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General Plan Introduction

“Santa Barbara has built into its very substance a meaning. A reason for being. The natural
beauty of its setting speaks of this meaning. Its history and its past generations of dwellers
speak of it. What Santa Barbara seems to be saying transcends all of mankind’s material
sciences, most of his culture. It touches a basic need in man to feel and be reminded of his
source, to sense the depth and strength of his roots, and hence to be assured of his own
meaning. It offers the experience of man’s relationship to his Earth neither dominating nor
being suppressed, but each existing in harmony with the other.” (Excerpt from the
Introduction, Santa Barbara General Plan, 1964.)

The City of Santa Barbara nestles in a beautiful setting between the Santa Ynez Mountains and the Pacific
Ocean with expansive views of the sea and of the mountains. In its temperate Mediterranean climate almost
everything grows. Tens of thousands of street trees provide shade, beauty and a calming serenity.

Santa Barbara’s history extends back some 8,000 years to its first human settlements. The periods of Hispanic
and early California history are captured in the beautiful architecture of the built environment, creating a
unique and diverse community of charm, warmth and grace.

The Downtown is vibrant and eminently walkable; the arts and culture lively and engaging. There are fine
art, historic and natural history museums, and Santa Barbara’s zoo is a delight for people of all ages. There
are numerous parks as well as a state historic park. There are miles of lovely and easily accessible beaches. In
addition, Santa Barbara is an extraordinarily environmentally responsible and caring community. Hundreds
of non-profit organizations work to improve the lives of the people of the area.

Generations of Santa Barbarans have worked with determination to protect and preserve Santa Barbara’s
special qualities, its beautiful views, its sense of place, its small town feel and its environment. These are the
things about Santa Barbara that residents and visitors alike cherish. These are the things about Santa Barbara
that make it internationally renowned.

This General Plan seeks to maintain these special qualities and a socially, environmentally, and economically
healthy and sustainable community as the City goes forward to 2030.

GENERAL PLAN PURPOSE AND NEED

The health, safety and welfare of the community are of primary importance to the City. In addition, the
people of Santa Barbara have affirmed the importance of sustainability with adoption of “Living Within Our

Resources” as a central mission statement.

Because of its desirability as a place to live, housing and land prices have always been higher in Santa Barbara
than in communities in North Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties. Although a significant portion of the
city’s housing stock is affordable to low and very low income households, few middle-income affordable
housing options exist for the needs of our diverse community, risking the very character we strive to retain.
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High energy prices and global unrest add a new dimension of economic complexity and uncertainty to
people’s life choices about where to live and work. Affordable transportation will likely follow suit. The
portion of Santa Barbara’s workforce, economically displaced to live in outlying communities, will face higher
commute costs, threatening business and service industries that keep our community running.

Climate change may indeed influence our pattern of living, how we do business, and how we use local
resources. It may influence how we get our energy, food and water. We may rely less on fossil fuels for travel
and household needs. Increasing food distribution costs will urge us to seek food sources more locally.

Global weather and temperature changes could also impact our region’s water supply, compelling us to pursue
new conservation and supply options. The City’s infrastructure is maintained by a network of funding
mechanisms. The current funding structure covers only the minimum in maintenance and limits our ability
to fund solutions to existing and future challenges. Moving forward with a vision of sustainability will require
new funding approaches and unwavering political will.

In order for the community to successfully address the issues that challenge our ways of life and those of
future generations, Santa Barbara will need to become a more sustainable community (for a definition of a
sustainable community see page 23). The purpose of this updated 2011 General Plan' is to adjust our
current course to become more holistically sustainable. For Santa Barbara, sustainability is to blend and
balance protecting and enhancing our natural and built environments, social equity, and economic vitality,
which together form the character of our community.

The challenges facing the City now and into the future include many that are familiar, such as growth
management, environmental stewardship, affordable housing, historic preservation and design compatibility,
and a few that are new, such as sustainability, climate change and the promotion of community health. How
Santa Barbara’s government and its people address these challenges will influence Santa Barbara’s evolution in
the next twenty years and beyond.

ISSUES AND POLICY DRIVERS

Development and Growth Issues
Both local necessities and global forces compelled updating the City’s General Plan beginning in 2005.

*  The need for the community to revisit the City’s Charter sections {1507, living within resource limits,
and §1508, managing growth particularly non-residential development, which expired December 31,
2009;

*  The need to adequately fund the city’s capital and service needs;

*  The socio-economic consequences of the types of market housing that have been built throughout the
past decade; and

»  The increasing global need to live and develop in a more sustainable way.

These trends and forces are in fact highly interconnected and encompass a myriad of considerations for the
General Plan. The baseline report, Conditions, Trends and Issues (2005) defined the status of important city
components, and identified numerous key land use issues. These issues and additional ones offered by

" For an explanation of the approach to the General Plan and which elements were comprehensively updated as part of
the 2011 Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update please refer to pages 27 and Content section for each of the goals and
policies section.
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members of the public were discussed throughout a year-long consultation process that is distilled in the
Community Input Summary Report, 2007. From all of these sources, the compatibilities and conflicts became
evident between community values and aspirations, global and regional forces and trends, physical limitations,
and economic realities.

What emerged were several recurring themes that have shaped and focused the substance of this plan. These
themes or “policy drivers” have been divided into five groups. However, connecting all of them is the
underlying, indisputable need for Santa Barbara, along with the rest of the world, to become more
sustainable.

Policy Drivers

In considering the recent trends and challenges facing Santa Barbara, the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan
Update process focused on several key issues that have gained importance as the planning process has evolved.
These issues and implications also reflect comments and concerns about growth expressed by residents and
community interest groups that participated in the 2007 Plan Santa Barbara outreach and workshop process.
They are issues that have continued to inform the community dialogue about reassessing existing City land
use and growth management policies, with the objective of determining which policies should be reaffirmed,
which policies amended, and what new policies are required. Balancing among competing policy objectives is
a key challenge in this effort.

These issues are referred to in this document as “policy drivers” because they often underlie a number of key
policy questions demanding an integrated response. The following discussion also identifies some of the
possible implications of future growth and development if the City made no changes to its current growth
management policies, and the development trends since 1990 continued to the year 2030. Equally
important, these policy drivers and implications are addressed thematically in the proposed Sustainability
Principles, as well as through specific yet correlative goals and policies found throughout the several areas of
the General Plan. Five key policy drivers that have been identified in the Plan Santa Barbara process are:

*  Economic and Fiscal Health

* Historic and Community Character
*  Growth Management

*  Public and Community Health

=  Energy and Climate Change

Economic and Fiscal Health

Economic events such as the 2008 stock market crash, housing market meltdown, and ensuing international
credit crisis are sobering reminders of the cyclical nature of economies. From time to time Santa Barbara
must expect and be prepared for such reversals. The abiding trends of loss of affordable housing, loss of our
socio-economic diversity, and loss of local businesses have not changed. Also unchanged is the government
sectors’ struggle with funding for public services and for maintaining and expanding necessary infrastructure.

The lack of affordable housing will continue to have an effect on the “jobs/housing” imbalance, long distance
commuting, overcrowding and illegal dwellings, and worker recruitment and retention. One significant fiscal
concern related to housing is the expiration of the Redevelopment Agency in 2015 as it has funded a sizable
percentage of the City’s permanently affordable housing stock.
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Though more transitory in nature, but significant nevertheless, the current state of the economy could extend
deferred maintenance of City infrastructure. Continuing to defer maintenance or upgrades to infrastructure
will likely increase the overall cost when it is eventually undertaken, and could possibly in the meantime delay
desired development for lack of capacity.

Numerous City programs are in place to provide for water service, wastewater collection and treatment, storm
drains, waste management and recycling, fire and police protection, schools, parks and recreation, disaster
preparation, and other public facilities and services. There are also extensive regulations and development
review criteria in place for considering the infrastructure and services issues of new development. The
continuing challenge is to ensure adequate public facilities and services, and their maintenance, commensurate
with future growth. Some potential implications of future development on infrastructure and services are:

» Difficulties in continuing to provide adequate funding, as public facilities and service costs increase over
time, and as services are expanded to support upgraded service levels or new development.

* Increase in long-term water demand exceeding the level presently planned for, along with potential
reduction in Lake Cachuma and Gibraltar Reservoir surface water supplies due to environmental water
releases and sedimentation.

» DPotential increased facility and service needs for wastewater, solid waste management, police and fire
protection and disaster planning, parks and recreation, schools and other child care and youth services,
health care facilities, and County services.

*  Cumulative loss of open space.

Historic and Community Character

Numerous General Plan policies and guidelines for site and architectural design, circulation, landscaping,
historic preservation, and neighborhood preservation have been adopted and implemented by the City over
the past 40 years. Development over this period has resulted in many benefits to the Downtown
commercial/mixed use center, including rehabilitation/revitalization of buildings, landscape improvements,
paseos, and other improvements that foster accessibility, visual character and aesthetics, and a sense of
community.

The City of Santa Barbara is largely built out, and development predominately involves demolition and
redevelopment of already built sites, and development of in-fill sites. The development policies and design
guidelines provide for flexible application to specific site circumstances. Therefore, substantial discretion on
the part of decision-makers is also provided with respect to project sizes and compatibility issues.

The recent growth pattern of redevelopment has been for larger and taller mixed-use structures and sizable
condominiums within commercially zoned areas, and larger additions and home replacements in residential
neighborhoods. The Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance addresses the latter issue. Continuing this trend
of larger redevelopment and in-fill development into the future has the following potential implications to
community character and design:

= Larger and taller mixed-use structures and sizeable condominiums within commercially zoned areas.
» Additional pedestrian activity in the Downtown and other commercial districts.
= Changes in visual and historic character of the urban Downtown.

»  Cumulative and localized reduction in openness and scenic views.
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Growth Management

Policies were developed to control growth, particularly non-residential development, in part due to concerns
over resource limitations, and to try to correct an imbalance between jobs and affordable housing available in
the City. City Charter Section 1508 (“Measure E”) was effective in limiting net new non-residential growth,
as well as encouraging infill development and the redevelopment of existing structures.

Non-residential development will continue to be limited and, for the next increment of non-residential
growth, expected to be 1.35 million net new square feet with support for Community Benefit uses.

On the other side of the equation, the City affordable housing programs and policies have successfully
produced a significant amount of affordable housing in an area with very high land values. From 1990 to
2007, 698 units of affordable housing have been built or are under construction, with additional units
approved or with applications pending (this includes both public and private projects). As of 2009,
approximately 8 percent of the housing units in the City are affordable under long-term restrictions, and
another 4 percent are rented to low income persons at affordable rents under the HUD Section 8 Voucher
Program. The City’s goal is to maintain or increase the percent of affordable housing.

However, continuing increases in land values and the cost of housing have resulted in most new market-rate
housing being unaffordable to the work force. Further, one of the unforeseen consequences of limiting non-
residential projects under Section 1508 and encouraging mixed-use development has been the proliferation of
large condominiums. Some potential implications of continuing current housing trends include:

* Continued development of large condominiums and loss of sense of community due to more part-time
residents.

* Loss of affordable housing and escalating housing costs resulting in additional residents and workers
relocating out of town, particularly critical workers such as those in the fire, police, health and education
sectors.

*  Decreased socio-economic diversity.
*  Worsening jobs/housing imbalance due to continuing job growth without sufficient affordable housing.
*  Recruitment and retention concerns for employers.

Public Health

A causal relationship has been identified between the built environment and public health issues, especially in
relation to epidemics such as obesity, respiratory disease and diabetes. Health professionals maintain that
where we locate our housing, how we get from Point A to Point B, and what kind of access is available to
open space, recreation, and healthy food are key determinants of such epidemics. Planning decisions may link
the physical environment and public health, and include consideration of public health and particularly active
living in preparing plans and project review.

Potential benefits of designing the built environment with regard to public health issues include:
» A decrease in the number of residents with obesity, respiratory disease, and diabetes.

= Greater opportunities to live a safe and healthy lifestyle.

*  An increased level of productivity and quality of life.

= A stabilization or reduction in the cost of healthcare.
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These positive impacts can be realized by:

= Creating neighborhoods that are safe for walking and biking by people of all ages.
= Creating neighborhoods that promote physical activity.

* Promoting convenient access to affordable and healthy food.

*  Reducing air pollution.

* Providing a wide variety of housing options for people of all income levels to help address the need of the
local healthcare workforce.

Energy and Climate Change

Like the nation, state and region, Santa Barbara looks to petroleum for a multitude of necessities and
pleasures. If fossil fuels become scarce, the consequences could touch many aspects of our lives including:
mobility restrictions, economic development, food production and perhaps climate changes (fires, flooding
and sea-level rise), some of which could be potentially severe. If needed, shifting Santa Barbara’s economy to
one less dependent on fossil fuels and inclusive of more “green businesses” would require conscientious
planning and political will. Beyond how Santa Barbara chooses to address these issues as a community, state
law now requires specific planning as outlined in recent legislation.”

Single occupant vehicles are the main determinant influencing fuel consumption, regional and local land use
development patterns, economic development, air quality, and perhaps global climate impacts. Failure to
address the role of the automobile over the next 20 years could extend well beyond increasing congestion
levels at local freeway interchanges. Transportation implications of future growth may include the following:

» The City’s continuing position as a regional employment, commercial, educational, institutional,
cultural, and recreational center could attract added regional trips contributing to congestion at freeway
interchanges and City streets serving them.

* Additional job creation in the City without sufficient affordable housing would result in more
commuters, freeway and interchange congestion, as well as potential traffic effects in the jurisdictions
housing workers.

* The construction process for planned highway improvements south of Santa Barbara, including freeway
widening, could result in increased highway congestion over the next one to two decades.

» External factors affect increased traffic congestion even more than land development, including
population, per capita vehicle ownership, Highway 101 congestion levels, land prices, location choices for

jobs and homes, and availability of commute alternatives.

The response to these policy drivers is presented through a sustainable planning approach for Santa Barbara,
and specifically through a sustainability framework for the new General Plan.

2 AB32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, 2006, and SB375 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, in 2008.
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Sustainability Framework

This section defines sustainability for Santa Barbara, establishes a set of sustainability principles, outlines the
sustainability framework for the General Plan, and provides a systematic process to assess the progress toward
General Plan goals set forth in this framework. To achieve a flexible and resilient community, the goals and
policies that guide decisions need to be expanded beyond living within our resources in which we simply
consider existing resource capacities to manage growth and preserve the City’s heritage and lifestyle. We need
to look at our ecological footprint and determine how we are using those resources and, equally important, to
what end. Being a sustainable community means making decisions based on the connections between the
environment, the economy, and the people of our community, for the benefit of all the residents of our city,
present and future, and to preserve and enhance our community character.

Santa Barbara is an ecosystem where individual, organizational, and governmental decisions affect the
sustenance of all. These decisions can enhance or hurt the natural and physical environment, the valued
qualities of our city, diversity, and health, safety and welfare of all residents and visitors. Therefore, a new
policy framework is needed to inform and support individual, organizational, and governmental decisions to
move in a direction that brings about a more sustainable Santa Barbara.

SANTA BARBARA AS A SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY

A comprehensive definition of sustainability takes into account a number of factors, including:
*  Along-term, and regional perspective;

»  Concern for the welfare of the entire population, both current and future generations;

*  Acknowledgment of human dependence on Earth’s finite natural resources; and

= Recognition of the relationship between humans and their environment that attempts to achieve a steady
balance over time.

A sustainable Santa Barbara is a diverse community that strives to live within its resource capacities and
integrate all aspects of its ecosystem, while protecting and improving the natural and built environment for
the social and economic benefit of present and future generations.

The vision for this 2011 General Plan, therefore, is one in which the goals, policies and implementation
measures work together to move Santa Barbara toward increasing sustainability. This vision is based on the
Community Input Summary Report (2007) which summarized the public input received during the
community outreach phase at the beginning of the Plan Santa Barbara process.
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Vision of a Sustainable Santa Barbara

Santa Barbara strives to become a more sustainable community. All members of the Santa Barbara community
are stewards, and we accept that responsibility with the understanding that change is inevitable, that perfection
can only be pursued, that there will always be a dynamic tension between our many goals, and achieving a
momentary balance between them is a never-ending challenge.

The City, residents, businesses, developers and community organizations envision working together to achieve
the following:

Sustainability: Becoming more sustainable by managing wise use of resources.
Community Health: Providing a physical environment that is healthy, and encourages healthy, active living.

Environment: Protecting and enhancing the scenic beauty of Santa Barbara’s natural setting and built
environment which is intrinsic to our appreciation and enjoyment of the City. At the same time, improving on
conservation of resources such as, energy, water, open space, and native habitat, through innovation and
determination.

Growth: Managing growth within our limited resources, and in so doing, retaining the desirable aspects of the
physical city without sacrificing its economic vibrancy and demographic diversity.

Community Design: Carrying on the tradition of preserving open space for public enjoyment, preserving
historic buildings, and the continuity of emblematic architecture in new development and redevelopment.

Historic Resources: Preserving and enhancing historic resources now and in the future.

Housing: Allowing as much housing as possible within resource limits to provide an array of lifestyle options for
a demographically and economically diverse resident population.

Transportation: Creating a diverse transportation network that serves our community’s economic vitality,
small-town feel, a variety of housing options, economic stewardship, and healthy lifestyles.

Public Services and Facilities: Understanding that public services and facilities are limited resources, in
particular with respect to financial considerations, explore technological solutions to safeguard, improve and
expand the natural resources of Santa Barbara, while applying innovation to maintain or improve the quality of
life and protect the natural environment.

Economy: Seeking stability through diversity, and balance between serving residents and visitors or non-resident
investors, consistent with our environmental values and the need to be sustainable and retain unique character.

Civic Participation: Believing the best decisions are made with the greatest community participation. We
know that full consensus is rare, but greater participation, where people have an opportunity to be heard and all
opinions are respected, will achieve greater understanding, acceptance and appreciation which are so essential to
our sense of community.

Over the next 20 years, these are the values for Santa Barbara to increasingly reflect in all its manifestations:
physical, cultural and social, and through its General Plan.
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SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES

The following set of principles elaborate on the basic components of sustainability: Economy, Environment,

and Equity, to reflect the key challenges for Santa Barbara. Maintaining Santa Barbara’s natural and historic

resources and community character are integral to all three components.

Economy

The vitality and long-term health of the Santa Barbara economy relies on maintaining the City as a center
for commerce, tourism, education, employment, institutions, medicine, culture and recreation for the
South Coast region, as well as encouraging economic retooling that improves the natural environment,
while improving social equity.

A fiscally sound municipal government is essential to actively support the types of public services,
infrastructure, and facilities that will be required to move the community towards a more sustainable
future.

Environment

“Living Within Our Resources” means effectively managing growth and in-fill development to conserve
and protect the community’s natural, physical, historic and cultural resources for present and future
generations. Future development and resource use must be met with creative solutions for the multiple
objectives of the General Plan including preserving historic and cultural resources, retaining community
character, a diverse population and culture, and allowing sufficient growth to support a steady economy.

Efficiently and effectively managing and protecting our natural and physical resources entails practicing
innovative strategies that achieve protection, conservation, enhancement, reduced consumption, reuse,
recycling, self-sufficiency, and adaptation to changing climate conditions, should they occur.

Historic and cultural resources and the small town character of Santa Barbara need to be protected
throughout the City by utilizing preservation strategies to enhance the human scale of architecture, public
open space, landscaping, and public views.

Circulation within, to and from Santa Barbara should fully utilize all available modes of transportation.
If fossil fuels become increasingly scarce and prices rise, the City may need to dramatically accelerate
efforts to plan, improve and build viable alternatives such as transit, rail, bicycle, and pedestrian/wheel
chair access ways.

Equity

Socio-economic diversity is important for maintaining a healthy culture and stable economy, and should
be supported through: housing affordable to all income levels and mobility options for a range of income
levels; economic policy to encourage livable wages and good jobs; and opportunities for all to participate
in education, cultural events and the arts.

A healthy community requires investment in public infrastructure, facilities and services that provide
equal access to open space and recreation, clean air, healthy food, housing and neighborhood-serving
commercial uses. The plan for the entire community should provide for all life phases, the design of the
built environment needs to be responsive to the needs of all, including youth, seniors and people with
disabilities.
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= All members of the community should be provided with information about and strongly encouraged to
participate in community decisions that affect them.

= “Living Within Our Resources” includes supporting, maintaining and enhancing our human resource,
such as our workforce, in particular workers needed to keep the city functioning for normal day to day
living, or in the event of disaster.

SUSTAINABILITY AND RESOURCE CAPACITY

Resource capacity has been an important part of “Living Within Our Resources,” and it is an important
P g
aspect of sustainability as well.

However, sustainability is a broader, more challenging concept in which resource capacity is but one of several
factors to consider in making decisions for the whole of the community. For many resources, their capacity
to support a population is not a fixed amount in absolute terms, though it may be at any moment in time.
Resource capacities can be increased or decreased depending on life-style preferences, conservation strategies,
technological advances, availability of alternative resources or substitutes, and changes in relative resource
costs. Santa Barbara can grow and evolve and also retain a high quality of life and an amenable environment,
with foresight in the management of its resources.

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT

An Adaptive Management Program (AMP) contains the evaluation, feedback, and adaptation components of
the General Plan to track progress toward achieving the plan’s goals, objectives and desired outcomes.
Adaptive management enables revision of policies and implementation measures throughout the 20-year
planning period to effect course corrections in response to external trends or to avert future unintended
consequences. Incorporating an adaptive management approach supports sustainability by allowing the
General Plan to be a living document, maintaining its relevancy through timely adjustments, and reducing
the need for major updates that are often after-the-fact and reactive.

In order to measure progress toward General Plan goals, the Sustainability Framework sets out objectives,
which will be found in the AMP, for each of the elements. The objectives provide the link between the
General Plan and the AMP by interpreting the aspirations of the goals into more explicit statements.
Objectives can express either a desired end-state or a benchmark toward a desired end-state. While goals
generally remain constant, the objectives may change throughout the course of the General Plan either as they
are achieved and new objectives are desired, or more relevant measures are developed. Some policies include a
monitoring requirement as well.

The components of the AMP include baseline information, community indicators, monitoring procedures
and timeframes, and reports. The environmental assessment for the General Plan Update provides much of
the baseline data along with other studies.

The community indicators are the applied measures (often referred to as “metrics”) which can be
methodically observed, enumerated, calculated, or gauged. Indicators will be developed through review of the
baseline data, the objectives, and community and Planning Commission input. Monitoring procedures will
employ a variety of methods that may involve statistical evaluation, technical measurement or the use of
surveys. The availability of water is a primary resource to sustain growth and development, and is a good
example of an existing community indicator.
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The AMP includes reports to the City Council on the status of the City’s water supply management program,
which includes tracking new demand and the status of the City’s various water supplies. On a five year cycle,
the City also conducts a more formal water supply update in the form of its Urban Water Management Plan.

The AMP will set out a comprehensive schedule of regular reports for each of the community indicators.
Reports will provide the results of monitoring, explain the process and techniques used, and make
recommendations for revisions to the General Plan.

SUSTAINABILITY FRAMEWORK

The diagram of the Proposed Sustainability Figure 1: General Plan Sustainability Framework
Framework (Figure 1) helps to better
understand how the key issues that have
driven the Plan Santa Barbara process are
carried forward into the General Plan
elements, implementation actions and

feedback mechanisms.

Sustainability Principles: These overarching
principles are the bridge between the
definition of a sustainable Santa Barbara and
the goals and policies of each respective
General Plan element. The principles also
directly address the key policy issues (or
“drivers”) the community faces today and
into the future.

Policy Drivers: These are the issue areas with
local, regional and global significance that
affect both the guiding principles and the
goals and policies. The policy drivers: growth
management, energy and climate change,
community character, economy and fiscal
health, and public health, were discussed in
the previous section.

General Plan Elements: The General Plan is organized by the elements that comprise the updated General
Plan document. As noted later under the Climate Change policies in this plan, a comprehensive program to
address climate change may affect elements of the General Plan.

The proposed General Plan Elements include:

* Land Use (updated in 2011)

* Housing (updated in 2011)

= Open Space, Parks, and Recreation(new goals, policies and implementation actions)
*  Economy and Fiscal Health (new Element)

* Environmental Resources (new goals, policies and implementation actions)

2011 GENERAL PLAN 11



INTRODUCTION

»  Historic Resources (new Element with expected completion in 2012)
= Circulation (new goals, policies and implementation actions)
= Safety and Public Services (new goals, policies and implementation actions)

The proposed goals and policies contained in the general plan elements provide the specific direction to make
the City General Plan more sustainability-focused. However, many existing goals and policies already reflect
a sustainable approach or address key planning considerations for Santa Barbara. These goals and policies
have been retained, sometimes revised and/or relocated to a different element, and are still part of the General
Plan. As additional elements are updated, many existing policies, standards and implementation actions will
be carried forward into the updated General Plan, most of which are anticipated to remain unchanged.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

A key component of the Sustainability Framework is public participation, for there can be no social equity
without an informed and engaged community. Initiating and sustaining participation across all socio-
economic levels during a long-term planning process, such as a General Plan Update process, can be a
particular challenge. However, public participation lies at the heart of our democracy and is reflected in the
community planning process.

In 2005, the City Council set a public participation goal for the General Plan Update process: Encourage
public involvement and participation at all levels of city planning and other government activities. This
acknowledges the critical importance of public participation to the balancing of needs in the resulting
planning policies. But public participation does not stop with completion of the plan. The General Plan
must continue to impartially encourage and facilitate the public’s role in the planning decision process for
development, and in resource use and stewardship in relation to individual projects, development of
implementation tools or future plan amendments.

GOAL

» Fostering Public Participation. The City provides a public participation process that is
inclusive, responsive, and balanced with regard to the broad needs of the community.

Public Participation Policies

PP1:  Access to Information. Members of the public shall have access to the necessary information and
understanding of procedures to participate in decisions that affect them.

PP2:  Wide Participation. The City shall encourage the widest possible citizen participation in local
government decision-making by:

*  Welcoming, encouraging and enabling participation in the planning process by citizens who may
be unfamiliar with City procedures.

= The City Council, Boards and Commissions meeting in the evening, as necessary and
appropriate, so that all citizens can take part.
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HOW ELEMENTS WORK TOGETHER

Legal Requirements

Cities and counties in the state of California are required by law to have an operating General Plan at all times
to address its physical development. While charter cities such as Santa Barbara are exempt from some state
land use law, all California counties and cities including charter cities must have a general plan containing, at
a minimum, the required substance for the mandated elements. Further, all general plans must be internally
consistent.

State legislation specifies the content and process for developing the plans. Although the legislation mandates
seven elements: Land Use, Housing, Circulation, Conservation, Open Space, Safety, and Noise, it also
permits a local government to prepare optional elements to focus on additional issues, or topics that are
particularly relevant to the community, such as historic resources, public health or the local economy. All
elements have the same force and effect, including optional elements, and no element takes precedence over
any other. All parts of the general plan must be weighed equally in making decisions on individual
developments.

The State also advocates that a general plan be “clear, concise and easy to use,” and suggests that condensing
elements is one way to achieve this. The State encourages combining elements or reorganizing the statutory
issues into elements considered more functional or appropriate for a particular jurisdiction.  Local
governments are encouraged to prepare a plan that best suits their community, provided that it addresses all
of the relevant statutory issues.

Consistency

The California Government Code also requires that general plans contain an integrated, internally consistent
set of policies. When an element of the General Plan is revised, and especially when new policies and
priorities are proposed, the other elements must be reviewed and, if necessary, updated to ensure that internal
consistency is maintained. Integration in policies is not only required, it is unavoidable in order to address
issues holistically without overlooking an important facet.

One of the primary tenets of the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update process was to provide a framework
to further consistency and integration among the elements. The 2011 Santa Barbara General Plan is based on
an overarching sustainability framework, guided by sustainability principals of economy, environment and
equity. These principals are carried forward through the goals, policies and implementation actions of each
respective General Plan element. A thorough review was conducted of all existing General Plan goals and
policies as part of the Plan Santa Barbara process to ensure, among other factors, internal consistency.

CONTENT OF THIS AND FUTURE UPDATES

This edition of the General Plan incorporates a subtle shift in the concept of its permanency. As part of a
more sustainable approach, the plan is expected to provide continuity and certainty while responding to
changing trends and planning outcomes. Consequently, the General Plan is no longer viewed as a static set of
policies to guide growth and development in the city for the next 20 years; rather, it is intended to be an
evolving set of policies that can adjust to new issues, or imbalance between goals and outcomes. The Adaptive
Management Program is one tool to implement this approach. No recommendation in this plan shall be
interpreted as mandating the hiring of additional personnel or consultants.
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The 2011 update to the Santa Barbara General Plan reformats the plan with an overarching introduction
explaining the sustainability framework and providing a background of history as well as a city profile. The
elements have been re-organized around the sustainability framework, to provide a more integrated plan, with
comprehensive updates to the Land Use Element, the General Plan Map, and the Housing Element.

The sustainability framework also provides direction for the future update of the remaining elements through
the Sustainability Principles as well as specific goals for each of the respective elements. Selected policies have
also been identified for the remaining elements that either were reorganized from a previous element or arose
as a new policy during the Plan Santa Barbara process. Up until the time the remaining elements are
updated, the new goals and policies as well as the existing elements will remain in force.

Plan Elements, Goals, Policies and Implementation

The 2011 General Plan is comprised of the eight reorganized elements, of which the seven mandatory
elements are included therein. Optional stand alone elements include Historic Resources and Economy Fiscal
Health. Each element contains a set of goals, policies and implementation actions to be considered.

The goals provide the general direction and desired outcome for each chapter within each respective element.
The California General Plan Guidelines defines a goal as, “a direction setter. It is an ideal future end,
condition, or state related to the public health, safety or general welfare toward which planning and planning
implementation measures are directed. A goal is a general expression of community values and, therefore, is
abstract in nature. A goal is generally not quantifiable, time-dependant or suggestive of specific actions for its
achievement.”

A policy is the method to achieve the goals, and typically there are numerous policies under each goal. The
General Plan Guidelines defines a policy as, “a specific statement that guides decision-making. It indicates a
clear commitment of the local legislative body.”

Implementation strategies are specific methods to achieve the vision of a more sustainable community and
provide examples of programs and actions that the City may take to achieve the goal and policy. The General
Plan Guidelines define an implementation strategy as “a rule of measure establishing a level of quantity that
must be complied with or satisfied. Implementation strategies further define the abstract terms of goals and
policies.” To underscore that these are examples of what may be undertaken by the City, the subheading
“Possible Implementation Action to be Considered’ is used throughout the document.

Table I-1: General Plan Elements

Required Elements Existing Op tion;; lEll)e LI PlanSB Elements

Land Use Parks and Recreation Scenic Highways ~ Land Use

Housing Housing

Circulation Circulation (& Scenic Highways)

Open Space Open Space, Parks and Recreation

Conservation Environmental Resources
(& Conservation & Noise)

Safety Safety and Public Services

Noise Economy and Fiscal Health
Historic Resources
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Background and Setting

The best way to plan for tomorrow is with a clear understanding and appreciation for today and yesterday.
This chapter includes a summary of the history of Santa Barbara, its history of city planning, and a profile of
the city as of 2010. The historical summary highlights key events in the City’s history that cumulatively have
brought us to the present time, and provides the backdrop for city planning along the way. A fuller city
history is provided in Appendix C. The planning history explains how values, concerns and planning
solutions have evolved throughout the City’s planning history, including the most recent Plan Santa Barbara
process. Finally, the Setting presents a snapshot of Santa Barbara, circa 2009; the starting point and
benchmark for resource use, development, preservation, and conservation activities over the next 20 years.

HISTORIC CONTEXT

Chumash Period (before 1782), Spanish and Mexican Periods (1782 — 1848)

Santa Barbara’s history extends back some 8,000 years to its first human settlements. In 1769 when the
Spanish Portola Expedition visited Syuxtun, they found it to be a thriving village of approximately 600
Chumash. Archaeologists now estimate that the village, located at the beach, west of the mouth of Mission
Creek, had been continuously inhabited for at least 800 years prior to contact with the Spanish (Cabrillo)
Expedition in 1542.

Permanent European settlement began when the
Spanish returned and established the presidio (fort) in
Santa Barbara in 1782. Once the presidio was
complete, the Franciscans founded the Mission Santa
Barbara on December 4 (St. Barbara’s Day), 1786. A
major earthquake destroyed the adobe structure in 1812.
It took five years to construct a new sandstone church.
The second tower was added in 1833, giving the mission
its iconic symmetrical facade.

A dam and aqueduct system was constructed about 1.5
miles up Mission Canyon in 1807 to provide water to
the growing community living on mission grounds. An
1806 reservoir near the Mission was so well built that it~ Reconstructed Chapel and Comandante’s Quarters at El
was used to store water until 1993, when it was Presidio de Santa Bdrbara State Historic Park

transferred from Public Works to the Parks Department.

The presidio, also damaged by the 1812 earthquake, gradually lost its military importance. For their service
to the Spanish Crown, presidio soldiers were given small land grants adjacent to the presidio. A pueblo
characterized by small single-story adobe houses connected by irregular pathways began to form around the
deteriorating fort. These simple adobe structures, built using available building materials, were virtually
unadorned, yet their character is often emulated in Santa Barbara today.

In 1821, Mexico achieved independence from Spain, and California became a Mexican territory. Santa
Barbara continued to develop slowly as a Mexican pueblo until California was ceded to the United States by
the Mexican government at the conclusion of the Mexican-American war in 1848.
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Americanization Period (1848 — 1902)

At the close of the Mexican-American War in 1848, California was under the control of the United States
military. Two years later, on September 9, 1850, California became the 31st state without first passing
through a territorial stage. At this time, Santa Barbara had already incorporated as an American City on April
9, 1850 (five months before California became a state). Early in its existence, the City Council hired Captain
Salisbury Haley to survey the city and create an “American” grid street system to replace the winding
pathways of the former pueblo. The survey lacked uniformity in the block sizes despite City Council
direction to make each side 450 feet long. A deliberate misalignment is at the intersection of Santa Barbara
and De la Guerra Streets and State and De La Guerra Streets, resulting from the position of the Leyva Adobe
formerly located on De la Guerra Street just east of State Street. Most of the errors in dimensions were the
result of poor surveying on the part of Haley.

American migrants to Santa Barbara did not favor the existing Spanish style adobe homes and introduced
wood frame construction to the city. Since the main form of access to the city was by steamships, significant
growth did not occur until the completion of Stearns Wharf in 1872. The deep-water wharf provided the
City with dockage for steam ships, which brought people and building materials. This improved access, along
with a beautiful setting and favorable climate made Santa Barbara ripe as a tourist destination. The City’s
first public transportation system, a mule-car line, was completed in 1875. The system provided direct access
to the Arlington Hotel from Stearns Wharf, and also provided service along Cabrillo Boulevard to the Bath
House at Castillo Street. The mule-cars operated for 22 years.

The railroad finally arrived in Santa Barbara in 1887, providing regular service to Los Angeles. With this
reliable and convenient transportation link to Los Angeles, came the establishment of Santa Barbara as a
premier destination for wealthy families from the east coast, midwest, and Europe. Resort hotels, such as the
Arlington, catered to their visitors. Businesses needed to support Santa Barbara’s growing tourism industry
expanded the City’s center, especially along State Street, which was then surrounded by new houses needed by
the increasing work force. Well-to-do families began to construct winter homes on the upper east side. Most
of the buildings constructed during this late Victorian period were built in the popular architectural styles of
the day; Italianate, Stick/Eastlake, Stick, Folk Victorian, and Queen Anne, which were prevalent throughout
the country. Parts of Santa Barbara looked like any small American city. The City’s first major medical
center, “Cottage Hospital” opened on December 8, 1891. The hospital would shape the development of the
surrounding Oak Park neighborhood for over one-hundred years.

The Consolidated Electric Company was organized in 1896 to provide electric street-car service in Santa
Barbara. The narrow gauge tracks serviced East Beach and West Beach, State Street to the Arlington Hotel,
and extended to Cottage Hospital and the Old Mission. This street-car service helped to establish Santa
Barbara’s earliest residential suburbs.

As different ethnic groups arrived, they formed separate centers for their businesses and surrounding homes,
creating neighborhoods where their culture and language were predominant. In the early twentieth century,
Chinatown occupied the first block of East Canon Perdido Street. Japanese immigrants resided in various
parts of the city, but many chose to locate on the second block of East Canon Perdido Street. English and
Italian stone masons created the majority of the stone retaining walls, stone steps, and gate posts found
throughout the Riviera section of Santa Barbara.
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Late in this period renewed interest in the history of the California Missions became the inspiration for the
Mission Revival architectural style in California. Only three major buildings in Santa Barbara (the second
Arlington Hotel, the Potter Hotel, and the Southern Pacific Railroad Station) would be constructed in the
Mission Revival style. The style was relatively short-lived in Santa Barbara, being quickly eclipsed by the
popular Spanish Colonial Revival style of architecture.

Santa Barbara (1902 — 1925)

Santa Barbara embraced the City Beautiful Movement with open arms. In 1904, the City Council added two
important parks (Oak Park and East Beach Park, now known as Chase Palm Park) to the City’s park system.
During this time period (and through at least 1931), various civic organizations bought much of the
remaining waterfront assuring its preservation for public use.

By the turn of the 20th Century, Santa Barbara was well established as a vacation destination for people trying
to escape the frozen winters back east. In 1902, the 600-room Potter Hotel was constructed near the beach,
and ten years later the new Arlington hotel was completed after fire destroyed the first hotel in 1909. Both
hotels were eventually destroyed; the Potter by fire in 1921 and the 1925 earthquake severely damaged the
Arlington Hotel, which was then demolished.

In 1901, the long awaited railroad link to San Francisco was completed allowing travel to Santa Barbara by
rail from either Los Angeles or San Francisco. During this time the City’s streetcar system was expanded and
one could travel from the beach to the Mission, and in 1913, up to the State Normal School campus located
on the Riviera. The Riviera Development Company had bought about 300 acres of land, built the roads,
sandstone retaining walls, underground utilities, and had planted hundreds of oak trees. This substantial
subdivision imposed the first restrictions requiring use of the “Riviera” style which featured white stucco walls
with red tile roofs.

Shortly after the conclusion of the First World War, Santa Barbara began to revamp its visual image. During
this period, in 1919, a competition was held for the design of a “County courthouse and WWI memorial
with some county and city offices,” requiring that both structures be designed in a Hispanic/Mediterranean
style. Between 1923 and 1925, there were a series of public exhibitions of drawings showing how individual
blocks of State Street could be rebuilt using a unifying Hispanic architectural theme.

Civic leaders Pearl Chase and Bernhard Hoffmann of the Plans
and Planting Committee, formed in 1922, were the driving force
behind the movement to return Santa Barbara to a Hispanic city.
One year later, in 1923, the City Council created a Planning
Commission and in 1925 adopted a building and zoning
ordinance. At the urging of the Plans and Planting Committee,
several important civic buildings were constructed in the Spanish
Colonial Revival Style between 1922 and 1924. These were the
City Hall, Santa Barbara High School, the original Roosevelt
Elementary School, and the Lobero Theater. Additionally, several
important private buildings were also constructed between 1922
and 1925. The most influential of these was El Paseo, still
regarded today as one of the finest examples in scale and details that characterize the Spanish Colonial Revival

El Paseo Courtyard, Spanish Colonial Revival Style

style of architecture. Pearl Chase, dubbed “Santa Barbara’s Pearl” continued to work tirelessly to beautify
Santa Barbara until her death in 1979 at the age of 90.
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Tragic Opportunity (1925 - 1939)

One of the most significant catalysts for the architectural development of Santa Barbara was the massive
earthquake which struck at 6:42 A.M. on June 29th, 1925. The earthquake severely damaged most of Santa
Barbara’s business district, which was comprised of mainly un-reinforced masonry buildings. Fortunately, a
vast majority of the residential structures in town were wood-frame and stood-up to the shaking, mainly
loosing brick chimneys, but otherwise left intact.

During this time, city activists such as Bernhard Hoffmann and Pear] Chase were carefully educating the
public on the need for and value of architectural controls and a City Council appointed public safety board
established the Architectural Advisory Committee. One function of the Committee was a Community
Drafting Room, which provided certain free services to the public. The City Council created an Architectural
Board of Review (ABR) by ordinance in July, 1925. This ABR only lasted nine months.

During this time period, the introduction of affordable automobiles facilitated the creation of Santa Barbara’s
early automobile suburbs on the upper east and west sides and eventually further out, such as San Roque, and
up on the Mesa. In the early suburbs, such as the upper west side, the garages were detached structures placed
at the rear of the lot allowing the houses, generally with covered porches, to be oriented to the street, retaining
a traditional development pattern.

Later development patterns on the Mesa placed two car garages at the front of the house, providing larger
private back-yards, but this change in orientation fostered less interaction between neighbors. As a result of
the popularity of private automobiles, the city abandoned its street-car lines in 1929. Private bus systems

followed.

The Second World War and Beyond (1940 — 1975)

The largest impact that World War II had on Santa Barbara was the construction of a large military hospital
(Hoff General Hospital) in the Casa Loma area, near the Samarkand neighborhood. Most of the war surplus
buildings had been moved or demolished by 1960 to make way for MacKenzie Park and the Municipal Golf
Course. The historic Naval Reserve Center and adjacent ship repair and warehouse shops serviced Navy
destroyers during the war.

As was the case across the country, Santa Barbara experienced a post-war population and construction boom
to provide housing for returning World War II veterans. Although Santa Barbara established a board of
architectural review in 1947, by the mid-1950’s the architectural character of the city began to change. In
response to development pressure and the loss of several of the City’s historic adobes, the El Pueblo Viejo
Landmark District (EPV) was established by ordinance in 1960. The original EPV encompassed a 16-block
area representing the approximate location of the old pueblo. The City Council designated the Advisory
Landmark Committee to oversee implementation of the new ordinance.

In 1969, the largest oil blowout in the waters off of California, and now the third largest in the United States,
occurred in the Santa Barbara Channel. It is estimated that up to 100,000 barrels of oil erupted into the
Channel. Crude oil coated the city’s beaches and wildlife and damaged Santa Barbara’s environment and
economy. The event had an international impact, and it is considered the source of the modern
environmental movement.
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Development by Design (1975 — 2010)

In 1977, the boundaries of the EPV were expanded to include more of the commercial center of the city and
the principal streets providing access from the 101 Freeway. Eventually the importance of the established
guidelines for the architecture within the EPV necessitated the elevation of the Landmarks Committee to a
“Historic Landmarks Commission” by City Charter amendment.

Another driving force that significantly shaped Santa Barbara was the creation of the Redevelopment Agency
(RDA) with two of its Redevelopment Project areas, which were the Presidio Springs under HUD’s
Neighborhood Development Program (NDP) and the Central City Redevelopment Project area (CCRP).
The agency has been responsible for many improvements in the city including the widening of the sidewalks,
addition of significant landscaping along the lower State Street corridor, and a number of almost invisible
public parking garages, which service the central business district. The RDA also constructed affordable
housing projects that were designed to be compatible with their setting and have the appearance of market
rate housing. The development of the Paseo Nuevo outdoor shopping mall Downtown in 1990 by the RDA
was the most significant catalyst for the rejuvenation of State Street as a shopping district.

HISTORY OF CITY PLANNING

As evidenced by its history, both local and external events, pressures and trends have shaped the city for more
than 200 years and will continue to do so. These forces were recognized by the early residents and city
officials, and as a result the city has benefited from a high level of civic involvement ever since.

The first comprehensive zoning ordinance was adopted in 1930. The current comprehensive ordinance was
adopted in 1957. The General Plan was adopted in 1964. The Historic Landmarks Commission began as an
advisory committee in 1960 and received additional powers in 1977. The current Architectural Board of
Review was established in 1947, and the Planning Commission was established in 1923. These planning
milestones and many others were in response to public expressions of concern about the direction of the city,
and, within the limits of state and city requirements, express the general public will. The planning documents,
regulation, and the review and decision making bodies have been principal agents guiding city growth, form
and character.

1964 Plan to 2005

The original 1964 General Plan comprised the total plan in one volume plus a map and did not include many
of the elements (see below) that currently exist. Since then a number of amendments have been made to the
adopted plan.

While there have been amendments over the intervening years, the city’s General Plan has never been
comprehensively updated.

Other elements of the city’s General Plan were completed, or substantially updated on the following dates:
* Land Use Element, July 1964, March 1972, last updated in February 1995

= Current General Plan Map, March 1975

= Conservation Element, August 1979, July 1994

»  Circulation Element, July 1964, 1971, November 1979, Interim March 1988, November 1997

* Housing Element February 1977, 1982, 1985 Addendum, February 1995, August 2004
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= Noise Element, August 1979, November 1983

= Open Space Element, January 1972

= Scenic Highways Element, February 1974

= Parks and Recreation Element, July 1964, August 1982
= Seismic Safety and Safety Element, August 1979

A major planning effort included the City of Santa Barbara’s Goals Report submitted by the Citizens General
Plan Goals Committee in April 1971. This committee, appointed by City Council in 1970, worked for a
year to study the general plan goals and to formulate recommendations. The City Council adopted the
committee’s report in 1971 as an official statement of City policy. Large scale amendments were made to the
General Plan in 1972 including a section called “Principles and Goals” with the adopted goals. Building on
these goals and the values within them, goals have been rewritten for this 2011 General Plan Update.

Even in 1964, the original plan’s predominant focus was to preserve Santa Barbara’s distinctive character and
“feel”, and it raised concerns about growth despite its passive support of a significant amount of development,
both residential and non-residential. Bit by bit over the intervening years, goals and policies have been revised
in response to evolving community values and concerns over growth as various elements were prepared and
updated, with “Living Within Our Resources” being just the beginning.

A more sustainable approach to city planning was heralded in the 1997 update to the Circulation Element, in
which the automobile and alternative transportation received equal attention. The primacy of affordable
housing addressed in the Housing Element in 1995 and again in 2004 addressed the equity component of
sustainability for the city. Before it became a household term, Santa Barbara was going sustainable. But a
persistent planning concern since the 1970s has been to manage Santa Barbara’s growth.

Growth Management

The 1964 General Plan reflected the build-out potential under the existing zoning in excess of 100 million
square feet of nonresidential development, and a potential residential population of between 140,000 and
170,000. Following its adoption, community concern began to grow regarding the effects that the maximum
build-out could have on the community and the ability of the City to provide resources to support that
amount of development.

In response to this concern for the quality of life in Santa Barbara and its relation to resource limits, and at
the recommendation of the Planning Commission that a study be carried out, the City Council contracted
with the Santa Barbara Planning Task Force in 1974 to conduct a study, which resulted in the 1974 report
Impacts of Growth. The study looked at what the city would be like at different population levels. It showed
that significant effects on the quality of life would occur if population increased to the then theoretical
buildout (140,000 to 170,000) because the City would not have the resources to maintain the population at
the theoretical buildout.

In response to the study, the City Council adopted amendments to both the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance which resulted in the 1975 residential down zoning which reduced densities in residential areas to
accommodate an optimum population level of 85,000. However, no commercial down zoning occurred.
The 1975 down zoning was the initial step towards a concept which has come to be known as “Living Within
Our Resources.” The concept of “Living Within Our Resources” calls for a population build-out level
consistent with the City’s water supply, traffic and parking capacity, sewage treatment capacity, air quality,
etc., which maintain the high quality of life that Santa Barbarans presently enjoy.
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In 1977, due to concerns with increasing population a two part advisory measure was put on the ballot to give
City Council the opinion of the voters regarding the down zoning. The ballot asked the community if they
supported efforts to limit population to 85,000 and if voter approval should be required for changes that
would increase the population. The community voted affirmatively to both and the City Council upheld the
1975 down zoning.

In 1982, the City Council established a Charter Committee to incorporate the 85,000 population goal into
the City Charter. It was determined that a population goal was too specific and legally could not be
incorporated into the Charter. The result of the Charter Committee’s discussions was a ballot measure,
Measure K, which proposed a Charter Amendment mandating that “land development shall not exceed its
public services and physical and natural resources...All land use policies shall provide for a level and balance
of residential and commercial development which will effectively utilize, but will not exhaust, the City’s
resources in the foreseeable future...” Measure K was approved by 60 percent of the voters and incorporated
into the City Charter as Section 1507.

In 1982, technical studies for a General Plan Update (GPU) were initiated. The GPU Public Participation
Process began in 1988. In 1989, the City Council placed the nonresidential growth limitation before the

voters as ballot Measure E which was approved by 55 percent of the voters. Measure E was incorporated into
the City Charter as Section 1508.

In 1990, the City Council adopted amendments to the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance which:
= Reduced commercial development potential;
»  Recognized residential needs as the highest priority;

* Limited development based on the 1985 Master Water Plan which assumed a capacity equivalent to
40,005 dwelling units;

*  Established mixed use development as a high priority implementation strategy to provide additional
multi-family housing;

*  Determined that transitional areas must be studied and plans prepared to preserve existing dwelling units;

and

»  Established higher density residential in the Downtown area as a high priority implementation strategy to
provide additional dwelling units.

In 1995, the Housing Element was amended with a special emphasis on multi-family housing in and around
the Downtown employment center and incentives for mixed use development. The Housing Element goals
were supported and substantiated with the 1997 update of the City’s Circulation Element. The emphasis of
the Circulation Element Update was on alternative modes of transportation.

Concurrent with the adoption of the 1995 Housing Element, the City Council also amended the Land Use
Element to incorporate the discussion regarding the theoretical maximum residential build out of 40,000
residential units.

In 2005, the City Council initiated the Plan Santa Barbara process with an updated affirmation of the 1988
General Plan Update Goals.

In 2011, the City Council continued to recognize the importance of limiting new non-residential square
footage due to concerns such as the jobs to housing ratio and set 1.35 million new square feet as the amount
of commercial growth permitted to 2030.
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PLAN SANTA BARBARA PROCESS

The City Council initiated Plan Santa Barbara to update the Land Use and Housing Elements of the General
Plan, specifically to address the sunset of Charter Section 1508, which regulates non-residential growth in the
City, and to reassess the City’s capability to construct more than 40,005 housing units as specified by the
Housing Element.

One of the first tasks was to inventory city resources, facilities and services which was completed in 2005 and
published as the Conditions, Trends and Issues Report. Also in 2005, a ten-member Outreach Committee,
comprised of City Council members, Planning Commissioners and community leaders was appointed by City
Council to help guide the public outreach process.

Plan Santa Barbara Public Outreach Effort

In the spring of 2007 (2006 was devoted to the Upper State Street Study), the public outreach phase of the
Plan Santa Barbara process began in earnest. Staff from the City Planning Division led this outreach effort in
coordination with the Outreach Committee. In an effort to reach a wide selection of community members, a
variety of methods were utilized, including informational mailings, community workshops, forums, a website,
SUrveys, and Planning Commission meetings.

City residents attend community workshop related to future City residents provide input at public workshops
City growth

Plan Santa Barbara Website

The City launched the YouPlanSB.org website in the spring of 2007. The website was intended to involve the
public in the planning process. The website served to provide up-to-date information about the General Plan
Update process, post planning documents and staff reports, and announce public workshops and meetings
related to the update process. Individuals interested in participating could register on the site and receive
periodic updates whenever new information was posted. It also allowed City residents to provide online
feedback. The website contained a library of planning documents prepared as part of the update process, as
well as videos of all the workshops and some Planning Commission work sessions. The City maintained a
distribution list of interested individuals and community groups and organizations. Public Service
Announcements (PSA) were also released advertising the community workshops in an effort to outreach to as
much of the community as possible.
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Plan Santa Barbara Brochure and Comment Cards

A four-page informational brochure was also mailed in the spring of 2007 to over 36,000 houscholds and
businesses in Santa Barbara. The brochure contained an explanation of the Plan Santa Barbara process,
information about upcoming community workshops, and a bilingual comment form that could be mailed
back to the City or submitted via the plan website. The City received 546 individual comment cards either
sent by mail or through the website.

Grassroots Meetings

To actively seek out community input from individuals who might not otherwise attend a public workshop
related to the Plan Santa Barbara process, Outreach Committee members and City staff attended
approximately 40 local grassroots meetings with local organizations. Participants of these meetings
represented a broad range of community interests, including affordable housing, growth capacity, preserving
residential neighborhoods, youth, economy, transportation, environment, and health. Approximately 700
individuals participated in these meetings, which provided an opportunity for focused dialogue with
committee members and City Staff. A complete list of the groups participating in the grassroots outreach
meetings is provided below:

GROUPS PARTICIPATING IN GRASSROOTS MEETINGS

Allied Neighborhood Association

Arts Advisory Committee

Board of Realtors Government Relations
Bungalow Haven

Chamber of Commerce

Child Care Planning Council

Christian Science First Church

Citizens Planning Association

Coalition for Sustainable Transportation
Coalition for Community Wellness
Coastal Housing Partnership
Community Environmental Council
Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital
Downtown Organization

Downtown Santa Barbara Childcare
Endowment for Youth

Faith Baptist Church

Green Building Alliance

Green Hills Software

Independent Living Resource Center
League of Women Voters

Legal Aid Foundation

Nonprofit Support Center

Pearl Chase Society

Rotary Club

Safe Routes to School

Santa Barbara Association of Realtors
Santa Barbara Beautiful

Santa Barbara Bicycle Coalition

Santa Barbara Contractors Association
Santa Barbara County Action Network
Santa Barbara High School Swap Meet
Second Baptist Church

Sunrise Rotary Club

The Sustainability Project

Vista Del Monte
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Between March and September of 2007, well over 900 City residents attended small group meetings and
public workshops. During the public workshops and grassroots meetings, City staff recorded individual
comments as precisely as possible in order to fully capture all comments. The comments were then
transcribed, compiled and categorized in source documents to create the Community Input Summary Report
(December 2007). Summaries for each meeting were also made available on the YouPlanSB.org Website.

Youth Survey

A youth survey was undertaken to gain input from high school aged members of the community. The survey
created an opportunity for youth to express their concerns and ideas about their community. The City Youth
Council in collaboration with City staff developed the questions for the Youth Survey. In May 2008, 400
high school students from eight different schools in the City participated in taking the survey. The survey
covered the following areas: student information, neighborhoods, things to do-places to go, and
transportation. Key findings of the survey related to housing and community are summarized below:

* The need for affordable retail and affordable housing elicited the highest response, which parallels what
the larger community has expressed in the Plan Santa Barbara process.

»  Approximately 56 percent of the respondents did not believe they could afford to live in Santa Barbara.
= The majority (73 percent) of youth responding indicated that they are satisfied with their neighborhood.

=  Approximately 29 percent indicated walkability as the most importance aspect of their neighborhood.

Community Workshops and Reports

During the months of June and July 2007, a series of four community workshops were held in different areas
of the City. Workshop participants learned about the Plan Santa Barbara process through a video and a
PowerPoint presentation. Community input was gathered through the following activities:

= Asa large group, workshop participants discussed what they loved about Santa Barbara.

= In smaller groups, participants discussed their hopes, concerns, and suggestions related to housing and
neighborhoods, transportation, the environment, the economy, community design and services and
facilities.

* Ina final large group, the participants presented ideas for the City’s future.

In the fall of 2007, the Community Input Summary Report was published that summarized all the comments
received to date from the website, comments cards and workshops.

In April 2008, a Development Trends Report was released to the public presenting residential and non-
residential development trends that have occurred in the City between 1990 and 2007. Subsequent to the
release of the report and a worksession with the Planning Commission, the City held two public workshops to
discuss the overall implications of these trends and potential adjustments to City policies, standards and
programs. Approximately 150 participants had the opportunity to focus on questions about future growth,
living within our resources, housing, community character and transportation.

In July 2008, a Policy Options Report was issued to the public and two community workshops were held to
discuss draft policies contained in the report. Draft policies categorized under issue areas raised consistently
during the Plan Santa Barbara process were presented. These included land use/growth management,
community character, housing, transportation, energy and climate change. The workshops involved four
different exercises and were attended by over 250 people.
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In the fall of 2008, building on the value themes identified in the Community Input Summary, as well as
community input on the Development Trends Report, and the Policy Options Report, the draft goals and policies
for guiding preparation of the new General Plan were developed. These draft goals and policies were
presented within in a sustainability framework for the General Plan entitled the Draft Policy Preferences report
that City Council accepted in December 2008 for initiating the environmental review process, and further
policy development.

In June 2009, two community workshops were held to solicit feedback from the public related to the
feasibility of constructing non-subsidized affordable housing units targeted to middle-income and workforce
households. A panel discussion with two economists and City staff allowed the community to provide
comments and ask questions about the feasibility to increase residential densities in the Downtown area and
certain multi-family zones.

Starting in 2009 and culminating in this document, the City undertook several parallel efforts: (1) further
development and refinement of the Sustainability Framework, goals and policies for the General Plan Update;
(2) preparation of the Land Use Element; (3) conversion to digital format, update and revision of the General
Plan Map; and (4) preparation of the 2011 Housing Element Update. Additionally, the City prepared and
adopted a city-wide programmatic environmental impact report, and drafted an adaptive management
program for monitoring the effectiveness of general plan policies.

Work Sessions, Public Hearings and Final Products

In the fall of 2010, the City Council formed the PlanSB Council AdHoc Subcommittee that held 14
meetings to discuss and make recommendations to the full Council on key policy issues in the General Plan.

As of December 2011, forty-six work sessions and public hearings with the Planning Commission and/or the
City Council were held to provide information associated with the General Plan Update process. All
meetings were treated as public hearings allowing City residents to provide verbal comment or submit written
testimony. In addition, meetings were noticed to interested individuals and community groups via email
and/or mailed notice.

CITY PROFILE

Photo credit: AMEC, 2009.
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This section provides a brief profile of the city of Santa Barbara as an orientation for users of the General
Plan. Greater detail on several topics is provided in specific elements or appendices.

Santa Barbara is a small city within a larger unincorporated urban area, along with neighboring cities of
Carpinteria and Goleta. The urban area is encircled by open space, be it agriculture, the rugged Santa Ynez
Mountains, or the Pacific Ocean. Located on the south coast of Santa Barbara County, the city and area are
distinguished by their culture, geography, and climate.

Culture

The high regard with which the Santa Barbara community views the importance of maintaining a continuing
program of education and cultural activities for all of its citizens is apparent in their profusion throughout the
year. Days are rare indeed that a lecture, theatrical performance, concert or exhibit is not offered to the
public. More often than not, there is a choice of several such activities.

In addition there is a broad and many-faceted schedule of participative activities. These are provided by Santa
Barbara Community College’s Adult Education program and a host of non-profit organizations offering
opportunities for the learning and exercising of a variety of arts, skills and subjects. Openings abound for the
city’s residents to participate to whatever active degree wished in a cultural pursuit of particular interest.

One of the effects of this atmosphere of cultural respect is to make the Santa Barbara area attractive for the
establishment of institutions of education and the arts as well as corporate research headquarters. These
institutions not only thrive in such an atmosphere, but give back as much or more than they receive, thereby
enhancing the reputation of the community as a cultural center. The largest single influence on the
community in this field has been the University of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB). Many of the events
provided by UCSB’s Arts and Lectures are held in the city. Westmont College and Santa Barbara
Community College provide lectures, concerts and theater as well.

Santa Barbara contains numerous performing art venues, including the Arlington Theater, the historic Lobero
Theater, the Granada Theater (completely rebuilt in 2008), and an art gallery and small theater in Paseo
Nuevo. The Santa Barbara Bowl seats thousands in an outdoor performance space. Classical music lovers
have several excellent concert series to choose among. These include the Santa Barbara Symphony, the Santa
Barbara Chamber Orchestra and Camerata Pacifica, a small chamber music group. The Music Academy of
the West, a summer music school, hosts an annual music festival. The Santa Barbara International Film
Festival, begun in 1985, has grown in stature over the years and provides an opportunity for the community
to see a wide range of new movies from independent film makers every year.

A number of cultural festivals are celebrated annually at Oak Park that draw hundreds of participants,
including the Greek, French and Jewish festivals. Santa Barbara also celebrates its history and its creativity.
Two major parades -- the Fiesta Parade and the Summer Solstice Parade -- started as small local events; each
now attracts upwards of 100,00 attendees.

The city’s fine art, historic and natural history museums continue to grow, refine and expand their collections
and facilities. They and many of the musical groups provide special educational programs for children as well
as the general population. Santa Barbara’s strong support for the arts enriches the lives of all. This
community makeup leads to a broad view of the human situation, to engagement in community life and to
preservation of what makes Santa Barbara a very special place.
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Physical Characteristics

Santa Barbara is prized for many things, but the most basic are the city’s setting and climate.

QUICK FACTS: Physical Characteristics

Area (2009) Total 44.3 sq. miles; Land 21.75 sq. miles; (13,920 ac); Water
22.0 sq. miles

Elevation Sea Level to 1,200 ft. (Majority of city is below 300 ft.)
Length of Coastline 5.75 miles
Average Temperatures: (Daily Mean Temperatures)

Winter 54°

Summer 71°

Annual .o
Average Rainfall 17.7 inches, annual total (WRCC, 2009)
Days of Sunshine 220+ sunny days per year (City GP, 1995)
Foggy Days Average of 21 heavy fog days per year (WRCC, 2009)

Geography

Santa Barbara is located at the approximate center of a narrow, coastal shelf which extends in an east-west
trending direction for about 25 miles along the South Coast of Santa Barbara County. From the arcing beach
containing Stearns Wharf, the oldest portion of the city occupies a basin between the Mesa, standing 300 to
400 feet in elevation on the southwest, and the Santa Ynez Mountains on the northeast and north, that reach
just over 4,000 feet at their highest peaks. The city extends up onto both the Mesa and the Santa Ynez
foothills reaching a highpoint of approximately 1,200 feet in the foothills. At the base of the Santa Ynez
Mountains, the city turns westward into the Goleta Valley.

Approximately eight miles west of the city’s main area, a separate 952 acres of land comprises the City’s
airport, related industrial land, and most of the Goleta Slough.

The city’s 5.75-mile shoreline is roughly half maintained beach extending approximately 3 miles east to west,
and half narrow or intertidal beaches backed by eroding cliffs that rise up to 60 feet. To the southeast, about
30 miles offshore from Santa Barbara, four of the Channel Islands - Santa Rosa, San Miguel, Santa Cruz and
Anacapa - lie parallel to the coast impeding the predominantly southeasterly swell coming in from the Pacific
Ocean during the summer months.

Surrounding communities include unincorporated Goleta Valley and Montecito and the cities of Goleta and
Carpinteria. The University of California Santa Barbara campus adjoins the airport portion of the city on the
west. Ranch and farmland occupy part of the Carpinteria Valley to the east, and north and west of the city of
Goleta. Also to the west of the south coast urban area are three major state beach parks: El Capitan, Refugio,
and Gaviota. Los Padres National Forest occupies the majority of the upper portion of the Santa Ynez

Mountains which forms an imposing backdrop for the entire south coast and the city.
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Climate

Santa Barbara’s latitude is sufficiently south to be out of the path of most of the Pacific storms which come
onto the mainland out of the northwest. At the same time, it is far enough north to receive precipitation
from the nearly spent storms which impact the coast of Northern California. This geographic location,
combined with the modifying influence of the ocean and the protective encirclement of mountains, hills and
islands, compose a mild climate with a mean winter temperature of 56 degrees and a mean summer
temperature of 71 degrees with cool nights. With averages of 17.7 inches of rainfall and more than 220
sunny days per year, occasional fogs and the infrequent intrusion of blustering storms out of the less protected
southeast, Santa Barbara’s climate is as much enjoyed for its diversity as for its equability.

Occasionally, a mass of warm, dry air is pushed over the mountains from the eastern deserts, sweeping into
the South Coast for several days at a time. Originally referred to as “Santanas,” these “Santa Ana” winds
affect most of coastal Southern California during the spring and fall. Locally, the winds are referred to as
“sundowners” as they often intensify in the late afternoon or early evening rising in temperature as they come
over the mountains down to lower elevations.

Indigenous vegetation is diverse and comprises species that are suited to the Mediterranean climate, adapted
to periodic drought and fire. Emblematic species include the coast live oak, sycamore, laurel, toyon,
ceanothus, and sages. Indigenous bunch grass species can sometimes still be found, but have long been
replaced by European grasses imported since the time of the first explorers and rancheros.

Though scientists have estimated that the California Sierra snow pack has decreased by 10 percent, and sea
level has risen by 7 inches in the last 100 years, the impacts of climate change to date for Santa Barbara are
not yet known (CA DWR, 2005). It may be necessary to consider future impacts of climate change, not only
on the weather, but on existing and new development.

Geology

Santa Barbara occupies the steep lateral ridges and canyons on the south-facing flanks of the Santa Ynez
Mountains, the coastal plain at their base that extends to the city’s beachfront, and the uplifted marine terrace
which forms the Mesa.

The coastal shelf which supports the South Coast urban area of the county, including the city of Santa
Barbara, lies within the Santa Barbara Fold Belt, a geological structure containing numerous folds and faults
in the marine and alluvial material that was laid down over about 1.6 million years. The folding and faulting
is considered the result of movement along the San Andreas Fault which lies 40 miles northwest of the city.
Overlying the fold belt for much of the city is marine sedimentary rock. However, Rincon Shale and
Monterey Formation rock are found in the foothill areas of the city such as Northridge Road, Mission
Canyon, Riviera, as well as the Las Positas Valley. Where these materials combine with steep slopes, there is a

higher potential for soil creep, slumps and landslides.

Numerous faults encircle the city. Active or potentially active faults in the Santa Barbara Channel south of
the city include the Oak Ridge Fault, North Channel Slope Fault, Red Mountain Fault and the Santa Cruz
Island Fault. North of the city in the foothills is the More Ranch Fault, and six miles beyond in the
mountains is the Santa Ynez Fault. On the Mesa side are the La Mesa and Lavigia faults, and on the Riviera
side are the Mission Ridge Fault Zone and the Lagoon Fault. Needless to say, Santa Barbara has experienced
several major earthquakes: in 1806, 1812 and 1852. Since the invention of the seismograph, major quakes

include: 1925 (magnitude 6.8); 1941 (magnitude 5.9); 1968 (magnitude 5.2); and 1978 (magnitude 5.1).
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Demographic Characteristics

Santa Barbara is the largest city on the South Coast. Its 2000 census population was 89,606, while that of the
South Coast was approximately 250,000. Though the entire South Coast Region’s population has slowly
increased over the last decade, both the U.S. Census Bureau and the State Department of Finance estimate
that Santa Barbara’s population has remained essentially unchanged since 2000.

QUICK FACTS: Demographic Characteristics of Santa Barbara

Population (2009 est.) 90,308
2000 — 2009 Growth Rate 0.8% (< 0.1%/year)
Median Age (2008) 37.7 years

Male/Female Ratio (2008)

Diversity (2008):
White

Male 50.5%; Female 49.5%

59.9%

Black 2.1%
Asian | 3.8%
Native American 0.2%
Other or multi-racial 1.8%
Hispanic/Latino  32.1%
Number of Households (2008) 35,461
Average Household Size (2008) 2.35
(Sources: 2006-08 American Communities Survey; DOF, 2009)

Based on the recent estimates available from the U.S. Census and state Department of Finance, in comparison
with 2000 census data Santa Barbara’s population has on average aged by about 3 years. The average
household size has decreased; it is less diverse ethnically; and it appears the male population has increased

disproportionately to the female population.

Historically, the greatest relative growth, took place between 1880 and 1930 where, with the exception of the
1890s, growth averaged about 70 percent each decade, increasing 5-fold in 5 decades to a total of 33,600.
Between 1940 and 1970, Santa Barbara’s population more than doubled from 34,960 to 70,215, with the
greatest population increase of almost 14,000 occurring in the 1950s. Population has increased every decade
since 1970, though at slower rates, to the estimated 90,300 for 2009. (DOF, 2009)
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Figure 2: History of Population Growth for Santa Barbara, 1880 to 2000

(Source: U.S. Census, 2006-08; DOF, 2009)

The steady growth trend from 1940 to 1990 began to slow throughout the 1990s and may have faltered since
2000. US Census estimates for the inter-census years since 2000 indicate the population may have even
dropped throughout the years from 2000 to 2006, then rebounded slightly starting in 2007. Although their
estimates for changes in population size and trajectory over the inter-census years differ, both DOF (2009)
and the US Census (2006-08) estimate that Santa Barbara’s population has been slowly growing again in the
last few years. It is too soon to evaluate whether or not this is a sustained trend.

Economic Characteristics

Given the dramatic turns taken by the economy recently, it is extremely difficult to present an accurate
economic picture of Santa Barbara at this time. Using the estimates presented in the chart below, the jobs to
housing ratio for 2008 was about 1.22 jobs for each housing unit. This could be a reduction from the 2000
ratio of 1.48:1 (U.S. Census, 2000). If the jobs/housing ratio has declined it could be a reflection of the
current global recession.

It is worth noting that more than half of Santa Barbara’s residents are renters; that two-thirds of them are
paying more than 30 percent of their income for housing; and over 50 percent of jobs in the city are in the
retail or service sectors of the economy.
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QUICK FACTS: Economic Indicators

Housing Costs

Dwelling units (2008)
Median Home Value (2007)
Median Monthly Rent (2007)
Vacancy Rate (2008)
Residents Paying Housing Costs Above Affordable Levels
(2007):
Level for Renters - 30%
Level for Owners 35%

Proportion of Owners to Renters (2008)

Income and Employment
Size of City Workforce (2008)
Percent of City Population (+16 yrs old) Employed
Median Income (2009 est.)
2006-2008 Employment by Industry:
Agriculture, Fishing, and Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Transportation, Warehousing, Information, Utilities
Retail Trade
Wholesale Trade
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate
Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative and Waste
Management Services
Educational Services, Health Care and Social Assistance
Arts, Entertainment, Recreation, Accommodation, Food Services
Other Services

Public Administration

Private wage and Salary workers
Government Workers
Other (e.g. self-employed)
Total Private and Public Sectors
(Source: American Community Survey, 2007 estimates; ACS 2006-2008)
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37,720
$1,000,000.00
$1,310.00
6.0%

61.6%
35.2%
Owners 41.3% / Renters
58.7%

46,465
63.8%
$60,396

5%
6.6
6.3
5.5

10.6
2.1
7.4

17.7
22.4
12.8
6.1
2.3

74.8
13.8
11.5
100%
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In a report on economic conditions prepared for the City in 2009, Strategic Economics offered the following

findings:

Santa Barbara’s economy is highly reliant on institutional sectors including health, education and
government, which are relatively stable and can moderate regional economic fluctuations. This sector which
provides higher incomes is expected to grow modestly over the next 20 years.

The tourism industry is also an important part of the economy supporting jobs in retail and hospitality, but is
more susceptible to economic fluctuations. Long-term growth projections favor this sector which generates
current incomes ranging from $30,000 to $40,000 annually.

In 2000, 50,741 residents were in the city’s workforce, and over a third of them worked outside the city (The
Inter-Regional Partnership for Jobs, Housing and Mobility, Part I, June 2004). Conversely, of approximately
48,000 jobs in the city then, 29,240 (61 percent) were filled by residents and 39 percent filled by commuters
from elsewhere. By 2006, only 36 percent of jobs in the city were filled by residents, with another 15 percent
residing in communities nearby, including Goleta, Isla Vista, Montecito and Carpinteria. Nearly 50 percent
of employees commuted from beyond the South Coast Region. (Strategic Economics, 2009)

In 2000, the household income of residents that worked in the city had a bi-modal profile with the highest
concentrations of employees in the highest categories (41 percent earning $75,000 and above at that time)
and a much smaller concentration in the lowest income categories (about 27 percent earning below $40,000).
At that time, the low income threshold was $37,000 (Strategic Economics, 2009). Inter-census data indicates
that this pattern has not changed.

When the economic and demographic information is taken together, one conclusion could be that Santa
Barbara is becoming even more of a retirement and vacation community, losing its families with children as
well as its resident work force in their prime years, while being replaced by predominantly single males
working in the tourism industry, in services and retail positions.

Existing Land Uses

The chart below summarizes the general land uses that comprised the city in 2009. Based on land use, it is
evident that Santa Barbara is predominantly a residential city, despite serving as a regional center for
government, health, cultural institutions, and tourism. Over 60 percent of land is in residential use. This
does exclude the residential portion of mixed-use developments in the Downtown or other commercial areas.
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QUICK FACTS: Existing Land Use Summary, 2009

Land Use Acres % of City
Residential — single family 7,587 53.2
Residential — multi-family 1,137 8.0
Commercial 1,096 7.7
Industrial 303 2.1
Institutional 593 4.2
Airport 400 2.8
Open Space/Parks 1,086* 7.6
Circulation 2,052 14.4
TOTAL 14,254 100.0
*This total does not include beaches (which lack parcel definition) and City-owned parkland
outside corporate boundaries.
(Source: City GIS database, 2009.)

The almost 600 acres of institutional uses include such things as schools, hospitals and government buildings.
Open space and parks acreage is understated as it includes only publicly provided space within the boundaries
of the city (and excluding beaches in the above table). At the current estimated population of 90,308, that
equates to about 12 acres of open space per 1,000 residents. Much of this open space is provided by the
Goleta Slough and hilly, natural areas.

Greater detail on land use is provided in the Land Use Element.

Annexations

The City of Santa Barbara has grown from a land area of slightly less than four square miles in 1855 to almost
22 square miles of land at present, including the airport. Over the first 100 years of its incorporation, the area
of the city grew by huge swaths of land, including: the harbor and shoreline; the Westside; the Eastside,
Riviera and Cottage Hospital area; the Mesa; Samarkand and San Roque; the eastern foothills; Veronica
Meadows area, and Cater Treatment Plant. All totaled, there have been about 115 annexation proceedings
that have expanded the geographic breadth of the city. Since the 1950s, though there have been numerous
annexations, only a handful have exceeded 50 acres and few have exceeded 100 acres.
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QUICK FACTS: History of Annexations, 1855-2009 (land area only)

Dates # Area Cumulative (acres)
Original Charter City - ~4sqmi.  2,560.00
1855 — 1899 1 3,402.60 ac. 5,962.60
1900 — 1924 4 5,442.60 ac. 11,405.20
1925 — 1949 7 855.28 ac.  12,260.48
1950 — 1974 68  2,591.36ac. 14,851.84
1975 - 1999 27 138.51 ac.  14,990.35
2000 - 2009 8 260.67 ac.  15,251.02
Totals (Approximate land area in sq.mi.) 115 23.83 sq.mi.*

Totals (Approximate land area in sq.mi.)

*Total exceeds 2009 official land area (see Quick Facts for Physical Characteristics above) due to a portion of tidelands
included in annexations #2, 1899, and #4 and #5, 1921.

Over the 160 years since incorporation, the city’s land area is more than five times its original size. The
constant process of growth involved annexations of parcels of land ranging in size from less than one acre to
over 2,000 acres, none over 1,000 acres since 1921. The average annexation has been approximately 130
acres in size. Almost 40 percent have been less than 10 acres in size.
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The original General Plan, adopted in 1964, included an extensive history, vision and series of maps, but no
formal goals or policies. A General Plan amendment in 1972 resulted in the addition of a section called
“Principles and Goals.” In the 1970s, the General Plan was amended to include the Open Space and Scenic
Highways Elements, which were located within what then became the Land Use Element. In the 1980s,
significant goal and policy amendments were incorporated into the Land Use Element, which included: the
institution of Charter Section 1507 (sometimes referred to as “Living Within Our Resources”); Charter
Section 1508 “Measure E” to manage non-residential growth; the concept of mixed-use development; and
strong support and encouragement for the construction of affordable housing.

As noted in the Introduction to the General Plan, the core values underlying “Living Within Our Resources”
have evolved into a vision of long-term sustainability. Clearly, maintaining the physical and socio-economic
character of Santa Barbara through environmental protection, growth management, mixed-use development,
and affordable housing have been found to be consistent with the sustainable principles of equity,
environment, and economics. The challenge is finding a balance among these values that can be articulated
through policies and ultimately implemented through actions.

Today the Land Use Element contains goals, policies, and implementation actions related to the four topics of
Land Use, Growth Management, Community Design, and Neighborhoods. This Introduction provides the
context through a discussion of land use history, land use patterns, sustainable development, and the
Principles of Development.

LAND USE PATTERNS

The Downtown land use “grid” pattern, which was established in the 1850s by Captain Haley, is still intact
today and constitutes the heart of the city. The last major building boom in the 1960s and 1970s produced
some of the residential subdivisions and commercial development in the Upper State Street area (once
referred to as “Outer” State Street). Since that time, most of the significant physical changes to the urban
fabric of the city have been circulation improvements to enhance connectivity, either under or over Highway
101, or beautification projects such as lower State Street.

This basic layout of the city with a downtown grid, one major commercial corridor running north/south
(more or less), surrounded by suburban neighborhoods between the ocean and the mountains, is not
anticipated to change over the next 20 years. Santa Barbara is now largely a built-out city, with well
established neighborhoods, relatively few vacant parcels, and a set of height restrictions and design review
requirements that maintain the City’s distinct architectural character.

Since 1989 Santa Barbara has also consciously managed the amount of non-residential growth, limiting new
development to three million square feet through 2009 and 1.35 million net new square feet through 2030.
The effect of this program has been to encourage infill and redevelopment of existing commercial parcels,
with a market driven emphasis on mixed residential and commercial projects. The types of mixed-use
residential units that have been produced by the market over the last ten years, however, have not been
affordable to the majority of the City’s workforce.
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Santa Barbara’s land use and transportation patterns have historically evolved in a sustainable manner with the
highest residential densities at the center of the city adjacent to commercial and transit, with concentric rings
of lesser and lesser densities. The higher density, multi-family neighborhoods adjacent to the commercial
districts, followed by the medium density, duplex neighborhoods, followed by the single family
neighborhoods, followed by the hillsides, open space and ocean.

The 2011 General Plan continues to maintain the base residential land use designation of 12 dwelling units
per acre for the multi-family and mixed use areas along with an Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program
that allows for increased densities in select areas. These densities support land use transitions and buffers
through density, building size, and intensity of use. The lowest densities continue to protect the single family
neighborhoods, and the highest densities focus the targeted and closely monitored growth on the construction
of smaller, more affordable housing units.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

A more sustainable approach to development has many facets, as noted in the Introduction to the General
Plan. For Santa Barbara, maintaining its historic, small town character is most definitely part and parcel of a
sustainable Santa Barbara. Santa Barbara has a deep appreciation for its historical past, as well as the present
day aesthetic of both the built and natural environment. Consequently, urban and historic design regulations,
as well as environmental standards and project review are some of the most stringent in the nation.

Santa Barbara’s neighborhoods also comprise a significant element of the community character. While most
neighborhoods are already well defined, a number of neighborhoods have expressed interest in a more
localized, sustainable planning effort. The Sustainable Neighborhoods concept now included in this element
has, in fact, already taken root on the Mesa (see Santa Barbara Neighborhood section, Mesa Village sidebar)
and will be a key implementation effort in the years to come.

Santa Barbara also has had a long standing commitment to provide affordable housing and maintain socio-
economic diversity within the community. As of 2009, approximately 11 percent of the City’s housing stock
is affordable for the very-low to moderate income households due, in large part, to Redevelopment Agency
funding that sunsets in 2015. Despite this significant achievement, however, the cost of housing has escalated
beyond the reach of the middle-income workforce, contributing to a regional jobs/housing imbalance, traffic
congestion, and an erosion of the community’s socio-economic diversity.

The greatest challenge for Santa Barbara through the year 2030 will be how to encourage both more
affordable housing adjacent to transit and commercial activity, and smaller, pedestrian scale buildings that do
not exceed available resources to support the targeted level of development. Hence, the following Principles
for Development have been established to help meet these challenges.

PRINCIPLES FOR DEVELOPMENT

The Principles for Development are to further encourage sustainable land use and circulation patterns.
Specifically, the principles: focus growth; encourage a mix of land uses; strengthen mobility options and
promote healthy, active living.

»  Focus growth to encourage affordable housing within a quarter mile of frequent transit service and
commercial services. Provide incentives to develop affordable housing such as: higher densities,
transit resources, parking demand standards, targeted infrastructure improvements, and increased
public areas and open space.
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*  Encourage a mix of land uses to include: strong retail and workplace centers, residential living in
commercial centers with easy access to grocery stores and recreation, connectivity and civic
engagement, and public space for pedestrians.

»  Strengthen mobility options and promote healthy active living by: linking mixed-use development
with transit; encouraging compact, vibrant, walkable places; encouraging the use of bicycles; and
reducing the need for parking.

The city’s flatter topography in and around the Downtown was historically the first to develop, and where
higher residential densities have been built. These areas are also most conducive to walking and biking, and
the north/south and east/west axis are well served by transit. The Principles for Development build on these
historic patterns.

Housing

New residential development over the next 20 years will provide a relatively modest amount of housing.
Given the majority of the City is built-out, the existing single family and multi-family neighborhoods are
expected to change very little. In fact, of the approximately 37,720 units on the ground in 2009, the next
projected increment of residential growth (estimated to be 2,800 units through 2030) is less than an 8 percent
increase in the existing housing stock.

The existing housing stock comprised of single family homes, duplexes, apartments, and condominiums
located in established neighborhoods will continue to provide a wide range of housing types. Presumably, the
majority of households, of which approximately 60 percent rent and 40 percent own, will continue to utilize
this range of housing stock through 2030. For the next 8 percent increment of housing, however, the
location and type of housing will be critical in order to further the community’s desire to become more
sustainable in the long-term. The majority of this new housing is targeted as infill development in the higher
density land use designations.

Beyond the Land Use designations that help shape the physical relationship and intensity of land uses, the
Housing Element also provides policies and programs to further encourage the construction of workforce and
affordable housing, consistent with Principles for Development.

Mobility

One of the tenets of sustainability is to reduce the necessity to drive. Corresponding with that goal, the
community has determined that the remaining increment of growth should occur while minimizing
congestion. Accordingly, focused growth within the commercial and multi-family districts is oriented toward
the availability and use of alternative modes of transportation. Residential growth will be targeted to smaller,
more affordable units with less need and capacity for automobile use. Commercial land uses will have
incentives for employees to use alternative transportation and disincentives to drive, while customers will be
given the most flexibility to drive and park.

Sustainable land use and circulation patterns allow easy walking and biking distances between home and
commercial services, transit, open space, and recreation. These patterns also minimize the need to use an
automobile. The lifestyle this development pattern encourages is not, nor will be, appropriate for everyone.
Smaller, affordable units located in a more urban residential setting, do however, meet an existing community
need, and a growing market niche, whether they are young professionals or “downsizing” seniors.
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Historic Resources

The protection of Santa Barbara’s historic resources continues to be a concern. Indeed, the center of the city
that includes the best transit, job, housing, commercial, and walking opportunities, is also the heart of the
city’s El Pueblo Viejo historic district. The design challenge is to integrate the Principles of Development
into each project in such a way that the character of El Pueblo Viejo is not compromised.

Understanding the residential density designations in relation to how a particular project is approved and
built is critical to ensuring that the next increment of housing that is constructed is compatible with the
existing historic resources. While the Historic Landmarks Commission has broad discretionary authority to
make findings that a particular project is compatible or incompatible with the surrounding historic resources,
the community is requesting more certainty. Hence, implementation of the General Plan policies will include
Design Overlay Areas with new tools to be developed including Floor Area Ratios (FARs) to ensure
sympathetic development in historic areas.

The use of Design Overlay areas and FARs will be particularly important adjacent to historic resources. The
objective is to more effectively control the size of structures, while also permitting the necessary flexibility to
construct the requisite density for affordable units within the building “envelope”. These design tools will be
used to further design compatibility through pre-established design standards to be applied in some cases,
down to the block level.

Furthermore, in June 2011, in response to strong public support for creation of the Historic Resources
Element, the City Council authorized the initiation of the preparation of the Historic Resources Element and
the formation of the Historic Resources Element Task Force made up of members of the Historic Landmarks
Commission, Planning Commission and community representatives.
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Land Use Designations

The purpose of land use designations is to identify the planned land uses and residential densities within the
city. These designations, when combined with specific locations on the General Plan Map, summarize the
community’s vision for the physical development of the city.

The land use designations as described below, and reflected on the Land Use Map', have remained essentially
consistent since the map was last updated in 1975. Changes that have been incorporated into the updated
map include an explicit recognition of mixed use; a new Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program,
dividing the multi-family and mixed use designations into different densities that allow higher residential
densities and smaller units at the city center and other commercial areas; designation title changes (to simplify
the organization and improve the ease of use); and a more accurate Geographic Information System (GIS)
mapping format to improve implementation consistency. (See General Plan Map on page 61.)

DISTRIBUTION OF LAND USES

The following distribution of land by General Plan land use designations reflects: the predominance of Single
Family residential areas (51 percent); followed by Medium to High Density Residential (16 percent); Parks
and Open Space (11 percent); Commercial and Office (9 percent); Institutional including public schools
(9 percent); Goleta Slough Natural Reserve and Shoreline (4 percent); and Industrial (1 percent).

Figure 3:
Land Use Designations

Shoreline, 1% Goleta Slough Natural

Reserve, 3%

Institutional, 9%

Industrial, 1%
Commercial/High, 2%

Parks/Open Space, 11%

Commercial/Medium
High, 6%
Commercial/Medium,
<1%
High Density Residential,
1%

Medium High Density
Residential, 8%

Hillside Low Density

Medium Density Residential, 33%

Residential, 7%

Low Density Residential,
18%

Total: 12,300 acres

I'A Land Use diagram (or map) depicting the location and extent of land uses is a required component of a General Plan
per Government Code § 65302.

2011 LAND USE ELEMENT 5



LAND USE ELEMENT

OPEN SPACE

The open spaces in the city from the foothills to the ocean have important physical, social, aesthetic and
economic benefits for the enjoyment of the community and visitors. The Open Space land use designation
includes four areas, the Shoreline, Parks, Creeks, and the Goleta Slough Natural Reserve. Currently, there are
more than 1,800 acres of natural open space, parkland and other recreational facilities.

Other open space areas include recreational facilities, hillsides, as well as private open spaces provided as part
of the development of private land uses. The Open Space Element and Environmental Resources Element
help protect the character of Santa Barbara through conserving significant open space and natural landforms.
The existing Park and Recreation Element addresses the provision of parks and recreational facilities.

Shoreline

The Santa Barbara shoreline is one of the City’s most significant and defining public open spaces extending
over three miles from the Bird Refuge on the east to the Mesa bluffs on the west. This area includes the
public beaches, harbor, and bluffs, and adjacent park areas and is one of the most actively used open spaces in
the community. Previous generations, recognizing the inherent importance of the public shoreline, preserved
all of the land on the ocean side of Cabrillo Boulevard, as well as the park strip in front of the Double Tree
Hotel in City ownership. The expansion of Chase Palm Park, a large community park constructed in 1998,
has added recreational open space along this area. The City’s Local Coastal Plan and Harbor Master Plan
dictate key land use policies for this area.

Parks

The Parks land use designation on the General Plan Map includes public parks, two large privately-owned
recreation facilities, Elings Park and the Montecito Country Club, as well as the State owned El Presidio de
Santa Barbara State Historic Park. The Park and Recreation Element identifies eight classifications of park
and recreation facilities: neighborhood parks, community parks, regional parks, special use facilities, golf
courses, riding and hiking trails, beaches and bikeways. The categories of park and recreation facilities and
allowed uses in the Park and Recreation Zone are also spelled out in the Zoning Ordinance and City Council
Resolution.

Creeks

Creceks are recognized as important natural open space corridors within the City. In addition, creeks provide
drainage from the mountains and hills to the sea, as well as wildlife habitat and other environmental benefits,
and are largely natural in appearance contributing significantly to the aesthetic quality of the City.

There are seven major creeks and primary tributaries within the City. These include Old Mission and
Mission Creek, Arroyo Burro Creek, Sycamore Creek, Arroyo Hondo, Lighthouse Creek, Laguna Channel
and Cieneguitas Creek. Three additional creeks, Tecolotito, Carneros, and San Pedro are part of the Goleta
Slough watershed and traverse Santa Barbara Municipal Airport lands. The Environmental Resources
Element includes goals, policies, and implementation strategies related to the creek-side environment.

Goleta Slough Natural Reserve

The Goleta Slough is a 400 acre saltwater marsh located on the Municipal Airport property and is the largest
environmentally sensitive habitat in the City’s Coastal Zone. The Goleta Slough is designated as Recreation
Open Space in the 2003 City of Santa Barbara Coastal Plan for the Airport and Goleta Slough, and

ordinances limit use to educational and scientific activities.
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HILLSIDE

As of 2009, approximately 6,000 acres or 51 percent of the City is designated primarily for single family
residential use. The majority of that land is located in hillside areas. The hillside areas contain three different
single family residential designations that range in density from one dwelling unit per acre to three dwelling
units per acre. In many cases, parcels are developed at lower densities than the maximum allowed due to the
physical slope constraints, high fire risk, and the desire to protect hillside open space and view sheds.

The Slope Density Ordinance is a key implementation tool to regulate and limit residential development of
hillside areas. This section of the zoning ordinance applies to creation of lots in the single and two-family
zones. It requires that new lots created with a 10 percent or greater slope must provide more lot area than
required by the base density and thus provide more open area. The current ordinance requires that lots with
a 10 to 20 percent slope provide 1.5 times the lot area, lots with 20 percent to 30 percent slope provide 2
times the lot area, and lots of over 30 percent slope provide 3 times the required lot area.

Environmental Resources goals and policies specifically address hillside protection, conservation of open
space, discourage development in high fire areas, and limit development on steep slopes.

Planned Unit Developments and the Planned Residence Developments are two other implementation tools
that provide regulatory flexibility in order to preserve hillside areas and open spaces. These tools promote
smaller residential lots in conjunction with large open spaces, recreational areas, or commonly owned
facilities.

Exceptions to the maximum residential densities are established for affordable housing projects or secondary
dwelling units. Though secondary dwelling units are prohibited in the High Fire Hazard Areas, there are
some Hillside designations in the single family areas south or south west of the freeway (i.c., the Bel Air and
Alta Mesa neighborhoods), where these units could potentially be built.

Low Density Residential (Max 1 du/acre)

The one dwelling unit per acre (du/acre) designation is the most restrictive classification of the single family
residential areas in order to preserve the integrity of the hillside environment and protect private property
while allowing limited residential use.

There are two areas in the City that are designated as Major Hillsides in the Open Space Element. The first
area is the northern foothills in the areas around Lauro Canyon Reservoir, Las Canoas Road, Mountain Drive,
and the Sycamore Canyon Road area. The other is in the area of the Miramonte Hill, the area around
Escondido and Hilda Ray Parks and the area north of Campanil Hill. Subdivisions in these areas are
encouraged to consider a density below one dwelling unit per acre, given the particular topography and
characteristics of the land. Densities as low as one dwelling unit for every ten or more acres may be
appropriate in some of the areas with steep slopes and/or site constraints.

The one dwelling unit per acre designation compares with the current A-1 One-Family Residence zone
classification that requires a minimum of one acre (43,560 feet) per lot.”

% For descriptions of Zoning Classifications see Appendix F.
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Low Density Residential (Max 2 du/acre)

The intent of the two dwelling unit per acre designation is to permit slightly higher single family residential
densities while still maintaining the hillside open spaces. The Eucalyptus Hill neighborhood, Mission Ridge
Road area east of Franceschi Park in the Riviera neighborhood and the recently annexed Veronica Meadows
at the end of Alan Road are the areas in the city with this designation. Subdivisions must comply with the
land use designation and any corresponding slope density requirements as discussed above.

The two dwelling unit per acre designation compares closely with the existing A-2, One-Family Residence
zone classification that requires a minimum of 25,000 square feet of lot area.

Low Density Residential (Max 3 du/acre)

The three dwelling unit per acre designation is the least restrictive hillside single family residential designation
in recognition of the historically lower densities in the areas. This designation is found in areas typically
surrounded by one and two dwelling units per acre neighborhoods. City neighborhoods that include this
designation are Lower Riviera, Eucalyptus Hill, Foothill, Campanil, Bel Air and Alta Mesa.

The three dwelling units per acre designation compares closely with the existing E-1, One-Family Residence
Zone classification which requires 15,000 square feet of lot area.

SUBURBAN

The Suburban land use designations reflect those areas that provide a transition between the lower density
hillside residential uses and the more urban uses near the Downtown and along the transit corridors. These
are areas of primarily lower density residential with some denser locations zoned for duplexes, and are
developed with non-conforming apartments.

Low Density Residential (Max 3 du/acre)

The three dwelling units per acre General Plan designation is primarily designed for single family residential
units; however, other uses such as recreation, assembly, educational facilities, childcare centers and group
homes are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit. Future new development is limited as most of the areas
are built out. Neighborhoods that include this General Plan designation are portions of Hidden Valley, and
Upper East.

The three dwelling units per acre designation compares closely with the existing E-1, One-Family Residence
Zone classification which requires 15,000 square feet of lot area.

Low Density Residential (Max 5 du/acre)

The five dwelling units per acre General Plan designation is primarily designed for single family residential
units; however, other uses such as recreation, assembly, education facilities, childcare centers and group homes
are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit. Neighborhoods that include this General Plan designation are
Hidden Valley, Mesa, Westside, Hitchcock, San Roque and Hope, Eastside, Samarkand, and Foothill.

The five dwelling units per acre designation applies over the following types of zoning classifications: E-2
(10,000 square feet minimum lot area); E-3 (7,500 square feet minimum lot area); and R-1 (6,000 square feet
minimum lot area).
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Medium Density Residential (12du/acre)

The Medium Density Residential 12 dwelling units per acre designation serves as a transition area between
single family areas and the higher density areas of the City. The largest areas are located on the Eastside,
Westside, Upper East Valerio Street area, Hidden Valley, Contstance and State, and Hope area. There are
also areas around San Remo near Upper State Street, Hitchcock Way, Santa Barbara City College and the
Mesa Shopping Center with this land use designation.

This designation is primarily designed to encourage one and two- family dwellings and their accessory uses.
Other uses permitted are child care centers, community care facilities, churches, educational facilities,
boarding houses, and garden apartments subject to certain Zoning Ordinance requirements. Newly created
lots in this classification require a minimum of 7,000 square feet, and allow two dwelling units. A small
accessory dwelling unit may be allowed on lots less than 6,000 square feet, under certain conditions, to
encourage smaller rental units or multi-generational housing.

The 12 dwelling units per acre land use designation compares to areas of the City that have the R-2, Two-
Family Residence Zone classification.

Office Low Impact Research and Development

There are two small areas of the City which have a land use designation of Office Low Impact Research and
Development (R&D) with a residential density of three dwelling units per acre. In addition to residential
uses, the uses permitted are research and development and related administrative operations, administrative
offices, and radio and television transmitting and broadcasting stations.

These two areas are located within residential neighborhoods where a lower level of intensity for non-
residential land uses is desired than what is allowed in a general commercial area. The areas include the
properties in and around the Riviera Campus Specific Plan and Miramonte Hill. The specific land uses
allowed for the Riviera Campus Specific Plan are outlined in the Zoning Ordinance.

Both of these areas have an overlay zoning designation of C-X, Research and Development and
Administrative Office, along with the residential zoning classification of the underlying zone. The area to the
west of the Riviera Campus while R-2, Two Family Residence Zone, has a historic General Plan land use
designation of three dwelling units per acre, consistent with the Hillside, Low Density Residential
surrounding the area. Miramonte Hill has an underlying zone designation of E-1, Single Family Residential,
and a General Plan land use designation of three dwelling units per acre which is generally consistent with the
surrounding zoning,.

GENERAL URBAN

The General Urban land use designations include multi-family, commercial and industrial designations, and
are located in areas within and around the Downtown and commercial corridors as shown on the General
Plan Map. They include the multi-family Medium High and High Density commercial/residential, as well as
those commercial, office, and industrial areas that have historically provided work, recreation, shopping, and
increasingly mixed commercial/residential uses. The primary commercial areas include the City’s Downtown,
Upper State Street, the Milpas Corridor, Coast Village Road, the Waterfront, and a small portion of the
Mesa.
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The base density of the multi-family and commercial zones (where residential is allowed) has historically been
and continues to be a range of 12 - 18 dwelling units per acre. However, one of the main goals of the 2011
General Plan Update is to encourage smaller rental and workforce units close to transit, and easy walking
and/or biking distance to commercial services and recreational opportunities.

Land Use and Housing Element policies allow for increased densities under an Average Unit-Size Density
Incentive Program; the details to be developed in an amendment to the Zoning Ordinance. The density
incentives allow for a range of density for the Medium/High Density (15-27 dwelling units per acre) and the
High Density (28-36 dwelling units per acre) depending on the average size of the units. The Priority
Housing Overlay would allow a range of 49 — 63 dwelling units per acre in select areas of the City to
encourage rental, employer and co-op housing.

This incentive program would replace the City’s Variable Density ordinance in effect at the time of the
General Plan Update. This three tier density incentive program, as outlined below, will be implemented on
an 8 year “trial basis” after ordinance adoption, or until the construction of 250 units, whichever occurs first.
If the Average Unit-size Density Program is allowed to sunset, then the Zoning Ordinance would default to
the City’s existing Variable Density program based on number of bedrooms in effect as of December 2011
(see Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program Map on page 13).
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AVERAGE UNIT-SIZE DENSITY INCENTIVE PROGRAM

The purpose of an Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program is to encourage smaller, more

affordable units through established unit sizes, while allowing flexibility for larger units, which help
subsidize the cost of the smaller units. Under this program, there are two multi-family land use
designations: Medium-High Residential and High Residential and an additional Priority Housing
Overlay. When combined with other uses, such as commercial or office, these residential uses are
characterized as mixed-use.

For mixed-use designations, the non-residential portion of a project is calculated independent of the
residential density. The amount of non-residential square footage is regulated through the
Development Plan Ordinance, and the overall scale and design of the proposed structure (both
residential and non-residential) is regulated by Municipal Code and Design Review Process (height,
setbacks, parking, etc.), including findings of neighborhood compatibility.

The multi-family residential and mixed-use land use designations calculate residential densities
based on average unit sizes. For example, in the Medium High Density designation the range could
be from 1,450 square feet project average for the lowest densities to 805 square feet for the highest
densities. In the High Density designation, the range could be from 1,245 square feet project
average for the lowest densities to 970 square feet for the highest densities. In addition, the Priority
Housing Overlay could allow additional units above the High Density incentive program if built at
600 square feet.

For each land use designation the target unit size is approximately 1,000 square feet, sufficient to
accommodate two bedrooms. In 2009, two bedroom units were the most highly demanded unit
type on the market, given the City’s historically low 2.35 persons per household demographic
(compared to 2.72 for the county and 2.92 for the state), and the financial advantages of joint
tenancy or home/office use.

The permitted densities under this incentive program are both minimums and maximums per the
respective designation. Larger sized units are permitted within each “average unit size” category,
although a corresponding number of smaller units are then required in order to achieve the “average
size”. Single family homes and multi-family projects that develop at the base density of 12 - 18
dwelling units per acre are exempted from the minimum requirement and are not subject to unit
size limitations.

Therefore, the residential density for any given project under this program is calculated by the
number of average size units that can fit into the building envelope (or volume of space) that is
established by development review standards including design review considerations. The smaller
the average size unit, the greater the density up to a maximum of either 27 du/ac under the Medium
High Density designation, 36 du/ac under the High Density designation, or 63 du/ac under the
Priority Housing Overlay.

Additional density incentives are also available for all affordable projects, on a project-by-project basis
consistent with the City's Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures.
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Medium-High Density Residential

The Medium-High Density Residential designation applies primarily to the periphery of the Downtown, and
commercial corridors. This designation has a base density of 12 -18 dwelling units per acre and principally
serves as a transition from the medium density neighborhoods to the commercial centers of the city. A
density range of 15 — 27 dwelling units per acre can be allowed under the Average Unit-Size Density
Incentive Program. This designation applies to areas on the City’s Eastside, Lower Riviera, Upper State
Street, Westside, Laguna, Oak Park, West Beach and East Beach and reflect multi-family residential land uses.
The areas around the Saint Vincent’s housing project near Highway 154 also have this land use designation.
The designation is consistent with the existing R-3 and R-4, Multiple-Family zoning classifications.

High Density Residential

High Density Residential applies to both multi-family and mixed use designations in the more urban centers,
with an allowed base density of 12-18 dwelling units per acre. Higher densities of 28-36 dwelling units per
acre are allowed as an incentive to develop the denser housing close to the urban centers. These densities are
intended to work in tandem with better transit, and a closer proximity to a wide variety of commercial
services, open space, recreation and jobs.

The High Density areas also can permit higher densities of 49 — 63 dwelling units per acre if developed under
the Priority Housing Overlay Program and the units are restricted to rental, employer sponsored housing, or
cooperative housing. This designation is applied to a portion of the residential parcels in the Downtown area
generally between Sola Street, De La Vina Street, the freeway and Haley Street.

This area has historically been developed with denser, multi-family uses, and the land use designation is
consistent with the existing R-3 and R-4, Multiple-Family residential zoning classifications.

Hotel/Medium High Density Residential

This land use designation applies to the West Beach neighborhood and the area to the west of Dwight
Murphy Field, and the residential base density is 12-18 dwelling units per acre with a range of 15 to 27
dwelling units per acre allowed with the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program. These areas are
currently developed with denser multi-family uses and a scattering of hotels. The allowed uses are primarily
multiple family housing, hotels, and other auxiliary uses primarily for use by hotel guests. The existing
zoning classification for this area is R-4, Hotel Motel Multiple Residence Zone.

Ocean Related Commercial/Medium High Density Residential

This designation is applied to much of the hotel and limited residential areas between Cabrillo Boulevard and
the freeway, with a residential base density of 12-18 dwelling units per acre with a range of 15 to 27 dwelling
units per acre allowed with the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program. The areas bordering Cabrillo
and Castillo Street do not allow residential uses and allow primarily hotels and motels as well as other
auxiliary uses for hotel guests. Where residential is permitted, there must be a mix of 70 percent residential
and 30 percent ocean related. These uses are consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Program.
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The existing zoning varies between HRC-1, HRC-2 (Hotel and Related Commerce Zones) and O-C (Ocean-
Related Commercial) and includes multi-family and hotel and related uses. The area below the railroad tracks
in what has become known as the “funk zone” is zoned for primarily ocean dependent and ocean oriented
uses, commercial recreational uses, arts and related uses, restaurants, and small stores. The Cabrillo Plaza
project Specific Plan, also in this area, could add housing and commercial space to this area.

Office/Medium Density Residential

The Office/Medium Density Residential designation is characterized by office and medical office uses
primarily in the Cottage Hospital area and a few pockets on the Mesa and on Upper State Street that have a
zoning classification of R-O, Restricted Office. The Medium Residential Density designation permits 12
du/ac. Due to their location near either low or medium density neighborhoods, the Medium Density
designation is consistent with historical allowed densities.

Existing zoning classifications for these areas are C-O, Medical Office and R-O, Restricted Office.

Office/High Density Residential

The Office/High Density Residential designation is characterized by office and multi-family residential uses.
The High Density Residential designation has an allowed base density of 12-18 dwelling units per acre. A
higher density of 28 to 36 dwelling units per acre is allowed as an incentive to develop the denser housing
close to the urban centers. Areas of the city with this designation are areas along the southwest side of Garden
Street between Carrillo Street and Victoria Street which have a mix of office, multi-family residential, and
institutional uses, and in the area of Anacapa Street and Sola Street.

The Office/High Density Residential areas also can permit higher densities of 49 — 63 dwelling units per acre
if developed under the Priority Housing Overlay Program and the units are restricted to rental, employer
sponsored housing, or cooperative housing.

Existing zoning classifications for these areas are C-2, Commercial, R-O, Restricted Office, and R-3,
Multiple-Family Residence which would be appropriate for a rezone to commercial zone in the future.

Commercial/Medium High Density Residential

The Commercial/Medium-High Density land use designation generally applies to commercial neighborhood
serving centers historically located within residential areas. The Medium-High Residential Density
designation permits a base density of 12-18 dwelling units per acre. A range of 15 to 27 dwelling units per
acre is allowed with the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program. Some of the areas with this land use
designation include State Street (from Haley Street to just past Mission Street) and approximately 14 blocks
of El Pueblo Viejo Downtown where many historic resources are located, including El Presidio de Santa
Barbara State Historic Park; Salinas Street on the Eastside; the Mesa shopping areas; San Andres and Carrillo
Street on the Westside; major portions of Upper State Street; and the Coast Village area. An area along
Carrillo Street near the Santa Barbara High School also includes this designation.

The allowed land uses in these areas include residential, office, service shops, grocery stores, restaurants,
banks, dry cleaners, childcare centers, pet shops, repair shops, and various other neighborhood/commercial
serving businesses. These neighborhood and commercial service centers provide easy access to goods and
services and help improve the livability and sustainability in areas with a high concentration of residential
uses. As the Sustainable Neighborhood Plans develop, additional areas may be needed with this land use
category and corresponding zoning,.
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This designation generally has an existing zoning classification of C-P, Restricted Commercial, and is more
restrictive in height and setback standards than the general commercial areas, given the proximity of the
surrounding residential uses. Areas of Downtown, Upper State, Coast Village Road and Carrillo Street
currently have C-2, C-1 or other commercial zones.

Commercial/High Density Residential

The Commercial/High Density Residential designation serves some of the general commercial areas of the
City that are located along and/or near the major transit corridors. The areas include the south side of Upper
State Street (La Cumbre Plaza/Five Points area), a portion along Milpas Street, and various areas in and
around the Downtown center. The High Density Residential designation permits an allowed base density of
12-18 dwelling units per acre. A higher density of 28 to 36 dwelling units per acre is allowed as an incentive
to develop the denser housing close to the urban centers. An exception is the area of Downtown that includes
a large number of historic resources which have a Commercial/Medium High Density Residential
designation.

The Commercial High Density Residential areas also permit higher densities of 49 — 63 dwelling units per
acre if developed under the Priority Housing Overlay incentive program and the units are restricted to rental,
employer sponsored housing, or cooperative housing.

The City’s Downtown is the most concentrated and intensively used district of the City, and because most of
these areas are general commercial, the widest range of commercial uses is permitted. City policies also
promote the highest residential densities to encourage affordable housing that is close to transit, employment,
shopping, cultural, recreational, and governmental facilities.

Commercial Industrial/Medium High Density Residential

The Commercial Industrial designation area is bound by Ortega, Haley, Anacapa and Quarantina streets.
This designation allows a wide variety of uses including manufacturing, automotive repair, office, retail, and
residential. Many of the historic uses in this area provide essential services for the functioning of the city.
This area currently has a zoning classification of C-M, Commercial Manufacturing Zone.

The General Plan recognizes the need for light industrial and manufacturing uses given that many of the
businesses that could be displaced are local, in some cases one of a kind, and provide vital services to the
community. This area has a base residential designation of 12-18 dwelling units per acre. The Medium-
High Density allows also allows a range of 15 - 27 du/acre under the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive
Program. To minimize the amount of market residential or displacement of light industrial and
manufacturing sites with housing, the policies to allow additional densities for market rate rental housing
would not apply in this area, however, higher densities could be allowed under the Priority Housing Overlay
incentive program for rental, employer sponsored housing, or cooperative housing. Additional densities
under the City’s Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures could still be considered.

Industrial

The General Urban, Industrial designation includes the area generally bound by Haley, Cacique, Milpas and
Garden Streets. These industrial areas encompass approximately 120 acres and permit all land uses with the
exception of residential which is specifically prohibited. The area historically included a variety of
manufacturing and industrial uses including: a garbage, waste management and recycling facility; a concrete
business; open yard uses; and others. This area is zoned M-1, Light Manufacturing.

2011 LAND USE ELEMENT 17



LAND USE ELEMENT

The General Plan supports having an industrial area dedicated to industrial uses which provide vital services
to the community as well as areas of the South Coast. The General Plan supports narrowing the range of
commercial uses in the industrial area, in order to mitigate the potential increase in land costs and the
associated displacement of heavier industrial uses. Commercial and office uses are thereby narrowed to those
that are ancillary to industrial uses.

Ocean Related Industrial

The Ocean Related Industrial designation covers the industrial area below the freeway between Calle Cesar
Chavez and Garden Streets, where the El Estero Wastewater Treatment plant is located. Uses permitted are
defined as ocean dependent and related industrial, in close proximity to the Harbor/Wharf complex.
Industrial uses compatible with ocean dependent or ocean related uses are also allowed with a Conditional
Use Permit. In addition, ocean related uses may be deemed appropriate by the Planning Commission.
Wastewater/sanitation treatment facilities and other essential public service facilities owned and operated by
the City are also permitted. This area is zoned OM-1, Ocean-Oriented Light Manufacturing.

INSTITUTIONAL AND RELATED

The Institutional and Related designation provides for public facilities and private and/or non-profit uses
which offer public services to the community. Uses include, but are not limited to schools, libraries,
hospitals, government offices, water treatment plants, reservoirs, the harbor and the municipal airport. These
land uses are specifically identified on the General Plan Map.

Institutional

There are a number of public facilities throughout the City that provide important public services. These are
allowed uses in most commercial zones and allowed with a Conditional Use Permit when located in a
residential zone.

Among the public buildings are: City Hall, the police station, seven fire stations, parks and recreation
facilities, libraries, waste water treatment facilities, reservoirs, harbor facilities, etc. Many other County, State,
and Federally owned institutions are located in the Downtown and surrounding area (e.g., County
Courthouse). The General Plan recognizes the Downtown’s importance as a major governmental activity
center for the City and the South Coast. This close proximity of governmental uses is encouraged as it allows
greater interaction between all levels of government and best serves the public as more residential uses are
built in and around the Downtown.

Hospital

Santa Barbara Cottage Hospital, located in the Oak Park neighborhood of the City, is one of the largest acute
care teaching hospitals between Los Angeles and San Francisco. As of 2009, the hospital has 408 beds, annual
admission of more than 19,000 patients, 40,000 emergency department visits, and over 2,800 births. The
main hospital building is bounded by Bath, Oak Park Lane, Pueblo and Junipero streets with parking and
other structures also on Bath and Pueblo streets.

In 2005 a Specific Plan was adopted for a Hospital Zone, which allows uses including a general acute care
hospital facility and other related uses including: parking structures, gift stores, ATM facilities, restaurants,
retail or personal service shops, and childcare facilities. A major reconstruction project began in 2007 and is
scheduled to be completed by 2013, with later phases anticipated.
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Public School Districts

Public schools and related uses located in the City of Santa Barbara are part of the Santa Barbara Elementary
School District, Santa Barbara Secondary School District, and the Hope School District. Santa Barbara City
College is also a major educational facility in the City.

The Santa Barbara School Districts consist of two separate district boundaries: an elementary district and high
school district. The elementary district covers approximately 22 square miles located within the City. The
high school district service area covers approximately 136 square miles located within the City, and the
surrounding metropolitan areas from Montecito to Goleta. There are also a number of private elementary
schools, high schools, trade schools, and colleges located throughout the City.

The Santa Barbara School District and the City Parks and Recreation Departments often share facilities
through a joint use agreement which extends through 2012. The agreement calls for the two agencies to
cooperatively plan the development and maintenance of specific schools, recreational areas, and facilities.

Public schools within City limits include (also see the General Plan Map page 61):

Table LU-1: Santa Barbara Elementary Schools Table LU-2: Santa Barbara Secondary Schools
(Santa Barbara Elementary School District) (Santa Barbara School District)
School Facility Siz;:if)i te School Facility Siz;:if)i te
Adams 10 La Colina Jr. High 29
Adelante Charter * La Cuesta Continuation High*
Cleveland 8.5 La Cumbre Middle School 22
Franklin 10.7 Las Alturas Continuation High**
Harding 5.1 Santa Barbara Charter Middle***
McKinley 10.6 Santa Barbara Junior High 709
Monroe 9.85 Santa Barbara High School 40
Open Alternative™* *La Cuesta students attend class in various locations including
Peabody Charter 6.8 Downtown, and Santa Barbara City College.
Roosevelt 4.1 **Located on the La Colina Jr. High Campus.

***Located on the Goleta Valley Jr. High Campus
Sources: Santa Barbara School Districts, 2003 Facilities
Master Plan; Santa Barbara School Districts Facilities Master
Washington 8.2 Plan Update, December 2007; SBCEO 2009

*Located at Franklin Elementary School

**Located at La Colina Jr. High School

***Located at La Cumbre Jr. High School

****Located at Goleta Valley Jr. High School

Sources: Santa Barbara School Districts, 2003 Facilities Master

Plan; Santa Barbara School Districts Facilities Master Plan Update,

December 2007; SBCEO 2009

Santa Barbara Community Academy***

Santa Barbara Charter****

There are two additional public schools located within city  Table LU-3: Santa Barbara Elementary Schools

boundaries that are not part of the Santa Barbara School (Hope District)
District. These are located in the Hope School District School Facility Size of Site (Acres)
and include Hope and Monte Vista schools. Hope 8.3

Monte Vista 8.6
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There is currently no public elementary school located Downtown. The projected increase in residential
density particularly within the Downtown could increase student populations and the need for a Downtown
elementary school. A public school would most logically be within the Santa Barbara School District.

Santa Barbara City College

The Santa Barbara City College (SBCC) is a community college that serves the south coast of Santa Barbara
County. SBCC is renowned as one of the leading two year colleges in California and in the nation. In 2009
the college had an enrollment of over 20,000 students with over 7,500 full time students. It is located on a
74 acre site. In addition, the Schott Continuing Education Center located near Cottage Hospital and the
Wake Center (in an unincorporated area of Goleta) offer a comprehensive, non-credit program with an
enrollment of over 43,000 people.

SBCC is located in the Coastal Zone and any development or new uses are subject to approval by the
California Coastal Commission.

Harbor-Stearns Wharf

The City’s Harbor-Stearns Wharf area encompasses about 252 acres with about two thirds of the area being
water and one third being land. Since the original General Plan was adopted in 1964, the Local Coastal Plan
and the Harbor Master Plan have been adopted and now guide development in these areas. Coastal Act
policies mandate public access to the coast and give priority to ocean dependent and related uses; the City’s
Local Coastal Program (LCP) applies these statewide polices and tailors them to Santa Barbara. Similarly, the
Harbor Master Plan is consistent with the Coastal Act in describing its mission that the Harbor be a working
harbor with priority given to ocean dependent uses and that Stearns Wharf consist of a mixture of visitor
serving and ocean dependent and ocean related uses.

This area is currently zoned HC Harbor Commercial Zone, which specifies the primary (ocean dependent),
and secondary (ocean related and visitor serving) uses for both the Harbor and Stearns Wharf.

Airport
The Santa Barbara Municipal Airport is owned and operated by the City and is the largest commercial service

airport between San Jose and Los Angeles. It serves approximately 750,000 passengers and handles
approximately 23,000 commercial service arrivals and departures annually.

The property consists of approximately 950 acres with 400 acres dedicated to aviation uses, 100 acres
dedicated to commercial/industrial uses, and 450 acres of Goleta Slough Ecological Reserve. In the late 90s,
the City completed the Airport Master Plan for all 950 acres of Airport Property. The Master Plan consists of
two parts: the Aviation Facilities Plan and the Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan. The Aviation Facilities
Plan covers the part of the Airport that is focused on air transportation activities, including the Airline
Terminal, the runways, taxiways and related facilities.

The Airport Specific Plan covers the uses allowed in the areas north and south of Hollister. The Airport lands
along the south side of Hollister are located in the Coastal Zone. Uses allowed for specific areas are dictated
by policies and regulations of the Coastal Act, Local Coastal Plan, the Aviation Facilities Plan, the Airport
Industrial Area Specific Plan, and the Zoning Ordinance.
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Airport Specific Plan

The Airport Industrial Area Specific Plan (1998) encompasses approximately 225 acres and is located along
the north and south sides of Hollister Avenue. This area includes both aviation and non-aviation related uses
and activities. The overall purpose of the Specific Plan is to identify appropriate land uses and locations
where implementation will assist in revenue generation for the Airport’s operation, maintenance and capital
improvements.

The Specific Plan includes a large range of policies as well as the land uses that apply to this area. The Airport
Specific Plan Land Use Map (1998) calls for the area north of Hollister Avenue to be developed with Light
Industrial (including Open Yard Uses), Commercial, Entertainment, Golf Course, Park and Open Space
(along the creeks). The area south of Hollister Avenue calls for: Existing Aviation Related Uses, Proposed
Aviation Related Uses, Public/Institutional, and Open Space (Goleta Slough and along the creeks).
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Growth Management

Future growth from 2011 to 2030 will be carefully managed, with priority given to the development of
affordable housing. Updating Charter Section 1508 and the city’s non-residential growth management
program, was one of the key objectives of the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update process. Early-on in
that process, affordable housing was found to be the number one resource allocation priority among both
residential and non-residential land uses competing for future resources. Equally as important, an Adaptive
Management Program (AMP) was identified as a critical means to ensure development does not exceed
available resources over the lifetime of the plan.

Growth management policies will now help to pace both non-residential and residential land use
development. The availability of resources such as water, wastewater treatment capacity, and other key
infrastructure will be closely monitored in relation to specific resource objectives and thresholds. The
community has identified initial growth constraints for both land use sectors based on what is known
regarding key resource availability as of 2009.

The 2010 Environmental Impact Report for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update analysis, among
other sources, establishes a number of resource baselines to determine the starting points for this planning
period. For each of the AMP objectives, specific reporting deadlines provide the opportunity to gauge
progress towards meeting the respective objective and the ability to readjust the objective as necessary. In
addition, as new resource data becomes available, such as updates to the Water Master Plan, the objectives can
be amended accordingly.

NON-RESIDENTIAL

With the adoption of the 2011 General Plan Update, the maximum allowable non-residential square footage
through the year 2030 was set at 1.35 million net new square feet for the entire City. Once the Development
Plan Ordinance is amended, the total net new square footage will be allocated among Vacant Property, Small
Additions, and Community Benefit Development categories. Approved projects, pending projects, minor
additions, government buildings and replacement of existing square footage would be exempt from the 1.35
million square feet.

Under Charter Section 1508, a Community Priority project has historically been one that City Council finds
is needed to satisfy a present or projected need directly related to public health, safety or general welfare, such
as parks and recreation facilities; community centers; educational institutions; cultural and arts facilities;
youth development programs and childcare facilities; and community gardens and urban farming. At the
time the Development Plan ordinance is amended, this category will be broadened and prioritized to include
Community Benefit including Economic Development, “Green” Economic Development; Small and Local
Business; and Development for Special Needs. These categories are more fully defined in the Goals and
Policies section.

2011 LAND USE ELEMENT 23



LAND USE ELEMENT

RESIDENTIAL

The 2011 Housing Element (for the planning period 2007-2014) estimates the city’s potential residential
build-out capacity to be 6,808 units, with the majority of the development occurring in the commercial and
multi-family zones.

The 2010 Program Environmental Impact Report for Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update estimates
there are sufficient resources available to accommodate up to 4,803 new residential units. The historical trend
for the 18 years preceding the 2010 Plan Santa Barbara Environmental Impact Report has been
approximately 151 units a year; thus, a 20 year projection based on this trend would equal a total of
approximately 3,020 units. With the adoption of the 2011 General Plan Update, monitoring resource
capacities and assessment objectives and standards set through the Adaptive Management Program will occur.

> Number of units determined as part of the Suitable Sites Inventory of the Housing Element.
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Community Design

What constitutes Santa Barbara’s physical character? It is its street layout, and how its buildings and
structures relate to the city’s setting of mountains, hills and coastline, and to each other. It is the scale,
thematic architecture and historic sites of the Downtown. It is its public open spaces and landscaping. It is
its distinctive architecture and neighborhoods. Community Design considerations focus on what people see,
and how they experience the interrelationship between buildings, the city’s setting, and public spaces, be these
streets, sidewalks, parks and parkways, plazas or paseos.

Part of being a sustainable community is preserving, enhancing, and building on the desirable qualities
enshrined in existing private and public land uses. Preservation and adaptive reuse combined with energy
efficiency can benefit the environment. These considerations are addressed in the Environmental Resources
Element and Historic Resources Element policies. From the perspective of design, enhancing public spaces
can increase pleasure, health and economic benefits for people using these spaces. Focusing not only on the
quality and character of buildings, but also on their relationships to each other and to their public access is
critical to Santa Barbara’s identity.

Santa Barbara has many examples of successful public spaces: In the Downtown, State Street and the many
paseos, such as El Paseo, Paseo Nuevo and La Arcada, are places where there is a continuity between buildings
and public access-ways; the waterfront where beach-goers, strollers, bicyclists and drivers experience the
continuum from mountains, to town, to beach, to ocean; the Presidio whose restored “punctured” walls allow
drivers and pedestrians to move in and out of history. These parts of the city provide their users with
multiple ways to experience them and multiple reasons to be there.

Successful mixed-use areas provide many reasons for people to be there as well: residents, workers, shoppers,
and visitors, whether as drivers, pedestrians, transit users, or bicyclists will linger and return not only for
different purposes, but because the public space is inviting, entertaining, safe and visually pleasing.

During the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update process, the City and community explored new
approaches and measures, and existing processes and requirements, in order to preserve and enhance Santa
Barbara’s visual character, while attaining an acceptable balance with sustainability goals.

For Community Design the City’s visual achievements will be retained through a combination of new and
old planning tools.

DESIGN REVIEW

The mainstay of community design is the City’s design review process and the roles played by the
Architectural Board of Review, the Historic Landmarks Commission, the Single Family Design Board and the
Sign Committee. This review process increasingly has a broader perspective beyond simply the buildings and
the landscaping, to include the relationship of a project to the streetscape and how it influences a person’s use
of the adjoining public space, be they driving, walking or bicycling, or sitting on a park bench or at a sidewalk
cafe. Importantly, a proposed project’s relationship to adjoining or nearby historic resources, including public
views to and from these resources, will continue to require careful consideration.
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To help achieve this expanded review, new approaches including Floor Area to Lot Area Ratios (FARs) will be
applied in combination with existing tools.

REGULATORY ORDINANCES

There are a number of tools that apply to land use development in the city and that help shape community
character. These include: standards that apply based on zoning designations, district or land use; design
guidelines that guide the aesthetic quality of the built environment; and, plans that dictate allowed land uses
and regulations of an area. Many of these are either incorporated in or provided in support of regulations
included in several ordinances.

The following is a summary of some of the main existing ordinances.

The Zoning Ordinance

The City’s Zoning Ordinance establishes the zone classifications and districts and regulates therein the use of
property within the city. The Zoning Ordinance defines the development regulations for existing and future
growth in the different zone classifications while serving the public health, safety, comfort, convenience and
general welfare of the community. It includes standards for allowed uses, range of densities, setbacks, open
space, parking and landscaping requirements, etc., and the process by which development can proceed while
implementing General Plan goals and policies. Amendments to the existing zoning ordinance will be
necessary to make it consistent with the land use designations and policies adopted as part of the Plan Santa
Barbara process.

Mixed Use Standards

Due to the City’s pyramid zoning, which allows residential use in most commercial zones, and policies and
programs that strongly support mixed use and housing along commercial corridors, the character of some of
the traditional service area and commercial neighborhoods has been changing. The zoning ordinance
currently allows for parking reductions and setback variations when a mixed use development on a site is
proposed. Further regulation of mixed use projects to improve standards such as size, bulk and scale
considerations, variable setbacks and open space, will be developed through new land use policies and
implementation actions.

The Subdivision Ordinance

The City’s subdivision ordinance carries out the requirements of the Subdivision Map Act and regulates the
design and improvement of the subdivision of land. The ordinance establishes public improvement standards
and mandates consistency with the General Plan. The ordinance is applied to the subdivision of land, new
condominiums and condo conversions in the city. Since there are few large remaining undeveloped parcels in
the City, land that is subdivided physically into more than 2-4 single family lots is rare. In recent years, the
opposite of subdividing has occurred with the combination of smaller lots in older neighborhoods and in
some hillside areas.
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Project Compatibility Analysis
Because neighborhood compatibility is very important, the City adopted in 2008 the Project Compatibility

Analysis Ordinance for projects subject to review and approval by the Planning Commission, Staff Hearing
Officer, Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC), and Architectural Board of Review (ABR).

The ordinance serves as an analytical tool to carefully consider possible size, bulk, scale and height issues with
any proposed development and to help preserve the historic character of certain areas of the City. One of the
key considerations of the ordinance is compatibility of the project with the architectural qualities,
characteristics, and size, mass, bulk and scale of the surrounding development.

Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance

The Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance (NPO) requires neighborhood preservation findings for proposed
new multi-story residences or major alterations to single family residential projects and residences located in
the Hillside Design District. The purpose of the NPO is to ensure neighborhood compatibility while
meeting the needs and expectations of the community for single family and hillside areas. Either the Single
Family Design Board, Historic Landmarks Commission or, occasionally, the Planning Commission are
charged with implementing the Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance.

DESIGN GUIDELINES

While permitted land uses are designated in the Land Use Element and the Zoning Ordinance, the character
of a neighborhood is largely defined by design features of the built environment and physical characteristics of
the surrounding geography. New developments are subject to a number of city guidelines that are used to
evaluate the physical design of an individual project. Some apply to development city-wide; others to
specifically delineated districts.

»  Architectural Board of Review Guidelines

*  Chapala Street Guidelines

»  El Pueblo Viejo District Guidelines

= Haley-Milpas Design Guidelines

*  Harbor Master Plan Design Guidelines

= Lower Riviera Special Design District Guidelines

*  Outdoor Lighting Design Guidelines

»  Pedestrian Master Plan

»  Single Family Residence Design Guidelines

= State Street Landscaping Guidelines

= Upper State Street Guidelines

*  Urban Design Guidelines

= Waterfront Area Design Guidelines

Design Guidelines in the future may include Design Overlay areas and Floor Area Ratios (FARs) that will
more effectively control the size of structures.
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DESIGN DISTRICTS

Since the adoption of the General Plan in the 1960s, a number of design and development districts have been
created. The existing guidelines that pertain to these districts affect the character of the various districts and
neighborhoods of the city. Districts have been formed for various purposes including: historic and
neighborhood character preservation; compatibility of single family homes and considerations for hillsides and
open spaces; and urban design and circulation. While standards are the rules a development must adhere to,
the guidelines are what guide the design review boards (and/or Planning Commission and City Council) in
reviewing the design, size, and site layout of a development.

A brief description of these important districts and guidelines follows:

El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District

The oldest design district in Santa Barbara is El Pueblo Viejo Landmark District adopted in 1960 and
encompassing a 16-block area, the approximate site of the original pueblo. Since then El Pueblo Viejo
District boundaries have expanded to include gateways into the city, and both sides of Cabrillo Boulevard. El
Pueblo Viejo Landmark District Part II was established to include an area around the Mission with the goal of
preserving the Mission’s historic architecture and setting, the Museum of Natural History, the Mission
Historical Park, and nearby residential and institutional properties.

The purpose of El Pueblo Viejo is to preserve and enhance the unique heritage and architectural character of
the central area of the city which contains many of the city’s important historic and architectural landmarks
while allowing reasonable development. Due to the sensitivity and importance of the area and heritage
resources throughout the community, the Plan Santa Barbara process identified the need for a separate
Historic Resources Element as part of the city’s General Plan.

Two other districts with important historical architectural character include the Brinkerhoff Avenue
Landmark District and the Riviera Campus Historic District. The Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC)
is charged with the design review in these areas along with Part 1 and II of El Pueblo Viejo.

The Bungalow District

The Lower Riviera Survey Area Bungalow District is specifically defined in the zoning ordinance and
generally is the area bound by East Arrellaga Street, Laguna Street, East Victoria Street and Alta Vista Road.
This district was created in 2007 to preserve those examples of Bungalow or Arts and Crafts style residential
buildings appropriate for historical preservation. All applications to demolish or develop in the Bungalow
District are subject to review by the ABR and require special findings including that the development will not
substantially diminish the unique architectural style and character of the Bungalow District as a residential

neighborhood of the City.

Hillside Design District

The Hillside Design District covers three large areas of the City which are generally located north of Foothill
Road; the Cielito, Riviera and Eucalyptus Hill area; and the Mesa and Campanil areas. These are areas that
generally have average slopes of 20 percent or greater. Applications to construct or alter a single family
residence in the Hillside Design District are subject to review by the Single Family Design Board or ABR and
are subject to the Single Family Design Guidelines.
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Upper State Street

The Upper State Street Area is a distinct area of the City where commercial corridor development patterns
have evolved adjacent to residential neighborhoods. There are development plan requirements (e.g., building
heights and front yard setbacks) and findings for development within the Upper State Street Area. The area
has a variety of architectural styles, and there is a community desire for it to possess its own identity within
the context of Santa Barbara's character.

In 2009, the Special Upper State Street guidelines were developed to carry forward the results of the City
Council’s 2007 Upper State Street Study (USSS) recommendations and to help implement the goals and
objectives outlined in the Study. The purpose of the guidelines is to provide additional direction for how
property owners, both public and private, can make improvements to their properties to collectively improve
the visual character and circulation of the Upper State Street area. The ABR is charged with the design review
of commercial or multi-family development in Upper State Street.

SPECIAL USE DISTRICTS

Redevelopment Area

In August 1977, the Santa Barbara Redevelopment Project was adopted. The Redevelopment Plan for the
Santa Barbara Central City Redevelopment Project sets forth the policies and standards against which future
Agency activities should be evaluated. The Redevelopment Area covers the Downtown, West Downtown,
Lower State, West Beach, Waterfront and East Beach neighborhoods. If the Agency sunsets in 2015, as is
presently scheduled, the 2010-2014 Implementation Plan would be the last full, five-year plan for the Project
Area.

The purpose of the plan is for cultural and economic development in the Plan area to bring desirable activity
to the area, resulting in increased tax increment and greater patronage of stores, restaurants, and hotels in the
area. Increased vitality will reduce and forestall the blight associated with building vacancies and declining
retail sales, especially within the City’s Cultural Arts District. Some of the results have been affordable
housing Downtown, improvements to lower State Street, State Street sidewalk and landscaping
enhancements, Paseo Nuevo, and public art. The Redevelopment Agency implements projects in this area.

City’s Cultural Arts District

The City’s Cultural Arts District is informally recognized as the area bounded by Carrillo Street,
Micheltorena, Anacapa and Chapala Streets as well as surrounding areas and includes such venues as the
Arlington Theater, the newly renovated Granada Theater, the Victoria Theater, and Santa Barbara Art
Museum. The City recognizes the importance of enhancing the cultural arts venues and preserving the
vibrant arts community within the Redevelopment Project Area. The purpose of supporting venues, facilities,
events, and public artwork within the cultural arts district is to benefit the community culturally, socially, and
economically. The Redevelopment Agency implements projects in this area.
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Waterfront/Harbor

Keeping the Downtown connected to the waterfront and maintaining open access and appropriate land uses
in the coastal zone of the city is a high priority. The goals and policies for the waterfront, shoreline and harbor
are carried out through the State Coastal Act, the City’s Local Coastal Plan and the Harbor Master Plan.

Since the adoption of the original General Plan, the Coastal Act was passed in 1976. Subsequently, in 1981,
the City of Santa Barbara Local Coastal Plan was adopted. The City’s Harbor Master Plan was adopted in
1996 with the main goal of providing for primary ocean dependent uses, such as commercial fishing and
recreation boating and for secondary uses such as ocean related and visitor serving uses in the Harbor and
Stearns Wharf area.

The waterfront area is uniquely important to the economic base of the City and plays a major role in setting
the character and quality of the community. The City is fortunate in that previous generations, recognizing
the inherent importance of the shoreline to the City as a whole, have preserved all of the land on the ocean
side of Cabrillo Boulevard in City ownership.

Airport

The Santa Barbara Municipal Airport, located approximately eight miles away from the City, is the largest
commercial service airport on the California coast between San Jose and Los Angeles. The City has owned
and managed the airport since 1942. The airport provides a variety of aviation services and is also a major
economic benefit to the South Coast.

The Airport Facilities Plan (AFP) regulates the commercial operations south of Hollister. Land development
and uses on the south side of Hollister must be consistent with the AFP and the Local Coastal Plan as well as
the Goleta Slough Reserve regulations.

The Airport Specific Plan, adopted in 1998, encompasses 225.2 acres of Airport property located along the
north and south sides of Hollister Avenue. The overall purpose of the Specific Plan is to identify appropriate
land uses and locations where implementation will assist in revenue generation for the Airport’s operation,
maintenance and capital improvements. The Specific Plan includes all the policies and actions for the
commercial/industrial uses for the area.

The ABR is charged with design review of these areas.
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Santa Barbara’s Neighborhoods

BACKGROUND

The residents of Santa Barbara place a high value on the quality of life and unique desirability of the city, with
a key component being the character of the neighborhoods. Protecting, preserving and improving
neighborhood character will be critical as development changes occur over the next 20 years. This section
discusses some of the desired neighborhood qualities identified through the Plan Santa Barbara process,
common neighborhood issues, and some initial grass roots neighborhood planning efforts. New policies are
intended to facilitate a pattern of more sustainable neighborhoods and encourage grass root efforts.

DESIRED NEIGHBORHOOD QUALITIES

In 2007, as part of the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update process, extensive community input was
received on a variety of topics including what neighborhood qualities should be preserved or enhanced. A
number of common neighborhood qualities were expressed that are pertinent to many, if not all, including
the following:

= A sense of place and a small town and intimate scale feeling, particularly in the single family, older
established neighborhoods, and historical districts;

»  Development where the size and scale is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood;

= Preservation of the historic and aesthetic character;

= Sustainable with local serving uses for the daily needs of its residents within walking, biking or bus
distance;

= DPhysical connectivity between neighborhoods and services for less reliance on the automobile for
daily needs;

» Convenient access to affordable and healthy food;

»  Open space on-site as infill areas are developed, especially in the commercial districts where minimal
setbacks or open space are currently required;

» Protection, and when possible, enhancement of the common open space and gathering areas in a

neighborhood;
*  Alocal community center;
* A pedestrian friendly and safe environment;
= Rental housing to serve the majority of people that are renters in our community;

»  Enjoyment of the City’s natural features (beaches, ocean, mountains, creeks, etc,) scenic beauties and
views;

= A diverse social, economic, and cultural population (and facilities).
The Land Use Element goals, policies and implementation actions closely reflect these desired neighborhood
qualities and strive to further enhance existing neighborhoods in a more sustainable manner. While the low
density character of single and two-family neighborhoods will be maintained, future actions are aimed at
ensuring all multi-family neighborhoods are pedestrian and bike friendly, well served by transit, and have
ready access to open space and recreational opportunities.
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NEIGHBORHOOD ISSUES

The City is currently comprised of 32 different neighborhoods (page 33), of which the boundaries and names
were first identified in the Neighborhood Fact Book, part of the Impacts of Growth study prepared in 1974.
General descriptions for the individual neighborhoods are found in General Plan Appendix B. Many
neighborhoods have similar issues that in part define their character, which are discussed below by the general
type of neighborhood or district.

Hillside Neighborhoods
The hillside neighborhoods are the least dense areas of the City. City policies discourage hillside grading on

steep slopes given geologic constraints underlying hillside development such as erosion, landslides, and
drainage; some portions are also in flood zones. Due to the narrow and windy roads and steep slopes, the
availability of water and sewer service, fire access, and evacuation routes are physical constraints to further
development. Zoning ordinance policies restrict densities on the steepest hillside areas (e.g., greater than 30
percent) which help to mitigate these constraints as well as maintain the foothill open space and creek
watershed resources.

Other hillside development issues include building size, bulk, and scale compatibility, as well as the loss of
private views of the hillsides or ocean. The City has adopted special Hillside Design District guidelines that
are administered by staff and the Single Family Design Review Board (SFDB). Neighborhood compatibility
issues also periodically arise when existing institutional, public, or other non-residential type uses in these low
density residential neighborhoods propose remodeling and/or an expansion of use.

Single Family Neighborhoods

The single family neighborhoods are expected to change very little over the next 20 years based on the limited
development potential of vacant sites, and continued project review by the SFDB. Two issues that have
arisen since the 1990s have been whether to further encourage the construction of “granny” units as a means
to promote affordable housing, and the desire to slow down automobile traffic. While the future could
include a relaxation of the City standards for secondary dwelling units that are close to transit or commercial
services, both of these issues are controversial with neighborhood residents and will require further study and
discussion.

Multi-Family Neighborhoods

The multi-family neighborhoods have traditionally been a mix of single family residences, duplexes,
apartments, and corner markets. The Eastside and Westside neighborhoods are perhaps the best known of
these “family” neighborhoods, and historically have provided much of the city’s affordable housing in the
form of more modest, single family residences, duplex rentals and rental apartments.

Since the 1980s, there have been two distinct development trends: smaller infill projects of one to four units
constructed behind the original single family residences and often retained by the original property owners,
and redevelopment projects (including condominiums) that have tended to be denser and larger in size, which
in turn have raised issues of neighborhood compatibility. These compatibility issues have been particularly
pronounced in those portions of the multi-family neighborhoods that are predominately single family in
nature and/or contain historically significant homes.
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While the community generally supports and recognizes the advantages of more sustainable neighborhoods
with relatively more affordable housing, neighborhood serving uses within walking or biking distance and
good transit service, others are more concerned with automobile traffic, circulation, and the potential loss of
convenient on-street parking.

Downtown and Mixed Use Districts

Since the 1980s, the Downtown and to a lesser degree the commercial corridors along Upper State Street and
Milpas Street have experienced added residential development as a result of city policies that have encouraged
mixed use projects in the commercial zones. One of the unintended consequences has been the construction
of large, expensive condominiums that are not affordable to the local workforce, and in some cases, in
buildings that portions of the community find to be too tall and massive. Related concerns have been the
proximity of these larger mixed-use projects to the city’s historic resources, which tend to be one and two
stories in height, and the potential loss of mountain views.

The Land Use Element goals, policies and implementation actions are designed to address a number of these
issues including affordability, as well as building size, bulk and scale, and design deference to historic
resources. In addition, as these districts continue to develop as mixed-use neighborhoods, other land uses will
need to be enhanced such as the availability and access to parks, open space, recreational opportunities,
grocery stores, and perhaps (the return of) an elementary school in the Downtown.

The role of the automobile in the Downtown and along the commercial corridors is also a concern to some
segments of the community who view residential uses as potentially worsening traffic congestion and parking.
These issues are specifically addressed in the Circulation Element as part of an overall strategy to improve
mobility city-wide, through the encouragement of all modes of travel, and Transportation Demand
Management.

NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING EFFORTS

Since early 2000, self-selected neighborhoods across the city have initiated neighborhood level planning
efforts to address the specific issues and needs of their respective community. These neighborhoods have
included: the Mesa, Coast Village Road, the Upper Eastside, West Downtown, and the Oak Park
neighborhoods. In 2006, a more formal study was completed by the City of the Upper State Street area
culminating in design guidelines and targeted circulation improvements to, in part, enhance the livability of
the area. The following descriptions provide a snapshot of the varied approaches that have been employed to
date.

The Mesa

A group of Mesa neighbors, primarily architects and long-time residents, initially came together for the
specific purpose of developing a neighborhood plan. Their overarching goal was to strengthen the Mesa as a
“village” through greater self-sufficiency and sustainability. Once they drafted a concept plan, they met with
city staff to vet some of the concepts, created a website and presentation, and began meeting with
neighborhood groups to gather input and support. (See page 38 Vision for a Sustainable Neighborhood.)
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Some of their specific recommendations include: encouraging neighborhood serving commercial and
entertainment uses to reduce the need for travel to other parts of the City; small grocery or convenience stores
strategically located along Cliff Drive, the main transit corridor of the Mesa; increasing residential density
near Cliff Drive; developing Cliff Drive as the “Main Street” of the Mesa; encouraging City college to take
responsibility for housing their students; improved access between parks; more beach access; public facilities
such as a public library.

Coast Village Road

In 2008, the Coast Village Business Association in conjunction with local property owners and other
interested parties conducted a series of workshops to develop a local plan for Coast Village Road district. The
result of their work is a set of Draft Design Guidelines in which the primary goal is to: “protect and enhance
the ambiance and theme of an upscale small town that defines this area while retaining the attraction to
visitors who come to this destination for the lifestyle it exudes.” One of their recommendations is for the city
to adopt an Overlay Design District with associated guidelines to ensure all development carefully considers
the community context and neighborhood compatibility.

Upper Eastside

During the Plan Santa Barbara review of the draft Policy Preferences Report, the Upper Eastside Association
met to solicit formal input from their members. The Upper Eastside Association does not support any major
changes to their neighborhood, particularly increased density. Many do not support relaxing the high
standards of approval for Secondary Dwelling Unit because of concerns over: increased density; aesthetic
impacts to the character of the neighborhood; increased traffic and parking; and, the need for additional
infrastructure.

The Upper East Association did recommend a neighborhood boundary change to include Roosevelt School
and nearby streets of Plaza Rubio, East Padre, Montgomery Street, and Pedregosa to Olive Avenue. They also
would like to exclude the Bungalow Special Design District from the Upper Eastside neighborhood.

West Downtown

The neighborhood planning that has occurred in the West Downtown since early 2000 has been the result of,
in large part, the proposed Redevelopment Agency (RDA) Capital Improvement Program. The RDA
conducted a number of neighborhood workshops to gather input as to what was needed in terms of
infrastructure improvements in West Downtown. The neighbors have identified physical improvements to
include: sidewalks, landscaping, and street lighting. In addition, a number of other issues have been raised
including: gang activity, graffiti abatement, homeless individuals, Marijuana dispensaries, and police response.

Oak Park

Since early 2000, the Oak Park Neighborhood Association’s planning efforts have centered on the renovation
of Cottage Hospital and the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update process. The Oak Park residents do
not support any increased density in their neighborhood, given the Cottage Hospital project and existing
medical offices that increase traffic and reduce street parking. While Oak Park supports workforce housing,
they believe any increased density should be shared by other neighborhoods across the City.

Should any increased residential density be proposed, they recommend developer funded parks and the
enhancement of Oak Park in particular. They also support walk zones, no drive areas, separated bike lanes,
adherence to on-site parking standards and a parking permit program for residents.
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SUSTAINABLE NEIGHBORHOODS

The Sustainable Neighborhood Planning policy, found in the Land Use Goals, Policies and Implementation
Actions below, encourages neighborhoods to preserve and enhance their sense of place, provide opportunities
for healthy living and accessibility. The objective of this policy is to facilitate the development of
comprehensive neighborhood plans throughout the City in a manner best suited for each particular
neighborhood or district. The City will likely initiate formal neighborhood planning efforts for those areas
identified as priorities due to more rapid change and associated urban design concerns (e.g., Downtown,
Coast Village, Upper State Street, and the Milpas and Haley/Gutierrez corridors).

For the remainder of the neighborhoods, the self-initiated process appears to be a model worthy of emulation.
As noted above, a number of neighborhoods have already self-initiated neighborhood planning to varying
degrees, and the next step will be to develop an appropriate process to guide these efforts toward formal
adoption and implementation. While the City Council will ultimately determine what resources can be
devoted toward neighborhood planning and implementation, recognizing and encouraging neighborhoods to
initiate the process is an important first step.
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Regional Governance

The City of Santa Barbara has a history of regional participation and cooperation. Taking a more sustainable
approach to planning for the city necessitates thinking about the larger context. Santa Barbara is part of the
South Coast urban area of Santa Barbara County, and consequently shares regional planning issues with its
neighbors — the County, Carpinteria and Goleta. Planning issues requiring a regional approach include
transportation, housing, economic prosperity and natural resource conservation, among others.

The sustainability goals and policies prepared in this update to the General Plan contain numerous policies
throughout the elements that advocate cooperative regional planning. A combined effort will be necessary
under the requirements of AB32 and SB375 regarding climate change, affordable housing and regional
transportation, but there are many issues where all would benefit from a collaborative effort.

REGIONAL ISSUES

The Santa Barbara’s housing market has become one of the most expensive in the State and it is no longer
relevant to consider market conditions as solely a matter for the City to address. The city of Santa Barbara is,
in fact, one of four jurisdictions along the South Coast that comprise the local housing market. Historically,
the local housing market has been considered to extend from Carpinteria to Gaviota. This area is now
believed to extend south to Ventura County and north to Santa Ynez Valley and Santa Maria, as evidenced by
the congestion on Highway 101 during peak commute hours.

While the City has limited the amount of new commercial development that can be approved in the city since
1990, the region has not adopted similar control measures, nor managed to produce similar levels of
affordable housing. This points to the need for an increased City presence in regional and statewide issues as
well as the urgent need for regional land use and transportation planning in the coming years.

The 2011 General Plan Update included a look at resources, infrastructure and service capacities, recent
trends in city development, and alternative growth scenarios. While this approach was done in preparation
for the expiration of the City’s commercial growth restrictions established in 1989 by Measure E, it has also
highlighted the need for a regional response to those issues that have no regard for jurisdictional boundaries,
such as housing, transportation, preservation of open space, and the economy.

To become more sustainable will necessitate the region’s governments cooperating and coordinating their
efforts to address these topics. In fact, recent state legislation is compelling the cities and county take this
approach.

REGIONAL APPROACH

Throughout the General Plan elements many policies propose a more regional solution to planning issues and
urge the City’s continuing participation in regional efforts. There is a general need among the jurisdictions
for regional playing fields used by youth and adults regardless of where they live. Multi-use trails frequently
cross jurisdictional boundaries, including the Los Padres National Forest boundary. Preserving and linking
remaining open space on a regional scale is not only important for recreational purposes; it could help
preserve habitat for wildlife and maintain groundwater resources.
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For some issues, taking a regional approach is not just a matter of geography. The economic health of the
region is dependent on the integration of regional employment, the provision of sufficient affordable housing
and public transportation options. Further, balancing jobs and housing could also benefit traffic flows and air
quality. The updated Housing Element particularly addresses the issues of affordable housing, and the
jobs/housing balance. Policies proposing a regional approach will be found not only in the updated Land Use
and Housing elements, but also in the goals and policies for many of the other elements.

As stated above, there are policies throughout this plan that advocate a regional approach to particular
planning issues. The ability to take a regional perspective in local planning depends on regional governance.
With three cities and the County, not to mention special districts and SBCAG, found along the South Coast
of Santa Barbara County, cooperation and coordination among all jurisdictions will be essential.
Unfortunately, regional cooperation has met with limited success in recent years, due in part to fundamental
differences between the South Coast and the North County.

Regional Mandates

Recent state legislation, specifically AB32 and SB375, now mandate regional governance in an effort to
reduce green house gas emissions through closer transportation and land use planning. Under AB32, The
California Air Resources Board (CARB) is tasked with setting emission level standards, administered through
the Metropolitan Planning Organizations, which locally is the Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (SBCAQG).

Similarly, SBCAG is also tasked with administering SB375, which requires that the emission standards set by
the CARB be met through a new regional Sustainable Communities Strategy, which effectively coordinates
the existing Regional Transportation Plan with the Housing Element Update process. As of 2010, the CARB
has set initial emission targets for Santa Barbara County, based on recommendations made by SBCAG, and a
timeline and rough scope of work have been established for the Sustainable Communities Strategy.

Related considerations are rational jurisdictional boundaries, addressed here for the city in its sphere of
influence and annexation policies.

SPHERE OF INFLUENCE AND ANNEXATIONS

In the past, annexations have generally been considered on a case-by-case basis. The resultant City boundary
line is somewhat irregular with enclosed peninsulas and even islands of County land completely surrounded
by City territory. State law attempted to rationalize annexations throughout California, with the Local
Government Reorganization Act adopted in 1985. Cities are now required to identify a sphere of influence at
or beyond the city limits.

A sphere of influence is defined as a plan for the probable physical boundaries and service area of a local
agency. The sphere’s purpose is to demarcate the area which should eventually be within a city’s jurisdiction.
The Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) is responsible for establishing the City’s
sphere.
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The City’s sphere once included all land between Gaviota and Rincon. In 1987, LAFCO removed most of
the Goleta Valley (excluding Hope Ranch) from the City’s sphere to allow for the consideration of a Goleta
incorporation effort. After that cityhood effort failed, the sphere was not returned to its original boundaries.
In 1991, LAFCO reduced the City’s Sphere on the east to allow for an unsuccessful Montecito incorporation
effort. There have been only minor modifications to the City’s sphere since that time. See the City of Santa
Barbara Sphere of Influence Map (page 45).

In 2000, the City passed an ordinance to set priorities and guide future annexations. The goal of that
ordinance is to simplify the present city boundaries and provision of services by encouraging annexation of
unincorporated islands and peninsulas of land contiguous to the City. In February, 2002, the western Goleta
Valley was incorporated as the City of Goleta.

Following that, residents in the eastern Goleta Valley formed a citizens committee (The Committee for One)
and applied to LAFCO to become part of the city of Santa Barbara. Their application was declined by
LAFCO, and subsequently the Committee for One submitted a request directly to the city for incorporation
into its sphere of influence. A sphere of influence analysis was undertaken and in 2006 the City Council
voted in favor of the Committee for One. However, by then eastern Goleta Valley residents expressed more
ambivalence and LAFCO declined the change to the city’s sphere.

Starting in 2009, Santa Barbara County has undertaken a project to update the existing Goleta Valley
Community Plan for the remaining unincorporated area. It is anticipated that Eastern Goleta Valley will
remain unincorporated.

Few annexations have occurred throughout the 2000s, and essentially all have contributed to the goal to
rationalize the boundaries of the city for efficient service delivery. However, even with more logical
boundaries, the need to cooperate and coordinate with the County and other cities on the South Coast
continues. Unincorporated land within the City’s sphere of influence that could be incorporated over the
next 20 years totals 5,430 acres.
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Goals, Policies and Implementation

GOALS

Resource Allocation: Achieve a balance in the amount, location and type of growth
within the context of available resources including water, energy, food, housing, and
transportation.

Character: Maintain the small town character of Santa Barbara as a unique and
desirable place to live, work, and visit.

Design: Protect and enhance the community’s character with appropriately sized and
scaled buildings, a walkable town, useable and well-located open space, and abundant,
sustainable landscaping,.

Historic Preservation: Protect, preserve and enhance the City’s historic resources.

Neighborhoods: Maintain and enhance neighborhoods with community centers where
requested, and improved connectivity to daily necessities, including limited commercial
activity, transit, and open spaces while protecting the established character of the
neighborhood. Maintain or reduce the existing ambient noise levels in single family

neighborhoods.

Public Health: Improve public health through community design and location of
resources by promoting physical activity, access to healthy foods and improved air
quality.

Mobility: Apply land use planning tools and strategies that support the city’s mobility

goals.

Regional Approach: Support the establishment of the best possible government,
jurisdictions, and intergovernmental working relationships for the South Coast area,
from Gaviota to the City of Ventura.

Growth Management and Resource Allocation Policies

LGI. Resource Allocation Priority. Prioritize the use of available resources capacities for additional

affordable housing for extremely low, very low, low, moderate, and middle income households over
all other new development.
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Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG1.1 Affordable Housing. Support affordable housing consistent with Housing Element goals
and requirements and develop incentives in the form of flexibility in densities or standards
for affordable housing projects if supported by available resource capacities.

LG1.2 Available Resources. Monitor resource capacities and policy effectiveness at intervals
commensurate with Housing Element planning periods and adjust specific housing policies
as necessary to further achieve the City’s Housing Element goals and requirements.

Limit Non-Residential Growth. Establish the net new non-residential square-foot limitations
through the year 2030 at 1.35 million square feet, and assess the need for increases in non-residential
square footage based on availability of resources, and on economic and community need through a
comprehensive Adaptive Management Program.

The 1.35 million square feet of non-residential development potential shall be allocated to the three
following categories:

Category Square Footage
Small Additions 400,000
Vacant 350,000
Community Benefit 600,000

Non-residential square footage associated with Minor Additions, demolition and replacement of
existing square-footage on-site, projects that are pending and approved as of time of ordinance
adoption, government buildings, and sphere of influence annexations with existing development are
not included in the 1.35 million square feet established above.

Existing permitted square footage not in the City, but in the sphere of influence, that is part of an
annexation shall not count as new square footage necessitating a growth management allocation.
However, once annexed, all development or developable parcels that propose net new square footage
are subject to the limitations of the City’s growth management ordinance.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG2.1 Amount of Non-Residential Growth. Provided it is demonstrated that it can be supported

by available resources capacities, amend the City’s Development Plan Ordinance (SBMC
Section 28.87.300) to limit net new non-residential growth to 1.35 million square feet.
Amend the non-residential development categories and allocation amounts to reflect this
new development potential.

LG2.2 Set Aside. Any square footage which is not utilized in any category shall be set aside for
possible use after twenty years, or used during that twenty year period for a project approved
by the voters.

LG2.3 Findings. Develop findings to assure that resources will be available and public benefit
improvements will be in place at the time the project is ready for occupancy.

LG2.4 Transfer of Existing Development Rights (TEDR). Study the existing TEDR Ordinance
and the disposition of future demolished non-residential square footage that is not rebuilt.
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LG3.

Live Within Our Resources. New development shall be monitored to ensure that we are living

within our resources through a comprehensive Adaptive Management Program.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG3.1 Adaptive Management Program (AMP). Develop a comprehensive AMP that will monitor,

assess, adapt, and inform the public and decision makers about the implications to resources
from the next increment of growth in order to revise General Plan policies as necessary. The
program will start small with priority resources and use of existing data whenever possible.

a.  Monitor resource capacities for appropriate measurable community indicators including
jobs/housing imbalance and transportation mode shifts at meaningful time intervals.

b. Assess community indicators annually and conduct overall assessments every four to
eight years and with a comprehensive review of goals, policies, and implementation
procedures in the year 2020 and 2030.

c.  Where warranted by monitoring and assessment adapt and revise policies consistent with
resource capacities (e.g., water, sewer, affordable housing, traffic, etc.).

d. Inform the public and staff about current science and state-of the art technology related
to sustainability, and other topics relevant to the General Plan.

Land Use Policies

LG4.

Principles for Development. Establish the following Principles for Development to focus growth,

encourage a mix of land uses, strengthen mobility options and promote healthy active living.

Focus Growth. Encourage workforce and affordable housing within a quarter mile of frequent
transit service and commercial services through smaller units and increased density, transit
resources, parking demand standards, targeted infrastructure improvements, and increased public
areas and open space. Incorporate ideas as a result of an employee survey.

Mix of Land Uses. Encourage a mix of land uses, particularly in the Downtown to maintain its

strength as a viable commercial center, to include retail, office, restaurant, residential,
institutional, financial and cultural arts, encourage easy access to basic needs such as groceries,
drug stores, community services, recreation, and public space.

Mobility and Active Living. Link mixed-use development with main transit lines; promote active

living by encouraging compact, vibrant, walkable places; encourage the use of bicycles; and
reduce the need for residential parking.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG4.1 Work with the private sector to support focused growth by conducting a survey of employees

in the Central Business District to determine demographic information pertinent to
workforce and affordable housing and transportation patterns of employees.

LG4.2 Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Focus transportation CIP expenditures on all

mobility options (e.g., quality transit facilities, bicycle infrastructure and secure parking,
automobile motorists’ needs, enhanced pedestrian facilities, and car and bike-share
programs) that facilitate ease of movement from one form of travel to another.
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LG4.3 Downtown School. Facilitate any future application of the Santa Barbara School District for

a public elementary school Downtown, particularly in conjunction with childcare and other
community services.

LG4.4 Corner Stores/Small Neighborhood Centers. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to enable and
case establishment of limited neighborhood-serving commercial and mixed use in residential
zones.

Community Benefit Housing. While acknowledging the need to balance the provision of
affordable housing with market-rate housing, new residential development in multi-family and
commercial zones, including mixed-use projects, should include affordable housing and open space
benefits.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG5.1 Affordable Housing. Develop standards and project level findings to encourage the
development of Community Benefit Housing defined as:

*  Rental housing;

*  Housing affordable to low, moderate, or middle income households;
*  Employer sponsored workforce housing;

» Limited Equity Co-operative Housing;

*  Affordable Housing Downtown for Downtown Workers; and/or

»  Transitional housing, single residential occupancy, and other housing for special needs
populations including seniors, physically or mentally disabled, homeless, and children
aging out of foster care.

LG5.2 Open Space. Develop on and off site open space standards for incorporation into the

development review process to include:
= Access to adequate public open space within a ¥2-mile radius; and/or
*  Dedication of sufficient useable open space on-site; and/or
» A contribution made toward future parks through in-lieu fees.
Location of Residential Growth. Encourage new residential units in multi-family and commercial

areas of the City with the highest densities to be located in the Downtown, La Cumbre Plaza/Five
Points area and along Milpas Street.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG6.1  Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to incorporate

an Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program in multi-family and commercial zones
based on smaller unit sizes and higher densities adjacent to transit and commercial uses and
to implement Housing Element policies for higher densities for affordable and/or
Community Benefit projects.
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LG6.2

LG6.3

LG6.4

LG6.5

LG6.6

LG6.7

Average Unit Density Components. The program developed under LG6.1 shall be in effect

for 8 years from implementing ordinance adoption or once 250 units have been developed in
the High Density areas, whichever occurs sooner. The program will include the following
components:

a. The 250 unit limitation shall apply to projects developed in the High Density and/or
Priority Housing Overlay;

b. All units within a project developed at either the High Density or Priority Housing
Overlay will be included in the 250 unit maximum;

c. The minimum parking requirement for projects using the Average Unit-Size Density
Incentive Program is 1 space per unit; and

d. A report to Council will be made to analyze the effectiveness of the program as part of
the Adaptive Management Program for the General Plan, and as the trial period is
approaching its end, the Council will consider whether to extend or modify the
program. In absence of Council review before the trial period expires, the allowed
residential density will default to the Variable Density standards allowed under SBMC
28.21.080. F as it existed in 2011.

Priority Housing Overlay. Encourage the construction of rental and employer housing and
limited equity co-operatives in select multi-family and commercial zones where residential
use is allowed by providing increased density (over Average Unit-Size Density Incentive
Program).

Public Housing and All Affordable Partnership Projects. Community Benefit projects such
as public housing and partnership projects (e.g., El Carrillo, Garden Court) can be
considered at higher densities on a case-by-case basis per the City’s Affordable Housing
Policies and Procedures.

High Fire Areas. Limit new residential development in the High Fire Areas by offering

incentives and/or an option for property owners to transfer development rights from the
High Fire Area to the High Density residential land use designations.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR). Develop a TDR (or densities) program that allows
transfer of residential density to sites adjacent to frequent transit, within easy walking and
biking, in order to reduce commuting and to preserve open space.

Program considerations include:

a. Development transfer from residentially zoned properties with severe site constraints; or
Preservation of open space, within residentially zoned areas as long as there is no increase
in the overall allowed densities of the area and; or

c. The regional transfer of development rights with local and regional cooperation to allow

transfer of development from rural lands and important urban open spaces to higher
density, urban in-fill sites.

Housing for Downtown Workers. Encourage affordable housing projects by expediting and
facilitating downtown housing construction that includes provisions prioritizing downtown
workers to the extent legally possible.
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Community Benefit Non-Residential Land Uses. Community Benefit Land Uses are determined

and defined by City Council and shall include the following categories:

o a0 o

Community Priority,

Economic Development,

“Green” Economic Development,
Small and Local Business, or
Development of Special Needs

Possible Implementation Action to be Considered

LG7.1 Findings. Develop project level findings of approval for the following Community Benefit

Non-residential development uses:

a.

Community Priority Development. This type of project addresses a present or projected

need directly related to public health, safety or general welfare including but not limited
to:

= Parks and recreation facilities;

» Community centers;

»  Educational institutions and uses including schools;

= Public cultural or arts facilities;

*  Youth development programs and childcare facilities; and
*  Community gardens and urban farming; or

Economic Development. This type of project enhances the standard of living for City

and South Coast residents and/or strengthens the local and regional economy by
expanding economic diversity, such as providing a new or under-represented service or
commodity; or

“Green” Economic Development. Business that provides “green” products or “green-

collar” jobs (e.g., sustainable water, energy and waste management facilities, or green
building products, or climate change research, but not solely a green building or
structure); or

Small and Local Business. A small and/or local business in the community that is
started, maintained, relocated, redeveloped or expanded; or

Development for Special Needs. A project that meets the present or projected needs of

people with disabilities, the workforce that provides them direct support, and the
agencies or organizations providing programs and services to them.

Manufacturing Uses. Preserve and encourage the long-term integrity of light manufacturing uses.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG8.1 Narrow Commercial Uses. Narrow the range of permitted commercial uses to ancillary

types in the M-1 zone for protection of industrial/manufacturing and related land uses.
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LG8.2 Limit Residential. Better define residential uses in the C-M Zone to both encourage priority
housing and to protect existing manufacturing and industrial uses.

Multigenerational Facilities and Services. The City recognizes that there is an increasing need for
multigenerational facilities and services. The City shall encourage development which provides for
multigenerational facilities and services.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LGY.1 Facilities. Plan for community facilities to serve multigenerational needs including support
services for seniors with long term care needs.

LG9.2 Use Permits. Simplify the Conditional Use Permit process to facilitate the development of
day use facilities and/or services that serve children, youth and seniors.

LG9.3 Site Identification. Identify specific suitable areas and encourage the development of schools,

preschools, or day care centers that are compatible with surrounding land uses and that
minimize travel demand.

LG9.4 Transportation Demand Management (TDM). Include in the TDM plan a provision to

encourage inclusion of on-site child care in large scale development projects as a means of
reducing traffic.

LG9.5 Project Evaluation Criteria. Include child care as one of the criteria for project evaluation of

proposed development projects.

Live-Work. Provide viable live-work opportunities throughout the City.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG10.1 Live Work. Create a live-work land use category, zoning designation, or standards to enable
viable live work opportunities including standards for home occupations in residential zones
that are consistent with building codes.

LG10.2 Establish Criteria. Establish criteria and standards for Artists’ live-work space in the OC or
C-M zones of the City.

Community Design Policies

LG11.

Healthy Urban Environment. Consider health in land use, circulation and park and recreation
decisions.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG11.1 Solicit Input. City staff shall conduct meetings, workshops, or public hearings with the
community in order to solicit input from interested individuals and organizations on
opportunities and recommendations for further integrating health concerns into local land
use planning.

LG11.2 Create Guidelines. Create appropriate development guidelines to promote a healthy urban

environment in which community health is considered in all land use, circulation and park

and recreation decisions (e.g., similar to those developed by the Sustainable Sites Initiative in
their work with the US Green Building Council and LEED site standards).
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LG11.3 Report Back. City staff shall report back to the City Council with recommendations on

ways that the City may amend the General Plan to further promote a healthy urban

environment.

LG11.4 Audit for Community Gardens. Conduct an audit to determine if the City owns land that

could be used for community gardens and encourage voluntary private development of

gardens.

Community Character. Strengthen and enhance design and development review standards and

process to enhance community character, promote affordable housing, and further community

sustainability principles.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG12.1 Design Overlays. Create Design Overlay areas for selected non-residential and residential

areas of the city through Floor Area Ratios (FARs), building setbacks, landscaping and open

space requirements, and design guidelines. Commercial areas, historic districts, streets, or a

single block with unique qualities can be evaluated for improved guidance to ensure

compatibility in scale, bulk and size. Specific areas to receive priority evaluation for a Design

Overlay area include:

Al e

Downtown

Coast Village Road

Upper State Street

Milpas Street

Haley/Gutierrez Streets

The "Funk Zone" (i.e., Yanonali and Helena Streets)

LG12.2 Building Size, Bulk and Scale. Ensure that proposed buildings are compatible in scale with

the surrounding built environment.

a.

Standards and Findings. Strengthen and expand building size, bulk and scale standards
and findings for development projects of 10,000 square feet or more in the commercial
zones to ensure compatibility with surrounding uses, particularly historic resources and

residential neighborhoods.

Floor Area Ratios (FARs). Develop a set of maximum FARs for the non-residential and

High Density areas of the City, with particular attention to protecting historic resources
and areas that are adjacent to single family zoned areas, maintaining Santa Barbara’s
small town character, and encouraging small, affordable residential units.

i) Maximums. Develop a set of maximum FARs that permit the largest structures in
the center of the city (adjacent to transit and commercial services), and reduce
maximum building size/FARs moving outward from the center. (This approval
would be similar to the “Parking Zone of Benefit” model);

ii) Buffers. On parcels adjoining historic structures, establish “buffers” using more
restrictive FAR limits;

iii) Incentives. Consider higher FARs for multi-family rental projects and small,
affordable residential units; and
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iv) Guidelines. Consider FAR Guidelines for development models such as where
parking is proposed at the ground or in basement floors.

v) Development Community. Create a working group that includes local professionals
from the development community when developing FARs.

Development Monitoring. Develop a program to monitor the scale and pace of
development within the City; take action where transformative developments may occur
along a block or corridor to guide development along that corridor.

Community Character Preservation. Include in design guidelines that as part of any

major new in-fill development or remodel, consider the context of the proposed
structure in relation to surrounding uses and parcels along the entire block; ensure that
the proposed development will not eliminate or preclude preservation of the key visual
assets of the particular block or corridor, including landmark structures, structures of
merit, potentially historic structures, key scenic view points that provide unique or
important views to the surrounding hills, and specimen trees and other important visual
resources.  Require building design modifications as needed to preserve essential
elements of the community character along that block or corridor.

LG12.3 Building Set-Backs. The frontage of commercial buildings Downtown should have variation

in building setback along the street facades to make the streetscape more interesting.

a.

Guidelines and Standards. Prepare guidelines and, as necessary, Zoning Ordinance
standards for the use, design, and landscaping of the street frontage for commercial
buildings in Downtown, consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan and Urban Design
Guidelines. Where suitable, the building set-back should accommodate significant trees,
consistent with fire safety and protection of public views.

Pedestrian Environment. Provide for a successful pedestrian environment including the

promotion of canopy trees to be integrated into projects and along the public streets.

LG12.4 Building Height. Amend zoning standards to include special findings and super majority

approval by the Planning Commission for Community Benefit projects that exceed 45 feet

in height.

LG12.5 Coast Village Road. Establish a process to coordinate with the County, Montecito

Association, and/or Coast Village Business Association regarding new construction in the

Coast Village Road area subject to City design review and permitting.

Multi-Family Design Guidelines. Develop multi-family residential design guidelines and standards

to address unit sizes, setbacks, open space, landscaping, building size, bulk and scale, and site

planning (e.g., pedestrian-friendly design, front porches facing the street or courtyard, and parking

located out of sight).

Neighborhood Policies

LG14. Low Density Single Family Zoned Residential Areas. Maintain and protect the character and
quality of life of single family zoned neighborhoods as a low density residential community.
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Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG14.1 Study Lower Densities. In the steeper single family hillside areas classified as Major Hillside

in the Open Space Element, study establishing densities as low as one dwelling unit for every
ten or more acres due to such constraints as steep hillsides, need for excessive grading, fire,
emergency access and evacuation, degradation of viewshed, ground-water recharge, and
increased storm water run-off.

LG14.2 Slope Density Standards. Require new subdivisions of land classified single family and two-

family with a 10 percent or greater average slope to comply with slope density standards as
set forth in the City’s Zoning Ordinance.

LG14.3 Clustered Development. Continue to encourage the grouping of dwelling units for

preservation of open space on steeper and open hillside areas as allowed via the City’s
Planned Residence Development and Planned Unit Development Ordinances.

Sustainable Neighborhood Planning. Neighborhoods shall be encouraged to preserve and enhance
the sense of place, provide opportunities for healthy living and accessibility, while reducing the
community’s carbon footprint.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

LG15.1 Sustainable Neighborhood Plans (SNPs). Develop comprehensive SNPs through-out the
City (where desired by residents). A SNP may incorporate goals, objectives, policies and

implementation actions addressing the following components, as applicable:
A variety of housing types and affordability ranges;

Neighborhood-serving commercial uses, especially retail food establishments such as
small markets, green groceries, coffee shops;

New grocery stores in underserved areas;

& o

Parks, recreational facilities, trails;
Community gardens;
Street tree planting program;

Watershed protection, creeks restoration, public access to creeks;

@ oo

Transit, bicycle (including new Class 1 bike paths) and vehicle connectivity;

—

Walkable streets with an appealing and comfortable pedestrian environment that
promote physical activity and can be used safely by people of all ages or abilities
including wheelchairs;

Traffic calming along walkable and bicycle routes to school;

—-

k. Reduced impervious area (such as street and parking areas);

. Community services (e.g., schools, branch library, community center, clinics, etc.);
m. Childcare and senior serving facilities;

n. General safety (e.g., lighting); and

o. Infrastructure needs.
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LG15.2 La Cumbre Plaza Specific Plan. Prepare an initial framework for a future La Cumbre Plaza

Specific Plan for the eventual redevelopment of the site based on the analysis in the Upper
State Street Study, including identification of applicable parcels, and issues to be addressed in
the future Specific Plan. Include consideration of a mixed commercial and residential village
approach and possible public improvements such as a transit center, open space/public park,
pedestrian connections, east/west vehicle circulation connections, and parking structures.

LG15.3 Institutional Uses. Review the permitting process for government public facilities and

institutional uses and strengthen the findings as needed for neighborhood compatibility in
residential areas.

LG15.4 Best Practices for Institutional Uses. As part of neighborhood planning, as appropriate,

initiate and conduct studies in residential neighborhoods that have various established
institutional uses. The purpose of the study is to engage those who manage these
institutional uses in a discussion with neighborhood representatives and City officials to
develop “best practices” for the conduct of activities associated with the institutional land
uses in order to improve their compatibility with their adjacent residential neighbors on a
voluntary basis. Such a study should be conducted in the Upper East Neighborhood that
has a unique concentration of existing institutional land uses. Subsequent to this study, and
the identification of best practices, these practices should be considered citywide, as
appropriate.

Regional Governance

R1.

Regional Planning. Work cooperatively with the County and other local jurisdictions through the
SB375 process to better coordinate land use and transportation planning, including the provision of

affordable housing.

Possible Implementation Action to be Considered

R1.1  Regional Land Use/Transportation Plan. Actively participate with the County and other
local jurisdictions to produce a Regional Land Use/Transportation plan as mandated by

SB375.

Extension of Sphere of Influence. Extend City’s Sphere of Influence to include the eastern Goleta
Valley, specifically:

The eastern Goleta Valley, between the existing western boundary of the city of Santa Barbara and
the eastern boundary of the City of Goleta and from the northern urban line to the ocean, excluding
the existing mobile home parks. Lands within this area should be retained in the land use category
designated by the County of Santa Barbara.

= Should the eastern Goleta Valley be included in the City’s sphere of influence, then at an
appropriate time in the future with the concurrence of the County and affected property owners,
the City should pursue annexation

Annexations. Annexation of land to the City shall only be allowed if resource capacities exist to
serve the additional area and population, the use of resource capacities will not jeopardize priority
development (i.e., affordable housing), and the annexation will minimize impacts on service costs.
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R3.1  Resource Capacity. It is the City’s preference to merge under one government the city of
Santa Barbara and the area within its sphere of influence. However, all proposed

annexations shall be assessed for potential impacts on the costs and capacities of resources,
for example, on water, wastewater treatment, public safety, and affordable housing.

R3.2  Consistency. New residential subdivisions shall comply with established density and lot area
size requirements unless the development includes affordable housing consistent with State
Law and General Plan policies.

R3.3  Compatibility. Residential properties that are annexed to the city shall be designated and

zoned to be compatible with adjoining residential areas of the city.

R4.  Future Annexations. Areas of unincorporated land which should be annexed at the earliest

opportunity are:

»  The Las Positas Valley, extending from U.S. Highway 101 on the north, to Cliff Drive on the

south;

= Apple Grove and Golf Acres subdivisions, Earl Warren Showgrounds and unincorporated
territory easterly and adjacent to La Cumbre Plaza; and

* Land generally located between Hope Avenue and La Colina Junior High School south of
Foothill Road in the Hope Neighborhood.
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Housing Introduction

The City has a long standing commitment to affordable housing and sound community planning. Protecting
and enhancing the quality of life and “living within our resources” have been fundamental goals for Santa
Barbara since the adoption of the first General Plan in 1964. Concerns about the City’s optimum growth
potential and its effects on the quality of life for its residents prompted significant actions in the 1970s and
1980s (see Planning History in General Plan Introduction).

The 1982 Housing Element identified the City’s growing need to provide affordable housing as well as
address the jobs/housing imbalance issue. Several goals and policies designed to promote affordable housing,
and preserve and improve the existing housing stock were included in the Element. Housing policies
contained in the 1985 Housing Element Addendum emphasized preserving units within the commercial zone
and creating additional residential opportunities. The primary focus of the 1995 Housing Element was to
remove regulatory barriers and to stimulate the development and construction of housing. Special emphasis
was given to multi-family housing in and around the Downtown employment center and incentives for
mixed-use development. These housing element goals were further supported and substantiated in the City’s
Circulation Element.

The 2004 Housing Element continued the City’s strong Affordable Housing Program in the midst of a
difficult fiscal environment. The City has supported the construction of affordable housing since 1970.
Approximately 12 percent of its housing stock is developed or assisted with local, state, federal and in some
cases private non-profit funding. Approximately 8 percent are considered long-term affordable units and 4
percent are assisted units (i.e., Section 8).

The 2011 Housing Element contained new and/or revised policies and implementation actions focused on
affordable housing opportunities with specific emphasis on increased rental and non-subsidized affordable
housing units. It carried forward the majority of the 2004 Housing Element goals, policies and programs,
providing continuity and permanence to the City’s commitment to the production of affordable housing.

Consistent with State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) policy that residential
development be within “proximity to transit, jobs centers and public and community services”, the 2015
Housing Element continues to encourage smaller units and increased densities in the Downtown area and
multi-family zones. This document serves to provide policy guidance to local decision-makers regarding the
production and preservation of housing.

HOUSING ELEMENT REQUIREMENTS

State law requires the preparation of a Housing Element as part of the City’s General Plan. Cities and
counties are required to identify and analyze existing and projected housing needs for all segments of the
community, and identify goals, policies and quantified objectives to meet those needs. The Housing Element
must accomplish the following:

* Identify and analyze the current and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the
community, including special needs populations.

* Evaluate current and potential governmental and non-governmental constraints, and where feasible
and appropriate, remove such constraints to meet housing needs.
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* Identify and assess the availability of land suitable for residential use.

= Develop objectives, policies, and programs that set forth a 5-year housing work plan of actions to
meet existing and projected housing needs.

Senate Bill 375, adopted by the State Legislature in 2008, established an eight-year update cycle for Housing
Elements concurrent with every other update to the Regional Transportation Plan. This update addresses the
2015 to 2023 planning period, and has been prepared to comply with State law and address local and regional
housing and community planning issues. The Housing Element is organized with the following sections:

* Introduction. Discusses the purpose and statutory requirement of the Housing Element and
describes the public outreach process.

»  Evaluation of Previous Housing Element. Evaluates the effectiveness and appropriateness of the
goals, polices and implementation strategies in meeting the housing objectives of the previous 2007-
2014 Housing Element planning period.

* Housing Needs Assessment. Provides a detailed analysis of demographic, housing and special needs
characteristics and trends.

* Constraints. Discusses market, governmental and environmental factors that serve as barriers and
may affect ability to address housing needs.

= Suitable Sites Inventory. Identifies and evaluates the amount of vacant and underutilized land
suitable for residential development.

»  Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions. Presents housing goals, policies and action programs to
address the housing needs of City residents.

For a clear understanding of the policy direction and content of this Housing Element, it is important to
understand the housing policy issues and discussions that have been at the forefront in recent years. It is also
important to have an understanding of the City as part of Santa Barbara County, Southern California and the
State. This Introduction section is included to provide this context as well as to describe the community
involvement that has occurred in the development of new Housing Element policies and implementation
actions.

CITY IN CONTEXT OF THE SOUTH COAST REGION

The South Coast region housing market area extends from the city of Carpinteria and the Ventura County
line to the city of Goleta, including the city of Santa Barbara and all of the region’s unincorporated
communities. The County of Santa Barbara and the cities of Goleta, Carpinteria and Santa Barbara have
regulatory authority over housing and job growth, as well as the provision of affordable housing.

Affordable housing on the South Coast is currently provided by a combination of local government agencies
and programs, private non-profit housing developers, federal government rental subsidies, and privately-
owned housing that may be more affordable than typical market rate housing. The city of Santa Barbara has
provided, to developers and non-profit sponsors, financial and/or land use incentives in exchange for long-
term recorded affordability agreements ensuring that 3,075 units will remain affordable for a specified
number of years. In addition, 1,568 units are subsidized under the Shelter Plus/Section 8 Housing Choice
Voucher program. In total, there are 4,643 affordable and assisted units currently provided by the City.
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Although the South Coast is a single housing market, median single-family housing prices vary by city or
region, ranging from about $700,000 in Carpinteria and Goleta to over $2 million in some portions of the
city of Santa Barbara (DataQuick 2014). However, even where lower median home values exist, these prices
are generally unaffordable to the vast majority of households living in the South Coast. For the City, it is
clear that providing the amount of housing necessary to bring the median sale price anywhere near an amount
affordable to persons earning the area median income in the near future would collide with long-standing
community values of local control, protection of resources and quality of life.

While the City has limited the amount of new commercial development that can be approved in the City
since 1990, the region has not adopted similar control measures, nor managed to produce similar levels of
affordable housing. Regional cooperation in addressing the jobs/housing balance issues that affect the South
Coast region continue to be an important goal of this Housing Element. Policies and implementation actions
recognizing and promoting the City’s commitment toward a coordinated regional effort in addressing the
South Coast region’s housing market are included in the Element.

PUBLIC OUTREACH AND PARTICIPATION

Housing issues have been at the forefront of City policy discussions by decision-makers, the public and the
local press since 1998. A great deal of community attention and dialogue has focused on the rapid changes
occurring in the South Coast housing market. Never has an issue affected so many people in our community
as has the cost and availability of housing.

This update to the 2011 Housing Element began in 2005 as part of the City’s Plan Santa Barbara process.
The public outreach and participation effort entailed a variety of methods including informational mailings,
community workshops, community grassroots meetings, youth survey, and website. A more detailed
description of these efforts is included in the Introduction chapter of the City’s General Plan. Below is a
summary of the key comments associated with housing issues received from City residents during the public
participation process.

Community Input

During the public workshops and grassroots meetings, as well as via comment cards received from City
residents, affordable housing for the middle class, working class and critical workforce was identified as a
priority issue for the community. The following list summarizes the key comments, issues and concerns
expressed by the participants:

= Although some participants were concerned about more growth, the need for affordable housing was
g P P g g

still seen as a critical issue for the City.

= Darticipants raised the matter of high housing costs as cause for concern, as many young professional
and first time homeowners are unable to purchase a home in Santa Barbara.

*  Many felt that traffic congestion has increased because middle to lower-income earners are unable to
find homes close to their place of employment, and must commute from areas outside the City.

* Some participants advocated a strict no-growth approach, stating that it is economically and
environmentally infeasible for the City to accommodate additional housing.

* Finding a balance between providing housing opportunities for all segments of the community and
preserving the attractive and small-town character of the City was urged through the careful
examination of Land Use and Housing Element policies.
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*  Some participants expressed concern that increased densities would jeopardize the City’s small-town
character.

= Other participants expressed support for increasing densities to provide additional affordable housing
for the City’s workforce. Such housing opportunities would benefit young families and youth living
in Santa Barbara.

*  Mixed reviews were received regarding the City’s proposal to regulate residential densities in
commercial and multi-family zones based on unit size. Some questioned whether smaller unit sizes
would be marketable.

* Providing an “unbundled parking” approach in order to allow homeowners to purchase parking
spaces separately from the residential unit was identified as an incentive to produce additional
affordable housing. Many participants felt that this approach could be detrimental to neighborhoods
experiencing parking deficits. Others urged exploration of other approaches such as pooled parking
or the use of public parking garages.

City residents through the Plan Santa Barbara process have engaged in a dialogue to identify and define the
issues that matter most to the community. Opportunities to become involved in the outreach process were
provided through mailings, surveys, community workshops, a website, and public hearings. The lack of
housing affordability for City residents, especially for the local workforce, was identified as a major concern
that requires prompt and creative solutions. Equally important is the goal of “Living Within Our Resources”
and the desire to maintain the small-town character of Santa Barbara.

Since the adoption of the General Plan Update in 2011, opportunities for public input related to the Housing
Element have continued (see Table below). Residents have remained engaged in housing issues through the
implementation of various Housing Element programs as well as the preparation of the 2015 Housing
Element Update. All City meetings and workshops are open to the public. Notification of public meetings
were provided at least 10 days in advance in a local newspaper, mailed to interested parties, and posted on the
City’s website. The draft Housing Element was made available for review at the Community Development
Department and on the City’s website prior to the community workshop and public meetings. Housing
agencies and advocacy groups were also notified of the availability to review the draft Housing Element.
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Public Participation Opportunities
Public Meeting/Workshop Date
Average Unit-Size Density (AUD) Incentive Program

City Council initiation of Zoning Ordinance Amendments 4/10/12
Planning Commission 1% review 7/26/12
Employer Sponsored Housing Community Forum 9/12/12
Planning Commission 2™ review 4/11/13
City Council adoption 7/30/13
Emergency Shelter Zoning (SB2)
City Council initiation of Zoning Ordinance Amendments 11/12/13
Ordinance Committee review 5/13/14
Planning Commission review 6/5/14
City Council adoption 7/22/14
2015 Housing Element Update
Planning Commission initiation of General Plan Amendment 5/8/14
Joint City Council/Planning Commission 9/11/14
Public Workshop 10/22/14
Planning Commission review 10/23/14
City Council adoption 2/10/15

Input from community members and decision-makers has guided the policies and implementation actions in
the Housing Element. The 2015 Housing Element carries on the City’s commitment to providing affordable
housing, retaining and increasing rental housing, and encouraging the production of non-subsidized
affordable housing. Protecting and maintaining the small-town character of Santa Barbara and its residential
neighborhoods continues to be a key objective.

GENERAL PLAN CONSISTENCY

The Housing Element must be consistent with other elements of the General Plan. The Housing Element
has been prepared within the context of the other General Plan elements and is consistent with the policies
and proposals set forth therein. The Housing Element is closely related to development policies contained in
the Land Use Element, which establishes the location, type and intensity of land uses throughout the city.
The Land Use Element determines the number and type of housing units that can be constructed in the
various land use districts.  Area designated for commercial and industrial uses create employment
opportunities, which in turn, create demand for housing. The Circulation Element establishes the location
and scale of streets, highways and other transportation routes that provide access to residential neighborhoods.
Because of the requirements for consistency among the various General Plan elements, any proposed
amendments to one element will be evaluated against the other elements to ensure that no conflicts occur. If
necessary to maintain internal consistency, amendments to other elements of the General Plan will be
processed concurrently with future Housing Element amendments. SB 1087 of 2005 requires cities to
provide their Housing Element to local water and sewer providers, and also requires that these agencies
provide priority hookups for developments with lower-income housing.
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Evaluation

CONTEXT AND PURPOSE

State Government Code Section 65588 requires that the housing element be evaluated to assess the progress
made in achieving the jurisdiction’s housing goals and objectives. This step is important in assessing the
appropriateness and effectiveness of the City’s existing goals, policies and implementation actions, and
documenting results that were achieved during the planning period 2007-2014, hereby referred to as the
2011 Housing Element. State law specifically calls for a three-step process:

= Effectiveness of the Element. A review of the actual results of the previous element’s goals, objectives,
policies, and programs. The results should be quantified where possible.

*  Progress in Implementation. An analysis of the significant difference between what was projected or
planned in the previous element and what was achieved.

= Appropriateness of goals, objectives and policies. A description of how the goals, objectives, policies
and programs of the updated element incorporate what has been learned from the results of the
previous element.

This analysis informed and directed the policy and program changes made in the 2015 Housing Element. To
accomplish this evaluation, the Five Year Work Program of the previous Housing Element was reviewed. For
every housing strategy, this work program identified an estimate of:

»  Schedule

= Responsible Agency

*  Time to complete

*  Budget needed (if necessary)
*  Anticipated outcome

*  Potential funding sources.

The City of Santa Barbara has been producing and supporting affordable housing since approximately 1970.
As of 2014, the City estimates that approximately 12 percent of the City’s housing stock is assisted through
local, state and federal funding, and in some cases private non-profit entities. The City would be a very
different place today were it not for the vision of previously elected and appointed officials, City Staff, non-
profit housing developers and community based organizations who have made affordable housing a land use

and funding priority for the past four decades.

The 2011 Housing Element contained five goals, 26 policies and 129 implementation actions intended to
address the City’s housing needs. The majority of the actions are a continuation of the City’s commitment to
the production of affordable housing and sound community planning. Many of the programs identified in
the 2011 Housing Element were aimed at protecting neighborhoods, quality design, historic preservation,
environmental quality, affordable housing and socio-economic diversity.
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Special emphasis was given to multi-family housing in and around the Downtown employment center and
incentives for mixed-use development. During the 2011 Housing Element planning period, the City
continued to develop the majority of new housing in commercial and multi-family zones in and around the

Downtown area.

EVALUATION

This section evaluates the effectiveness and progress in producing housing since 2007 and implementing the
policies and programs identified in the 2011 Housing Element. This step is important in determining the
appropriateness of existing policies. It is also important to illustrate and acknowledge the value of strong
housing policies and the results that have occurred. This evaluation coupled with the updated housing needs
analysis informed and directed adjustments to the policies and programs for the 2015 Housing Element. The
evaluation discussion is organized around the five goals of the element.

= Housing Opportunities

»=  New Housing Development

*  Conservation and Improvement of Existing Housing
= Regional Cooperation and Jobs/Housing Balance

= Public Education

The City has been successful in implementing the goals and programs of the 2011 Housing Element,
producing the majority of its new housing in commercial areas of the Downtown and surrounding multi-
family residential zones. As such, good progress has been made in constructing infill development, special
needs, and mixed-use housing. In addition, the City has substantially followed through with funding
assistance for affordable housing in both new construction and rehabilitation programs.  Further,
amendments to the Municipal Code have been carried out to promote housing opportunities, preserve the
existing housing stock and neighborhoods, and reduce residential development barriers.

Appendix E provides an analysis of the 2011 Housing Element, quantified whenever possible. The following
narrative describes the effectiveness by housing element goal area, including specific program highlights.

GOAL 1: Housing Opportunities

The 2011 Housing Element established a detailed program of 36 implementation actions aimed at providing
a full range of housing opportunities for all persons, including seniors, homeless, special needs households and
households living in poverty. For the most part, the actions associated with this goal were implemented.
Most of the implementation actions are ongoing to acknowledge the City’s commitment to ensuring housing
opportunities for all segments of the community. Highlights of achievements during the previous planning
period are presented below.

Funding Resources

The City’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and Human Services programs provided grants
to local agencies for a wide range of housing, human and community service programs, and capital
improvement projects. From 2007 to 2014, approximately $12 million in grants were distributed to support
thousands of people through non-profit community organizations and city programs. These programs strive
to meet the needs of children, families, seniors and disabled persons, homeless, victims of domestic violence
and others seeking assistance.
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Housing Opportunities for Seniors

The Housing Element established a range of
implementation actions to ensure the availability of
housing for low and moderate-income seniors. The
City was successful in producing and preserving senior
housing during this planning period, securing 333
rental units for very low and low-income seniors using
CDBG, SEMP and Housing Successor Entity (former
Redevelopment Agency) funds. These units were
accomplished through a combination of new
construction as well as the rehabilitation or
preservation rehabilitation of existing units. Table H-1
summarizes achievements and progress made toward

meeting the objectives of the 2011 Housing Ele

ment: Villa Caridad, affordable senior housing project

Table H-1: Senior Housing Opportunities (2007 — 2014)

Project Name/Address Units/Tenure Type Affordability
Villa Caridad 95/rental New Construction 95 Very Low
SHIFCO 107/rental Rehabilitation 107 Very Low
Cottage Garden Apartments 17/rental Rehabilitation 17 Low
Vine 6/rental Rehabilitation 6 Low
El Patio 48/rental Preservation 48 Low
Villa La Cumbre 60/rental Preservation 60 Low

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Housing Opportunities for the Homeless

The Housing Element calls for programs and efforts to provide shelter and services to the homeless and to

prevent homelessness. Casa Esperanza, located

in the City, provides the only walk-in day center program in

the South Coast. The center offers coordinated, centralized supportive services to help homeless persons

achieve their maximum level of self-sufficiency. The program is designed to serve any homeless person or

family, although the clients tend to be chronically homeless individuals and those who are not eligible for any

other homeless program. This facility provides
beds the remainder of the year.

Bradley Studios, affordable housing for homeless and

downtown workers

2015 H

200 beds of emergency shelter in the winter months and 100

The City was successful in providing housing opportunities
for homeless individuals during the planning period securing
301 units and beds (Table H-2). This was accomplished
through a combination of new construction and
acquisition/rehabilitation of units, as well as operational
funding for transitional housing and emergency shelter beds.
During the 2007-2014 Housing Element planning period,
the following achievements and progress were made toward
meeting the housing needs of the homeless population:
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Table H-2: Homeless Housing Opportunities (2007 — 2014)

Project Units/Tenure Type Affordability
Name/Address

Bradley Studios 24/rental New Construction 24 Very Low
Artisan Court 37/rental New Construction 37 Very Low
Transition House 16/rental New Construction 16 Very Low
Willbridge 8/beds Acquisition/Rehabilitation 8 Very Low
Fire House 16/rental Rehabilitation 16 Low
Casa Esperanza 200/beds (Dec.-Mar.) Beds Preserved 200/100 Very Low
Emergency Shelter 100/beds (Apr.-Nov.) (funding assistance)

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Municipal Code Amendments

The City’s Safe Parking Program was initiated in
2002 to allow the night-time use of Recreational
Vehicles (RV) on parking lots owned by local
churches and nonprofit organizations.  Since that
time both the City and County of Santa Barbara have
acted to permit night-time RV use at a number of
public parking lots. In 2007, the Municipal Code
was amended to expand locations where overnight
RV parking can occur. The Safe Parking Program
currently has 108 spaces in Santa Barbara with 90 of

the parking spaces provided in City operated parking

lots.

In July 2014, the Municipal Code was amended in accordance with Senate Bill 2 to allow emergency
shelters without a conditional use permit or other discretionary action in the Commercial

Manufacturing (C-M) Zone.

Artisan Court, affordable housing for homeless and
downtown workers

Housing Opportunities for the Disabled

Many of the implementation actions related to development
and access for the disabled are now standard practice as a
result of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). During
the 2007-2014 Housing Element
approximately 163 units were constructed, acquired or
rehabilitated to serve the housing needs of the disabled.
Table H-3 summarizes the achievements and progress made

toward meeting this objective:

Building Hope, affordable housing for disabled persons

and low-income downtown workers

10
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Table H-3: Housing Opportunities for the Disabled (2007 — 2014)

Project Name/Address
Building Hope

Casa las Granadas
Victoria Hotel
Sanctuary Psychiatric
Hotel de Riviera

Casa Juana Maria
CADA Detox

633 De la Vina Street

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Municipal Code Amendments

* In 2007, the Municipal Code was amended to include reasonable accommodation provisions for

persons with disabilities.

* In 2007, the Municipal Code was amended to allow modifications to any zoning standard when

Units/Tenure Type
39/rental New Construction
12/rental New Construction
28/rental Rehabilitation
27/rental Rehabilitation
31/rental Rehabilitation
6/rental Rehabilitation

12/rental (beds) Acquisition/Rehabilitation
8/rental Acquisition/Rehabilitation

Affordability
39 Very Low
4 Very Low, 8 Low
17 Very Low, 11 Low
27 Low
31 Low
6 Low
12 Low
7 Very Low, 1 Low

necessary to make an existing residential unit accessible to persons with disabilities.

Affordable Housing Opportunities

Aside from the housing opportunities identified above for seniors, homeless, and persons with disabilities, 386
additional affordable housing opportunities were provided. Most of these units were supported with City

funds. Table H-4 summarizes achievements and progress made toward meeting the housing needs of the very

low, low and moderate-income households:

Paseo Voluntario, affordable multi-family housing project

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT
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12

Table H-4: Affordable Housing Opportunities (2007 — 2014)

Project Name/Address
Building Hope

630 Bath Street
Paseo Voluntario

10 E Calle Crispis
Cafén Perdido Street
2122 Cliff Drive

721 Chapala Street
3965 Via Lucero
Bradley Studios
Artisan Court

Mom’s Place

1126 Del Mar Street
2416 Medcliff Road
2717 Samarkand Drive
San Pascual Street

2 Skyline Circle

2109 CIliff Drive

121 W. De la Guerra
East Beach Collection
Alma del Pueblo
Sevilla

Bella Riviera

Mira las Olas

2904 State Street
2941 State Street
233 W. Ortega Street
El Patio

Coronel Place

Marianna Ranch

Units/Tenure
12/rental
2/rental
20/rental
1/rental

12/ownership
1/rental
5/ownership
3/ownership
30/rental
19/rental
8/rental
1/rental
1/rental
1/rental
4/ownership
1/rental
3/ownership
3/ownership
36/ownership
5/ownership
11/ownership
81/ownership

7/ownership
8/rental
6/rental
6/rental
65/rental
20/rental
14/rental

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Type
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction
New Construction

New Construction

New Construction

Acquisition

Acquisition/Rehabilitation

Acquisition/Rehabilitation

Preservation
Preservation

Preservation

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT

Affordability
12 Low
2 Low

2 Very Low, 8 Low, 10 Mod

1 Low
12 Low
1 Low
5 Moderate
3 Low
30 Very Low
19 Low
8 Low
1 Low
1 Low
1 Low
4 Low
1 Low
3 Above Moderate
3 Above Moderate
36 Above Moderate
5 Above Moderate
11 Above Moderate

39 Moderate, 42 Above
Moderate

7 Above Moderate
8 Low
6 Low
6 Very Low
65 Low
10 Low, 10 Moderate
14 Low
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GOAL 2: New Housing Development

The Housing Element established a program of 46 implementation actions to promote new housing

development.

Special emphasis was given to multi-family housing in and around the Downtown

employment center and incentives for mixed-use development. Many of these strategies were specific actions

or zoning amendments that have been completed. The following highlights the City’s accomplishments in

this goal area.

In 2013, the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program was
adopted to encourage the construction of rental housing, employer
sponsored housing and co-operative housing by allowing increased
densities (up to 63 du/ac) and development standard incentives in
certain areas of the City, particularly the Downtown.

City’'s RDA provided approximately $14.4 million to fund the
construction of 6 affordable housing projects with 136 units.
Of the total units, 131 units were very low and low-income.

Funds were provided to local developers by the RDA for site
acquisition, enabling them to land-bank sites for future
development.  This resulted in three new projects with 105
affordable housing units.

Twelve affordable units were developed in conjunction with a

Casas las Granadas, affordable housing
developed in conjunction with public parking

new parking structure built on the site of a surface parking lot (Casas las Granadas).

In 2009, the Mental Health Association project “Building Hope” was constructed consisting of 51

units facilitated by the RDA’s transfer of ownership of a parking lot.

Between 2007 and 2014, 11 units were constructed under the City’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

program and 63 units were constructed through bonus density incentives.

St. Vincent's affordable housing project

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT
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GOAL 3: Conservation and Improvement of Existing Housing Stock

The Housing Element established a program of 20 implementation actions to conserve and improve existing
housing stock, existing neighborhoods and community diversity and character. Most of the implementation
actions are ongoing, have been implemented, or are no longer feasible due to lack of funding. The following
presents highlights of achievements during the previous planning period (2007-2014)

Housing Rehabilitation

The City’s Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program (HRLP) has four main objectives: 1) to maintain and
upgrade Santa Barbara’s housing by correcting hazards to health and safety; 2) to enhance older
neighborhoods by upgrading properties, thereby encouraging others to make improvements; 3) to provide
improvements that help conserve resources and reduce operating and maintenance costs; and 4) to improve
the quality of life of low and moderate-income residents by providing a healthful and pleasant living

environment.

Prior to 2011, most HRLP loans were made to low-income homeowners in Santa Barbara. Due to the
decline in CDBG entitlement funding, demand and activity for this program and the retirement of the
program’s only employee, the determination was made to have a gradual phase out of this program for low
income homeowners.

The HRLP, using program income generated from previous loans, will continue to provide rehabilitation
loans or grants to apartment owners who agree to keep the rents affordable to low-income tenants. Many of
these owners are non-profit developers who have acquired the property for the purpose of doing major
rehabilitation and long-term management.

Rehabilitation Loans

* The HLRP provided $4,035,400 to rehabilitate 12 single family ($272,500) and 594 multi-family
units ($3,762,900) from 2007-2014.

Preservation of Housing Stock

The concern over the loss of older, affordable housing to redevelopment has remained a critical issue. Older
housing is being demolished and replaced by new housing development. The City is seeking to preserve
residential properties with historic value through surveys and a demolition review ordinance. In addition,
preservation (or replacement in kind) of older housing stock that is not of historic value is of concern. This is
particularly true for older housing stock in residential zones where State law limits the City’s ability to
prohibit demolition of rental housing.

During the 2007-2014 Housing Element planning period, the following objectives were achieved:

» Extended affordability covenants to continue the affordability of 96 units to a period ranging from
30 to 99 years. New covenants for owner-occupied affordable units totaled 148.

= As directed by the 2004 Housing Element, historic surveys for two neighborhoods were completed
during the planning period. The surveys serve as a tool to identify and protect buildings worthy of
Landmark and Structure of Merit status.
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GOAL 4: Regional Cooperation and Jobs/Housing Balance

This goal area continues to be a great challenge for the City. The primary reason is that to effectuate change
in this area is not within the City’s complete control and requires extensive cooperation and collaboration
with neighboring jurisdictions. This is certainly not unique to the Santa Barbara area. The City continues to
monitor State legislation and the efforts of the California Center for Regional Leadership for new programs to
support better regional cooperation. The Housing Element established a program of 21 implementation
actions to address jobs/housing balance issues and to further regional cooperation. The following presents
three highlights in regional cooperation.

*  The City continues to work with other cities in the South Coast region and the County of Santa
Barbara to promote affordable housing.

»  The City continues coordination with, and funding for MTD as it relates to the provision of public
transit to housing developments. Likewise, coordination with the Coastal Housing Partnership
designed to provide financial assistance programs and educational services to help employees acquire
homes has and will continue.

* The City and County of Santa Barbara coordinated efforts and financial resources to facilitate the
development (2008) of 170 very-low income rental units for seniors and low-income rental units for
families at the St. Vincent’s site. The City is currently processing a development application for the
Hillside House project proposed to be annexed to the City. The project if approved will result in
121 housing units.

* The City worked closely with the Santa Barbara Association of Governments (SBCAG) to produce
the regional Sustainable Communities Strategies that promotes higher density, infill, and transit
oriented mixed-use projects, which was adopted by the SBCAG Board in August 2013.

GOAL 5: Public Education

This goal area was established in 1995 to recognize the important role the public plays in building and
maintaining community support for affordable housing. The element included 6 implementation actions to
expand public education regarding affordable housing. The following are highlights of the City’s
accomplishments in this goal area.

* The City continued to expand awareness of the benefits of creating new affordable housing
opportunities, implementing mixed-use and transit oriented policies and programs, and providing
shelter and support services to the homeless. Special segments related to community issues are
regularly aired on the TV Government Channel. Readily accessible information also appeared on the
City’s website.

= The City received broad public media coverage of completed projects and received several prestigious
awards for its projects from state and national organizations.

RESULTS

The Evaluation of the 2011 Housing Element identifies 12 implementation actions to be eliminated for
various reasons, including completing or achieving the objective, or no longer needed or appropriate. The
emphasis of the 2011 Housing Element was to encourage smaller units adjacent to commercial services, jobs
and transit by allowing increased densities (based on unit size) in the commercial districts and multi-family
zones, thereby promoting additional affordable and workforce housing in the most appropriate locations.
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Between 2007 and 2014, 1,612 units were produced through new construction, rehabilitation, or

preservation of existing units. These results demonstrate that the City’s housing goals, policies and

implementation actions, as well as funding programs have been successful in producing housing, including
deed-restricted affordable units.

16

Table H-5: Housing Production (2007 —2014)

Very Low 247 124 221 592
Low 82 114 224 420
Moderate 54 0 10 64
Above Moderate 536 536
Total 919 238 455 1,612
Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014
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Housing Needs Assessment

This section provides updated information related to the City’s demographic, household and housing
characteristics and an analysis of the community’s housing needs. Many demographic factors affect the
demand for housing and the type of housing needed or preferred. Factors such as age, presence of children,
size of family / household, and income all contribute to housing needs. The Housing Needs Assessment
serves as the basis for which housing goals, policies and programs can be developed to meet the City housing
demand as well as provide a fair share of the region’s affordable housing.

The Housing Needs Assessment uses the most recent data available, including the 2010 U.S. Census, the,
American Community Survey (ACS), California Department of Finance (DOF), California Employment
Development Department (EDD), Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG), and a
variety of other private and non-profit agencies.

This section provides an assessment of:
= Population Growth Trends and Characteristics
*  Employment Trends
=  Household Characteristics
*  Housing Stock and Market Conditions
= Assessment of “At-Risk” Assisted Units

*  Housing Needs for Special Needs Population

POPULATION TRENDS AND CHARACTERISTICS

Population Growth Trends

In 1980 the City’s population was 74,414 and by January 2014 the Department of Finance estimated the
City’s to be 90,385 persons, representing a 21 percent increase in the City’s population over that 34-year
period.

The State Department of Finance (DOF) provides annual updates to the census population figures, and as of
January 2014, DOF estimated the City’s population to be 90,385. Table H-6 illustrates how the City’s
population has changed over time. The largest population growth occurred between 1980 and 1990, with an
increase of 11,157 people (15 percent), representing an annual growth rate of 1.5 percent. However, in the
decades since 1990, the City’s population rate of growth has been considerably slower.
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Table H-6: Population Growth Trends (1980 — 2014)

City of Santa Barbara
Year Population Numerical Percentage Average Annual
Change Change Growth Rate

1980 74,414

1990 85,571 11,157 15.0% 1.5%
2000 89,606 4,035 4.7% 0.5%
2010 88,410 (1,196) (1.3) (0.1%)
2014 90,385 1,975 2.2% 0.2%

Source: U.S. Census, Department of Finance 2014

The City as a percentage of the total Santa Barbara County population has been decreasing over time. While
the City of Santa Barbara has historically been the largest incorporated City in the County, as of January
2006, the City of Santa Maria became the largest City in Santa Barbara County. The Regional Growth
Forecast (RGF) 2010-2040 prepared by SBCAG indicates that a population shift has occurred from the
South Coast region of the County to the North County. As of 2010, about 38 percent of the County’s
population was residing in North County cities and that share is forecast to increase to 41 percent by 2040.
This shift is partly due to the availability of vacant land designated for residential and commercial use in the
North County.

Projected Regional Growth

The RGF 2010-2040 forecasts demographic changes for the major economic and demographic regions and
the eight incorporated cities of Santa Barbara County. The RGF estimates that from 2010 to 2040,
population in the County will increase by more than 96,000 persons (23 percent) to a total of 519,965.
Significant population increases are projected in the North County during the 2010-2040 period, while
population increases in the South Coast region are expected to be substantially less. During this 30-year
period, the South Coast region is forecast to grow in population by about 29,500 or 15 percent while North
County is expected to grow by about 66,600 persons or 30 percent.

The City of Santa Barbara’s population is projected to reach 96,000 by the year 2040. This represents a 9.8
percent total change or a 0.3 percent annual average increase from 2010 to 2040, representing a decrease in
the City’s growth trends during the 1980-2000 period.

Age Characteristics

Housing needs are influenced by the age characteristics of the population. Different age groups have different
housing needs based on lifestyle, family types, income levels and housing preference. For the purposes of this
analysis, the age groups are generally defined as preschool (0-4), school age (5-19), college / early workers /
young adults (20-24), prime workforce and child rearing years (25-54), mid-life / pre-retirement (55-64), and

senior / retirees (65+ years of age).

Table H-7 illustrates how the City’s age distribution in 2010 compared to the County as a whole. This table
shows that the City’s population is older than Santa Barbara County as a whole, with a median age of 36.8
years compared to 33.6 years for the county. An aging population has implications regarding the type and size
of future housing needs, as well as accessibility.
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Table H-7: Age Distribution
City vs. Santa Barbara County

0-4 years 4,824 55% 27,350 6.5%
5-19 years 14,451 163% 90,938 21.5%
20-24 years 8,016 9.1% 43,026 10.2%
25-54 years 37,768 42.7% 163,168 38.5%
55-64 years 10,778 122% 45015 10.6%
65+ years 12,573 14.2% 54,398 12.8%
Total 88,410 100% 423,895 100%
Median Age 36.8 33.6

Source: 2010 Census

Figure H-1
Projected Population Growth 2010-2060 by Age Group
Santa Barbara County
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California Department of Finance population projections by age group for Santa Barbara County during the
2010-2060 period are illustrated in Figure H-1. Senior citizens are expected to be the fastest-growing age
group over the next 50 years, with the 65+ group representing almost two-thirds of the total population
increase. By contrast, the working-age adult population (25-64) is expected to comprise less than one-third of
population growth. The Constraints section of this report describes how the City’s land use plans and zoning
regulations accommodate the housing needs of senior citizens.

Race and Ethnicity

The 2000 Census revised the questions on race and Hispanic origin to better reflect the country’s growing
diversity. According to a Census 2000 Brief on Race and Hispanic Origin, the federal government considers
race and Hispanic origin to be two separate and distinct concepts. For the 2000 Census, the questions on
race and Hispanic origin were asked of everyone. The question on Hispanic origin asked people if they were
Spanish, Hispanic or Latino. The question on race asked people to report the race or races that they
considered themselves to be. Responses to both questions are based on self-identification. The changes in
how the census data are collected make comparisons with pre-2000 census data very difficult.

Population by Race and Ethnicity 2000-2010

According to the 2010 Census, persons categorizing themselves as Non-Hispanic White represented about 55
percent of the City’s population, reflecting a decrease from 58 percent in 2000 (Table H-8). In contrast,
about 38 percent of the City’s population identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino in 2010, up from 35
percent in 2000. Compared to Santa Barbara County as a whole, the City had a slightly smaller proportion
of Hispanic residents in 2010.

Table H-8: Population by Race and Ethnicity
City vs. Santa Barbara County

Racial/Ethnic Group Sy S
Persons Percent Persons Percent
Not Hispanic or Latino 54,819 62.0% 242,208 57.1%
-White 48,417 54.8% 203,122 47.9%
-Black or African American 1,177 1.3% 7,242 1.7%
-American Indian/Alaska Native 313 0.4% 1,843 0.4%
-Asian 2,927 3.3% 19,591 4.6%
-Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 94 0.1% 680 0.2%
-Other races or 2+ races 1,891 2.1% 9,730 2.3%
Hispanic or Latino (any race) 33,591 38.0% 181,687 42.9%
Total 88,410 100% 423,895 100%

Source: 2010 Census, Table DP-1
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EMPLOYMENT TRENDS
City Resident Jobs by Industry

Information on jobs and employment gathered during the 2008-2012 Census American Community Survey
is keyed to where people live. Table H-9 shows the distribution of employed City residents by industry
compared to Santa Barbara County as a whole. The most notable differences between City and County
employment seen in this table are the lower proportion of City residents employed in agriculture and the
higher proportion of City residents employed in professional occupations and the arts and entertainment.

Table H-9: Employment by Industry (2008 — 2012)
City vs. Santa Barbara County

City County
Industry Number Percent Number Percent

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 776 1.6% 17,169 8.8%
Construction 3,099 6.6% 11,042 5.7%
Manufacturing 2,944 6.2% 14,411 7.4%
Wholesale trade 797 1.7% 4,729 2.4%
Retail trade 4,700 10.0% 19,575 10.0%
Transportation, warehousing, and utilities: 813 1.7% 5,437 2.8%
Information 1,216 2.6% 4,190 2.1%
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and leasing 2,669 5.7% 9,685 5.0%
Professional, scientific, management, and 8,108 17.2% 22,693 11.6%
administration

Educational, health and social services 10,484 22.2% 45,651 23.4%
Arts, entertainment, recreation, and services 7,390 15.7% 22,545 11.6%
Other services 2,794 5.9% 9,409 4.8%
Public administration 1,368 2.9% 8,521 4.4%
Total 47,158 100% 195,057 100%

Source: 2008-2012 Census ACS, Table DP-3
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City Resident Jobs by Occupation

According to the 2008-2012 American Community Survey, the majority (62 percent) of City residents are
employed in white-collar occupations, including Management, business, science, arts, sales and office
occupations. Compared to the County of Santa Barbara, City residents held white-collar jobs at a slightly
higher rate during this period (Table H-10).

Table H-10: Residents in Workforce by Occupation (2008 —2012)
City vs. County of Santa Barbara

City of Santa Barbara Santa Barbara County
Occupation Category

Number Percent Number Percent
Management, business, science, and arts occupations 19,530 41.4% 68,322 35.0%
Service occupations 11,424 24.2% 41,731 21.4%
Sales and office occupations 9,831 20.8% 42,310 21.7%
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 3,680 7.8% 26,685 13.7%
occupations
Production, transportation, and material moving 2,693 5.7% 16,009 8.2%
occupations
Total 47,158 100% 195,057 100%
Source: 2008-2012 American Community Survey

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

Household Composition

Household characteristics are important indicators of the type and size of housing needed. Household type,
income level, special needs population all contribute to the housing needs of a community. The formation of
households can be influenced by population growth, adult children leaving home, divorce, and aging of the
population.

The Census Bureau has very specific definitions of households and families. The Census defines a
“household” as all persons occupying a housing unit, which may include single persons living alone, families
related through blood, marriage or adoption, or unrelated persons sharing a single unit, such as roommates.
The Census Bureau defines “family” as two or more persons living together who are related. This definition
may differ from how “family” is defined under state or federal fair housing law (see further discussion in the
Constraints section regarding the City’s definition of “family” for zoning purposes). Persons living in group
quarters, such as dormitories, retirement or convalescent homes, or other group living arrangements are
included in population totals, but are not considered households.

Household Growth Trends 1990-2014

Table H-11 shows that between 1990 and 2000, the number of City households increased by 1,257,
representing a slight annual increase of 0.4 percent. The 2010 Census reported a net loss of 156 households
in the City during 2000-2010. The California Department of Finance estimated the number of households
residing in the City to be 35,986 as of January 2014, an average annual increase of 0.4% since 2010.
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Table H-11: Household Growth Trends (1990 — 2014)

City of Santa Barbara
1990 34,348
2000 35,605 1,257 0.4%
2010 35,449 (156) (0.04%)
2014 35,986 537 0.4%
Sources: 1990, 2000, 2010 Census, Department of Finance

Household Size

Table H-12 shows how household size has changed over time (1990 — 2014) for the City, the County of
Santa Barbara and the State of California. Household size for the City increased slightly from 2.41 persons
per households in 1990 to 2.47 persons per households in 2000. Countywide, household size increased to
2.8 persons per household. Statewide household size increased to 2.87 persons per household. The City’s
average household size has remained steady since 2000 while household sizes in the County and state as a
whole have increased slightly. The City’s average household size remains below the County and State.

Table H-12: Household Size (1990 — 2014)

City of Santa Barbara
1990 2.41 2.73 2.79
2000 2.47 2.80 2.87
2010 2.45 2.86 2.90
2014 2.47 2.88 2.95
Source: 1990, 2000, 2010 Census, Department of Finance
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Household Income

Household income distribution for the City, County and the State as reported by the 2008-2012 American
Community Survey is shown in Table H-13. This table shows that household incomes in the City are
somewhat higher than the County and the State as a whole. The median household income for the City was
estimated to be $63,758. For the County and State the median household income was estimated at $62,723
and $61,400 respectively.

Table H-13: Households by Income

City of SB ‘ SB County California
Income
Number ‘ Percent ‘ Number Percent Number Percent

Less than $10,000 1,578 4.5% 7,209 5.1% 683,523 5.5%
$10,000 to $14,999 1,697 4.9% 6,380 4.5% 645,134 5.2%
$15,000 to $24,999 3,302 9.5% 12,907 9.1% 1,179,814 9.5%
$25,000 to $34,999 3,173 9.1% 12,883 9.1% 1,132,044 9.1%
$35,000 to $49,999 4,264 12.2% 17,613 12.5% 1,538,363 12.3%
$50,000 to $74,999 6,053 17.3% 25,691 18.2% 2,137,590 17.1%
$75,000 to $99,999 4,154 11.9% 17,639 12.5% 1,548,498 12.4%
$100,000 to $149,999 4,866 13.9% 21,525 15.2% 1,883,671 15.1%
$150,000 to $199,999 2,885 8.3% 9,833 7.0% 836,973 6.7%
$200,000 or more 2,928 8.4% 9,567 6.8% 880,721 7.1%
Total Households 34,900 100% 141,247 100% | 12,466,331 100%
Median HH Income $63,758 $62,723 $61,400

Source: 2008-2012 American Community Survey, Table DP-3

Population Living In Poverty

The 2008-2012 American Community Survey estimated that 14.7 percent of City residents (12,844 persons)
had incomes below the poverty level. In 2012, the federal poverty level for a family of four was $23,850.

HOUSING STOCK AND MARKET CONDITIONS

Unit Type

Table H-14 reflects the housing unit mix for the City during 2000-2014. In the City, the breakdown in unit
type has been very consistent over the last 30 years reflecting the City’s age and historic development patterns.

In 2000, there were just over 37,000 housing units in the City. Of those 35,605 were occupied housing units
(4.2 percent vacancy rate). Total housing units include single family homes, buildings or complexes involving
2 to 4 units and buildings or complexes with 5 or more units and a category for mobile homes, boats, RVs or

trailers.
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The 2000 Census found that 53.7 percent (19,971) of all units were single family homes. Another 14.8
percent (5,487) of the units were in complexes of two to four units; 30.1 percent (11,200) of the units were in
complexes of 5 or more units and 1.4 percent (519) of the units were in mobile homes, boats, RVs or trailers.
Countywide, 65 percent of housing was comprised of single family homes.

As of January 1, 2014, the total number of housing units had increased to 38,393 representing an increase of
573 units or about 1.5 percent. Approximately 56 percent were single family units, 15 percent were in
complexes of two to four units, 29 percent were in complexes of 5 or more units, and 1 percent were in
mobile homes, boats RVs or trailers.

Table H-14: Housing Units and Type (2000 — 2014)

City of Santa Barbara
2000 2010 2014
Housing Type
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Single Family 19,971 53.7% 21,412 56.6% 21,447 55.9%
Multi-Family 2 - 4 Units 5,487 14.8% 5,392 14.3% 5,550 14.5%
Multi-Family 5+ Units 11,200 30.1% 10,626 28.1% 11,006 28.7%
Mobile Home & Other 519 1.4% 390 1.0% 390 1.0%
Total 37,177 100% 37,820 100% 38,393 100%
Sources: 2000, 2010 Census, Department of Finance 2014

Tenure and Vacancy Rate

Table H-15 illustrates the occupied housing units in the City and the percentage breakdown of renter and
owner occupied housing units. The breakdown has remained relatively constant over time with
approximately 59 percent of units being renter-occupied and 41 percent of the City’s units being owner-
occupied as estimated by the 2008-2012 American Community Survey. The City has a lower rate of owner-
occupancy than the rest of Santa Barbara County and that of California as a whole. In 2010, only 38.9
percent of occupied units in the City were owner-occupied, while the County and State had owner-occupancy

rates of 53 percent and 56 percent, respectively.

One explanation for the lower rate of City home ownership, compared to the County and State, is the high
housing prices in the South Coast region. Additionally, while there is no way to make a clear distinction, it is
interesting to note that close to 56 percent of the City’s housing stock are single family homes yet only 39
percent of all occupied units are owner occupied. Therefore, many single family homes are part of the City’s
rental housing stock.
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Table H-15: Tenure and Vacancy Rates (2000 —2012)

City of Santa Barbara
2000 2010 2008-2012
Tenure
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Owner Occupied 14,957 42.0% 13,784 38.9% 14,230 40.8%
Renter Occupied 20,648 58.0% 21,665 61.1% 20,670 59.2%
Total Occupied 35,605 100% 35,449 100% 34,900 100%
Vacancy Rate 4.0% 6.3% 8.6%
Source:2000, 2010 Census, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

According to ACS estimates, the vacancy rate averaged about 8.6%' during 2008-2012. According to the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), a vacancy rate of 5 percent is considered sufficient
to provide choice and mobility. However, as is the case in many coastal areas, a portion of vacant units are
second homes held for occasional use and therefore are not part of the rental housing stock.

Unit Size

Another important characteristic of the City’s housing supply is the size of units with respect to number of
bedrooms. Of the City’s owner-occupied housing units, nearly half (49 percent) are 3-bedroom units while
25 percent are 2-bedroom and 18 percent are 4-bedroom units. About 5 percent are studio or 1-bedroom
units, while about 3 percent have 5 or more bedrooms. Of the rental housing units in the City, about 36
percent are 1-bedroom units and 39 percent are 2-bedroom units. About 15 percent of units have 3
bedrooms, while only about 3 percent of units have 4 or more bedrooms.

Table H-16: Housing Unit Size by Tenure (2008 — 2012)

City of Santa Barbara

‘ - Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied

‘ Unic Size Units Percent Number Percent
0 bedrooms 43 0.3% 1,446 7.0%
1 bedroom 640 4.5% 7,525 36.4%
2 bedrooms 3,556 25.0% 7,997 38.7%
3 bedrooms 6,969 49.0% 3,130 15.1%
4 bedrooms 2,561 18.0% 358 1.7%
5 or more bedrooms 461 3.2% 214 1.0%
Total units 14,230 100% 20,670 100%

Source: 2008-2012 ACS, Table DP-4

' Housing market information for Santa Barbara indicates a considerably lower vacancy rate. According to a 2014
housing market survey prepared by Dyer Sheehan Group, Santa Barbara’s average rental vacancy rate is 0.6 percent.
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Figure H-2

Unit Size by Tenure (2008-2012)
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Age of Housing Stock

Table H-17 and Figure H-3 show the year housing was built in the City of Santa Barbara compared to the
County as a whole as reported in the 2008-2012 ACS. Over 80 percent of the City’s housing stock was built
prior to 1980. This raises an issue with respect to housing maintenance. Lack of maintenance can discourage

reinvestment, and can result in depressed neighborhood property values and reduced quality of life in the

community. Generally, residential structures begin to show signs of deterioration as they approach 30 years.
Housing units older than 30 years typically need rehabilitation work to major elements of the structures, such

as roofing, siding, plumbing and electrical systems.

Table H-17: Housing Unit Age (2008-2012)
City of Santa Barbara

Built 2010 or later 22 0.1% 189 0.1%
Built 2000 to 2009 1,556 4.1% 13,228 8.7%
Built 1990 to 1999 1,590 4.2% 13,762 9.0%
Built 1980 to 1989 3,627 9.5% 24,750 16.2%
Built 1970 to 1979 7,157 18.7% 28,850 18.9%
Built 1960 to 1969 6,346 16.6% 32,009 21.0%
Built 1950 to 1959 7,124 18.7% 19,987 13.1%
Built 1940 to 1949 3,012 7.9% 6,458 4.2%
Built 1939 or earlier 7,742 20.3% 13,476 8.8%
Total units 38,176 100% 152,709 100%

Source: 2008-2012 ACS, Table DP-4

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT

27



HOUSING ELEMENT

Figure H-3
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Housing Conditions

Using American Community Survey information and a windshield survey of two of the larger, older
residential neighborhoods, a sample of information on housing conditions was prepared in 2009.

The age of housing in Santa Barbara is one indicator of the overall housing conditions. Many state and
federal programs use age of housing to determine the availability of funds for housing or community
development. A significant measure of housing age is the number of units built before 1949. According to
the 2006-2008 American Community Survey, 12,172 housing units in the City were built prior to 1949. In
addition, 452 units in the City were reported to lack complete kitchen facilities and 56 units lacked complete
plumbing facilities.

In December 2009, City Building Inspectors performed a windshield survey of two residential neighborhoods
known for containing a large number of older housing units. One survey area was located in the “Eastside”
neighborhood and one survey area was located in the “Westside” neighborhood. The inspectors surveyed the
housing units for the exterior condition of foundation, framing members, roof coverings, windows, exterior
weatherproofing (walls) and electrical service. The condition of these elements was rated from “fair/good
condition” to “replacement needed”. Based on these ratings, the units were determined to be in “sound” to
“dilapidated” condition.

The Westside survey area included 278 housing units (Table H-18). The majority of the units were single
family dwellings, followed by duplex units, and multi-family unit complexes. Of the 278 units surveyed, 29
units were found to be in moderate or substantial need of repair. None of the units surveyed were considered

to be dilapidated.
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Table H-18: Housing Condition Survey: Westside (2009)

City of Santa Barbara
Housing Type Sound Minor Moderate  Substantial Dilapidated Total
Single 127 33 20 4 0 184
Duplex 31 7 2 2 0 42
Multi-family 46 5 1 0 0 52
Total 204 45 23 6 0 278
Percent 73% 16% 8% 2% 0%

Source: 2009 City Building Inspection Survey

The Eastside survey area included 151 housing units (Table H-19). Of the 151 housing units surveyed, the
majority of the units (118) were single family dwellings, followed by duplex units, and multi-family unit
complexes, similar to the Westside survey area. In the Eastside survey, 15 units were found to be in moderate
or substantial need of repair. None of the units surveyed were considered dilapidated.

Table H-19: Housing Condition Survey: Eastside (2009)

City of Santa Barbara
Housing Type Sound Minor Moderate  Substantial Dilapidated Total
Single 94 11 11 2 0 118
Duplex 17 3 1 0 0 21
Multi-family 10 1 1 0 0 12
Total 121 15 13 2 0 151
Percent 80% 10% 9% 1% 0%

Source: 2009 City Building Inspection Survey

The survey concluded that 44 out of a total 429 units, or 10 percent of the surveyed units, are in need of

. . . . e . . .
moderate or substantial repair. Housing units rated as needing “substantial” repair can be an indicator that
those units may be in need of rehabilitation or replacement.

Based on the observations of City building and code compliance staff, housing conditions do not appear to
have changed significantly in the past five years.

Housing Costs

Housing Affordability Criteria

State law establishes five income categories for purposes of housing programs based on the area (i.e., county)
median income (“AMI”):

»  Extremely-Low (30% or less of AMI)
*  Very-Low (31-50% of AMI)
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= Low (51-80% of AMI)
= Moderate (81-120% of AMI)
= Above Moderate (over 120% of AMI)

In addition to these categories, the City has identified “Middle-Income” 160% AMI and “Upper-Middle”
200% AMI in recognition of the high housing costs in the South Coast area.

Housing affordability is based on the relationship between household income and housing expenses.
According to HUD and the California Department of Housing and Community Development, housing is
considered “affordable” if the monthly payment is no more than 30% of a household’s gross income. In some
areas, these income limits may be increased to adjust for high housing costs.

Table H-20 shows 2014 affordable rent levels and estimated affordable purchase prices for housing in Santa
Barbara County by income category. Based on state-adopted standards and a family of four, the maximum
affordable monthly rent for extremely-low-income households is $598, while the maximum affordable rent
for very-low-income households is $995. The maximum affordable rent for low-income households is $1,593,
while the maximum for moderate-income households is $2,199.

Maximum purchase prices are more difficult to determine due to variations in mortgage interest rates and
qualifying procedures, down payments, special tax assessments, homeowner association fees, property
insurance rates, etc. With this caveat, the maximum home purchase prices by income category shown in Table
H-20 have been estimated based on typical conditions.

Table H-20: Income Categories and Affordable Housing Costs (2014)
Santa Barbara County

2014 County Median Income = Income Limits Affordable Rent Affordable Price
$73,300 (est.)

Extremely Low (<30%) $23,900 $598
Very Low (31-50%) $39,800 $995 $150,000
Low (51-80%) $63,700 $1,593 $250,000
Moderate (81-120%) $87,950 $2,199 $350,000
Above moderate (>120%) >$87,950 >$2,199 >$350,000
Based on a family of 4

-30% of gross income for rent or principle/interest/taxes/insurance (PITI)

-10% down payment, 4.5% interest, 1.25% taxes ¢ insurance, $200 HOA dues

Source: Cal. HCD; J.H. Douglas & Associates
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For-Sale Housing

Housing sales price statistics reported by DataQuick Information Systems for calendar year 2013* showed
median sales prices ranging from $685,000 to $2.3 million for single-family homes and from $500,000 to
$1.2 million for condos in Santa Barbara depending on zip code. Based on the estimated affordable purchase
prices shown in Table H-20, it is unlikely that many market rate homes or condos would be affordable to
lower- or moderate-income residents. These data illustrate the fact that in beach communities, very large
public subsidies are generally required to reduce sales prices to a level that is affordable to low- and moderate-
income buyers. At a price of $500,000, there is a “gap” of about $150,000 between the market price and the
maximum price a moderate-income household can afford to pay for a home. For low-income households, this

gap is about $250,000.

Rental Housing

An internet rental survey conducted in August 2014 found very few apartment units available in Santa
Barbara for under $2,000 per month. As would be expected in a desirable beach community in Southern
California, when market rents are compared to the amounts households can afford to pay (Table H-20), it is
clear that lower-income households have a very difficult time finding housing without overpaying. At a rent of
$2,000 per month, the gap between market rent and affordable rent at the very-low-income level is about
$1,000 per month, while the gap at the extremely-low-income level is about $1,400 per month.

ASSESSMENT OF “AT RISK” ASSISTED UNITS

Statutory Requirements

Section 65583(a)(8) of the Government Code requires that the Housing Element analyze:

“Existing assisted housing developments that are eligible to change to non-low-income housing uses during
the next 10 years due to termination of subsidy contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of use
restrictions.”

“Assisted housing developments” are defined in State law as:

“Rental housing that receives government assistance under federal programs, state and local multi-family
revenue bond programs, local redevelopment programs, the federal Community Development Block
Grant Program, or local in-lieu fees, and multi-family rental units that were developed pursuant to local
inclusionary housing programs or used to qualify for a density bonus.”

: http://www.dqnews.com/Charts/Annual-Charts/LA-Times-Charts/ZIPLAT13.aspx
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Affordable Housing Units “At Risk”

As of July 2014, there are over 5,600 affordable housing units in the City of Santa Barbara, of which about
5,068 or 90 percent are affordable rental housing units. 2,186 of these affordable rental housing units involve
federal rental housing subsidies (see Section 8 Program below). The remaining affordable rental housing units
were subsidized with public funds (federal, state and local) that the City administers (see City of Santa
Barbara’s Affordable Housing Program below). With direct financial assistance from the US Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), the City’s Housing Authority has constructed and now owns and
manages nearly 912 units in the form of public housing for low and very low-income households. These
affordable public housing units are strictly controlled by HUD and are not considered to be at risk of being
sold or converted to market rate housing.

At-Risk Affordable Rental Housing Program

Except for the public housing and other Housing Authority units, the City does not own any affordable
housing units. In return for the financial assistance the City provides, the developer/owners of the City’s
affordable housing stock are required to make the units affordable to low income households for a specified
period of time. The City provides most of its financial assistance to local nonprofit organizations, since few
for-profit firms have approached the City for assistance in building affordable housing. Regardless of whether
they are for profit or nonprofit, all developer/owners sign affordability covenants that specify allowable rent
and income levels for the project.

Upon expiration of a project’s affordability controls, the affordable units are at risk of being sold or converted
to market rate housing. Based on a thorough review of the City’s database records, the affordable rental
housing projects listed below in Table H-21 have affordability controls that will expire during the next 10
years (2015 through 2025).
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Table H-21: Projects With Affordable Rental Housing At Risk (2015 —2025)

Address
1409 Kenwood Road
1018-1028 Castillo Street

227-C E. De la Guerra Street
620-652 Castillo Street

910 E. Haley Street

1426 Euclid Avenue
401-404 Transfer Avenue
1511 Bath Street

209 W. Cota Street

222 W. Micheltorena Street
811-815 Salsipuedes Street
203-201 Hitchcock Way
1215 Cacique Street

821 Bath Street

420 E. De la Guerra Street

221-223 W. Victoria Street
114 La Paz

1306 Garden Street
1910-1912 Robbins Street
222 Meigs Road

1104 Carpinteria Street

47 Broadmoor Plaza

107 E. Micheltorena Street
1409 Castillo Street

803 Laguna Street

Total:

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

City of Santa Barbara
Owner Afforc.lable
Units

City SB Parks 1/Low
CHC 32/Low
De La Guerra Court Invest 1/Low
HASB 17/Low
Sherwin ¢/o Meridian Group 1/Low
DeMare Inv. 1/Low
HASB 8/Low
Smagala 10/Low
Smagala 6/Low
Smalgala 12/Low
Hawlkes 13/Low
Towbes Group 111/Moderate
Wright 5/Low
CHC 12/Low
Goldrich, Kest & Associates 50/Low
HASB 12/Low
William Reed 2/Low
Lippincott 4/Moderate
Rivera 2/Low
Shoreline Development 2/Moderate
Borgatello 2/Moderate
CHC 15/Low
Phoenix House 11/Low
CHC 14/Low
Laguna Cottages 44/Low
25 Projects 388

' CDBG stands Jor the federal Community Development Block Grant Program.

* RDA stands for the City’s Redevelopment Agency Housing Set-Aside funds.

Funding Sources

CDBG'

CDBG, RDA’,

State Def
Zoning Mod’
CDBG, RDA
Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
RDA’

RDA
RDA
Zoning Mod
RDA

Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
CDBG, RDA
HUD

Regulatory/Option

RDA

Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
Zoning Mod
RDA

CDBG
CDBG/RDA
CDBG/RDA

Earliest
Exp. Date

2015
2015

2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2018
2018
2019
2019

2018

2020
2020
2021
2021
2022
2023
2023
2023
2024
2025

E . . . . ~. > . . . .
Zoning Mod does not stand for any source of funding, but rather for modifications to the City’s zoning code that were granted in return for the dedication of

affordable housing units.

" HUD stands for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
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As indicated in the Assessment of Conversion Risk section below, nonprofit owners are considerably more
likely than for-profit owners to maintain affordable housing units beyond the expiration of affordability
controls.

The majority of the at-risk affordable rental units owned by for-profit firms (50% percent) are located within
one project — Rancho Franciscan (Table H-21). This 111-unit project is a senior housing development that is
restricted to moderate income households. While the rent and income restrictions expire in 2018, the
restrictions for senior housing continue for the life of the project. The project’s affordability is not expected
to change significantly for several reasons: 1) the current restrictions to moderate income rents approximate
market rents, 2) the senior housing restrictions will continue, 3) a recent HUD refinance and regulatory
agreement recorded on the property, and 4) the owner is a highly-regarded developer who is active in local
philanthropy, serves on boards and advisory groups to several local nonprofit organizations, and participates
in the Section 8 rental subsidy program for low income residents at Rancho Franciscan and other
developments.

The remaining 21 at-risk affordable rental units owned by for-profit firms are located in 13 projects. Most
projects did not receive any local subsidy funding to develop the affordable units, but did receive zoning
modifications in the form of density bonus that resulted in mixed-income developments.

At-Risk Affordable Ownership Housing

The City also provides affordable ownership housing opportunities for moderate-income households. Most
of the early ownership projects were developed by two nonprofit organizations, Homes for People and Santa
Barbara Community Housing Corporation, with financial assistance from the City and its Redevelopment
Agency. Covenants on units in these projects were typically 30-year covenants. Should the owner sell before
the 30-year term concluded, then the next owner would sign on for a new 90-year covenant (up to a
maximum 99-year period of affordability).

Listed below in Table H-22 are 19 ownership projects in which covenants for individual ownership units
could expire during the next ten years (2015 through 2025). The 19 ownership projects constitute a total of
222 affordable units. Covenants for 112 units could expire during the next 10 years; the covenants for the
remaining 110 units will not expire until later (since these units were sold to new qualifying homeowners
before the end of their affordability period). It is possible that owners in some of the 112 units with expiring
covenants may end up selling before the end of their affordability period, which would trigger an additional
period of affordability up to a maximum of 99 years.

Most of the new affordable ownership housing projects are currently built by for-profit developers without
financial assistance from the City or its Successor Housing Entity. The projects are built pursuant to
Inclusionary Housing requirements and Density Bonus incentives. Affordability periods have been extended
to 90 years (which “roll” upon resale to a maximum affordability period of 99 years).
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Table H-22: Projects With Affordable Ownership Housing At Risk (2015 — 2025)

City of Santa Barbara
. Total # Earliest
Address At R,ISk Affordable  Funding Sources  Exp.
Units )
Units Date

3902-3930 Via Diego/402-432 Via Rosa
La Colina Village 31/Moderate 50 Zoning Mod' 2015
3558-3578 Modoc Road
Arroyo Verde 5/Moderate 13 Zoning Mod 2016
22 N. Voluntario Street
Los Suefios 6/Moderate 6 RDA’ 2016
2001-11 Elise Way
Maravillas 2/Moderate 6 RDA 2016
329 W. Ortega Street
Ortega Homes 1/Moderate 3 RDA 2017
1024-1030 Quinientos/2-12 S. Voluntario Street
Campos Feliz 9/Moderate 18 RDA 2018
3708-3773 Greggory Way
Franciscan Villas 18/Moderate 46 Zoning Mod 2018
414 W. De la Guerra Street
Casa Chula 3/Moderate 5 RDA 2019
915, 917, 919 Bath Street
Old Vic 1/Moderate 3 RDA 2019
1310 San Andres Street
Canto Arroyo 4/Moderate 5 RDA 2020
820 W. Vicroria Street
Victoria Town Homes 1/Moderate 1 Zoning Mod 2020
1019 Quinientos Street
La Ventura 3/Moderate 10 RDA 2021
2014-2016 Modoc/2041-2051 Oak Avenue
Qak Creek 1/Moderate 6 RDA 2022
1838 San Andres Street
Pinecone 7/Moderate 10 RDA 2022
720 Castillo Street
The Commons 1/Moderate 3 RDA 2022
33 Ocean View Avenue
Pueblo Andaluz 6/Moderate 10 RDA 2023
1920 Robbins Street
Robbins Court 4/Moderate 6 Zoning Mod 2023
211 W. Gutierrez Street
El Zoco 7/Moderate 16 RDA 2024
831 W. Anapamu Street
7 Oaks 2/Moderate 5 Zoning Mod 2025
Total: 19 Projects 112 222

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

' Zoning Mod does not stand for any source of funding, but rather for modifications to the City’s zoning code that were granted in
return for the dedication of affordable housing units.
RDA stands for the City’s Redevelopment Agency Housing Set-Aside fundb.
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Affordable Housing Projects with Expired Affordability Covenants

There are four projects with a total of 9 units where affordability covenants have expired since the City’s last
Housing Element Update (from 2007 through 2011). The four projects (all rentals) are listed in Table H-23
below. The four projects owned by for-profits received density bonus zoning modifications (but no City

funds).

In 2010, the City changed its policies to extend the affordability period for rental projects from 60 to 90
years.

Table H-23: Affordable Rental Housing With Expired Affordability Covenants (2007 — 2014)

City of Santa Barbara
Project Units Status

520 E. Olive/De la Guerra Streets 1 Affordability covenant with private owner expired in 2009
232 E. Candn Perdido Street 1 Affordability covenant with private owner expired in 2010
126 E. Canén Perdido Street 1 Affordability covenant with private owner expired in 2010
818 N. Salsipuedes Street 6 Affordability covenant with private owner expired in 2012
Total: 4 Projects 9

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Monitoring At-Risk Affordable Units

All affordable housing units are monitored throughout the affordability period established as part of their
recorded affordability covenants. No later than 12 months prior to the expiration of an affordability covenant
for rental properties, the property owner is contacted to discuss and identify ways to extend the affordability
period.

If the affordability period is not extended, notices are sent to tenants with information regarding the
impending expiration of the affordability period. Tenants are made aware that rents could be raised and are
provided information on rules established by State law regarding rent increases, noticing requirements, City
rental mediation services and other affordable housing providers in the area.

Implementation Action H21.1 is included in the Goals, Policies and Implementation section of this Element
to monitor and preserve at-risk affordable housing units in order to maintain the affordability of existing units
that serve low and moderate income households.

Assessment of Conversion

As enumerated above in Table H-21 and Table H-22, there are 25 affordable rental housing projects with
388 at-risk units, and 19 affordable ownership housing projects with 112 at-risk units. Affordable rental
housing units under for-profit ownership are perceived as being at higher risk of conversion to market rate
housing when affordability controls expire. This is in contrast to the affordable housing units owned by
nonprofit organizations. Most of the at-risk affordable rental housing units (66 percent) are owned by non-
profit organizations.

36 2015 HOUSING ELEMENT



HOUSING ELEMENT

The affordable rental housing units considered at the highest risk of conversion are the remaining 132 units
that are owned by for-profit firms. Fortunately, 111 of these 132 units (84 percent) are located in projects
where either tenancy restrictions (such as senior housing) will continue for the life of the project, or the owner
actively participates in the Section 8 Program (or both).

The City has taken steps to prolong the life of affordable housing units. As mentioned above, the term for
new affordability covenants is now 90 years. The City also works nearly exclusively with nonprofit firms for
the creation of its affordable rental housing, which effectively extends the affordability period in perpetuity (or
at least for as long as the nonprofit organization is in existence). With the exception of secondary dwelling
units, every affordable rental unit created over the last decade in Santa Barbara was created by a governmental
and/or nonprofit organization.

The City relies mostly on for-profit firms to create the affordable ownership housing through density bonus
incentives and inclusionary housing requirements. Covenant terms for ownership units were also extended to
90 years.

Qualified Entities and Resources to Preserve “At-Risk Units”

As described above, the entities most qualified to preserve at-risk units are nonprofit organizations. This City
currently works with four non-profit organizations, whose sole mission is to create and preserve affordable
housing for low and moderate income people. The City works nearly exclusively with these nonprofits in its

programs to create affordable rental housing.

The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program is a valuable resource that helps preserve at-risk units. Both
nonprofit organizations and for-profit firms participate in this program, which is operated by the City’s
Housing Authority. Under this program, federal funds are used to help low income households pay rent for
market rate housing. Under this program, eligible households find their own apartments and the property
owners receive direct payments equal to the difference between the market rent and the tenant’s contribution
to the rent (30 percent of household income). There are currently 2,186 units that are now affordable to low
income households under this program.

The Section 8 Program has been in existence since 1975. Funding for the program is always subject to
federal budget decisions made in Congress. The City Housing Authority believes that there will continue to
be sufficient Section 8 vouchers for all of the City projects that have recorded affordability conditions, but the
number of vouchers available for use with private landlords may vary, depending on federal funding levels.
The City and the City Housing Authority will continue to advocate for continued full funding of the Section
8 Housing Choice Voucher Program.

Estimated Replacement Costs

Producing affordable housing in Santa Barbara is very expensive. Low income rents simply do not support the
conventional financing needed to acquire property and build affordable housing. Deep subsidies are required.
Land costs are high, even in areas with high concentrations of low income households. Nevertheless, the City
works closely with non-profit developers to leverage additional funds and limit the need for local subsidy

funds.

Based on new construction figures for the next affordable housing project to be built in the City, the total
development cost is $330,000 per unit. In leveraging other funds, such as tax-exempt bond financing,
conventional loans, and contributions from the developer, the City subsidy was kept to $ 72,500 per unit.
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Financial Resources for Replacement Housing

The City is proud of its affordable housing record. Since 1973, the City has provided approximately $131
million in grants and loans for the production and preservation of about 4,085 affordable housing units. As
detailed below, the City receives affordable housing funds from a number of sources. Only a very small
portion of these funds would be necessary to replace the 9 affordable rental units identified above as being at a
higher risk of conversion. The remainder of the funds will be used to continue the City’s strong commitment
to providing affordable housing.

The City’s Redevelopment Agency Housing Set-aside Funds

The largest source of City affordable housing financing was the City's Redevelopment Agency (“RDA”). As
required under state redevelopment law, the RDA dedicated at least 20% of its “tax increment” income
generated from its downtown redevelopment project area for affordable housing. Since the City’s
Redevelopment Agency began operating in 1977, the RDA provided $66.1 million in loans and grants of
redevelopment funds to affordable housing projects in the City. In June 2011, the California Legislature
adopted the Assembly Bill 1X26 (the “Dissolution Act”) resulting in the dissolution of all redevelopment
agencies in California as of February 1, 2012. The Bill included provisions for the City, in which the agency
was located, to assume all right, title and responsibility for the housing assets of the dissolved agency. On
January 10, 2012, the Santa Barbara City Council designated the City of Santa Barbara as the Successor
Housing Entity to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Barbara and on November 20, 2012, the
City adopted Resolution No. 12-083 and assumed all right, title and interest in all housing assets of the
former Redevelopment Agency.

State Assembly Bill 341 became effective in January 2014. This Bill applies primarily to the unencumbered
Housing Asset Funds (HAF) and provides that these funds must be used as was previously required for
monies in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund established under the Community Redevelopment
Law.

The City has invested $14.38 million on five affordable housing projects intended to serve special
needs/homeless populations with low, very low, and extremely low income levels. Table H-24 lists the six
affordable housing projects totaling 136 units.

Table H-24: Affordable Housing Projects Using Set-Aside Funds

City of Santa Barbara
Project Status (le{li‘]l](.)i:::) Low }..,f)?v, Total Units

Mom's Place Completed $1.60 2 14 16
Bradley Studios Completed $8.40 0 54 54
Habitat #3 Cafién Perdido Construction $0.93 12 0 12
233 W. Ortega/630 Bath Streets Completed $0.30 2 0 6
2904 State Street Completed $1.15 8 0 8
Jardin de las Rosas Pre-development $2.00 39 0 40
Total $14.38 63 68 136
Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014
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Federal Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) Program Funds

The City is a Participating Jurisdiction under the HOME Program and has received funding since the
inception of the program in 1992. Allocations have decreased steadily from $750,000 to $384,000. By law,
HOME funds must be spent on producing or preserving housing for low and very low-income households.

Federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Funds

The City is a CDBG Entitlement Area and receives an annual allotment of funds accordingly. This funding
has also decreased steadily from $1.1 million to $787,000. The funds must benefit low and very low-income
individuals. The City spends most of its CDBG entitlement funds on capital improvements and related social
services. As mentioned above, CDBG program income (loan repayments) is used for rehabilitation of non-
profit rental projects.

SPECIAL HOUSING NEEDS

This section describes the City of Santa Barbara’s housing needs for “special needs” groups. The special needs
analysis looks at housing needs for groups of people who are likely to be least able to compete for housing in
the private market, including persons with disabilities, elderly, large households, farmworkers, female-headed
households and the homeless. Information is also provided on overcrowding and overpayment, as well as a
summary of the Housing Authority Waiting list for subsidized housing. A discussion is also presented of
middle-income housing needs, and College and University Housing. Programs and policies to address the
identified housing needs are presented in the Goals, Policies and Implementation section of the Housing
Element.

Special Housing Needs Groups

Certain segments of the population have more difficulty finding decent and safe housing due to special
circumstances. These circumstances could relate to family type, household size, disability or other household
characteristics such as employment or limited/fixed income. Some groups may need special physical
configurations, or support services. All special needs groups generally have difficulty competing for housing
in a market where housing costs are high. State law has specific requirements for assessing the needs of the
elderly, persons with disabilities, large families, farmworkers, families with female heads of households, and
families and persons in need of emergency shelter.”

This section identifies more specifically the needs of these groups, which often overlap and compete for the
same type of housing. The most common and overriding need among the groups is for subsidized, affordable
housing. In general, these special needs housing groups have been identified due to their limited incomes and
inability to compete in the private sector housing market.

Elderly

The number of elderly persons is expected to continue to increase over the coming decades due to the aging
“Baby Boom” generation and longer life expectancies. As discussed earlier, long-range forecasts by the
California Department of Finance estimate that the increase in the senior population will far exceed those in
younger age groups (see Figure H-1).
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Housing affordability is an important consideration for older residents, as they typically live on fixed incomes.
Persons age 65 and older often have special needs related to housing, such as particular construction and
location requirements to facilitate mobility and access. For instance they may require ramps, handrails, lower
cabinets, and counters to allow greater access and mobility. In addition, due to limited mobility, seniors need
close proximity and access to public facilities (e.g., medical and shopping) as well as public transit. Housing
for this age group is often constructed at higher densities and typically consists of one and two bedroom
apartment units.

According to the 2010 Census, the City has a greater share of residents over the age of 65 (14.2 percent)
compared to Santa Barbara County (12.8 percent) and California as a whole (11.4 percent).

Persons with Disabilities

Persons with disabilities have special housing needs and face unique problems in obtaining affordable and
adequate housing. Persons with disabilities often have particular requirements due to accessibility issues, fixed
or lower income and high health care costs. There are different types and levels of disabilities, including
physical (mobility impairments, sight impairments, hearing impairments or speech impediments), mental and
developmental disabilities. Because of this broad range of types of disabilities, identifying and meeting
housing needs is challenging,.

Individuals with disabilities require conveniently-located housing in close proximity to transit, retail and
commercial services, as well as their place of employment. Housing which is adapted for wheelchair
accessibility, ramps, lower sinks, grip bars, wider doorways, etc., is required for the physically disabled.
Making a new or existing dwelling unit accessible requires different features depending on the type of
disability. The Federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires new multi-family construction to be
accessible to persons with disabilities. However, units built prior to ADA are rarely accessible and some of
these units can be difficult to retrofit.

Another serious problem that people with disabilities face is one of housing affordability. The cost of housing
in Santa Barbara and the low-income status of most people with disabilities make it difficult to find housing.
For many of the disabled population, the only source of income is Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
benefits. Given this limited income, rent often accounts for a major portion of their monthly expenses.
Therefore, a variety of housing types, both rental and owner-occupied, should be made available for this
segment of the population.

Local community-based organizations that serve the disabled population include the Independent Living
Resource Center, the Tri-Counties Regional Center, Alpha Resource Center, CHANCE, INC, AIDS
Housing Santa Barbara, Catholic Charities, Salvation Army and the Mental Health Association.

As shown in Table H-25, about 10 percent of the civilian non-institutionalized population living in Santa

Barbara stated that they had a disability.

As may be expected, persons 65 years of age and older reported the highest incidence of disabilities. About
one-third of seniors indicated a disability. The most frequently reported disabilities were ambulatory
difficulties (20 percent), independent living (17 percent) and hearing (15 percent).
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Table H-25: Persons With Disabilities (2008 —2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Disability by Age Group Persons Percent
Total civilian non-institutionalized population 88,087 -
With any disability 8,868 10.1%
Under Age 5 - total persons 4912 —
With a hearing difficulty 65 1.3%
With a vision difficulty 44 0.9%
Age 5 to 17 - total persons 11,683
With a hearing difficulty 57 0.5%
With a vision difficulty 144 1.2%
With a cognitive difficulty 182 1.6%
With an ambulatory difficulty 102 0.9%
With a self-care difficulty 94 0.8%
Age 18 to 64 - total persons 58,922
With a hearing difficulty 813 1.4%
With a vision difficulty 820 1.4%
With a cognitive difficulty 1,689 2.9%
With an ambulatory difficulty 1,770 3.0%
With a self-care difficulty 668 1.1%
With an independent living difficulty 1,026 1.7%
Age 65 and over - total persons 12,570
With a hearing difficulty 1,900 15.1%
With a vision difficulty 759 6.0%
With a cognitive difficulty 1,171 9.3%
With an ambulatory difficulty 2,511 20.0%
With a self-care difficulty 990 7.9%
With an independent living difficulty 2,098 16.7%

Source: U.S. Census, 2008-2012 ACS Table S1810

Note: Totals may exceed 100% due to multiple disabilities per person
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Developmental Disabilities

As defined by federal law, “developmental disability” means a severe, chronic disability of an individual that:

» Is attributable to a mental or physical impairment or combination of mental and physical
impairments;

* Is manifested before the individual attains age 18;
= s likely to continue indefinitely;

* Results in substantial functional limitations in three or more of the following areas of major life
activity: a) self-care; b) receptive and expressive language; c) learning; d) mobility; ) self-direction;
f) capacity for independent living; or g) economic self-sufficiency; and

*  Reflects the individual’s need for a combination and sequence of special, interdisciplinary, or generic
services, individualized supports or other forms of assistance that are of lifelong or extended duration
and are individually planned and coordinated.

The Census does not record developmental disabilities. According to the U.S. Administration on
Developmental Disabilities, an accepted estimate of the percentage of the population that can be defined as
developmentally disabled is 1.5 percent. Many developmentally disabled persons can live and work
independently within a conventional housing environment. More severely disabled individuals require a
group living environment where supervision is provided. The most severely affected individuals may require
an institutional environment where medical attention and physical therapy are provided. Because
developmental disabilities exist before adulthood, the first issue in supportive housing for the developmentally
disabled is the transition from the person’s living situation as a child to an appropriate level of independence
as an adult.

The State Department of Developmental Services (DDS) currently provides community-based services to
approximately 243,000 persons with developmental disabilities and their families through a statewide system
of 21 regional centers, four developmental centers, and two community-based facilities. Santa Barbara is
served by the Tri-Counties Regional Center’ (TCRC) which is based in Santa Barbara. As of 2014, TCRC
served approximately 11,500 clients and had 280 staff persons, with approximately 1,000 clients living in
Santa Barbara. Any resident who has a developmental disability that originated before age 18 is eligible for
services. Services are offered to people with developmental disabilities based on Individual Program Plans and
may include: Adult day programs; advocacy; assessment/consultation; behavior management programs;
diagnosis and evaluation; independent living services; infant development programs; information and
referrals; mobility training; prenatal diagnosis; residential care; respite care; physical and occupational therapy;
transportation; consumer, family vendor training; and vocational training. TCRC also coordinates the state-
mandated Early Start program which provides services for children under age three who have or are at
substantial risk of having a developmental disability.

www.tri-counties.org
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Large Households

Large households are defined as those households with five or more persons. Large households generate a
need for units with three or more bedrooms. This housing is often difficult to find, more expensive and, due
to the higher expenses associated with larger households, less affordable for low and moderate-income
households. Recent ACS surveys showed that only about 6 percent of owner households and about 10
percent of renter households had five or more persons (Table H-26). By comparison, single person
households comprised 28 percent of owner households and 38 percent of renter households. While finding
suitably-sized affordable housing can be difficult for large households, these statistics demonstrate that the
need for small units far exceeds that for units with three or more bedrooms. This trend is expected to
continue in the coming decades due to the growth in the senior population, who often live alone.

Table H-26: Household Size by Tenure (2008 —2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Household Size ‘ Owners Kenters
‘ Households  Percent  Households  Percent

1 person 4,022 28.3% 7,851 38.0%
2 persons 5,678 39.9% 5,817 28.1%
3 persons 2,109 14.8% 3,106 15.0%
4 persons 1,557 10.9% 1,880 9.1%
5 persons 551 3.9% 927 4.5%
6 persons 98 0.7% 505 2.4%
7+ persons 215 1.5% 584 2.8%
Total households 14,230 100% 20,670 100%
Source: 2008-2012 ACS Table B25009

When household size data is compared to the City’s housing stock (Table H-16), it is apparent that there is
an ample supply of large units to meet the needs of homeowners. About 70 percent of owner-occupied units
have three or more bedrooms while only about 6 percent of owner households have five or more persons. The
supply of large rental units also appears to be sufficient to accommodate renter households. About 18 percent
of rental units have three or more bedrooms but less than 10 percent of renter households have five or more

persons.

Female Headed Households

Single parent households, in particular female-headed households, generally have lower-incomes and
experience higher living expenses. This makes it difficult to find safe, decent and affordable housing. These
households can also face challenges in attaining affordable child care, health care and other supportive
services. Female-headed households, especially those with children, have special needs with respect to

adequately sized housing units, located near schools and recreational facilities.

Recent ACS estimates reported that about 6 percent of owner households and 14 percent of renter households
were female headed households (Table H-27).
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Table H-27: Female Headed Households (2008 — 2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Owners Renters
Household Type
Households Percent  Households  Percent

Married couple family 7,993 56.2% 5,122 24.8%
Male householder, no wife present 508 3.6% 994 4.8%
Female householder, no husband present 876 6.2% 2,840 13.7%
Non-family households 4,853 34.1% 11,714 56.7%
Total households 14,230 100% 20,670 100%
Source: 2008-2012 ACS Table B11012

Farmworkers

The City of Santa Barbara has a limited amount of agriculture. Most of the agriculture is on the northern
edge of the City north of Foothill Road and between the Riviera and the northern City limits. There are also
smaller pockets in the Braemar Ranch area and on upper West Valerio Street. All of the agricultural uses
occur on land zoned for single family residential use. The city of Santa Barbara does not have an agricultural
zone designation.

The main agricultural crop grown is avocados, which traditionally is not labor intensive. Information
contained in the Environmental Impact Report prepared for Agricultural Uses: General Plan and Municipal
Code Amendments (SB-147-90) certified in 1993 indicates that there was approximately 130 acres of
agricultural use within the City limits. Agricultural use categories include avocados, lemons/limes, and
nursery. Avocados and lemons/limes are grown predominately on hillside areas and nursery stock is grown on
relatively level mesa areas. It is estimated that there are only 20 to 30 larger agricultural operations in the
City. The majority are small, possibly one-half acre or less. Therefore, agricultural uses have been relatively
stable in the City of Santa Barbara.

The housing needs of farmworkers are difficult to quantify. The ability to gather information about
farmworkers is limited because they are often mobile and reluctant to participate in any survey. According to
the 2012 Census of Agriculture, there were 22,333 hired farmworkers in Santa Barbara County and 20,421 of
those worked on larger farms with 10 or more workers. Data is not available at the city level. Based on the fact
that farm operations in the City are relatively small and are located in residential zones, there is not a
significant need for housing exclusively for farmworkers. Therefore the housing needs of farmworkers are
addressed as part of the City’s general affordable housing programs. City zoning regulations comply with state
law and allow small farmworker housing developments as an agricultural use. (See also the discussion of
farmworker housing regulations in the Constraints section.)

Homeless

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines the term “homeless” as the state
of a person who lacks a fixed, regular and adequate night-time residence, or a person who has a primary night
time residency that is:

* A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living
accommodations;
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* An institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended to be institutionalized; or

* A public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation
for human beings.*

Although there are myriad causes of homelessness, among the most common are substance abuse and alcohol,
domestic violence and mental illness.

Since 2003, all Continuum of Care Communities (those receiving Federal Grant Funds serving the homeless)
have been required to report the number of people who are homeless at a particular point in time. Surveys are
required every other year. The most recent Point in Time (PIT) homeless survey in Santa Barbara County was
conducted by the Central Coast Coalition on Homelessness (C3H) on January 22-23, 2013.

At the direction of staff from C3H, approximately 650 volunteers were deployed to physically count the
homeless population in Santa Barbara County during the two-day PIT event, and also administer the
Vulnerability Index Survey for which respondents self-reported information. The total 2013 PIT homeless
count was 1,466 persons compared to a total of 1,536 recorded in the 2011 PIT survey (Table H-28). The
PIT survey reported 946 homeless persons in Santa Barbara, a reduction from 1,040 persons counted in
2011. Of the 1,466 persons encountered countywide, 1,111 Vulnerability Index Surveys were completed.
This survey is more in-depth than the Point-In-Time count, and it determines individuals and family health
needs and rank orders the most vulnerable at risk of dying prematurely due to health concerns. The next PIT
count is scheduled for January 2015 and will include a Vulnerability Index & Service Prioritization Decision
Assistance Tool (or VI---SPDAT). This tool will assist Santa Barbara County in developing a mechanism for
common assessment and coordinated access.

Table H-28: Homeless Counts by Area (2011 —2013)
Santa Barbara County

Geographic Area 2011 Homeless Count 2013 Homeless Count
Carpinteria 15 10
Cuyama Valley 3 0
Guadalupe 5 1
[sla Vista/Goleta 114 81
Lompoc 110 104
Santa Barbara 1,040 946
Santa Maria 243 300
Santa Ynez Valley 6 24
County Total 1,536 1,466
Source: Central Coast Collaborative on Homelessness, 2013

* Stewart B. McKinney Act, 42 U.S.C. §11301, et seq. (1994)
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Facilities Serving the Homeless

There are a number of facilities and programs that address homelessness in the southern Santa Barbara

County area. Most of these are based in the City of Santa Barbara (Table H-29).

Table H-29: Homeless Shelters

City of Santa Barbara

Facility Capacity
Casa Esperanza 100 beds (200 beds December to March)
Rescue Mission 100 men and 24 women
Good Samaritan* 90 beds; 90-day treatment
Salvation Army 70 beds with counseling
Transition House 70 beds; 120-day treatment
*Located in the unincorporated area
Source: Central Coast Collaborative on Homelessness, 2013

Currently, the City provides 944 total beds/rooms/units during December-March and 844 total
beds/rooms/units during April-November (Table H-30).

Table H-30: Homeless Facilities/Housing
City of Santa Barbara (2014)

Facility Type Capacity
Emergency Shelter 215 Beds + 100 December - March
Transitional Housing 335 Beds
Emergency RV Parking 42 Spaces
Permanent Units/Rooms 352 Units/Rooms
Total Capacity 944 Beds/Rooms/Units + 100 Beds December-March
Total Need* 946 Beds

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014
*Based on Central Coast Collaborative on Homelessness 2013

Only a limited amount of homeless needs may be addressed through a Housing Element. Needs that may be
addressed are those of providing opportunities for, and encouraging, emergency shelters and transitional
housing; reviewing the rules and regulation affecting affordable housing to make it easier and cost effective for
developers to provide affordable housing; providing flexibility in development standards to encourage the
broad range of housing opportunities needed; and providing education and public outreach to address

concerns of neighbors in areas where these facilities may be located.
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Although the County is the public entity responsible for attending to the homeless, the City is deeply
involved in helping the homeless. The City implements an effective multi-pronged effort to provide adequate
housing and social services to this population. The City has crafted a continuum of care that supports
prevention programs, emergency shelter, transitional programs and permanent supportive housing.

The City is an active participant in Central Coast Collaborative on Homelessness (C3H), a countywide
collaboration between homeless service providers, elected representatives, community leaders and advocacy
groups, which is intended to prevent duplication of effort and better serve the most vulnerable homeless
individuals, families and persons at risk of homelessness. This new model, implemented in January 2013,
includes a countywide Policy Council comprised of elected representatives; a countywide Coordination
Committee consisting of community leaders; housing, shelter and treatment providers; and advocacy groups.
It is facilitated by an independent Homeless Coordinator. Data collection and performance evaluation
countywide is an important aspect of this effort and the collaboration has formed a data subcommittee to
identify the best way to get an unduplicated count of homeless persons, understand patterns of service use,
and measure the effectiveness of homeless programs under this new model of collective impact.

Effective 2008, State Senate Bill 2 (SB2) considerably strengthened the requirements on zoning for emergency
shelters. This new legislation requires that jurisdictions address the housing needs of the homeless, including
the identification of a zone or zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted use without

discretionary review.

Regardless of the homeless housing need, SB2 requires that jurisdictions have a zone in place to permit at least
one year-round emergency shelter without a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) or any discretionary permit
requirements. This can be accomplished by amending an existing zone district, establishing a new zone
district, or creating an overlay zone for an existing zone district(s) to allow emergency shelters as a permitted
use. In addition, the identified zone(s) must have sufficient land capacity to encourage emergency shelters
consistent with SB2.

Facilities that provide overnight shelter to the homeless are considered short-term, transitional housing,
similar to hotel use. Existing zones that allow overnight shelter include R-4 (Hotel-Motel-Multiple
Residence), C-P (Restricted Commercial), C-L/C-1 (Limited Commercial), C-2 (General Commercial), C-M
(Commercial Manufacturing), M-1 (Light Manufacturing) and HRC-1/HRC-2 (Hotel and Related

Commerce) zone districts.

The two major emergency shelter facilities, Casa Esperanza Homeless Shelter zoned M-1/C-2/S-D-3 and
Santa Barbara Rescue Mission zoned OM-1/S-D-3, are currently permitted with a CUP and are both located
in the Coastal Zone. Amending their respective zones to allow these facilities by right would comply with
SB2. However, the M-1 and OM-1 zones discourage residential uses and therefore could be considered
incompatible with the use. Additionally, the Coastal Commission has opposed residential uses in certain
areas of the Coastal Zone due to concerns that residential uses may become the dominant use in these areas.

To satisfy the requirements of SB2, the C-M zoning district was amended to allow emergency shelters as a
permitted use (Implementation Action H4.1 of the 2011 Housing Element). The C-M zone allows the
development of residential uses, including mixed-use development and other related uses that encourage
emergency shelters.
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Identified opportunity sites in the C-M zone district demonstrate sufficient capacity to support the
development of additional emergency shelters. The City’s Available Land Inventory Summary (Appendix H)
lists approximately 152 vacant or underutilized C-M zoned properties ranging in size from .08 acres to 1.56
acres. In total, the C-M zoned properties make up 35.4 acres of available land. These parcels either
separately (larger parcels) or in combination (smaller parcels) could accommodate the development of
emergency shelter facilities. The consolidation of smaller and underutilized parcels is supported by
Implementation Action H11.19, which is intended to encourage the development of affordable residential
units, including special needs housing.

Transitional and Permanent Supportive Housing

Transitional housing is intended to facilitate the transition of homeless individuals and families to permanent
housing. This type of housing limits the length of stay and re-circulates the assisted unit to another eligible
individual or family. Supportive housing is defined as permanent rental housing linked to a range of support
services designed to enable residents to maintain stable housing.

As reflected in Table H-30, the City continues its commitment to the production of transitional and
supportive housing opportunities, with approximately 335 transitional units/rooms/beds, and 352 permanent
units/rooms/beds currently available for eligible individuals and families.

As mandated by State law these housing units have been subjected to the same permitting processes as other
residential development in the zone without undue special regulatory requirements. All the identified
transitional and supportive units/room/beds are located on sites within City boundaries and are accessible to
public services and facilities, including transit.

Housing Challenges

Overcrowding

A housing unit that is occupied by more than one person per room (excluding kitchens, bathrooms, hallways
and porches) is defined by the Census as being overcrowded. A housing unit with more than 1.5 persons per
room is considered severely overcrowded. Overcrowding can serve as an indicator that a community does not
have an adequate supply of affordable housing and/or lacks housing units of adequate size to meet the need of
large households. Overcrowding can also result when high housing costs relative to income force too many
individuals or families to share housing. Overcrowding can accelerate deterioration of the housing stock and
associated infrastructure.

ACS data for 2008-2012 estimated that approximately 2,527 (3.1 percent) of the City’s occupied housing
units were considered overcrowded (Table H-31). Overcrowding was more common among renters (10.7
percent) than for owners (2.2 percent), and about 5 percent of renter households reported severe
overcrowding.
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Table H-31: Overcrowded Households by Tenure (2008 —2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Owner Renter Totals

Persons per Room HH % HH % HH %
1.00 or less 13,924 97.8% 18,449 89.3% 32,373 92.8%
1.01 to 1.50 248 1.7% 1,207 5.8% 1,455 4.2%
1.51 or more 58 0.4% 1,014 4.9% 1,072 3.1%
Total Units 14,230 100% 20,670 100% 34,900 100%
Total Overcrowded 306 2.2% 2,221 10.7% 2,527 7.2%

Source: 2008-2012 ACS Table B25014

Household Income and Overpayment

]

The Census Bureau distinguishes between a “household” and a “family.” A “household” includes all people
who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence. A “family” is defined as a group of two or more
people who reside together and who are related by birth, marriage or adoption. (Note: As discussed later in the
Constraints section, this definition of “family” differs from the definition used by the City for zoning purposes.) Not
all households contain families since a household may comprise a group of unrelated people or one person
living alone. For purposes of assessing the community’s housing needs, household income data is considered
more relevant because it includes all occupied housing units while family income data excludes single-person
households. The household income distribution for Santa Barbara as reported in the 2008-2012 ACS is

shown in Table H-32. Median household income was estimated to be $63,758.

Table H-32: Household Income Distribution (2008 —2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Total Household Income # of Households ‘ % of Households

Less than $10,000 1,578 4.5%
$10,000 — 14,999 1,697 4.9%
$15,000 — 24,999 3,302 9.5%
$25, 000 — 34,999 3,173 9.1%
$35,000 —49,999 4,264 12.2%
$50,000 — 74,999 6,053 17.3%
$75,000 - 99,999 4,154 11.9%
$100,000 — 149,999 4,866 13.9%
$150,000 — 199,999 2,885 8.3%
$200,000 + 2,928 8.4%
Total Households 34,900 100%
Median Household Income $63,758

Source: 2008-2012 ACS Table DP-3
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According to state and federal housing policy, overpaying occurs when housing costs exceed 30% of gross
household income. Although homeowners enjoy interest and property tax deductions and other benefits that
help to compensate for high housing costs, lower-income homeowners may need to defer maintenance or
repairs due to limited funds, which can lead to deterioration. For lower-income renters, severe cost burden
can require families to double up, resulting in overcrowding and related problems.

Renter Households Overpaying

The ACS provides estimates of the percentage of household income paid for rent by total household income.
High rents in the City have the most significant negative effect on lower income households. Table H-33
shows the number and percentage of renter households that pay 30 percent or more of the total household
income in rent by household income categories.

During 2008-2012, the ACS estimated that about 48 percent of renter households were paying more than 30
percent of their household income for rent. Among lower-income renters, the overpayment rate was
estimated to be 56 percent.

Table H-33: Households Overpaying (2008 — 2012)

City of Santa Barbara
Extremely ~ Very Low Moderate Above Totl .Lower
Low Low Moderate income
Owner Households 1,256 1,293 2,928 1,238 8,763 15,478 5,477
Overpaying owner households 992 755 412 958 2,872 5,989 2,159

Percentage of overpaying owners 79.0% 58.3% 14.1% 77.4% 32.8% 38.7% 39.4%
Renter Households 3,780 3,282 7,621 2,852 5,782 23,316 14,683
Overpaying renter households 3,382 2,723 2,135 2,350 604 11,194 8,240
Percentage of overpaying renters 89.5% 83.0% 28.0% 82.4% 10.4% 48.0% 56.1%
Total Households 5,036 4,575 10,549 4,089 14,545 38,794 | 20,160
Overpaying households 4,375 3,477 2,547 3,308 3,476 17,183 10,399

Percentage of overpaying

86.9% 76.0% 24.1% 80.9% 23.9% 44.3% 51.6%
households

Source: 2008-2012 ACS Table B25014

This information is especially somber when one considers that the City estimates that 12 percent of the
housing stock is publicly subsidized.

Owner Households Overpaying

The picture is also troubling for many who live in owner-occupied housing in the City. Overall, about 39
percent of owner-occupied households were estimated to be paying over 30 percent of total household income
for housing costs. Overpayment for lower-income owners was also estimated to be 39 percent.
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Extremely Low Income Households

Extremely low-income (ELI) is a subset of the very low-income group and is defined as households with
income 30 percent or less of area median income. The Area Median Income (AMI) as established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) corresponds to the AMI for a household of four.
According to the 2014 Income Limits published by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development, extremely low-income for a 4-person housechold means an annual income of $23,900 or less.
Extremely low-income households have a variety of housing needs. Many families and individuals who
receive public assistance, social security insurance or disability insurance benefits are considered extremely
low-income households. In addition, employed households earning 30 percent or less of the AMI are also
considered extremely low-income.

As shown in Table H-33 the ACS estimated that the City had 5,036 extremely low-income households
during 2008-2012, representing approximately 13 percent of all households. Approximately 79 percent of
ELI owners and 90 percent of ELI renters were reported to be overpaying for housing. Many extremely low-
income households also face other housing problems, such as overcrowded living conditions and/or living
without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

To determine the projected housing needs for extremely low-income households, the City assumed that 50
percent of the very-low income regional housing needs allocation are extremely low-income households. The
RHNA allocation for very-low income housing need is 962 units; therefore, the projected need for extremely
low-income households is approximately 481 units. As discussed previously, extremely low-income
households typically experience overpayment, overcrowding or substandard housing. In addition, some of
these households may have physical and mental disabilities, which require special housing needs.

To address the array of housing needs for extremely low-income households, the City continues to promote
affordable housing opportunities for its special needs population. In 2004, the Building Code was amended
to reduce the size requirement for SRO units to facilitate their construction. In addition, supportive and
transitional housing is an important component of meeting the needs of extremely low-income individuals.
The City has established partnerships and working relationships with non-profit developers, such as the
Mental Health Association of Santa Barbara and the City Housing Authority to provide housing
opportunities for extremely low-income households. Further, goals, policies and implementation actions
intended to address the housing needs of extremely low-income households are included as part of this
Housing Element.

Very Low, Low and Moderate Income Households

Approximately, 63 percent of the City’s households are categorized as very low (including extremely low
income), low and moderate income (Table H-33). As such, they qualify for affordable housing programs.

Housing for the low and moderate-income population has been a priority of the City for over two decades.
Previous Housing Elements have contained a number of policies, which the City has implemented, to
increase the affordable housing stock. That policy direction and commitment has been carried forward in this
Housing Element.

The City has an inventory of 5,653 affordable units, including public housing, units assisted by the City
(examples of assistance include bonus density or City financing), publicly owned units, Section 8 rent assisted
units, rehabilitated units, and beds in group homes or shelters.
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It is often difficult to accurately identify the low and moderate-income group as a whole because it covers
such a wide range of family sizes and incomes. This group ranges from 0-120 percent of median income.
Although virtually no funding sources for housing provide assistance to those who earn more than 120
percent of the median income level, it is difficult, if not impossible, for many families to purchase a home in
Santa Barbara, even if their income exceeds 120 percent of the median income. Because the income range is
so great, the needs of those on one end of the range are very different from those on the other end. A range of
programs (H11.1, H11.2, H11.3, H11.10, H11.12, H12.1)) are included in the Housing Element to address
the housing needs of those whose income exceeds 120 percent of the median income, such as teachers,
firefighters, nurses, etc.

Housing Authority Waiting Lists

Another indicator of the need for low and moderate income housing can be found by looking at the waiting
lists maintained by the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara (HACSB). The HACSB maintains
several waiting lists for different housing programs. A review of the HACSB waiting lists reflects only people
who are eligible and aware of HACSB programs and services. It cannot be used to draw conclusions about
overall need or general demographics in the City.

As of August 2014, approximately 15,181 applicant houscholds were seeking assistance from the HACSB,
including 7,008 applicants waiting for public housing and 8,173 applicants waiting for section 8 housing. Elderly
applicants make up nearly 20 percent (2,990); persons with disabilities make up approximately 31 percent
(4,637), and 37 percent (5,641) of the applicants are families with children. Approximately 75 percent (11,386)
of these applicants are categorized as having extremely low incomes. This information indicates a need to house
special needs populations.

Middle Income Households

Housing needs for middle-income individuals and families is an issue as noted above. The City defines
“Middle-Income” as the range from 120 percent to 160 percent of the AMI. Middle-income households are
a diverse range of semi-professional and professional workers in the community. The middle-income
workforce represents a considerable segment of the community that wishes to purchase or rent a home in
Santa Barbara, but is unable due to high housing prices.

A primary goal of the Housing Element is to provide affordable housing opportunities to all segments of the
community. The City considers this goal to be of highest priority and encourages and promotes through a
variety of policies and implementation actions the construction of affordable housing units for all income
levels, including middle-income households.

With the dissolution of the City's Redevelopment Agency in 2012, it is all the more imperative that new
construction of affordable housing units, including for middle-income households, be undertaken by private
developers. The Housing Element contains policies H11 and H12 to specifically promote middle-income
housing. In 2013, the City adopted the Average Unit-Size Density (AUD) Incentive Program to encourage
the construction of housing for the City's workforce, including middle-income individuals. The AUD
Program allows increased densities and flexibility in development standards to facilitate the construction of
additional ownership and rental housing. This Program is purposely intended to help provide housing
opportunities to middle-income households.

College and University Housing

There are three major schools (a university and two colleges) within the Santa Barbara area. The University

of California at Santa Barbara (UCSB) is located just west of the City. UCSB had an enrollment of 22,225
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undergraduate and graduate students for Fall 2014. Although the University does provide on-campus
dormitories as well as off-campus apartments for students and faculty, these units only meet a portion of the
demand. Santa Barbara City College (SBCC) is located within the City of Santa Barbara. SBCC does not
provide on-campus or off-campus housing for students. As of Fall 2014, SBCC had an enrollment of 27,715
students. Both UCSB and SBCC pose a housing challenge to the City, as they both contribute to the
demand for affordable rental housing in the area. Because SBCC does not provide any student housing, its
demand for local rental units adds more strain to the local rental housing market.

Westmont College is located in Montecito, a 10-minute drive east of Santa Barbara. Westmont is restricted
to an enrollment of 1,200 students through a Conditional Use Permit. Westmont provides on-campus
housing for 98 percent of its students; therefore, fewer Westmont students impact the rental housing market.
Westmont also provides faculty and staff housing.

There are also a number of smaller schools in Santa Barbara, including Brooks Institute of Photography,
Antioch University, Santa Barbara College of Law and Southern California Institute of Law. Although these
schools have small enrollments or cater to those already living and working in Santa Barbara, they do
contribute students to the demand for affordable rental units.

Foreign language schools in Santa Barbara also contribute to the demand for rental housing. While these
schools offer a variety of housing accommodations, such as living with a host family, at a hotel, or in a
dormitory with other students, students may choose to rent an apartment unit while attending school.
Competing for rentals with local residents, not only impacts the availability of rental housing, but also makes
it attractive for landlords to rent their units at higher prices.

University and college students have special housing needs due to limited income and financial resources.
Most students are able to work only part-time to accommodate their study program. It is not uncommon for
students to earn lower incomes and pay over half their annual income for housing. Students may double-up
to make rent payments more affordable.

University and college students impact the rental housing market. These students can be a significant factor
that affects housing availability and rent levels, especially in areas close to the schools. Apartments near these
schools generally experience lower vacancy rates and a higher turnover due to the cyclical school year. Because
of the increased demand placed by students, apartment owners with units close to colleges can charge higher
rents. The issue of affordable housing for university and college students is addressed in Housing Element
implementation actions targeted to affordable rental units.

Short-term Vacation Rentals

Short-term “vacation rentals” typically means a housing unit that is rented for a short period of time, usually
less than 30 consecutive days. The trend of converting owner occupied and rental units into vacation rentals
has become quite popular, especially in vacation destination communities such as Santa Barbara. The City
considers short-term vacation rentals to be a commercial use and permits them with a change of use permit in
any zone that allows hotel use. Despite the fact that hotels are only allowed in limited zones, vacation rentals
in Santa Barbara have become common in most zones, especially residential zones. The use of residential
units as short-term vacation rentals and/or only occupied as second homes poses a housing challenge to the
City because these uses decrease available long-term housing opportunities for local residents as well as
contribute to the increase in housing costs.
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Regional Housing Needs Assessment — Remaining Need

State law requires that the City’s housing needs assessment include a quantification and plan for meeting its
fair share of the projected housing needs in the region / County. The Santa Barbara County Association of
Governments (SBCAG) adopted the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Plan for Santa Barbara
County as part of the Regional Transportation Plan in August 2013. The RHNA “projection period” covers
the period January 1, 2014, to September 30, 2022, while the Housing Element “planning period” spans the
eight-year period from February 15, 2015 to February 15, 2023. This RHNA and Housing Element period is
referred to as the “fifth cycle” since it is the fifth required update since housing element law was

comprehensively revised by the state legislature in 1980.

The RHNA projects the need for 11,030 new housing units countywide during the new planning period,
with the South Coast receiving 52 percent (5,743 new units) of the countywide allocation. The City received
approximately 71 percent of the housing allocation for the South Coast subregion (Table H-34).

Table H-34: Regional Housing Needs Assessment
South Coast Jurisdictions (2014 — 2022)

Jurisdictions Number of Units Percent
City of Santa Barbara 4,099 71%
City of Goleta 979 17%
City of Carpinteria 163 3%
Unincorporated South Coast 501 9%
Total 5,743 100%
Source: SBCAG Regional Housing Needs Plan 2013

The Suitable Sites Inventory section of this Housing Element demonstrates that sufficient vacant and
underdeveloped opportunity sites exist in the City to accommodate the remaining housing need identified in

Table H-35.

Table H-35: Remaining Housing Need (2015 — 2023)

City of Santa Barbara
| | A B A-B
Income Groups New Construction Need Conlsjttitzti‘;ﬂ; lzi;:;ve d Remaining Need
Very Low 962 47 915
Low 701 0 701
Moderate 820 4 816
Above Moderate 1,617 241 1,376
Total Units 4,099 292 3,808

Source: SBCAG Regional Housing Needs Plan 2013, City of Santa Barbara 2014

54 2015 HOUSING ELEMENT



HOUSING ELEMENT

Progress in Meeting the Regional Housing Needs

Between January 1, 2014, and June 30, 2014, approximately 292 residential units were constructed, issued
building permits or approved. Of these units, 51 units were affordable to lower or moderate income
households, and the remaining 241 units to above moderate income households (Table H-35).

The units identified in Table H-35 were assigned to income group categories based on the affordability
requirements outlined in the City’s Affordable Housing Policies and Procedures Handbook. The
affordability requirements relate to the very low, low, moderate, middle, and upper-middle income categories
which are based on various percentages of the Area Median Income (AMI) established by the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development as shown in Table H-36.

Table H-36: Income Categories

Income Groups Percentage of Area Median
Very low Income 50% or below
Low Income >50% - 80%
Moderate Income >80% - 120%
Above Moderate Income * >120%
Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014
*Price-restricted middle and upper-middle income units are included in the Above Moderate
Income category

Affordable rents and sale prices are based on the target income for the income category which the unit is
meant to serve. For example, low income rentals are generally targeted to households with income at 60
percent of the AMI; moderate income condominiums are targeted to 100 percent of the AMI; middle income

condominiums are targeted to 120 percent of the AMI, and upper-middle income condominiums are targeted
to 160 percent of the AMI.

The very low, low, moderate, and some of the above moderate income units identified in Table H-36 are
priced controlled by means of a recorded affordability covenant executed by the property owner and City to
assure conformance with the City’s affordability requirements. The City requires every owner of rent-
restricted units to file reports annually and upon each change in occupancy to ensure compliance with the
recorded affordability conditions. Additionally, price-restricted ownership units are required to record an
affordability covenant to assure long-term affordability of the unit, thus remaining affordable to subsequent
owners. Affordability periods are typically 45 years and “roll” upon resale to a maximum affordability period
of 90 years.
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Constraints

Pursuant to State law, jurisdictions are required to assess constraints imposed by local government on the
maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including housing for persons
with disabilities, and to consider removing any constraints that impede achieving the jurisdiction’s fair share
of regional housing need.

As part of initiating the Plan Santa Barbara (General Plan Update) process in 2005, the City Council re-
affirmed the goal of “ensuring affordable housing opportunities for all economic levels in the community,
while protecting the character of established neighborhoods.” It was also recognized that a wide range of
housing options is important to maintain an economically and socially diverse population. Retaining and
housing its local workforce has become a community value for Santa Barbara. As such, providing affordable
housing to help maintain socio-economic diversity, while preserving Santa Barbara’s small-town character will
likely require trade-offs to achieve these goals.

GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

Local government can affect the production and preservation of housing through land use and development
regulations and standards. Severely limiting the amount of residentially designated land or densities,
requiring onerous project review periods prior to approval, and imposing high fees and exactions are some of
the practices which impede residential development. In addition, other City goals may conflict with
providing housing, such as protecting archaeological, historic, biological and other environmental resources,
as well as the desire to provide open space and parks for the community. Further, limited infrastructure
capacities may result in barriers to the production of housing for all income groups.

Land Use Controls

General Plan

The City regulates the type, location, density and scale of residential development primarily through the
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance. The General Plan establishes the overall character and development of
the community and identifies residential land use categories throughout the City ranging in densities from
one unit to 36 units per acre depending on the average unit size (higher densities, up to 63 units per acre, can
be achieved under the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive program). In addition, the General Plan goals
and policies support the opportunity for a broad range of housing types and densities, with special attention
given to densities that encourage smaller, more affordable units.

Zoning Ordinance

Local land use controls also include the Zoning Ordinance, which shapes the form and intensity of residential
development. In general, the City’s zoning regulations and standards are intended to balance the goal of
providing affordable housing opportunities with the goal of preserving the character and integrity of existing

neighborhoods.
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Zoning for a Variety of Residential Uses. Consistent with the General Plan, the City's Zoning Ordinance
allows a range of zones and dwelling unit densities to facilitate a variety of housing types for households of all
income categories and need, including single- and multi-family units, Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units,
mobile home and emergency shelter units. For more detailed information regarding uses permitted by zone
see Appendix F, Zoning Information and Fees, Use Permitted in Various Zones.

The City’s residential development standards help to facilitate development of housing for low-income
persons. The minimum dwelling unit size for single family residences, duplexes, and multi-family units is
400 square feet and 220 square feet for SRO units. Minimum setbacks for residential use in a residential zone
range from 3 to 15 feet for the interior yard, and from 10 to 35 feet for the front yard. Maximum building
height ranges from 30 feet in the single family zones to 45 feet in the multi-family zones and some
commercial zones. Maximum building heights of 60 feet are allowed in certain commercial and
manufacturing zones for community benefit land uses, including affordable housing. For more detailed
information regarding residential development standards in residential zones see Appendix F, Zoning
Information and Fees, Residential Development Standares.

While the City’s development standards may be viewed as constraints to residential development, it should be
noted that any development standard except for height limits, can be reduced or eliminated through the
City’s zoning modification process. In keeping with the City’s long standing encouragement of affordable
housing, residential development, particularly housing for lower income households are frequently afforded
relief from these standards, which results in reduced costs to the developer. Additionally, the Average Unit-
Size Density Incentive Program and/or Priority Housing Overlay Program allow increased densities,
particularly for affordable housing projects.

Mobile homes on permanent foundations and factory-built homes are permitted in the same manner as
traditional residential structures.

Density

Although a range of densities, setbacks, and building heights allow for a variety of residential land uses, over
time the market cost of land has increased such that affordable “least cost housing” was difficult to achieve
under previous density limits. Least cost housing is the least expensive, unsubsidized housing the private
market can provide. Zoning which limits the density of housing units means that high land costs must be
absorbed by fewer housing units than might otherwise be economically desirable. This causes the cost of an
individual unit to increase.

The Land Use and Housing Elements address the management of residential and non-residential growth in
the City through 2030. Recognizing the community’s mandate to “live within our resources” and the need to
create housing opportunities for City residents, the Land Use Element now allows increased residential
densities in some commercial zones (up to 36 du/acre) and multi-family zones (up to 27 du/acre). In
addition, the Priority Housing Overlay allows up to 63 du/ac in select areas of the City. The increased
densities serve to encourage smaller, compact housing to support the production of additional affordable
housing.
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Land Use Element Implementation Action LG6.1 directs amendments to the Zoning Ordinance to provide
an Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program in multi-family and commercial zones. The program
permits higher densities based on smaller unit sizes and proximity to transit services and commercial uses. It
also allows increased densities for affordable housing and/or Community Benefit and Priority Housing
projects. To encourage rental housing at affordable rental rates, Housing Element Implementation Action
H11.2 allows increased densities (above the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program) to rental,
employer sponsored, and co-operative housing projects. Further, to preserve existing rental units, H13.3
allows the reconstruction or rehabilitation of existing rental apartments at non-conforming densities and
zoning standards.

Increased density permits the private market to develop housing at a lower cost per unit; however, allowed
higher density does not necessarily result in lower priced units, as the housing market determines the price at
which a unit will sell. In addition, the City through its bonus density and inclusionary housing programs
allows increased density in return for price/rent controls for some or all of the units in a development.
Granting bonus density units to projects can reduce the per-unit costs and allows the development of some or
all of the units as affordable to low or moderate income households.

Development of inclusionary housing may increase the per-unit costs of the market-rate housing, but it does
provide price controls available to middle-and upper-middle-income homebuyers.  Input from the
development community resulted in two key provisions in the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO).
First, the ordinance must allow a density bonus for the required inclusionary units. Second, the prices of the
required inclusionary units should be affordable to middle-income households rather than low-income
households. Because of the additional density and higher sales prices, the sale price of the inclusionary units
may be equivalent to the marginal development cost of the units, so that the developer breaks even on the
inclusionary units.

Development Review Process

The City regularly examines and streamlines its development review process. This internal assessment results
in improved coordinated review between the various City Departments through the Pre-Application Team
(PRT) and Development Application Review Team (DART) processes and allows for early identification of
project issues/concerns. The PRT and DART process (explained below) has greatly reduced the number of
“late hits” for projects (see Figure H-4).

The recent economic climate and housing market have resulted in a slow-down in the number of housing
projects in the development review system. The most important actions the City can take are to maintain its
commitment to housing and a balanced and efficient development review process.

The development review process is an important tool in ensuring that new housing meets all necessary health
and safety codes, conforms to architectural and aesthetic design standards for neighborhood compatibility, is
supplied with all necessary utilities and infrastructure and does not have a significant impact on the
environment. While this review process has the potential to constrain opportunities for the development of
lower income housing, particularly through the indirect cost of time in the process and fees, the City’s review
process is designed to minimize delays.

Projects that do not require discretionary review (i.e., review by one of the City’s design review boards, Staff
Hearing Officer, Planning Commission, or City Council) are referred to as “ministerial” projects. Ministerial
projects are not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and therefore are exempt from
environmental review. Projects requiring discretionary review, such as review by the Staff Hearing Officer,
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Planning Commission or one of the design review boards would be subject to CEQA, and would undergo the
appropriate level of environmental review.

New affordable rental housing would not necessarily require review by the Staff Hearing Officer or Planning
Commission. If a proposed project complies with all of the requirements of State density bonus law, and the
density bonus requested is no more than the density bonus mandated by State law, then the project’s density
can be considered consistent with the Zoning Ordinance and therefore, a lot area modification would not be
required. However, the project would continue to be subject to design review.

In response to concerns that a better forum for public input was needed to work through policy intent and
community issues, the Municipal Code was amended to increase the Planning Commission’s involvement in
the review of certain AUD rental projects. Rental projects developed under the High Density and Priority
Housing Overlay designations on lots of 15,000 square feet or more are conceptually reviewed by the
Planning Commission and majority comments and recommendations are forwarded to the designated design
review board prior to project approval. While this extra step in the review process adds more processing time
for these rental projects, it also provides another public review opportunity which could be helpful in
achieving community acceptance of larger AUD rental projects.

Pre-Application Review Team

For projects requiring discretionary review, the City's development review process is structured to allow for
early identification of resource, zoning, planning, design, and infrastructure issues. This is accomplished
through either early meetings with City Staff or through the more formal Pre-Application Review Team
(PRT) process. Staff members from various City departments make up the review team. Certain types of
projects (subdivisions and, condominiums of more than four units, etc.) are required by the Municipal Code
to apply for PRT review. However, it is recommended that larger projects or projects that have the potential
to cause neighborhood/community concern also apply for PRT review. In some cases, an applicant may elect
to apply for PRT review.

Following the submittal of a PRT application, all project information and materials are distributed to those
agencies and departments that will be reviewing the development proposal. Planning Staff utilizes the Master
Environmental Assessment (MEA) to determine the need for special studies (e.g., geology and soils, traffic,
cultural resources, etc.) or if environmental thresholds are exceeded. If special studies are required, they are
submitted with the formal application for Planning Commission review. Comments on the proposed
development proposal are transmitted to the applicant typically within four-five weeks of the application
submittal.

Development Application Review Team Process

Subsequent to PRT review, a formal application for Staff Hearing Officer or Planning Commission is
submitted. Consistent with the State Permit Streamlining Act, the City must determine within 30 days if the
application submittal is complete and notify the applicant accordingly. This completeness determination is
coordinated with other City Departments through the Development Application Review Team (DART)
process. In general, if a project received PRT review, the same City Staff team members perform the DART
review to provide consistency in the review and comments. City Staff works with an applicant to obtain a
complete application by the end of the second DART review. Occasionally, additional reviews are necessary.
Once a complete application is accepted, environmental review commences.
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Figure H-4:

TYPICAL LOCAL DISCRETIONARY REVIEW PROCESS FOR SHO AND PC PROJECTS

Initial Applicant Contact
(Phone, Counter, Meeting)

v

Submit Modification/PRT/DART Application
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v

—J Application Review by City Staff
X v
Design Review

(Concept Can Occur Earlier)
First meeting noticed & site posted
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v

Final Map Process (If Applicable) and/or Condition Compliance
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Disclaimer: This is a basic outline of the process for Staff Hearing Officer and Planning Commission review of projects. Some projects, especially
those that include annexations, General Plan Amendments or Zone Changes and those that require California Coastal Commission approval, will
include additional steps. Also depending on the type of environmental documentation required, additional steps may be necessary.
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CEQA Review

Most small projects are categorically exempt from CEQA and therefore can proceed directly to the decision-
making body for consideration and approval. If the project is not exempt, an Initial Study is prepared to
identify potential environmental impacts, identify mitigation measures, and determine the appropriate
environmental review. If a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required, the
Environmental Analyst directs its preparation. The environmental document is circulated for public review
and comment, as required by CEQA. If an EIR is required, the Planning Commission holds a public hearing
to take public comment on the draft document and, at a later date, takes action on the project and certifies
the EIR. For housing projects, affordability can be the basis for a statement of overriding considerations.

Design Review

Santa Barbara is an area rich with architectural history and was one of the first jurisdictions in the country to
form an Architectural Board of Review. In addition, the City has a Historic Landmarks Commission that
oversees the design of improvements to all buildings in the El Pueblo Viejo and Brinkerhoff Avenue
Landmark Districts, and the designation of buildings as Landmarks or Structures of Merit. In 2007, the City
created the Single Family Design Board to review single-family residences, as well as additions to existing
single family residences. Most development is required to be reviewed by the Architectural Board of Review
(ABR), the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC), or the Single Family Design Board (SFDB).

Building permits for new multiple-family residential, duplex units, and two or more detached residential units
on one lot are subject to review by the ABR. The majority of single family residences are subject to review by
the SFDB. The requirements for design review could be viewed as an impediment to the development of
housing; however, the purpose of design review is to ensure compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood
without placing undue restrictions on allowed uses. The design review boards help higher density affordable
projects gain acceptance from the community by ensuring compatibility with the neighborhood. However,
the costs for design elements can be a burden for affordable housing projects. Also, the time spent in the
design review process can impact the finances for an affordable project.

The preparation of multi-family design guidelines that identify standards for unit sizes, setbacks, open space,
landscaping, size, bulk and scale and site planning would serve to clarify expectations and provide consistency
of project review, resulting in reduced review time and expense. An implementation action (H16.9) requiring
the preparation of the Multi-Family Residential Design Guidelines and Standards is included in the Housing
Element Policies, Goals and Implementation section.

To expedite affordable housing projects through the development and design review process, the City
encourages joint review by the Planning Commission and Design Review Boards. This allows both review
bodies to evaluate the project concurrently, thereby expediting the process and potentially resulting in a
monetary savings for the applicant.

Processing Time

The processing time for a residential development project varies depending on its size and complexity and the
number of actions or approvals needed to complete the process, as well as community issues and concerns.
Projects requiring an EIR, special zoning permits or modifications, those denied by Planning Commission
and/or appealed to City Council, and those with design issues can take considerably more time than less
complex projects.
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In 2005, the City created a Staff Hearing Officer program to improve, simplify and streamline the
discretionary review process for smaller projects that do not involve major land use policy considerations. The
program has been effective in expediting the permitting process and reducing the cost and processing time for
small infill housing projects that would otherwise require Planning Commission review. The Staff Hearing
Officer review represents approximately 23 percent of the development review actions taken by the City, thus
freeing up time on the Planning Commission agendas for major projects and policy issues, as well as reducing
the processing time for smaller projects.

Appendix F, Zoning Information and Fees, Permit Process Timelines identifies typical processing time in the
City’s entitlement process. As previously noted, processing time can vary based on the scale, complexity and
type of project. For example, projects that require review by the Staff Hearing Officer are smaller and less
complex than those requiring Planning Commission review, and therefore generally take less time to move
through the permit process. A project that is exempt from CEQA and one that requires the preparation of an
Initial Study and Negative Declaration would have different timelines for environmental review. The
preparation of the Initial Study and Negative Declaration would add more time to the process (4-5 months).
Additionally, the process to prepare an EIR, undergo public review, and certify the Final EIR can add 6 to 8
months to the timeline.

City Staff from various departments and divisions work as a team with developers and applicants to facilitate
the project through the permit process in a timely manner. This approach is intended to streamline review
and avoid undue time constraints to the developer. In addition, initial design review of the project can occur
concurrently with other steps, thereby reducing process time. However, some steps in the review process are
dependent on the applicant. Therefore, the amount of time an applicant takes to complete these steps also
affects the project processing time.

As shown in Appendix F, development applications that require Staff Hearing Officer and Planning
Commission approval, including Tentative Subdivisions or Parcel Maps including Condominiums and
Condominium Conversions, Planned Unit Developments, Planned Residential Developments, Variances,
Coastal Development Permits, Development Plan Approval, Conditional Use Permits and Modifications
generally take approximately 9 to 10 months to process. Note that 4 to 5 months of the total processing time
is related to how long it takes the applicant to complete certain steps. As indicated above, the preparation of
an Initial Study and Negative Declaration, or an EIR would add more time to the process.

The typical processing time for a single family unit is 3-4 months. This time frame includes approximately 3
meetings with the designated design review board. A typical multi-family unit project (rental) would take
approximately 5-6 months and include 4-5 meetings with the designated design review board. Again the
overall processing time is dependent on the time the applicant takes to complete materials and working
drawings.

The City recognizes the effect that processing time can have on development costs. Because of holding costs
and inflation, the longer the approval process takes, the higher the cost to develop the project.
Implementation Actions H16.1 through H16.9 are included to expedite the development review process for
residential infill and affordable housing projects. To the extent possible, the City facilitates and expedites
affordable housing projects. Affordable housing projects are given priority on development review agendas
and receive expedited plan check reviews in an effort to reduce cost and time for such projects.
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Building Codes and Enforcement

In addition to land use controls, building codes could potentially affect the cost of housing. The City has
adopted and enforces the California Building, Plumbing, Mechanical and Electrical codes, which ensure that
all housing units are built to specified standards. These codes are substantially determined by technically
qualified professional groups and adopted by most cities and the State of California. The California Building
Code was amended in 2004 to change minimum size requirements for affordable efficiency units from 400 to
220 square feet. This change to the code allowed the construction of 62 SRO units for very low-income
homeless and nearly homeless individuals.

In addition, the City has adopted and enforces the California Historic Building Code, which allows some
flexibility in the standards for registered historical landmarks. These standards do not significantly increase
construction costs.

Code enforcement is conducted by the City to address code violations and is initiated on a complaint received
basis throughout the City. In addition to inspecting and notifying residents of existing code violations, the
City also provides information regarding the Housing Rehabilitation Loan Program. Building code and
enforcement activities are not considered a constraint to housing development, as they contain regulations
necessary to protect the public, health safety and welfare and do not interfere with the City’s ability to
produce housing.

Site Improvements

Site improvements typically occur in conjunction with the development of residential parcels. Through the
completion of a development application, various municipal departments (public works, fire, building and
safety), county agencies (flood control) and utility companies (gas, electricity) review the residential
development for conformity with development standards.

On-Site

The Transportation Division utilizes standards for parking design to determine adequacy of parking layouts.
The City adopted these standards in order to provide adequate space for parking and access for the users of
the parking facilities. Projects that do not meet the standards must apply for a Zoning Ordinance
modification of the requirement, which can add time and cost to a project.

Parking requirement reductions are allowed in certain circumstances to assist with the production of housing.
For example, a development with 100 percent rental units for very low- or low-income households is allowed
a reduced parking requirement of one uncovered space per unit. The requirement for senior housing is one
uncovered parking space per unit, with one-half uncovered space per unit allowed if the project is for low-
income seniors. Community care facilities also require only one parking space per unit.

In mixed-used projects, where residential uses occupy up to 50 percent of the development, the residential
parking requirement is reduced by 50 percent and covered parking is not required. Further, in mixed-use
developments located in the City’s central business district, the parking requirement is reduced to one
uncovered space per unit, with no required provision for guest parking. All projects developed under the
Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program are allowed reduced parking requirements of one space per unit
and no guest parking, (See Appendix F, Zoning Information and Fees, City Parking Requirements.). The
Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program also allows density incentives of up to 63 du/ac and flexibility
of certain development standards, including setbacks, open space, distance between buildings, and building

heights.
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Off-Site

The Public Works Department's requirements for off-site improvements are defined by standards, which have
been adopted by the City. The State Department of Housing and Community Development requires that
the City investigate reduction in off-site improvements as they add to the cost of residential development.
Several examples of off-site improvement reductions are discussed below.

When appropriate, the Public Works Department recommends the reduction of right of way, street, and
sidewalk improvements to the Planning Commission, who ultimately makes the decision. The City allows
rolled curbs only in areas where they exist because they pose safety issues. No significant cost savings are
associated with rolled curbs in most instances.

Sewer manholes are placed as far apart as possible, given the available City equipment, and the City allows a
single water service and water meter for condominium conversions and low/moderate housing developments
where multiple units have a single water heater source. Additionally, the City has allowed for the manifolding
of water meters for new multiple-family and condominium developments. Manifolding allows for one service
lateral with six to eight water meters. This allows for a significant cost savings because the developer only pays
for one service trenching,.

The City currently allows for common trenching for utilities as long as there are no health and safety
violations and appropriate separations are maintained. The City has investigated reducing the size of water
and sewer mains and has concluded that the majority of the cost associated with installing a water or sewer
main is not in the pipe size, but in the actual trenching and replacement of the existing surface type.
Reducing the size of water and sewer mains would be counterproductive, especially since a major portion of
Santa Barbara is located in a high fire hazard area. It would not substantially lessen the cost to the applicant
and would compromise the efficiency and effectiveness of the system, as well as public safety.

Through the Neighborhood Improvement Plan and Implementation Program, the City has committed funds
to neighborhood capital improvement projects in areas serving low-income residents. Projects undertaken
include street and pedestrian lighting, new curbs, gutter and sidewalks, and park expansions. These projects
improved neighborhood services and infrastructure and helped support infill development.

Fees and Other Exactions

The direct cost of development review fees and building permit fees adds to the cost of housing. These fees
are set at rates intended to recover the cost of permit processing, providing public service, and to mitigate
certain development impacts. Appendix F, Zoning Information and Fees, Residential Development Application
and Fees provides a general fee schedule (2014) for a ten-lot single-family subdivision, a ten-unit
condominium project, a ten-unit affordable condominium project, a ten-unit apartment, duplex
condominiums, a rental duplex, and a single-family residence.

The City also collects fees assessed by other governmental entities, such as school impact fees. For example,
the Santa Barbara School District fee amounts to approximately 16 percent of the total fees assessed on a
single-family residence. Sewer and water connection and buy-in charges, which reimburse the City for the
provision of essential services for any housing project, represent another 34 percent of the total fee package for
a single-family residence. The total cost of the remaining development review and building permit fees
assessed on a single-family residence, which include such ministerial items as electrical, plumbing and
mechanical plan review account for approximately 50 percent of the total fees.
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Most development review processing fees are assessed at the beginning of the review process, with other fees
due at the time of building permit application and issuance. When applicable and appropriate, some public
improvement and infrastructure fees may be paid at a later time during the construction process, such as
certificate of occupancy.

The City of Santa Barbara is somewhat unusual in that there are no other programmatic impact fees or
exactions that are charged to all new residential projects. This is not an oversight. In the past, the City has
had traffic improvement and other programmatic assessment fees to address major infrastructure deficiencies.
Since the early 1990s, the City’s transportation focus has been on supporting alternative modes of
transportation and transit use and not road widening projects. Developing a fee program for transit operating
costs is very complicated and yet to be implemented. The City does not currently impose any additional
schools, parks or other fees, exactions or assessments on new residential projects.

It should be noted that the fee tables in Appendix F do not take into consideration any Inclusionary Housing
Fees. Currently, the fee for each unit of inclusionary housing not provided on-site is $345,500 (for projects
with 10 or more units). For example, a 10-unit development would require two inclusionary units; therefore
the development would likely consist of 12 units (10 market-rate and two inclusionary units). The City
encourages construction of the unit(s), rather than payment of the in-lieu fee. Developments with less than
10 units pay $17,725 per unit (July 2014) in the development, unless an inclusionary unit is provided on site.

It also is important to note that the fees charged by the City do not recover the full cost of processing the
applications. The City currently subsidizes a considerable portion of the development review process fees.
The City evaluates its fees, and if appropriate, increases development review fees periodically. As part of any
City Council discussions to significantly increase development review fees, it may be appropriate to discuss
the reduction, or elimination, of fees for subsidized affordable housing projects.

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

The City adopted its Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) in 2004. The IHO is intended to encourage
housing opportunities for a broad range of households with varying income levels, promote the City’s goal to
add affordable housing units to the existing housing stock, and increase the availability of housing for middle
and upper middle-income households. The IHO also serves to protect the economic diversity of the City’s
housing stock, reduce traffic, commuting and related air quality impacts, and reduce the demands placed on
transportation infrastructure in the region. Further, the IHO implements Housing Element policies to
encourage the development of housing for first-time homebuyers, particularly moderate and middle-income

households.

The THO requires that all residential developments of 10 or more dwelling units provide 15 percent of the
total units as “inclusionary units.” Inclusionary units must be offered for sale as units restricted for owner-
occupancy by middle-income (up to 160% AMI) or upper-middle-income (up to 200% AMI) households.
The required inclusionary units are in addition to the density allowed by right on the site, and therefore a lot
area modification is not required to exceed typical density for these units.

In 2009, the IHO was amended to require in-lieu fees for projects of two to nine units rather than provide
the restricted units. As of July 2014, the current in-lieu fee is $17,725 per unit. In-lieu fees may be reduced
depending on the average size of the dwelling units. Additionally, the timing of fee payment varies according
to the type of development and the number of units.
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Collected in-lieu fees are used for the purchase and resale of middle- and upper-middle-income affordable
units that are in default, thereby preserving the long-term affordability of such units. The fees may also be
used to subsidize the creation of affordable middle- and upper-middle-income units.

Rental units, replacement of units which have been destroyed by acts of nature, and residential developments
that provide at least 30 percent of the units affordable to upper-middle-income (or lower-income) households
are not subject to the requirements of the IHO. For more details see Appendix F, Zoning Information and
Fees, Inclusionary Housing Ordinance.

There is concern by some developers that the IHO requirements impede, rather than promote the
construction of additional workforce housing. Nevertheless, the City believes it is necessary to support the
development of non-subsidized affordable workforce housing in order to offer housing opportunities to
middle- and upper-middle-income households that cannot afford to purchase at market rate prices. For
instance, the median price of a two-bedroom condominium unit in the City is about $524,000. This is not
affordable to most middle-income households. A two-person household with an income up to about $93,200
is considered to be “middle-income,” and such a household could not afford a unit at this price (absent a huge
down payment). The price of a two-bedroom inclusionary unit is approximately $345,500, which is much
more affordable to a middle-income household.

Based on community dialogue during the General Plan Update process, there is support for non-subsidized
price restricted affordable housing units. Given this community goal, Implementation Action H11.3
considers a 15-25 percent inclusionary housing provision for new residential ownership developments.
Likewise in response to concerns by developers, H11.3 directs amendments to the existing IHO to allow the
elimination or reduction of inclusionary housing in-lieu fees based on preferred residential development (e.g.,
affordable or special needs housing). It would also reduce the inclusionary housing in-lieu fee for smaller
units. Recognizing the current economic climate, a provision would be included in the amended THO that
allows the suspension of the inclusionary housing requirements or in-lieu fees during times of economic
downturn, if development costs prove to be prohibitive.

Although considered a development constraint by some developers, the IHO has been welcomed by others, as
it provides a level of certainty to the type of affordable housing requirement that will be imposed on
residential development projects. It is anticipated that the amendments to the IHO as prescribed by
Implementation Action H11.3 will provide additional options and incentives that encourage the development
of non-subsidized workforce affordable housing units.

Housing for Persons with Disabilities and Special Needs

Pursuant to State legislation effective January 2002, the Housing Element examined housing constraints for
disabled persons and the City’s efforts to make reasonable accommodations. The City enforces Title 24 of
the California Code of Regulations that regulates the access and adaptability of buildings to accommodate
persons with disabilities. The Fair Housing Act requires residential buildings with three or more units to
incorporate design elements, including adaptive interior design features, accessible public and common use
areas, and wheelchair access. The City complies with these requirements by ensuring that all plans meet Title
24 accessibility standards, which are based on the Fair Housing Act. The City does not impose special permit
procedures or requirements that could impede the retrofitting of homes for accessibility. Requirements for
building permits and inspections are the same as for other residential uses. The City has not identified any
zoning or regulatory practice that discriminates against persons with disabilities, thereby impeding housing
opportunities for disabled persons.
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Reasonable Accommodation for Persons with Disabilities

In 2007, the City’s Municipal Code was amended to incorporate reasonable accommodation provisions for
persons with disabilities. The Ordinance ensures that persons with disabilities are provided equal access to
housing. Specifically, the Municipal Code was revised to:

»  Allow accessible uncovered parking spaces, access aisles, and accessibility ramps necessary to make an
existing building accessible to disabled individuals to encroach into required setbacks.

* Require all parking areas, except those located in one- and two-family dwelling zones, to provide
parking spaces which are accessible to disabled persons. The conversion of an existing parking space
to an accessible parking space or access aisle for an accessible parking space would not require a

modification of the parking requirement even if the conversion would result in fewer parking spaces
than required (Municipal Code Section 28.90.070).

* Allow modifications to any zoning standard when necessary to make an existing residential unit
accessible to persons with disabilities (Municipal Code Section 28.92.110).

The City uses the modification and administrative approval process to remove constraints and meet the needs
of disabled persons trying to comply with Building and Zoning requirements. For example, the City
administratively allows applicants to provide reduced parking when parking for disabled is provided without
going through the modification hearing process. Encroachments into yard areas for access ramps for disabled
persons are allowed without requiring a modification hearing process. Accessibility guidelines are distributed
by City Staff to builders explaining Federal and State laws regarding accessible building codes for housing for
persons with disabilities.

Definition of “Family”

The City’s Municipal Code defines “family” as a residential unit or a person or group of persons living
together as a domestic unit in a single residential unit. Occupancy of unrelated individuals in a residential
unit or group home is not restricted by the City. This definition is consistent with current law.

Residential Care Facilities

Residential care facilities of six or fewer individuals are allowed by right. The City has no authority to
approve or deny residential care facilities of six or fewer individuals, except for compliance building code
requirements pursuant to State law.

Residential care facilities serving 7-12 individuals are permitted with a Performance Standard Permit (PSP) in
the A, E, R-1, R-2, R-3, R-4 and PUD zones, as well as the HRC-2 zone where residential uses are allowed.
A PSP may be granted to those uses that are relatively minor in nature, but due to their unique features
warrant consideration and review by the Staff Hearing Officer. The denial or approval of a PSP may be
suspended or appealed to the Planning Commission. The Chairperson, Vice Chairperson or other designated
member of the Planning Commission may take action to suspend the decision of the Staff Hearing Officer
and schedule a public hearing before the Planning Commission to review the decision.

Residential care facilities serving more than 12 individuals are permitted with a Conditional Use Permit in the
A, E, R and C zones. These facilities are approved by the Planning Commission and on appeal by the City

Council. The City does not impose maximum concentration requirements for residential care facilities.
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Farmworker Housing

State law” requires that any employee housing providing accommodations for six or fewer employees shall be
deemed a single-family structure with a residential land use designation, and small employee housing
developments of up to 12 units or 36 beds in group quarters be considered an agricultural use in any zone
where agriculture is a permitted use. There are no agricultural zones in Santa Barbara, although agriculture is
a permitted use in all single-family zones. The City will ensure that zoning regulations are consistent with
state law (see Implementation Action H22.4).

Transitional and Supportive Housing

As required by State law, the City allows transitional and supportive housing as a residential use subject only
to the same standards and procedures as apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone. (See
also the discussion of Transitional and Supportive Housing in the Needs Assessment Section.)

Emergency Shelters

In conformance with SB2, the C-M zoning district allows emergency shelters with up to 100 beds as a
permitted use. The C-M zone also allows the development of residential uses, including mixed-use
development and other related uses that encourage emergency shelters.

Identified opportunity sites in the C-M zone district demonstrate sufficient capacity to support the
development of additional emergency shelters. The City’s Available Land Inventory Summary (Appendix H)
lists approximately 152 vacant or underutilized C-M zoned properties ranging in size from .08 acres to 1.56
acres. In total, the C-M zoned properties make up 35.4 acres of available land. These parcels either
separately (larger parcels) or in combination (smaller parcels) could accommodate the development of
emergency shelter facilities. The consolidation of smaller and underutilized parcels is supported by
Implementation Action H11.19, which is intended to encourage the development of affordable residential
units, including special needs housing.

Public Resources and Infrastructures

Resource availability and infrastructure capacity have been of great concern to the citizens of Santa Barbara
and have been among the parameters within which both residential and commercial development potential in
the City has been established. Resources such as water, clean air, land, and traffic capacity are particularly
relevant to the development of housing.

Water Availability

Fresh water is a scarce resource in Santa Barbara County. The City’s primary water sources are surface water
supplies. During periods of extended drought, these supplies are limited and the City must rely on alternative
sources of water. Over the years, the City worked to develop a diverse mix of water resources and strong
water conservation program to extend water supplies during drought periods.

In 1994, based on the comprehensive review of the City’s water supply in the Long Term Water Supply
Alternatives Analysis (LTWSAA), the City Council approved the 1994 Long Term Water Supply Program
(LTWSP). Under the 1994 LTWSP, the City’s water supply was planned to meet a total water system
demand of 18,200 Acre Feet Per Year (AFY). In 2011, the City updated its LTWSP with an evaluation of
potential water conservation options. The currently adopted 2011 LTWSP plans for a normal demand of

> Health and Safety Code Secs. 17021.5 and 17021.6
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14,000 AFY plus a 10% safety margin bringing the total water supply target to 15,400 AFY. The LTWSP
outlines a supply strategy to meet demand under normal conditions and a 6-year critical drought period.

The City of Santa Barbara’s water supply presently comes from the following sources, with the actual share of
each determined by availability and level of customer demand: Cachuma Reservoir and Tecolote Tunnel,
Gibraltar Reservoir and Mission Tunnel, contractual transfers from adjacent water districts, groundwater,
State Water Project entitlement and recycled water. Conservation and efficiency improvements are projected
to continue to contribute to the supply by displacing demand that would otherwise have to be supplied.
Santa Barbara also owns a desalination plant which was constructed in 1991 in response to the severe drought
from 1986 to 1991. Once the 1991 drought ended, the facility was placed into a stand-by mode. During
prolonged drought periods when local supplies are limited, the City relies on short-term extraordinary
conservation, imported water conveyed through the State Water Project, increased groundwater, and as-
needed reactivation of the desalination facility.

Due to three consecutive critically dry years (which were the driest in recorded history), the City Council
declared a Stage 1 drought condition on February 11, 2014, and subsequently a Stage 2 drought condition on
May 20, 2014, requiring a 20% reduction in demand through extraordinary conservation measures. While
the adopted LTWSP included a planned short-term demand reduction of 10-15% during drought periods,
the severity of the unprecedented State-wide drought condition required a 20% reduction in demand. Stage
2 reflects that a serious water shortage is expected in the current or impending year and includes drought-
based water rates and mandatory water use restrictions that are now in effect to achieve the 20% reduction in
demand.

At this time there are no restrictions on new residential development. The 2011 LTWSP includes the
projected water demand from development anticipated under the City’s General Plan. New development,
including residential units, represents a small portion of overall water usage and incorporates the latest
efficiency standards for landscaping and plumbing fixtures. Water usage reduction measures have been
imposed on existing customers to help conserve water. Residential development restrictions will be
considered should the City’s water supply situation continue to worsen.

Sewer Capacity

The maximum capacity of the El Estero Wastewater Treatment Plant (EI Estero) is 11 million gallons per day
(MGD) and the peak dry weather flow capacity is 19 MGD. El Estero currently operates at 73 percent of its
capacity, treating approximately 8.0 MGD of wastewater.

Recently the City has spent $12 million to upgrade the El Estero facility. The plant was originally designed
to treat the wastewater for a population of 104,000, which was the anticipated population for the City in
2012. With the renovations, the El Estero is now capable of treating wastewater demands for the next 10 or
more years. Sewer capacity is not expected to constrain new development.

Air Quality

Air pollution contributes to a lessening of quality of life and potential health effects. The regional South
Coast Air Basin is influenced by local topographic and meteorological conditions, including variable wind
flow and periodic inversion layers that may preclude dispersal of pollutants and result in air stagnation and
smog. Sources of air pollutant emissions contributing to smog production include motor vehicle exhaust,
stationary sources such as from industry, and offshore oil production and natural oil seepage. In addition,
particulate matter, a lung irritant, results from sources such as road dust, construction and demolition, engine
exhaust, and agriculture.
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The largest contributor to our locally generated air pollution is on-road mobile sources (cars and trucks),
which contribute over 60 percent of the reactive organic gases and 88 percent of the emissions of oxides of
nitrogen (precursors that combine to form ozone). In recent decades, the number of registered automobiles
in Santa Barbara County has increased at rates higher than population growth. The number of vehicle miles
traveled by local motorists has also increased. The increasing use of automobiles for personal transportation
makes it difficult to improve local air quality.

Air quality planning to attain required Federal and State air quality standards is based on land use and
population growth projections for the region. Attaining air quality standards also depends on controlling
emissions from industry. As long as the County remains in “non-attainment” status for some regulatory
standards, air quality will remain a constraint to new development.

Proximity of Residential Land Uses to U.S. Highway 101

The City continues to encourage in-fill residential and mixed-use development, sometimes in close proximity
to roadways, including U.S. Hwy 101, and sometime adjacent to commercial-industrial uses. Thus, future
residents, particularly children living in such locations could be exposed to higher pollutant levels with
associated health effects.

Based on recent studies pertaining to sensitive receptors, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has
provided a recommended setback guideline for sensitive receptors of 500 feet from urban roads with 100,000
vehicles per day. City surface and arterial streets carry lower traffic volumes, making U.S. Hwy 101 the only
roadway with the potential to affect sensitive receptors.

In 2009, the City conducted a special study to review potential hazards associated with development near the
freeway. The analysis showed that new vehicle standards, diesel fuel reformulation, as well as CARB-adopted
Diesel Risk Reduction Measures have resulted in lower diesel particulate emissions, thereby reducing potential
cancer risks near freeways. Based on these changes, as well as the level of traffic volumes and meteorological
conditions in the City, the analysis recommended that a 250-foot setback would be more appropriate for the

City.

In response to the CARB setback guideline and the City's analysis of an appropriate setback for residential
development or other sensitive receptors, new units (excluding units incorporating certain design features or
having site specific climate and topographic conditions that avoid or address air quality risks from Highway
101) within 250 feet of U.S. Hwy 101 will not be allowed until the CARB phased diesel emissions
regulations are implemented and diesel emission risks reduced. While this interim restriction will result in a
constraint to the production of housing, it is necessary to protect public health.

Land Availability

Santa Barbara is a mature city, and not much vacant land remains for residential or nonresidential
development. Most of the residentially zoned vacant land that remains is on steep slopes and is unsuitable for
the density required to provide lower income housing. The City encourages infill and redevelopment to
provide housing within the City, specifically in the commercial Downtown along main transit corridors, and
surrounding multi-family residential zones (see Suitable Sites Inventory). In addition, the City continues to
encourage mixed use incentives and increased densities to promote the production of affordable housing for
its residents.
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Traffic Capacity

Traffic levels are another component of quality of life. Traffic flow on urban street networks is most
restricted at intersections. Intersection levels of service (LOS) are identified by letter grades of A-F, with LOS
A indicating free flowing conditions and LOS F representing substantial delay from excessive volume of cars
within a specified intersection capacity. As part of its General Plan Circulation Element, the City adopted a
policy goal of LOS “C” for acceptable traffic levels at signalized intersections.

For purposes of environmental impact evaluation for new development, City guidelines identify significant
traffic impacts with added peak-hour traffic (i.e., morning and afternoon commuter traffic) that causes
intersections to exceed 0.77 volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) or contributes peak-hour traffic to intersections
already impacted at 0.77 or greater V/C. Presently, the City has thirteen intersections with levels of service
within the LOS C range or worse during peak-hour traffic. With the addition of cumulative traffic associated
with approved and in-process projects, traffic levels would exceed the City’s LOS C policy goal for some
additional intersections during the peak hour.

The State is in the process of eliminating congestion as an environmental impact, which is measured in Level
of Service at intersections and on freeways. In its place, the State is proposing to measure green house gas
emissions, which is calculated by measuring the Vehicle Miles Traveled between housing and commercial
land uses. This change will effectively remove traffic congestion as a constraint to new housing production.
This switch is anticipated to take place later in 2015.

The City Council has established a commitment to the development of housing as a high priority, and has
retained the option for approval of housing projects even with significant traffic impacts, through the
adoption of findings of “overriding considerations” about the benefits of housing development. Nevertheless,
under State law, projects with potentially significant traffic impacts must undergo an environmental review
process prior to consideration for approval, which adds to the constraints of housing development.

Energy Conservation

To promote energy conservation, an ongoing goal of the City has been to achieve maximum use of
conservation measures and alternative, renewable energy sources in new and existing residences. By
encouraging and assisting residents to utilize energy more efficiently, the need for costly new energy supplies,
and the social and economic hardships associated with any future shortages of conventional energy sources
will be minimized.

Architectural Board of Review Guidelines

One of the goals of the City’s ABR is to improve the general quality of the environment and promote
conservation of natural and manmade resources of the City. The ABR Guidelines state that buildings shall be
designed and oriented to maximize energy efficiency and conservation including the design of lighting. All
feasible passive and active solar design principles are encouraged. Shading of westerly building exposures is
encouraged and winter sun should be allowed on roofs, patios and buildings.
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The ABR Guidelines encourage applicants to incorporate green building design principles and use energy
efficiently. In 2006, the City adopted Solar Energy Guidelines and a Solar Recognition Award Program that
encourage the installation of solar energy systems. Buildings that conserve resources and use renewable
sources of energy, including solar, wind, and biomass are supported if the design maintains an acceptable
aesthetic quality and fits into the site and neighborhood. Solar Energy Systems Awards are given out to
development projects that demonstrate high-performance and aesthetically designed solar energy systems. In
regards to water conservation, the ABR Guidelines require that landscaping and plant selection be planned
with consideration for water conservation.

Solar Access and Design Guidelines

The City’s Solar Access and Design Guidelines are utilized in the review of new residential development and
subdivisions. The guidelines provide guidance on subdivision design, including street configuration and
building orientation, building siting, and landscape design. Santa Barbara Municipal Code §28.11,
Protection and Enhancement of Solar Access, was adopted to ensure new residential development in
residential zones does not cast a shadow on neighboring residential buildings. If shadow is cast on
neighboring property, additional height limits could be imposed, or roof pitch may need to be altered, to
comply with the Ordinance.

Green Building Requirements

The design, construction and operation of “green” projects minimize the use of energy, water and materials
while cutting waste and improving health and air quality. Reduce, reuse, and recycle are key strategies for
green building. The City partners with the Santa Barbara Contractor’s Association Built Green Program to
promote green building techniques and practices. The “Built Green Program” has been adopted as a City
standard rating that provides incentives for priority plan check review. In addition, certain single family
residential units in excess of 4,000 square feet must be designed to achieve a two-star “Built Green” or
equivalent rating.

Water Conservation

A significant amount of energy in California is used for water distribution. Saving water saves energy.
Promoting water efficiency is the goal of the City’s Water Conservation Program. As part of the program, a
Water Conservation Inspector will examine homes or businesses and inspect the water system at no cost.
Inspection usually includes an examination of the meter and fixtures for leaks, a performance test of the
irrigation system, and specific recommendations for increased water efficiency. The City currently provides
free information on water efficient use in landscaping and irrigation, indoor water efficiency, free low flow
shower heads and toilet rebate program.

Energy conservation in new development is regulated by Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations and is
enforced by the City. The City does not have a program to encourage developers to propose energy
conservation measures above Title 24 requirements. The General Plan Update includes implementation
actions that address water conservation practices, including the use of recycled water. Given the climate of
the Santa Barbara region, building costs are not significantly increased due to the incorporation of state
energy regulations.
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Coastal Zone Housing

State law has special requirements for Coastal Zone jurisdictions. The following information complies with
those special requirements. Over the years, this information has been placed in the Government Constraints
section. City requests to increase housing opportunities in the Waterfront have been rejected by the Coastal
Commission. Policies and strategies to protect and provide affordable housing in the City (including the
Coastal areas) are provided in the Goals, Policies and Implementation section.

* Since January 1982, 139 new housing units have been approved for construction in the City’s
Coastal Zone. This includes the 40-unit Yanonali Street condominium project. None were required
replacement units.  Since 1982, 156 hotel rooms in El Escorial have been converted to
condominiums.

» Twenty-four (24) units for low and moderate income households were required to be provided as a
result of projects approved either within the Coastal Zone or within three miles of it.

» Eighteen (18) units were occupied by low and moderate income households and were authorized to
be demolished or converted in the Coastal Zone since January 1, 1982.

*  One (1) unit for low and moderate income households was required either within the Coastal Zone
or within three miles, in order to replace those being demolished or converted.

In 2005, the Ocean-Oriented Commercial (OC) Zone was established to achieve balanced use in the City’s
Waterfront and maintain the small scale, local character that is unique to this area. The zone is intended to
foster a vital, mixed-use neighborhood and preserve and protect the coastal environment.

After working through concerns expressed by Coastal Commission staff regarding residential uses in the OC
zone, agreement was reached to limit new residential development to mixed-use projects where residential use
is no more than 70 percent of the project floor area on lots north of the railroad tracks. The OC zone also
exempts affordable housing projects comprised exclusively of units affordable to very, low, or moderate-
income households from the mixed-use requirements. Further, the OC zone allows existing residential uses
to be rehabilitated, remodeled and expanded up to 20 percent of the existing floor area.

NON-GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

Land Costs

Land costs are affected primarily by regional supply and demand factors. Santa Barbara is a highly desirable
area due to its pleasant climate, scenic views, beautiful architecture and charming ambience. In addition,
Santa Barbara is a regional center for employment, education, health care, entertainment and the arts.
Therefore the demand for developable land is very robust.

Several factors limit the supply of land. Geographically, the City occupies a narrow shelf of land situated
between the ocean and the mountains. The City is essentially built out, leaving little developable vacant land.
Therefore, the City’s desirable location coupled with very limited developable land ensures that real estate
values remain high, even in periods of decline in the regional housing market (Strategic Economics 2009).

The average price of residential land in the City for residential development ranges from $60 to $120 per
square foot depending on the zoning and density allowed. Similarly, the average price of non-residential land
used for residential development ranges from $90 to $210 per square foot depending on zoning, density
allowed by the Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program and location. This high land value reflects the
scarcity of developable land. The demand to live in Santa Barbara is so much greater than the supply of land
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on which to build residential development that landowners are willing to hold out for extremely high prices
rather than sell at prices that reflect the current decline in development or home prices (Strategic Economics
2009).

High land costs may make affordable housing development infeasible unless expected rents or sales prices are
high enough to recover the additional land costs. Therefore, high land costs are a primary constraint in the
production of affordable housing.

Construction Costs

Construction costs have also increased considerably. There are few means available to the City for reducing
construction costs. The City encourages higher densities for affordable housing projects through the Average
Unit-Size Density Incentive Program and state density bonus which helps produce economies of scale. The
City is currently considering a 10 percent reduction in the minimum sizes required for rental units.
Architects have also helped limit construction costs by creating simple, open designs and calling for less
expensive but durable materials.

Financial Costs

The availability of conventional financing for affordable housing development has remained steady. Although
financing generally is more difficult to secure, recent affordable housing projects have been successful in
securing financing. The active nonprofit developers have excellent track records, and banks are meeting their
obligations under the Community Reinvestment Act. In addition, the cost of financing has decreased, as
interest rates have dropped to record lows.

Cost increases for land and construction have resulted in a dramatic increase in the amount of subsidy needed
to make housing affordable to low income households. The City has increased its typical subsidy to
approximately $100,000 per unit and higher. Since the amount of funds available to the City has increased
only slightly, the increased need for subsidy reduces the City’s ability to produce affordable housing. During
the 2008 recession, construction and land costs dropped considerably. However in more recent years, while
construction and land costs have increased significantly, the cost of financing has stabilized.

Finding funds for predevelopment has always been a formidable challenge for affordable housing developers.
Very few lenders are willing to finance this very risky stage of project development. The City received a ten-
year $750,000 loan in 2000 from the California Housing Financing Agency’s HELP program to capitalize a
revolving predevelopment loan fund. These funds assisted the construction of 163 affordable rental housing
units. The HELP loan was repaid to the State in 2009. Until it was eliminated by the State, the City’s
Redevelopment Agency also provided predevelopment assistance.

Community opposition to the development of affordable housing has not been a severe constraint in Santa
Barbara. Due to strong local community participation that is actively encouraged, Santa Barbara generally
experiences less “NIMBY-ism” than other communities. High quality design and solid property management
result in a product that does not match the commonly held perception of what “public housing” looks like.
When neighborhood opposition does arise, Santa Barbara’s Planning Commission and City Council have
consistently demonstrated strong support for affordable housing.
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Suitable Sites Inventory

State Housing Law Section 65583 (a)(3) of the Government Code requires that the Housing Element contain
a parcel-specific inventory of appropriately zoned, available, and suitable sites that provide housing
opportunities for all income segments of the community. The purpose of the land inventory is to analyze
whether the City’s existing residential development potential is adequate to meet the projected housing needs
as identified in the 2014-2022 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) prepared by the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governments (SBCAG).

The City’s share of the regional housing need will be met through a variety of ways, including units already
completed or approved since the beginning of the RHNA period (January 1, 2014). In addition, available
vacant and underutilized land in residential and commercial zoned areas will be included. A thorough land
inventory is intended to identify whether additional governmental actions are needed in order to provide

enough sites with appropriate zoning, development standards, and infrastructure capacity to accommodate
the RHNA.

The evaluation of suitable development sites includes a listing of individual parcels by Assessor’s Parcel
Number (APN), size of parcel, zone classification, and general plan designation. Existing use, allowable
residential density, and the realistic unit capacity are included to demonstrate the realistic development
potential for each parcel. Existing constraints including environmental issues and the availability of existing
and planned public service capacity are also provided in the analysis.

The City’s land inventory was completed using GIS land use database, County Assessor’s land use codes,
aerial photography, field inspections and review of the Land Use Element and Zoning Ordinance. The
inventory identifies opportunity sites and estimates the potential development capacity. Both residentially and
non-residentially zoned parcels which are vacant or underutilized, and could be developed with residential
uses were identified. The majority of residential development potential is in the multi-family and commercial
zones where the highest densities are allowed. This section of the Housing Element demonstrates that the
City has sufficient land inventory and zoning capacity to accommodate the City’s assigned share of regional
housing need within existing and proposed General Plan and zoning capacities.

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION

Local jurisdictions are required to incorporate the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) into their
Housing Elements. The RHNA allocation to local agencies serves as the basis for determining if adequate
sites and zoning capacity exist to accommodate the number of housing units, by income level as identified in
the RHNA plan. Table H-37 provides the City’s RHNA share for the 2014-2022 projection period by

income group.
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The State and SBCAG have determined that the City’s RHNA share for the current planning period is 4,099
additional units, including 962 very low-income, 701 low-income, 820 moderate-income, and 1,617 above
moderate units (Table H-37).

Table H-37: Regional Housing Needs Allocation (2014 — 2022)

City of Santa Barbara
Income Group Number of Units Percentage
Very Low Income: 962* 23%
Low Income: 701 17%
Moderate Income: 820 20%
Above Moderate: 1,617 39%
Total Units 4,099 100%

Source: SBCAG 2014-2022 Regional Housing Needs Plan, 2013

*Extremely low units make up 50% of the very low income unit allocation.

The following discussion of land inventory, zoning capacity and opportunity sites demonstrates that the City
has the capacity to meet the overall RHNA number of 4,099 units. The greatest challenge will be developing
financing and partnerships to develop the very low, low and moderate income housing.

SUITABLE SITE INVENTORY AND DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY

To accommodate affordable housing, the land inventory focused on commercial and multi-family zones.
These zones permit the highest density residential development, and have the zoning capacity and policy
incentives for infill and redevelopment. It is recognized that the higher density residential and commercial
zones that allow mixed-use development, provide the potential for lower construction costs because of existing
infrastructure and economies of scale, and are therefore most suitable for development of housing affordable
to very low- and low income households.

Sites identified in the land inventory as having the greatest potential to accommodate housing affordable to
lower-income households allow increased densities ranging from 15-36 du/acre, and up to 63 du/acre in the
Priority Housing Overlay areas. Higher densities, along with substantial city subsidies are required to meet
the RHNA allocation for very low, low and moderate-income households. The City is also concerned about
home ownership opportunities for middle income households. Given current market conditions, these
opportunities are also more likely to occur in multi-family development. Multi-family developments allow
the land and construction costs to be spread or shared by more units.

In 2008, the City prepared the Development Trends Report, which presents database information on residential
and non-residential development trends over an 18-year timeframe (1990-2007). This report confirmed the
increasing amount of residential development activity in the multi-family and commercial zones. It also
showed that commercially zoned properties, especially in the Downtown area, largely redevelop with less
commercial square footage than existed and/or maximize residential densities. This trend continues today,
illustrating that it is reasonable to assume that underutilized opportunity sites, even those currently developed
with non-residential structures, could be expected to redevelop with higher density residential units.
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Additionally, in an effort to help the City Council and residents visualize higher density residential
development, a design charrette was held in July 2011. Local architects, designers, landscape architects,
developers, and land use planners designed a number of prototype housing projects using selected opportunity
sites. Among the objectives of the charrette was to draft well designed residential projects that maximize
economically viable “workforce” housing.

This exercise revealed that efficient use of land is important. Contiguous opportunity sites were combined to
accommodate residential development. The practice of consolidating smaller parcels is regularly used to
provide adequate area for development. The opportunity sites ranged between 0.05 acres (2,000 square feet)
and 0.69 acres (30,000 square feet), and when combined the project sites varied in size, up to a maximum of

1.54 acres (67,000 square feet).

All the prototype housing projects were designed to accommodate the maximum density allowed by the High
Density incentive program (36 units/acre) or the Priority Housing Overlay (63 units/acre) under the Average
Unit-Size Density Incentive Program. The design charrette demonstrated that smaller opportunity sites can
realistically contribute to the production of higher density residential development, particularly new
affordable multi-family rental and ownership housing.

Past residential development trends demonstrate that smaller opportunity sites can be developed with multi-
family rental and ownership housing. Smaller lot development is generally more compatible with existing
neighborhood development patterns, and therefore more likely to succeed.

Merging of adjoining parcels to acquire sufficient land area as well as allowing reduced development standard
requirements, often play a part in providing affordable rental and ownership housing opportunities. It is not
uncommon for developers to propose the merging of several contiguous parcels in order to accommodate
their development. This practice allows smaller opportunity sites to be joined together, thus contributing to
the overall lot area for the project. In addition, development standard incentives such as lot area and parking
modifications are typically granted to facilitate the construction of affordable housing units. Lot Area
modifications allow housing projects to exceed density standards provided that the over-density units are
offered to households qualifying for affordable rents or purchase prices.

Parking reductions are allowed for projects that are 100 percent rental and affordable to very low and low
income households. Reduced parking is also allowed for housing units intended for senior and disabled
households. Further, the City permits reduced parking in certain mixed use developments and/or projects
located in the City’s Central Business District.

The Housing Element includes Policy H10 that supports residential development on vacant infill sites, as well
as the redevelopment of residentially and commercially zoned opportunity sites with residential uses. In
addition, Implementation Actions H11.7 and H11.8 specifically address the development of underutilized
and smaller opportunity sites. Implementation Action H11.19 was added to encourage the consolidation of
underutilized and small parcels for the development of affordable housing.

The following developed sites demonstrate that smaller lots can realistically accommodate new residential
development.  These residential developments were facilitated by merging parcels and/or receiving
development standard incentives:

= 315 W. Carrillo (El Carrillo) — Three lots were merged for a total lot area of 21,740 square feet. The
site is developed with 61 efficiency rental studios affordable to low income households and one
manager’s unit. This development received a lot area, unit size, setback, and parking modification to
achieve a residential density of 124 units per acre.
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* 335 W. Carrillo Street (Casa de Las Fuentes) — Two adjacent lots with a combined lot area of 33,750
square feet were merged to develop 42 rental units affordable to low and moderate income
households. This development received a setback and guest parking modification to accommodate
the residential density of 54 units per acre.

» 416 E. Cota Street (Artisan Court) — Three lots were merged for a total lot area of 39,603 square feet.
The site is developed with 55 studio apartments affordable to very low income households and one
manager’s unit. This development received a lot area, setback and parking modification to facilitate
the residential density of 62 units per acre.

* 617 Garden Street (Building Hope) — Fifty-one rental apartment units affordable to very low income
households are developed on a 39,444 square foot site. This mixed use project received a lot area and
parking modification to accommodate the residential density of 56 units per acre.

= 712 Chapala Street (Paseo Chapala) — Two lots were merged for a total lot area of 38,250 square feet.
This site is developed with a mixed use project consisting of 29 for purchase condominiums (21
market rate, 3 middle income, and 5 moderate income units) and received an open space and parking
modification to accommodate the residential density of 33 units per acre.

= 121 W. De la Guerra — Fourteen for sale condominiums (11 market rate and 3 middle income units)
are developed on this 22,500 square foot site. This development received a lot area and open space
modification to accommodate the residential density of 27 units per acre.

» 328 Chapala Street (Chapala Lofts) — Seventeen for sale residential condominiums (14 market rate
and 3 moderate income units) are developed on a 25,000 square foot site. This development received
a lot area modification to accommodate the residential density of 28 units per acre.

Suitable Opportunity Sites

Following the analysis of residential projects in the pipeline, the City assessed the commercial and multi-
family zones for opportunity sites or those parcels determined to be feasible and desirable for residential
redevelopment within this planning period. Increased housing development in and around the City’s
Downtown area and along transportation corridors is encouraged by the General Plan. In the mid-1990’s,
the City purposefully restricted commercial development to 3 million square feet (through December 31,
2009) and encouraged residential development on commercial properties to improve the jobs/housing
imbalance. As evidenced by the City’s development trends for the past 20 years, the restriction of non-

residential square footage has been successful in producing additional housing units.

Given the market and development trends illustrated by the pipeline projects, residential development in
commercial zones has increased. This is consistent with the goals and policies established in the City’s Land
Use and Circulation Elements as well as the historical pattern of development targeting higher density

development in the Downtown area near jobs, transit and recreation / cultural activities.

Unlike many other cities in the State of California, the City of Santa Barbara has a long established practice of
allowing and encouraging residential development in commercial zones. Residential development is allowed
throughout the City, except in the relatively small industrial area of the City (less than 1 percent of the total
land area) and in portions of the City’s Coastal Zone as dictated by Coastal Act land use priorities.

Residential development is allowed in most commercial zones at densities ranging from 28-36 du/acre. In
addition, a Priority Housing Overlay meant to encourage affordable rental, employer sponsored and co-
operative housing would allow densities from 37-63 du/acre. These densities are intended to promote small,
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more affordable units that provide affordable housing opportunities for the community, particularly the City’s
local workforce. The smaller the average size of the unit, the greater the density allowance, up to a maximum
36 du/acre (63 du/acre with the Priority Housing Overlay) in most commercial zones. Likewise, in the R-
3/R-4 multi-family zones, densities ranging from 15-27 du/acre are permitted based on average unit size.
This approach is designed to discourage the proliferation of large, luxurious and costly units, while
concentrating densities in the most sustainable locations (e.g., near transit, access to commercial services,
access to parks and open space, etc.).

As part of the General Plan Update (Plan Santa Barbara) process, non-residential development is limited to
1.35 million square feet to the year 2030, which is a reduction from the prior General Plan non-residential
development allocation of 3 million square feet. Based on the City’s past development trends, it is expected
that the outcome of the non-residential growth limitation will continue past trends and result in more
housing production.

Residential Development Potential in Commercial Zones

Suitable Opportunity Sites in Commercial Zones

An inventory of vacant and underdeveloped parcels in commercial zones was undertaken to identify their
build-out potential. The analysis used the City’s GIS land use database and the County Assessors land use
codes. Aerial photography and site inspections were also used to verify the status of certain parcels. The
following steps were taken and assumptions made to calculate the residential development potential in
commercial zones:

= All non-residentially zoned parcels were identified in the database.

*  Non-residentially zoned parcels that do not allow residential use (i.e., M-1, OM-1, HRC-1, portions
of HRC-2 and C-X overlay zone) were removed from the database.

*  The improvement value per square foot for each property was calculated using the County Assessor’s
improvement valuation for the parcel (Assessor’s Improvement Value divided by the lot size).

= Public land, including parks was removed from the database.

» DParcels with historic buildings (Landmarks or Structures of Merit) or owned by the State of
California and part of El Presidio were removed from the database.

= Parcels with significant environmental constraints associated with biological resources, floodplain, air
quality, and creeks or slopes of 30 percent or more were removed from the database.

* Low improvement value per square foot of lot area was used to determine which non-residential
zoned parcels were more likely than others to redevelop with residential uses, (generally $27/square
foot of lot area or less). The low improvement value per square foot was based on the analysis of 30
pending residential projects in commercial zones with the average improvement/area value of
$26.7/square foot.

*  Commercially zoned parcels identified in the inventory fall within two land use designations,
Medium High Density and High Density. The Medium High Density designation allows 15-27
du/acre and the High Density designation allows 28-36 du/acre depending on the average unit size of
the residential development.

»= To assess a realistic development potential for the commercial parcels designated Medium High
Density (15-27 du/acre), a 20 du/acre build-out potential was assumed.

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT 81



HOUSING ELEMENT

»  To assess a realistic development potential for the commercial parcels designated High Density (28-
36 du/acre), a 30 du/acre build-out potential was assumed.

= Development potential on these opportunity sites assumed that all existing improvements on the
property would be redeveloped at their full residential potential.

The suitable sites inventory identified 806 opportunity sites with residential development potential in
commercial zones. Based on the above steps and assumptions there is the potential to produce approximately
4,609 additional residential units on these parcels.

Residential Development Potential in Multi-Family Zones

Suitable Opportunity Sites in Multi-Family Zones

As stated above, the highest residential densities are allowed in the City’s commercial and multi-family zones.
Vacant and underdeveloped R-3 and R-4 sites were identified using the GIS land use database and County
Assessor’s land use codes. Aerial photography and site inspections were also used as needed.

Historically, the City has encouraged the redevelopment of aging housing stock to more intense multi-family
apartment or condominium development as allowed by the zone. The Zoning Ordinance states that the R-3
and R-4 zone is intended to be “...a residential district of high density in which the principal use of land is for
multiple-family dwellings...”

A recent trend has been to demolish aging housing stock and to replace it with multi-family development. In
some cases, this has been supported by the neighborhood as appropriate recycling and improvement of the
housing stock. In other cases, concerns have been raised about the loss of historic resources or housing that
was “affordable” by virtue of its aging conditions or incompatibility with the neighborhood.

The City’s General Plan Conservation Element provides policy context and direction for protection of
cultural and historic resources in our built environment as well as visual resource protection in our hillside
and open space areas. With respect to historic resources, existing City policies and the Master Environmental
Assessment (MEA) provide guidance to protect resources. Further, the City has responded by initiating
historic surveys. The City recently completed two architectural and historic resource survey areas, including
the Lower Riviera neighborhood. A demolition control ordinance to preserve historically significant resources
has also been adopted.

The following steps were taken and assumptions made to identified opportunity sites and calculate the
residential potential in Multi-Family zones (R-3/R-4 zones):

»  Vacant parcels 3,000 square feet or more were included in the inventory.

*  Underdeveloped parcels are those larger than 4,900 square feet with an existing single family
residence. For the purposes of this development potential / zoning capacity inventory, no further
research was made into the condition, quality or historic nature of the existing residence. It was
assumed that one existing unit on a lot in a multi-family zone was “underdeveloped.” It should be
noted that this exercise is not unlike the analysis nonprofit and for profit developers, realtors or other
development professionals undertake to identify prospective projects.

= Parcels with significant environmental constraints associated with biological resources, floodplain, air
quality, and creeks or slopes of 30 percent or more were removed from the database.
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* R-3/R-4 zoned parcels identified in the inventory fall within two land use designations, Medium
High Density and High Density. The Medium High Density designation allows 15-27 du/acre and
the High Density designation allows 28-36 du/acre depending on the average unit size of the
residential development.

*  To assess a realistic development potential for the R-3/R-4 parcels designated Medium High Density
(15-27 du/acre), a 20 du/acre build-out potential was assumed. For the parcels designated High
Density (28-36 du/acre) a realistic development potential of 30 du/acre was assumed.

The suitable sites inventory identified 566 opportunity sites with residential development potential in multi-
family zones. Based on the above steps and assumptions, there is the potential to produce approximately 932
additional residential units on these parcels.

Residential Development Potential in the Duplex Zone

The City next assessed the City’s R-2 duplex zone for development opportunities. The City’s R-2 zone is a
Medium Density residential district (12 du/acre). The principal use of the land is for two-family dwellings.

Suitable Opportunity Sites in the R-2 Zone

Vacant and underdeveloped parcels in the R-2 zone were identified using the City’s GIS land use database
and the County Assessor’s land use codes. The following steps were taken and assumptions made to identify
opportunity sites and calculate the residential potential in R-2 zones. Identifying opportunity sites in the R-2
zones utilized a two-step process:

*  Vacant R-2 parcels were identified for the inventory. Some parcels were removed from the land
inventory due to their small size. Other parcels had their development potential reduced to 20
percent due to steep slopes.

= All underdeveloped parcels greater than 4,900 square feet with only one single family residence
currently on site were included in the inventory. This step included parcels between 5,000 — 6,000
square feet that were recently made eligible for duplex development.

A total of 891 opportunity sites were identified and are dispersed throughout the R-2 zoned areas in the City.
The development potential on underdeveloped opportunity sites in the R-2 zone is approximately 1,004
units.

Residential Development Potential in the Single Family Zones

The City’s single family zones include the following categories:

A-1 One acre minimum lot size

A-2 25,000 square feet minimum lot size
E-1 15,000 square feet minimum lot size
E-2 10,000 square feet minimum lot size
E-3 7,500 square feet minimum lot size
R-1 6,000 square feet minimum lot size
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The corresponding General Plan designations for these zoning categories include residential densities ranging
from 1 - 5 units per acre. The General Plan also identifies many of these areas to include open space, major
hillsides and visual resources. In the steeper hillside areas, the General Plan envisions significantly lower
densities, as low as one dwelling unit for every 10 or more acres. Approximately 50 percent of the City’s
single family zones are in the High Fire District.

While vacant undeveloped land is believed to be easier to develop than infill development in the City of Santa
Barbara, the majority of vacant land remaining is located in the single family zones. These vacant parcels are
typically located in the hillsides and face significant development constraints such as steep slopes, proximity to
creeks, poor soil conditions, and limited or expensive access to City water and sewer services.

Given the City’s focus and emphasis on infill and multi-family residential development in and around the
City’s commercial core, the City looked at an inventory of vacant land zoned for single family residential
development as the last step and least likely to develop further.

Vacant parcels in the City’s residential zones were identified using the GIS land use database and County
Assessor’s land use codes. Aerial photography and site inspections were also used to verify the status of certain
parcels. As mentioned above, significant site constraints may exist on many of these lots rendering the
development potential to be limited and difficult at best. Further, the City has policies in place regarding
hillside protection, conservation of open space, avoiding development in high fire areas and limiting
development on steep slopes.

To develop a more realistic estimate of the development potential on single family lots for the Housing
Element planning period, the City looked closely at parcel size and City’s slope density requirements. The
City’s slope density requirements mandate that any parcel with an average slope of over 10 percent provide
increased lot area requirements based on the zone. In single family zones, parcels with slopes of 30 percent or
greater must provide three times the standard minimum lot size requirements. This is often difficult to
achieve especially in the steeper areas and higher reaches of the City’s foothills. Further, development of these
constrained hilly sites often encounter geologic, biologic or other environmental constraints that often
requires extra care, caution and special studies in the development and design phases.

Therefore, for the purposes of this RHNA analysis, it was assumed that only 20 percent of the entire parcel
with slopes over 30 percent had realistic development potential within the 2015-2023 Housing Element
planning period. Approximately 110 vacant and underdeveloped sites in single family zones were identified
for the inventory. The estimated development potential on these sites is 196 units.

It should be noted that the City has a Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance and development standards that
are highly protective of single family neighborhoods. The City ordinance prohibits second units in high fire
areas (approximately 50 percent of the City’s single family zones). For these reasons, very few secondary
dwelling units have been built. To date, the City has permitted only 16 units. For the purposes of meeting
the City’s RHNA, it is not realistic to think that a substantial increase in secondary dwelling units will occur
even with the passage of new state legislation streamlining the permit process. It is not the process but the
development standards that make significant building of second units in single family zones unlikely.

Suitable Sites Inventory Summary

Table H-38 provides a summary of the City’s vacant land and opportunity sites analysis by project status and
by zone district type. Appendix H, Available Land Inventory Table, of the General Plan, provides a parcel-
by-parcel listing of the vacant land inventory and opportunity sites by zone.
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Table H-38: Summary of Opportunity Sites Development Potential
City of Santa Barbara (2014)

Oppo.rtunity Total Cumulative
Commercial Zones 806 4,609 4,609 112%
R-3 / R-4 Multi-Family Zones 566 932 5,541 135%
R-2 Duplex 891 1,004 6,545 160%
Single Family Zones 110 196 6,741* 164%
RHNA = 4,099 Units

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014
*The number of total units excludes potential residential units within the 250 foot U.S. Highway 101 setback.

Table H-38 above demonstrates that the City has the land and zoning capacity to meet the regional housing
needs allocation for this planning period. However, given land costs, construction costs and other market
conditions, simply providing higher density zoning may not result in housing affordable to very low and low-
income households in Santa Barbara. The City’s experience is that it requires community partnerships and
public subsidies to provide housing available to very low, low and even moderate income households. Over
the past 20 years, the City has been very successful in providing and leveraging funds, developing
partnerships, identifying and acting on land banking opportunities. Unfortunately, as identified in the
nongovernmental constraints section, construction costs can be prohibitive.

A challenge for the 2015 Housing Element will be to identify ways to make public subsidies stretch farther,
identify new sources of funding, take a closer look at what role City requirements play in the cost of
construction and consider new ways to provide affordable housing. In these discussions, it will be important
to recognize the positive impact the quality of design, construction and maintenance of affordable housing
projects in the City of Santa Barbara has on the continued success for affordable projects. The City is
fortunate to have an inventory of all types and sizes of affordable housing projects that fit well and enhance
many City neighborhoods. The City has a very strong track record in partnering with nonprofit, and more
recently, for-profit housing developers.

QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES

State law acknowledges that total housing needs identified may exceed available resources and the
community’s ability to satisfy this need. Under these circumstances, the quantified objectives need not be
identical to the total housing needs. The quantified objectives should estimate number of housing units by
income category that are likely to be built, rehabilitated, or conserved/preserved over the 2015 - 2023
Housing Element planning period.
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The quantified objectives do not represent a ceiling on development, but rather set a target goal for the City
to achieve based on needs, resources and constraints. The City’s best estimate of what could actually be
constructed during the 2015 - 2023 Housing Element planning period is based on historical residential
development trends from 1990 to 2007. Consideration must also be given to market conditions, property
owners willingness to develop or redevelop property and implementation of the 2015 Housing Element

policies and programs.

Potential residential development for the eight-year planning period was estimated by extending the average
annual rate of residential units and permitting activity (pending, approved and built units) that occurred
between 1990 and 2007. This calculates up to 1,208 additional residential units (average rate of 151
units/year x 8 years) to the year 2023 (Table H-39). The last two decades have been characterized by
economic swings and housing market cycles. Taking an annual average over this time period renders a more
realistic estimate that is consistent with development trends in the City over a 20 year time span.

For the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income housing, the estimate is based on past
performance and budget assumptions from affordable housing subsidy sources. Given the housing market
conditions, a larger subsidy per unit is needed due to increased construction costs. Funding from the federal
HOME program is not keeping pace. The City currently holds a contractual asset option on a 50-unit
affordable rental project known as Presidio Park. A conservative value is estimated at approximately $10
million. The City may assign or sell this option to fund new affordable housing units. Post RDA project
funding is more complex and involves Low Income Housing Tax Credits in combination with other sources
of funding. Another source of potential funds could be an allocation to Housing Development of a portion
of the 12% property tax increment the City receives annually. Rental and sale prices for affordable units are

established consistent with State and Federal requirements.

The City’s quantified objective for construction of new units using public and/or private sources over the
planning period is estimated to be 1,208. Additionally, approximately 110 existing units are expected to be
rehabilitated, and 60 existing affordable units are projected to be preserved. The total number of housing
units estimated to be constructed, rehabilitated or preserved during the 2015 - 2023 Housing Element
planning period is 1,378 units.

Table H-39: Quantified Objectives (2015 — 2023)

City of Santa Barbara
Income Category New . Rehabilitation Conservat}onl Total
Construction Preservation

Extremely Low,

Very Low, Low 109 10 60 279
Moderate 13 0 0 13
Above Moderate 1,086 N/A N/A 1,086
Total 1,208 110 60 1,378

Source: City of Santa Barbara 2014

Appendix G contains the 2015 Housing Element Eight-Year Work Program, which identifies timeframes for
implementing the goals, policies and implementation actions to achieve the City’s housing objectives.
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GOALS

Housing Opportunities: Ensure a full range of housing opportunities for all persons
regardless of race, religion, sex, age, marital status, sexual orientation, ancestry, national
origin, color or economic status, with special emphasis on providing housing
opportunities for low income, moderate, middle income and special needs households.

New Housing Development: Encourage the production of new housing opportunities
which are sustainable, and increase equity by providing a sufficiently wide range in type
and affordability to meet the needs of all economic and social groups, with special
emphasis on housing that meets the needs of extremely low, very low, low, moderate,
middle income and special needs households.

Conservation and Improvement of Existing Housing: Conserve the existing housing
stock and improve its condition while minimizing displacement, maintaining housing
affordability, and preventing future blight or deterioration.

Regional Cooperation and Jobs/Housing Balance: Coordinate City efforts with those
of surrounding communities towards balancing jobs and housing in the regional housing
market.

Public Education and Information: Continue public education regarding affordable
housing to increase awareness of the housing needs of extremely low, very low, low,
moderate and middle income and special needs houscholds and to inform the public
about existing affordable housing opportunities, available resources and programs.

Housing Opportunities Policies

HI.

H2.

Social and Economic Diversity. Promote new housing programs that retain and support social,
economic and ethnic diversity.

Housing Opportunities. Promote equal housing opportunities for all segments of the community,
with special emphasis given to extremely low, very low, low, moderate, middle income and special
needs households.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H2.1  Special Needs Population. Continue to fund a wide range of housing, human and

community service programs and capital projects that strive to meet the needs of children,
families, seniors, disabled persons, homeless, victims of domestic violence, and others.
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H3.

H4.

88

H2.2

H2.3

H2.4

Rental Housing Mediation. Continue to fund, staff and support the Rental Housing

Mediation Task Force, and publicize Rental Housing Mediation Task Force services and
information on tenant and landlord rights including evictions, terminations and fair housing

issues.

Promote Public Awareness. Continue using CDBG funds to promote equal opportunity

provisions and remedies under state and federal law.

Enforcement Against Discrimination. If budget allows, develop adequate staffing and
funding to pursue and assist the State Department of Fair Employment and Housing staff in
pursuing enforcement actions against discrimination in housing under Civil Code Section 52
(c) with emphasis on discrimination against families with children in rental housing.

Homelessness Prevention. Support programs and efforts designed to prevent homelessness.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H3.1

H3.2

H3.3

H3.4

H3.5

H3.6

Continuum of Care Program. Continue to implement the Consolidated Action Plan’s

Continuum of Care program in conjunction with adjacent jurisdictions and community-
based organizations.

Prevention Programs. Seek funding for homeless prevention programs, such as a program to

provide short-term financial assistance to households threatened by eviction due to an
inability to pay rent.

Supportive Housing. Support the conversion of existing hotels and motels to sponsored

residential hotels, Single Room Occupancy (SRO) projects, or apartments for the homeless.

Recreational Vehicle Park. Facilitate application for a Recreational Vehicle (RV) park
through the City's permitting process. Work with the County and other local agencies to
locate RV parks.

RV Park Program. Consider providing financial support for an RV park project if an

application is submitted by a qualified sponsor/developer.

RV Parking Locations. Continue zoning provisions for churches and non-profits to allow
overnight RV parking under limited conditions.

Homeless Shelters and Services. Support other agencies and nonprofit organizations in their efforts

to provide shelter and services for the homeless.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H4.1

H4.2

Casa Esperanza. Continue to fund and support Casa Esperanza Homeless Shelter or other
suitable shelter facilities, and encourage a broad range of such services throughout the region
including services with year round programming.

Operational and Service Needs. Support the operational and service needs (such as child

care and job training) of homeless shelter and service providers. Provide financing when
possible.
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HS5.

Ho.

H7.

Transitional Housing Opportunities. Increase the supply and variety of transitional housing
opportunities.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H5.1 Transitional Housing. Continue to fund community-based non-profit agencies, such as

Transition House, to provide a range of transitional housing opportunities.

H5.2  Regional Coordination. Coordinate with the County of Santa Barbara and the cities of

Carpinteria and Goleta to develop, update and implement the Consolidated Plan’s
Continuum of Care programs.

Housing Opportunities for Seniors. Seck to ensure the availability of a range of housing
opportunities with an emphasis on extremely, very low, low and moderate income seniors.
Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

HG6.1  Senior Housing. Encourage the development of a full range of senior living situations,
available at market and affordable rates.

H6.2  Unit Acquisition and Rehabilitation. Continue to promote and assist in the acquisition and
rehabilitation of existing dwelling units for use as affordable senior housing.

H6.3  Upgrade Senior Facilities. Continue to facilitate private sector efforts to upgrade existing
senior housing facilities, including services for seniors with long term care needs, in order to
provide improved senior housing opportunities.

H6.4  Non-Institutional Facilities. Encourage small, non-institutional facilities that meet the needs

of the older senior population (75+).

HG6.5  Senior Advocacy. Continue to work with the Area Agency on Aging,.

H6.6  Support Services. Encourage the expansion of support services such as house cleaning,

cooking, shopping and financial advising in order to meet the needs of the older,
independent senior population.

H6.7  Housing Incentives. Continue to provide reduced parking incentives for senior housing

projects in combination with bonus densities to encourage the development of small senior
and disabled apartment projects including efficiencies and congregate care.

H6.8  Design Guidelines. Adopt site and unit design guidelines for senior and disabled units,

which incorporate all relevant federal, state and local laws, as well as recommendations from
the Access Advisory Committee (AAC).

Housing Opportunities for Disabled. Seck to ensure the availability of housing opportunities for
the extremely low, very low, low and moderate income disabled population.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H7.1  Congregate Care. Promote and assist the development and processing of new congregate

housing opportunities or board and care facilities for the extremely low, very low, low and
moderate income, and physically and mentally disabled persons.
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HS.

HO.

H7.2

H7.3

H7.4

H7.5

H7.6

Special Needs Housing. Encourage community services groups, non-profits, and the faith-
based community to create special needs housing.

New Housing Opportunities. Work with community service providers to expand their
scope of services to include housing through new construction or acquisition and
rehabilitation of existing dwelling units.

Priority Status. Encourage the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara to continue
to give priority status to disabled people with the greatest housing needs.

Accessibility Funding. Explore ways to fund accessibility improvements for dwelling units

that will be made available for disabled persons who are eligible to receive HUD Section 8
certificates.

At-Risk Affordable Disabled Units. Ensure that affordable units occupied by disabled
tenants at risk of converting to market rates are maintained as affordable, to the extent

feasible.

Accessible Housing for Disabled. Accessibility for the disabled shall be required in new residential

development and in housing to be rehabilitated.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

HS8.1

HS8.2

HS8.3

Accessibility Review. Continue the ongoing review of residential development plans for

accessibility for the disabled.

Accessibility Guidelines. Distribute guidelines to builders that explain Federal and State laws

regarding accessible units. Provide specific ideas and examples (such as no steps, wider doors
and hallways and larger bathroom areas).

Accessible Housing. Adhere to either the Fair Housing Act or the California Building Code,
whichever is more stringent, in order to provide accessible housing.

Accessible Housing Programs. Support the creation of new programs to aid the disabled to secure

accessible housing.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H9.1

H9.2

Accessible Housing Incentives. Implement policies that give incentives for disabled
accessible units to be included in market-rate projects.

Case Management. Seek funding for case managers to support the disabled in independent

living situations.

New Housing Development Policies

H10.

90

New Housing. Given limited remaining land resources, the City shall encourage the development of

housing on vacant infill sites and the redevelopment of opportunity sites both in residential zones,

and as part of mixed-use development in commercial zones.
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HI1l1.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H10.1

H10.2

H10.3

H10.4

Early Project Consultation. Continue to offer and encourage early staff predevelopment

consultations for residential development of opportunity sites and mixed use projects.

Property Profiles. Continue to offer property profile services in the Planning Division that

explain development potential and constraints for parcels in the City. Property profile
services generally involve the review of archive, street and planning files, and the preparation
of a letter report containing information regarding the property’s permit history and
development potential.

Building Reuse. Encourage residential reuse of existing nonresidential buildings, for both
ownership and rental affordable housing.

Housing at Shopping Centers. Promote and encourage the development of mixed-use for

ownership and rental housing at shopping centers such as La Cumbre Plaza shopping center,
with an empbhasis on affordability, by coordinating and/or partnering with property owners
and housing developers.

Promote Affordable Units. The production of affordable housing units shall be the highest priority

and the City will encourage all opportunities to construct new housing units that are affordable to

extremely low, very low, low, moderate and middle income owners and renters.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H11.1

H11.2

HI11.3

Affordable and Workforce Housing. Explore options to promote affordable and workforce
housing, including revising the variable density ordinance provisions to increase affordable
housing (e.g., limit unit size), requiring a term of affordability, and reducing parking
standards with tenant restrictions.

Priority Housing Overlay.  Encourage the construction of rental housing, employer
sponsored housing, and co-operative housing in the Downtown, La Cumbre Plaza/Five
Points area, C-M Commercial Manufacturing Zone and Milpas Street area by providing
incentives such as:

* Increased density overlays up to 63 du/ac as part of the Average Unit-Size Density
Incentive Program.

» Higher Floor Area Ratios (FAR) when such standards are developed.

*  More flexibility with zoning standards, (e.g., reduced parking standards).
»  Expedited Design Review process.

»  Fee waivers or deferrals.

Inclusionary Housing. Amend the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to:

a. Consider a 15 - 25 percent inclusionary affordable housing provision in new residential
ownership developments for affordable housing to accommodate workforce (middle)

income earners:

»  Temporarily suspend the inclusionary housing requirements or in-lieu fees during
times of economic downturn if development costs are prohibitive.

2015 HOUSING ELEMENT 91



HOUSING ELEMENT

92

H11.4

H11.5

HI11.6

H11.7

HI11.8

H11.9

H11.10

HI11.11

H11.12

HI11.13

H11.14

b. Amend the payment of in-lieu fees to include the following considerations:

» Eliminate or reduce inclusionary housing in-lieu fees based on preferred
development, such as affordable or special needs housing projects; and

*  Adjust the inclusionary housing in-lieu fee rate based on unit size (i.e., lower fees for
smaller units).

c.  Require a Housing Mitigation Fee Program for commercial development.

Density Standards. Develop density standards that permit greater densities for projects that

provide a greater percentage of price-restricted ownership units than required by the
inclusionary housing ordinance.

Bonus Density. Continue to provide bonus density units above levels required by State law,
to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis.

Private Sponsors. Continue to solicit proposals for low-, moderate-, and middle income

projects from private sponsors and develop programs to assist in their implementation.

Infill Housing. Continue to assist the development of infill housing including financial and
management incentives in cooperation with the Housing Authority and private developers to
use underutilized and small vacant parcels of land for new extremely low, very low, low and
moderate income housing opportunities.

Opportunity Sites. Assist, coordinate or partner with builders for the development of

affordable housing projects by identifying in-fill and opportunity sites in the commercial
zones, on public lands and under-developed R-2, R-3 and R-4 sites in the Available Land
Inventory of Housing Element.

Sweat Equity Projects. Continue to support special procedures for development, permitting,

construction and early occupancy of “sweat equity” projects.

Large Rental Units. Encourage the construction of three bedroom and larger rental units for

low-, moderate-, and middle income families, including the Housing Authority, in efforts to
develop and/or acquire three+ bedroom units.

Condominium Conversions. Continue to implement the Municipal Code’s Condominium

Conversion Ordinance to provide opportunities for entry-level home ownership in a variety
of locations while maintaining a supply of rental housing for extremely low, very low, low
and moderate income persons.

Surplus Land. Inventory all land in the City owned by County, State and Federal
governments, the Santa Barbara School and High School Districts and public utilities, and
actively pursue dedication of surplus land for development of low, moderate and middle
income housing, and for qualifying employees of participating government agencies.

Housing Opportunities. Look for housing opportunities on City-owned land or over private

and public parking lots.

Public Facilities. Pursue acquisition of the National Guard and Army Reserve sites in order
to develop affordable housing, park, school or other public benefit facilities.
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Hi2.

H13.

H14.

H11.15 Financial Assistance. Apply for, or support others in applying for, all available public and
private funding and financial assistance for affordable housing projects.

H11.16 Property Transfer Tax. Increase property transfer tax to provide funding for price-restricted

affordable and workforce housing in order to broaden the funding base.

H11.17 Alternative Revenue Sources. Explore alternative sources of revenue for Affordable Housing
to replace the Redevelopment Agency tax increment financing since it was dissolved in 2012.

H11.18 Extend Redevelopment Project Area. Continue to explore and pursue potential legislative

amendments or other opportunities for replacement of the Redevelopment Agency and its
funding mechanism for affordable housing and other community benefit projects.

H11.19 Parcel Consolidation. Encourage the consolidation of small and underutilized parcels for the

development of affordable housing, if appropriate based on neighborhood compatibility.

Above Moderate Affordable Housing. Provide incentives for the private sector development of new
housing opportunities affordable to households earning more than 120% of the Area Median
Income, but not more than 200% of the Area Median Income.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H12.1 Above Moderate Housing. Encourage the development of housing for first time home

buyers, including moderate and middle-income households.

H12.2 Large Employers. Encourage large employers to mitigate affordable housing impacts.

Non-Subsidized Rental Housing. Preserve and promote non-subsidized affordable rental housing.
Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H13.1 Preserve Rentals. Explore ways to avoid condominium conversions, or alternatively, the

creation of cooperative tenant ownership of previous rentals.

H13.2 Condominium Conversions. Amend section 28.88.120B of the Municipal Code to require
all condominium conversions to conform to the density requirements of the General Plan.

H13.3 Rental Units. Allow the reconstruction or rehabilitation of existing rental apartments at
non-conforming General Plan densities and zoning standards. The loss of some rental units
may be considered to meet building code requirements.

Sustainable Housing. Ensure that new market-rate residential development is consistent with the
City’s sustainability goal, including reduced energy and resource use, and increased affordable
housing opportunities.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H14.1 Market Rate Housing. Market-level housing projects in the multi-family or commercial

zones (including mixed-use) shall be encouraged to:

= Construct unit sizes consistent with averages and maximums set out under the City’s
Average Unit-Size Density Incentive Program; and
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HI5.

H1e6.
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» Have access to adequate public open space within a Y-mile radius, a dedication of
sufficient useable open space on-site, a contribution is made toward future parks through
in-lieu fees, or a combination of any of these.

H14.2 Resource Conservation. FEstablish criteria and standards for resource use in relation to

density in the project review process, to encourage reduced resource footprint projects.
Residential projects that exhibit a significantly lower resource per capita footprint would be
allowed bonus density providing the building remains smaller than allowed by zoning.

H14.3 Market-Rate Incentives. Prepare design standards and codify incentives for market rate

developers to build smaller, “affordable-by-design” residential units that better meet the
needs of our community.

Secondary Dwelling Units. Further encouraging second units (granny units) in single family zones
shall be pursued with neighborhood input to gauge level of support, but prohibited in the High Fire
Hazard Zones to the extent allowed by the State laws applicable to second units. Second units may
be most appropriate within a short walking distance from a main transit corridor and bus stop.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H15.1 Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance. Amend the Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance to
provide more site planning flexibility and affordable-by-design concepts such as:

»  Changing the existing size limitations to remove percentage of unit size and allowable
addition requirements, and allowing a unit size range (300 — 700 s.f.);

»  The square footage of the secondary dwelling unit shall be included in the floor-to-area
ratio (FAR) for the entire property and shall be consistent with the Neighborhood
Preservation Ordinance FAR;

*  Eliminating the attached unit requirement;
»  Eliminating or adjusting affordability requirements;
*  Allowing tandem parking and easing other parking requirements on a case-by-case basis;

» Allowing one water, gas, and electric meter and a single sewer line, or reviewing
requirements for meter placement and configuration to minimize the cost of individual
metering of dwelling units; and

*  Developing guidelines and prototypes of innovative design solutions.

Expedite Development Review Process. Assist affordable housing sponsors to produce affordable
housing by reducing the time and cost associated with the development review process while
maintaining the City's commitment to high quality planning, environmental protection and urban

design.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H16.1 Affordable Housing Projects. Continue to give priority to affordable housing projects on
Staff, Committee and Commission agendas.

H16.2 Affordable Housing Facilitator. Continue to have a Staff-level Affordable Housing
Facilitator with clearly established roles and responsibilities as defined by City Council.
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H17.

H16.3

H16.4

H16.5

H16.6

H16.7

H16.8

CEQA Exemption. Continue to use the CEQA infill exemption for Affordable Housing
projects as appropriate.

Coordinated Project Review. Address issues of coordination between the Architectural
Board of Review (ABR), the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC), the Staff Hearing
Officer (SHO) and the Planning Commission (PC). Identify areas where additional staff
authority could be given for administrative approvals.

Infill Project Guidelines. Work with AIA, ABR and HLC members to develop guidelines
and examples for small infill projects (adding 1-3 units). Consider allowing projects

consistent with the guidelines to be reviewed as Consent items when appropriate.

Water Meters. Allow new apartment developments to be served by a single water meter for
interior uses with sub-meters for each unit, as appropriate, or review requirements for meter
placement and configuration to minimize the cost of individual metering of dwelling units.

Expedited Review. Continue working with the Architectural Board of Review (ABR) and

the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC), and City departments to expedite the review of
Affordable Housing Projects. As appropriate, establish joint sub-committees of design
review boards and Planning Commission to offer early, consistent and timely input and
problem solving during the review process.

Multi-Family Design Guidelines. Develop multi-family residential design guidelines and

standards to address unit size, setbacks, open space, landscaping, building size, bulk and
scale, and site planning (e.g., pedestrian-friendly design, front porches facing the street or
courtyard, and parking located out of sight).

Flexible Standards. With the New Zoning Ordinance (ZNO) Update consider changes to
development standards to be more flexible for rental, employer sponsored workforce housing,

affordable housing projects, and limited equity co-operatives, where appropriate.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H17.1

H17.2

Parking Requirements. Consider incremental changes to the Zoning Ordinance parking

requirements such as:

* Reducing parking requirements for projects that develop under the Average Unit-Size
Density Incentive Program to 1 space minimum per unit;

= Allowing tandem parking;

* Providing more flexibility for constrained sites (e.g., allowing for more than one
maneuver, use of car stacking devices or other space saving measures);

»  Eliminating guest parking requirements for housing in the Downtown commercial area;

and
»  Rounding down when calculating parking requirements.

Zoning Standards. Consider amending the Zoning Ordinance to change how, where and
the extent of outdoor living space, yard and setback requirements for housing in commercial

Zones.
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HI18.

H17.3 Expedite Environmental Review. Continue to maintain a system for use of the City's Master

Environmental Assessment Document as a means of expediting the environmental review
process consistent with State law regarding housing.

H17.4 Development Review Process. On an ongoing basis, evaluate the current development

review system and make recommendations for improvements.

Monitoring of Net Housing Gains and Losses. The City shall monitor housing development and
progress toward achieving housing goals.

Possible Implementation Action to be Considered

H18.1 Adaptive Management Program. Through the Adaptive Management Program, monitor
and report annually to the Planning Commission, City Council and public, the number of
total and affordable dwelling units (including bonus density units) that are being
constructed, and the number of units converted to commercial use or demolished and not

replaced.

Conservation and Improvement of Existing Housing Policies

HI19.

H20.

96

Rehabilitation Programs. The City shall continue to expand its voluntary housing rehabilitation
programs, and preserve existing housing in all parts of the City.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H19.1 Low-Interest Loans. Continue to provide low interest rehabilitation loans for housing

sponsors to rehabilitate multi-family structures.

H19.2 Neighborhood Surveys. Continue to survey neighborhoods that have the highest number

and concentration of units in need of rehabilitation.

H19.3 Substandard Housing. Continue to allow the appropriate demolition of substandard

housing.

Property Improvements. The City shall encourage residential property owners to improve the
conditions of their property(ies) to a level that exceeds the minimum standards of the California
Building Code and the Uniform Housing Code

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H20.1 Zoning Enforcement. Continue to focus building and zoning enforcement efforts on

property owners who are chronic, repeat offenders with emphasis on multi-departmental
inspections and abatement orders, and prosecution of violators through the court system.

H20.2 Substandard Apartment Complexes. Look for opportunities to acquire larger, substandard

apartment complexes in cooperation with the Housing Authority, Peoples’ Self Help
Housing or other community-based organizations in order to correct health and safety
problems and to provide ongoing management services.

H20.3 Bilingual Assistance. Continue to provide a bilingual ombudsperson for tenants in

substandard units who wish to file a housing complaint.
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H21.

H20.4

H20.5

H20.6

H20.7

Zoning Information Reports. Continue to require Zoning Information Reports when

residential units change ownership, excluding condominiums.

Illegal Dwelling Units. Consider ways to legalize illegal dwelling units in accordance with
the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

Substandard Buildings. Consider implementing a program that would require owners of
buildings found by the City’s Building and Safety Division to be substandard to assume the
financial burden of relocating their tenants to habitable units.

Tax Code. Continue to utilize the processes of Sections 17274 and 24436.5 of the Stare
Revenue and Taxation Code which prohibits a taxpayer who derives rental income from
substandard housing from receiving income tax deductions for interest, taxes, depreciation or
amortization paid or incurred with respect to the substandard housing.

Preserve Affordable Housing. Maintain the affordability of existing extremely low, very low, low

and moderate income dwelling units.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H21.1

H21.2

H21.3

H21.4

Affordability Covenants. Continue to monitor and preserve affordable housing covenants

before they expire.

At-Risk Affordable Units. Continue to encourage the Housing Authority and nonprofit
organizations to acquire and manage units whose affordability requirements are due to
expire.

Expiring Affordability. For projects with expiring affordability provisions:

* Make a determination as to whether longer affordability is feasible under existing
financing;

* Engage in dialogue with property owners, no later than 12 months prior to the
expiration of the recorded affordability covenant, to extend the affordability period. If
the affordability period is not extended the City in conjunction with the property owner
shall notify the tenants of the impending expiration to ensure proper and timely
notification;

*  Examine funding availability for the extension of affordability covenants;
= Explore potential for sale of project to nonprofit or the Housing Authority; and

=  Require additional affordability as a condition of subordination of an existing City loan

against the property.

Presidio Park Apartments. Ensure that Presidio Park Apartments remain affordable in the

interim between when their Section 8 contract expires and when the City has option to
purchase (2018). Prior to 2018 develop a financial plan to purchase or preferably monetize
Presidio Park Apartments and ensure they remain a long term affordable housing project.
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Regional Cooperation and Jobs/Housing Balance Policies

H22.

98

Work to Solve Regional Jobs/Housing Imbalance. The City is committed to working with

neighboring jurisdictions and the private sector to solve the regional jobs/housing imbalance in a

regional manner.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H22.1

H22.2

H22.3

H22.4

H22.5

H22.6

H22.7

H22.8

H22.9

H22.10

Affordable Housing Task Group. Continue to support and participate on the Joint Cities /
County Affordable Housing Task Group.

Shared Housing Development. Explore joint housing development opportunities, with the

County of Santa Barbara and the cities of Carpinteria and Goleta.

Affordability Criteria. Continue coordination with the County to maintain uniform

affordability criteria.

Farmworker Housing. Encourage and support the County's efforts to address the special
housing needs of farmworkers on the South Coast. Review City zoning regulations to ensure
conformance with Health and Safety Code Sections 17021.5 and 17021.6.

Affordable and Workforce Housing. Continue to work with community groups in support
of Affordable and “Workforce” housing on the South Coast.

Coastal Housing Partnership. Continue to participate and support the Coastal Housing

Partnership, as well as explore ways to expand its role and reach.

Employer Incentives. Work with the Coastal Housing Partnership to develop incentives for

employers throughout the South Coast to provide employee housing on-site or close-by off-
site, and establish or expand programs that encourage employers to provide other housing
benefits or financial assistance programs, such as down payments, closing costs and rental
move-in fees for employees.

Bridge Loans. Encourage the Community Housing Trust Fund to explore the feasibility of
providing “bridge loans” to existing property owners to add small rental units (including
“granny units”) to their property. The bridge loan would be for the construction period. In
exchange, the rental units would be required to be affordable for a reasonable period of time.

Affordable Student Housing. Encourage UCSB and Santa Barbara City College to address
affordable student, faculty and staff housing on campus and at close-by off-site opportunity
sites. Discuss with SBCC or other interested organizations the potential and obstacles to
development of student housing on campus or within walking distance to the campus.
Provide encouragement and assistance in pursuit of any needed legislative or Local Coastal
Plan Amendments for the provision of student housing.

Regional Coordination on Affordable Housing. Continue to coordinate with other South

Coast agencies to identify available land for residential development and consider
partnerships between local agencies to develop housing for the South Coast workforce.
Inventory and consider publicly-owned sites throughout the South Coast’s urban areas with
good transit accessibility for such development.
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H23.

H24.

Sustainable Regional Housing Solutions. Develop regional strategies to fund and construct
Affordable Housing for different need categories (e.g., senior, young families, disabled, homeless)
within existing urban growth limits.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H23.1 State and Federal Funding. Explore opportunities for joint City/County applications for

Federal and State housing assistance programs.

H23.2 Annexations. At the request of the County and community, pursue joint projects, including
annexations, similar to the Mercy Housing / St. Vincent’s affordable housing project.

H23.3 City Resources. Look for opportunities to use City funding and staffing resource for
affordable projects outside the City limits as requested and appropriate.

H23.4 New Funding Sources. Encourage the community-based Housing Trust Fund and the Trust

for Public Lands to work together in efforts to identify new funding sources for affordable
housing projects.

H23.5 Housing Authority Coordination. Encourage the City and County Housing Authorities to

work together to purchase sites and/or construct affordable housing.

Cooperation on Legislative Changes. Pursue a joint legislative platform to achieve regional housing
solutions for the South Coast.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H24.1 Rental Housing. Encourage the passage of legislation that provides incentives for the

construction of rental housing.

H24.2 Condominium Production. Encourage the passage of legislation that would resolve the
condominium construction defect liability problem.

H24.3 Housing for Disabled. Support State legislation that would expand housing opportunities
for the disabled.

H24.4 Residential Development. Encourage the federal and state governments to establish policies

and expand programs that will assist in the production and financing of residential
development including the following:

*  Adopt legislation or regulatory changes that will result in an expanded secondary
mortgage market for mixed use and affordable housing developments.

= Revise the tax code to provide incentives for the construction and ownership of rental
housing, such as accelerated depreciation.

= Increase funding for affordable housing programs.

*  Amend the Community Reinvestment Act to require banks and savings associations to
provide more financing for the production of affordable housing.

= Adopt legislation that will facilitate the use of Mortgage Credit Certificates and tax
exempt bond financing for affordable housing in higher cost areas.
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H24.5 Section 8 Program. To ensure the continuation of the Section 8 Housing Voucher Program

the following shall be pursued:

»  Oppose any legislation that would reduce funding for the Section 8 Housing Voucher
Program, including the block granting of the program to the states.

= Support legislation that provides new incremental units of Section 8 Voucher assistance
nationwide, particularly in high cost areas like Santa Barbara where the need is greatest.

= Support legislation that ensures adequate Section 8 Voucher renewal funding so that the
number of low-income families presently served is not reduced.

Public Education and Information Policies

H25.

H26.

100

Housing Information. Encourage broad based support in the community for the siting and
permitting of affordable housing projects, senior housing, homeless shelters, and group homes for
persons with disabilities or terminal illnesses.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H25.1 Housing Resources. The City shall provide information to the public about housing needs
and resources that exist in the community:

* Through reports to the Planning Commission or City Council, and in coordination
with the Housing Authority.

* By public access television to provide information on affordable housing: what it is,
whom it is for, and why it is necessary.

H25.2 Rental Incentive Information. Provide rental incentive program information to potential

developers regarding the need for large (3+ bedroom) rental units affordable to extremely
low, very low, low, and moderate income households.

Affordable Housing Information. Inform the public of affordable housing opportunities that
currently exist in the community.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

H26.1 Housing Opportunities. Continue to publish and distribute a resource guide to inform

consumer households of available housing opportunities and community programs.

H26.2 Accessibility Regulations. Continue to provide information and technical assistance to

property owners concerning compliance with Title 24, ADA and Fair Housing Act
regulations (the standards for accessibility by the disabled).

H26.3 Housing Achievements. Support and assist efforts to publicize both public and private
affordable housing achievements.
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Open Space, Parks and Recreation

CONTENT OF THESE GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Santa Barbarans have always prized the open space and recreational opportunities found within the city and in
nearby Santa Ynez Mountains and coastal waters. Because the city is essentially built out, it is critical to
preserve and enhance open space, parks and recreational opportunities.

The following goals, policies and implementation actions were either developed during the Plan Santa
Barbara General Plan update process, carried over from the Land Use or Housing Elements in effect in 2011,
or were EIR mitigation measures. These new goals, policies and implementation actions are operational with
adoption of the General Plan, however, until the existing Open Space and Parks and Recreations Elements are
comprehensively updated, they also remain in effect and combined with the following.
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Goals, Policies and Implementation

GOAL

Open Space Opportunities. Protect and enhance the city’s livability, accessibility and

character, and the community’s health, through the generous provision of a variety of

accessible public open space opportunities.

Open Space, Parks and Recreation Policies

OP1.

Variety and Abundance. Provide ample open space through a variety of types, including nature

reserves, parks, beaches, sports fields, trails, urban walkways, plazas, paseos, pocket parks, play areas,

gardens, and view points, consistent with standards established for this city.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

OP1.1

OP1.2

Park and Open Space Standards and Planning. Establish or update standards for:

* The number of acres for each type of open space per increment of population (e.g.,
1,000 residents) appropriate for Santa Barbara;

»  Optimal walking distances to parks, recreational areas and gardens, including pocket
parks and small play areas; and

» Types of open space, parks or recreational facilities to satisfy different needs, or
appropriate in different locations (e.g., multi-purpose pocket park for infill vs. tot lot in
single family residential neighborhood) suitable for the demographics of each
neighborhood.

Using these service ratio standards, develop accessibility goals, identify facility deficiencies,
establish priorities, and determine options for addressing needs, such as through joint use
(and funding) of school districts’ recreational facilities.

Remaining Key Open Space. Use the information in the Master Environmental Assessment

Visual Resource Maps and other data to identify key areas within the City and its sphere of
influence that merit long-term protection, and take appropriate actions to preserve such areas
as passive open space. Focus on larger areas of contiguous open space including areas in the
Las Positas Valley, Elings Park, El Presidio de Santa Barbara State Historic Park, east slopes
of Hope Ranch, north Mesa hillsides, the Riviera, and throughout the foothills, particularly
in lower Mission Canyon and the watersheds of Arroyo Burro and Barger Canyon creeks, as
well as the Atascadero and Cieneguitas creek watersheds adjacent to the San Marcos Foothills
Preserve.
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OoP2.

OP1.3

OPr1.4

OP1.5

Protect Contiguous Open Land. All new development within identified key open space

areas shall be sited and designed to preserve contiguous tracts of open space and connectivity
with open space on adjacent parcels. Connectivity includes connected habitats and wildlife
corridors.

Public Lands. As part of the next Recreation Facilities Master Plan Update and/or in each
Sustainable Neighborhood Plan, identify all publicly owned vacant or underutilized property
(e.g., parking lots, road rights of way, etc.) and assess the potential for conversion of all or a
portion of these properties for park, open space, and recreational use, such as pocket or
neighborhood park, play area, plaza, public seating area, trail or community garden, habitat
restoration, and/or other publicly accessible green space as well as water quality improvement
projects.

Community Gardens on Vacant Land. Establish a program for use of vacant or under-

utilized properties for temporary community gardens throughout the City, to enable
residents who do not have access to land to grow food, orchards or other crops. Community
gardens shall not be sited within a creek setback.

Open Space, Park, Recreation and Trails Acquisition and Maintenance Funding. The City shall

develop a variety of ways and options to support acquisition and maintenance of public open space,

and new development and re-development shall contribute commensurate with the incremental need

generated. Access and connectivity between open spaces shall be considered in future acquisition and

maintenance funding.

Possible Implementation Actions to be Considered

OP2.1

OP2.2

Or2.3

Acquisition Funding.  Establish funding mechanisms (e.g., conservation easements,

assessment districts) for preservation of key open space areas including Quimby Act and Park
Development Fees to reflect the actual costs of providing such facilities, and actively pursue
State, Federal, and private grants to enable acquisition.

Maintenance Funding. Develop funding mechanisms for maintaining public parks,

recreational facilities and/or usable open space in the urban center. Require a contribution
by all larger projects, towards public parks, recreational facilities, and/or other usable open
space on site, off site, or through in lieu fees, to offset the impact of increased
density/intensity of use.

Preservation of Regional Open Space. Coordinate with the County, School District, and

recreational service providers of Goleta and Carpinteria on regional open space protection in
the Las Positas Valley, foothills, and other areas determined to be appropriate by the City.
In particular, work with the County to consider options for:

* Expanding the San Marcos Foothills Preserve by siting and clustering any new
development south of the Preserve to set aside steep hillsides and creek corridors as
additions to the Preserve. Consider potential options to expand the Preserve northward
during any future proposed subdivisions of larger adjacent ranches by considering use of
agricultural clustered development or other techniques to permit preservation of larger
areas of contiguous open space while permitting reasonable development of such
properties.
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Oor2.4

OPr2.5

OPr2.6

or2.7

*  Coordinating with the County and private property owners to restore foothills and other
lands degraded by past inappropriate grading or agricultural activities.

= Recreational facilities including ball fields, sport courts, trails and bike paths.

* Providing linked open space and trail corridors through incorporated and
unincorporated areas of the Las Positas Valley and eastern Hope Ranch.

Acquisition of Existing Buildings for Community Use. Establish funding mechanisms for

acquisition of existing buildings and property (e.g. Army Reserve National Guard Armory)
for community use or establishment of a new community center.

Citizen Involvement. Coordinate with interested citizen groups on appropriate conservation

and passive recreational activities that should occur in existing and newly acquired open
space areas.

Youth Involvement. Work with local education institutions (e.g. high schools, colleges) and

community organizations to foster youth appreciation for and participation in open space
protection and management.

Private Open Space. Coordinate with private landowners on the management and

restoration of private hillside lands so that such lands are managed to preserve open space
values of significant stands of native vegetation and mature trees. Explore costs and benefits
of transfer of such lands to public ownership with willing property owners.

2011 OPEN SPACE, PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT 5






OPEN SPACE, PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT

OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

The parks and recreation element of the General Plan dealt with the provisions of parks and recreation
facilities within the community for the leisure use and enjoyment of the people. The open space element of
the General Plan is concerned primarily with conserving, providing, and improving, as appropriate, land and
water spaces significant in the Santa Barbara landscape.

For purposes of this element, an open space has, or is proposed to have, the following characteristics:

1, Essentially open. The open space can contain a limited amount of development, provided
the land maintains the characteristic of being predominately open.

2 Natural. Some open spaces (e.g. Mesa bluffs and beaches) are completely natural and are
proposed to be conserved in that form. Other open spaces (e.g. the freeway) are completely
altered and contain significant improvements. As an open space, however, it is proposed
that natural characteristics be created in such a space in order to reduce the adverse impacts
of the development and activities in the space.

3. Significance. An open space is significant to the entire City or to a major portion of it.

Goal

The purpose of this open space element and the goal that it seeks to attain is elemental. It is to protect the
character of Santa Barbara, as defined in the section of this report on principles and goals, by conserving and
providing significant open and natural landforms through and around the community.

There are many overlaps between open space and other community features which share the goal of
conserving the Santa Barbara character. The protection of mature trees on private property, the landscaping
of major developments, the policies on architectural and sign control, and many other subjects in the
General Plan serve a function parallel with that of open space. Only those segments

of open space meeting the criteria of Citywide significance are discussed here.
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Neighborhood parks and other smaller scale public open spaces are identified in the “Parks and Recreation™
section but are, however, shown on the Open Space map.

Categories of Open Space

The open space segments fall into several categories because of the differences in their nature, manner of
usage, maintenance, and methods of implementation. The “Ocean’ and “Mountain” categories are perhaps
so obvious as to be taken for granted and escape specific notice. To overlook them, however, would be a
mistake, for they could be significantly compromised.

OCEAN

As an open space, the ocean has a profound effect on Santa Barbara and on all coastal communities. Much
of Santa Barbara’s activities are oriented to it. It has already been partially despoiled by oil exploration,
drilling, and extraction.

It must be firmly resolved and all possible actions taken by the City to gain the reversion of the ocean to its
original state and to limit uses of the ocean to those natural to it (such as fishing and boating).

As an open space category the ocean extends from the horizon into the surf and to the harbor. From there
inshore, the surf, beach and quiet water areas are covered in the Shoreline category.

MOUNTAINS

On the inland side of Santa Barbara is the coastal range of mountains which is the major Santa Barbara
landform. The presence of this mountain open space contributes greatly to establishing the character of
Santa Barbara and is one of Santa Barbara’s most important open space resources. Most of the steeper
portions of the mountains which have a direct visual relationship to Santa Barbara are already in the national
forest and are protected. Some steep lands, however, are privately owned. The City should encourage the
Forest Service to acquire such privately owned lands for inclusion in the Los Padres National Forest.

MAJOR HILLSIDES

There are two areas within and adjacent to the City which have relatively steep topography and which are,
for the most part, privately owned and contain or are subject to limited development.

The larger of the major hillside areas is in the foothills, generally in the Lauro Canyon Reservoir,

upper Mission Canyon, Las Canoas Road, Mountain Drive, and Sycamore Canyon areas. There is

a scattering of low-density residential development and one spot of inappropriate small-lot, single-family
development (Conejo Road). The majority of the land, however, is vacant and natural and

the overall effect is one of undeveloped foothill open space. As such, it is a valuable asset to the open space
inventory of Santa Barbara. It can function as a transition between the residential areas of the community
and the mountains. Suitable controls must be instituted to restrict the density and manner

of future development in a way that would leave these foothills essentially open and unscarred.
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The other Major Hillside area is the north slope of the Mesa Hills, extending from the City College at
Cabrillo Boulevard westerly between the Westside and the Mesa Hills, through the Las Positas Valley and
into Hope Ranch. The form and function of this open space is somewhat different from the foothill areas.
While quite narrow in horizontal projection (see the Open Space map), the impact on the community as a
whole is quite pronounced. The slopes involved are steep and, in some cases essentially undevelopable.
The natural landform and vegetation is mostly undisturbed and forms the southerly side of the bowl into
which the City of Santa Barbara has grown. The dominance of this open space as one looks across the
community from the north is (because of the steep slopes) larger in scale than would be apparent from the
map. As with the foothills, it should not be necessary to acquire this open space to preserve it, for much of it
is practically undevelopable. It is necessary, however, to provide certain development controls so that the
density is held down to an appropriate level. Also, the location of development should be controlled in a
manner that will preserve the natural characteristics

of the terrain and the native vegetation.

There are steep hillsides in other sections of the City which are not part of the two Major Hillside

areas but which, in their natural forms, contribute to the City’s open space resource. Controls should be
adopted to protect the natural characteristics of all steep hillsides in the City. A good example of this is the
north slope of the “Wilcox™ property, southerly of Cliff Drive at Las Positas Road, which is covered with
oak trees and is an important open space in the southerly portion of the Las Positas Valley. This slope can
be preserved by controls which would limit development to the level land on top. The City should retain the
development rights on the slopes.

CREEKS

The major drainage channels which pass through the City are San Roque, Arroyo Burro, Mission Canyon,
and Sycamore Creeks. These drainage channels should remain in their natural state, providing recreation
facilities as proposed in the Parks and Recreation section as well as open space corridors through the
community. It is recognized that certain maintenance, clearing, and alignment work may have to be done in
order to minimize flood damage. However, all such flood control work should be done in a manner that will
maintain the natural qualities of the creck open space. Further artificial channelization and/or lining, in any
form, must not occur.

Implementation of the creek open space category involves the City’s establishment of firm policies to
preserve these channels in their natural state. These policies must be enforced by the City, the County Flood
Control District, and the Army Corps of Engineers. The acquisition of rights-of-way for trails, while
important to the recreation system, is not essential to the protection of these corridors for open space
purposes. Special regulations for development adjacent to the major creeks should be enacted to prevent
construction in creek open space areas and to protect development from known flood hazards. While much
of the land adjacent to these crecks is already developed, most will be redeveloped. New construction
should respect the creeks as important community open spaces.

SHORELINE

The Shoreline consists of the surf, the harbor, harbor facilities, beaches, bluffs, and adjacent park arcas. The
shoreline complex is an actively used open space, but is also important visually to the community. The
protection and development of the shoreline area is covered in the Harbor and Shoreline section. The
preservation of the shoreline as an open space will require care in the types of improvements that are
allowed to be sure that the natural qualities are not destroyed or obscured. The Harbor and Shoreline

1972 OPEN SPACE ELEMENT (Page 103)



OPEN SPACE, PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT

discussion notes that excessive development for one particular group of users could easily deprive the
community as a whole of the shoreline as an open space.

MAJOR PARKS

This category contains the major park and other park-like public and quasi-public open spaces in the
community.

1. Montecito Golf Course, Bird Refuge, Santa Barbara Cemetery, Clark Estate and A Child’s
Estate. Efforts are underway, and should continue, to acquire an option or
first right of refusal for the City to acquire Montecito Country Club so that it can
be preserved as major park open space. The complex of which this is a part forms
a beautiful entrance to the City from the south as well as containing important recreational
facilities. The Clark Estate is shown as a part of this major park open space, although it
would not be necessary to acquire the entire property. The northerly and westerly slopes of
the Clark Estate should be acquired, leaving the upper portion
of the property for private development.

2; Las Positas Park. This is one of the largest park properties in the City. It is also included in
the Open Space plan because of its relationship to the Mesa Hills and Arroyo Burro Creek.

3 Municipal Golf Course and MacKenzie Park.

4. The Old Mission lands, Museum of Natural History, Mission Park and Rocky Nook Park.

No further action is needed to protect this open space complex, save for the retention of
Mission Creek, which runs through it, in its natural state.

8. San Roque Park, Lauro Reservoir. This is included as a major park complex because of its
relation to San Roque Creek and to the foothill areas.

6. Skofield Park, Rattlesnake Canyon. Both of these properties represent “acquisitions
of opportunity.”” They were offered to the City by an organization in one case and an
individual in the other at a time and under terms which made it feasible for the City to
acquire the property.

7. Botanic Garden. This is the smallest of the individual open spaces, but is significant
because of the uniqueness of the gardens themselves and because of its relationship
to both Mission Creck and the Foothill areas. The Botanic Garden is maintained by a non-
profit corporation and is well protected.

FREEWAY

The freeway is classified as an open space because, in addition to its being indeed open and of such scale as
to be significant, it must be developed in a manner that will qualify it as open space in order

that the adverse impact of the traffic through the corridor of the community will be minimized. In other
words, the freeway must be so developed that it runs through an open space corridor within the community
rather than simply running through the community itself.
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While a freeway does not fit the traditional mold of an “open space,” it is obvious that the freeway

has a significant impact on the community both in terms of area (300 — 400 acres) and activity (traffic,
noise, air pollution, etc.). The challenge offered by including the freeway as an open space is to create
a natural characteristic in the freeway corridor which will dominate the space and minimize the adverse
impacts of the freeway development and activity.

To accomplish this, the City must exercise every available power and persuasion to cause the State Division
of Highways to recognize that this manner of freeway development is the only one consistent with the
character and quality of the City of Santa Barbara, as set forth in the principles and goals adopted by the
City and included in this report.

Implementation

OCEAN

1. Continue efforts to prohibit new oil exploration, drilling, and production in the channel and
to cause the termination of existing leases and the removal of platform structures. Permit
the continuation of drilling or production only as proved necessary for remedial purposes.

2; Establish and enforce a high water-quality standard.

3. Prohibit the use of the channel as a shipping lane for oil tankers and other vessels which
present a potential threat of pollution from accidents or other causes.

MOUNTAINS
1. Examine the County zoning of those privately owned lands in the mountain areas to see if
existing regulations are adequate to preserve and protect the mountain lands for open space
purposes. If inadequate regulations are found, request that the County amend its ordinances
accordingly. Complete by January 1, 1974.
2; Examine possible programs of water importation, grass seeding, reforestation and other
programs to protect and enhance the watershed and scenic functions of the mountains.
Complete study before January 1, 1974. Present findings to appropriate agencies and
encourage their implementation of the recommendations developed.
3. Encourage Forest Service to acquire privately owned steep lands for inclusion in Las
Padres National Forest.
MAJOR HILLSIDES
1. Adopt zoning, subdivision, building, and grading regulations for the Major Hillside areas

by July 1, 1973.
2 Adopt suitable controls similar to those above for other hillside lands by July 1, 1973.
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SHORELINE
1. Determine need for aceess to the shoreline. Acquire necessary rights-of-way by January 1,
1975.
2 Improve all access routes to the shoreline by July 1, 1977.
3 Prohibit the installation of any improvements which would change the nature of the tidal
beaches at the base of the Mesa bluff.
4. Examine methods of preventing cliff erosion and institute any programs found to be
effective.
5. Delineate all public beach areas and dedicate them for public open space and recreation
purposes by July 1, 1973.
MAJOR PARKS
1. Adopt a firm policy of not allowing public park lands to be used for other than park,
recreation, and open space purposes.
2. Acquire first right of refusal, development rights, or other appropriate agreements for the
Montecito Country Club and the northerly and westerly slopes of the Clark Estate.
FREEWAY
1. Design and adopt standards for landscaping of the freeway by January 1, 1974. This
process has already begun with the work currently underway by the crosstown freeway
design committee, which includes representatives of the Division of Highways.
2 Work with the Division of Highways to implement the adopted standards.
CREEKS
1. Design and adopt standards for creek development by January 1, 1974. Work with those
agencies involved with the creek areas to assure that all creek developments will comply
with the adopted standards.
2 Adopt zoning regulations and other development controls necessary to protect the Creek
Open Spaces from development encroachment and to protect adjacent development from
flood hazards by July 1, 1973.
GENERAL
1. Adopt an effective tree preservation ordinance for the entire City, with emphasis upon
preservation of trees in the various open space areas, by July 1, 1973.
2. Initiate a charter amendment to protect public park lands against inappropriate uses.
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PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT

The City of Santa Barbara, being primarily a residential community and a center of tourist activity,

must consider Parks and Recreation as one of the most important elements of the General Plan. Some of the
General Plan proposals relative to park and recreation facilities are far-reaching ones which involve, in some
cases, the acquisition of land that is now developed for private use. The General Plan makes such
recommendations because of the prime importance of this element in the environment.

At one time, in the nineteenth Century, the City of Santa Barbara owned virtually all of the land in the basin.
As time passed this land was gradually sold and otherwise disposed of to the extent that the City now retaing
much less than is needed for its orderly growth. The time to reverse the process is now as public officials
and citizens recognize the ultimate need for additional lands to devote to the public use and welfare. Steps
must be taken to regain some of this precious and irreplaceable asset.

The standards for Neighborhood, Community, and Regional Park facilities as adopted by the City’s
Planning and Park Commissions have been set forth in the Technical Appendix (Parks and Recreation
Facilities and Programming Master Plan) and are reasonable for the various types of parks and recreational
facilities. The Parks and Recreation Facilities and Programming Master Plan (PRFPMP), adopted by the
City Council on March 31, 1981, provides an in-depth inventory of existing Parks and Recreation facilities
and programs, use and participation statistics, maintenance and operational cost analysis, land and building
use alternatives, and recommendations for meeting future recreation, facility and programming needs. The
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) adopted by the City Council on September 2, 1981, and by the State Coastal
Commission on January 22, 1982, also sets policies that relate to Park and Recreation activities in the
Coastal Zone. One of the major implementation policies of the LCP is to zone for public recreation and
open space publicly-owned property where recreation is the primary use.
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There are eight classifications of park and recreation facilities: Neighborhood Parks, Community Parks,
Regional Parks, Special Use Facilities, Golf Courses, Riding and Hiking Trails, Beaches and Bikeways.
These categories are explained as follows:

Neighborhood Parks

The General Plan Map indicated proposed Neighborhood Parks where no specific location is shown,
existing neighborhood parks, and specific sites which are recommended. Whether or not adequate facilities
exist on any of the neighborhood parks shown is not a subject for this General Plan report.

In many cases a proposed site is shown adjacent to an elementary school. This suggests a close relation-ship
between park and the school as a policy that should be maintained wherever possible. The park and the
school serve approximately the same type and size of service area, and it is possible for the facilities of one
to efficiently complement the facilities provided by the other. They both serve the same children. They
could also provide for extended neighborhood services to both children and adults. In many cases, however,
this close relationship does not exist where park and school are both in existence. In these cases the General
Plan has accepted the location of these facilities as being separated and makes no recommendation for the
relocation of either one.

Many of the existing Neighborhood Parks are along major drainage channels. Every opportunity to utilize
these wooded drainage channels for park purposes should be taken. In the Wilson area, for example, such a
location represents the best available opportunity for the provision of park facilities.

In the medium- and high-density residential areas, the Neighborhood Park facilities should be supplemented
by small, passive landscaped parks oriented to the older citizen. These can be quite small, providing no
more than benches in addition to the landscaping. De La Guerra Plaza is a good example of this level of
facility.

Community Parks

The Community Park serves an area coincident with that adjacent to a high school or a junior high school
and is desirable from the standpoint of the complementary use of the facilities.

Three Community Parks are shown on the General Plan. MacKenzie Park at State Street and Las Positas
Road, although very limited in size, is shown as ultimately providing for this recreational function because it
is the only land available that would serve the Northside well in terms of location. There may be
possibilities that the Army Reserve property which occupies a portion of this land could ultimately be
devoted to park use. The acquisition of this land for park purposes could involve a trade between the City of
Santa Barbara and the Federal Government for another parcel of land suitable to the Army Reserve. Such a
trade would not be disadvantageous to the City from an economic standpoint, for the existing buildings
which now house the Army Reserve could be used as community buildings which are a necessary part of a
Community Park.

The Las Positas Park site is a highly diverse property including a sanitary land fill, rolling hills, and steep
valleys with abundant chaparral, live oaks and digger pines. The park is being developed in

three phases. Phase I, completed in 1972, includes six tennis courts, a practice area, shower and locker
rooms, parking area, and an office. The land fill was closed for construction of Phase II, which began
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in October 1980. Phase II, currently under construction, provides a multiplicity of uses including softball
and soccer fields, restroom facilities, passive recreation areas, picnic grounds, hiking trails, and necessary
parking and access roads. Phase III will include recreation facilities to complement those included in Phase
II. This park is expected to serve the entire City for local sports events and more directly serve the Mesa,
Westside, Las Positas, Braemar, Veronica Springs, and Hidden Valley areas.

Ortega Park serves the Downtown area and the Eastside. It is well located to serve the high-density
residential area to the north. Its location relative to Santa Barbara High School and Santa Barbara Junior
High School and its location between the high-density residential area and the Industrial Park make it an
outstanding location for park uses. Acquisition of Hope School located on La Colina Road and the
expansion of Spencer Adams Park located on De la Vina Street is recommended in the PREPMP.

Regional Parks

Although much of the oceanfront park and recreation facilities provide many of the essential components of
a Regional Park, this complex has not been shown as such. It is more accurately defined as an accumulation
of Special Use Park and Recreational facilities. The City encourages continuing efforts by the County for a
Regional Park site on the County Land Fill site near El Suefio Road and Calle Real. The Parks and
Recreation Facilities and Programming Master Plan (PRFPMP) recommends future acquisition of the Clark
Estate located west of the Santa Barbara Cemetery for regional park purposes and to add to the existing park
system in the area (e.g., East Beach, Andree Clark Bird Refuge, Santa Barbara Zoological Gardens, “A
Child’s Estate” and Dwight Murphy Field). The PRFPMP recommends expansion of the Chase Palm Park
north of Cabrillo Boulevard for regional purposes through the utilization of a portion of the Southern Pacific
Railroad property. The City Council has approved a Specific Plan for this property which requires the
dedication of 4.6 acres of park land.

Special Use Facilities

The Special Use Facilities include, but are not limited to, the Municipal Golf Course, Earl Warren
Showgrounds, County Bowl, Municipal Tennis Courts, Andree Clark Bird Refuge, “A Child’s
Estate,”” Dwight Murphy Field, Cabrillo Ball Park, all of the beach areas, Harbor and related facilities,
Moreton Bay Fig Tree Park, Pershing Park, Cabrillo Pavilion Bathhouse, Cabrillo Arts Center,
Carrillo Gymnasium, Carrillo Recreation Center, Los Bafios Pool, and the Louise Lowry Davis
Center. The following are comments relative to several of these facilities. If a Special Use Facility

is not commented upon it is because the General Plan does not recommend any change in the existing
development or in the policy for future development.

The large area which includes “A Child’s Estate,”” Dwight Murphy Field, the adjacent beach areas, and the
Andree Clark Bird Refuge is perhaps the most important of the Citywide park areas. It is enhanced by the
Montecito Country Club and Municipal Tennis Stadium to the north and the Santa Barbara Cemetery to the
cast, which provide additional open space to complement the park and recreation area. Additionally, the
Local Coastal Plan requires that interpretive centers be provided for information on

the dynamics of the Andree Clark Bird Refuge to ensure continued compatibility of recreational use

and habitat preservation. The Moreton Bay Fig Tree is a major landmark in the City. The park area
surrounding this unique specimen should ultimately be expanded to provide an appropriate setting and
protection. The General Plan proposes that the crosstown freeway design provide an appropriate setting
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and protection. The General Plan proposes that the crosstown freeway provide for grade separations at State
Street, but not at Chapala Street. It is recommended that Chapala Street be terminated at points above the
freeway and below the railroad tracks so that additional land can be devoted to the park arca around the
Moreton Bay Fig Tree.

Shoreline Drive is the primary scenic drive in the City and the existence of any private development
between it and ocean effectively lessens its value. The Local Coastal Plan recognizes the need for blufttop
preservation combined with passive park area. The LCP requires that the bluff areas traversed by Arroyo
Burro Creck around the Wilcox property be dedicated to the City for park, habitat protection, and
archaeological site protection and that a public parking facility be provided in the area north of the creck.

Golf Courses

The City of Santa Barbara now provides one publicly owned 18-hole golf course on Las Positas Road.
There are four other 18-hole golf courses, privately owned, in the South Coast area, all of which are
accessible to the public only through membership. In addition, two (2) privately owned 9-hole golf courses
and one (1) 18-hole course are open to the public on a daily fee basis. It is apparent that this limited
availability of golf courses for public recreation and enjoyment is inconsistent with the desire

of the community, which depends on adequate recreational opportunities for both its residents and its
visitors. Particularly in Santa Barbara, where retirement is such an important part of the economic

base, the recreational opportunity provided by golf is much more important than it might be in another
community where the average age is lower and the level of activity more energetic. Golfing offers
opportunities for active participation in sports to the “senior citizen.” Also, since a major support element of
the economic base is tourism, a significant number of golf courses within easy reach of visitor
accommodations will make this enjoyable sport a most rewarding community feature.

While private golf courses may, statistically, appear to provide the community with a broad angle of golfing
opportunities, the fact is that these private courses, while valuable in our total recreation picture, do not
provide opportunities to the majority of the population. Additional courses that are open to

the public on a daily fee basis, whether publicly or privately owned, are necessary to fill this broad spectrum
of need. Of these, the publicly owned courses should be controlled and managed in a manner that will offer
recreational opportunities to the broadest cross-section of the community.

The General Plan recommends that the City enter into a joint venture with the County of Santa Barbara in
providing a system of publicly owned golf courses in the South Coast area in sufficient quantity that Santa
Barbara can compete with other recreational areas in attracting championship tournaments as well as the
individual traveling or vacationing golfer. This cooperative endeavor between the City and County could be
accomplished through a special recreation district established a fund, construct and operate a system of
publicly owned golf courses and related facilities in the South Coast.

As the City and South Coast develop, opportunities to acquire large, appropriate pieces of land for

golf course development will diminish. It is imperative, therefore, that a program for creation of the
proposed public golf system be instituted as early as possible in order to take advantage of as many open
land opportunities as now exist. There are, for example, several parcels or combinations of parcels of land
in the low foothills which would be ideal for a fine, quality golf course. Another opportunity which should
not be missed is the possibility of acquiring existing privately owned golf courses for inclusion in the public
golf course system. A prime example of this is the Montecito Country Club.
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The City or the joint powers organization established to operate the golf course programs should, as soon as
possible, contact the owners of the Montecito Country Club with a view to assuring that this strategically
located land remain as open space, preferably for golf course uses, in perpetuity, rather

than being developed for alternative purposes.

Riding and Hiking Trails

The provision of trails for horseback riding is more applicable to the County areas where low-density
residential and agricultural land uses are prevalent. Some activity of this nature is popular in the Sheffield,
Foothill, upper Mission Canyon, and Braemar areas. Of broader interest to the majority of residents of the
City is the provision of hiking trails. Happily, both activities can be accommodated at the same time, so in
providing the walker with trails, riders can also be accommodated. The PREFPMP provides for future
pedestrian and access trails in making recommendations for the acquisition of the following easements:

. Pedestrian easement from Portesuello Avenue through the Palm Grove to the end of
Pedregosa Street in the Bel Air Subdivision;

. Access trail from La Cumbre Road to Hope School,

. Access easement from La Mesa Park to the beach;

. Access trail from Miramonte Drive to Thornbury (Hondo Valley), and Arroyo Avenue to
Thornbury (Hondo Valley);

. Access trail from Hilda Ray Park to Escondido Park;

. Access trail between Parma Park and Mountain Drive and Parma Park and Coyote Road.

The primary objective of a trail system should be the provision of trails leading from the residential arcas of
town up to the foothills and down to the beaches. The major drainage channels shown on the General Plan
provide the best locations to accomplish this. Those shown are Arroyo Burro Creek, Mission Creek,
Sycamore Creek, and Cold Springs Creek. Efforts should be made to set these natural areas aside not only
for the trails and the important recreational activity which they provide, but also

for the preservation of the natural open space as a diversified factor in the urban scene. The modern
techniques of channeling these drainage areas into a uniform and sterile concrete trough should be avoided.
This intensity of urbanization is not characteristic of Santa Barbara environment.

Opportunities to link together park facilities, historical sites, riding and hiking trails, and other arcas of
public use and interest should be grasped as they occur. An excellent example is Skofield Park, located on
Las Canoas Road and used for day camping, and Rattlesnake Canyon, which passes through Skofield Park
and its route down from the mountains to join Mission Creek. The City acquired Skofield Park, which used
to be owned and used annually by the Rancheros Visitadores, as a day camping facility. The Rattlesnake
Canyon area above Skofield Park contains several sites of historical importance, established trails, and
contacts U.S. Forest and City watershed lands. This land (approximately 450 acres) was acquired in the
Spring of 1971 by joint effort of the City, County, and Federal Government and constitutes a valuable
addition to the South Coast open space, parks and recreation, and historical site system.
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Beaches

The City’s beach system is one of its most important recreational assets. As distinguished from the overall
parks and recreational system, the beaches relate closely to the basic character of Santa Barbara, being
oriented primarily to the ocean and more sensitive to weather and climate. With this relationship the
beaches are an important recreational focal point for the community as well as a source of attraction for
visitors, who are an important element of the City’s economic base.

There are approximately three miles of City-owned beaches extending from Shoreline Park on the Mesa to
the Andree Clark Bird Refuge. In addition, several miles more of tidal beaches at the foot of the Mesa
Bluffs offer a considerably different shoreline experience. Here the higher tides occasionally cover the
entire beach to the base of the bluffs. At low tides the receding ocean exposes broad areas of smooth-
packed sand, ideal for walking, and numerous shallow pools with their fascinating display of tidal marine
life. Convenient access to these interesting beaches should be provided at several points, while still keeping
most of the area as a secluded, quiet walking beach. Attempts to make improvements of any kind to these
natural tidal areas, with the purpose of increasing the intensity of use, should be discouraged.

The City-owned multi-use beaches must be improved with facilities appropriate to the kinds and the
intensities of use which each particular beach is intended to serve. In addition, all City beaches must be well
maintained so that they can retain their attractiveness and realize their full recreational potential. Alterations
to the natural ecological systems of the ocean shore must be avoided.

Recent studies have shown that by 1975, use of the beaches on an average summer Sunday will reach

a level that can be considered the maximum desirable intensity of beach use for Santa Barbara. As the
City’s population grows toward the ultimate provided for by the General Plan residential densities, this
intensity of beach use will exceed intensity of use now experienced on July 4th. This prospect requires that
action be taken to ensure that all beach areas will be useable, and that any decision which would take beach
areas for other use, such as parking and commerce, be avoided.

It is recommended that the General Plan include provisions for the retention and protection of the tidal
beach at the base of the Mesa Bluff in its natural state, prohibiting the installation of any improvements
which would change the nature or use of the area. Measures to prevent cliff erosion should be investigated.

To forestall any possible future misuse of the City’s beaches for other than public beach purposes, the City

should specifically delineate all public beaches and dedicate them for public recreation purposes. A
protective charter provision should be offered for consideration by the clectorate.
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Bikeways

As concern for the environment increases on a national scale and as the role of the automobile in producing
atmospheric pollutants is subjected to increasing criticism, the popularity of the bicycle as

an alternative mode of transportation in urban areas is accelerating. This popularity has led to the
recognition of the bicycle as an excellent recreational medium as well as a means of local transportation.
Many beneficial advantages of bicycling, including health, economic savings and noise reduction have
contributed to the increased consideration of bicycling as an important element in the circulation system in
the cities.

Heretofore, emphasis has been placed on providing circulation facilities for only the automobile and the
pedestrian. That is, our typical street cross-section is two or more traveling lanes for automobiles and two
paths (sidewalks) for pedestrian travel. Provisions for accommodating the bicycle as a mode of
transportation have not been considered. This is also true within most public recreation arcas where no
provision is made for bikeways.

There are two basic purposes in bicycle riding, recreation and transportation. Both of these functions can
and do overlap, and bikeways which are provided specifically for one of these purposes can, in many
mnstances, fulfill the other function.

RECREATION BIKEWAYS

Recreational bikeways should be primarily oriented in relation to areas of scenic recreational interest. Two
prime “arcas of interest” in Santa Barbara are: (1) The complex of the Old Mission, Museum of Natural
History, and Rocky Nook Park; and (2) The shoreline, harbor, and beach area, where a bikeway has been
developed. Major recreational bikeways, separated as completely as possible from automotive and
pedestrian ways, should be developed in these two areas of interest. They should also be connected by a
major transportation bikeway running through the heart of the community.

The setting of standards and the design of a recreation bikeway system should be an element of the specific
plan for parks and recreation.

TRANSPORTATION BIKEWAYS

Transportation bikeways should be part of the circulation network, providing travel paths from one activity
arca in the community to another. Providing adequate transportation bikeways is more difficult than
recreational bikeways, because the recreational bikeway can more easily be separated from conflict with
automotive traffic, whereas the transportation bikeway must, in most cases, use the existing public street
rights-of-way. A notable exception to this would be the provision of bikeways along major drainage
channels, which could be both for recreation and transport. Even then, the crossing of some major arterials
would be necessary. The se