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I. PUBLIC MEETING PURPOSE

Plan Santa Barbara Draft General Plan elements and a Draft Environmental Impact Report were issued
on March 18, 2010 for a public review and comment period to May 17, 2010. The purpose of this next
series of meetings (See Next Steps) is to take community input on these documents and for staff to

receive initial comments from the Planning Commission based on both the documents and community
input.

IL. DRAFT PLAN SANTA BARBARA DESCRIPTION

A, CHANGES Y0 PoLICY PREFERENCES REPORT

Since December 2008, when the City Council directed staff to proceed with the next steps following the
Policy Preferences Report, a number of recommended policy and map changes have been developed and

are now reflected in the draft policy documents released on March 18, 2010. These recommended.

revisions are a result of either further policy development or additional community and Planning
Commission feedback during the intervening period. (Please see Exhibit A: Changes to Policy
Preference Report).

B. DRAFT GENERAL PLAN UPDATE DESCRIPTION HIGHLIGHTS

The Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update proposes new and amended policies to protect and enhance
community development values within the City of Santa Barbara over the next 20 years to the year 2030.
The Draft documents under review include the following:

Draft General Plan Framework

Part of the City Council’s direction for the PlanSB process in 2005 was to consolidate the City’s
environmental policies into a coherent set of General Plan goals and policies. - As the public input process
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unfolded in 2007, this environmental approach took on greater significance to the point that a
sustainability framework was proposed to guide the entire General Plan. A set of sustainability principles
was then developed that include established General Plan tenants such as Living within Our Resources
and the importance of maintaining Santa Barbara’s small town feel.

The proposed General Plan Framework is comprised of an introduction, a framework for organizing
policy topics into Elements, and a background and setting for the entire document (which are currently
sprinkled throughout various clements). Only the draft Land Use and Housing Elements are being
comprehensively updated at this time. The remaining five elements have been reorganized around a
single document format (there are five documents now) and partially updated to reflect the Goals, Polices,
and Implementation Actions that emerged from the PlanSB process. In addition, formal goals and
policies have been established to address the topics of Public Participation and Regionalism.

Drafi Land Use Element

The update of Measure E (Charter Section 1508), which managed non-residential growth for the past 20
years through December 2009, was one of three primary PlanSB objectives, together with the update of
the draft Land Use and Housing Elements. This update has largely been achieved through the Growth
Management goals and policies in the draft Land Use Element, and the analysis of the growth scenarios in
the draft EIR. The range of square footage analyzed, from 1 million to 2.3 million square feet of non-
residential development within the city, was established through the public outreach process.

The production of more affordable housing, as discussed below, continues to be a high priority for the
community. In fact, during the PlanSB process, the community identified affordable housing as the
number one priority for resource atlocation above all other types of developments. Santa Barbara does
have the zoning capacity to meet the State’s required “fair share” regional housing allocation, as identified
in the draft Housing Element. The draft Land Use policies require that the City’s resources be closely
monitored through the Adaptive Management Program to ensure all development does not out pace
available resources.

The four residential growth scenarios analyzed in the Draft EIR, ranging from 2,000 to 4,360 units within
the City. (Please see Exhibit B: Residential Build-out Assumptions.)

The purpose of the Mobility Oriented Development Area (MODA) Principles is to help identify where
and how to further encourage affordable housing in a most sustainable manner. Originally, the MODA
was conceived as a physical district. However, the location of the MODA boundary became a center of
debate during the latter part of 2009. The MODA is no longer nroposed as a physical location; rather, the
MODA principles simply re-enforce existing land use and circulation patterns that were established in the
1850s, and sound planning practice, to locate higher density housing adjacent to public transportation and
within casy walking and biking distance to commercial services, parks and open space.

Not only are these the best places to encourage affordable housing and provide economic benefit for local
merchants, but these land use and circulation patterns also encourage more active, healthy lifestyles that
can reduce the incidence of obesity, diabetes, and asthma. Additionally, when these principles are
combined with Transportation Demand Management measures (i.e. improved transit; improved pedestrian
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and bike faciliies; reduced parking requirements; and public parking pricing strategies) automobile
congestion, regional commuting, and greenhouse gas emissions are all significantly reduced.

The neighborhoods of Santa Barbara provide a high quality of life for residents and are one of the
defining characteristics of the City. Little or no change is proposed for the single family and duplex
neighborhoods, with the exception of future planning at the neighborhood level. While this phase of the
PlanSB process has focused on more macro issues such as growth management, community interest in
neighborhood planning has bloomed. Several neighborhoods, including the Mesa, Coast Village Road,
the West Downtown, and the Upper East, have initiated their own local efforts and are now looking to the
City to develop a formal process to incorporate their considerakle progress.

Drafi General Plan Map

A General Plan map, required by State planning law, identifies designations for the types and densities of
land uses. The draft General Plan map changes range from simple to more complex, and include: a more
accurate, digitized map; updated land use designation categories and transitions; the correction of
inconsistencies between the land use designations on the present General Plan map and the zoning
ordinance; the resolution of policy issues stemming from the existing General Plan map; and PlanSB
policy recommendations. :

As noted above, the basic land use patterns are not proposed to be altered but rather re-enforced with
more explicit mixed-use designations to better define land use transitions, with modestly higher densities
in the center of the city and along select commercial corridor locations,

A clearer definition of land use designations helps to better define land use transitions, particularly with
residential uses. The highest density designations are located in the city center and along commercial
corridors and densities gradually lessen as one moves out to the multi-family neighborhoods, the single
family neighborhoods, and finally to the open spaces of the ocean and mountains. As each of these land
uses transition from one use to another, the uses become less intense, the buildings smaller, setbacks
wider, and the amount of open space greater — a better-defined system of buffers.

Approximately 6,000 notices were sent to all potentially affected property owners based on the proposed
fand use and zoning changes to the draft General Plan map. During the Open House on March 18, over
200 citizens attended throughout the daylong event, many of whom had questions relative to their
respective parcels and the proposed changes.

Draft Housine Element

State law requires Housing Elements to be updated at least every five years and it is the only element of
the General Plan that requires review and certification by the State. Housing Elements 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 draft Housing Element is an update to
the previous 2004 Element and contains new and revised policies and implementation actions focused on
affordable housing opportunities with emphasis on increased rental and non-subsidized affordable
housing units.

The City has a long-standing commitment to the production of affordable housing. Residents of Santa
Barbara recognize the need to provide housing for more of our local workers. There is a deep concern
that not providing housing for our workforce has and will result in a loss of community diversity and
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economic vitality, and lead to increased traffic congestion, air quality impacts and green house gases due
to commuters traveling from other jurisdictions to jobs in the City. As such, the draft Housing Element
includes policies and implementation actions that promote housing opportunities for all segments of the
community, mcluding workforce housing.

In response to input from the Planning Commission and the public, the draft Housing Element pursues a
multi-pronged approach including: 1) new standards for smaller, market-rate units; and 2) the creation and
preservation of rental housing for larger families. With the impending expiration of the Redevelopment
Agency in 20135, providing non-subsidized affordable housmg, units will be essential in order to meet the
City’s affordable housing needs.

Ii. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (DEIR)

Under provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan
Update is subject to environmental review prior to its approval. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is an
informational document to allow the public and decision-makers to consider the environmental

consequences-of proposed actions, along with any measures that could feasibly avoid or lessen significant
environmental effects.

A Draft Program EIR has been prepared to evaluate potential effects on the physical environment from
the proposed Plan Santa Barbara policy amendments and forecasted future growth in the City to the year
2030. The Draft Policy Preferences Report initiated for environmental review by City Council (January
2009) provided the EIR project description. The analysis assured development of up to an additional
2,800 residential units, and up to an additional two million square feet of commercial and other non-
residential development within the City by 2030.

In general, the DEIR recognizes that additional growth occurring incrementally over the next two decades
has the potential for significant impacts cumulatively citywide by 2030. In many instances, existing City
policies and proposed Plan Santa Barbara policy amendments would reduce these environmental effects.
The DEIR also identifies mitigation measures as needed to reduce potentially significant impacts to less

than significant levels. Mitigation measures would become additional policies and programs in the
General Plan.

A, SUMMARY OF DEIR IMPACT FINDINGS

The DEIR analysis of Plan Santa Barbara identifies Class 1 significant impacts associated with traffic
congestion and climate change/greenhouse gas generation. Class 2 impacts (less than significant with
mitigation) are wdentified for air quality, biological resources, geological conditions, hazards, heritage
resources, hydrology and water quality, noise, open space and visual resources, and solid waste
management. Additional Class 3 impacts (less than significant) are also identified for air quality,
biological resources, geological conditions, hazards, heritage resources, hydrology and water quality,
noise, visual resources, public services, water and wastewater, and transportation,

Additional environmental analysis was provided for energy, global climate change, jobs/housing balance,

and socioeconomic effects. (Please see Exhibit C: Summary of Plan Santa Barbara Environmental
Impacts and Mitigation.)
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The DEIR also analyzes comparative environmental effects of alternative policy and growth scenarios
("No Project”/Existing Policies, Lower Growth, and Additional Housing alternatives), and considers
regional environmental effects and longer-range effects. The Alternatives analysis is discussed further
below under Discussion of Key Issues/Growth Management (See also Exhibit D: Summary of
Comparative Impacts.)

B. DRAFT EIR PuBLIC REVIEW AND FINAL EIR CERTIFICATION

The Draft EIR was released for a 60-day public and agency comment period March 18 — May 17, 2010,
As noted above, the DEIR utilizes the Policy Preference Report as the basis for the Project Description.
Since that time, the process has continued to evolve with a number of more detailed refinements to the
basic Project Description, which are enumerated in Exhibit A, Changes o Policy Preference Report.,

Following the end of the DEIR public comment period, a proposed Final EIR will be prepared. Based on
direction from City Council and Planning Commission on revisions to the Draft General Plan policies, the
proposed Final EIR will be revised to reflect the revised draft project description. The Final EIR will also
include written responses to public comments received by May 17, 2010, and any associated revisions to
the impact analysis. Upon completion, the proposed Final EIR will be forwarded to the Planning
Commission for certification. and on to City Council for their consideration prior taking action on the
Plan Sama Barbara General Plan update.

Iv. DlSCUSSiON. OF KEY ISSUES

While to a large degree community agreement has been reached for a number of PlanSB components,
such as the need to regulate future growth, live within our resources, prioritize affordable housing,
encourage smaller units, and neighborhood planning, there remain some important unresolved issues.
With the completion of the DEIR, these unresolved issues can be further examined in light of the potential
environmental impacts of one course of action or another. The goal at this point of the process is to
identify the key policy trade-offs and comparative environmental effects and mitigation measures, as well
as any new combination of strategies that will help the community, Planning Commission and Council
move toward a greater level of agreement and direction.

A. GROWTH MANAGEMENT

The proposed Growth Management Program will monitor and regulate both residential and non-
residential development over the next twenty years based on the availability of resources. An
Adaptive Management Program will establish a set of resource related objectives that must be met
in order for growth and development to occur. At the iime of the General Plan Update adoption,
the Council will make a decision on the final non-residential growth limit (net increase in square
footage citywide) through the year 2030.

In order to assist with this decision, the DEIR has analyzed four growth scenarios with different
residential and non-residential levels of development, and respective assumptions. The Neo
Project alternative continues existing policies and historical growth trends for the next 20 years;
PlanSB (the proposed project) is also based on historic growth trends, but amends land use
policies to encourage smaller, more strategically located housing; the Lower Growth alternative
continues many existing policies but with less residential and non-residential development; and
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the Additienal Housing alternative is a more robust approach to improving the Jobs/Housing
imbalance through less jobs and more housing.

MEASURE E FINDINGS & ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM

Each of the growth scenarios studied in the DEIR would rely on an Adaptive Management
Program to monitor resource capacity and control the use of these resources as necessary 1o
support future growth and development. These resources include natural elements such as water
and air quality as well as other resources such as housing, transportation, waste treatment, fire and
police services,

Over the past 20 years, non-residential growth was limited by a finding determination that any
proposed project would have no significant adverse impact on housing, water or traffic resources.
While this program worked well for non-residential growth, a more comprehensive program is
needed to monitor and manage both residential and non-residential growth. In addition, such a
system will need to be more responsive at a policy level, in order to slow growth as necessary
given the particular circumstances such as a drought or fiscal crisis that constrain the City’s
capacities.

RESIDENTIAL DENSITY & UNIT SIZE

The draft Land Use Element, the draft Housing Element, and the Zoning Ordinance codify the
City’s policies and standards for residential density. The PlanSB General Plan Update direction
has been to create a new approach for multiple unit project densities. The current standard is based
on a discussion in the existing Land Use Element and the Variable Density provisions of the
R-3/R-4 zones.

There has been broad community interest in amending the bedroom based standard to one of unit
size. Staff developed new ranges of allowed densities for the multi-family zoning districts based
on an average unit size of 1,000 square feet and a range very close to what exists today. The
current standard 1s 15-27 units per acre (duw/acre) based on bedroom type, and the proposed
(Medium High) residential standard is 15-25 dw/acre based on unit size.

A new High Density residential standard is also proposed as a range allowing 27-34 du/acre for
specific areas of the City where higher intensity development may be appropriate to encourage
greater affordability and less dependence on the automobile. Tn particular, this increased density is
proposed as an incentive to target smaller units adjacent to transit and in close walking/biking
distance to commercial services. The High Density residential standard is also proposed as a
means to help address the Jobs/Housing imbalance, support continued community diversity and
economic vitality, and manage traffic, air quality and greenhouse gas generation.

The Additional Housing Alternative studied in the DEIR takes this concept further with a
residential density standard of 27-60 du/acre. An economic analysis of the Santa Barbara
residential market in 2009 identified densities in the range of 60 du/acre as necessary to encourage
the market to produce middle-income units, including approximately 40% of those units with
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affordability restrictions. The No Project and Lower Growth Alternatives do not propose a change
m residential density standards,

The residential density standards are a critical starting point for the development of affordable
housing, but additional policies and programs to encourage affordable housing are also proposed
in PlanSB, specifically within the draft Housing Element. Additional density allowances for rental
projects and programs to improve and maintain existing rental housing are proposed.

BUILDING S1zE, BULK, SCALE, & HEIGHT

Throughout the PlanSB process, people have expressed a desire to preserve the small town
character of Santa Barbara. As the city grows and develops over the next 20 years, older
structures and parcels with lower value improvements will be proposed for replacement or
expansion through a process know as infill and redevelopment. Under current zoning regulations

and design review guidelines, buildings tend to be replaced with taller structures and more intense
uses.

The Santa Barbara community is divided on the issue of building size. On the one hand, some feel
a small town character should be maintained by limiting future growth to one- and two-story
buildings. Others believe that three- to four-story buildings will not significantly alter the
character of Santa Barbara with adequate design review of size, bulk and scale — particularly, if
these buildings can accommodate requisite residential densities for more affordable housing.

The manner in which the proposed Average Density program is structured, average unit sizes are
targeted around 1,000 sq ft, which will result in smaller units. However, depending on the
densities chosen to accompany this formula, the size of the new buildings in the core areas of the
City could vary greatly. Under PlanSB densities, the buildings would tend to be smaller, in the
two- to three-story range; under the Lower Growth alternative the buildings will be even smaller
still, in the one- to two- story range; and under the Additional Housing scenario, the building will
tend to be built as they are today, mostly three-story and some with four-story components.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

During the PlanSB process residents were asked to identify the issues that matter most to the
community. Providing affordable housing opportunities, especially for the local workforce
emerged as a top priority and one that requires creative solutions. The lack of affordable housing
was also considered a contributing factor in the loss of community diversity, increased traffic
congestion, and other social, economic and environmental issues. Policies and implementation
actions in the draft Housing Element carry on the City’s commitment of retaining and increasing
rental units, as well as encouraging the production of non-subsidized affordable housing.

Smaller Market Units

Community concern regarding the construction of large, luxury condominiums unaffordable to the
working, middle class has led to the proposed amendments to the existing Variable Density
standards. The proposed Average Density program would encourage smaller, market-rate units
more affordable to middle class income and workforce households. According to a Feasibility
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Study prepared for the City there is strong market support for moderately sized two-bedroom units

of 1,000 to 1,300 sq. ft., that allow the flexibility of an extra room to use as a guest room or a
home office.

Rental Housing

According to the most recent Census figures, the number of large households (with five or more
persons) residing in the City has steadily increased over the years. Approximately 65 percent of
large households living in the City are renters. With less than 12 percent of existing rental
housing having three or more bedrooms, there is an identified need for large rental units with three
or more bedrooms. Several implementation actions are included in the draft Housing Element to
address the need for large rental units, including a density overlay of up to 50% for rental projects.

Additionally, the loss of older, affordable housing, particularly rental units remains a serious issue
for the community. Although State law limits the City’s ability to prevent the owners of rental
housing from leaving the rental market, the City strives to preserve existing rental housing to the
greatest extent possible. Implementation actions are included in the draft Housing Element to
preserve existing affordable rentals and to promote non-subsidized affordable rental housing,
including the ability to re-build existing higher density apartments at their current (non-
conforming) density.

Inclusionary Housing

Adopted in 2004, the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IHO) is intended to increase the
availability of housing for middle and upper middle-income households. However, there
continues to be concerns that the IHO requirements hinder, rather than promote the development
of additional workforce housing and adds to the size, bulk, and height of projects. Nevertheless,
based on the Policy Preferences Report direction, to encourage the development of non-subsidized
affordable housing, the draft Housing Element contains an implementation action that would
explore increasing the inclusionary unit requirement from 15 percent to 25 percent in order to
provide affordable housing units to moderate and middle-income households.

Secondary Dwelling Units

Secondary dwelling units serve as rental units or affordable units to low and moderate income
households.  These units are now cncouraged in certain single-family neighborhoods of the
community outside of the high fire hazard zones. Implementation actions intended to further
encourage second units are included in the draft Housing Element. These units may not be
appropriate in all neighborhoods of the City; therefore, where they are to be allowed will require
further study. Nonetheless, second units could significantly contribute to the creation of additional
affordable rental housing opportunities for City residents.

TARGETED GROWTH

As noted above, there are a number of changes proposed to the existing General Plan map ranging
from a digitized-based format to significant policy decisions, as proposed under PlanSB. While
the reformatting, zoning consistency corrections, and minor policy decisions will greatly enhance
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the effectiveness of today's General Plan map, the principal PlanSB issue is that of increased
residential density at strategic locations.

The proposed split of the existing highest residential density designation of 15 to 27 dwelling units
per acre, mto two distinct new designations of Medium High (15-25 dw/acre) and High (27-34
dw/acre) serves two purposes:

1. provide a modest incentive to build smaller, more affordable units in key commercial
districts and multi-family neighborhoods that are well served by transit and within easy
walking and biking distance to commercial services, and

2. provide a more appropriate land use transition or buffer between the highest density
districts and the medium density neighborhoods.

TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS

The central transportation issue facing the City is how to accommodate incremental growth while
minimizing or avoiding increased congestion at freeway interchanges and major City roads, such
as Upper State Street. The DEIR shows that, although better than the No Project Alternative, the
PlanSB Alternative as currently proposed will nearly triple the number of sxgmﬁcantiy impacted
intersections in the City.

The traffic model demonstrates that eliminating growth altogether will not eliminate increases in
traffic congestion as the trend of less people living and working in the City continues. The
analysis shows if people continue to relocate outside the City and drive to work via U.S. Hwy 101,
traffic at the freeway interchanges will continue to increase.

The DEIR analysis indicates the most effective measure to combat traffic congestion is to
aggressively support Travel Demand Management (TDM) strategies that include parking pricing
management in the Downtown, as well as other strategies described. The analysis shows that the
aggressive support of TDM strategies analyzed in Additional Housing Alternative could be
applied to any of the other scenarios described in the DEIR and significantly reduces congestion
impacts accordingly. Additionally, the analysis shows that future development generates the least

amount of increased traffic if located within the Downtown core and along major transit corridors
north of U.S Hwy 101,

While parking pricing strategies implemented in the Downtown could have the greatest reduction
of traffic congestion, implementing such a policy would also have economic ramifications.
Therefore, to be successful, parking pricing strategies must be carefully designed to contribute to
the economic vitality of the Downtown.

Irrespecﬁve of the amount of land use growth, decision makers must determine the appropriate
balance between future congestion levels and the aggressiveness of the City’s travel demand
strategies.
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H.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION PROGRAMS

There are a number of existing City policies, regional programs, State and Federal regulations for
the protection of environmental resources. The DEIR explains that to a large degree existing
policies and PlanSB can be found consistent with ‘such regulation and do work to reduce impacts
as well as enhance resource protection. Specific DEIR and PlanSB topics include: reduction of
pollutant emissions, management of land use impacts (such as a buffer along Highway 101),
multi-use planning for coastal resources, creek and habitat programs, water quality improvements
as well as management and adaptation to climate change concerns.

The difference between the three alternatives and No Project is really a matter of degree, in terms
of the extent of the planning efforts and priority to create new programs and standards. In this

regard, policy makers have often directed City programs to be leaders in the area of environmental
protection.

WATER SUPPLY

Water is a limited resource in the City and State. Historically, water supply has been a constraint
to growth in the City and on the South Coast. Existing City policies provide that the City live
within its resources, which includes water supply. The City has established a Long Term Water
Supply Program, developed diverse water supply sources, and utilizes a high level of monitoring
and management of those resources.

The Draft PlanSB policies provide that new development would only occur when adequate
resources exist to support it (Policies LG 1.2). The California Environmental Quality Act requires
that environmental review of water impacts for projects involving substantial water demand be
based on a water assessment by the water agency providing services. In preparing the Water
Supply section of the Draft EIR for PlanSB, Planning staff and the EIR consultant worked with
Water Division staff, and the DEIR analysis utilized their extensive expertise, technical data, and
commissioned studies.

The Courts have recognized the complexities, uncertainties, and changeable nature of water
supplies and water management from year to year. This is addressed in the DEIR by describing
these variable conditions, inciuding supply, sources, facilities, and their various constraints and
uncertainties. The EIR analysis uses the best available information and judgment from our City
technical experts and consultants to identify assumptions for estimated water demand associated
with future growth to 2030, and estimated water supplies during “normal” water years and drought
years.

The EIR analysis identifies current typical water supply during non-drought years of 17,064 acre-
feet per year AFY, including a 10% safety margin (1,706 AFY) and 15,358 AFY available to meet
demand. The EIR forecasts that similar supplies could he expected into the future. Although there
are uncertainties about various supply sources, the continued diversity of sources and options, and
the high level of water supply planning and management provides for the expectation of continued
similar supply levels,
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Current typical water demand is estimated at 14,000 AFY, with available surplus of 1,358 AFY
and 1,706 AFY safety margin. The DEIR identifies citywide water demand in the year 2030
under the Plan Santa Barbara policies and growth scenario to be 14,791 AFY, still within the
existing supplies and with safety margin and surplus,

The range of future water demand under the DEIR alternative growth scenarios is identified as
14,829 AFY under the “No Project”/Existing Policies, 14,510 AFY under the Lower Growth
Alternative, and 14,958 AT'Y under the Additional Housing Alternative. Each of these water
demand estimates is within the current and projected supply estimate, with variations in remaining
water for safety margin and surplus. The Desalination plant also remains as a back-up source of
additional supply.

The General Plan update process will be followed by a more detailed update of the City Long-
Term Water Supply Plan, such as potential for improvements to conservation and supplies, and
ongoing monitoring and management of water supply would continue. The General Plan Adaptive
Management Program would utilize water supply monitoring and improve tools for relating

supply and the development process to ensure that any development is supported by long-term
water supply resources, '

J. CLEMATE CHANGE

Global climate change refers to substantial changes in climate measures over time, such as average
temperature, wind, and storm patterns. Climate changes are believed to result from both natural
variability and human activity. Climate changes are anticipated to create effects on the
environment associated with water supply and water quality, precipitation levels, flooding, sea
level nise, coastal erosion, wildfire activity, biological resources, public health, energy demand,
and the economy. The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (2009) identifies measures that can
be considered in coastal areas to adapt to climate change effects over time, and the DEIR includes
some of these as mitigation measures. '

The Intergovernmental Pane] on Climate Change (IPCC) determined that the rapid rate of climate
changes since the mid 20" century 1 very likely due to human generated “greenhouse gas”
concentrations from fossil fuel combustion and land use changes. Greenhouse gases (GHG)
include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and ozone in the atmosphere that absorb radiation
from the earth’s surface and release it as heat.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) recognizes California as a major
contributor of greenhouse gas emissions and establishes a goal of reducing statewide GHG
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, SB 375 (2008) created a process by which local governments
must work together to prepare a regional plan to achieve the GHG reductions identified in AB 32
through land use development patterns and transportation measures; such a process is now
underway with the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBAG).

Senate Bill 97 (2009) amended CEQA to include greenhouse gas effects as part of CEQA
analysis, and the Office of Planning and Research adopted CEQA Guidelines amendments in
January 2010. The State Attorney General has communicated with the City to emphasize that
climate change needs to be addressed as part of General Plan updates and associated EIRs.
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Both existing City General Plan policies and the draft PlanSB policies contain numerous land use
and transportation measures that help to minimize greenhouse gas generation, consistent with the
types of measures suggested by the California legislation and regulations. A City Climate Action
Plan would be prepared to meet State and regional climate change planning.

The DEIR analysis provides the first baseline calculations of citywide greenhouse gas generation
from mobile and stationary energy use that will be needed to meet State mandates for climate
change planning. The DEIR presents a reasonable worst-case scenario for GHG emission impacts,

which identifies the potential that citywide emissions in 2030 may not meet the State reduction
targets.

In addition to existing policies and proposed PlanSB policies for energy conservation and
reduction of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled, the EIR transportation mitigation measures
~would do the most to further reduce greenhouse gas emissions because they could reduce
emissions from existing development as well as the small amount of new development.
Additional recommended measures involve tree planting, landfill gas management, retrofitting for
energy efficiency, and pursing renewable energy sources.

K. IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

As a long term planning document, the General Plan policy implementation will take place over
many years. A comprehensive work program to prioritize and phase implementation in a logical
fashion is necessary. Some decisions need to be made sooner than others for practical reasons

such as establishing a factual basis for new standards to be applied during the development review
process.

For example, the City's Development Plan Ordinance (SBMC 28.87.300) will need to be revised
(the current status is one year into a three year extension on the existing standards for Small
Addition, Community Priority, Findings, etc.). The exact nature of the revisions will depend on
which growth management program is selected in the PlanSB process. Another key measure to
implement will be Zoning Map changes associated with the updated General Plan Land Use Map,
and as well as the corresponding density standards including the change for the Variable Density
Ordinance from bedrooms to unit size. The completion of the grant funded Climate Action Plan
will also be a high priority.

Both the Housing Element and Mitigation Monitoring Program will also be carefully considered in
developing a Draft Implementation Program. The Draft Tmplementation Program will be
constdered by the Planning Commission and then by the Council at the time the General Plan is
adopted this Fall. Feasibility findings will be important given budget constraints and the
involvement of other agencies in some of the programs and mitigations. Further refinement and
use of the Adaptive Management Program will be central to the implementation plan.

In past major policy efforts, the use of an Interim Ordinance was determined to be appropriate and
may again be used for the first steps in the implementation of PlanSB.

e
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V. OVERVIEW OF POLICY OPTIONS AND DECISIONS

Once initial public input has been received on the General Plan Update Policy Documents and the DEIR,
the Planning Commission and Council will then provide direction to staff to prepare a set of final policy
recommendations. This next step is expected to oceur at the joint City Council/Planning Commission
meetings of June 22 and 23, 2010. In order to help facilitate the necessary discussion prior to formal
direction, staff has prepared Fxhibit E: Policy Option Decision Matrix.

The purpose of the Policy Option Decision Matrix is to provide a summary description of the policy
options in a format that helps to narrow-down the remaining key issues. All of the Planning Commission
members (and eventually the Council members) will be asked to participate in this process by “checking”
the desired policy option for each of the Key Issues.

VE  NEXTSTEPS

The following public meetings are part of the public review and comment period for the Draft General
Plan and DEIR:

e Wednesday, April 28, 2010 (9:00 a.m.) Planning Commission
Staff presentation highlighting key issues, and public comment hearing on the Draft General Plan
and Draft EIR documents

¢ Thursday, April 29, 2010 (1:00 p.m.) Planning Commission
If necessary, continued hearing time for additional public comment

s  Thursday, May 6, 2010 (1:00 p.m.) Planning Commission
Continued Planning Commission meeting for Commission discussion and comments on the Draft
documents, Commission direction to staff on Final EIR preparation, and Commission
recommendations to City Council for preparation of Final General Plan documents

o Tuesday, June 22, 2010 (6:00 pm.) and Wednesday, June 23, 2010 (1.00 p.m.) City
Council/Planning Commission Joint Meeting
Discussion and policy direction to staff for preparation of Final General Plan documents (Staff
presentation and public comment on June 22™ 6:00 p.m.)

- Subsequent Process Steps: Following the end of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR public review and
comment period, proposed Final Plan Santa Barbara General Plan documents and a proposed Final EIR
(including responses to comments received by May 17, 2010) will be prepared. Subsequent noticed public
hearings will be held at the Planning Commission and City Council to consider actions to certify the Final
EIR and adopt the Final General Plan documents (anticipated in Fall 2010).

EXHIBITS

Changes to Policy Preference Report

Residential Build-out Assumptions and Methodology
Summary of Environmental Impacts from DEIR Analysis
DEIR Summary of Comparative Impacts

Policy Options Decision Matrix

mo Oz




lan Santa Barbara

LIEWING WITHIN OCUR RESODURCES

CHANGES TO PoLicY PREFERENCES REPORT

N o h W

© o -

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.

19.
16.

Developed an Average Density Program, to replace existing Variable Density
Program, based on average unit sizes rather than number of bedrooms. The net
result would be to maintain portions of the multi-family districts at approximately
the existing density of 15-25 dufacre (Medium High) and increase the multifamily
districts closest to the commercial districts, as well as the commercial districts, to
27-34 dufacre (High Density).

Reformatted the Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions and distributed to
respective elements with reference numbers adjusted accordingly.

Redrafted selected policies as implementation actions.

Added new implementation actions.

Added selected EIR mitigations measures as implementation actions (in italics).
Redrafted selected Objectives as Goals.

Re-titled Land Use and Growth Management Element to simply Land Use
Element. :

A Historic Resources Element is now recommended as a stand alone element.

Relocated Community Design policies from Hisforic Resources to the draft Land
Use Element.

Further developed Floor Area Ratio and Form Based Coding policy direction.
Relocated rental incentive policies to the draft Housing Element.

Developed a draft General Plan (Land Use) map, with attendant format, land use
designation, and boundary changes (see Attachment 1, Principal Change Areas:
Proposed Land Use and Zoning Changes, and Attachment 2, General Plan
Principal Change Areas Map).

Developed a draft Parks and Open Space map.

Removed a MODA boundary from the Land Use Map, now the MODA is
proposed as a set of principals.

Secondary dwelling unit locations part of Housing Element policies.

Dropped the “balanced density” concept, which would have down-zoned portions
of the multi-family districts and up-zoned others consistent with a MODA
boundary.

EXHIBIT A
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lan Santa Barbara

LIVING WITHIN OCUR BRESOUROCES

Principal Chanqé Areas:
Proposed Land Use Designation and Zoning Changes

Mission, Highway 101, De La Vina and Santa Barbara
LU Designations:

= Commercial High Density

= Office High Density

Alamar and State Area

LU Designations:

=  Comrnercial High Density

= High density Residential (consistent with R-4 zone)

101 Freeway, Chapala, and Mission
LU Designations:

= Commercial High Density

= High Density Residential

Upper State Street Northside

LU Designations:

#  Commercial Medium High Density

= Medium High Residential (consistent with R-O zone)

»  Office Medium (consistent with R-O zone off Verde Vista)

Zoning:

= Average Density not allowed in C-P (only 12 du/acre); maintain as neighborhood
serving w/mixed use. Rezoning of CP not part of PlanSB.

= Calle Real and Pesetas Lane rezone R-2 parcel to R-O.

Upper State Southside

LU Designations:

= Commercial High

¥ Commercial Medium High (consistent with C-P zone; single family bordering De La
Vina; car dealership parcels)

Cottage Hospital Area

LU Designation:
= Office Medium Density (from Institutional)

Garden between Carrillo and Victoria Area

LU Designations:

= Commercial Medium High (C-2 zone, consistent with surrounding Medium High
Residential),

= Office High along west side of Garden and surrounding R-O zone (consistent with
surrounding Commercial and Residential High Density).

ATTACHMENT 1




10.

1.

12,

13.

14.

15.

186.

17.

Miipas Corridor

LU Designations:

s Commercial High (from industrial) along Westside of Milpas

*  Medium Density Residential (from Commercial, consistent with R-2 zone) between
east side of Milpas Street and Alisos Street.

Coast Village Road

LU Designation:
= Commercial Medium High

Saint Francis Hospital Area

LU Designation:

v Medium High Density Residential {from Instituticnal, consistent with surrounding
residential uses) :

Zoning:

s C-OtoR-3

Anacapal/Chapalal/101/0Ortega Streets

LU Designation:

= Commercial High (from Industrial, consistent with existing uses)
Zoning:

= C-Mfo C-2

Alan Road/Vista Del Mar Drive

LU Designation:
= Low Density Residential Maximum 3 du/acre (from Residential, 1 Unit Per Acre)

industrial Area

LU Designation: _
= Commercial Industrial/Medium High Density (from Industrial, consistent with C-M
zone)

QOceano Drive and Loma Alta Area

LU Designation: .

= Medium High Density (consistent with existing residential densities)
Zoning: ‘

= From R-2/5D-3 {o R-3/8D-3

Reddick/iBond/Miipas/Quarantina

LU Designation:
= Commercial High Density (from Industrial, consistent with existing C-2 zone and
existing uses)

Coastal Zone Where Residential allowed

LU Designation;

= Medium High Density Residential (consistent with existing densities; no increase over
historic density allowances except for #13 area above). '

Douglas Family Preserve

LU Designation:
.  Open Space Parks {from 3 du/acre)

Other Locations

Various minor “clean-up” changes o resolve conflicting zones or land use designations
boundaries by parcel are also propo sed; please ses proposed General Plan map.

Revised March 12, 2010
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City of Santa Barbara
Planning Division

Memorandum
DATE: April 14, 2010
TO: John Ledbetter, Principal Planner
FROM: Adam Nares, Planning Technician 11
SUBJECT: ~ Residential Build-out Assumptions and Methodology

The purpose of this memo is to show the evolution of how residential build-out has been
calculated during the PlanSB process.

During the 1980s the Santa Barbara residential build-out capacity was estimated to be 40,005
units. In 2008, the California Department of Finance estimated the City had approximately
38,000 units on the ground. The estimate of 40,005 unit capacity was calculated prior to GIS
parcel based technology and did not fully estimate residential build-out in Commercial zones.
Throughout the PlanSB process, calculations have been made to estimate the build-out in the
City for a variety of purposes. The following documents the different purposes, assumptions and
methodology followed in: the Development Trends Report, the draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), and the draft Housing Element.

Development Trends Report

One of the first calculations in the PlanSB process was the Commercial Zones Residential Build-
out Analysis in the Development Trends Report (March 2008). See Attachment 1 for more
details. This analysis estimated that commercial zones have a capacity of 5,865 additional
residential units.

Draft EIR — “Extended Range”

For the different growth scenarios, the draft EIR analyzed the build-out of residential units
throughout the City. Aside from the 20-year future g rowth alternative, the draft EIR also
analyzed the long term “Extended Range” alternative. The amount of future residential growth
in the City under the “Extended Range” alternative is 8,000 units. This is based on 2,000 units
remaining from the 40,005 unit City build-out number, and the approximately 6,000 potential
units in the City non-residential zones per the Development Trends Report. The majority of the
units were assumed to develop within the core of the City.

Proposed Densities and General Plan Map

During the draft EIR process and Policy Preferences discussions, new densities were proposed to
encourage development of smaller units in the City’s core. It would change the current Variable
Density standard, an average of 20 units per acre, into two separate density standards. The High
Residential Density of 27-34 units per acre is proposed closer to the inner core, and the Medium

EXHIBITB
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April 14, 2010 :
Page 2 of 3

High Residential Density of 15-25 units per acre is proposed just outside of the core. The
proposed General Plan Land Use Llement also proposes changes to some areas from current
zoning to the new densities. See Proposed General Plan Map

Housing Element

The Housing Element is required by the State to demonstrate the residential potential per zoning
and environmental constraints for each parcel. The new proposed densities (see above) were
used for this analysis and a new citywide build-out number was calculated to be 9,099 units. See
attachment 2 for more details on the assumptions and methodology used. Key assumptions for
this analysis assume that the High Residential Density areas would develop at an average
residential density of 30 units per acre and the Medium High Density areas would develop at an
average residential density of 20 units per acre.

Proposed General Plan Map without High Density

For comparison purposes the overall build-out was calculated again by replacing the High
Density 30 units per acre average with the Medium High 20 units per acre average. This analysis
used the same parcels after environmental constraints and the proposed General Plan Map as the

Housing Element Analysis. Using this analysis, the net new unit build-out was calculated to be
7,455 units.



Residential Build-Out Assumptions and Methodology Memorandum
April 14, 2010
Page 3 of 3

PLANSB KEY ASSUMPTIONS AND NET NEW UNITS PER ANALYSIS

Comumercial Citywide
Analysis Key Assumptions Zone Net New Net New
Units Units

Bevelopment e For Commercial Zones Only 5,865 N/A
Trends Report e Low valued lots were identified

¢  Used Current zoning standards

e 20 Units/Acre average for variable Density
EIR Extended s Used Development Trends Report Sites for 6,000 8,000
Range Commercial Zones

o Added in Residential Zones

e Used current zoning standards

s Citywide Analysis
Housing . »  Used Development Trends Report Sites for 9,099
Element Commercial Zones '

e  Removed sites with Environmental Constraints

e  Used proposed General Plan Map

e Used new Densities developed during PlanSB

process ,

« 30 Units/Acre for High Density Areas

s  2{ Units/Acre for Medium High Density Areas

#  Citywide Analysis
Proposed e Used Development Trends Report Sites for 7455
General Plan Commercial Zones
Map without s  Removed sites with Environmental Constraints
High Density e Used proposed General Plan Map

#  Used new 20 Units/Acre Average for all High

and Medium High Areas

e Citywide Analysis

Attachments:
1. Development Trends Report Exhibit 10 - Commercial Zones Residential Build-Out
Analysis

2. Housing Element — Suitable Opportunity Sites




Commercial Zones Residential Buildout Analysis
March 2008 - DRAFT

Steps taken to Identify the Potential Build-out Parcels

1.

2.

All non-residentially zoned Parcels were identified in a database.

Non-residentially Zoned Parcels that do not allow residential use (e.g. M-1, OM-
1, HRC-1, portions of HRC-2 and C-X overlay zone) were removed from the
build-out 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.)

Identified parcels without Assessed Land and Improvement Value and
categorized these as Public Land, including parks. These parcels were removed
from the build-out database. '

Parcels with historic buildings (Landmarks or Structures of Merit) were identified
and remaoved from the build-out database.

To determine which non-residential zoned parcels were more likely than others to
redevelop with residential uses, low improvement value per square foot of lot
area was chosen as the method.

A list of 30 Pending Residential Projects on Commercial Zoned was analyzed.
Of the 30 currently pending projects, 23 parcels (70%) had an improvement to
area value of $20/sf or less. This included five projects on vacant parcels, several
projects comprised of multiple small parcels, the Sandman Inn project and the La
Sumida project. There were also three projects (10%) that were over $100/sf.
Two of these were on small parcels of less than 2,000 square feet in size. The
other was on an 8,500 sf parcel. The highest value/square foot of these three
parcels was $227.00/sf. The average improvement/area value of the 30 pending
projects came to $26.7/sf. It should be noted that the Circuit City project was
somewhat above the average at $33.00/sf as was the Radio Square project at
$40.40/sf. The $26.7/sf per lot area average figure was chosen for use in
identifying non-residential zoned parcels with potential for development or
redevelopment. ‘

Note: Several years ago, a commercial real estate broker was contacted and
asked his opinion on the property values that were most likely to be sold for
development. He indicated that $100.00/sf improvemenit to area value was a
good number. After mapping parcels with values of $100.00/sf or less it was
determined that the number encompassed too many of the commerciaily zoned
parcels. For this reason, the Pending Projects were analyzed instead. The

ATTACHMENT 1



Pending Projects represent the actual development trend and do not rely on
personal opinions.

7. Parcels with an improvement value over $26.7 per square foot of lot area were
labeled “High Value" as they were determined to be less likely to sell or
redevelop. These parcels were removed from the build-out database.

8. The "Potential Build-Out Parcels” are shown in Biue on the map and do not
include those parcels identified above as either High Value, Public Lands,
Historic Buildings or not allowing residential development.

8. The Potential Build-Out Parcels were separated into three categories: Allows
Variable Density, Standard R-3 Build-Out, and 5000 and less square foot area.
The build-out analysis determined the number of residential units that couid be
built on each parcel.

Potential Methodology to Calculate Total Number of Units that could be built on buildout
parcels identified above (using designated parcels of $26.7/square foot or less per lot

area}

A. Calculation 1. (Two-bedroom unit average assumption)

1. Calculated build-out on all parcels less than 5000 square feet to allow one
unit.

2. Calculated Variable Density parcel build-out at 20 units per acre. (This
number is consistent with the average historical trend of 18.4 units/acre as
described in Calculation 3 below.

3. Calculated Standard R-3 parcel build-out at 12 units per acre

4. The sum of the build-out units using these assumptions is 5,865 units.

B. Calcuiation 2 (Based on Historic Building Trend, 1990 - 2007)

1. Summed the acreage of all Potential Build-Out Parcels (340.6 Acres)

2. Analyzed the Historic Data for build-out of residential units in commercial
zones counting all units on the parcel. It was determined that the Historic

. Trend was18.4 units/acre.

3. The 18.4 units/acre was applied to the 340.6 acres to determine potential

build-out.

The sum of the build-out units using these assumptions is 6,267 units.

The Historic Data included affordable housing, density bonus, inciusionary

and mixed use projects.

ok



SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY

Suitable Opportunity Sites

Following the analysis of residential projects in the pipeline, the City assessed the commercial and malti-
family zones for opportunity sites or those parcels determined to be feasible and desirable for residential
redevelopment within this planning period. Given the marker and development trends illustrated by the
pipeline projects, residential development in commercial zones is on the rise. 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

developmenr targeting higher density development in the Downtown area near jobs, transit and recreation /
cultural activities.

Uniike many other cities i 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 rclatively small industrial area of the City (less than 1 percent of the ol
fand 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 ar densities ranging from 27-34 du/acre. These
densities are intended to encourage small, more affordable units to promote affordable housing opportunities
for the community, particularly the City's local workforce. The smaller the average size unit, the greater the
density allowance, up to a maximum 34 du/ac in most commercial zones. Likewise, in fhe‘_R—S/}-bé multi-
family zones, densities ranging from 15-25 dufacre are permitted based on average unir size. This approach is
designed to discourage the profiferation of large, luxurious and costly units, while concentrating densities in
the mast sustainable locations {i.c., near transit, access to commercial services, access to parks and open space,
ete.).

Hesidential 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-our potential. The analysis used the City's GIS land use dacabase 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 assumprions made to calculate the residential development potential in
commercial zones:

» Al non-residentially zoned parcels were identified in the database.

= Non-residentially zoned parcels that do not allow residential use (e.g. M-1, OM-1, HRC-1, portions
of HIRC-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 were removed from the darabase.

m  Parcels with historic buildings (Landmarks or Structures of Merit) were removed from the darabase.

= Parcels with significant environmental constraints associated with biological resources, floodplain,
and creeks were removed from the database.

DRAFT BOUSING ELEMENT | MARGCH 2010 | 293

ATTACHMENT 2

-t



SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY

Low improvement value per square foot of lot area was used to determine which non-residential
zoned parcels were more likely than others 1o redevelop with residendal uses, {generally $27/square
foot of lot area ot 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 under two land use designations, Medium
High Density Residensial (MHDR) and High Density Residential (HDR). The MFDR designation
allows 15-25 du/acre and the HDR designation allows 27-34 du/acre depending on the average unit
size of the residential development.

* To assess a realistic development potential for the commercial parcels designated MHDR {15-25
dufacre), a 20 dufacre build-out porential was assumed.

*  To assess a realistic development potential for the commescial parcels designared HDR (25-34
dufacre), a 30 dufacre build-out porential was assumed.

*  Development potential on these opportunity sites assumed that all existing improvements on the
property would be removed and redeveloped at their full residential potential.

The suitable sites inventory identified 1009 opportunity sites with residential development potential ia
commercial zones. Based on the above steps and assumptions there is the potential to produce approximately
6,329 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 residental densities are allowed in the City’s commercial and multi-family zones.
Vacanr and underdeveloped R-3 and R-4 sites were identified using the GIS land use database and County
Assessor’s fand 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-farnily
apartment of condominfum development as allowed by the zone. The Zoning Ordinance states that the R-3
and R-4 zone is intended to be .. residential district of high density in which the principal use of land is for
multiple-family dwellings...”

A recent rrend has been to demolish aging housing stock and to replace it with multi-family development,
typically condominjums. 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 condicions.

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, the City existing policies and Master Environmental
Assessment (MEA) provide guidance to protect resources. Further, the City has responded by initiating
historic surveys. The City recenily completed two architectural and historic resource survey areas, including
the Lower Riviera neighborbood. The City has also adopted a demolition control ordinance to preserve
historically significant archirecture.

The following steps were taken and assumptions made to identified opportunity sites and calealate the
residential potential in Multi-Family zones (R-3/R-4 zones):
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SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY

@ Vacant parcels 3,000 square fect 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 2 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 undertzke o idendify prospective projects,

*  Parcels with significant environmental constraiats associated with biological resources, floodplain,
and crecks were removed from the database.

= R-3/R-4 zoned parcels identified in the inventory fall under two land use designations, Medium
High Density Residential (MHDR) and High Density Residential (HIDR), The MHDR designation
allows 15-25 du/acre and the HDR designation allows 2734 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 MHDR (15-25
dufacre), a 26 dufacre build-out potential was assumed. For the parcels designated HDR (25-34
dufacre) a realistic development porential of 30 dufacre was assumed.

The suitable sites inventory identified 789 oppartunity sites with residential development potential in muli-
family zones. Based on the above steps and assumptions, there is the potential to produce approximately
1,507 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 residendal districe (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
identified opporaunity sites and calculate the residential potential in R-2 zones. Identifying opportunity sites
in the R-2 zones utilized 4 two-step process:

*  Vacant R-2 parcels were identified for the inventory, Some parcels were remaved from the land
inventory due to rheir small size. Other parcels had their development potential reduced ro 20
percent due to steep slopes. '

= All underdeveloped parcels grearer than 4,900 square feet with only one single family residence
currently on site were included in the inventory. This step included parcels between 3,000 — 6,000

square feet that were recently made eligible for duplex devclopment.

A total of 916 opportunity sites were identified and are dispersed throughour the R-2 zoned areas in the City.
The development potential on underdeveloped opportunity sites in the R-2 zone is approximately 1,043
uniss.
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SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY

Residential Development Potential in the Single Family Zones

The Ciry’s single family zones include the following categories:

Al One acre minimum lot size

A-2 25,000 square feet minimum loc size
E-1 15,000 square feet minimum lot size
BE-2 10,600 square feet minimum lot size
E-3 7,500 square feet minimum lot size
R-1 6,000 square feet minimum lot size

The corresponding General Plan designations for these zoning caregories include residenrial densities ranging
from 1- 5 units per acte. The General Plan also identifies many of these areas to include open space, major
hillsides and visual resources. In the steeper hillside arcas, the General Plan envisions significantly lower
densiries, as low as one dwei].ing unit for every 10 or mose acres. Approximately 50 percent of the City's
single family zones are in the High Fire Districe, ‘

While vacant undeveloped land is believed to be easier 1o 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
crecls, 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 datzbase and County
Assessar’s land use codes. Aerial photography and site inspections were also used to verify the status of certain
parcels.  As mendoned above, significant site constraints may exist on many of these Jots readering the
development potential to be limited and difficult ar best. Further, the City has policics in place regarding
hiliside protection, conservarion 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
Blement planning period, the City looked closer at parcel size and City’s slope density requirements. The
City’s slope density requirements mandate thar 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 chree tmes the standard minimum lot size requirements. This is often difficult 1o
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 2010 Housing Element planning
period.  Approximately 121 vacant and underdeveloped sites in single family zones were identified for the
inventory. The estimated development potential on these sites is 220 units.
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SUITABLE SITES INVENTORY

It should be noted that the City has a Secondary Dwelling Unit Ordinance that requires all new second
{"granny”) units be rented to relatives or low or moderate-income households. This along with development
standards thar are highly proteciive of single family neighborhoods and a prohibition against second units in
high fire areas (approximately 5¢ percent of the City’s single family zones) have resulted in very few secondary
dwelling units being applied for or built. T'o date, the City has permitced only fifreen units. For the purposes
of meeting the City’s RFINA, it is not realistic to think thar 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 and affordability requirements thar make significanc building of second units
in single family zones unlikely.

Suitable Sites Inventory Summary

Table 52 provides a summary of the City’s vacant land and opportanity sites analysis by project status and by
zone district type. Appendix F of the Housing Element provides a parcel-by-parcel listing of the vacant land
inventory and opportunity sites by zone,

Table 52: Summary of Opportunity Sites Development Potential
City of Santa Barbara

. Commercial Zones 1,009 ' 6,329 : 6,329 144%
- R-3/ R4 Mulsi-Family Zones 789 1,507 i 7,836 179%

R-2 Duplex Lo96 1,043 BETY L 202%

Single Family Zones 121 200 9,099 207%

- RHNA = 4,388 Units

U Sowrces City of Santa Barbava 2009

Table 52 above demonsuates that the City has the land and zoning capacity to meet the regional housing
needs aliocation for this planning period. However, given land costs, construction costs and other marker
conditions, simply providing higher density zoning may not result in housing affordable to very low and low-
income houscholds in Santa Barbara. The City’s experience is that it requires community partmerships 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,
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Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FROM DEIR ANALYSIS

The Draft EIR analysis identified the following environmental impacts associated with additional
development to the year 2030 under draft Plan Santa Barbara General Plan policy amendments.
Required mitigation measures are identified to reduce potentially significant impacts, Recommended
measures are also identified to further address potential impacts,

| .Slgmficant lmpact@ {Ciass I)
(Citywide in 203 0) '

B _.':-Reﬁﬁ-iréﬁ_'.l\;iiti_gaﬁoﬁ_.Mea's'ﬁres o

Transportation
Increased peak-hour traffic congestion

MM T-1 —Roadway and signal improvements

MM T-2 — Measures to reduce peak-hour vehicle trips
and increase use of alternative travel modes through
modified parking requirements and pricing and
transportation demand management measures.

Global Climate Change
Increased greenhouse gases emissions from
transportation fuel and buildings

MM T-2 -Reduce vehicle trips and miles traveled and
associated greenhouse gas generation

(Recommended measures RM C-1 policies for carbon
sequestration though tree planting/ revegetation;, RM
C-2 work with regional partners toward methane
capiure/ fuel cell development at Tajiguas and former
Las Positas landfills; RM C-3 coniinue programs to
retrofit municipal systems with energy efficient
equipment; RM (-4 policies for additional renewable
energy sources for City operations including wind
turbines and solar facilities, and monitor ocean power
projects; and RM C-5 additional policy to establish
goal of 30 MW new solar ener £y in City by 2030.)

Le%s Than Sigmficant Impacts w1th
; Mitlgatwn (Class 2) ;
((_zfywzda; in 20_3(_})_ :

. Requ;red Mltlgatmn Measures '

Air Quality
Potential health risks to residential uses along
Highway from diesel particulate emissions

MM AQ-1 - Interim 250-foot setback from Highway

101 for new residential uses until State regulations are
implemented and risks reduced; install additional
vegetation along Highway 101.

Biological Resources
Gradual loss of upland and creek/riparian
habitats and species.

MM B-1 - Further protect key upland habitat/ corridors
MM B-2 - Creek channel naturalization; drainage
restoration; riparian habitat restoration; creek setback
standard,

(Recommended measures RM B-1 oak woodland
protection and RM B-2 riparian woodland protection

Geological Conditions
Sea chiff retreat

MM G-1 - Updated bluff retreat review guidelines;
shoreline management plan

(Recommended measure RM G-1 fo update Coastal
Plan language.)

-
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Class 2 Less than Slgmﬁcant Impacts With

- Mitigation (continued)

.Ret;ulred Mitlgatwn DR

Hazards

Adequacy of household hazardous materials
collection facility capacity

MM Hz 2— Aaency CGOidmdUOB to cstablish
additional collection facility capacity

Heritage Resources
Effects of development on historic resources

MM Hr-ia — Protect historic resources during adjacent
construction activities

MM Hr-1b — Modified density and design policies for
landmark and historic districts

Hydrology and Water Quality
Increased flood hazards from climate change
sea level rise (longer range impact to 2050)

MM Hydr-1a — Adaptive management for sea level rise

Noise

Increased roadway noise levels along
Highway 101 affecting existing residential
uses

MM N-1 — Periodically monitor freeway noise levels
along Highway 101. If traffic noise expands the 65
dBA contour along the freeway corridor, implement
measures to reduce effects (e.g., structure retrofits,
barriers, vegetation)

Open Space/Visual Resources
Gradual loss of important open space areas

MM V-1 - Protect key open space arcas; establish
additional funding mechanisms; coordinate
management with citizen groups, owners, educational
nstitutions.

V-2 — Coordinate on regional open space

Public Utilities/ Solid Waste Management
Adequacy of long-term solid waste
management facility capacity

MM PU-1a -Coordinate with agencies to establish
additional long-term waste management capacity.
MM PU-1.b —~ Increase diversion of solid waste from
landfill disposal through programs to increase waste
reduction, recycling, and reuse.

Less Than Sigmﬁcant Impacts (Clais 3)
((,zlywzde in 2030} '

Recﬂmmended Measures to Fur’ther Reduce

- _:.impacts R

Air Quality

Projected population/emissions are consistent
with adopted County Clean Air Plan

RM AQ-1 — Programs to support electric vehicles and
low-emission vehicles and equipment

Short-term emissions during construction

No additional measures bevond existing City policies
and proposed Plan Santa Barbara measures

Residential development location within the
commercial core - impacts from mixed use

No additional measures

Biological Resources

Development impact on creek water quality

RM B-2 — Riparian habitat protection, and RM Hydr-1

Jor flood hazards further address water quality

Impacts of future development on coastal
habitats and species

RM B-3 Coastal habitai restoration

Impacts of development on urban forest and
individual specimen trees

RM B-4 urban tree protection

- Geological Conditions

Seismic hazards ((fault rupture,
groundshaking, liquefaction, {sunami)

| No additional measures identified

- Summary of Environmental Impacts

D




Class 3 Less than Slgmﬁcam Impacts

[ Recommended Measures

(neﬁiogicai Ccmdntmm (cont )

Geologie and soil instability (slope failure,
expansive soils, erosion, radon).

No additional measures identified

Hazards

Accident risks associated with aircraft,
transportation corridors, electromagnetic
fields (EMF)

Recommended measure RM Hz-1 to continue EMF
prudent avoidance policy for development near
fransmission lines and monitor scientific study

Hazardous materials associated with
contaminated sites and commercial/
industrial facilities

RM Hz-2 vapor barrier study for development near
sites with past coniamination

Wildland fires, emergency response and
adequacy of roads and water systems.

RM Hz-3 water sysiem improvements and private water
supplies for fire fighting

Heritage Resources

Development effects on archaeological
resources

No additional measures identified

Development effects on paleontological
resources

No additional measures identified

Hydrology and Wagter Quality

Development effects associated with flood
hazards and storm water run-off effects

No additional measures identified

Effects on creek and groundwater quality

Recommended measures RM Hydr-1 considerations for
establishing creek sethacks

Effects on coastal and marine water quality

RM Hydr-2 measures to improve water quality at area
beaches, including pharmaceutical waste education
and collection, restoration measures for channels and
habitat; and watershed action plans

- Noise

Increased airport noise impacts

No additional measures identified

Noise guideline change

No additional measures identified

Noise effects from mixed use development

Recommended measure RM N-1 io require more
detailed noise assessments for propose special,
conditiondl, and institutional uses that may creale
nuisance noise affecting residential neichborhoods.

Construction noise effects

No additional measures identified

Open Space and Visual Resources

Effects of development on gradual loss of
important scenic views of waterfront,
hillsides, and in commercial core areas

Recommended measure RM V-1 additional policies for
protection of scenic views

Gradual change to community visual
character

RM V-2 additional policies for protecting community
character pertaining to design standards, design
overlays, building size, bulk, and scale, form-based
codes, development monitoring, and preserving
community character

Lighting and glare effects

RV V-3 policies on open space night sky

+— Summary of Environmental Impacts
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{cont)

Class 3 Less than Significant Impaets

‘| Recommended Measures

Puble Services

Police services

No additional measures identified

Fire protection services

No additional measures identified

Parks and recreation services

Recommended measure RM PS-1 additional policies
Jor provision of parks

School services

RM PS-2 additional policies language on schools as
part of Sustainable Neighborhood Plans

Public Utikities

Water supply Recommended measure RM PU-1 measures for
consideration as part of updating long-term water
supply program

Wastewater No additional measures identified

Power and communications utilities No additional measures identified

Transportation

Reduced per capita vehicle commute trips
from PlanSB policies and MMs (Class 4
beneficial impact)

RM SE-2 policies to promote businesses that serve
lower income and ethnic minority populations

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

Energy

Transportation fuel consumption

Recommended measure RM E-1 fuel reduction
objective and gas tax for reduction of trip generation
and reduced fuel consumption

Energy consumption in buildings

RME-2 building green, solar, lighting, and heating
measures, and community energy program to promofe
energy conservation

Global Climate Change

(reenhouse gas emissions from buildings

Recommended measures identified under Climate
Change and Energy items abov

Jobs/Housing Balance

Job growth and housing availability

Recommended measures RM P-1 additional policies
addressing growth monitoring, growth pacing; job
creation, regional coordination on affordable housing,
City affordable housing locations, student/faculty
housing, and incentives for affordable housing
pertaining to streamliining of permitting process, and
pursuing legislation to extend redevelopment funding

| Socioeconomic Issues

Environmental hazards

Recommended measures RM SE-1 interior noise
reduction home improvement program

Economic development and housing
availability

RM SE-2 policies to promote businesses that serve
fower income and ethnic minority populations.

Community resources and public services

RM SE-2 policies to promote businesses that serve
lower income and ethnic minority populations

Participation in community planning

No additional measures identified

— Summary of Environmental Impacts
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Plan Santa Barbar,

Table 22.2: Summary of Comparative Impacts

Air Quality: Population growth would
be consistent with the adopted Clean
Adr Plan, a less than significant smpact.
Exposure of residents of new residential
development within 300 feet of 115,
Hary 101 to potentfally harmfud emis-
stons would be a potenually sipnificant
mpact.

Mitgation would inclade implementa-
ton of vigorous top reduction measures
to slow traffic growth, cestrictions on
new development withm 500 feer of 1.8
Huwy 101 for 3 vears untl new State
regulations tmplemented and installation
of trees and soundwalls would reduce
this 1o less than signtficant (Class 2).

struction and operational emissions than
under Plan Saria Barbara,

Popudation growth would continue to
be consistent with the adopted Clean
Adr Plan resulting 1o a less than signifi-
cant #npact.

Signilar to Plan Santa Barbara, a poten-
tially significant impact would resukt
from the siting of restdential develop-
meot within 300 feet of 115, Huwy 101
Reducton of this impact would require
stmilar mitigation measutes as for Plan
Santa Barbara.

Air Quality: Incrementally lower con-
struction and operational emissions than
under Plan Santa Barbara, Population
growth would continue to be consistent
with the adopred Clean Alr Plan result-
mg in a less than significant impact.
Sirlar to Plan Santa Barbar, a poten-
dally significant impact would result
from the sittag of residental develop
ment within 500 feet of US Flwy 101
Reduction of this impacr would requure
stmilar mitgatton measures as for Pl
Santa Barbara

Air Quality: Somewhat greater con-
stacton emissions as cotopared to Pl
Sente Barbara, bur substaptally lowes
operational enussiens. Population
growth would continue 1o be consistent
with the adopted Clean At Plan result
ing in a less than significant impace.
Similar to Plan Santa Barbava, 2 poten-
ually significant impact would result
from the siting of residential develop-
ment within 500 feet of US. Fwy 101,
Reductron of this impact would reguite
similar mitigation measures as for Pl
Santa Barbara.

Biological Resources: Potentally sig-
aificant impacts of growth to upland,
coastal and riparian habitars/wetlands:
toss/ fragmentation of coastal sage
scrub, oak woodhinds, grasslands, chap-
arral and sipanan commumties and sup-
ported species, pardeulasly in the foor-
hills, Las Positas Valley and other open
areas. Increased noise and light, changes
in water quantity or quality and in-
creased seditentaton, pollutant mnputs
aned water quabity degradation could also
mmpact habitats and specics.

Existing Federal, State, and Ciry biclogi-
cal protection regulations would lessen
sopacts as would proposed Pl Sania
Barbaru policies wo protect aopen space,
inprove habiar protection and enhatce
restore crecks.

Biological Resources: Development
could incrementally merease in the Las
Positas Valley and foothlls, causing
potentmlly greater impacts than Ples
Samta Barbara 1o upland habgar and
could alse degrade creeks, coastal habi-
rats and affect speeial sratus species.
Exssung Federal, State, and Ciry biologt-
cal protection regulations would lessen
impacts as would proposed Plar Santa
Barbara policies to protect open space,
improve habitat protection and enhance
restore creeks.

Biological Resources: Lower levels of
growth could reduce impacts ro biolog-
cal resources. However, less emphasis
in-fill development could force devel-
opment outward ro less developed lands
and incrementally increase i the Las
Posiras Valley and foothills, causing
potentially greater impacts than Pl
Santq Barbara to upland habirat and
could also degrade crecks, constal haby-
tats and affect special statas species.
Extsting Federal, State, and City hiologi-
cal protection regulaticns would lessen
impacts as would proposed Plaw Santa
Barbara policies to protect open space,
improve habitat protection and enhance
restore creeks. :

Biological Resources: Increased dea-
sittes Dovwnrown could impact speci-
men trees. Pressuwee 1o develop adds-
tional housing could foree development
outward to less developed lands and
merementally increase in the Las Positas
Valley and foothills, causing potennally

{ greater impacts than Pl Santa Barbara

1o upland habitat and could also degrade
creeks, coagtal habitats and affect special
status species. Impacts to outlying habe-
rats could be somewhar greater than
anticpated under Play Santa Barbara
policies.

Eyisting Dederal, State, and Ciry biologi-
cal protection regulations would lessen
mpacts as would proposed Flan Santa
Barbara policies to proteet open space,
improve habitat protection and enbance
restore creeks.
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With mitigation measures to densfy
and protect larger unportant conuguous
habirats, implement, creck testoration
programs, merease exrent of natural
channels and woodlands, ncrease creck
setbacks (Class 2.

Lropacts to the other resougces (e
coastal Dluff habitars and specimen
wees) would be less than significant
{Class 3).

Geological Conditions: Impacts to
new development from most geological
hazards {e.g., carthquakes, constrained
soils, landslides) would be less than sig-
nificant with existing and proposed poli-
cies (Class 3)

Steactures neat the coastal bluff edge
could be damaged or destruction the ext
20 years due ro bluff erosion; secondary
mpacts could result from construction
of shoreline somoring to protect exisiing
structures.

Mitigation measures fo update Seismic
Satety and Safery Element biuff retreat
pohcies and preparation of a Shoreline
Management Plan element of the pro-
posed Chmate Acton Plan would be
mitigate potental mupact (Class 2.

Geological Conditions: Smmilar 1o Pl
Santa Barbara, tmpacts to new develop-
tnent fzotm most geological hazatds
would be less than significant. Tncre-
mentally mncreased development in the
TLas Posiras Valicy or foothills could be
exposed to potential landslides /erosion
hazaeds, bur would be addeessed by
existing policies. Coastal development
would be exposed to bluff eroston and
lack of an Adaptive Management Pro-
gram and Climate Action Plan could
increase impacts and secondary pressute
for constal armoring.

Reduction of bluff retreat impacts
would require synilar mitigation meas-
ures as for Plar Saufa Barbara.

Geological Conditions: Tmpuacts to
new development from most geological
harzacds would be less than significant;
lower population growth would expose
fewer future residents to such hazards.
Incremental increases in housing devel-
opment in the Las Positas Valley or
foothills could stightly increase erasion
and landshde hazards potenual com-

1pared to Plan Sawnia Barbara, har would

be reduced to less than significant
theough application of existng policies.
Reduction of bluff retreat impacts
would require similar mingation meas-
ares as for Pl Samta Barbara.

Geological Conditions: Impacts to
new development from most geclogical
hazards would be less than signsficant
higher populatton growth would expose
substantially more future residents to
such hazards. Intensified honsing con-
struction in the Las Positas Valley or
foothills could increase the potential for
nndslides and erosion could increase,
but would be mtigated by extsting poli-
cles.

Reduction of biuff reteeat impacts
would require similar mitdgation mcas-
ures as for Plan Santa Barbara.

Hazards: Hazards associated with acci-
dent risks from atreraft, trunsporration
corndors and high-veltage transmisston
lines woudd be less than significant with
existing policies and programs {Class 3.
Potenttal exposure to hazardous maten-
als from mixing of commer-
cial/industrial and residential develop-
ment would be reduced to less than
significant by existung regulations and

Hazards: Potential transportation re-
lated aceident risk hazards wonld be
sumibar to Phen Santa Barbara.

Potensal ncreases in ilcir disposal of
hazazdous waste would be expected to
be less shan stignificant, siratlar 1o Pl
Santa Barbar.

Incrementally greater development in
High Fiee Hazard Area foothills would
be exposed to wildfire hazards, impacts

Hazards: Potential transpottation te-
lated accident tisk hazards would be
slightly lower than Plan Sarte Barbara,
Impacts of mixing of commer-
cial/industrial and residential develop-
ment would be lower than Plw Santa
Barbara.

Iropacts of dheit disposal of houschold
hazardous wastes to landfill and/ or
legal dumping would be lower than

Hazards: Potential transportation re-
lated accident risk hazards would be
somewhat greatet than Pl Sante Bar-
bara due to higher population.

Tmpacts of mixing of commer-

cial/ industrial and sesidenaal develop-
ment would be substantially greeter than
undex Plan Santa Barbara, but existing
regulations would reduce 1o less than
syruficant,

WIT Wetboid eieqies eques ey

FRUY SIABIIDIY 30 AIZWIING ~ 77 110095

sish



0T-2¢ eiegieg ejues Jo A

Belig 01oT yrew

Table 22. 2 Summaw of Comparatwe Impacts {Continued)

Ex:atmg Pei:cies Altematz e

A‘dt‘:ii’fib’rial Housing

pmctdurea (('hs\; 3,
Inceeased ithat disposal of household
hazardous wastes to landfil] and/or
legal dumping could be reduced to less
than significant through development of
an additional household hazardous
waste facility (Class 2.

Existing and proposed fire prevention
and response policies would seduce
imapets of hmted porential growth in
High Fire Hazard Areas from wildland
fires to less than signficant (Class 3).

would remam s#nilar to, or slightly
mote severe than under Plar Santa Bear-
bara.

Plaw Santa Barbara,
Incremental inczeases in development n
High Fige Hazard Acea foothills could
expose more residents to wildfire haz-
ards; impacts would be similar or some-
what mote severe than under Play Sawtn
Barbara.

Tncreased d dcvd()pmcm 1 I{%l b Fire

Hazard Area foothills could expose
more residents to wildlige hazards; im-
pacts would be more severe than ander
Flan Santa Burbare, but existing regula-
tions would reduce 1o less than signifi-
cant.

Flesitage Resources: Iinpacts of new
development on subsurface aschaco-
logical rermains would be less than sig
nificant with existing and proposed
policies that ensure protection of such
sesoucces (Class 3)

Development of lazge new multiple
story buildings in El Pucblo Viejo and
Brinkerhoff Avenue Landmark Districts
and other areas could alter histonic char-
acter of area and darmage or destroy
structures, creating potentially impacts
tor heritage resouzces, inchuding land-
mark districts and histonic structures.
Hxisting policies and those proposed in
Plan Santa Bavbara to protect henitage
tesoutces and preserve historic buld-
ings would substantially reduce, hut not
climinate impacts.

Adoption of new {orm-based codes and
the use of densuay and design contzols
(e.g., Boor-to-area ratios) to restrict de-
velopment size and scale in sensitive
argas and open space and visual re-
soutce mutiganon for community char-
acter would reduce this impact 1o less

Heritage Resources: Potential impacts

1to subsurface archaeological remains

would be simdar to Pl Santa Barbara,
Withenrt Plan Santa Barbara's improved
design and heritage tesource policies,
impacts to histotic strucrures and dis-
tricts would be more severe than under
Plan Santa Barbara,

Midgaton measuges similar to Pl
Santa Barbara improved design policies
and proposed new mitigation measures
reduce to less than significant.

Heritage Resources: Potential impacts
to subsutface archacological remains
would be somewhat less than under Plas
Santa Barbara,
Reductions in the amount of develop-
ment 1y historic districts combined with
lower maximum budding heights and
densities would decrease impacts to
histonic structures and districts.
Mitigation measures similar to Plar
Santz Burbara improved design policies
and proposed new mitgation measuses
reduce to less than significant.

Heritage Reseurces: Potential impacts
to subsurface archaeclogical semams
would be somewhat greater than under
Plan Santa Barbare, but would be ge-
duced to less than significant by existing
policies.

Substantial increases in the amount of
development and the number of new
multiple story busddings m histosic dis-
tricts would make mmpacts wo histonc
sreactures and districts more severe.
Applcation of Pler Santa Barbara im-
proved design policies and proposed
new mitigation measures would reduce
to less than significant.
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Plan Santa Barbara.

dditional Housing
Alternative

than stgnificant (Class 23

Hydrelogy and Water Quality: Im-
pacts of new development i flood-
plains and adjacent ro creeks would be
less than significant with existing meas-
utes and proposcd policies to update
flondplain maps and imnecrease creek sei-
backs {Class 3.

Potential inpacts to sucface and
groundwater quality from furure devel-
opment would be less than significant
with ¢xisting regulations, policies, and
progratns, and proposed Plaw Santa Bar-
bara measures (Class 3).

Inczemental increases in weated waste-
warer discharge would nor impact the
quahty of offshore waters wath existing
tegulations and proposed Pl Santa
Barbare policies (Class 3.

Porential impacts to ocean water quality
from mercases in runoff and pollatants
from new development would be less
than significant with application of ex-
isting Caty policies and regulation com-
bined with Plan Santa Barbare programs
0 protect water quality (Class 3).

Hydrology and Water Quality: Poten-
tial impacts of new development in
floodplains would be similat o, bur
shightly more severe than Play Santa
Barfara, due to the absence of pew poli-
cies.

Potential impacts to susface, groundwa-
ter and ocean water quality from futute
development weould be similar to, bat
shightly more sever than Plow Santa Bar-
farg, due o the absence of new policies.
Incremental increases i treated waste-
water discharge would result 1 unpacts
sitatlar to Phor Santa Barbara,
Incrementaily more development i the
Las Posttas Valley and {oothills could
potentially result in greater sediment
input into the Arroyo Burro, Cienegui-
tas, and Atascadero crecks watersheds,
which would be mitigated by existing
polictes.

Hydrology and Water Quality: Poten-
1} npacts of new development in
floodplains and next ro creeks would he
simndar to but slightly less severe than
Plarr Santa Barbara, due to less develop-
ment.

Potential impacts to sucface, groundwa-
ter and ocean water quality from future
development would be less than Pl
Santa Barbara, due to less development.
Incremental increases in treated waste-
water discharge would be less than Pl
Santa Bartera, with sirotlar impacts.
Incrementslly more development in the
Las Positas Valley and foothills could
potentally result in greater sediment
inpur into the Arroyo Butro, Cienegui-
tas, and Atascadero creeks watersheds,
which would be mitigared by existing
and proposed policies,

Hydrology and Water Quality: Poten-
ttal impacts of new development 1n
feodplains and next to ceecks would be
similar to but more severe than Pl
Santa Barbara, due to substantally highes
levels of developtment; existing and pro-
posed policies would matigate any in-
CLedse 0 unpacts.

Portential inpacts to sutface, groundwa-
ter and ocean water quabity from furure
development would incrementally
greater than under Plaw Santa Barbara,
due to substantially mose development
existing and proposed policies would
ITULZALe any INCFEase i anpacts.
Incremental increases in treated waste-
water discharge would be greater than
Flan Santa Barbara, wnth sioilar mmpacts.
Increased development in outlying areas
such the Las Positas Valley and foothills
could result 1 greater sediment 1oput
into the Arrovo Burro, Clenegnitas, and
Atascadero creeks watersheds, which
would be mitigated by existng and pro-
posed policies.

Noise: Incremental increases in soadway
waffic notse of 61, 65 dBA or greater by
the yvear 2030 would adversely affect exist-
g residences. These gradual changes in
nofse Jevels would be impercepuble, but
could exceed intenor noise standards and
would be potentally significant. Vehicle
uip rechaction 1}'1if_'fgation IMEAsUres 10 fe-
duce raffic volumes, mstallation of
soundwalls and retrofit of affected older
struciires would reduce this unpact to less
than sigmbicant (Class 2}

Noise: Impaces from increases in road-
way noise would be similar to bar
shghtly more severe than under Plan
St Barbara,

Hasong exterior noise stapdards would
remain unchanged and no impact would
ocour.

Construction noise impacts would be
similar to Plan Santa Berbara.

Noise impacts of mixing residental and
commercial uses and entertapument
district noise issues would be similar (o

Noise Impacts from increases in road-
way notse would be simdar to but
siightly less severe than under Plar Sante
Barbarg due ro lower traffic volumes.
Existing exterior noise standards would
remam unchanged and no tnpact would
oCeur.

Construction noise irnpacts would be
shghtly less than under Plan Sonta Bar-
bam

Noise impacts of mixing residential and
cominercial uses and entertainment

MNoise: Impacts from increases in
roadway noise would be substanially
lower than under Plr Sanar Barbare due
dramatically lower traffic volumes,
Impacts from amending extetior noise
standards would be stmilar to Plen Sante
Barbara.

Construction noise impacts would be
ncrementally greater than under Plon
Santa Barbara due to increased residen-
tial construction activity.

Noizse impacts of mixing tesidential and
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Table 22.2: Summary of Comparative Impacts (Continued)

c;weer _ th

Proposed amendments to residential
noise guideline to permit 65 dBA
CNEL in extenior spaces would not
adversely affect interior nowse levels and
provide acceptable cutdoct noise envi-
ronment (Class 3}.

Construction noise would be reduced o
less than significant by existing policies
{Class 3}

Increased residential uses near commer-
cial uses and/or hotel uses within the
entertainment distrct would be exposed
to msance noise (Class 3}

Penodic special events or the siting of
new non-residential facilities in
neighhothoods could create nuisance
level peak noise that would not exceed
standards; Ciiy’s eisung CUP process
and Nowse Ordinance would minimmze
auisance nosse (Class 31,

Plaw Santa Barbara,
Special event or siting of non residential
uses in neighborhood notse smpacts
would be similar to Pl Santg Barbara.

district noise ssues would be less than
under Plan Sawta Barbara,

Special event or siting of non resideatial
uses in neighborhood noise impacts
would be simtlar to Plan Sania Barbara.

commercial uses and entertainment

district noisc sssucs would be greares
than under Plan Senta Barbara, bat min-
gated by existing policies.

Spectal event ot siting of non residential
uses in neighborhood noise impacts
would be stmilar to Plan Saunta Barbara.

Open Space and Visual Resources:
Potennally significant impacts of
growth: loss/ fragmentation of open
space (e.g., foothills, Las Posttas Valley);
gradual change in downtown character;
potential obstructon of hill-
side/mountain scenic views, Impacts
are lessened with proposed Plan Santa
Barbarz policies to protect open space,
mmprove building design, maintain
community character, and preserve key
views.

With mitgration measures to protect
mporant conlimuous open space and
stronger provisions for area-specific
guidance on building design with form-
based codes and {loor area ratios, un-
pacts 1o open apace, community charac-
ter, and scente views would be less than

Open Space and Visual Resources:
Poteatially significant effeces from
growth on loss/ fragmentation of open
space (e.g., foothils, Las Positas Valler).
Fewer policy protections result in larger
buildings, and substantiaily greater
changes in downtown character, and
greater obstruction of scenic views of
the ridges and hallsides. Existing policies
do not mitigate impacts.

Totendally significant open space,
community character, and view impacts,
ereater than undes Plaw Sante Barbara,
limpacts to open space, community
character, and views could be reduced
to less than significant levels by apphca
tion of Plan Sanfa Barbara policics and
MINgAtON IMCASuLes.

Open Space and Visual Resources:
Potentaly significant impacts of growth
to loss/ fragmentation of open space
{e.g., foothills /Las Posias Valley).
Without pohcies directing growth to
core, could be pressuze o develop more
outlying areas 1o meet housing demand.
Policies with stronger height hmits and
design policies result in less change in
downtown characrer and more imited
obstruction of scenic views of the ndges
and hilisides.

Potentially significant open space im-
pacts, strilar to Plar Sante Barbara.

Less than significant impacts to com-
munity character and views, less than
Phery Santa Barbara,

Open space impacts could be reduced

Open Space and Visual Resources:
Potentzally signtficant pnpacts to

loss/ Iragmentazon of open space in
foothills/Tas Positas Valley. More de-
velopment in outlying arcas 1o meet
housing demand. Greater changes in
dowstown character and obstructon of
scenic views of the rdges and hullsides.
Potentially significant impacts to open
space and comtnunity character, simtlar
to Plan Samta Barbara.

Potentially significant impacts o views,
greater than Plan Santa Barbara.

Impacts to open space, community
character, and views could be reduced
1o less than sigmificant levels by applica-
tion of Plan Senta Barbara and mitgation
measures.
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significant {Class 2).

Santa Barbara pohcies and mutigation
measuzes.

to less than significant level with Plan

Public Services: Inceeased population
could incrementally mncrease demand for
police and fire protection services. Ex
sting City policies and proposed Pl
Santaq Burbara objectives would address
{Class 3;.

Population growth would increase de-
mand for patks, Waterfront and recrea-
fon services; extsting City programs and
proposed policies to create park and
open space standards and new parks
would reduce impacts to less than sig-
nificant (Class 3}

Increased school entollment growth
would be less than sigmificant as excess
school capacity 15 avadable and cxsting
and proposed policies would address
demand (Class 35

Public Services: Ipacts from -
creased demand for police and fire ser-
vices would be stmilar ro Pluw Sara
Bearbara. :

Impacrs from increased demand for
parks, Waterfront and recreational sct-
vices would be stmular to Plan Sonta
Barbara.

Impacrs from ncreased school enroll-
ment growth would be similar to Plan
Santa Barbara.

Public Services: Impacts from in-
creased demand for police and fire ser-
vices would be less than Pl Sanrg Bar
bara.

Impacts from increased demand for
parks, Watesfront and recreational ser-
vices would be less than Plw Santa Bar-
bara, although new mixed use down-
town development would not be re-
quired to provide community benefits
parks as under Plaw Santa Barbara.
Impacts from incteased school enzoll-
ment growth would be less than Pl
Santx Barbara,

Public Services: Impacts from in-
creased demand for police and fire ser-
vices would be greater than Plan Sania
Barbara, but would be addressed by ex-
isting policies and programs.

Impacts from mereased demand for
packs, Waterfroni and recreattonal scr-
vices would be, bur would be addressed
by extsting policies and programs.
Impacrs from increased school enroll-
ment growth would be greater than Plar
Santa Barbara, but wouldd be addressed
by existing policies and programs.

Public Utilities: Increases in water
demand (791 AFY} would be weli
within the capacity of the Ciny's Jong
term supphes 1 average years and de-
mand could be met during 2 5 vear
drough® by custing supplies e combs-
nation with anproved reserve supplies
such as the Desalinadon Faclity; io-
pacts would be less than significant
{Class 3}.

Increases in wastewater fows (0.55
MGD) would be within system capaci-
tics and impacts would be less than sig-
nificant {Class 3}

Tncreased gencration of sobd waste
would incrementally contmbuate o dae
Tapiguas Landid] reaching capacity and

Public Utlities: Increases i water
demand {829 AFY)) would be slightly
greater than undes Plar Santa Barbara,
but with similas impacts.

Increased sewage Hows (0.58 MGD)
would be slightly greater than under
Plan Santa Barbara, oot well within sys-
tem capacities.

Porentally significant solid wasie impuact
shghtly greater than Plan Santz Barbara,
but reduced to less than significant by
apphcation of Plar Santa Barbang rtiga-
Hon measures.

Public Utilities: Increases in water
demand (310 AFY) would be less than
under Plan Sante Barbara, but with lower
unpacts.

Increased sewage Howes (0.36 MGD)
would be less than under Plaw Santa
Barbara and well within system capaci-
fres.

Decreased generation of solid waste
would rerraln potentially significant
strrubar 1o Plan Samta Barbara, at re-
duced to less than significant by applica-
tion of Plan Sania Barbare mingation
measures.

Public Utilities: Increases in watex
demand (988 AFY) would be greater
than under Plan Sante Barbara, bat Jess
than significant as regular and drought
vear supphes would remain adequate.
Increased sewage flows (167 MGD)
would be greater than under Phan Santu
Barbara, but well within system capaci-
ties.

Inctreased generation of solid waste
would be greater and temai potentially
significant simdar to Plaw Santa Barbara,
bt reduced to less than sygnificant by
application of Plan Sazrta Barbara mitiga-
HOn measures.
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this facility would close by 2023, creat-
ing potentially significant impacts.
With mutigation measutes to teduce
waste generation and establish addi-
tional waste-to-energy and/or landfill
capacity, sohd waste impacts less than
sigmificant (Class 2).

Transporiation: Projected cityande
inceeases i tratfic volumes of an aver-
age of 16% would create potentially
significant impacts by increasing con-
gestion on some azea roads and at 21
kev intersections bevond the Ciny’s
adopted threshold of LOS € (0.77 vol-
ume to capacity gatto [v/¢]), with 15 of
these mtersections experiencing slight to
moderately severe congestion {105
/D) and 6 becomung severely con-
gested ar level of service (LOY) E-F ar
the PM peak hour. Tmpacts would be
lessened but not avoid by existing and
proposed policies. Vigorous tip reduc-
ton mitigation measures {c.g. patking
and transportation demand manage-
ment, transtt passes, safe routes to
schools) could substangally seduce con-
gesnon at maost bur not all impacted
mtersections (Class 1),

Developmen: undet Plow Swnta Barbara
would contribure teps o US Hwy 101
and SR 154 where fraffic volumes are
antcipated 1o increase by approximately
14%, contributing to potentially cumu-
latvely considerable umpacts to these
faciliizes assoctated with declines in LGS
due 1o regional maffic growth. Tup re-
ducdon mtigation measures (e.g. pack-
ing and trapsportanon demand man-
agerment, ransit passes, safe routes (o

Transportation: Projected eitvwide
increases in traffic volumes of an aver-
age of 17% would result incrementally
greater Increases in congestion at 27
impacted tnrersections, with 12 operat
ing at LOS C/D and 10at LOSEor F
during the PM peak hour. Applicaton
of top reducton mitdgation measures
could substantially reduce congestion at

'most bur not all intersections. Increased

congestion at a number of mrersechions
would rermain significant

Higher levels of teaffic growth would
conterbute to incrementally greater con-
gestion on US Iwy 101 and SR 154
with impacts similar but shightly geeater
than Pl Santa Barbara,

Higher levels of traffic growth would
contrbute incrementally greater conges-
ton at regional area intersections with
impacts simar to but slightly greater
than Plen Sante Barbara.

Transportation: Although develop-
ment would be substantally lower, lack
of tip reduction measures would con-
tribute 1o projected crrwide increases in
ratfic volames of an average of 12%
wotld result in sirnilar increases @ con-
gestion at 19 impacted intetsections,
with 11 operating at LOS C/D and 7wt
LOS 1 or FF during the PM peak hour
Application of vigorans tip reduction
mitigation measures coudd substantally
reduce congestion at most but not alf
intersections. Increased congestion ata
number of intersections would remain
sygrnificant.

Traffic growth would contribute incre-
mentally to congestion on US Hwy 11
and SR 154 with tmpacrs sitmlar 1o but
slightly less than Plen Sawta Barbara
Traffic growth would contmbute mere-
mentally greater congestion at regional
area intersections with impaces similar
ter but slighdy less than Plen Saunta Bar.
bara.

Transportation: Substantially greater
testdenual and less non-residential
growth combined with vigorous trip
reduction measutes would substantally
decrease projected citywide tacreases in
traffic volumes to an average of 4%,
lmiting increases in congeston o T4
mmpacted intersections, with 9 operating
at LOS C/D and 4 at LOS E or F dur-
ing the PM peak hour. While increased
congestion would remadn significant,
mmpacts would be substangally reduced.
Traffic growth would contribute incre-
mentally to congestion an US Hwy 101
and SR 154 with impacts substantally
less than Plon Santa Barbara.

Traffic growth would contibute incre-
mentally greater congestion at regional
atea intersections with impacts substan-
tially less than Plar Santa Barbara.
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Table 22.2: Summary of Comparative Impacts (Continued)
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schools) could substantially reduce the
City’s contribution o such congestion
and the Deficiency Plan for US Huwy
101 and Phase 3 Satery Improvements
for &R 154 would reduce such mmpacts
10 less than substantial.

Drevelopment under Plas Santa Barbara
and at the City Asrport would ncremen-
tally contgibute 1o projected porenually
stgnificant congestion at intersections in
the City of Goleta and County. Adopted
measures in the City of Golera General
Plan, Goleta Transportaton Improve-
ment Plan would reduce conmibuton to
impacts to less than considerable.

s1-T¢

Energy: Projected merease of 11.1% m

clectriciry consumption, 8.8% mcrease
in narural gas consumption, and 2
29.8% increase in transportation fucl
CONSUMpPLIoH.

The combinaton of existing standards
and proposed Plan Santa Barbara policies
combined with mitigation measures to
reduce vehicle trip generation through
wmproved TIXM programs and parking
management policies would offser much
of the potential increase ih energy con-
sumption.

shghtly higher than uader Plan Sapta
Barbara, with an 129 mcrease tn elec-
tricity consumption, and 9.6% increase
in natural gas consumption, and an
31.3% increase in transportaton fuel
consumption.

Existung enetgy standards and similar
rotigation as described for Plar Santa
Bearbara would offser much of this po-
tential Increase.

Energy: Overall enerpy consumpnon
somewhat lower than under Plar Santq
Barbara, with an 6.1% increase in elec-
oty conswmption, and 3.3% increasc
m aatural gas consumpton, and an
22.2% increase in transpostation fuel
consumption.

Existing energy standards and similar
mitigation as described for Plen Santa
Batbara would offset much of this po-
tential incteasc.

Energy: Overall enerpy coasumption

substantally lower than undes Plan Sanfa
Barbara, with an 8.2% inctease iy elec-
Lricity consumption, an 8.6% ncrease in
natueal gas consumption, and a 10.3%
mcrease m wansportation fued consump-
tion.

Existing energy standards and similar
mitigation as descoibed for Pl Santa
Barbara waould offset much of this po-
tential increase.

Global Climate Change: Projected
increases in development could result in
a 21.1% increase i GHG emissions
from extsting. This would come from
ewo pormary sources, baldings (27,671
metric tons CO20) and mansportation
{238,410 metzic tons CO2e).

Global Climate Change: Projected
increases in development coudd resultin
a 23.0% increase in GHG emisstons
from existng, 2.0% greater than {ore-
cast under Plan Sanfa Burbare. This
would come from two primary sources,

buildings (30,243 metric tons CO2¢)

Global Climate Change: Projected
increases in development could result in
a 153.5% increase in GHG emissions
from existing, bur would be 4.0% less
than forecast under Plaw Suwte Barbara.
This would eome from two primary
sources, buidings (15,025 mettic tons

Global Climate Change: Projected
nceesses m development could result in
a 6.1% increase 11 GHG emissions
from existing, but would be 12.4% less
than forecast under Plan Santa Barbara.
This would come from rwo primagy
soutces, buildings (22,753 metric tons
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Table 22.2: Summary of Comparative Impacts {Continued)

ermissions, aggressive mMitmation mMEAs-
ures to reduce vehicle trip generation
through improved TDM programs and
parking management policies would be
required. However, GHG emissions
would still be mereased beyond esd-
mated 1990 levels and would be wacon-
sistent with AB 32 directives, as sigrafi-
cant inpact.

Increased population would place added
demand on potentially limited water
supplies. Greater population could ex-
pose more people to climate-change
nduced increases in hazards such as
coastal inundation, wildfite and sea cliff
erosion.

Similar to Pl Santa Barbara, even with
agpressive mutipation measuwres GHG
emissions would st be increased be-
vond estemated 1990 levels and would
be inconsistent with AB 32 directives.
Population inctease would be sirnilar to
Plaw Santa Barbara, so use of climate
change-impacted resources and expo-
sure to hazards would also be similar.

COZe) and transportation (187 901 met-
e tons CO2e).

Sirntlar to Plaw Santa Barbarz, even with
aggresstve mitigation measures GHG
emisstons would still be increased be-
vond estimated 1990 levels and would
be inconsistent with AB 32 direciives.
Population increase would be subsran-
tially lower than Pl Sanfa Barbara, so
use of climate change-tmapacted re-
sources and exposure to hazards would
also be sotmewhat reduced, although
exposure of existing homes, businesses
and facilities would temain similar ro
Plan Santa Barbara.

C(2¢) and

tic tons CO2¢). This alternative would
come close to meetng AR 32 objec-
tives, but would remain significant.
Substuntially greater population growth
as compared to Pl Sante Barbara
would expose more people to potential
climate change-celared hazards such as
coastal doodmng, and would create
added demand for potentially more
Lmited water resources, although expo-
sure of existng homes, businesses and
facilities would remain similar to Plor
Sonta Barbara.

Sociceconomic Tssues: Pl Santa Bar-
bara pohicies could generally benefits
lower-income popukations from addi-
tonal affordable housing opportunities;
however, demolition of older affordable
homes would continue aod the afford-
able housing supply would not meet
cxrrwide or regional needs.
Development could displace exdsting
neighbochood-serving commercial uses,
or limit future development of such uses.
However, Plaw Saria Barbara policies
woudd emphasize retention and devel-
opment of neighbothood-serving com-
mercial and public factity resonrces.
Increased pollutant emissions and road-
way nofse resudting from increases in
traffic levels could disproportonately
affect low-income and minosity popula-
tons. Midgation o reduce veldcle tps
and consider mstallation of sound walls

and ather barriers could offser this effect.

Socioeconomic Issues: Production of
affordable housing would decline wath
mote severe effects on lower-income
houscholds.

Development could displace existing
naghborhood-serving commercial uses,
ot it future development, similar to
or slightly more severe than Plan Santa
Barbara.

Increased pollutant emissions and road-
way noise resulting from increases in
traffic levels would be greater than Plan
Santa Barbara,

Sociceconomic Issues: Decreased
housing production and 2 steep decline
in provision of affordable housing
would create more severe impact to low
income houscholds than Plaw Sawntz Bar-
bara.

Decreased development could displace
fewer existing neighbothood-serving
commercial uses with npacts less than
Plan Santa Barbara.

Increased pollutant emissions and road-
way notse tesulting from mcreases in
traffic levels would be less than Plas
Santa Bavbara.

Socioeconomic Issues: Substantally
increased housing production and im-
proved provision of affordable housing
would create substantially less severe
impact fo low income houscholds than
Pilan Santa Barbara,

Substantially increased devclopment
could displace more existing neghbor-
hood-serving cotmnercial uses with
wapacts greater than Plar Santa Barbara
Increased pollutant emissicns and road-
way noise resulting from increases in
traffic levels would be substannally less
than Plan Santa Barbara.
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Table 22 2: Summary of Comparatwe Impacts (Continued)

*th Alternative

' Aﬁdi’t’idﬁai' Housin
Altematwe

Populanon and }ebs/Housmg Bai-
ance: Job and housing growth would
remnain in balince,

However, affordabic housing produe-
non could bkely decline and citywide
new workforce demand for 2,077 af-
fordable umits counld vastly exceed feasi-
ble affordable housing producton. Tm-
balance berween jobs/aftordable hous-
g would substantislly worsen.

Plan Sawvia Burbara policices 1o restacet
commercial growth and werease hous-
mng production would pastially address
these issues. However, the loss of Rede-
velopment Agency funding for housing
would be difficult to offser.
Recommended policy measures to in-
£rcase LEgiOﬂ[& COﬂper'itzon [o]8} .ni’otd»
able housing construction, provision of
new funding sources, permut faciitation,
and policy changes o favor affordable
housing would partally offser severe
shortfall in affordable housing.

Populatmn and ]obs/Hausmg Bal—

ance: Jobs/housing balance would in-
crementally worsen due o higher non-
residential growth.

Production of affordable housing would
decline more steeply due to fewer policy
incentives/requitements for affordable
housing production less emphasis while
demand would Increase to 3,375 new
affordable units, an amount far bevond
ke production.

Application of recommended policy
measutes identfied for Plan Santa Bar-
para wondd offset some of this imbal-
ance, but it would remain substantal,
greater than Plan Sanis Barbara.

Population and Jobs/Housing Bal-
ance: Limited nonresidential growth
would imprave the jobs/housing bal-
ance.

Producton of affordable housing would
dechne steeply due 1o fewer policy in-
centives/ requiresnents for affordable
housing producton and lower densitics.
However, less nontesidential growrh
would reduce new workforce demand
for 1,062 new atfordable vruts which
wotzld still exceed feasible affordable
housing production.

Application of recommended policy
measures dentified for Plaw Santa Bar-
barawould potentially offset some of
these identifted imbualances, but they
would remain substantial, sionilar to Plan
Sanita Barbara.

Population and Jobs/Housing BaI—
ance: Substantially higher residential
growth combined with less nontesiden-
tial growth would substandally improve
the jobs/housing balance.

Producton of affordable housing im-
prove due to stronger policy incen-
trves,/ requirements for affordable hous-

ng production and higher, If affordable

housing production marched historic
levels of 30%, the approxmately 1300
units produced would exceed new
workforce damand for 1,062 new afl-
fordable vaits, improving the
jobs/affordable housing balince.

Other CEQA Sections: Fumre growth
under the Plas Santa Barbarg General
Plan update would reswdt in the ongoing
irteversible commitment of energy, wi-
ter, and land/habimat sesources o sup-
port new urban development. Addinonal
vehicle travel would udlize lrsted road-
way capacity, and waste generaton would
udleze lirmted landfill capacity, An in-
creased commitment of social services
and public mantenance services (eg.,
transportation, police, fire, schools,
pasks, water, wastewnter, and solid waste

services) would also be required.

Other CEQA Sections: Incrementally
greater sreversible commitment of en-
ergy resousces, water, human resources,
nataral resources /land due to mereased
commercial development as compared
to Plan Santa Barbgra.

Incrementally greater use of roadway
capacity, andfll capacity, and social
services and public maintenance ser-
vices.

Other CEQA Sections: Lower re-
versible commitment of energy re-
sources, human resources, land, and
natural rescurces due to dewreased de-
velopment as compared to Pl Santa
Barbara.

Incrementally less use of roadway ca-
pactty, and substantially less usc of Jand-
BY capacity, social services and public
maintenance services.

Other CEQA Sections: Substantially
greater itreversible commitment of en-
ergy resources, man resources, and
land/natural resources due to increased
development as compared to Pl Sante
Barbara.

Substantially less use of roadway capac-
ity, but substantially greater usc of land
fill capacity, social services and public
maintenance services.
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PLAN SANTA BARBARA - POLICY OPTION DECISION MATRIX

Key Issues

Growth Management
{Non-Residential)

2.3 milsqft

20milsgft

1.0milsg ft

1.0 milsg ft

Growth Management
Regulation Tools

Measure E findings
extended 3 years

New Measure E findings &
Adaptive Management Program

New Measure E findings

New Measure E findings &
Adaptive Management Program

Residential Density

{Highest Standard) | 15-27 du/acre 27-34 du/acre 15-27 dufacre 27-60 dufacre
Unit Size No limit Smaller units Smaller units Smaller units
Building Size, Buik,
Scale & Height Status Quo Smaller Buildings Smallest buildings Status Quo

Affordable Housing
Priority
(2015-= no RDA)

15 - 27 du/acre
15% Inclusionary

27 - 34 du/acre
15-25% Inclusionary

50% Rental Overlay
Consider 2™ Units

| 18% Inclusionary

15 - 27 dufacre

27 - 80 du/acre
40% fnclusionary

50% Rental Overlay
More 2™ Units

Targeted Growth

Existing R3, R4 &
Commercial zones

Smailter High Density districts
adjacent to transit & commercial

Lower densities in EPV
{downtown) & CP Zones

Smalier High Density districts
adjacent to transit & commercia

New Transportation
Programs

Circ Element implem.
Limited alt transportatio

s

Stronger Circ. Element implem.
Expand alt transportation

Circ. Elerment impiem.
Limited alt transportation

Strong Trans. Demand Mngmt,
Strong alt transportation
Parking pricing

Environmental
Protection Programs

Conserv. Element, LCP,

CAP, etc.
Energy conservation &
green building

New habitat & restoration

policies
Expand energy conservation &
green building

New habitat & restoration

poficies
Expand energy conservation &
green building

New habitat & restoration

policies
Expand energy conservation &
green building

Name

Date






