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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
October 26, 2010
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department

SUBJECT:
Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update
RECOMMENDATION:  That Council:  

A. Receive a staff presentation, and conduct a public hearing on the proposed General Plan Update;

B. Approve the 2010 Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update to include the updated Introductory Framework and General Plan reorganization, Land Use Element and associated General Plan map, Housing Element, and amendments and additions to the remaining six elements; and

C. Direct staff to return with a Council resolution containing all necessary findings for Plan adoption of the General Plan Update.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

This report begins with a brief description of the proposed General Plan Update components, including the Introductory Framework, Land Use Element, Housing Element, and the remaining six elements.  The planning process to date is also described, concluding with the Planning Commission actions at the September 29/30, 2010 meeting.

The body of the report is devoted to the key Planning Commission recommendations, based primarily on feedback from the Council in July and August following a series of eight work sessions.  These recommendations include the topics of Growth Management, the Average Unit Density Incentive Program, the Rental/Employer Housing Overlay, Super Majority Approvals, Unit Sizes, Transportation Demand Management, Second Units, Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Recommended Measures, a staff recommendation to clarify Coastal Bluff Determinations, and Text Changes & Clarifications.

The report concludes with: a description of the key EIR components (impacts, alternatives and certification); the findings for adoption, as required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); an introduction to a decision matrix tool; and post-adoption next steps.

DISCUSSION:
General Plan Update Components

The Plan Santa Barbara (PlanSB) General Plan Update is comprised of four components: 1) the updated Introductory Framework and General Plan reorganization, 2) the updated Land Use Element and associated General Plan map, 3) the updated Housing Element, and 4) amendments and additions to the remaining six elements.

The Introductory Framework to the General Plan Update discusses the purpose and need for the update, including the key issues and policy drivers.  The framework itself is based on a set of sustainability principles which serve to bind the eight elements together, and also includes policies to address public participation, a discussion of how future updates will occur, and a background and setting discussion to provide the appropriate context.

The General Plan framework provides guidance for each of the eight elements, two of which, Land Use and Housing, have been comprehensively updated.  All of the elements have a new set of goals which provide an important link between the Introductory Framework and the respective policies and implementation actions found in each of the eight elements.  The goals, as a collective whole, provide a clear sense of what the General Plan update embodies and have been assembled into one document (Attachment 1).

The Land Use Element is the heart of the General Plan.  The introduction provides a background on existing land use patterns and their relationship to more sustainable development.  Land use designations are described, ranging from open space to industrial uses, and include specific residential densities where appropriate.  The land use designations are graphically represented on the associated General Plan map, per California State planning law.

The current General Plan map, last updated in 1974, was drawn by hand in a very conceptual manner and has proven difficult to interpret over the years.  The new General Plan map is drawn through a Geographic Information System (GIS) which allows parcel level accuracy and the ability to run analytical queries and modeling, as was done throughout the PlanSB process.

Other chapters of the Land Use element include Growth Management, Community Design, Neighborhoods, and Regional Governance.  The element then concludes with goals, policies and implementation actions to address each of the respective chapters.

The composition of the Housing Element is, in large part, dictated by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), as this agency is tasked with certifying this element.  The Housing Element contains an evaluation of the preceding planning period (2001-2007), a housing needs assessment including citywide demographics, a discussion of constraints to future housing development, a suitable sites inventory, and concludes with a set of goals, policies and implementation actions.

HCD reviewed the March draft and their initial comments have been incorporated into the current document.  Following Council adoption, the Housing Element will be forwarded to HCD for their certification in compliance with state law. 

The remainder of the General Plan document is devoted to amendments and additions to the other six elements.  The six remaining elements include: Open Space, Parks & Recreation; Economy and Fiscal Health; Historic Resources; Environmental Resources; Circulation; and Public Services and Safety.  These elements represent a reorganization of the existing elements to better fit the sustainability framework.  Three of the elements, Economy & Fiscal Health, Historic Resources, and Environmental Resources, are new to the General Plan.  In addition, EIR mitigation measures were incorporated into the plan.
Although not part of the original direction from Council in 2005, the new goals and policies associated with these elements evolved directly out of the PlanSB process, and at the specific request of the community.  Timing for the update of these remaining elements will be identified in the implementation plan.

Process Summary

The PlanSB General Plan Update process has been conducted in four phases: 

1) developing baseline information; 2) conducting public outreach and initial policy development; 3) developing draft documents, conducting formal public review, Planning Commission EIR certification and recommendations to Council, and Council adoption; and 4) Implementation.  See Planning Commission Staff Report, September 29/30, 2010 (Attachment 2).  

The greatest amount of participation by the community at large was during the public outreach and policy development phases (Phases 2 and 3).  During these phases, the community confirmed the initial 2005 Council goals for the process and provided key input to staff and the Planning Commission regarding the policy framework and the specific goals and policies to be updated.  

Staff and the Planning Commission have guided this effort through workshops, forums, grassroots community meetings, Joint Council/Planning Commission work sessions, the PlanSB Sub-committee, and public hearings.  The substantive community input received has been consistent on values related to growth management, community character, historic preservation, living within resources/sustainability, and economic vitality.  

The challenge, throughout this process, has been discerning to what degree each of these community values could be balanced with one another, and how the resultant goals and policies could best be implemented.  The core issues of residential density, housing affordability, community character/historic preservation, and traffic congestion have provided the greatest challenge.  

In response, the Planning Commission has sought to fashion a compromise package of policies that meets all of the following decision-making criteria:

1.
Maximize the achievement of Plan Objectives set forth in the Sustainability Framework and Principles, including Living within Our Resources;

2.
Provide a guiding long-term vision and innovative flexible policy framework with implementation tailored and modified as needed by the Adaptive Management Plan;

3.
Mitigate environmental impacts to the maximum extent feasible;

4.
Achieve internal consistency and balance among and between the policies;

5.
Ensure the policies are realistic, operational, capable of being implemented, and have support from key community stakeholders; and

6.
Support the economic vitality of the City Downtown and as a whole.

To this end, the Planning Commission forwarded its June 3, 2010 preliminary recommendations to the City Council at a Joint Council/Planning Commission meeting held on June 22 and 23, 2010.

Council Feedback
Following discussion with the Planning Commission in June, the Council requested further information in the form of staff briefings on both the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and the proposed General Plan Update.  On August 10, 2010, at the conclusion of the eight briefings, individual Council member comments provided general feedback to the Planning Commission and staff on 12 key policies, (Attachment 2, Exhibit A).

While Council members expressed general agreement on many of these policies, no clear majority direction was provided on the issues of densities associated with the Average Unit Density Incentive Program and the location of the Rental/Employer Housing overlay.  Council feedback on the Commission’s preliminary policy recommendations was then taken-up by the Planning Commission on September 29/30 2010. 

Planning Commission Action
The Commission’s action on September 29/30, 2010 was a re-affirmation and clarification of their preliminary recommendations in June.  Following their certification of the final EIR, the Commission approached the final set of policy recommendations through a series of six straw poll votes, and two formal actions incorporating the results of the straw poll votes.  The Commission was unanimous in all their recommendations, with the exception of the first vote which received a 6-1 vote.

The Commission reaffirmed the importance for the General Plan policies to meet the six decision-making criteria enumerated above, and requested staff explain to Council how the recommended policies comply with these criteria.  The following discussion elaborates on these Commission recommendations.

General Plan Policy Recommendations
The Commission touched on a range of policy topics, although the core of their recommendations was in response to earlier Council feedback as noted above.  The attached Planning Commission Resolution and Minutes, both dated September 29/30, 2010, include all of the significant policy recommendations (Attachments 3 and 4).

The first straw vote was intended to capture the key “big policy” decisions, and included: the amount of non-residential growth; average unit size densities; the rental/employer housing overlay boundary; and the use of a super majority vote for building heights.

Growth Management/Non-Residential – 1.35 million sq ft: Santa Barbara’s Growth Management program regulates the amount of net new non-residential development.  Under the existing program (1980-2010), three million square feet (sq ft) was allocated into six categories of: Pending and Approved, Vacant, Small Additions, Community Priority and Economic Priority.  Minor additions of 1,000 sq ft are not included in the one million.

Through the PlanSB process, the overall amount considered (and analyzed in the EIR) over the next 20 years was between 1 and 2.2 million sq ft.  The EIR Hybrid alternative identifies one million sq ft, allocated between the reorganized categories of Small Additions, Vacant, and Community Benefit.  Allowance for pending & approved projects, minor additions, as well as government building projects were not categorized; however, for the purposes of the EIR analysis, .5 million additional sq ft was assessed for development of these uses.

The Commission wants to reduce the overall development potential in order to improve the jobs/housing balance, reduce the level of future traffic congestion, while maintaining adequate square footage to sustain a vibrant economy.  The Commission therefore recommends: 1) the total allowance reflect the actual pending and approved projects in the “pipeline” estimated at 350,000 sq ft; and 2) that government buildings come out of the Community Benefit allocation, rather than being exempt, bringing the total to 1,350,000 sq ft.

Staff remains concerned with this approach to Pending & Approved, particularly because the amount of floor area will change before Council adopts and implements this policy.

Average Unit Densities: The Average Unit Density Incentive Program is designed to replace the Variable Density program.  Under the existing Variable Density program, large units are unintentionally encouraged through a formula which ties densities to the number of bedrooms.  The result of which has been very large studio and one bedroom units, which in turn tends to result in luxury units and larger buildings.  

The Average Unit Density Incentive Program is designed to encourage smaller units by linking the range of available densities to the average size of the units.  Thus, the smaller the average units, the higher the density permitted.  The base density for all multi-family and commercial designations is 12-18 dwelling units per acre (du/ac).  The Average Unit Density Incentive Program establishes two density designations: Medium-High (15-25 du/ac) for the outlying multi-family areas, and the High (27-45 du/ac) for areas within or directly adjacent to commercial districts. 

The Commission reaffirms their June recommendation to reduce unit sizes in exchange for higher densities up to 45 du/ac.  The Commission recognizes that with the proper combination of higher densities and smaller units, most buildings will be reduced in size, thus helping to maintain the character of Santa Barbara, while also encouraging smaller, more affordable workforce housing.  This was the only straw poll vote of the Planning Commission that was not unanimous, with Commissioner Lodge in dissent; Commissioner Jacobs was a “soft” affirmative, noting her support is contingent on the new historic resource policy protections that accompany the General Plan Update.
Rental/Employer Housing Overlay: The Rental/Employer Housing Overlay Program would increase densities permitted under the Average Unit Density Incentive Program by 50% in order to further encourage the production of workforce housing.  Thus, for the Medium-High designations a maximum density of 38 du/ac would be permitted, and for the High designation a maximum density of 68 du/ac would be permitted.  Given this program would produce the highest densities, the community has grappled with the most appropriate location for the overlay boundary.

This issue required perhaps the greatest degree of balancing by the Commission between important community values and plan objectives. The Commission weighed how to: maximize the potential for rental/employer housing; assure the greatest synergy with transit, walking, biking and proximity to commercial services; avoid neighborhoods that do not want increased densities; relieve pressure on historic resources in the Downtown and West Downtown; and prevent gentrification and displacement of industrial uses in the Commercial Manufacturing area.

After reviewing four boundary options presented by staff, the Commission recommends Option 2, with the following modifications designed to achieve a compromise balance between community values. The overall boundary includes a significant portion of the multi-family and commercial designations, as well as the Commercial-Industrial area, to encourage the production of workforce housing.  Part of the Commission’s intent is to help relieve pressure on the historic resources in the downtown, although including the Commercial-Industrial area will further the gentrification and displacement of this area.

Portions of the multi-family and commercial designations that were dropped include Cottage, Upper East, the Bungalow District and Coast Village, consistent with the will of those neighborhoods.  The upper portion of West Downtown and the De La Vina commercial node, although potentially prime locations for more sustainable development patterns, the Commission compromise was to drop these areas due to concerns regarding historic buildings and character of the area (Attachment 5).
Super Majority:  In order to provide an added degree of assurance, beyond existing design and development review, that buildings above three stories would be compatible with the surrounding urban fabric and provide community benefit, a super majority vote by the Council was initially recommended by the Commission.  At the Council worksession in July, a suggestion was made that the height metric be amended from three stories to 45 feet and that the super majority authority be delegated to the Planning Commission.

As the final component of the “big policy” straw poll vote, the Commission agrees with amending the building height metric from three stories to 45 feet, and delegating the super majority to the Planning Commission.  The Commission supports the intent for Council to use of a simple majority to arbitrate appeals or decisions of the Planning Commission.
Unit Sizes: A key component of the Average Unit Density Incentive Program is small units, as smaller units reduce the size of the buildings and provide greater opportunity for affordable units.  The target size for units in the Medium-High designation is 1,300 sq ft and in the High designation 1,000 sq ft.  During the Council worksession in July there was discussion of increasing the average unit sizes in both designations in order to satisfy market demand for larger condominiums.

The Commission feels the necessity to strongly underscore the importance of maintaining smaller unit sizes in exchange for greater densities, in order to effectuate smaller buildings and potentially more rental and affordable units.  The Council has acknowledged staff’s position that general policy language (pages 60-61 of the General Plan) set the intension, however, the details are best resolved at the time this comes before Council as an Ordinance amendment.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM): TDM is a set of transportation programs designed to relieve traffic congestion and include programs such as: transit passes; Cash-out Parking; Parking Pricing; Safe Routes to School; Carpooling and Telecommuting; and Car-sharing.  The EIR has identified TDM as the most effective means to reduce traffic congestion.  The subject of TDM, and particularly parking pricing, has elicited strong feelings in the community regarding the potential to mitigate traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions, vs. the potential to harm the economic and social climate particularly during these recessionary times.  

The Commission clearly acknowledges this debate and recommends the Council support maintaining the full range of options for robust TDM with the understanding that components such as parking pricing be applied only with community support and to feasibly maintain the economic vitality of the downtown in the face of unavoidably significant intersection and roadway constraints, should traffic conditions further degrade. 
The City already has a number of programs in place, such as the Pedestrian Master Plan, Transit Planning, and collaboration with the Metropolitan Transit District (MTD) that can have positive effects on reducing congestion.  The Commission urges City Council not to foreclose options at this point but rather to give those options further consideration if and when they have value to manage transportation capacity while at the same time fostering economic vitality.

Second Units: Second residential (or “granny”) units are currently permitted in the single family zones, but are prohibited in the High Fire Districts.  The required standards for a second unit have proven to be difficult to meet.  The consideration of greater flexibility to encourage second units, primarily adjacent to transit corridors, and perhaps beyond, was forwarded by the Commission. 

In July, the Council discussed two further suggestions in order to ensure the greatest degree of neighborhood compatibility: 1) require that any second unit comply with the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) limits set by the Neighbor Preservation Ordinance (NPO); and 2) that any second unit program consider neighborhood by neighborhood support.  The Commission is in agreement with this approach, and this policy language is now reflected in the proposed Housing Element. 
EIR Recommended Measures: The recommended measures (RM) in the EIR are differentiated from the mitigation measures in that they are not required to reduce the significant impacts.  Rather, they are suggestions developed by the EIR professionals to improve environmental conditions, often utilizing state of the art practices and/or technologies.  Staff analyzed the RMs for redundancy with existing policies and programs and provided specific recommendations for each measure.  

The Commission supports staff’s recommendations for which Recommended Measures to include into the Plan. 
Noise:  In some parts of the City, outdoor noise conditions for residential land uses exceed the existing Noise Element guideline of 60 dB(A) CNEL, while the generally accepted outdoor residential standard statewide is 65 dB(A) CNEL.  This presents a particularly difficult situation for residential projects proposed in many of the commercial and multi-family districts of the City.  Hence, the General Plan proposes to increase the outdoor residential noise standard from 60 dB(A) CNEL to 65 dB(A) CNEL.
The Commission acknowledges existing outdoor conditions in many parts of the City are at 65 dB(A) CNEL, and an increase from the current outdoor noise threshold in multi-family and commercial zones from 60 dB(A) CNEL to 65 dB(A) CNEL, may be appropriate.  However, the Commission recommends the outdoor noise level guideline in the single family zones remain at 60 dB(A) CNEL.  
Coastal Bluff Determination:  A member of the community has suggested to staff the inclusion of additional language to clarify how a coastal bluff is determined.  Staff is in support of this clarification and recommends that the Council include the following language into the proposed General Plan Update Environmental Resources Element as Implementation Action ER25.-.  

“That any mapped illustration, description of, or reference to, a “coastal bluff” in the Plan Santa Barbara planning, background, or environmental documents should trigger the requirement for professional site-specific coastal bluff location analysis as part of the application for development on a parcel, rather than to be a conclusive determination that a “coastal bluff” now exists, or at any time during the historic record has existed, on that parcel”.
Text Changes & Clarifications: The Commission recommends a number of specific text changes and clarifications to the General Plan Update document shown with strike-out and underline in the Planning Commission Resolution 014-10 of September 30, 2010 (Attachment 3).  

Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
The Environmental Impact Report for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update evaluates environmental effects of projected citywide growth to the year 2030 under the proposed General Plan policy amendments.  The EIR is an informational document to allow the public and decision-makers to consider the environmental consequences of proposed actions, along with measures that could feasibly avoid or reduce significant environmental effects.

Class 2 Impacts:  The EIR analysis identified potentially significant impacts that could be mitigated (Class 2) in the areas of air quality (diesel emissions); biological resources (upland and creek/riparian habitats and species);  geological conditions (sea cliff retreat);  heritage resources (effects of development on historic resources);  hydrology and water quality (flood hazard from sea level rise);  noise ( highway noise affecting residential use);  open space/ visual resources (gradual loss of open space);  public utilities/ solid waste management (adequacy of long-term solid waste management facility capacity).  

Mitigation measures identified in the EIR to reduce these potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels were incorporated into the General Plan Update as additional policies and programs.

Class 1 Impacts:  Impacts associated with transportation (traffic congestion) and climate change (greenhouse gas generation) were identified in the EIR as Class 1, significant and not mitigable to insignificant levels. Currently 13 intersections are considered impacted during peak-hour traffic (level of service at 77% or greater volume/capacity), and that number would be expected to increase to 20 impacted intersections by the year 2030 under PlanSB. Citywide greenhouse gas generation would be expected to increase from current estimated 1.3 to 1.62 million tons per year by 2030 under PlanSB. 

EIR Mitigation Measure Trans-2 identified that a robust expansion of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, including parking pricing, would substantially reduce the increase in traffic and greenhouse gas generation. 

Alternatives Analysis:  The EIR provides a comparative impact analysis for alternative policy and growth scenarios reflecting the range of community opinions about the amount and location of growth and General Plan policies, as follows: 

· Plan Santa Barbara (Project):  assumed development to the year 2030 of up to 2 million square feet non-residential and up to 2,800 residential units. 

· “No Project”: assumed continuation of existing General Plan policies, and assumed growth of up to 2.2 million square feet non-residential and 2,800 residential units. 

· Lower Growth: involved more growth limitations to further protect community character, historic resources, neighborhoods, environmental resources, and services, and assumed growth of 1 million square feet non-residential and 2,000 residential units. 

· Additional Housing: evaluated a policy set to further promote affordable housing toward addressing traffic congestion, jobs/housing balance, economic vitality/population diversity, and energy/climate change, and assumed 1 million square feet non-residential and 4,300 residential units, higher density incentives, and a strong expansion of TDM policies.  

· Hybrid: was added to the Final EIR, which evaluated a growth scenario of 1.5 million square feet non-residential and 2800 residential units, but assuming no expansion of current TDM policies.

All alternatives would be expected to result in Class 1 impacts to Transportation (traffic congestion) and Climate Change (greenhouse gas generation).  Lower residual impacts for both impacts are largely a result of a lower amount of non-residential growth and more extensive application of TDM (which act to reduce impacts for existing traffic as well as the small increment of additional growth).

The alternatives are ranked in the following order as to lowest transportation and climate change impacts, and most effective mitigation, as analyzed in the EIR:

· Additional Housing (14 intersections, 1.4 million tons/year greenhouse gases (GHG))

· Plan Santa Barbara (potential 20 intersections, 1.6 million tons/year GHG, largely mitigated with MM Trans-2)

· Lower Growth (potential 18 intersections, 1.58 million tons/year, TDM mitigation not considered compatible with policy set, but if applied, could substantially mitigate impact)

· Hybrid (potential 20-26 intersections, 1.6-1.62 million tons/year GHG; TDM mitigation not considered compatible with policy set, but if applied, could substantially mitigate impact)

· No Project/Existing Policies Alternative (potential 26 intersections, 1.62 million tons/year GHG, substantially mitigable with MM Trans-2)

Final EIR Certification: During the Draft EIR public review period in March-May 2010, pubic comments were received from 15 public agencies, 16 community interest groups, 45 individuals, and six City commissions and committees.  The FEIR Volume 1 impact analysis reflects corrections and clarifications based on comments received. Volume III includes all comment letters and written responses.  In addition, analysis of a Hybrid alternative reflecting Council initial discussions in June-August 2010 was provided in Volume IV of the FEIR. Appendices to the FEIR are included in Volume II.

On September 29-30, 2010, the Planning Commission received public comments and incorporated some clarifying language into the FEIR that describes the evolution of the Hybrid Alternative, and provides a ranking of the EIR alternatives with respect to their effectiveness in reducing identified Class 1 significant impacts of traffic congestion and greenhouse gas generation.  The Planning Commission certified the FEIR on a unanimous vote of 7-0, making findings that the FEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA requirements (Attachment 6).

CEQA Findings for Plan Adoption
As with all General Plans, final approval of the General Plan Update is expected to necessitate choosing a balance among sometimes competing policy objectives. It is likewise expected that there may continue to be differences of opinion in the public and among decision-makers as to the best balance among objectives. 
This is noted in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (§15021 Duty to Minimize Environmental Damage and Balance Competing Public Objectives):


“(a)
CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage where feasible.


(1)
In regulating public or private activities, agencies are required to give major consideration to preventing environmental damage.


(2)
A public agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen any significant effects that the project would have on the environment.


“(b)
In deciding whether changes in a project are feasible, an agency may consider specific economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.


“(c)
The duty to prevent or minimize environmental damage is implemented through the findings required by Section 15091.


“(d)
CEQA recognizes that in determining whether and how a project should be approved, a public agency has an obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors, and in particular the goal of providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every Californian. An agency shall prepare a statement of overriding considerations as described in Section 15093 to reflect the ultimate balancing of competing public objectives when the agency decides to approve a project that will cause one or more significant effects on the environment.”

As noted in the CEQA provisions above, Council action to approve the General Plan requires specific findings about impacts on the environment that would result from Plan approval.  EIR Mitigation Measures identified in the EIR as feasible to reduce significant impacts have largely been included as additional policies and programs in the General Plan document. 

An exception to this is MM Trans-2 for a robust expansion of TDM which the EIR analysis found could feasibly reduce projected traffic increases. In the General Plan Update, this measure was revised to soften the language based on the direction of initial Council comments during the July work sessions.  As currently drafted, these policies retain the slate of potential TDM and parking policies, but they are identified as measures to be considered, and there is not a clear commitment as to whether or to what extent they would be implemented. 

As such, the EIR analysis of the Hybrid Alternative could not assume mitigation credit, and concluded that the traffic and greenhouse gas effects would be greater than for the Plan Santa Barbara project scenario originally studied.  The final determination of feasibility or infeasibility of EIR MM Trans-2 is under the purview of Council. 

CEQA defines feasible as follows (CEQA Guidelines §15364): “Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.  If Council determines that an EIR Mitigation Measure is not feasible, it will need to identify the factors on which that determination is based as part of its CEQA findings for Plan adoption.

CEQA findings for Plan adoption include:

· Findings of significant effects of the Plan and changes incorporated into the Plan which avoid or significantly lessen the significant effects (e.g., reducing non-residential growth cap; incorporation of Mitigation Measures).

· If the Plan is to be approved with remaining significant effects, a finding of overriding considerations must be made identifying specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Plan, including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, that outweigh the unavoidable significant impacts and make them acceptable.
Staff and the City Attorney’s Office have begun drafting CEQA findings based on prior Council comments and general direction.  However, Council’s final direction and reasoning at the time of plan adoption will be critical for inclusion into the Resolution of Findings.  Attached are CEQA requirements to make findings for Plan adoption (Attachment 2, Exhibit F).

Decision Matrix

Staff and the Planning Commission recommendations are in alignment as a positive direction forward for this General Plan Update, including an effective range of possible implementation actions.  In approaching adoption, Staff recognizes that Council may want to make adjustments, particularly given the diversity of opinion expressed by Council and community members. 
A relatively wide range of policy options are analyzed in the FEIR, however, significantly different action or a delay would have consequences that have not been fully explored or explained.  Regarding no action, the FEIR identifies the No Project alternative with the greatest level of impacts.  

An outcome of no action would also be a significant missed opportunity.  Key examples include: the critical renewal of the Growth Management program; updating the Housing Element in compliance with state law; improving upon existing polices and programs, such as Variable Density, that have resulted in unintended consequences; the ability to partially compensate for the loss of Redevelopment Agency funding through workforce housing incentives; or simply need to updated the General Plan map for consistency and utility.  

Although the Planning Commission recommendation is by no means perfect, nor does it represent a complete community consensus, overall, most would agree that many (if not most) of the recommended updates to the General Plan are preferable to the No Action alternative.  One must also not lose sight of the time and resources that have been devoted to this effort over the last five years on the part of the Council, the Boards and Commissions, staff, and the community at large.
A decision matrix has been developed to assist Council through the adoption process, including any adjustments as necessary.  The matrix focuses on the key remaining policies juxtaposed by the Planning Commission recommendations and potential Council action.  For actual adoption, the Council will need to then act on both the Plan components and the required CEQA findings (Attachment 7).

Next Steps

Resolution of Findings:  Staff will return to Council on November 9, 2010 with a Resolution of Findings per CEQA Guideline §15091 (Attachment 2, Exhibit F).  
Joint PC/Council Worksession:  The next Joint Planning Commission/Council work session early next year (February/March 20111) will focus on setting PlanSB implementation priorities.  An initial Implementation outline is attached, organized by short, mid, and long term actions (Attachment 3, Exhibit J)
BUDGET/FINANCIAL INFORMATION:

Funding for Plan Santa Barbara was budgeted at the initiation of the process.  Limited funds remain for the next steps and will mostly be prioritized and carried forward with staff resources and some opportunities for grant funding that are being explored.
SUSTAINABILITY IMPACT:  

The framework for the proposed General Plan update, as well as all of the related goals, policies, and implementation actions are premised on moving Santa Barbara towards a more sustainable future.  

ATTACHMENTS:
1. PlanSB General Plan Update Goals

2. Planning Commission Staff Report, September 29-30, 2010

3. Planning Commission Resolution 014-10 on the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, September 30, 2010 

4. Planning Commission Minutes, September 29 and 30, 2010

5. Rental/Employer Housing Overlay Map
6. Planning Commission Resolution 013-10 on Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, Final EIR, September 29 and 30, 2010

7. Council Decision Matrix

DOCUMENTS*: 
1. Santa Barbara General Plan, Proposed Final Update (and Appendices) September 2010

2. Proposed Final Program EIR for the Plan Santa Barbara General Plan Update, Volumes I-IV, September 2010

*Provided under separate cover to Council and available on website: YouPlanSB.org
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