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CITY OF SANTA BARBARA


COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT

AGENDA DATE:
September 8, 2011
TO:
Mayor and Councilmembers

FROM:
Planning Division, Community Development Department

SUBJECT:
Plan Santa Barbara (PlanSB) General Plan Update
RECOMMENDATION:  
That Council consider the Council Ad Hoc Subcommittee recommended amendments to the PlanSB General Plan Update Elements and provide direction to staff. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Review of the Council Ad Hoc Subcommittee recommendations and issues of concern for the following proposed chapters of the PlanSB General Plan Update: Introduction/ Sustainability Framework, Land Use, Housing and Circulation.  Review includes proposed amendments to the Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions, as well as a number of issues for full Council discussion including: sustainability, non-residential growth, targeted development, parking, residential density, inclusionary housing and secondary dwellings.
DISCUSSION:
Background

The Council directed the PlanSB Ad Hoc Subcommittee (Subcommittee) to develop a set of recommended amendments to the September 2010 draft of the PlanSB General Plan Update document.  Since late 2010, the Subcommittee met 15 times, concluding their work on June 16, 2011.  The majority of the Subcommittee’s efforts have focused on residential density and design, and detailed review of all the Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions from each of the respective elements.
In addition, the Subcommittee recommended that the preparation of the Historic Resources Element be initiated through a Task Force; this recommendation was approved by Council on June 28th.  The Subcommittee has also supported the American Institute of Architects (AIA) offer to conduct a design charrette to illustrate the most recently discussed residential densities.  The results of this charrette were presented to Council on August 2, 2011.
The first set of recommended amendments to the Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions, which included the Open Space, Parks & Recreation, Environmental Resources, Economy & Fiscal Health, and Public Services elements, was presented to Council on July 26. The recommended changes have been completed and were forwarded to Council under separate cover on August 11, 2011. On September 8, the Subcommittee’s recommendations on the remaining Land Use, Housing and Circulation elements will be discussed.  These recommendations are outlined below.
Introduction/Sustainability Framework

On August 2, 2011 Council expressed concern with what the concepts of Sustainability and Affordability mean in the context of encouraging affordable housing through the PlanSB process.  The Introduction to the PlanSB document (see Attachment 1) outlines the Sustainability Framework for the entire General Plan Update.  In addition, staff has provided further explanation as to how these concepts apply specifically to affordable housing (see Attachment 2).  Staff has also assembled previously released data (also in Attachment 2) to respond to several Council questions as to what data is available to support the proposed policies and implementation actions.  
Subcommittee Recommendations

The Subcommittee recommended amendments to the Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions are either reflected in the most recent strikeout and underline version (see Attachment 3) or they have been identified below for full Council discussion.  
Limit Non-Residential Growth (LG2) 
· Councilman White recommends re-considering the Council’s draft agreement of 1.35 million square feet over the 20 year life of the plan, excluding Pending, Approved and Government buildings, as part of an overall compromise “package” that includes changes to multi-unit residential densities;
· Council interest has also been expressed in maintaining a 3,000 square feet per parcel allotment for Small Additions, although this category is proposed to be reduced from 600,000 to 400,000 square feet.  This proposal would require a re-prioritization of the proposed category amounts, or increasing the total amount. 
Focus Location of New Residential (LG4.2)

· Councilman Hotchkiss prefers a broader policy definition as to where housing is encouraged;
· Councilman White suggests most new multi-family housing projects are already locating near transit and commercial services;
· Councilman Francisco supports the suggested edits to this implementation action but feels further discussion is needed.
Mobility and Active Living (LG4.4)

In general, the Subcommittee did not agree on the role of parking and the associated standards.  See Reduced Parking Standards (H11.1) below for further analysis.  For this particular implementation action, specific positions included the following:  
· Councilman Hotchkiss does not believe that this implementation action will reduce the need for parking;
· Councilman White believes this discussion is fundamental to PlanSB and there is a range of opinion on the need to reduce parking requirements;
· Francisco believes this topic needs further discussion.  
Location of Residential Growth (LG6 – Average Unit Density Program)  
The existing base residential density for multi-unit projects is 12-18 dwelling units per acre (du/ac), and this is not proposed to be changed.  For most of the multi-unit designated areas throughout the City, under PlanSB, the densities remain the same as available under the existing Variable Density incentive program (at 15-27 du/ac), although the buildings will be smaller given the regulated unit sizes.  The Average Unit Density (AUD) program is designed to replace the existing Variable Density program.  
Similar to Variable Density, the AUD program is incentive based, although the goal is to encourage workforce housing and smaller buildings through smaller unit sizes and higher densities.  The location of future residential growth is explicitly targeted in selected areas of the downtown, the Commercial-Manufacturing zone and the Milpas corridor, through higher densities within smaller buildings.  These locations were selected for their proximity to frequent transit, and easy walking and biking distance to commercial services. 

The AUD program incentives are divided into three tiers: Tier 1, where future growth is not being encouraged by maintaining existing densities and regulating for smaller units; Tier 2, where market rate housing is encouraged with smaller units; and Tier 3, where rental/employer/co-op projects are encouraged with smaller units.  See Attachment 4, Density & Unit Size Tables, for the respective densities and unit sizes. 
The following are the key components of the AUD program recommended by the Subcommittee and that were used as the base assumptions for the AIA Design Charette:

· Density 

· Tier 1:
15-27 du/ac (existing densities/smaller buildings)
· Tier 2:
28-36 du/ac (market rate/target location/smaller buildings)
· Tier 3:
49-64du/ac (rental/employer/target location/smaller buildings)
· Unit Sizes

· Tier 1: 
1450 - 805 sq ft


· Tier 2: 
1245 - 970 sq ft


· Tier 3:
600 sq ft (above Tier 2)
· Locations 
See the following attachments: 
· Proposed General Plan map (Attachment 5); 

· Tier I Density Locations (Attachment 6); 

· Tier 2 Density Locations (Attachment 7); and 

· Tier 3 Rental/Employer/Co-op Overlay (Attachment 8).
· Residential and Industrial Uses

On July 23, 2011, the Council expressed concern over the potential conflict of encouraging residential projects in the Commercial-Manufacturing (C-M) zone at the expense of existing and future industrial uses.  As a first step towards promoting housing in the C-M zone, Policy EF14 was amended to read: “Protect Industrial Zoned Areas: Preserve the industrial zones as a resource for the service trades, product development companies, and other industrial businesses, not precluding priority housing in the C-M zone”.  
As a second step to underscore the importance of protecting industrial uses, a new Policy EF15 was also added to read: “Ensure that there is sufficient land available for industrial uses.”  
Staff is further recommending that in order to both encourage workforce housing and protect industrial uses in the C-M zone, the Tier 2 Density of 28-36 du/ac be eliminated from this specific location of the AUD program.  Thus, one could build either market rate housing at Tier 1 (15-27 du/ac) or Rental/Employer/Co-op housing (at 49-64 du/ac).  If Council concurs with this direction, the C-M zone on future maps would be revised from what is shown on Attachments 5-8 to specify  15-27 du/ac and 49-64 du/ac.
· Sunset Clause

The Subcommittee was not able to achieve a clear consensus on how a sunset clause might be employed to limit the duration of the AUD program.  After much discussion and staff input, there was tentative agreement that a seven year period would be the minimum necessary to assess results.  Another potential component was an approval threshold of between 100 to 250 units, for which there was no agreement on a specific number.
Lastly, there was no agreement on what the default might be should the AUD program not be renewed after the sunset period.  Councilman White recommends returning to the Variable Density program and Councilman Francisco recommends maintaining the AUD provisions for smaller units but with only the Tier 1 density range (15-27 du/ac).  
Casa Esperanza (H4.2)  
The Subcommittee recommends broadening the emphasis of this implementation action for the funding and support of Casa Esperanza to include “other suitable shelter facilities including throughout the region”.  These edits would encourage other local jurisdictions to provide shelter facilities similar to Casa Esperanza.
Inclusionary Housing (H11.3)
Previously, the full Council had not achieved a clear consensus on the future direction of the existing Inclusionary Housing program, and particularly any increase in the current 15% requirement.  Councilman White recommended Implementation Action 11.3.c that would suspend this program in times of economic downturn if development costs are prohibitive.  Councilman Hotchkiss would like to make 11.3c Implementation Action more specific, whereas, Councilman Francisco prefers to define the specifics at time of ordinance development.  
Other specific issues include the following positions:
· Councilman White prefers a fee for inclusionary, and does not support a higher percent at this time;
· Councilman Francisco generally does not support the Inclusionary Housing program, or at best, prefers keeping the percentage as low as possible.
Secondary Dwelling Units (H15.1 and 2)
The Subcommittee recommended a number of edits to this policy and suggested the policy also be discussed by the full Council.  Recommendations included:
· Remove “changing the minimum lot size standard” - need to maintain minimum lot size;
· Tandem parking could be considered but not sure that it works; easing other parking requirements on a case-by-case basis, needs further discussion;
· Remove “developing an amnesty program for illegal second units”;
· Eliminate the Loan Program. 
Reduced Parking Standards (H11.1 – Affordable and Workforce Housing) 
As noted above, the Subcommittee was not in agreement on the role that parking should play in future development, particularly in regards to desired parking availability, housing affordability, and the size of future residential projects.  
Generally, Councilman Hotchkiss recommends two spaces per unit based on the belief that every working family will need two cars.  Councilman Francisco recommends that the required number of parking spaces be best left to the market.  Councilman White proposes that the existing requirement, of one parking space per unit for mixed use projects in the downtown, be extended to all future multi-unit projects.  The Subcommittee all agreed that parking maximums should not be considered at this time.
One of the key findings from the AIA Design Charette was the pivotal role of parking in determining affordability and building size, particularly for the higher density incentive program for rental/employer/co-op housing projects.  

For this particular implementation action, Councilmen Hotchkiss and Francisco want to highlight and discuss the clause “reducing parking standards with tenant restrictions.”  This provision would essentially allow parking standards to be reduced when conditions could be met such as limited car ownership and/or a local place of employment, e.g. Casa de las Fuentes.  

Flexible Parking Standards (H17 and H17.1) 
Specific parking issues associated with this policy and implementation action include the following positions: 

· Councilman Hotchkiss does not support tandem parking and rounding down when calculating parking requirements;
· Councilman Francisco believes that “eliminating guest parking requirements” is a little strong; prefers case-by-case assessment;
· Councilman Hotchkiss proposes to amend “eliminate guest parking” to “do not require guest parking” (Transportation Planner Rob Dayton explained that a developer could still provide guest parking but it would not be required). 
Regional Housing Solutions (H23.3 - City Resources)  
The Subcommittee recommends that this implementation action to allocate City resources for affordable housing projects outside City limits be discussed.
Safe Routes 

On August 16, 2011, the Council directed staff to draft a broad policy for the Circulation Element that establishes a high priority for emergency evacuation, response, and truck routes to be free and clear of hardscape and other physical restrictions that may impede traffic flow.  This draft policy language will be presented at the September 8, 2011 meeting.
Next Steps
Staff preparation time for final documents and the required findings will be approximately eight weeks following final direction from Council.  This includes two weeks for public review of the documents and associated maps prior to the final Council adoption hearing.
ATTACHMENTS:
1.
Introduction/Sustainability Framework


2.
Clarifications and Information related to PlanSB GPU
3.
Ad Hoc Subcommittee Recommended Amendments to September 2010 General Plan

  
4.
Density & Unit Size Tables

5.
Proposed General Plan Map

6.
AUD Tier I Density Locations Map

7.
AUD Tier 2 Density Locations Map

8.
AUD Rental/Employer/Co-op Overlay Map
PREPARED BY:
John Ledbetter, Principal Planner
SUBMITTED BY:
Paul Casey, Assistant City Administrator/Community Development Director
APPROVED BY:

City Administrator's Office
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