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Cctober 31, 2000

BOARD OF SUPERVI SORS
County of Santa Cruz
701 Ccean Street

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: DI SCUSSIONS WTH THE HOUSI NG AND COVMMUNI TY
DEVELCOPMENT DEPARTMENT REGARDI NG PROPOSED
REVI SIONS TO THE HOUSI NG ELEMENT

Dear Menbers of the Board:

This letter will provide the Board with an update on our recent
efforts to work with the California State Departnent of Housing
and Comunity Devel opnent (HCD) to obtain certification of our
Housi ng El enent.

On April 25, 2000, our Board unani nously adopted a series of new
housing initiatives and units projects that would provide the
basis for amendnents to the Housing El ement (see Attachnent 1).
The follow ng neasures were approved by the Board:

. Permtting farm worker housing to be devel oped as
second units on parcels that are designed for
agricul tural uses;

. Expanding current efforts to rehabilitate and repl ace
exi sting substandard farm worker housing;

. Pursuing a new mgrant farm worker housing facility;

. Codi fying changes to allow RV spaces to be converted to

per manent affordabl e housing; and

. Providing for the County to finance devel opnent fees or
other costs to reduce the cost and increase the
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production of affordable housing, including second
units.

In addition, the letter included revised unit projections
reflecting production figures associated with these new prograns.

The April 25 letter also directed the Chair of the Board to
request Assenbly Menber Keeley to participate in our efforts to
obtain certification of our Housing Elenent and report back to
the Board regarding the status of discussions wth HCD. To this
end, on Cctober 30, 2000, Assenbly Menber Keeley convened a
neeting in his Sacranmento office with HCD Director Julie
Bornstein to discuss the County's nobst recent proposed anmendnents
as approved by our Board on April 25, 2000. In addition to
Assenbly Menber Keeley and his staff and Ms. Bornstein and HCD
staff famliar with the County's Housing El enent, attendees at
the neeting included the two of us representing the Board of
Supervi sors, Susan Mauriello and Erik Schapiro from the CAO's
Ofice, and Alvin Janmes and Jerry R oux from the Planning

Depart nent.

The purpose of this letter is to provide the full Board with an
update on these discussions and outline a plan for further
di scussions w th HCD

In preparation for our neeting with HCD, County staff drafted
proposed revised sections of the Housing El enent which

i ncorporated only neasures approved by the Board since the
adoption of the Housing Elenent in 1994. A copy of the docunent
submtted to HCD is included as Attachment 2.

At our Cctober 30 neeting, Assenbly Menber Keeley shared with HCD
and the County representatives his |ong-standing involvenment wth
the Housing Elenent, both as a nenber of the Board and in the

Legi sl at ure. He also indicated that a certified Housing El enent
woul d address an inportant elenment of the agreenent between the
County and the Cty of Wtsonville concerning the third high
school site.

The neeting also provided the County with an opportunity to

di scuss with HCD the County's overall housing initiatives as well
as a nore detailed discussion on the proposed neasures approved
by the Board on April 25. Wile HCD acknow edged that we have
devel oped sone exenplary prograns, the main focus of their
comments was directed towards how our Housing El enent addressed
the County's fair share allocation. To this end, HCD staff
expressed concerns about certain proposals included in our
proposed revisions to the Housing Elenent. Their major concerns
i nvol ved:
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. Qperational issues about the proposed farm worker
second unit program

. The need to evaluate the true potential of our existing
second unit program and that the County denonstrate the
program s effectiveness;

. Lifetime deed affordability restrictions acting as a
di sincentive for the devel opnent of second units;

. Vari ous questions about our existing mxed use policies

and the potential for mxed use devel opnent.

The neeting included a fruitful exchange about these issues and
concluded with an agreenent that HCD staff would conplete their
review within 60 days. It is suggested that, after receipt of
HCD's final witten coments, the Board woul d discuss how best to
proceed with negotiations to address any remaining outstanding

i ssues.

HCD staff also indicated that they had been contacted by
interested parties, including the Gty of Watsonville, concerning
the status of the County's Housing Elenent. To this end, given
the agreenent between the County and the Cty of Wtsonville
concerning the third high school site, it is appropriate for the
County to forward a copy of the County's latest submttal to the
Watsonville Gty Council, and for the Board Chair to request that
the Gty Council wite a letter of support to HCD for this

pr oposal .

Finally, as we anticipate HCD will raise certain key issues in
their review of our revised Housing Elenent, we reconmend that
staff provide the Board with regular status reports on issues of
concern to the Board. These reports will be placed on the
Board's weekly agenda or handled through the witten
correspondence agenda.

Therefore, we recomrend that the Board take the follow ng
actions:

1. Aut horize the Chair of the Board to transmt the | atest
revised Housing Elenment prepared by the County to the
Watsonville Gty Council and request the Council to
submt a letter to HCD in support of HCD certification
of the proposed revised Housing Elenent; and
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2. Direct the CAO to provide regular updates to the Board
on the status of HCD's review of our proposed Housing

MARDI  WORMHOUDT, Super vi sor
Third District

MV TC: t ed
Attachnments

cc: Assenbly Menber Fred Keel ey
County Admnistrative Ofice
Planning Director

2273A3

TONY C?POS, Supervisor
Fourth¥District
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Development Fees: provide for the County to finance development fees or other

costs to reduce the cost and increase the production of
affordable housing, including second units

The current proposal does not include the mixed use development policies or the South
County second unit pilot program that were proposed in October 1999. However, even
without these elements, staff projects that the above new programs and policies would
allow approximately the same number of units to be built as would be possible under
the October 1999 proposal. While the new build-out projection is 283 units lower than
is reported as possible in the current adopted Housing Element, the new policies should
result in a higher percentage of farm worker units being produced than either the
adopted Housing Element or the 1999 proposal. Attachment 2 shows the projected
built-out estimates under the current 1994 Housing Element, the October 1999 proposal
and the programs, and policies that are proposed in this report.

Rather than incorporate these proposed programs and policies into a new draft
amended Housing Element, staff is bringing these policies to your Board for consider-
ation as concepts. If these proposed programs and policies are acceptable to your
Board in concept, staff recommends that representatives of your Board and County
staff meet with State HCD to discuss these proposed policy changes and to seek
HCD’s commitment to certify the Housing Element subject to the County further
developing and adopting these programs and policies as amendments to the County’s
Housing Element. In order to facilitate our discussions with HCD, staff prepared the
attached report (Attachment 3) which summarizes the County’s housing activities. This
report is a compilation and updating of existing material that was used for other
purposes. This information has been combined into a single document that makes it
easier to present information on the County’s behalf. Assembly Member Keeley has
been most helpful and supportive to date and has offered to assist the County in our
dealings with HCD concerning the Housing Element.

Watsonville MOU

While your Board and County staff have been working for more than five years to
secure HCD'’s certification of the Housing Element, the status of the County’s Housing
Element was raised as an issue during the recent negotiations related to the proposed
new Watsonville third high school. As part of the high school negotiations, the County
agreed to enter into a MOU Regarding Affordable Housing with the City of Watsonville.
In that MOU, the County made certain assurances relative to the Housing Element and
to work with others toward countywide solutions to housing problems (Attachment 5).
Attachment 5 compares the existing Housing Element and the policies proposed in this
report with the agreements in the MOU.

Summary and Recommendation

On October 19, 1999, your Board agreed to “make it a priority in our State Legislative
Package to try to obtain certification from HCD.” By agreeing to enter into the MOU b
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with the City of Watsonville, your Board agreed to proceed with efforts to certify the
County’s Housing Element. At your Board’s direction, staff has identified potential
changes to the Housing Element that are consistent with local policies, address issues
raised in the MOU with Watsonville and, we believe, should result in State HCD
certifying the Housing Element.

In order to move forward with the County’s efforts to secure HCD's certification, staff
recommends that your Board:

1. Adopt in concept the proposed policy changes and unit projections presented in this
report; and

2. Direct staff to schedule a meeting with the Director of State HCD that includes at
least the Chair of the Board of Supervisors, CAO, Planning Director and Assembly
Member Keeley; and

3. Direct the Chair of the Board of Supervisors to forward this report to Assembly
Member Keeley and request his participation in our meeting with HCD; and

4. Direct staff to report back to your Board regarding the results of discussions with
State HCD, including a recommendation concerning the setting of a public hearing
to receive public testimony regarding the amendment of the Housing Element.

Respectfully Submitted, RECOMMENDED

M\} ‘&%W‘Q/\ N\

ALVIN D. JAM O SEY SUSAN A. MAURIELLO

Planning Direct County Administrative Officer
Attachments

1. Proposed Housing Element Programs and Policies

2. Comparison of Housing Build-Out Estimates

3. Housina Activities and Accomplishments Report

4. “MOU Regarding Affordable Housing” with the City of Watsonville

5. Comparison of Current and Proposed Housing Policies and Affordable Housing

MOU
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Proposed Housing Element Programs and Policies

The following housing programs and policies were developed for consideration by the
Board of Supervisors of Santa Cruz County. The goal in developing these programs
and policies was to amend the County’s 1994 Housing Element with the goal of
securing certification of the Housing Element from the California Department of Housing
and Community Development.

I. Farm Worker Housing

Agriculture is one of the largest and most important sectors of the economy for Santa
Cruz County. An adequate supply of decent safe and sanitary housing for farm workers
is critical for the health of the local economy and population. The County’s 1995
Farmworker Housing Needs Assessment Study estimated that there was a need for
2,200 additional farm worker housing units at the time, including 350 units that needed
major rehabilitation. The Study also estimated that an additional 1,180 units would be
needed by the year 2002. Evidence of the need for farm worker housing can be seen
in the fact that the Santa Cruz County migrant farm worker housing project, which is
owned by the State’s Office of Migrant Services (OMS) and operated by the Santa Cruz
County Housing Authority, has the highest turn away rate of all the OMS centers in
California.

The County will consider the following three new programs, which are described below,
to improve the condition and increase the supply of farm worker housing.

1. Farm family and farm worker second units

2. Expanding current efforts to rehabilitate and replace farm worker housing
3. Develop a new migrant farm worker housing project

In addition to these three programs, the County will 1) analyze the local regulations for
farm worker housing and update these requirements to be consistent with recent
changes in state law, 2) identify additional options for encouraging and facilitating the
development of farm worker housing throughout the County and 3) aggressively
promote the development, maintenance and operation of decent safe and affordable
housing options for both permanent and seasonal farm workers by farmers, agricultural
interests, agricultural and farm worker cooperatives, nonprofit housing, the housing
authority and others.

A. Farm family and farm worker second units. At present second units are not
allowed on land that has an Agricultural land use designation and/or zoning because of
concern that housing is not compatible with agricultural land uses. However, because
an adequate supply of farm worker housing is needed to support the agricultural sector,
the County will consider allowing second units that are restricted for use by members of
the farmer’s family and farm workers to be built on Agricultural land. This approach
would allow a greater number of farm worker housing units to be produced than is
currently possible under the County Codes. For these farm worker second units built
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on CA and other agricultural land, the County’s existing second unit ordinance would be
modified as follows:

1. the units must be occupied by family members or farm workers (farm workers must
earn at least half of their annual income from agriculture),

2. the maximum size of the units would be 800 square feet rather than 1,200 square
feet regardless of the size of the parcel,

3. the units must be sited adjacent to existing structures to minimize the impact on the
agricultural use of the site, and

4. the units must meet other development standards that are sensitive to and
appropriate for rural sites.

In addition, the County will consider 1) allowing the use of single section manufactured
housing and park models as farm family or farm worker second units and 2) allowing for
the financing of development fees.

B. Farm worker housing rehabilitation and replacement program. The County will
expand current programs to assist in financing the rehabilitation, upgrading and, where
necessary, replacement of dilapidated and substandard farm worker housing both on
and off farm sites throughout the County. In developing this program, the County will
also attempt to identify and minimize local requirements and procedures that impede
the rehabilitation and replacement of substandard farm worker housing. The County
will also attempt to identify barriers to the use of conventional financing and structure
the County’s financing program to be compatible with and leverage private financing to
the greatest extent feasible. The County will also seek the highest possible leveraging
of local Redevelopment funds from other sources including HCD’s Farmworker Housing
Grant Program and Rental Housing Program, the Federal Home Loan Bank’s
Affordable Housing Program, the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Development
Programs and the Treasury’s Community Development Financial Institution’s fund.

C. Migrant farm worker housing project. The County will work to identify an
appropriate site for a second migrant farm worker housing facility within the County.
Prime considerations in seeking this site would include access to utilities and public
services, proximity to work sites and the impact of the development on agricultural
production and the environment. The County will seek funding from the State’s Office
of Migrant Services (OMS) and the Department of Agriculture. (Seeking state funding
for a second OMS site in Santa Cruz County is already included in the County’s
Legislative Program for the year 2000.)

II. RV Park Conversion Ordinance. A number of RV parks in Santa Cruz County that
were developed and approved for temporary and recreational use are currently being

used to provide permanent housing for very low income households in violation of their
use permits. In two cases, the more intense use of the parks in combination with
inadequate maintenance and management practices resulted in severe violations of
health and safety codes. Rather than displace the residents who have come to rely on

this housing, the County developed and is considering the adoption of an ordinance

that would allow most of these temporary/recreational parks to convert to long- 2 8
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term/permanent occupancy. The draft proposed ordinance is currently being
considered by the Planning Commission and is scheduled to return to the Board of
Supervisors in June for consideration.

As currently proposed, the approval to convert a park or spaces within a park to
permanent occupancy status would be subject to various conditions, including:

1. Complying with the water and wastewater standards established by the County
Environmental Health Department for permanent occupancy parks,

2. Complying with or obtaining waivers of various development standards,

3. Limiting initial occupancy to very low income households (those who earn no more
than 50% of area median income), and

4. Limiting the rents that may be charged either for park spaces or for RV units and
spaces that are rented together.

Allowing the conversion of short-term RV spaces to long-term/permanent occupancy
will expand the County’s permanently affordable housing stock.

lll. Development Fee Financing Program. The development fees that are charged
by the County and other public agencies to finance public services and offset the
impacts of development on the local infrastructure can be a deterrent to the
development of affordable housing. In order to encourage the development of
permanently affordable housing, the County will: 1) evaluate its development fees and
the fees charged by others, 2) consider reducing fees if it is appropriate and/or possible
and 3) explore using Redevelopment housing funds or funds from other sources to
reduce the impact of development fees on affordable housing. This program would
continue and expand the current subsidies that the County provides for affordable
housing projects and would be available for second units.

The County will consider structuring this program in various ways, including reimbursing
the appropriate agencies for the cost of fee, paying various fees directly and lending
funds to the project sponsor to pay the fees. Approval to finance fees would be subject
to various conditions, including compliance with the County’s Affordable Housing
Guidelines.
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1999 2000 HE | Change
Type of Development 1994 HE| Draft HH Proposal|1994-2000
Urban Areas
Development on Vacant and Underutilized Parcels | 5,316 5,316 5,316 0
REIERRIR AP SHODRIAFHOR Y GRIBNAIGAY parcels | 588 | 2257 | 588 0
Units from Bonus Density Development 529 599 599 70
Second Units
Current Regulations 4,373 3,420 4,373
Model Program 0 953 0
Rural Areas
Development on Vacant and Underutilized Parcels | 6,699 6,699 6,699 0
Residential in Conjunction w/Comme_r_ciaI O 210 0 0
Development on Vacant and Underutilized Parcels
AB 438 Units * 0 134 0 0
o e momansent o | o | [ s
RV Park Conversions 0 0 150 150
Second Units **
Current Regulations 11,398 | 8,956 9,060 (2,338)
Model Program 0 104 0 0
Farm Work Housing 0 0 1,685 1,685
Total New Units Possible at Build Out 28,903 | 28,648 | 28,620 (283)

*  The 1999 build-out estimates included the rebuilding of the Murphy’s Crossing and San
Andreas farm labor camps and the conversion of Golden Torch RV/travel trailer park. The
2000 estimates assume that additional farm labor camps will be rehabilitated and rebuilt
and that multiple RV parks will convert to permanent occupancy.

*%

The second unit estimates that were adopted in 1994 have been reduced to eliminate rural

parcels that are smaller than one acre because these parcels generally cannot handle the
wastewater generated by both a primary and secondary unit. The estimated number of
rural second units was also reduced in the 1999 estimates to eliminate these smaller lots.
The farm worker second unit estimates for the proposed 2000 Housing Element update
assume that 75% of the one acre and larger parcels that are zoned for Agricultural uses

can accommodate a second unit.

rev. October 31, 2000
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C%arison of Current and Proposed Housing Policies and the Affordable Housing MOU

Current Housing Policies

Proposed New Housing Policies

Affordable Housing MOU wi/City of Watsonville

Housing Element (HE) was adopted by the Board
of Supervisors on May 25, 1994.

Board of Supervisors to consider the Housing
Element policy modifications described below on
April 25, 2000 and agree set a public hearing after
meeting with State HCD to review these policies.

The County, within six months of the date of this
Memorandum of Understanding shall act in good
faith to hold a public hearing to consider the
adoption and submission for certification by HCD
modifications to the County’s Housing Element
that includes as a minimum the consideration of
the following elements:

Various HE programs and policies support the
development of affordable housing including
inclusionary housing, density bonuses, second
units, farm worker housing and other special
needs housing. HE Policy 41 encourages larger
units that are appropriate for families with children.
HE Polices 35 and 36 encourage and support
farm worker housing.

Allow farm worker housing to be built as second
units on parcels designated for Commercial
Agriculture throughout the County. Seek a site
and funds for migrant farm worker housing. Allow
short-term/transitory RV/trailer parks to convert to
permanent housing.

Increase quality, affordable housing for all
segments of the community, with particular
emphasis on agricultural workers, families with
children, and first-time home buyers; and

Various commitments to housing rehabilitation
exist in HE Policies 25, 26, 28 and 48.

Create a specific rehabilitation and replacement
loan program for farm worker housing.

Increase affordable housing through rehabilitation
of existing housing and creative purchasing
opportunities in general; and

Improved processing for all development is the
object HE Policy 2. HE Policy 7 provides for a
review of all residential development fees. Priority
processing is included in HE Policies 2, 11 and 35
and in the County’s Density Bonus ordinance.

Finance fees for affordable housing units,
including second units.

Create new incentives for the development of new
affordable housing units such as fee reductions
and priority processing; and

The County’s Affordable Housing Program (HE
Policy 11 b and Chapter 17.1 of the County Codes)
require most housing developments to include
15% affordable units.

Allowing farm worker housing on individual
Agricultural parcels ensures that the housing with
be disbursed throughout the County.

Geographically disperse affordable single and
multi family housing throughout the County,
particularly such housing for agricultural workers in
the North and South County.

9¢ 0
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County of Santa Cruz

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

701 OCEAN STREET, 4™ FLOOR, SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4000
(831) 454-2580 FAX: (831) 454-2131 TDD: (831) 454-2123

ALVIN D. JAMES, DIRECTOR

April 13, 2000

Agenda: April 25, 2000

Board of Supervisors
County of Santa Cruz

701 Ocean Street

Santa Cruz, California 95060

Consideration of Proposed Amendments to the
Housing Element of the Santa Cruz County General Plan

Members of the Board:

At your Board’s direction, the Planning Department has explored options for amending
the Housing Element of the County’s General Plan to add programs and policies that
1) would enable the Housing Element to be certified by the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) and 2) are consistent with local policies
and priorities. In addition, your Board recently agreed to enter into a MOU Regarding
Affordable Housing with the City of Watsonville. That MOU addresses a variety of
housing issues, including the County’'s Housing Element.

Proposed Housing Element Changes

Based on your Board’'s comments at the October 19, 1999 public hearing concerning
the earlier proposed modifications to the Housing Element and discussing issues with
staff at HCD, County staff recommends that your Board consider the potential changes
that are listed below and described in Attachment 1 to this report:

Farm Worker Housing: allow farm worker housing to be developed as second units
on parcels that are designated for Agricultural uses

expand current efforts to rehabilitate and replace existing
substandard farm worker housing

identify sites and seek funding for a ew migrant farm worker
housing facility

RV Parks: codify changes to allow RV spaces to be converted to
permanent affordable housing b(,& i
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Proposed Amendments to the
Housing Element

(Clean and Red-line Versions)

of the Santa Cruz County

General Plan and
Local Coastal Plan

Presented to the
State of California
Department of Housing and Community Devel opment
on October 17, 2000
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Table of Contents

Clean Version

Section 45  Existing Housing Resources 45-1
Section 4.6  Vacant and Underdeveloped Land 46-1
Section 4.7  Housing Constraints 4.7 - 1
Section 4.8  Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs 48-1
Appendices

Red-line Version

Section 45  Existing Housing Resources 45-1
Section 4.6  Vacant and Underdeveloped Land 4.6 -1
Section 4.7 Housing Constraints 4.7 - 1
Section 4.8  Goals, Objectives, Policies and Programs 48 -1
Appendices

Note: Only those Sections and Appendices of the adopted Housing Element that are proposed to
be changed are included in this package. Both clean and red-lined versions of the
proposed amended Housing Element are included in this binder.

23



0139

Chapter 4: Housing Element

SECTION 4.5: EXISTING HOUSING RESOURCES

The County of Santa Cruz has developed a range of housing programs and resources in recent years. These
include programs that encourage or assist with the actual construction of affordable units, housing rehabilitation
programs, financial assistance programs, and various support service resources. These housing programs and
services are summarized below according to the following three subject areas:

1.  Affordable Housing Unit Inventory
2. Housing Resource Programs
3. Housing Support Services

1. AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNIT INVENTORY

As of December 1990, there were a total of 1,395 housing units in the unincorporated area of the County that
are considered “affordable” housing units. “Affordable” in this case means that the units have been developed
with governmenta assistance and, therefore, are subject to lega restrictions which control the affordability of
the unit for a certain period of time. For example, units directly assisted with certain Federal Housing programs
are considered “affordable” but units assisted with Mortgage Credit Certificates, which have no long term
affordability restrictions, are not included. The 1,395 total includes units built under the County’s Affordable
(Inclusionary) Housing Program (also known as “Measure J”), housing developments that have received
governmental assistance (Federal or State), and units produced pursuant to the County’s “Affordable Second
Unit,” “Accessory Second Unit,” “Owner Builder,” and “Small Contractor” programs. Therefore the 1,395 unit
total includes the 987 affordable units constructed between 1980-90 as discussed previoudy in this document.
Specific information regarding the 1,395 affordable units is summarized in the table at the end of this section.

In addition to these 1,395 affordable units, there were approximately 423 rental subsidies being used by County
households under the 199 1 Section 8 program, which is operated by the Santa Cruz County Housing Authority.

There are seventy mobile home parks in the unincorporated County, containing 3,724 mobile homes and 1,278
recreational vehicle spaces, according to 1991 data. (See Appendix #19 for a complete listing of al mobile
home parks.) Chapter 13.32 of the County Code (the Mobile Home Rent Stabilization Ordinance) regulates the
rent increases that may be charged to mobile home, trailer and recreational, vehicle esaek-owners renting spaces
within mobile home and RV parks in the unincorporated County. The law alows rents to be increased annually
by 50% of the Consumer Price Index, with additional rent increases possible through special rate adjustments.
The law is intended to protect coach owners from financial difficulty and the hardship and expense of possible
relocation, due to unreasonable rent increases by park owners.

AFFORDABLE (INCLUSIONARY) HOUSING PROGRAM

The Affordable (Inclusionary) Housing Program first became operative in 1979-80 as a result of voter approval
of Measure J. The Inclusionary Housing Program requires that 15% of all new unitglots in projects of 5 or
more unitslots be affordable to low or moderate income households. Inclusionary units are typically located in
the market-rate project being developed, although they can be off-site. From 1980 to 1990, there have been 541
units produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Program. These units include both ownership and rental
units and are located throughout the County. Their affordability restrictions are monitored by the Santa Cruz
County Planning Department and Housing Authority. The Planning Department Works Wlth developers to
satisfy their affordability requirements. In 1990 and 1998, the Planning Department 4
evaluated and made various revisions to the Inclusionary Ordinance (known as the “Affordable Housing

Requirements,” County Code Chapter 17.10) and-revisions-te-that-Ordinance have been-considered-by-the 2 5

1 O/l 6/00 Redline Page 4.5 -
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Santa Cruz County General Plan

It is important to note that the inclusionary units built as of December 1990 have included a mix of units
developed by both the private market and non-profit groups. Further, some of the inclusionary units have
received governmental assistance in the form of federal financial assistance or bond financing. There are
basically two types of units included in the Inclusionary program; these are:

large-developments assisted with federa or bond financing, of which a portion of the total units received
inclusionary housing credits, and

smaller, scattered site developments with the inclusionary units mixed in with market rate units or
“freestanding” on their own. An example of a smaller development is the “Habitat for Humanity” 3 unit
project in Soquel, where al the units are designed for very low income households and are deed restricted.

In the table at the end of this chapter, the inclusionary units are classified as either “scattered site” units or
larger projects which have been assisted through federal or bond financing.

SPECIFIC HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS: FEDERALLY ASSISTED/BOND FINANCED

As of 1991, there were a total of 807 federally assisted or bond financed affordable housing units in the
unincorporated areas of the County. Of these, 439 units (54% of total) are specifically designated for
senior/handicapped households and the remaining are available for families. These units have been assisted
with federal funds or bond financing, and are available at affordable rents for very low and lower income

households. The table at the end of this chapter includes information on each of the federally assisted housing
developments in the unincorporated area of the County.

SPECIFIC HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS: STATE ASSISTED
As of 199 1, there were 142 State-assisted units available for farmworker households in the unincorporated areas
of the County. Approximately 106 of these units are located in the Buena Vista project and are available only

on a seasonal basis. The remaining 36 units are located in the Tierra Alta development and are year-round
housing units.

-TRANSFER OF HOUSING CREDITS PROGRAM

The Transfer of Housing Credit program alews-allowed developers providing at least 35% affordable units
within a residential development to acquire “credits’ for up to half of the affordable units provided, which
could then ean-be sold to other developers to assist in affordability requirements for other projects. By creating

this “affordable housing bank,” the County has-provided an incentive for developers to devote a minimum of 35
percent of a project to affordable units.

Experience with the Transfer of Housing Credit program led to the conclusion that developer-built off-site
affordable housing units often do not have the same quality as units produced within market rate projects or by
nonprofit developers. Consequently, Chapter 17.10 of the County Code was amended in 1998 to eliminate
transfers of credit. At the same time, the Code was modified to give developers four options for satisfying the

2 5.16/00 Redline Page 45-2
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County’s affordable housing reguirements:

build affordable units on-site,
pay in-lieu fees that will be used to finance affordable housing,

dedicate a site or sites within their project to the County for affordable housing development, or
partner with a non-profit organization to construct off-site affordable housing.

L

SECOND UNIT PROGRAMS

welling ; rwAith-an elling-on-thesame .In1986the
County developed and adopted a program to encourage the creetlon of second units on lots that had an existing
or planned single-family residence. As of December 1990, approximately 11 affordable second dwelling units
had been permitted by the County-. During the summer of 1993, the County began
revising policy to significantly expand the opportunities for second unit construction. Revisions to the
County’s second unit regulations were approved by the Board of Supervisors in 1993, and went to the Coastal
Commission for approval in 1994. That Ordinance clarified what constitutes an-aeeessery-a second unit, and
permitted an increase in unit size and greater design flexibility. In addition, more latitude was provided for
family members, who are exempt from the County’s affordable housing program income and asset
requirements. Aseessery-Second unit construction was alowed in the rura areas. However, a limitation was
placed on the number of aeeessery-second units that could be developed in a single year in the Live Oak
Planning Area due to roadway design and drainage deficiencies.

= a ! 3
ﬂ*a%e#ﬁeeessmefdaethﬂg&—&ieh—dwehmgs—afedeﬁmd—aﬁheseﬂese revisions allowed second umts
containing up to 640 sguare feet in the urban areas, and up to 800 square feet in the rura areas, on property
accommodating a main, larger dwelling unit. The Ordinaneechanges would alow aceessery-dwellings-second

units on residentially designated legal lots of record in the rural part of the County, provided that the lots meet
the size requirements of the County’s septic system regulations.

The revised Ordinance weould-aHew-allowed setback reductions for aeeessery-second units, based upon County
design guidelines. With the exception of family members, second units produced under the new Ordinance
would continue to meet the income and asset requirements defined by the County’s Affordable Housing
Program. Tenants related to the property owner of the main dwelllng, however Would be exempt from the
income and asset restrictions. A—p ; me-and-a 4

IA,,,:,,, under the former Ordlnances, occupancy by up to
two people was alowed in an-aecessery-dwelling a second unit.

One of the aobjectives during the 1991-96 time frame was to encourage the production of more second
affordable units. Therefore, Program #17 in Section 4.8 of this document set forth an action plan for
encouraging more second units during the Housing Element’s 5 year time frame.
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In 1997, the Second Unit Ordinance was again amended with the goal of creating greater numbers of second
units. Second units were allowed to be as large as 1200 square feet in some rural areas. The two person
household restriction was eliminated. The level of review was reduced from a public hearing to an
adminigtrative review, thereby lowering the application fee. The responsibility for certifying the digibility of
tenants for second units has been transferred from the Housing Authority to the Planning Department for family
members and the Redevelopment Agency for non-family members. This transfer of responsibility has reduced
the waiting time for certification by many weeks, as outlined in Appendix 24.

With adoption of these amendments, there is a potential for approximately 9,060 additional second units in rural
areas of the County. In addition, it is estimated that 4,373 second units can be constructed in the County’s
urban area. The combined potentia in both the rural and urban areas is therefore 13,433 units (see Appendix
#22 and Section 4.6). Since family members who occupy second units are exempt from the County’s income
and asset guidelines and seniors with moderate incomes can also occupy these units, it is assumed that
approximately half of the units (6,717) will serve as moderate income housing. The remaining half (6,7 17)
will address the needs of lower income households under the County’s income and rent restrictions.

While the 1997 amendments resulted in a 59% increase in second unit applications, the County will be
considering additional changes and incentives, including the financing of development fees for second units,
allowing second units for farm workers in agricultural zones and allowing the use of single section modular or
manufactured homes as second units for farm workers. It is estimated that 1,685 second units can be built for
farm workers and farm families, which would raise the total nhumber of potential second units to 15,118.

It is unknown how many second units will actually be eenstructed-bv1996 approved and built, since the
estimated total depends on the desire of individual property owners to build another unit on their property, and
the outcome of Planning Department Administrative review of individual applications, Table 6.3 presents the
County’s best estimate of the potential number of second units that can be build. However, the program clearly

reflects the County’s support of increased construction of second units to address the County’s affordable
housing needs.

OWNER BUILDER PROGRAM

An owner-builder who meets the dligihility criteria of the Affordable Housing Requirements can be digible to
obtain an affordable housing building permit. The owner-builder would have to be of lower or moderate
income, and the unit built would be required to meet the maximum sales price for a new unit from the Income,
Asset, and Unit Price Guidelines of the Affordable Housing program. There have been 4 owner builder units
constructed as of December 1990. This program was effective when permit allocations were scarce but is no
longer considered to be a necessary program and has been eliminated.

SECTION 8 RENTAL SUBSIDIES

The Santa Cruz County Housing Authority manages the federally subsidized Section 8 program. The Section 8
program provides rental subsidies that assist very low and lower income households throughout the County.
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The subsidies are known as Section 8 Certificates or Vouchers and help to pay for a portion of a lower income
household’'s monthly rent. In 1990, the Housing Authority managed 423 Section 8 subsidies for households

living in the unincorporated area of the County and maintained an extensive waiting list of households desiring
Section 8 assistance.

DENSITY BONUS PROGRAM

The County’s General Plan and Local Coastal Plan contain provisions for obtaining a 25% density bonus if a

project contains at least the required percentage of affordable units or units serving qualified residents. The

County’s density bonus provisions were consistent, but in excess, of those of the State Density Bonus law in

effect until 1990. When the State law was changed, the County initiated a process to draft a County density

bonus ordl nance consistent W|th the new State Iaw %Geﬂﬁﬁh%ﬂﬂplemeﬂﬁﬁ%efdﬁaﬂee-hamﬁewed
h P pervisors: The County’s implementing ordinance Was

adopted by the Board of Supervxsors in December 1994

The County’s prepesed Density Bonus Ordinance alows a 25% density bonus for qualifying projects providing
either 20% lower income, 10% very low income or 50% senior housing. The County’s Ordinance extends the
State law requirements as they apply to senior housing, and awards a 50% density bonus to 100% affordable
senior projects. The Ordinance is specific and clear concerning the procedures an applicant must follow to
receive the density bonus and associated concessions for an eligible project. Because of the increased
specificity of the Ordinance, it is anticipated that developers will opt to use the new system more frequently and
with greater success than under the County’s prior Density Bonus Program. In 199 1, anticipating the adoption
of the County’s Ordinance and in recognition of the new State Law, for example, a lower income senior project
in south County requested and received a 42% density bonus in 1991.

It is estimated, that given the number of vacant or underdeveloped sites within the urban area of the County that
have the potential to be eligible for and to receive a density bonus, 2,530 units could be produced. Without
benefit of the density bonus, only a maximum of 1,93 1 units could be generated on these same vacant and
underdevel oped parcels. Of the 2,530 total units, 529 are estimated to be affordable. Of that number, 122 are
estimated to be very low income, 242 lower income and 105 as senior affordable units for a total of 469 low and
very low income units. In addition, 60 affordable moderate income units could be produced through the 15%
inclusionary requirement applied to density bonus developments.

2. HOUSING RESOURCE PROGRAMS

In addition to specific units designated as affordable units, there are a'so several programs that support the
production and/or conservation of affordable housing opportunities.

SHARED HOUSING PROGRAM

Senior Network Services has been administering the Shared Housing Program under contracts with
both the County and the incorporated cities within the County. The program “matches’ elderly
households with other households in shared housing arrangements. From 1985-90, Senior Network
Services matched 244 households in the unincorporated area of the County. Senior Network Services
also provides housing information to elderly households with regard to the type of affordable housing
units available in the County. A summary sheet is updated on a regular basis which provides

information on the type and location of housing resources available to elderly households int he
county.
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MORTGAGE CREDIT CERTIFICATE PROGRAM

The Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) program has been available in the County since 1988. For the
first two years, the program was managed by the County Planning Department but is currently operated
by the County Housing Authority. The MCC program assists moderate income households who are
trying to purchase their first home. Mortgage Credit Certificates annually provide a 20% federal tax
credit against the mortgage interest of the home purchased. As of January 1991, 145 MCCs had been
issued in the County and 3 1 of those had been associated with the purchase of an inclusionary unit.

MORTGAGE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

San Francisco Federa has been awarded Affordable Housing Program funds through the Federal Home
Loan Bank to provide a mortgage assistance program in the County for approximately 25 households.
The assistance is anticipated to be in the form of “silent second” mortgages on the purchase of a
property; typically, there are no monthly payments required on a silent second mortgage until either the

household can afford to begin paying or when the property is sold or title transferred. The program has
been operating since 199 1.

HOUSING FORECLOSURE FUND

In 1990, the County established an Affordable Housing Foreclosure Procedure and earmarked funds
within the County’ s dedicated Housing Fund to be used for that purpose. The revolving fund is to be
used to preserve the County’s affordable housing stock from foreclosure or other risks that would
trigger their conversion to market-rate housing. In the event of a foreclosure, monies would be used to
pay the delinquent portion of the loan and to obtain title to the property, or cure the default without
purchase, so the unit can remain affordable and be sold to an income eligible purchaser.

The Affordable Housing Foreclosure monies were-generated-through-the Affordable Housing
@¥dﬂﬁaﬂee—5—lﬂ—l-}eﬂ—pﬁ)¥}s-}en prowded by the Redevel opment Agency affordable housmg fund With

s o L "
i

i-FSt—m&ﬂeet-fa{e—pafeeLseld—iﬂ—ﬂ%e—s&béMsieﬂ:—The County’s
Redevelopment Agency also decided to participate in this process, as necessary, to retain affordable
units using RDA’s low and moderate income funds.

HOUSING REHABILITATION PROGRAMS
There are several programs available to assist with rehabilitating housing units.

« HAND (Housing Assistance and Neighborhood Development): These are low interest or
deferred loans to property owners to assist them in rehabilitating their property. County staff
directly administered the HAND program until 1990. In 1990, the County received $500,000
from State Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds for HAND and contracted with
the Housing Authority to operate the program. The application proposed assisting approximately
27 households in rehabilitating their homes during the next 24 months. This program has been
transferred to the Redevelopment Agency who has completed two CDBG programs and provides
a mobile home rehabilitation program.

» Earthquake-Related Assistance: The Housing Authority also managed the CALDAP
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(Cdlifornia Disaster Assistance Program) program for eligible County households. As of 1/1/91,
the Housing Authority estimated that they had approximately $10 million allocated from
CALDAP and that they had processed 56 loans to date. Of the 56 loans, 30 loans went to
households located in the unincorporated areas of the County. In addition, approximately $6
million was awarded by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to the County of
Santa Cruz as a result of the settlement of a class-action lawsuit filed by quake victims in three
northern California counties (San Francisco, Alameda and Santa Cruz). The funds were to be
used to rehabilitate residential motels and community service centers which provide housing to
lower income households. Approximately $1 million of the total funds were allocated to rental
rehabilitation assistance and, of that amount, $338,666 for projects in the unincorporated areas of
the County. It was estimated that approximately 15-20 rental units will be rehabilitated with these
funds. The Housing Authority is administering this rehabilitation program for the County.

REDEVELOPMENT TAX INCREMENT FUNDS

The County’s Redevelopment Agency will be important in developing affordable housing opportunities
in the 1991-96 time period. Redevelopment Agencies are required by state law to devote 20% of bond
proceeds or tax increments generated from a project area to increase, preserve and improve the
community’s supply of low and moderate income housing. These funds form the capital for the “Low
and Moderate Income Housing Fund,” which is typically managed by the Redevelopment Agency and
used to fund housing projects. State law also contains specific provisions for the use of these funds,
long term affordability requirements and replacement housing provisions. A specific provision
approved by the State legislature (Health and Safety Code Section 33334.4) creates a linkage between
the use of Redevelopment funds and Housing Element programs. This provision requires

redevel opment agencies to spend monies in the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund to assist very
low and lower income households in proportion to the identified need for these income groups.
Although the legidlation is silent as to how the relative need for unitsis to be identified, it is generally
recommended that the needs as identified in a community’ s Housing Element be used for that purpose.
Therefore, the estimated need by household income category as outlined in Section 4.8 of this Element
should be used as a guide for Redevelopment funds.

In 1990, there was approximately $7 million in the Agency’s Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund
and the Agency was operating in one project area, the Live Oak-Soquel area. In order to best utilize
these funds and to develop some long-term strategies, the Redevelopment Agency prepared a report in
May 1990 (“Housing Report: Recommendations and Program Guidelines’) which presented
background information and project policy recommendations.

This report was subsequently approved by the Agency’s Board of Directors (the County Board of
Supervisors) and Agency staff was directed to begin implementation of the Agency’s housing

programs. The report identifies four general program areas in order to encourage new affordable
housing development:

1. New Construction (development of new affordable rentals or first time homeowner units),

2. Site Acquisition (development of 100% affordable units or mixed income or mixed use projects
with affordable units),

3.  Apartment Rehabilitation and Preservation Program (acquisition and rehabilitation of existing
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housing and/or conversion to limited equity coops), and
4.  Mobile Home Park Acquisition and Conversion Program (conversion of mobile home parks to
cooperative ownership).

The report stipulated that the Redevelopment Agency anticipates using a substantial portion of their
Low and Moderate Income Housing funds for lower and very low income projects. Since adoption of
the 1990 report, Agency staff has been active in evaluating potential housing developments and
projects. The following are the housing developments projected to be assisted with Redevel opment
Housing funds as of 199 1:

1 18 Units Stepping Out  Rental Units for Very Low Income Disabled (New Construction)

2 31 Units Lagoon Beach Limited Equity Coop for Very Low Income Families (Rehab.)

3. 34 Units Ace High Mobile Home Park Coop for Lower Income Seniors (Rehab.)

4 2 Units  Habitat Self-Help Units for Very Low Income Families (New

Construction)

5. 39 Units Cunnison Rental Units for Very Low Income Families (New Construction)
Lane

6. 21 Units HIP Rental Units for Very Low Income Disabled (New Construction)

7. 15 Units Merrill Road  Rental Units for Very Low Income Families (New Construction)
Ranch

9.8. 2 Units  Juan Pablo Owner Units for Very Low and Lower Income (New Const.)

222 162 Total Units

The Redevelopment Agency plans to assist other affordable units in addition to those noted above
during the time frame of this Housing Element. The 222 162 units listed above represent only those
developments that were in progress in 1991 when the Housing Element was being prepared. In

dd O hoaa a.1n A of davalanman nd tha . oA 2%
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AB 438

Assembly Bill 438 (Torlakson Bill), adopted in 1998, allows a community to substitute units, up to
25% of its obligation to identify adequate housing sites, if it includes within its housing element
programs committing assistance during the planning period to low and very low income households at
affordable housing costs or affordable rents. The types of projects include substantially rehabilitated
units providing a net increase in the community’s affordable housing stock, conversion of existing
multi-family units to affordable from non-affordable, preservation of existing housing units for low and
very low income households. Prior to the adoption of AB 438, the County assisted in two projects that
met these provisions; the 68 unit Woodland Heights project and the 18 unit Murphy’s Crossing camp.
The reconstruction of the condemned San Andreas Farm Worker housing project (44 units) broke
ground in early 2000. Additional projects of this type, including the upgrading and conversion of

2.5
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transitory trailer parks to permanent housing (est. 100 to 150 units) and the preservation and
improvement of other farm labor camps both on the North Coast and in South County (est. 100 to 150
units) could result in the equivalent of up to 300 new units as shown in Table 6.3.

3. HOUSING SUPPORT SERVICES

The services and organizations that follow assist in protecting and encouraging affordable housing
opportunities in the County.

FAIR HOUSING AND TENANT/LANDLORD ISSUES

Fair housing information and tenant-landlord dispute mediation is available through the Legal Aid
Society. These activities have been funded by the County Planning Department using either
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds received by the County or program income from
past CDBG activities (i.e., when housing rehabilitation loans are paid back).

In addition, assistance with regard to tenant/landlord issues is available through the Office of
Consumer Affairs in the County District Attorney’s office. Information and resources are provided to
both tenants and landlords regarding their rights and responsibilities. Further, the County Planning
Department and Office of Consumer Affairs assist tenants and landlords with the Security Deposit
Interest Ordinance passed by the County in 1988.

COUNSELING PROGRAMS

The County Planning Department and the Housing Authority have both offered various housing
counseling programs. Under contract to the County Planning Department, the Housing Authority
sponsors “Affordable Housing” seminars on a twice monthly basis. These seminars provide
information to potential homebuyers on how to work with title companies and real estate agents, the
types of housing available, the escrow process, etc. In addition, the Housing Authority also provides

mortgage default counseling, home equity conversion counseling and counseling in regards to tenant-
landlord complaints in federally funded projects.

COUNTY COMMISSIONS AND COMMITTEES

The County of Santa Cruz Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) plays an important role in helping
the County to maximize overall housing resources. The Housing Advisory Commission is composed
of citizens appointed by the Board of Supervisors to discuss and provide recommendations on issues
related to housing in the County. The members of the Commission represent the various geographic
areas of the County and meet on a monthly basis. The Commission is staffed by the County Planning
Department. The Commission provides its recommendations regarding housing issues to both the
County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

The Affordable Housing Coordination Committee was convened by the County Administrative Officer
at the direction of the Board of Supervisors to assist in coordination of affordable housing production
and information. Through 199 1, the Committee has been meeting monthly and is attended by the
Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency, Planning Department, County Administrative Office and
Human Resources Agency. The Mental Health Housing Advisory Committee was established as a
result of the Mental Health report and Grand Jury recommendations to develop means to produce more

5. 5 O
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housing for mentally disabled households. Through 1991, the committee met monthly or more often as
needed. In addition to the groups noted above, other County commissions or committees that evaluate
housing issues are the Seniors Commission (senior housing issues), the Agricultural Policy Advisory
Commission (farmworker housing), Mobile Home Commission (mobile homes), the Long Term Care
Committee (housing for elderly and disabled), and the Farm Labor Housing Committee.

NON-PROFIT AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS

The County is fortunate to have several non-profit agencies and organizations that are involved in
housing development. The Santa Cruz County Housing Authority is very active in the management of
housing programs as well as developing new housu ng opportunltl& Non profit housing developers
active in the County include - Mercy Charities Housing,
Habitat for Humanity, South County Housing, M1d Penmsula Housing Corporatlon Housing for
Independent People, CHISPA and Pajaro Valley Affordable Housing Corporation.

COUNTY REGULATORY PROCEDURES

The County has approved several Ordinances and revised portions of the County Code in support of
housing programs. Some of the more significant County actions are:

Chapter 17.10: Affordable Housing Requirements (which specifies requirements for the inclusionary
housing program); the “Income, Asset and Unit Price Guidelines’ (which contain affordable unit
standards, sales and rental prices, income determination, etc. and which is the implementing document
for the Affordable Housing Requirements); Chapter 13.30 (which restricts mobile home park owners
from converting their parks to other uses); Chapter 13.13 (which is the mobile home rent stabilization
ordinance); Chapter 12.06 (which specifies procedures for demolition and replacement of habitable
residential structures); Chapter 13.10.68 1 and-685 (which covers second units; and Ordinance 395 1
(which establishes penalties for illegal construction or conversion). Amendments to Chapter 13.10
were adopted to clarify requirements governing the location and type of farmworker housing that can
be built or rebuilt in the County. Ordinances which address the County’s existing rental housing stock
are the Condominium Conversion ordinance, Tenant Relocation Assistance Ordinance, and the Interest
on Tenant’s Security Deposit Ordinances.

The Planning Department has prepared major revisions to the Affordable Housing Ordinance and the
Income Asset and Unit Prlce Guidelines. Pfeﬁeseéﬁs—&&mefease—m—ﬂae—meweﬂaﬁfequemems%

~ : OrAf The County has adopted an
ordl nance to |mpI ement the State Density Bonus Iaw The County enacted a Construction legalization

Program geared toward legalization of illegal residential additions and/or structures.
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Table 5.1
Inventory of Affordable Housing Units

Santa Cruz County (Unincorporated Area) as of 1991

otal Units Inclusionary

Housing Program/Project

Location

Type of Household Account

bcattered Sites

365 365

Inclusionary Housing Program (Rental &  Countywide

Ownership Units)

Very Low, Lower and Moderate

Housing Proiects. Federal or Bond Assisted

76 28
126 63
105 0
27 0
84 0
80 29
200 0
57 0
52 52

Volunteers of America (Rentals) HUD

Section 202/Section 8 (Transfer of
Credits Generated)

Elizabeth Oaks (Rentals) HUD 22 I(d)(4)
Section 8 (Transfer of Credits Generated)

Pajaro Vista (Rentals) HUD Sect.
221(d)(4) Section 8

Seapines (Rentals) Section 8

Seaside (Rentals) HUD Sect. 22 1 (d)(4)

Section 8

Seascape Senior (Rentals) HUD Section
202/Section 8 Transfer of Credits Generated

Villa San Carlos (Rentals) HUD Section

236lSection 8

Public Housing (Rentals)

Dominican Oaks (Rentals) (52 of 206

units are inclusionary)

Live Oak

Live Oak

Pgj aro
Valley
Aptos

Live Oak

Aptos

Live Oak

Countywide
Live Oak

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior Handicapped (76 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (48 Units)
Family (78 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (105 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior Handicapped (105 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (6 Units)
Family (2 1 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (80 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (56 Units)
Family (144 Units)

Very Low Income Family (57 Units)

Very Low and Lower Income
Senior/Handicapped (52 Units)

Housing Proiects. State Assisted

Tierra Alto (Rentals) Permanent
Farmworker Housing

Buena Vista (Rentals), Seasonal, Office

of Migrant Service

Ace High Mobile Home Park
Cooperative Ownership

Lagoon Beach Cooperative Ownership

Pajaro
Valley
Pajaro
Valey
Live Oak

Live Oak

Very Low Income Farmworker
Families (36 Units)

Very Low Income Farmworker
Families (106 Units)

Very Low and Lower

Very Low and Lower

36 0
106 0

35 0

31 0

[ousing Proiects:. Local

4 4

11 0

1,395 541

Owner Builder Program (Owners)
Second Units (Rentals)
Totals

Countywide
Countywide

Very Low, Lower and Moderate
Very Low and Lower
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SECTION 4.6: VACANT AND
UNDERDEVELOPED LAND

An essential element of the General Plan update process was an analysis of the future development potential in
the County, especidly in the areas within the Urban Services Line (USL). This analysis included an inventory
of existing land uses, based on the 1980 General Plan designations and zoning in effect in 1990, including the
identification of vacant and underutilized land. By identifying where additional development could be
accommodated within the urban areas of the county, it was possible to evaluate the potential for new housing
units in the County and to develop various aternatives for the use of vacant and underutilized land. The results
of this analysis were used as background information for the County’s General Plan update. A similar analysis
was conducted for the rural areas of the County severa years ago, and this analysis is updated annually to
adjust for new building permits issued.

URBAN AREA “BUILD-OUT” POTENTIAL

“Build-out” is a theoretical condition that occurs when a designated area is completely developed to the
intensity allowed by the General Plan and zoning designations. In practice, land development is a complex and
dynamic process, and “total” buildout is rarely, if ever, attained. Rebuilding and remodeling of individual
parcels continues to occur, rezonings are proposed, land is converted to parks or open space, and the area
continues to change even if there are few vacant parcels l€ft.

Build-out must be viewed in a context of timing, since during periods of slower growth, build-out in the urban
area will take longer than during periods of rapid growth. Build-out must also be viewed in the context of the
ability of local government to provide services and to protect the environment. Infrastructure must keep pace
with development, and the rate of development must be managed to avoid unacceptable impacts on the
environment or a reduction in service to County residents.

The build-out analysis that was performed looked only at the amount of new development that could be
accommodated on vacant and underdeveloped land given zoning in effect in 1990, and made no assumptions
about the timing of the development. Also, no assumptions were made regarding the availability of
infrastructure and the adequacy of public services for new development. The analysis was conducted with the
use of a parcd-based modd and a field inventory of the existing land uses. The fidd inventory was conducted
in 1990, and provided an accurate representation of total residential and non-residential land use in the urban
area at that time. The computer build out model allowed the County to estimate the number of units that could
be built within the urban area given the zoning in effect at the time. The build-out model used parcel-specific
zoning designations and precise acreage figures obtained from the County’s computer mapping data base.

The build-out model relied on parcd size, existing land use, the zoning designation in effect at that time, and a
“net developable land” factor that excluded land that was not developable for residential use due to road
easements, environmental constraints, and other restrictions. The “net developable land” factor was determined
by a survey of approved and constructed development in different categories. For example, on parcels without
specia environmental restrictions, approximately 70-80% of the parcel was developable. For each zoning
category, a separate “net developable land” factor was calculated. Using these variables, the model calculated
future buildout potential. For vacant parcels the calculation was relatively simple. For residential use, the size
of the lot (e.g. 10 acres) was multiplied by the density as prescribed by zoning (e.g. R-1-6 alows 6,000 square
foot lots or approximately 6-7 units per acre), then multiplied by the “net developable land” factor, (e.g 70% for
al0 acre site) to achieve the maximum number of units buildable; in this example, 49 units (10 acres x 7
units/acre x .7 developability factor).
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The assumptions made in this calculation are: (1) the zoning in effect in 1990 is assumed; and (2) the
developable land area is determined by an average of similarly sized and zoned parcels previously developed in
the urban area. For properties which were already built upon, but could, under existing zoning, be intensified
(“underutilized” parcels), the model only calculated the additional development potential. Use of the term
“underutilized” does not imply that a parcel developed at a lower intensity than allowed should be developed
further. It does, however, recognize that the property owner could, and often does, apply for additiona
development that would make maximum use of their parcel. For the purposes of the Genera Plan update, the
build-out model was used as a basis to determine how much development potential remained within the urban
area, assuming zoning designations in effect in 1990. This information is important since it is essentia to
determine the conditions that actually existed before any changes were contemplated. Table 6.1 illustrates the
results of the build-out mode run for residential uses, assuming zoning in effect in 1990, and potential new
units are shown as a range. The maximum of the range assumed that al new development and intensification
occurs based on the allowable zoning, while the minimum build-out assumed that some existing uses remain
intact, even though the zoning designation alows for more.

Table 6.1
Build-Out Model Results Summary
Urban Area Assuming Zoning in Effect in 1990* (1980 General Plan)
Potential Development on Vacant & Underutilized Land

Planning Area Range of Total
[within Urban Total Total # | Tota Existing Range of Potential” Housing” Units
Services Line) Acres Parcels Housing Units | Additiona Housing Units at Build-Out
Carbonera 1,293 1,754 1,498 360 - 430 1,858-1,928
Live Oak 2,305 8,315 11,598 1,950 - 2,400 13,548 - 13,998
Soquel 979 2,599 3,110 600 - 750 3,710 - 3,860
Aptos/Aptos 2,747 8,553 7,830 2,200 - 2,400 10,030 - 10,230
Hills (small area)

Pajaro Valley 1,121 2,855 3,401 1,500 - 1,800 4,901 - 5,201
Total Urban Area | 8,445 24,076 27,437 6,610 - 7,790 34,047 - 35,217

Total Rura Area Build-Out (from 1990 Growth Trends Report) 6,699 additional units

*Note: Zoning Categories were assumed for all calculations except in the Pgjaro Valley where
inconsistencies between zoning and General Plan designations required revisions using General Plan
categories. Also, where multiple zonings or special use zonings did not allow the model to caculate a
potential unit total, manual calculations were conducted. Only development potential on vacant and
underutilized land was considered. Potential units produced through the Second Unit ordinance, density
bonus development or residential development on commercialy designated were not included.

Using this model, approximately 6,6 10 to 7,780 residential units could have been added to the urban area to
reach build-out under zoning existing at the time. Live Oak and Aptos would absorb the magjority of those units,
accounting for 30 and 33% of the added urban area units, respectively. As the table indicates, the magjority of
each planning area was aready built-out (65-86%) with the exception of the urban Pajaro Valey. This
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potential build-out calculation does not, however, take into consideration additional “second units’ that could

be constructed in the future, nor does it consider potential “density bonuses’ that could be granted to developers
providing housing for very low or low income residents.

URBAN BUILDOUT POTENTIAL AND GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES

Since this Housing Element was developed prior to the update of the Land Use Element of the Genera Plan,
different density aternatives had not been generated when the housing policies and programs were devel oped.
The Genera Plan update process included substantial citizen participation and resulted in four possible
alternatives for future development in the urban area of the County. These aternatives included the existing
(1980) Genera Plan (Alternative 1), a low residential density aternative (Alternative 2), a medium density
residential aternative (Alternative 3), and an aternative that would meet the HCD “Fair Share” goals
(Alternative 4). The low residentia density aternative (Alternative 2) was chosen by the Board of Supervisors
as the “preferred dternative’ for the purpose of environmental analysis.

The residential build-out estimates described previously are based on zoning designations that implement the
existing (1980) Genera Plan (Alternative 1). The low residential alternative (Alternative 2) could
accommodate approximately 5,3 16 additiona units, the medium density aternative (Alternative 3) could
accommodate approximately 7,759 additional units; and the HCD “Fair Share” housing aternative (Alternative
4) could accommodate approximately 12,132 additional housing units in the urban area. Table 6. la shows the
potential build-out of vacant and underutilized land for the proposed General Plan land use plan (Alternative 2).

Table 6.1a
Estimated Dwelling Units at Build-Out
1994 General Plan Update Land Use Designations
Urban Planning Area
Total Existing New Units at Total Units at Potential-Aeeessory
Planning Area Housing Units Build-Out Build-Out (2) Second Units
Aptos : 7,830 1,258 9,088 2,143
Carbonera (1) 1,498 138 1,636 308
Live Oak 11,598 1,473 13,071 577 (2)
Pajaro Valley (1) 3,401 1,309 4,710 953
Soquel 3,110 1,138 4,248 392
Total Urban Area 27,437 5,316 32,753 4,373

(1) Portions of the planning area inside of the Urban Services Line only.
(2) The Live Oak planning area is limited to the five new second units per year.
(3) Tota units at build-out does not include units produced under the bonus density program, second units,

units recognized under the Hlegal-construction-amnesty-program Construction Legalization ‘Program, or
residential units produced in commercial development.

Market-rate and affordable units that could result through exercise of the density bonus provisions adopted by

the County were not tallied in computing the General Plan build-out potential. it was thought that the density

bonus would be sought on a case by case basis by developers whose choice was driven by market conditions,

project scale and financing requirements - al of which are difficult to forecast. However, assuming that

developers of every vacant and underdeveloped parcel in the urban area that could accommodate five or more
%O Redline
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units under the proposed General Plan land use designation requested and received a density bonus, then 2,530
units could result. Without benefit of the density bonus, only a maximum of 1,93 1 units could be generated on
those vacant and underdeveloped parcels. Of the 2,530 total units, 529 are estimated to be affordable units. Of
that number, 122 are estimated to be for very low income, 242 for lower income, 105 for senior affordable
units, and 60 as affordable (a combination of very low, lower and moderate income) units produced through the
15% inclusionary requirement applied to density bonus devel opments.

RURAL AREA BUILDOUT POTENTIAL

Table 6.1 summarizes the build-out potential within the Urban Services Line, assuming the (1980) General Plan
and zoning designations. The Urban Services Line defines where urban services may be provided, guiding the
extension of public services and the subsequent creation of urban densities, and coordinating new residential
development with the provision of public services and facilities. Areas outside of the Urban Service Line are
considered rural and are designated for lower density development. According to information developed by the
County Planning Department, there is a potential for up to 6,699 additional units in the rural areas of the
County, given existing General Plan designations. This number excludes the potential for construction of new
second dwellings on existing legal lots of record in the rural area that could result under the revwly-adepted then
in effect Second Unit Ordinance. The rural build-out analysis was developed in mid-1990 and is based on a
January 1, 1990 count of 24,737 existing unitsin rural areas, with a projected total of 3 1,436 units at rural

“build-out”. As in urban areas, build-out potential includes both vacant and underdeveloped parcels. Estimated
additional rural dwelling units at build-out are shown in Table 6.2.

Table 6.2
Estimated Dwelling Units at Build-Out
Rural Areas (Outside Urban Services Line) 1990
Total Existing New Units at Total Units at Potential Aceessery

Planning Area Housing Units Build-Out Build-out (2) Second Units (3)
Aptos Hills 1,812 531 2,343 798 | 198
Bonny Doon 1,099 348 1,447 569 | 569
Carbonera (1) 2,441 729 3,170 1140 | 1,140
Eureka Canyon 1,509 740 2,249 798 | 798

La Selva Beach 1,071 634 1,705 570 | 178
North Coast 250 324 574 228 | 228
Pajaro Valley (1) 754 187 941 342 | 342
San Andreas 1,407 207 1,614 570 | 378
Skyline 1,135 721 1,856 684 | 684
San Lorenzo Valley ' 11,055 1,222 12,277 4445 | 2,719
Salsipuedes 224 265 489 228 | 228
Summit 1,980 791 2,771 1026 | 998
Total Rural Area 24,737 6,699 31,436 15398 | 9,060

10/l 6100 Redline Pa2.(5' '



0154

Chapter 4: Housing Element

(1) Portions of the planning area outside of the Urban Services Line only
(2) Total units at build-out does not include units produced under the bonus density program,-aeeessery

dwellings second units, units recognized under the iHegal-construction amnesty-legalization program or
residential units produced in commercial development.

(3) does not include second units for farm workers and farm families.
Source: “Housing and Population Estimates’ County of Santa Cruz Planning Department, August 1990

The build-out analysis used in preparing the General Plan Environmental Impact Report did not address the
potential addition of affordable housing in the County’s rural area. An inventory of existing parcels in the rural
area that could potentially accommodate a second unit, under the County’s then second unit regulations,
revealed that there was a second unit potential of +H5398-9060 additional units. Of these units it is estimated
that approximately 5;768-4530 would be lower-income affordable units and 5;698-4530 would be moderate-
income affordable through rura area build-out. In addition, there is the potentia to develop 1685 second units
for farm workers and farm families under new policies that are being considered by the Board of Supervisors.
If these numbers are added to the total rural area build-out of 6,699 additional units identified in the 1990
Growth Trends Report, some +8;698-17,444 units could result under existing zoning in the rura area.

CONCLUSIONS

This analysis shows that there is considerable potentid for new affordable units in the County. The number of
units which could potentialy be constructed in the future, however, depends on the fina land use plan
developed during the General Plan Update, available subsidies, market conditions, and policies that could be
adopted that would encourage the production of affordable housing. Considering vacant and underutilized
parcels, and including the inclusionary housing requirement, approximately 1,692 units could be constructed for
very low or lower income residents under the current General Plan Designations (Alternative 1). This figure
would be reduced to approximately 6 15 units under the low residentia density aternative (Alternative 2), but
would be increased to approximately 3,123 units in the medium density residential aternative (Alternative 3),
and to approximately 6,439 units in the HCD “Fair Share” aternative (Alternative 4). It is important to
remember, however, that these figures do not account for other factors that could significantly increase the
amount of affordable housing available in the county. These other factors include density bonus incentives for
the provision of affordable housing, second units on existing residential parcels, and dwelling units constructed
in conjunction with commercia development on commercialy designated land.

Generaly, estimates for the number of affordable units that could be produced under each aternative are
conservative, and the total build-out figure is theoretical only. None of these estimates are intended to be
projections, and they are subject to change as development and redevelopment occur, and as economic
conditions change. Under the (1980) General Plan, the greatest potential for new development would occur in
the Live Oak planning area. County policies, however, require that affordable housing be equitably disbursed
throughout the urban areas of the County, and the other General Plan land use aternatives work towards a more
equal distribution. In order to accomplish long-term housing objectives, the General Plan focuses on a variety

of measures to provide additional housing opportunities, orderly and cost efficient extensions of public services
and protection of the County’s unique environment.
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Table 6.3
Potential New Units by Affordability Level
(Urban & Rural Areas)
Very Low/ Moderate Total Market Total
Type of Development Lower Income Affordable Rate Possible
Urban Areas
D oter RS Oarapant and 355 2,642 2,997 2319 5,316
Residential in. Conjunction
w/Commercial De\]/el opment 588 0 588 0 588
Units from Bonus Densit 329
Devel opment Y 469 60 529 70 20
Aeeessory-Second Units 2,187 2,186 4,373 0 4,373
Rural Areas
Development on Vacant and
Underutilized Parcels 260 0 260 6,439 6,699
AB 438 Units (2) 300 0 300  0 300
. 5700 5;698 +398 ‘ +5398
Aeeessory-S ’ > > >
econd Units 4,530 4.530 9.060 0 9,060
Farm Worker Second Units 843 842 1,685 0 1,685
. 9:559 19,586 20-H45 28;973
T t l ? ? 2 EE
otal New Units 9,532 10,260 19,792 8,828 28,620
AMBAG New Construction
Goals 1989-1996 5,507 2,165 7,672 4311 11,983
(1) New construction goals developed by AMBAG are for the time of 1989-1996, General Plan “buildout” is estimated to occur at a
much later date, after the year 2005 (depending on residential growth rate).
(2) Preservation or replacement of existing substandard units.
Source: Santa Cruz County Planning Department Build-Out Andysis, 1993-1994.

NON-RESIDENTIAL LAND (WITHIN URBAN SERVICES LINE)

There are aso vacant and underutilized parcels within the County’s Urban Services Line that are designated for
commercial and industrial uses. According to information in the Environmental Impact Report for the Generd
Plan update, there are 126.4 acres of vacant or underutilized commercially designated land that could
potentially accommodate 1,888,000 square feet of new commercial development. Genera Plan policies alow
the construction of residential units in conjunction with most commercial development if the residential uses
make up 50% or less of the total area of the project. Residential uses are not alowed in areas designated
Service Commercial, and may be infeasible on small parcels, where additiona parking cannot be
accommodated. Based on the existing potential for commercial development, however, it is estimated that an
addition 588 residential units could be constructed in these areas. Table 6.4 shows the number of units by
planning area that could potentially be constructed in conjunction with commercial development.

1 O/l 6/00 Redline Page 4-2 5



0156

Chapter 4: Housing Element

Table 6.4
Potential Residential Units
in Commercially Designated Areas
Planning Area (within Potential Commercial | Potential Residential _

Urban Services Line) Acres Square Foot Square Foot Potential Units
Aptos 20.4 294,000 73,500 91
Carbonera 0 0 0 0
Live Oak 80.6 1,202,000 300,500 375
Pajaro Valley 3.0 49,000 12,250 15
Soquel 22.4 343,000 85,750 107
Totals 126.4 1,888,000 472,000 588

Page 4.6 -7
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SECTION 4.7: HOUSING CONSTRAINTS

There are conditions created by economic forces in the private market as well as regulations and programs
imposed by public agencies that can affect housing development. These constraints impact the production of
new housing as well as the maintenance and improvement of existing housing. Below is an analysis of both
market (non-governmental) and governmental constraints that could affect the housing stock in the County.

MARKET (NON-GOVERNMENTAL) CONSTRAINTS

Private market forces that affect housing primarily include those factors that influence the cost of housing.
These factors are land and construction costs (including infrastructure improvements), and financing costs.

LAND AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Land costs for new residential development vary depending on their location and their size. (All costs cited in
the following paragraphs are estimates based on asking/selling prices occurring in the 1989-91 time frame.)
Standard single family lots within urbanized areas, usualy on “in fill” parcels less than 10,000 square feet in
size, are typicaly in the $1 O0O,000-$250,000 range ($175,000 would be a mid-range figure). These lots usualy
have most infrastructure improvements completed and are ready for construction. Larger parcels of land,
usualy on the Urban-Rural fringe or in the rura area of the County, are more expensive; costs to acquire those
parcels are dependent on their total acreage and available amenities.

Land costs for single-family subdivisions and for multi-family developments vary according to whether they
have permit approval (i.e. a tentative or final map) and whether they are being sold as “raw” land or with
infrastructure improvements completed. Land for multi-family development can range from $40,000 up to
$90,000 or more per unit ($65,000 per unit would be a mid-range estimate), again depending on parcel size,
infrastructure availability and permit approval status.

Construction costs, like land costs, vary depending on the type of residential development. As of 1991, single-
family construction costs in Santa Cruz County were in the range of $60-$125+ per square foot, depending on
material and supply costs, and labor costs. Using the lower range of $60 per square foot as an example a
hypothetical 1,500 square foot home would cost $90,000 for construction costs only. Additional costs include
land acquisition, permit fees and infrastructure costs (if not already provided). Tables 7.1 and 7.2 illustrate
typical development costs for single family and multi-family residential construction in Santa Cruz County.

Table 7.1
New Single Family Residential Construction
Example of Typical Development Costs
1,500 Square Foot Detached Unit on Improved Lot, 1991

$175,000 Land Costs (Single family, improved lot, mid-price range estimate)

$ 90,000 Construction Costs (1,500 sq. ft. @ $60/sq. ft.)

$ 5.000 Governmental Fees (Building Permit, School Impact fees does not include
infrastructure or development fees)

$270,000 Total Costs

2
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Table 7.2
New Multi-Family Residential Construction
Example of Typical Land and Construction Costs
1,300 Square Foot Attached Unit

$ 65,000 Land Costs (Multi-family, improved lot, mid-range estimate, al fees paid
$ 71,500 Constructions (1,300 sq. ft. @ $55/sq. ft.)

$136,500 Land and Construction Costs

$ 27,300 Overhead, Profit and Financing Costs (20%)

$163,800 Total Development Costs

This $270,000 estimate is a conservative one in that it assumes modest construction costs and only a minimum
level of fees (development and infrastructure fees were assumed to be paid and included as part of the cost of
the improved lot). The estimate also assumes that there is no developer overhead, financing, marketing or profit
costs. These type of costs could range from 10-25% of the total development cost, resulting in a final estimated
cost of between $297,000 to $337,500 for the example in Table 7.1.

Multi-family construction costs benefit from the “economies of scale€’ by producing more than one unit a a
time and multi-family units are usualy smaller than single-family units. Estimated multi-family construction
costs vary from $35-$75 per square foot, again depending on labor and material costs ($55 per square foot
would be a mid-range estimate). The example assumes that the developer has paid al fees and permits and
those costs are then included in the final land costs. Further, the multi-family example in Table 7.2 assumes
that a developer was involved in the production of this unit and the costs include the developer’s overhead,
profit and financing costs which are “passed on” to the buyer.

FINANCING COSTS

The costs of financing residential development and acquisition are dependent on national economic trends and
policy decisions. Interest rates for residential construction loans and permanent financing fluctuate depending
on market conditions. For example, many residential construction loans are tied to the private market and
“float” depending on the prime rate or other market indicators. In addition to interest rates, loan terms and
conditions can vary and are affected by the availability of funds in both the primary and secondary markets.

At the time that this document was initialy prepared (199 1), financing was available for most types of
residential development and acquisition in Santa Cruz County. Mixed use and other innovative types of
residential development might have difficulties securing financing from typical sources such as banks, savings
and loans, mortgage companies and mortgage brokers. However, for traditional residential developments, both
construction and permanent mortgage financing (i.e. financing to purchase a home) were available using a
variety of options, including fixed rate, variable rate, combination loans (i.e. 5 year fixed rate, 25 year variable
rate), teaser rate loans, etc. Fixed-rate mortgage loans with a 30 year term had interest rates varying from 9.5%
to 11%. Variable rate loans were available at “teaser” rates as low as 6.5% but the actual “Annua Percentage
Rate” (APR) was more in the range of 10%-1 1.5%. Interest rates are an important factor in residential
financing because, as interest rates increase, more potential homebuyers are excluded from the market. For
example, a $100,000 fixed rate, 30 year mortgage at 10% requires a $878.00 month mortgage payment while
the payment on the same loan amount at 9% is $805.00 per month, a difference of $73.00 per month. This
interest rate difference can be the deciding factor in whether a household “qualifies’ for*a mortgage loan or not,
depending on their annua income and the size of the loan. For instance, with mortgage rates in the 7 percent
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range (30 year fixed, July 1993) the affordability of home buying increases significantly.

In Santa Cruz County, then, availability of financing may be a constraint to housing for innovative
developments, such as mixed use or limited equity cooperatives. For traditional residential development,
availability of financing is not so much a constraint as are interest rates or other terms and conditions affecting
financing. Market conditions can act as a constraint by limiting the number of individuals and households that
can “afford” to purchase or develop property.

GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

Governmental constraints are usualy regulations and procedures developed to protect the quaity of life in a

community. While these governmental regulations are necessary, they can increase the cost of development
and thus the cost of housing.

LACK OF ADEQUATE FEDERAL AND STATE SUBSIDIES FOR HOUSING

Santa Cruz County cannot be solely responsible for assisting in the production of the County’s future affordable
housing stock. Significant increases in Federal and State subsidies will be necessary to satisfy the State-
mandated AMBAG projected affordable housing needs. For example, a total subsidy of 643 million in 199 1
dollars (this would include a subsidy of 564 million for very low and lower income households, and a subsidy
of 89 million for moderate income households) would be required to produce the 7,672 units projected to
address the needs of the County’s very low, lower and moderate income households. This total subsidy amount
assumes an average subsidy cost, in 1991 dollars, of $100,000 for very low and lower income households and
$4 1,000 for moderate income households, in order to close the “affordability gap” between what such
households can afford to pay and the market rate cost of the units in Santa Cruz County.

LAND USE CONTROLS
Changes in Countywide Land Use Controls

Revisions to the County’s second unit regulations were approved by the Board of Supervisors in 1993 and
1997 —went-to-the-Coastal- Commissionfor-approvalin1994. Provided that health and safety issues can be
addressed, second units will be allowed on all residentially-designated legal lots of record of at [east one acre in
size in the rura areas of the County. In addition, locational and design requirements were relaxed to promote
urban area development. Setback reductions were authorized, based on des‘lgn gwdelma and family members
were exempted from income and asset eligibility requirements. Maximum unit Sizeés we&increased, the two
person household limitation was eliminated, and the level of review was reduced from a public hearing to an
administrative review. It is prolected that +5:77+ 13,433 %cond units could result from the Ordinance
revisions. 3% : M : al-zone. It is projected that half of the
second dwetlmgs w111 serve the needs of lower income and the other haIf of moderate income households. The
actua number of units constructed will depend on many factors, including lot size, siting of the proposed
second unit, infrastructure constraints, and other environmental constraints. These units will also likely be
constructed in an incremental way, based in part on the desire of each property owner to have an additional unit
on his’her property, subject to some governmental intervention in terms of occupancy level and income

restrictions. The County is proposing further incentives and concessions to enc¢ourdage second’units. These are
outlined in Appendix 23.
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Residential Densities. Land Use and Zoning (Within the Urban Services Line)

The County’s General Plan and Zoning ordinance provide for a range of housing types and densities. Urban
residential densities, for new development, require service from a public sewer or sanitation district as well as
public water and fire protection. The lowest urban density “Urban Very Low” is used in areas within the Urban
Services Line where environmenta constraints, primarily steep slopes or sensitive habitats, prevent
development at higher urban densities, or in areas where a transition is needed to adjacent rural densities. This
density allows development at 1 .O to 4.3 units per net developable acre. This density range is equivalent to

10,000 sguare feet to one acre of net developable parcel area per dwelling unit, and zoning designations fall
within that range.

The “Urban Low Density” residential designation consists of those areas suited to larger lot, predominately
detached residential units. Housing types appropriate to the Urban Low Density designation may include
detached houses, duplexes, and clustered small lot detached units at allowable densities. This density range
allows 4.4 to 7.2 units per net developable acre, which is equivalent to 6,000 to 10,000 square feet of net

developable parcel area per unit. Appropriate zoning for this designation would include R-1-6, R-1-8, R-1-10,
or RM-6.

The ‘Urban Medium Density” designation provides for a broad range of housing types including detached
houses, duplexes, townhomes, mobile home parks, and small lot detached units at alowable densities. This
designation is located where a full range of urban services are available, including access onto a collector or
arterial street and a location near neighborhood, community or regional shopping facilities. The density range
allows 7.3 to 10.8 units per net developable acre, which is eguivalent to lot sizes of 4,000 to 6,000 square feet

of net developable parcel area per unit. Appropriate zoning for this designation would include R- 1-4, R- 1-5,
RM-4 and RM-5.

The “Urban High Density” residentia designation allows all of those housing types found in the Urban Medium
Density designation, as well as garden apartments and congregate senior housing. This designation is served by
a full range of urban services and in locations near collector and arterial streets, transit service, and
neighborhood, community, or regiona shopping facilities. The density range allows development at 10.9 to
17.4 units per net developable acre, which is equivalent to 2,500 to 4,000 square feet of net developable parce
area per unit. Appropriate zoning for this designation would include R-1-3.5, R-I-4, RM-2.5, RM-3, and RM-4.

Additionaly, provisions in the General Plan alow a density increase of 25% over the otherwise maximum
allowable residential density under the applicable zoning ordinance and land use element of the General Plan
for the inclusion of affordable housing. This bonus would apply to developments containing 20% of the total
units for lower income households, or 10% of the total units for very low income households or 50% of the
total units for qualifying (senior) residents. A density increase of 50% over the maximum allowable residential
density under the applicable zoning ordinance and land use element of the General Plan is alowed for
developments containing 100% lower and very low income qualifying (senior) residences. A corresponding
decrease in alowable lot size applies to any density bonus development. The Ordinance is specific and clear
concerning the procedures an applicant must follow to insure he receives the density bonus and associated
concessions for an eligible project. The Ordinance offers certainty and clarity to developers on key project
concerns, i.e. density, unit yield and design features. Because of the greater specificity of the Ordinance, it is
anticipated that developers will opt to use the new system more frequently and with greater success than under
the County’s prior Density Bonus Program. In 199 1, anticipating the adoption of the County’s Ordinance and
in recognition of the new State law, for example, a lower income senior project in south County requested and
received a 42% density bonus. In addition, County policies allow the construction of residential units in
conjunction with commercia development, if the residential units occupy 50% or less (67% if 100%
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affordable) of the total building areaI is projected that allo
create 588 potential new residential
development orivacant and underdeveloped commercial p

Residential Densities. Land Use and Zoning (Outside the Urban Services Line)

For parcels located outside of the USL and in the rural area of the County, densities are calculated in a different
manner. The maximum densities in areas zoned “RA,” Residential Agricultural, and “RR,” Residential Rural
categories are calculated using the “Rural Residential Density Determination” matrix. This matrix evaluates a
number of factors, including infrastructure and environmental factors, in order to calculate the appropriate land
size. Typically, the minimum lot size is at least one acre and site requirements in regards to setbacks, lot

coverage, etc. vary as to whether the minimum site area per dwelling unit is less than 5 acres or more than 5
acres.

Residential Site and Structural Requirements

Section 13.10.323 of the County Code specifies site and structural requirements for parcels according to
residential zoning category. Setbacks are typical for residential developments; for example, the minimum width
for a parcel zones R- 16 (residential with a minimum land area of 6,000 net developable square feet) is 60 feet
with a minimum front yard setback of 20 feet and a minimum rear yard setback of 15 feet. Structural and site
requirements are not considered a constraint to development in the County.

The County’s adopted revisions to the Second Unit Ordinance allow setback reductions for second units,
subject to design guidelines. The need for and degree of setback reductions for such units was the subject of
hearings by the County’s Housing Advisory Commission, Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

In addition to the requirements noted above, the County has also adopted design criteria for residential districts,
These criteria apply to al residential projects of 23 or more units and encourages the clustering of residential
units. The purpose of clustering is to promote energy efficient and cost efficient site planning, to promote
quality common open space and to provide for other amenities. The design criteria also address such issues as
drainage and erosion control, access and circulation, solar access, building height and mass and landscaping.
Generally, the criteria encourage efficient use of the land, promoting coordinated site design such as shared
driveways, parking, circulation, landscaped open space and trash collection areas. Overall, these criteria
encourage better utilization of land and are not a constraint to devel opment.

GROWTH MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (MEASURE J)

In 1978, Santa Cruz County voters approved “Measure J,” which directed that future growth and development
be guided by a set of policies and procedures. Measure J has been codified as Chapter 17.01 of the County

Code, which defines a growth management system and an affordable housing system for Santa Cruz County.
Six policies have been defined in Chapter 17.0 1. These are:

1. Preserve Agricultural Land. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County that prime agricultural lands and
lands which are economically productive when used for agriculture shall be preserved for agricultural use.

2. Digtinguish “Urban” and “Rural” Areas. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County to preserve a
distinction between areas in the County which are “urban,” and areas which are “rural.” Divisions of land

in rural areas shall be discouraged, and, new residentia developments shall be encouraged to locate in
urban aress.
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3. Urban Area Protection. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County to insure that new development in the
unincorporated “urban” areas does not proceed without the provision of adequate services which will
enhance the quality of life for current and future residents of these urban areas; the County Capital
Improvement Plan shall reflect this commitment.

4. Annua Population Growth Limit. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County to set an annual population

growth goal for this County which shall limit growth to that amount which represents Santa Cruz County’s
fair share of each year's statewide population growth.

5. Housing for Persons with Average Incomes. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County that at least 15%
of those housing units newly constructed for sale or rental each year shall be capable of purchase or rental
by persons with average or below average incomes.

6. Resource Protection. It shall be the policy of Santa Cruz County to prevent the division or other
development of lands which contain timber resources, mineral resources, and wildlife habitat or other

natural resources, except when any such development is conditioned so as to prevent the loss of or damage
to such resources.

Following adoption of Chapter 17.01, the County Board of Supervisors has annually adopted a growth rate and
alocated a sufficient number of building permits to accommodate the adopted rate. From 1979 through 1990,
the County has allocated approximately 10,695 building permits, and a surplus of 2,962 permits allocated but
not issued existed at the end of 1990. This indicates that, for the period from 1979 to 1990, the process of
allocating permits based on annual projected growth rates has not been a constraint to the development of
housing since there have been more permits alocated than actually used. Table 7.3 indicates that historically
the Board of Supervisors has alocated an average of 776 building permits per year from 1979 through 1990.
When the specia 1989 allocation of 1,384 permits for affordable units is considered, then the average number
of permits issued yearly increases to 89 1. Table 7.4 illustrates the average number of permits that would be
needed to meet the AMBAG new construction projections for 1989 to 1996. Approximately 1,375 permits will
need to be issued annually, given the AMBAG projection.

In summary, the Measure J alocation process was not a constraint to development in the 1979-90 time frame;
but alocations would need to be increased above the average experienced from 1979-90 to meet the AMBAG
scenario of new construction projections for the 1989-96 time period.

It is important to note that the new construction projections in Table 7.4 include units affordable to very low,
lower and moderate income households as well as above moderate income units. As a means of eliminating this
potentlal congtraint to the development of affordable unlts, the County has exempted affordable units from the

maﬂeet—mte—heu&ng—uﬂ&& A further descrl ptlon of thls program is contal ned in Program # 11in Sectlon 4.8 of
this Housing Element.
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Table 7-3
Building Permits Allocated 1979-1990
County of Santa Cruz

Year Allocation Special Allocation
1979 930

1980 1,055

1981 937

1982 968

1983 972

1984 991

1985 757

1986 768

1987 468

1988 489

1989 489 1,3 |84 (for Affordable Units)
1990 487

Average 776/year 891/year
Source: Planning Department, 199 1

Table 7.4
Average Allocation of Building Permits Needed
to Meet New Construction Projections, 1989-1996

AMBAG Projection

New Construction Need, 1989-96 11,983
Building Permits issued, 1989-90 <770>
Remaining Need, 1991-96 11,213
Permits Carried Over and Available, January 199 1 <2,962>
Remaining Need, 1991-96 8,251
Average Annual Allocation of Permits Needed 1,375

(Remaining Need Divided over 6 year period, 1991-96)

Source: Planning Department, June 1991

Codes and Enforcement

The County enforces the Uniform Bui
Inspectors from the Building Code {

maintenance of housing production in the County and is not considered a constraint to development

de (UBC), and related trade codes, throughout the County.
e Section of the Planning Department investigate violations to the

p!
Building Code on a complaint basis. The Uniform Buildi ng Code is necessary for the proper ConStructIOIQ 5
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Construction Legalization Program:

The Board of Supervisors authorized a Construction Legalization Program in 1994. The program alowed

building and/or development permits to be issued to legalize certain structures that were built illegally on or
before October 19, 1993 if they:

1.  complied with the applicable building and development regulations currently in effect; or

2. complied with the applicable building and development regulations which were in effect at the time of
construction and did not create a health and safety hazard; or

3. were in minor noncompliance with the applicable building and development rules at the time they were

built or were currently in minor noncompliance with the rules in effect; but are authorized by the Planning
Director with findings.

The number of dwellings that were digible for legalization through this program is unknown. However, in
early 1994 there were 327 reported structures containing 2, 3 or 4 illegal units, 110 reported illegal mobile
homes and 104 reported |IIegaI smgle famHy dwelllngs bei ng processed by the County S Code Compllance

Incentives for Affordable Projects

In addition to the federal and state mandates concerning affordable housing (Federal Fair Housing Law, State
Housing Element Law, State Density Bonus Law, Article 10.7, Sections 65590 et seq. on Coastal Zone
Development, and Chapter 5, Article 8, Section 54220 et seg. on disposition of surplus land for affordable

housing), the County has provided incentives for affordable housing. These loca incentives entail processing,
design and financia concessions.

As of 1994, the following affordable projects have received regulatory and/or fiscal assistance from the County:

1. Habitat for Humanity, 3 units Soquel - land donation + funds

. Pacific Family Home Mobile Home Co-op (34 units) - County was coapphcant with Co-op and
Jeveraged MPROP loan

3. VOA (75 units) - landscaping and off-site improvements, parking waiver, affordable housing transfers of
credits

i _agoon Beach Co-op (31 units) - funds leveraged for state loan

5. Stepping Out Housing (18 rental units for mentally disabled) - priority processing, land donation, funds
everaged for HUD loan

5. The Farm (39 units) - land assemblage, land acquisition, grant and conveyance; funds leveraged for state

and federal funds; parking reduction

Habitat for Humanity (2 units in Live Oak) - land acquisition grant, County performed lot split
Mclntosh Mobile Home Park (28 coaches) - land acquisition as leverage for eventual funding
Brommer (6 units) - matching funds for HUD grant

Merrill (15 units) - 50% of land acquisition; leverage for state loan

7

B

9

10.
5 Woodland Heights (68 units) - provided 40 year extension of the Measure J affordability restrictions
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12, CDBG rehab (30 units) - provided local matching funds

13. Beachcomber Mobile Home Park (73 coaches) County coapplicant and provided leverage for state
MPROP loan

i4. flabitat for Humanity (1 unit, Live Oak) - land acquisition and conveyance

15. Arroyo Verde (10 1 units) - grant to maintain affordable sales prices; modification of Measure J pricing
formula; affordable housing transfers of credits, Planning Department fee deferral; Public Works sewer
fee rebate

16. Maciel (21 units) - land acquisition grant, leverage for HUD and CDBG funds; parking reduction,
dens1ty bonus proposed

lq_. by

18-17. Tlerra Alta (36 farmworker housmg umts) prov1ded Iocal matchmg funds for CDBG application;
sriority processing of waste water improvement system

19-18. Pennsylvania Ave. (32 units) - worked with City of Watsonville on easement release and land donation
for Housing Authority affordable housing project

D0-19. BO™ & Portola (24 units) - CDBG funds used for land write down

D1.20. Paloma del Mar (129 lower income senior units) - density bonus, parking waiver, bicycle storage space
waiver, height variance, sanitary sewer fee reduction/waiver, affordable housing transfer of credits
D221, Elizabeth Oaks (126 units) - affordable housing transfers of credits

R3-27. Seascape (80 senior units) - affordable housing transfers of credits

B4:23, Creek Drive (2 units) - acquisition, rehab and resale as affordable two inclusionary units due to become
narket rate

R5-24. Westhaven Ct. (1 unit) - acquisition and resale as affordable inclusionary unit due to become market rate

Parking Requirements

Requirements for on and off site parking are typical for residential developments in similar California
communities. In order to facilitate more affordable housing development, the County does alow up to a 75%
reduction in parking requirements for elderly housing developments.

Energy Conservation

With regard to energy conservation requirements, the County has enforced Title 24 regulations since 1983 for
construction in the unincorporated area. Title 24 is energy conservation standards that provide guiddines for
residential construction in regards to energy conservation items; for example, specifying appropriate wall,
ceiling or floor insulation. As noted earlier in this chapter, the “Residential Design Criteria’ also contains
standards for energy efficiency in residential design and construction such as orienting living areas to the south
in order to take maximum advantage of solar heating and cooling, provision of solar access, etc. The Title 24
regulations and the design criteria are not considered as constraints to development since they promote a more
energy efficient residentia environment.

ESTIMATED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT FEES

Since the passage of Proposition 13, governmental fees have increased substantially as local governments
attempt to pay for needed services with limited resources. Fees for residential development have in particular
been affected in recent years. In order to determine typical fees for residential developments in the County, two
different types of projects were selected, a single family and a multi-family development. The single family
development is assumed to be in the Live Oak Planning area and each unit is estimated to be approximately
2000 square feet. The 20 unit multi-family project is assumed to be in the Pajaro Planning area and a typical
unit is approximately 1000 square feet.
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There are certain exceptions to the County’s fee schedule. Because permit and development fees can affect the
viability of potential affordable housing projects, County Code Section 15.0 1.080 specifies that housi ng‘unlts
reserved for Iow and moderam mcome purchasers shall be exempt from park dedication fees

Table7.5
Typical Fees for Residential Development
County of Santa Cruz, 1991
20 Unit Single Family 20 Unit Multi-Family
(Live Oak) (Pajaro Valley)

>lanning Department Review Fees

Development Review Group Fee 625 625

Residential  Development/Subdivision Fees 5,000 5,000
Development Fees

County Fees

Park Dedication 55,780 41,820
Roadside |mprovements 37,000 13,400
Transportation Improvements 3 8,000 39,200
Child Care 7,380 2,420

District Fees

Sanitation Districts 60,000 80,000
Drainage Fees (Zones 5, 6, 7 and 8) 3,000 3,000
Water Hook-ups 54,700 60,000

School Impact Fees (paid to school district) 63,200 31,600
Building Permit Fees 34,000 11,955
Total $358,685 $289,020

Per Unit Cost $17,934 $14,451

Notes on Table 7.5

1 Residential Development Permits are processed “at cost” for projects of 20 or more units. The deposit is approximately
$5,000. Actual cost may be more or less than this depending on the level and amount of staff time required.

2. Development impact fees are dependent on the planning area and service district that the development if located in. The
estimates above are based on hypothetical developments located in the Live Oak and Pajaro Valley planning areas. There may
be other miscellaneous fees (such as one pertaining to individua Fire Districts) which are not included in these illustrations.

3. Roadside Improvement Fees and Transportation Improvement Fees can be credited against the fill amount of the fees
whenever a developer is required to construct certain off-site tr ortation or roadside improvements.

4. School impact fee for Live Oak School QlStrl(:t is $1.58 per¢ d square foot. School impact fee for Pajaro Valley
Unified School Digtrict is also $1.58 perico sguare foot.

5. Child Care Fees were caculated at $369 p amily units and $121 per multi-family unit.

21@/00 Redline Page 4.7- 10



0167

Chanpter 4. Housing. Element

lower income affordable units may receive, pursuant t
reduction within the Freedom Sanitary Sewer District a
Davenport District

The Zucker Systems report on Permit Processing (1990) noted previously in this Chapter recommended that
various actions be taken to review the County’s fee schedule. The report noted that the fee structure was

complex and created confusion for staff and the public. Adjustments were made to the fee schedule to make it
more consistent and unified recommendations.

LOCAL PROCESSING AND PERMIT PROCEDURES

County processing and permit procedures have been the subject of several studies in 1989-90. An evaluation of
the processing of single family dwelling permits was conducted by Western Productivity Group, Inc. in 1989,
and, in 1990, Zucker Systems provided a series of recommendations to improve the overall planning process.
Both reports were approved by the Board of Supervisors and staff was directed to begin implementation of the
reports. The Western Productivity Group report focused primarily on building permits and discretionary

permits (Levels Il through V) related to single family dwelling (SFD) permits, including new construction,
remodels and additions.

The Planning Department has identified seven different levels of review for discretionary applications. These
are:

Level O: various reviews submitted as discretionary applications (e.g., rural matrix)
Leve I-lII: application requires only administrative review and approval

Level IV: application requires administrative approval and public notice

Leve V: application requires Zoning Administrator hearing and public notice
Leve VI: application requires Planning Commission hearing and public’ notice
Leve VII: application requires Commission and Board hearings and public notice.

There were six mgjor findings cited in the Western Productivity Group report; these were:

1. The present in-take practice of building permit applications needed to be changed to one which would
require a more complete and processable application. The acceptance of applications, knowing that
certain variances, geologic, hiotic, environmental, and/or other reviews or permits were needed or required
was responsible for

. delays in the process cycle
. automatic denials and subsequent additional reviews
excessive handling of the application
confusion between the applicant and the Planning Department and even more serious, conflicting
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comments or requests by the Planning Department.

2.  Effective control of the flow of work through the process was not evident.

3. The review of the planner’s staff report be supervision prior to approval or denia for the discretionary

permit application was the only real quality check made in the Single Family Dwelling (SFD) application
process.

4.  Present staffing appeared adequate to accommodate the present work load imposed by SFD related permit
applications in a timely manner.

5. The manner in which applications and related paperwork were stored during the review process was poor.

6. The primary mission of the Planning Department’s role as related to SFD permit applications was not
known and in many cases, not agreed to by both staff and management.

The report identified specific recommendations to address these issues as well as others. Included as part of
these recommendations were procedures to streamline the permit processing system and reduce time delays. As
of the 199 1 monthly progress reports prepared by the Planning Director to the Board of Supervisors, some of
those recommendations have been implemented and some time frames have been reduced. For example,
processing time for single family building permit applications has been reduced from the 1989 “baseline”
amount of 12.1 weeks to 6.1 weeks in the fourth quarter of 1990. As of 1991, there was a mixed degree of
success with discretionary permit application processing times. The average time to process a complete
application decreased for Levels | and IV-VII but increased for Levels O, Il and |1l applications. For example,

Leved VII application time frames decreased from 11 months to 9 months while Level |1 application times
increased from 1 month to 3 months.

Compared to the Western Productivity Group study, the Zucker Systems report was broader in scope in that it
evaluated the entire development processing system as it operated in the County in 1989. The report provided

an overview of the processing procedures, and contained 102 specific recommendations for improvement.
Some of the key recommendations included:

. The need to train department managers in management functions
A variety of changes in the way plans are processed
The need to clarify a variety of planning policies
The need to expand staff training programs

A program to either increase efficiency, or hire more staff and raise fees to avoid the continuation of a
backlog of development permits.

The 102 recommendations were very specific in nature and ranged from major and substantive efforts such as
revising the entire “Development Review Group” (DRG) process to very simple actions such as preparing new
signs for Planning Department lobby. The report concentrated on how the system operated rather than
evaluating the appropriateness of policies and programs. However, in certain instances, the report did identify
problem areas with policies. For example, the report noted that while the consultants were specifically asked
not to address policy issues, a number of points were noted during their study which they felt should be
“highlighted.” Page 18 in the report noted that,

“The County tends to regulate many things at a highly detailed level not found in other communities.
Perhaps more important than the policy to regulate at a detailed level, is the method of regulation. The
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ordinances tend toward trying to specify every dternative, rather than establishing clear criteria or
direction and alowing some flexibility of interpretation and application. This results in a cumbersome set
of ordinances that are difficult to understand and administer and that can actualy lead to some of the
confusion that they are designed to eiminate.”

Following these comments were some specific operating recommendations on how to clarify policies and
prevent conflicting policy statements. Similar to the Western Productivity Group’s report, the Planning
Director prepared monthly progress reports on the implementation of the recommendations in the Zucker
Systems’ study. Each of the 102 recommendations were identified in the progress reports with comments on
the status of each recommendation. As of June 1993, al of the 102 recommendations have been implemented
or are ongoing programs by their nature.

LAND AND INFRASTRUCTURE

Available Land

One of the most important areas of concern in planning for housing in the 1991-96 time frame is whether there
is adequate land and infrastructure for the expected housing demand. AMBAG has estimated that 11, 983 new
units are needed between 1989 and July 1, 1996 in order to accommodate new housing demand and maintain a
healthy vacancy rate within the housing stock. The County requested a revision to this estimate, projecting that
7,302 total units, rather than 11,893 units would be needed by July 1, 1996.

The information in Section 4.6 of this element (Vacant and Underdeveloped Land) indicates that there is
enough land in the urban area of the County which is residentialy designated to accommodate an additional
5,3 16 units, exclusive of second units, units produced through the density bonus process, and residential
development on commercial land. Table 6.3 in Section 4.6 shows that sufficient land is designated under the
1994 General Plan, in the urban and rural areas, in conjunction with other incentives, to accommodate an
additional 28;903 28,620 new units. Therefore, it appears that the County does have sufficient residentialy
designated land to accommodate the AMBAG estimate of 11,893 new housing units.

Comparing the data from Table 6.3 with the goals for new construction indicates that the County can meet the
AMBAG edtimated housing need. Mesting the AMBAG goa of 5,507 units for very low and lower income
residents, however, will be difficult to achieve unless substantial subsidies are provided from governmental
sources and other methods are identified to assist in the provision of affordable housing. There are a number of
programs recommended in Section 4.8 of this Element which describe other incentives for affordable housing,
and those programs are listed below.

1. Condder dlowing for “over-retail” lower income units in appropriate village core settings.

2. Continue to allow residentia development, secondary to the commercial use, in appropriate commercialy
designated areas.

3. Continue to pursue and implement the, density bonus ordinance.

4.  Implement appropriate recommended actions of the Farmworker Housing Needs Study which could result
in congtruction of very low and low income affordable units for farmworker housing.

5. Continue implementation of the revisions to the County’s Second Unit Ordinance, which will result in a
greater number of new affordable units in both the urban and rural areas of the County. Revise the fee 2 5
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structure as needed to encourage the development of second units.

In summary, there is more than adequate available land to accomplish the overall new construction goal of
11,983 units and adeguate land at suitable densities for moderate and above moderate income units and a
sizable percentage of very low and lower income units. With the combination of actions noted on the previous
page and additional governmental subsidies, there should be more than adequate land to meet all housing needs
as specified by the State and AMBAG.

INFRASTRUCTURE

As part of the General Plan update process, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared, as required by
CEQA, to evaluate various development alternatives. The EIR evaluated public facilities and services such as
street systems and circulation, water supply, storm drainage, schools, police protection, fire services,
wastewater treatment and disposal, parks and recreation facilities and libraries. The EIR also appraised
environmental impacts such as noise, air pollution and water pollution. As directed by the Board of
Supervisors, the Genera Plan update is focused on the urban areas of the County. The evaluation of
environmental impacts assumes that the mgjority of development, under any alternative, would occur within the
boundaries of the Urban Services Line (USL). Additional development in the rural areas, as alowed under the

accessory dwelling unit ordinance, is not included in the General Plan EIR, but underwent separate
environmental review.

Following is a brief summary of the analysis. Please refer to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the
Santa Cruz County 1993 General Plan and Loca Coastal Program for an in-depth discussion of the analysis.

Drainage: The County is responsible for assuring adequate drainage and flood control countywide. Three
primary departments handle aspects of policy development, regulatory enforcement, and project
implementation. The Planning Department, the Department of Public Works, and the Redevelopment Agency.
The Santa Cruz County Urban Services Area (CUSA) encompasses portions of twelve coastal watersheds, each
with its headwaters in the Santa Cruz Mountains or the adjoining foothills. Predominant land uses in the
watersheds range from logging, open space and low density residential in the steeply sloping, forested uplands
to high density commercial and residential in the urbanized areas through the Highway 1 corridor and
southward to the shoreline. Significant flooding in the coastal watersheds can occur during long duration
rainstorms and minor, localized flooding can occur under conditions where inadequate storm drain systems or
culverts induce backwater flooding. Such flooding can produce local damage, increase erosion aong roadway
embankments and impede traffic or increase road hazards.

Any additional development would result in an increase in storm water drainage and a decrease in surface water
quality. The land use plan described in the General Plan (Alternative 2) would produce impacts that could
generally be reduced to a less than significant level by the application of Genera Plan policies and programs,
and by constructing projects planned in the County’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP). Without additional
funding for storm water contaminant removal systems, however, there could be a significant impact on surface
water quality in the Aptos planning area.

The HCD “Fair Share” aternative (Alternative 4) would result in the same impacts as the proposed land use
plan, but would result in additional impacts in the Live Oak and Pgjaro planning areas that could not be
mitigated to a less than significant level. There is insufficient existing, planned and funded infrastructure in the
Live Oak and Pgjaro Valley planning areas to compensate for increased storm water drainage and potential
flooding. In addition, there is potentia for a negative impact on groundwater recharge and water quality.
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Fire: Fire protection within the USL is provided by severa fire districts and al districts have mutual aid
agreements with neighboring districts. In 1990, a countywide ordinance was adopted which requires the use of
automatic sprinkler systems and non-combustible roofs on new construction. This ordinance is expected to
reduce the demands on fire services. All fire districts rely upon property tax and Specia District Augmentation
funds for revenue, and some districts also collect a benefit assessment to assist with operations. All fire
digtricts currently consider their level of service to be satisfactory, with the exception of the Scotts Valley Fire
Protection Digtrict, athough al districts have been affected by State budget reductions.

Additional’ development alowed under the General Plan land use plan could potentially be served if additiona
funds were secured for both firefighters and equipment. In the Scotts Valley Fire Protection District, additional
funds would also be needed for construction of at least one additional fire station. As a mitigation measure to
impacts identified in the EIR, a policy has been added to the General Plan that would require a written

statement from the fire district stating that the agency has the ability to adequately serve the project prior to
approval of any discretionary project.

Libraries: The County and Cities of Santa Cruz, Capitola and Scotts Valley operate and maintain a library
system under a Joint Powers Agreement for all the County, except for the City of Watsonville. The City of
Watsonville's library system and Soquel’s volunteer library system are separate from the County’s library
system. In 1990, a comprehensive study of the County library system was completed, and goals and objectives
were established to serve future County population growth. By the year 2000, the County library system is
proposed to add approximately 137,000 square feet of library space to include: a new Mid-County branch to
serve Capitola, Live Oak and Soquel; restoration of service at the Porter Memoria Library in Soquel; an

addition to the Aptos branch library; and construction of new facilities in the South County, Scotts Valley, and
Felton.

The planned expansion of library facilities would be sufficient to serve the population increase proposed by the
Draft General Plan. Build-out of the “Fair Share” aternative (Alternative 4), however, would generate
demands on libraries in excess of the long range plan and would require an additional 8,350 square feet of
library facilities in addition to planned facility improvements. Based on the average size of present County
facilities (excluding the Central Facility) this would represent the addition of two new facilities and the
expansion of existing facilities by 1,500 square feet. Recent State revenue changes have curtailed operations at

existing library facilities and there is no funding available for new facilities or expansion beyond that currently
planned.

Parks: The Santa Cruz County Parks, Open Space, and Culturd Services Department (POSCS) maintains and
operates the County’s park and recreation programs. Its objective is to establish and maintain a geographical
distribution of neighborhood, community, and regional parks and recreation facilities for the use of County
residents. County park policies set goals for provision of park acreage for residents. According to General Plan
policies, neighborhood parks should be provided at a goal of three acres per 1,000 persons and be located
within one mile from most urban residents, and community parks should be provided at two to three acres per
1,000 persons and be located within four miles of urban neighborhoods. The County does not set goals for
regional parks since the provision of regional parks is based on unique resources and locational opportunities
rather than a parkland/population ratio.

Currently, without any additional development, existing developed parks do not meet County standards.

Existing neighborhood park acreage is inadequate in Aptos, Live Oak, Pajaro Valley and Soquel and existing

community park acreage is inadequate in Aptos, Live Oak and the Pgjaro Valley planning areas. To meet goas

for park acreage in the future, the General Plan land use plan would require an additional 348 to 49 1 acres of

neighborhood and community parkland. Policies in the General Plan which require dedication or fees to @ F
2

10/16/00 Redline Page 4.7 - 15



01172

Santa Cruz County General Plan

provide parks, a geographic distribution of parkland and designation of specific future park sites could provide
sufficient park acreage for future residents if the County is able to capture an adequate funding source for park
purchase and development. Because of the uncertainty of funding, the lack of sufficient existing and planned
parks is considered to be a significant unavoidable impact in the EIR. There is, however, insufficient land
available in the urban area to provide for the additional 420 to 593 acres of neighborhood or community
parkland needed for buildout of the “Fair Share”’ alternative (Alternative 4). Because the majority of vacant and
underdeveloped land available would be dedicated to medium to high density housing under Alternative 4, there

would be insufficient remaining vacant land to meet park standards within convenient distances from urban
development.

Schools.  School service in the urban area of the County is provided by five school districts including the Live
Oak Elementary, Pgjaro Valley Unified, Santa Cruz City, Soquel Union Elementary, and Scotts Valley School
Districts. Nearly al of these school districts are currently operating above capacity with an average of eight
portable classrooms on each school site. In response to increased school enrollments, school districts are
examining the feasbility of physical expansions and operational changes including year-round scheduling.

Development under the land use plan of the General Plan would result in impacts on schools that have been
identified as significant and unavoidable in the EIR. Existing and planned facilities in all school districts will
not be sufficient to accommodate the projected 4,058 students resulting from additional development. No
additional funding for more facilities is foreseen in any school district. Although school impact fees are

collected for al new residential construction in the County, developer fees have traditionally fallen far short of
what has been needed to construct new facilities.

Development under the “Fair Share” Alternative would result in an increase in student population of 9,273,
more than double that of the land use plan described in the General Plan. Existing facilities could not
accommodate the increase, and there would be insufficient additional funding to build new facilities. There
would aso be insufficient vacant land available under this alternative for new school sites to be located within
the urban area. Development constraints to build new school facilities in the rural areas and transportation
costs would only increase the cost of providing these services.

Wastewater Treatment: A number of specia districts are responsible for providing sanitary sewer services in
the County and for maintaining and operating local wastewater collection systems. Wastewater in the urban
portions of the County is conveyed to a wastewater treatment plant in either the City of Scotts Valley, City of
Watsonville, or the City of Santa Cruz. The County does not operate a wastewater treatment of its own in the
urban areas, but shares treatment capacity in the other plants through a Joint Powers Agreement.

The City of Watsonville Wastewater treatment plant has a total capacity of 16.5 million gallons per day (mgd).
This treatment capacity is shared among the Freedom County Sanitation District, Salsipuedes Sanitation
District, Pgaro County Sanitation District (in Monterey County), and the City of Watsonville. The Watsonville
plant provides advanced primary treatment and is required by the State to meet secondeary standards by 1998.

The capacity of the plant is not expected to change after completion of the upgrades but the upgrades are being
planned based on current capacity rights of the plant’s users.

Through the Freedom, Salsipuedes, and Pgjaro County sanitation districts, the County has wastewater treatment
entitlement to 3,20 1 mgd at the City of Watsonville Treatment Plan, of which it currently uses 2 mgd.

The City of Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Plant provides advanced primary treatment and has a total
capacity of 17 mgd. The total treatment capacity at the Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Plant is shared
2b een the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District and the City of Santa Cruz. The treatment plant is required
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by the State to be converted to secondary treatment standards, and those upgrades are expected to be completed
by 1997. Total trestment capacity of the plant is expected to remain the same upon completion of the upgrades,
but the plant could ultimately be expanded to treat up to 23 mgd of wastewater. This estimate is based on the
size of the treatment plant site and the nature of the operation. If the plant is expanded to treat over 21 mgd of
wastewater, the City would be required to amend its permit with the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

Through the Santa Cruz County Sanitation District, the County has an entitlement to 8 mgd of the City of Santa
Cruz treatment plant’s capacity. The County currently uses 5 mgd from its alocation, and the remaining
capacity is designated for use by the City of Santa Cruz.

The increase in population generated by any land use alternative could be served by remaining capacity of the
Santa Cruz Wastewater Treatment Plant. HeweHhefe—afeihfee—seweﬁmams—m—the—Saﬂta—sz—Geuﬂ{y

&Bd—Si-ate—P&ﬂeDﬂve—m—theﬂArptesP—L&n&mg—Afea- General Plan pohcles require a written Comml‘[ment be
received from the service district guaranteeing that the required level of service is available prior to issuance of

building permits. This policy would assure adequate sewer trunk capacity but the cost of expanding trunk lines
could constrain development.

In the Freedom County Sanitation District (FCSD), development under any aternative would exceed the
capacity of the Sydney Avenue Bypass sewer line. In 1987 the FCSD proposed a three-phased improvement
plan for the Sydney Avenue Bypass which would install a new, larger line paralel to the existing line. The new
capacity was designed to accommodate buildout of the land in the FCSD’s sphere of influence and to
accommodate development that was existing or planned in the 1980 General Plan. This capacity would
accommodate the population increase projected to occur under the 1994 Genera Plan land use plan, but there is
insufficient vacant and underdeveloped land within the FCSD sphere of influence to accommodate the “Fair
Share” Alternative (Alternative 4). Development of additional land at higher densities has not been included in
the design capacity of the sewer bypass line.

There is sufficient capacity of the City of Watsonville Wastewater Treatment Plan to accommodate wastewater
generated by the 1994 General Plan land use plan. Under the “Fair Share” dternative, treatment capacity rights
alotted to the FCSD would be exceeded. In addition, the treatment plant would not have sufficient capacity to
meet the secondary treatment standards required by 1998. The upgrade capacity is based on the current

capacity rights of the plant’s users and development at higher densities could not be accommodated by the
FCSD’s share of the tota capacity.

Water Supply: Commercial and domestic water supplies in Santa Cruz County are provided by a number of
municipal water systems, County water districts, investor-owned water companies, mutual water companies,
and individual systems. Within the Urban Services Line (USL) water is primarily supplied by three agencies.
The Live Oak and Carbonera planning areas are supplied by the City of Santa Cruz Water District, the Soquel
and Aptos planning areas are supplied by the Soquel Creek Water Didtrict, and the Pgjaro Valley planning area
is supplied by the Watsonville Water Department. In addition, the Pgjaro Valley Water Management Agency
(PVYWMA) was created by State legislation and approved by voters in 1984 to manage water resources within
the Pgjaro Valey Basin. The PVWMA does not supply water, but is the responsible local government agency
with the power to regulate water use. Agricultural water use is a significant portion of water demand,
especialy in the southern portion of the County, and is usually provided by groundwater pumping.

Santa Cruz County receives no State or federally imported water. Instead, the County depends entirely on
limited surface water storage, stream diversions, and pumping of groundwater. The absence of imported water
from outside the County places finite limits on water supply. An extended statewide drought caused by below
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average rainfall during the 1987 to 1992 winter seasons stressed existing water supplies in the County.

During this drought, surface water reservoirs were seriousy depleted, groundwater pumping increased, existing
seawater intrusion in the Pgjaro Valley expanded in extent, and reduced stream flow caused increased pressure
on the County’s riparian habitats, fish and wildlife. The area of aguatic habitat used by fish for spawning was
greatly reduced. Water availability within Santa Cruz County varies, because each water purveyor is dependent
on different sources of supply. Water purveyors reliant on surface water as their primary source were forced to
impose usage restrictions during the drought. Water suppliers who rely on groundwater extraction have
historically maintained an adequate supply, but groundwater pumping has caused increased pumping
depressions around major wells, and in the Pgjaro Valley, there is a serious groundwater basin overdraft and
seawater intrusion problem.

The Santa Cruz City Water Department (SCCWD) is the largest water system in the County, and serves
approximately 80,000 customers in the City of Santa Cruz, Live Oak, Pasatiempo (in the Carbonera planning
area) and North Coast. More than 90% of the water supply for the SCCWD is dependent on surface water
runoff, and some groundwater is pumped from wells at the eastern end of the service area. Normal existing
water demand varies from 3,800 to 4,200 million gallons (11,662 to 12,890 acre feet) per year. The “Firm
Yield,” defined as the maximum amount of water that can be reliably provided during the most severe drought
on record, is 3,510 to 3,910 million gallons (10,772 to 12,000 acre feet).

Because the SCCWD is primarily dependent on surface water supply sources, it is vulnerable to reduce supply
during drought, and the available water supply can vary widely from year to year. The water supply is adequate
and often exceeds demand, during years of average or above average rainfall, but in drought years there is little
or no capacity to supply increased demand for water. As of 199 1, the SCCWD was in the process of
conducting an engineering and environmental evaluation of 13 water supply alterative identified in the master

plan study. These aternatives include expanding surface water collection sources, wastewater reclamation, and
groundwater wells.

The General Plan land use plan would increase demand in the Live Oak and Carbonera planning aress, served
by the City of Santa Cruz Water Department, by 680 acre feet per year. During drought periods, this extra
demand could exceed the “Firm Yield” resulting in demand that could exceed supply. General Plan policies
would require that the County work with water purveyors to require water conservation measures for new and
existing uses, that water purveyors verify the capacity of the system to serve new proposed development, that
water purveyors work to develop additional water sources, and that a firm commitment to serve new
development be required prior to approval of the development.

Under the “Fair Share” dternative, water demand in the Live Oak and Carbonera planning areas would increase
by 1,076 acre feet per year. Since development of an additional water supply which has no adverse
environmental impacts would be difficult, and funding for such a source is uncertain, this additional demand
would have a significant impact on existing supplies. General Plan policies requiring a fu-m commitment of

water availability from water purveyors in order to approve new development would preclude development at
densities required in the “Fair Share’ dternative.

The Soquel and Aptos planning areas are both entirely within the groundwater basin supplying the Soquel
Creek Water Didtrict (SCWD), and are largely within the SCWD service area. The SCWD supplies
approximately 38,000 customers in the City of Capitola, and the communities of Soquel, Aptos, Seacliff, Rio
Ded Mar, Seascape and La Selva Beach. The existing annual water demand in the basin is estimated at 11,413
acre feet, and the annual safe yield is estimated at 13,350 acre feet. About 90% of the water supply is for
residential use, with the remaining 10% for commercial use. All water supply is from groundwater pumping,
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from a system of 16 active wells. Approximately 60% of the water is derived from the Purisima Formation, an
aquifer that underlies most of the district service area, and the remainder of the supply is pumped from the
Aromas Formation, which underlies the eastern portion of the area.

Build-out under the Genera Plan land use plan would increase water demand in the Soquel and Aptos planning
areas by approximately 1,028 acre feet per year. This increase alone would not exceed the safe yield of the
basin, however, additiona increased water demand would occur in the same basin from growth and additional
private wells outside of the Urban Services Line. The cumulative demand on the groundwater basin in the year
2010 is estimated to be 13,900 acre feet, resulting in a deficit or overdraft of 550 acre feet. General Plan
‘policies described previoudy could mitigate the impact of this deficit, but may curtail some development served
by the Soqudl Creek Water District. Under the “Fair Share” alternative, increased water demand is estimated at
1,322 acre feet per year, a 11.6% increase over existing demand. Limited water supplies in the Soquel Creek

Water Digtrict could preclude development at densities needed for this aternative, since the estimated deficit in
the year 20 10 would be increased to 844 acre feet.

The City of Watsonville Water Department (WWD) serves approximately 47,000 customers located within the
City limits as well as in Corralitos, Freedom, and Salsipuedes. The WWD currently obtains all of its water

supply from groundwater pumping, with 12 active production wells. Water demand in 1990 was approximately
2,500 million gallons.

The WWD is located entirely within the Pgjaro Valley groundwater basin, and within the jurisdiction of the
Pgjaro Valey Water Management Agency (PVWMA). The predominant use of the groundwater in this basin is
irrigation for agriculture. Although municipal use by the WWD is estimated to be only 11% to 13% of the total
groundwater extracted annually, projections of increased urban demand must be considered in the context of the
entire groundwater basin, which has regiona problems of overdraft and saltwater intrusion. Total annual water
demand in the Pgjaro Valley basin was estimated as 65,000 acre feet in 1991. Based on groundwater modeling
of the basin for the period from 1964 to 1992, a safe annua yield to prevent any seawater intrusion would be

25,000 acre feet. If coastal pumping is strictly limited, safe yield increases to 50,000 acre feet per year with
limited saltwater intrusion.

Development under the General Plan land use plan would increase demand in the Pgjaro Valley planning area
by 80 1 acre feet per year. General Plan policies described earlier, plus policies aimed at water conservation and
restricting coastal pumping would help to reduce the impact of this amount of additional demand. However,
because the extent of the existing overdraft is so severe, only the development of additional water supplies
could completely mitigate the effects of more development. General Plan policies requiring adequate water

supply prior to approval of new development would preclude development at densities necessary to implement
the “Fair Share” alternative.

Police Protection: The County of Santa Cruz Sheriff-Coroner’s office provides police protection services to the
unincorporated areas of the County. As of 1994, atotal of 262 staff members are responsible for all of the
duties of Administration, Operations and Detention Bureau: The Patrol Division has a staff of 63 patrol
deputies, seven sergeants, four lieutenants, and one chief deputy. The Sheriff-Coroner’s office does not
measure service levels with any single service standard, but urban planners have relied on the number of patrol
deputies per 1,000 people as a rough measure of police service levels. The Sheriff-Coroner’s office has 0.48
officers per 1,000 people, and is striving for a ratio of one patrol deputy per 1,000 people.

The per capita ratio is often used to estimate the number of additional officers needed to serve population
growth while maintaining the existing level of-service. Build-out under the General Plan land use plan would
require an additional seven patrol deputies in order to maintain the existing level of service. Population in the2 5

10/16/00 Redline Page 4.7 - 19



0176

Santa Cruz County General Plan

five urban planning areas would increase by 33,856 people under the “Fair Share” aternative, requiring an
additional 16 patrol deputies to maintain existing service levels.

The Sheriff-Coroner’s office has no plans to increase personnd levels in the 1993-1994 fiscal year, or in the
near future, due to budget constraints. Increased population growth would have office-wide impacts, since
additional administrators, investigators, record keepers, etc. may be needed to support the additional patrol
deputies. Reducing these impacts to less than significant levels depends on the County’s ability to capture an
adequate funding source which may require specia State legislation or a vote of the local electorate.

Circulation and Roadway Capacities. Santa Cruz County’s transportation system is heavily automobile
oriented. The County includes several State highways. Highway 1 along the coast, Highway 17 to Santa Clara
County and the San Francisco Bay Area, Highway 152 from Watsonville to Gilroy, Highway 129 from
Watsonville to San Benito County, Highway 9 from Santa Cruz to Boulder Creek and Saratoga, Highway 236
near Boulder Creek, and Highway 35 which runs along the summit of the Santa Cruz Mountains into San Mateo

County. Sections of Highway 1 and 17 are freeways, but most of the roadway network in Santa Cruz County
consists of conventional highways, roads and strests.

The County is served by its own Metro Transit District bus routes, a pair of Monterey-Salinas Transit inter-
county routes, express bus service from Live Oak and Scotts Valley to San Jose, and private operators. The
Southern Pacific railroad runs the length of the County but does not provide any passenger service.

The County has fairly extensive pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the urban areas, but some developments did
not initially construct sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities so these facilities are not always continuous
through the urban area. Pedestrian facilities and bicycle facilities in rura areas are minimal or non-existent.

Much of the County’s unincorporated area contains a relatively sparse roadway network designed for suburban
and rural land uses in often hilly or mountainous terrain. Such a roadway network has few paralel arterials and
highways and therefore has a higher potentia for significant bottlenecks if the overal level of auto traffic is not
limited. Level of Service (LOS) is used to measure traffic conditions, using letter grades ranging from “A”to
“F’, with “A” indicating free flows (the best level of service) and “F’ indicating major delays and operations at
or near capecity.

Most freeway segments in the County operate at or near capacity during weekday peak hours, with portions of
both Highway 1 and 17 operating at LOS “F". In the Soquel area, Soquel-San Jose Road and Porter Street have
a forced flow condition, as does Park Avenue from Highway 1 to Cabrillo College Drive. In the Freedom area,
Airport Boulevard experiences periods of unstable flow. Sections of Graham Hill Road and Highway 9 in the
San Lorenzo Valey have periods of significant congestion, exceeding the capacities of these roadways. Of 66
intersections studied in 199 1 as part of the General Plan update, 25 percent of those operated at level of service
“D” or below; generally considered unacceptable or marginally acceptable. For more detailed information;
please see Appendix #20, which contains the “Roadway Capacity” table for the County.

Under the Genera Plan land use plan, traffic congestion would generally increase at intersections studied. That
congestion would be moderate, however, if improvements identified in the Circulation Element are completed.
Only one intersection now operating at LOS “C” would deteriorate to LOS “E”. Thirteen intersections are
projected to require signalization by the year 2010, and improvements are aready planned for eight of those.
One segment of Highway 1, between Morrissey Boulevard and Rio Del Mar Boulevard would have increased
traffic volumes, resulting in a deterioration from LOS “D” to “F’. Three other segments currently operating at
LOS “F’ would experience an increase of traffic volumes of at least 6% of capacity. Planned improvements
and improvements identified by the Circulation Element of the General Plan would generaly be sufficient to
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reduce traffic impacts to an acceptable level. The exception to this would be impacts to State highways, which
are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. Although the Circulation Element identifies improvements that would
reduce traffic impacts on State highway segments, the timing and completion of these improvements may not
correspond to population increases, resulting in a deterioration of service levels.

Build-out of the “Fair Share” dternative, even with implementation of the Circulation Element improvements,
would result in traffic congestion that would increase substantially when compared to existing conditions. It is
expected that four of the intersections studied would operate over capacity (LOS F) and an additional five
intersections would opératé af : y reduced capacity.

25
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SECTION 4.8: GOALS, OBJECTIVES,
POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

“This time, like all times, is a very good one, if we but know what to do with it.” - Raph Waldo Emerson.

One of the best ways to plan for the future is to look at the past. Reviewing past accomplishments, evaluating
areas of strength and identifying programs for improvement are al helpful tools in planning for today and
tomorrow. The previous chapters in this document were designed to “set the stage” for planning for the
County’s future housing needs. Information in Sections 4.2 and 4.3 provide a background perspective on recent
changes in County household, population and housing stock data. Section 4.4 contains an evauation of the
County’s progress towards implementation of housing goas and objectives for the 1985-90 period and then
Section 4.5 contains a summary of the existing (199 1) housing resources in the County. Sections 4.6 and 4.7
summarize the congtraints that can affect the provision of adequate housing opportunities, including
governmental constraints and non-governmental constraints. Availability of adegquately zoned land is an
important concern and is discussed separately in Section 4.6 and then included as part of another discussion in
regards to constraints in Section 4.7. In summary; then, the information in Sections 4.2-4.7 provide a
framework from’ which to develop a blueprint of housing needs, goals, objectives and programs for the future.

1991-1996: HOUSING NEEDS
Information presented in Sections 4.2-4.7 leads to the following conclusions:

1. New residential construction should not be constrained by the number of allocated and available
building permits.

. There were 3,723 building permits that were either “carried over,” or alocated in program years
1990 and 1991 (approximately 53% of those permits are designated for “affordable” units). The
County heeds to dlow full and timely utilization of al available permits, as well as additiona
permits that will be issued from 1992-96.

. The development community has the primary responsibility to provide new housing opportunities.
However, the County must recognize that it has an important role in facilitating and supporting those
housing opportunities. By simplifying permit processing procedures and reducing time lines, the
County can act as an important participant in the housing development process and can facilitate the
production of an adequate supply of new housing opportunities.

2. Housing is expensive in California. Housing is a top priority.

. There should be an increased emphasis by local, State and federa levels of government to provide
more assistance to affordable housing. In addition, every effort must be made by the County to assist

the development community in providing housing affordable to very low, lower and moderate
income households.

. Existing affordable housing opportunities need to be preserved on a long term basis. These
opportunities currently exist in the County’s inventory of affordable housing units and, also the
mobile home parks and the existing rental housing stock.

2 5 . There should be sufficient land at appropriately-zoned densities for very low and lower income
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housing. The County should evaluate various actions that will ensure sufficient land at appropriate
densities for very low and lower income housing.

3. The County’s existing housing stock is “aging’ and there will be an increased need for housing
rehabilitation and maintenance programs.

. Maintenance and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock will be a critical issue in future years as
the County’s housing stock ages. All funding resources must be utilized in order to provide financia
and technical assistance to property owners whose units need rehabilitation, and are occupied by
very low, lower and moderate income households.

4.  There are households in the County with special housing needs that should be considered when
developing housing opportunities in the future. Further, innovative housing developments should
be encouraged to meet some of these needs.

. Seniors, single parents, disabled, overcrowded, farmworker and homeless households have been
identified “specia need” households in the County.

. Affordable housing is the most important need of al the specia need households. In addition, some

of these households have other housing needs such as accessible housing, adequately sized units and
a variety of housing choices in terms of housing type.

1991-1996: HOUSING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

As noted earlier in Section 4.4, the four housing goals from the 1985 Housing Element are till very appropriate
to continue in the 199 1 Housing Element. Those goals are identified below and a discussion of housing needs,
objectives and programs for 1991-96 are organized according to each of the four goals.

COUNTY OF SANTA CRUZ HOUSING GOALS: 1991-1996

. Housing Supply: To ensure a decent home and a suitable living environment for all County residents.

. Housing Affordability: To protect and increase the supply of housing affordable to lower and moderate
income households.

. Existing Housing Conditions: To maintain and improve the physical condition of existing housing.

. Equal Housing Opportunity: To ensure that all County residents have equal access to housing
opportunities.

HOUSING SUPPLY

PROJECTED HOUSING NEEDS: NEW CONSTRUCTION

The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) has developed projections of housing need for
communities in the Monterey Bay region. The AMBAG document, “Regional Housing Needs Plan” (adopted

June 1990), provides information which identifies regional housing needs and responsibilities, and provides
communities with estimates of projected housing needs from 1989-96. 2 5
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The AMBAG Plan divides the region into “Housing Market Areas,” that are defined as areas which are
geographically and economicaly distinct from the rest of the region which have similar housing needs. The
“Jobs and housing relationship” is considered to be a key identifying feature of each market area; that is, the
majority of people that work in a Housing Market Area will theoretically also choose to live there. The County
of Santa Cruz is divided into two Housing Market Areas. Pgjaro Valey and North Central Santa Cruz County.
The Pgjaro Valey market area actualy straddles both Santa Cruz and Monterey counties with the City of
Watsonville as the focal area. The North Central Santa Cruz County market area is the remainder of Santa Cruz
County not included in the Pajaro Valey market.

Projected population and household demand were estimated for the two Santa Cruz County market areas.
These estimates were based on data provided by two State agencies (State Department of Housing and
Community Development and the State Department of Finance) that projected future population growth.
AMBAG then applied certain assumptions regarding housing unit vacancy and replacement factors. Based on
this information, the AMBAG document projects the number of new housing units needed by July 1, 1996 in
order to accommodate population growth as well as housing vacancy and replacement factors. The total new
construction need projected by AMBAG is 11,983 units from 1989-96.

However, at the request of Santa Cruz County and other communities in the region, AMBAG has requested that
the State reconsider the alocation of new required units to the region. (Please see the information in Appendix
#7 of this Element for further details on this request.) The aternative housing goal has been included in this
housing element for comparison purposes. It was also utilized for growth impact analysis purposes as part of
the General Plan update. More current information regarding projected population growth supports the
County’s revised housing goals. See Section 4.1 for comments on population growth rates.

Information in Section 4.7 of this Element describes the County’s growth management system and the
relationship between it and the new construction estimates. As illustrated in Table 7.4, the County would need
to issue an average of 1,375 building permits per year from 199 1- 1996 to meet the AMBAG new construction
estimates. Because mest-of the County permit processing improvements proposed by the Western Productivity
and Zucker Systems analyses have been adopted and put into practice, realization of the AMBAG unit
projections will be more easily accomplished.

The new construction goals and the average number of permits needed to support those goals include housing
units projected to be needed for al household income groups, including housing affordable to very low, lower
and moderate income households. Santa Cruz County supports and encourages the development of new
affordable housing opportunities and expects its permit alocation process to reflect this philosophy. Therefore,
the County has revised its process so that affordable units are exempted from the alocation system. Permits

will be readily available for the total humber of units projected to be needed for very low, lower and moderate
income households from 1989-96.

The County will continue to alocate permits for housing units for above moderate income households through
the permit alocation system. Approximately 590 permits would need to be alocated on a yearly basis from
199 1-96 in order to meet the AMBAG estimate of need for above moderate income housing units. This was
developed by taking the total new construction goal for 1989-96 and subtracting out the goa for very low,
lower and moderate income households. After adjusting for building permits issued from 1989-90, a revised
goal for above moderate income units for 199 [-96 then resullts.

10/16/00 Redline Page 48-3



0181
Santa Cruz County General Plan

OBJECTIVE 4.1

To facilitate and encourage the use of alocated and available permits through simplified and expedited permit
processing procedures and technical assistance and support to the development community. Exempt units
affordable to very low, lower and moderate income households from the permit alocation process in order to
facilitate meeting new construction goals for affordable housing.

OBJECTIVE 4.2

Ensure that an adequate amount of publicly and privately held land is designated in the Genera Plan and
appropriately zoned to accommodate the County’s housing goals for affordable units.

EXISTING POLICIES/PROGRAMS TO CONTINUE:

1. Permit Allocation System
Program Description: The County will revise its permit alocation system by exempting units affordable
to very low, lower and moderate income households. The maximum number of units exempted will equal
or exceed the new construction goa for very low, lower and moderate income households as identified by
the County’s housing goals.
Objective: Exempt units affordable to very low, lower and moderate income households from the permit
alocation system.
Time Frame:—39911996 Ongoing
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

2. Permit and Development Processing
Program Description: Continue to implement the recommendations contained in the Western
Productivity Group, Inc. Report (1989) and the Zucker Systems Report (1990) and additional “reform”
measures which can improve permit procedures. In particular, recommended program and procedural
changes that will reduce permit processing time, eliminate confusion and provide a better level of
customer service to al potential clients should be evauated and implemented as quickly as possible.

Objective: Coordinated and efficient processing of development and permit applications and reduced
application time lines.

Time Frame:—1991-1996 Ongoing
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

3. Inventory of Vacant and Underdeveloped Parcels/Rezoning
Program Description: Maintain and improve upon the inventory of vacant and underdeveloped parcels.
in the County, both within the Urban Services Line (USL) and in rural areas. Evaluate the approprlateness
of rezoning existing residentially zoned land to higher density; i 5
as-“II> cites (higher density-affordable-housing sites); investigate the potential for redesignating
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commercial, industrial or publicly-owned land to residentia; or, permitting residential uses in combination
with commercia ord industrial use.

Objective: Increase supply of land available for residentia use, including accessory dwelling residential
use, in the County unincorporated area to assure that enough land is available to meet affordable housing
goals.

Time Frame: 199 1- 1993 : Update existing inventory of vacant and underdevel oped parcels.

1993- 1994: Based on General Plan Update recommendations and the results of the 199 [-93 inventory,
evaluate rezoning or redesignation of appropriate vacant/underdeveloped land to allow increased
residentia use.

1993-1996: ) ' Maintain and update inventory of vacant/underdeveloped parcels as needed.
Funding: CDBG “Planning and Technical Assistance” Grant (199 1)

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors.

EXISTING POLICIES/PROGRAMS TO BE REVISED:

4.

51

25

Annual Report on Growth Goals and Building Activity

Program Description: In its annua report to the Board of Supervisors on growth goals, the Planning
Department shall also include information on:

a) level of residential construction during past year and the level of density to which parcels have been
developed. In specific, the report shall summarize land divisions or subdivisions approved/constructed
and a comparison of the maximum allowable density for those parcels and the density actually approved,
and

b) progress, on achieving the new construction goals as identified in this Housing Element.

Objective: Annua update and review of level of residential activity and relationship to new construction
goals.

Time Frame: Annually, 49911996 Ongoing
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Density Bonus Program

Program Description: The County shall continue implementation of an ordinance which complies with
State Density Bonus Law providing a 25% densrty bonus (plus the potentlal for addltlonal incentives) to

Time Frame: 1994: Adoption of Ordinance; £994-96-0Ongoing:’
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Aeeessory-Dwelling Second Unit Program
Program Descrlptlorl Continue |mplementat|on of the County S Second Unit Ord| nance thatswas

Aﬁerd&b}eﬂﬂd—AeeesseﬁLSe%ﬂd—DweﬂmgGFéﬁmﬂe%—%Hfdm&ﬂeﬁe#swm that prOVI d% greater
erX|b|I|ty in the areas of second unit deﬂgn size and Iocatlon aswell as |n tenancy typ% and ellglblllty

|nformat|on and program outreach materlals and monltor program act|V|ty

Obijective: Second units produced in both the rural and urban areas of the County for income eligible
and/or family member tenants.

Time Frame:—1994-1996 Ongoing
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Responsible Party: Planning Department, Housing Advisory Commission, Heusing-Autherity;

Redevelopment Agency, Board of Supervisors

NEW POLICIES/PROGRAM:

6.

Land Use Consistency

Program Description: Review General Plan use designations and zoning designations on land parcels to
ensure that two designations are consistent.

Obijective: Consistent designations on parcels to eliminate confusion and reduce permit processing time
lines.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Residential Fee Structure

Program Description: Review existing residential unit and second unit fee structure; evaluate
appropriateness of current fee structure and smplify where necessary.

Objective: Consistent and appropriate residential fees

Time Frame:—991-1994 2001-2

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Department of Public Works, Board of Supervisors

25
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¥i¢ 18t adop - | : these TISES,
Objectlve Additiona residential units prowded in commercia and mixed use aress.
Time Frame: Ongoing

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

9. Allowance of ReS|dent|aI Uses in Commercial Zones

Time Frame 1998 - 2099 2002
Responsible Party: PIannlng Department, Board of Supervisors

10. Clarification of Lane Use Regulations

Program Description: As directed by the Board, revise Land Use and Zoning regulations of the County

Code (Volume 2) with the god of clarifying and simplifying regulations for use by the public and the
development community.

Time Frame: 1991 - 1994
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

10.1 Construction Legalization Program
Program Description: As approved by the Board of Supervisors, alow building and/or development
permit to be issued to structures lacking permits built on or before October 19, 1993, if they meet
applicable building and development regulations currently in effect; or those in effect the time of
construction, if health and safety hazards are not created; or subject to Planning Director approval.
Objective: Recognize existing illegal residential additions and/or units.
Time Frame: 1994 - 1996
Responsible Party: Planning Department

10.2 Fair Share Housing
Program Description: Work with Wﬂﬁeﬁvﬂﬂ&w&s}der—pessﬂﬂe—aﬂee&ﬁe&locai

Geu&&suppeﬁ—%eﬁelﬁ'-' l annexatlons:—te-mee{—P-ajafe%La}ley—heusmg—ﬂeedsm
Objective: Pursue wgth—the -cooperative formulation and allocation of Regional Fair

Share Housing Goals in'¢onju 0 o g—fer—t—he—Pajafe-XlaHey.
Time Frame:—994—1996 Ongoing

Responsible Party: Planning Depértment, Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors

29
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HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

To protect and increase the supply of housing affordable to very low, lower and moderate income households.

Information cited earlier in this Element highlights the increasing cost of securing housing in the County. The
median sales price of an existing home in the south county area (1990) was approximately $194,7 11 and sales
prices in the north county area were even higher with the median at $271,829. These prices typicaly exclude
all households except those with above moderate income and even some of those households cannot afford to
purchase a home unless they have sufficient equity to use as a down payment.

The rental housing market is usually the more affordable choice for lower and moderate income households,
however, in Santa Cruz County, very low and lower income households in particular often spend a larger

proportion of their monthly income for rent than is considered “affordable”’. As Table 3.9 demonstrates, the

average very low income household of 4 persons could “afford” to pay $496 per month for housing, but the

average one bedroom rental unit in northern Santa Cruz County was renting for $630 in 1990. The shortage of
affordable rental units is demonstrated by the fact that the Housing Authority had over 6,000 households on

their waiting list for Section 8 or other rental assistance in 1990. Approximately 52% of those households 2 5
listed were residents of the unincorporated area.
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AFFORDABILITY: NEW CONSTRUCTION

As part of the County’s Growth Management Program, there is a stated goal that at least 15% of al newly
constructed housing be affordable to lower and moderate income households. In the County’s Redevelopment
aress, this requirement is further strengthened by State redevelopment law which also specifies that 15% of the
total number of units built in the area be affordable to low and moderate income households, and 40% of these
units,, or 6% of the total, be available to very low and 9% to lower income households.

The affordability goals as identified by AMBAG in their 1990 “Regional Housing Needs Plan” contain
estimates of new housing needs according to household income levels. In that document, AMBAG estimates
that 64% of new housing opportunities from 1989-96 should be affordable to very low, low and moderate
income households. In developing these estimates, AMBAG’s primary objective was to encourage similar
distributions of lower income households throughout the region and to discourage concentrations of any one
household type in any area. As noted earlier in this Chapter, it is projected that 7,672 units are needed to meet
the new construction goals of the “Regional Housing Needs Plan” according to AMBAG?’s projections.

In order to encourage the development of units needed to reach the AMBAG fair share projections, the County
has revised its allocation process so that unltsraffordable to very low, lower and moderate income households

In addition to the pending affordable units, there will aso be units produced through the inclusionary housing
program (Measure J). A minimum of 15% of all new units constructed are required to be affordable to very
low, low or moderate income households according to Measure J requirements and as specified by the County’s

Affordable Housmg Requwements %e—@e&ﬂﬁfﬁa*ﬁeﬁ%ﬁdermg—mereasmg—theﬂemﬁ%aﬁ
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Total  Very  Lewer Moderate Project Loeation Housing
Units  Eew — Type
+o+ 5+ 50 Asroyo-Verde Pajare-Valley  Owanership
129 129 PalomadeMar PajaroValley Rental(Senios)
18 18 Stepping-Out Cabrenera Rental (Disabled)
2 2 Habitat Hive Oak Ownership

2t 21 Housing for Live Oak Rental (Disabled)

Ind-People
1s 15 Merrill Road  Seoquel Rental

34+ 3+ LagoonBeach  FLiveOak Ownership:

25
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Project

Vista Verde Apartments

as Farm Labor

Pajaro.Lane

First Time Home Buyar
Program
Mobile Home Rehab.

0 Ongaing
Program
Last/Deposit Program 0 Ongding
Families in Transition 3 TR
Total Units » o

OBJECTIVE 4.3

Support the development of affordable units by providing a good faith effort to meet the new construction
goals for very low, lower and moderate income' households as identified in the County’s housing goals.

AFFORDABILITY: PRESERVATION OF EXISTING AFFORDABLE UNITS

There are three areas of need in regard to preservation:

1) Presarving existing stock of affordable units that have been financed with government assisted financing,
2) Conserving mobile homes as a source of affordable housing, and
3) Protecting existing rental housing stock from being converted to ownership units.

Government Assisted Affordable Units

Name # of Units HUD Program Expiration
Villa San Carlos 200 units Section 236/Section 8 199 1 (70 Units)

1992 (40 units) :
Pgjaro Vista 105 units Section 221(d)(4)/Section 8 2003

10/1 6/00 Redline Page 4.8 - 122 5
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Seaside Apartments 84 units Section 22 1(d)(4)/Section 8 2003
Elizabeth Oaks 126 units Section 22 1 (d)(4)/Section 8 2003
VOA 76 units Section 202/Section 8 2006

Stépping Out

Seascape Senior 80 units Section 202/Section 8 2023
Seapines 27 units Section 8 2023

Of these projects, there are two government assisted developments that could potentially convert to market rate
housing during the ten year period from 199 |-200 1. These two developments are:

1) Villa San Carlos, 2500 Soquel Drive, Santa Cruz
Villa San Carlos is a rental housing development of 200 units; approximately 144 of those units are family units
and 56 are senior/handicapped units. The Section 236 mortgage is not due to expire until 2012; however, the
project had 70 Section 8 contracts expire in 1991 and another 40 contracts expire in 1992. Generaly, HUD has
been renewing the Section 8 contracts for five year terms; these contracts scheduled for expiration were
renewed until 1996 and 1997 respectively. The County continues to monitor the status of the Section 8
contracts and advocate for their renewa during the time frame of this Housing Element.

2) Pajaro Vista, 1955 Pajaro Lane, Freedom
Pagjaro Vidta is a rental development of 105 units designed for senior and handicapped households. This
development is assisted with Section 221(d)(4) and Section 8 rental subsidies. The Section 8 subsidies were
due to expire in January 1994. In December 1990, the owners of the development sent correspondence to the
County Redevelopment Agency indicating that they plan to renew their Section 8 contract for the next live year
period (from 1994 - 1999). Similar to Villa San Carlos above, the County will continue to monitor the status of
the Section 8 contracts and advocate for their renewal during the time frame of the Housing Element.

It is important that projects such as the two identified on the previous page be preserved. The cost of replacing
these types of units would be very expensive in today’s market. As noted in Section 4.7, the cost of new
construction for multi-family residentia units is approximately $163,800 for a 1,300 sguare foot unit. This
estimate was developed using mid-range costs for both land and construction and the overhead and profit were
deleted, then the typical cost for a 1,300 square foot unit in 1991 dollars would be $85,000; for a 1,000 sguare
foot unit, the cost would be $75,000; and for an 800 square foot unit, the cost would be $68,000. Using these
costs as rough estimates, following would be the cost to replace the two projects noted previously with new
units designed to accommodate the same type of households:

1. Villa San Carlo

144 Family Units (1000 sguare feet)

144 @ $75,000 each = $10,800,000

56 Elderly Units (800 square feet)

56 @ $68,000 each = $ 3,808,000

Total = $14,608,000

2. Pajaro Vista

105 Elderly Units (800 square feet)

105 @ $68,000 each = $ 7,140,000

Total = $ 7,140,000

156/00 Redline
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The costs noted above are estimates of new construction, replacement costs. However, these are “low-end”
conversion cost estimates. The cost to acquire the units “as is’ would be less but there would probably also be
renovating and maintenance costs that would have to be added on to the sales price.

The major concern for both Villa San Carlos and Pajaro Vista is not prepayment of mortgages (although Pajaro
Vista's 221 (d)(4) could be paid but is not likely), but rather the potential loss of Section 8 rental subsidies,.
Should the Section 8 contracts expire and not be renewed by HUD or the owners-
net-appear-likely-or-feasible-atthis-time) then there is a possibility that the rents could increase for the tenants.
Possible courses of action at that time would be for a request for Section 8 vouchers from the set-aside pool that
HUD maintains or possible assistance through other funding sources such as the Redevelopment Low and
Moderate Income Housing Fund. Further, the County Housing Authority has indicated that they would be
willing to assist in any efforts necessary to maintain the affordability of these units. Therefore, at this time, the
necessary course of action will be for the County to continue to monitor these two projects and to develop a
program to assist these units in the event that the Section 8 contracts are not renewed.

Other than the two projects noted above, there do not appear to be any other affordable units in the
unincorporated areas that are in threat of being converted to market rate housing. There are no Farmers Home
or CHFA (Cdifornia Housing Finance Agency) assisted units in threat of conversion in the forecasted time
period, according to the Housing Authority. Regarding the County’s inclusionary housing program, most units
built under the County’s program (Measure J) carry permanent affordability restrictions upon resale
(restrictions vary from a minimum of 10 years to “in perpetuity”) and, in addition, the County has established a
Foreclosure Fund to protect the loss of any of these units in foreclosure proceedings.

There are Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation units in the County whose contracts might be expiring in the 1991-

2001 time frame but, according to data from the Housing Authority, all of these units are located in
incorporated aress.

OBJECTIVE 4.4

Preserve the existing affordable housing inventory of 1,329 housing units through the following actions:
a) monitor the status of the renewal of Section 8 contracts for both Villa San Carlos and Pajaro Vista
b) preserve the existing affordable housing stock by maintaining a comprehensive and updated
information data base on the units included under the inclusionary housing (Measure J) program and
other units considered to be “affordable.” Information to be maintained includes household income
levels, household type, rent levels, sales prices, affordability restrictions, household tenure, etc.,’ and
¢) continue to utilize the Foreclosure for Affordable Units to assist threatened affordable units.

CONSERVATION OF MOBILE HOME PARK STOCK

Mobile homes represent an important and valuable source of affordable housing opportunities, especialy for
senior households. Thee were 3,480 mobile homes in the unincorporated area of the County as of |January 1,
1990. These mobile homes represent 57% of all mobile homes in the entire County (unincorporated as well as
incorporated areas). It is important that the County preserve these mobile homes opportunities by 1) ensuring
that the mobile home parks in which they are located are not converted to other uses 2) actively assisting in the

purchase of the parks by the mobile home residents, and 3) facilitating maintenance and rehabilitation of the
existing mobile home units.

10/16/00 Redline 5
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OBJECTIVE 4.5

Conserve the County’s existing stock of 3,480 mobile homes by continuing to enforce County ordinances
that protect mobile home parks from conversion and provide rent stabilization agreements.

PROTECTING RENTAL HOUSING STOCK

Rental units are an important part of a community’s housing stock, primarily because they usually are more
affordable than owner-occupied housing units. It is important that rentals, especially multi-family apartment
units, are available in a housing market so that there are a variety of housing opportunities for very low and
lower income households in particular. Priorities for the County in producing and preserving the rental housing
stock include preventing conversion of multi- family apartments to condominiums through the Condominium
Conversion Ordinance, supporting the Section 8 (existing) rental subsidy program by preserving the existing
number of Section 8 subsidies, requiring relocation assistance for displaced tenants, requiring interest payments
of tenants' security deposits, and requesting additional subsidies to meet the County’s housing needs.

OBJECTIVE 4.6

Preserve the County’s existing stock of rental units and assist in the production of new rental units, as they
provide affordable housing opportunities.

EXISTING POLICIES/PROGRAMS TO CONTINUE:

11. Affordable Housing Production
Program Description: Support the development of new affordable housing opportunities for very low,
lower and moderate income households by:
a) Exempting affordable units from the Permit Allocation System (see Program #1),
b) Continuing the Inclusionary Housing Program (Measure J) and revising the Affordable Housing
Ordinance (Chapter 17.1) as necessary: to simplify the program; and, to create incentives for developers to
participate in the program such as financial incentives or technical assistance (i.e. specia permit handling,
priority processing) incentives,
) passage of a Density Bonus Ordinance which provides incentives to developers proposing 10% very
low or 20% lower income or 50% qualifying senior projects,
d) Increasing coordination with the Redevelopment Agency in providing incentives to developers and
€) Seeking the $398-643 million dollars in funding necessary to subsidize the production of the estimated
4,675 - 7,672 affordable housing units.

Objective:

Very low income households: 2,090 - 3,430 units;

Lower income households: 1,266 - 2,077 units

Moderate income households; 1,3 19 - 2,165 units

TOTAL: 4,675 - 7,672 Units

Time Frame:

199 1-92: Revising permit allocation process to exempt affordable units

1993-94: Revising Affordable Housing Ordinance and creating Density Bonus Ordinance
199 1- 1996: Supporting residential development within commercial areas, as appropriate.

1998-on: Supporting the production of 4,675 - 7,672 affordable units and pursuing the funding necessary
from State, Federal and other sources.

21§Mobile Home and RV/Trailer Park Preservation and Affordability
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Program Description: Continue to implement County Code Chapter 13 13, as may be amended from time
to time, which provides guideli he mobile home rent stabilizati | ’

hich restricts mobile home parks owners
from converting parks to other uses. Consider creating a special land use category for mobile homes and
designating existing parks as “Mobile Home Parks” on General Plan Land Use Map. Maintain the Mobile
Home Co-op Conversion Program managed by the Redevelopment Agency.

Objective: Preserve existing mobile home parks and actively assist in providing affordable housing
opportunities through rent stabilization and cooperative conversion programs.

Time Frame:

199 1- 1994: Evaluate feasihility of creating specia land use category for mobile home parks on Genera
Plan Land Use Map.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, Redevelopment Agency

13.  Condominium Conversation and Demolition/Replacement Housing
Program Description: Continue to implement the Condominium Conversation Ordinance (County Code
Chapter 14.02) to protect the rental housing stock. Continue to implement the Demolition and
Replacement Ordinance (County Code Chapter 12.06) which requires replacement of affordable housing
units, in the ( 1 Zone, that are demolished or converted to non-residential use and located in projects
of 3 or more units.
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

14. Coordination with Other Public and Private Organization
Program Description: Continue to work with the Housing Authority, non-profit housing developers and
for profit developers on developing affordable housing opportunities. Maintain adequate data bank on
housing stock characteristics and make available to interested parties who may need it for funding
applications and program descriptions.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

15. Foreclosure Fund

Program Description: Continue to maintain a revolving fund to assist inclusionary (Measure J) units or
any other dligible affordable in threat of foreclosure proceedings. The funds are used to maintain the
affordability of the unit to a lower or moderate income household and to preserve the unit as part of the
County’s affordable housing stock.

Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, Redevelopment Agency

Financing: $140,000 in “start-up” funds aready provided; additional funds as needed from “in-lieu” fees
or other sources.

15.1 Interest on Tenants Security Deposits

Program Description: Continue to require that tenants security deposits earn interest that is payable to
the tenant on an annual basis or at the time tenancy ceases. Interest rates will be evauated to ensure that
they reflect general market conditions.
Time Frame: 1991-1996
Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Administrative Officer, Auditor's Office, County
Treasurer, Housing Advisory Commission, Consumer Affairs.
25
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EXISTING POLICIES/PROGRAMS TO BE REVISED:

16. Affordable Housing Outreach

Program Description: Designate the “Affordable Housing Outreach” program as a high priority work
task for the 199 1- 1996 program years. As part of that program, include the following items for staff to
complete:

17.

a)
b)

d)

Aggressively inform the public and the development community about the availability of permits for
affordable housing units.
Continue to work towards improving the public’'s perception of the Planning Department’s attitude
about housing, especidly affordable housing. Nurture an approach to housing development, with
staff that are enthusiastic and helpful to developers who wish to provide affordable housing. Fast
tracking of applications,
Use consistent language in reporting information on affordable housing. Affordable housing
includes the inclusionary (Measure J) program as well as other units developed with government
assistance, whose affordability is restricted for a period of time.
Provide improved household and unit data for the County’s affordable housing units, including the
inclusionary units as well as other affordable units built by non-profit developers. Organize the data
as appropriate for the needs of the Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency and the Housing
Authority. At a minimum, include:
- # of tota housing units developed

# of total affordable units developed (including inclusionary units)

# of Inclusionary (Measure J) units developed

# of affordable units according the household income categories; that is, a breskdown of units

according to whether they are affordable by very low, lower or moderate income households

# of affordable units by income category (see above) and household tenure (owner or renter)

type and length of affordability restrictions and monitoring requirements.
Report the information above on an annual basis in the staff report prepared for the establishment of
growth rates and permit allocations.
In conjunction with €) above, monitor the location of affordable units in the County. Develop and
implement a policy which encourages the proportional distribution of affordable housing units in the
County, based on the existing supply of affordable housing, the development potential of the area,
and the access to employment opportunities.

f)  Prepare a brochure outlining requirements and procedures for affordable housing.

Objective: Maintain a preserve existing inventory of affordable housing stock. Encourage use of building
permits alocated for affordable units.

Time Frame:

1991-1996: Implement Affordable Housing Outreach Program

199 1- 1996: Maintain and update information on affordable housing stock as identified in “€” above;
Monitor location of affordable units in County.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency, Housing Authority, Board of
Supervisors.

“Second Unit” Programs

Program Description: Implement the rewly-amended-re

‘Second Unit Ordinance so that more

property owners are encouraged to provide second units. Create incentives (either financial or technical
assistance with permit processing) to encourage property owners to provide more affordable units and
develop publlc mformatlon/outreech program to correct public misperceptions and encourage program

participation (

.

Lowere
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Objectlve At bU|Id but 44%98 9. 0‘60 units in the rural area and 4,373 units in the urban area, with a
limitation of 5 units per year in the Live Oak planning area
Time Frame: 1993-1996 Ongoirip

Respon3|ble Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, Housing Advisory Commission,
Redevelopnient AgéncHousing-AutheritysPublic Works Department

18. Leverage Additional Affordable Housing Funds

Program Description: Aggressively explore the variety of potentia financial assistance programs from
both the public and the private sector to provide more affordable housing units. Examples of public and
private sector fund resources include the list in Appendix #1.

Objective: Secure additional funding sources for affordable housing opportunities.

Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, Redevelopment Agency, Housing
Authority, Housing Advisory Commission, County Administrative Office.

NEW POLICIES/PROGRAMS:

19. Innovative and Cost Effective Building Technology
Program Description: Encourage the production of more affordable units through modern building
technology, such as manufactured housing. Such housing would need to demonstrate that it meets
building code, design criteria and neighborhood compatibility standards. Evaluate the possibility of
adopting a policy encouraging developers of affordable housing to consider the use of manufactured
housing in their developments.
Time Frame: 1992-1994. Evaluate potential policies and programs to encourage use of manufactured
housing in residentia developments.
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

19.1 Mod

smmission, Board

20. Coordination with New Community Housing Program Initiatives
Program Description: Support the work of the Greater Santa Cruz County Community Foundation in
their objective to develop a public-private initiative to address housing issues. The Foundation has been
awarded a $500,000 grant to administer a 5 year program designed to bring together public and private
leaders in the community to identify housing problems and solutions. Encourage the Foundation to
develop programs that will provide for greater affordable housing opportunities in the County.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, County Administrative Office
21. Housing Trust Fund 2 5
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22.

23.

24.

Program Description: Investigate the feasibility of developing a Housing Trust Fund to provide an
additional source of financing for housing that is locally-controlled and managed.

Housing Trust Funds have been established in other communities to provide additional sources of funding
and program support for affordable housing. Examples of funding resources that other communities have
been used to establish Housing Trust Funds including real estates property transfer taxes, hotel and motel
taxes, private and public donations and General Fund transfers.

Time Frame: 1992-1994

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, County Administrative Office

Preservation of Affordable Units, Including Government Assisted Housing Developments
Program Description: Preserve the affordable housing units in the County’s housing stock (1,329 units
as of December, 1990). A significant portion of those 1,329 units are the 698 affordable units that have
been assisted with HUD financed mortgages and/or Section 8 assistance. Two of the HUD-assisted
developments, Pagjaro Vista and Villa San Carlos, are scheduled to have their Section 8 rental subsidies
renewed during the time frame of this Housing Element. Monitor the status of those renewal contracts
and develop contingency plans as needed if contracts are not renewed.

Objective: Preserve affordable units, including 698 HUD-assisted units.

Time Frame: 199 1- 1994: Monitor Villa San Carlos Pgjaro Vista developments

Funding: If assistance is needed to preserve the Villa San Carlos or Pgjaro Vista units, potential funding
resources include CDBG funds, Redevelopment housing funds, Foreclosure Funds for Affordable Units
and the funding sources listed in Appendix # 1.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency, Board of Supervisors

New Assistance Programs: Relocation and Rental Deposit Funds

Program Description: Develop programs to 1) assist residents who may need relocation assistance
because of public or private actions and 2) assist lower income residents in securing housing entry costs
(rental deposit and security costs). As part of the relocation program, develop policies to minimize
relocation as much as possible. If relocation is necessary, design appropriate policies and funding
resources to assist with both temporary and permanent relocation.

Time Frame:

1992-94: Develop Relocation Assistance Program

1992-94: Develop Rental Deposit Assistance Program

Funding: Redevelopment Housing Funds, Housing Trust Funds (Program #21 above)

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Co-Housing Opportunities

Program Description: Evauate the feasibility of developing a Co-Housing Ordinance. Work with local
groups and individuals interested in promoting co-housing Ordinance.

Time Frame: 1994- 1996: If feasible, develop a Co-Housing Ordinance.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

EXISTING HOUSING CONDITIONS

To maintain and improve the physica condition of existing housing.

The County’s existing stock of 52,562 housing units (as of January, 1990) is an important and valuable
resource. It is critica that these units be maintained and repaired as needed so that they 1) provide safe and

sanitary housing for the occupants, and 2) do not deteriorate to a point where replacement rather than
repabilitation is needed.

25
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Information on pages 36-39 of this document indicate that 37% of the existing housing stock in 1990 was 30
years of age or older. During the 1990-2000 decade, another 11,613 units will be 30 years of age or older;
therefore, by the year 2000, a total of 3 1,195 units or 59% of the 1990 total housing stock will be 30 years of
age or older. This is a significant number of units and, consequently, the need for rehabilitation and
maintenance programs will be increased.

During the 199 1-96 time frame, it is important that the County recognize the importance of maintaining and/or
improving the condition of the existing housing stock by 1) continuing to seek all possible funding sources for
the County’s housing rehabilitation program, 2) conduct more detailed surveys of the housing condition of the
entire housing stock of the County, 3) make a specia effort to include rental units and mobile homes in
rehabilitation efforts, and 4) plan a coordinated approach to addressing the need for housing rehabilitation. As
an objective, the County will seek to provide assistance for 375-500 units during the 1991-96 time frame and
will continue to encourage private rehabilitation and maintenance of housing units. It is expected that some of
the 375-500 units assisted will be helped through Redevelopment housing programs.

OBJECTIVE 4.7 :

Encourage the continued rehabilitation and maintenance of the County’s existing housing stock. The objective
for 1991-96 will be to assist 75-100 units per year (or 375-500 units over the five year period) with publicly
assisted rehabilitation and to encourage the private rehabilitation and maintenance of units.

25. Housing Rehabilitation Funding Sources

Program Description: Continue to administer the housing rehabilitation program and provide financia
and technical assistance to property owners to rehabilitate their housing units. Expand the rehabilitation
program to include more funding resources and to ensure adequate assistance for al types of rehabilitation
needs, including rental rehabilitation, rehabilitation of owner occupied units and rehabilitation of mobile
homes. Seek State CDBG funds during 1991-96 period to both extend and broaden the County’s existing
rehabilitation program.

Objective: 75-100 Units Rehabilitated Annually, 375-500 total units over time frame of the Housing
Element

Time Frame: 1991-96

Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency, Board of
Supervisors

26. Housing Rehabilitation Funding Sources
Program Description: To support Program #25, aggressively pursue al sources of funding for
rehabilitation of housing units. The State Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program has
provided funds for the County’s rehabilitation program in the past and the County will continue to request
CDBG funds from the State for the continuation of the rehabilitation program. Other potential resources
include the federal housing programs such as Section 3 12, the Rental Rehabilitation Program, the HOME

program, and state housing programs such as California Housing Rehabilitation Program (CHRP) for both
owner occupied and renter occupied housing.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Housing Authority, Redevelopment Agency, Board of
Supervisors

27. Maintenance of Existing Units

Program Description: Continue administration of the “Civil Penalties’ program which establishes civil
pendties for illegal construction or conversion of residential structures. This program establishes
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substantial penalties for construction or conversion of structures which require a building or development
permit. Continue to enforce Title 24 requirements for residential construction activities.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors
NEW POLICIES/PROGRAMS:

28. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination of Housing Rehabilitation Activities
Program Description: Evauate the possibility of cooperating with other local jurisdictions in the County

that are operating housing rehabilitation program to see if there could be cost-savings regarding staffing
levels or program administration.

Time Frame:1991-1996
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, County Administrative Office

29. Updated Housing Condition Survey Data
Program Description: Maintain a current housing condition survey of housing units in the County.
Update as needed and include revised number of units in need of rehabilitation in amendments in the
Housing Element on a regular basis throughout the 1991-96 time frame.
Program Description: Maintain an updated data base on housing conditions of residential units
Time Frame: 199 1-96

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

30. Program for Unpermitted Units
Program Description: Implement the Construction Legalization Program, geared toward legalization of
unpermitted residential additions and/or structures. The purpose of this program is to correct health and
safety deficiencies and to provide rehabilitated decent, safe and sanitary housing units, where appropriate.
It is recognized that this type of program will involve a significant level of staff and funding resources and
will aso involve extensive public outreach and education.
Objective: Provide more safe and sanitary units as part of the legal housing stock.
Time Frame: 1994- 1996: Implement program
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

31. Adaptive Residential Reuse

Program Description: Encourage the rehabilitation of seasonal and motel units located outside of the
coastal zone to permanent residential housing units through the County’s housing rehabilitation program
and the Redevelopment Agency’s housing programs.

Objective: Provide additiona housing units through the conversion of seasonal and motel units located
outside the coastal zone.

Time Frame: 1991-96: Program Implementation

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency, Board of Supervisors

31.1 Mobile Home Parks ) .
Program Description: Censiderestablishinga( ¢ Mobile Home Park

combining zone district to recognize this housing type as having an important role in meeting the
affordability needs of the community. Include site and use standards for parks with minimum age
requirements (Senior Parks) as appropriate as required by State and Federal Fair Housing law.
Objective: Conserve affordable housing in mobile home parks.

Time Frame: $994-1996 Ongoing
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32. Continue Programs that Assist “Special Need” Households
Program Description: Continue to support the following programs:
a) Seniors: Continue to support the provision of a Shared Housing Program for seniors and other

households in Santa Cruz County. As long as funding remains available, provide financia support for the
administration of a Shared Housing Program.

b) Seniors: Continue the provision of information on “Home Equity Conversion,” currently provided by
the Santa Cruz County Housing Authority.

¢) Seniors: Continue to retain and maintain existing senior-only mobile home parks in the County and to
encourage maintenance of existing mobile homes.

d) Disabled: Continue to alow accessibility improvements as eligible work items in the County-sponsored
housing rehabilitation program.

e) All Specia Need Households: Continue to seek all available sources of financing for affordable
housing opportunities for the special needs households in the County. Examples of the types of sources to
be examined include federal programs; such as the Section 8 (Existing) rental subsidy programs, Section

202 housing financing, State of California housing assistance programs, and private financing resources.
Time Frame: 199 1- 1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

33.  Fair Housing Information
Program Description: Continue to fund the dissemination of fair housing and anti-discrimination
information to County households. In addition, support the continuation of services provided by the
County’s Office of Consumer Affairs to provide tenant/landlord information.
Time Frame: 199 1- 1996

Responsible Party: Housing Law Center, Planning Department, Office of Consumer Affairs, Board of
Supervisors

34. Security Deposit Interest Ordinance
Program Description: Continue to implement the Security Deposit Interest Ordinance which stipulates
that interest earned on security deposits for residential renta units be repaid to the tenants.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Office of Consumer Affairs, Board of Supervisors

NEW POLICIES/PROGRAMS

35. Study of Farmworker Housing Needs
Program Description: Conduct a comprehensive study of the housing needs of farmworker households
during 1992-93. Based on the results of the study, aggressively pursue numerous housing programs and
funding sources including, but not limited to, the following:
a) priority processing for farmworker housing developments,
b) alowance for increased density on selected sites that are non-prime farmland parcels,
c) reuse of auxiliary facilities on existing sites,
d) specific designation of sites for farmworker housing on the General Plan, Local Coastal Plan and land
use maps,
e) evaluation of the “Rural Village Cluster Housing” concept for farmworker housing,
f) review and consider further revisions to the existing farmworker housing ordinance, and
g) pursuit of al available funds for farmworker housing, including State of California rural assistance
funds, Farmers Home Administration funds, CDBG funding, private donations and funding sources such
as noted in Appendix # 1 of this Housing Element.
Objective: Comprehensive study of the needs of farmworker households in Santa Cruz County and
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35.1 R

36.

37.

38.

implementation measures to address the identified needs.
Time Frame:

199 1-93: Completion of Farmworker Housing Study
1992-96: Implementation of Study results

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Housing Advisory Commission, Board of Supervisors

Financing: Community Development Block Grant Technica and Planning Assistance Funds for Study as
well as funds identified in “g” above.

CDBG Funding for Improvements to Buena Vista Farmworker Housing

Program Description: Implement the 199 1-92 CDBG application for improvements for wastewater
facility at the Buena Vista farmworker housing development.

Objective: Improve existing wastewater facility at Buena Vista Farmworker Housing development.
Time Frame:

199 1. Submit application for CDBG funds for wastewater improvements

1993 : Initiate wastewater treatment improvements.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Housing Authority, Board of Supervisors
Funding: CDBG funds, fund resources listed in Appendix #1 of this Housing Element

Congregate Living Units

Program Description: Monitor the number of new congregate living units developed in the County.
Implement the requirement that 35% of the Congregate Care units be affordable as specified by the Board
of Supervisors and implement the other Board-adopted findings resulting from the Congregate Care study.

If no projects are developed by January, 1995, the 35% affordability requirement and the development
standards should be reviewed.

Time Frame: 199 1- 1996
Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Housing Authority, Board of Supervisors

Senior Housing Sites

Program Description: As part of the Genera Plan Update process, consider designating senior housing
sites at locations appropriate for senior housing. Include the possibility of designating high density
residential sites which would be appropriate for senior housing developments.

Time Frame: 1992- 1994

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Seniors Commission, Board of Supervisors 2 5
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39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45,

Inventory of Senior Housing Developments
Program Description: Maintain a current inventory of senior housing development in the County with

information on development location, eligibility requirements, affordability, type of units, level of services
offered, etc. Use existing inventory developed by the Seniors Commission as initial base data.
Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Seniors Commission, Senior Network Housing Program, Long
Term Care Committee, Board of Supervisors

Consumer Housing Information Service

Program Description: Support the development of a “Consumer Housing Information Service for
Seniors’ by the Area Agency on Aging.

Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Area Agency on Aging, Seniors Commission, Senior Network Housing Program,
Board of Supervisors

Encourage Units Suitable for Large Households
Program Description: Monitor the type and size of new housing units approved for development.

Encourage the development of larger-sized units (i.e. 3 or more bedrooms) in both single-family as well as
multi-family  developments.

Time Frame: 199 1- 1996
Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Child Discrimination Ordinance

Program Description: Review existing County regulations regarding child discrimination and investigate
feasibility of establish occupancy standards for rental units. The intent of both of these actions would be
to discourage discrimination in housing for families with children.

Time Frame: 1992-94: Review existing regulations and investigate feasibility of establishing occupancy
standards.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, County Counsel, Board of Supervisors

Residential Developments with Child Care Facilities

Program Description: Develop and implement requirements for providing on-site child care facilities in
large-scale residentia developments.

Time Frame: 1993-94: Develop requirements;, 1994-96: Implement requirements

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency, Board of Supervisors

Support Goals for Disabled Households

Program Description: Support the development of additional housing opportunities for disabled
households. Encourage the attainment of the housing goals as identified in the 1990 “Menta Hedth
Housing Plan;” especidly, the development of a Residentia Care Facility, studio or single room

occupancy apartments, dua diagnosis transitional housing, transitional residential treatment programs
with 24 hour support.

Time Frame: 199 1- 1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Human Resources Agency, Mental Health Housing Advisory
Committee, Board of Supervisors

Inventory of Accessible Units for Physically Disabled Households

Program Description: Develop an inventory of residential units that are accessible by physicaly disabled
households. Include information on unit location, affordability, size of units and other pertinent data.

2 156/00 Redline Page 4.8 - 25
>3




0203

Santa Cruz County General Plan

46.

47.

48.

49.

Time Frame: 1991-1996

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Seniors Commission, Long Term Care Commission, Mental
Hedlth Advisory Housing Committee, Board of Supervisors

Transitional Housing Facilities and Emerg ousing Site Devel
Program Description: Suppert-Contint port the development nof transitional

housing-. Identify sites suitable for emergency or transitional hoﬁsing in the
unincorporated aress.

Time Frame: Ongoing 199+-1994:-Site-identification

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Mental Health Housing Advisory Committee, County Housing
Authority, Board of Supervisors, Human Resources Agency

Revised Development Standards and Zoning Classifications for Special Need Households

Program Description: Revise zoning and development standards to reflect the specia housing needs of
the homeless, disabled and those that rely on SRO (Single Room Occupancy) accommodations. For
example, parking requirements should be reviewed and reduced as appropriate. Revise zoning definitions
and residentia unit definitions to reflect single person household requirements.

Time Frame: 1993-94: Review development standards and zoning definitions.

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Board of Supervisors

Rehabilitation Assistance for Special Need Households
Program Description: Provide rehabilitation funds at low or no interest rates to rehabilitation projects

that provide housing for the homeless, farmworkers, psychiatrically disabled and physicaly disabled
persons.

Time Frame: 199 1-96
Funding: Community Development Block Grant Funds, Redevelopment housing funds, Hazard
Mitigation Assistance Grant

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Non-Profit Agencies, Housing Authority

Coordination of Funds for Special Need Households and/or Very Low and Low Income Households
Program Description: The Planning Department shall coordinate with the Redevelopment Agency of the
County to leverage the use of funds from both agencies, whenever feasible. Future Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) applications shall contain this joint use of funds program element to
illugtrate: (1) the County’s coordinated housing program; (2) the amount of “local match to be provided by
the County; and (3) the County’s resolve in financially assisting affordable housing programs.

Time Frame: 199 1-96

Funding: Community Development Block Grant Funds, Redevelopment housing funds

Responsible Party: Planning Department, Redevelopment Agency, Board of Supervisors
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Quantified Objectives by Income Level, 1991 - 96

PROGRAMS

TO ACHIEVE

ACTIVITY INCOME LEVEL OBJECTIVES
New Construction New units produced through development Programs #

on vacant & undeveloped land, residentia
units in conjunction with commercial
development, bonus density development,
and second dwelling units.

Very Low Income; 3,43 0 Units
Lower Income: 2,077 Units
Moderate Income: 2,165 Units
Above Moderate Income: 4,322 Units

1,2,3,5,5.1,
PR

Conservation

Veay Low Income
75 5 Exigting Units (HUD Financed/Public Housing Units)
142 Existing Units (Farmworker Housing)

Very Low, Lower and Moderate Income:
369 Existing Units (Scattered Sites and Owner Builder Units)

250 lllegal Units conserved under the Construction
L egalization Asmnnesty)-Program

Rehabilitation

Very Low and Lower Income:
375-500 Units (Publicly Assisted)
Moderate and Above Moderate Income;

2,000-4,000 Units (Privately Finance)

Programs #

2 56/00 Redline
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Appendices

Note.

Only new and revised appendices are included with this proposed draft of the housing element.

#1: Representative List of Housing Assistance Funds

#2: Glossary of Terms

#3 : References

#4. Map of AMBAG Housing Market Areas

#5: List of Redevelopment Agency Projects

#6: Pending Affordable Housing Projects (199 1)

#7. AMBAG Correspondence regarding Regiona Housing Needs Plan

#8: Letters from Developers of Affordable Housing Projects

#9: Resources Available to Homeless Persons

#10: Additionad Anaysis of Potential Governmental Constraints

#1 1. Certification of 1985 Housing Element: Resolution #97-90

#12: Meeting Rehabilitation Objectives

# 13 : Housing Funds Sought/Received, 1985- 199 1

# 14: Production of Lower and Very Low Income Housing

# 15: Redevelopment Housing Funds

# 16: List of Meetings and Public Hearings Held During Preparation of the 199 1-96 Housing Element
#17: Map Showing Location of Private Farm Labor Housing Camps 7 -

#18: Summary of Revisions to Farm Work Housing Ordinance (199 1) and: ¢ & 4388 (1995)

# 19: Ligting of Mobile Home Parks, Mobile Home Spaces and Recreﬁlonalb Veh| e Spaces |r;”Santa Cruz
County

#20: Levels of Service for Selected Intersections in Santa Cruz County
#2 1: Inventory of Land Suitable for Residential Development

#22: Calculations of Potential Second

#23 : Summary of Changesto t ,
#24: Process for Determining Tenant

25
IO- 16-00 Draft



The updated Farm Worker Housing Ordinarice (Ordi
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1 acre or larger

Total Potential Second Units

Asstiiiption aad Methodology for Second Unit Buildout Calbulitions

L.
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[ssue

Level of Review

Size of Unit

Location of Unit

Occupancy Resir

Owner Residency

Vacancy of Unit

Repoit of Occupancy

Status

Certification of
Eligibility to O

¢y status to th

Occupy

The updated Second Unit Ordin
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