
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: Grand Jury Report on Affordable Housing  
 
 
MEETING DATE: July 19, 2007  AGENDA ITEM:  9    
 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Michael Powers, Brian Bresolin 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Approve response to findings and recommendations in FY 2006-07 Santa Barbara County 
Grand Jury Report “Affordable Housing in Santa Barbara County—Myth or Reality?” 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
The Grand Jury for 2006-07 has issued a report “Affordable Housing in Santa Barbara County: 
Myth or Reality?” that pertains to SBCAG and requires responses.  Since SBCAG is not an 
implementing agency for housing programs our role in addressing this issue is limited to 
preparing the Regional Housing Needs Assessment.  The particular issue of using past 
performance of local agencies in addressing RHNA needs as an allocation criterion in assigning 
future need is a policy decision by the SBCAG Board. 
 
The Grand Jury recommends an expanded role for SBCAG in the area of affordable housing. 
Staff asked our TPAC members if they envisioned a larger role for SBCAG and TPAC in the 
area of affordable housing.  The topic of affordable housing is not typically on TPAC agendas.  
In general, TPAC members do not want SBCAG to be more involved in the area of affordable 
housing.  TPAC members are generally satisfied with using TPAC meetings as a means to 
exchange information on development trends and proposals and provide input to SBCAG on our 
mandated activities.  The official draft response letter is provided in Attachment 2.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The Grand Jury may investigate, evaluate and make recommendations to any city, county or 
special district agency that receives county funds.  The Grand Jury relies on its own discretion 
and citizens’ suggestions to determine other issues, besides jail and detention facilities, to 
investigate.  The Grand Jury for 2006-07 has issued a report that pertains to SBCAG and local 
agencies which requires a response.  The report is titled “Affordable Housing in Santa Barbara 
County: Myth or Reality?”  SBCAG’s draft response to their findings and recommendations is 
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provided in this staff report.  SBCAG has 90 days from the May 24th report publication date to 
respond in writing to the Grand Jury.   
 
In summary, the Grand Jury report suggests that planning affordable housing countywide is 
critical. This report explains the affordable housing processes and difficulties jurisdictions face in 
meeting housing needs.  Each jurisdiction is mandated to prepare a Housing Element and 
facilitate the development of affordable housing. In Santa Barbara County, this task is 
exceptionally challenging given the high market cost of housing.  The Grand Jury report 
provides a summary of jurisdictional responses to the state mandates to provide affordable 
housing. 
 
According to the report, the thousands of people who remain on waiting lists for affordable 
housing testify to the need for low-income housing.  In addition, many others such as police, 
fire, education, health and emergency personnel commute to the South Coast of Santa Barbara 
County from North County and Ventura County because they cannot afford to live in the South 
Coast.  None of this information is new to those involved in regional planning. 
    
The Grand Jury has required SBCAG to respond to the specific findings and recommendations 
listed below.  SBCAG can either agree with the findings or disagree in whole or part and provide 
an explanation.  The recommendations require an implementation, timeframe for 
implementation, further analysis, or it may be not warranted or reasonable with appropriate 
explanation.  Since each of the cities and the County are required to respond to the findings and 
recommendations contained in the Grand Jury report, an effort should be made to ensure that 
the responses by SBCAG and the local agencies are consistent.  Therefore, your Technical 
Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC, the advisory committee composed of local planning 
directors) members were asked to review the draft staff responses prepared by SBCAG staff 
before consideration by the SBCAG Board.  The suggestions of TPAC have been incorporated 
into our response as indicated. 
 
As discussed below, the Grand Jury recommends an expanded role for SBCAG in the area of 
affordable housing. Staff asked TPAC if the members envisioned a larger role for SBCAG and 
TPAC in the area of affordable housing.  The topic of affordable housing is not typically on 
TPAC agendas.  For SBCAG and TPAC to take on a larger role in this area, such as a convener 
or coordinator, staff would have to be sure the local agencies would want this and would assist 
SBCAG.  TPAC members regularly network and share information on development trends and 
issues at TPAC meetings.  In a discussion with TPAC, members did not believe a change in this 
relationship was necessary and do not recommend an expanded role for SBCAG in the area of 
affordable housing.   
 
The sections below contain detailed responses to the findings and recommendations by the 
Grand Jury. 
 
Finding 3 
Funding to subsidize affordable housing is limited and not keeping pace with increased costs. 
 
Response-Agree with the finding.  However, SBCAG does not administer or fund affordable 
housing programs.  It should be noted that Prop 1C does provide some increased funding for 
affordable housing programs.  A summary of these programs is in Attachment 1.  
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Finding 4 
Housing Elements utilize zoning capacity and other policies to meet affordable housing 
requirements. However, construction of actual units is not required.  Jurisdictions incur no 
penalty if no affordable housing units are built. 
 
Response-Agree with the finding.  
 
Finding 5 
Affordable housing programs vary across jurisdictions but are not always matched to local 
needs. 
 
Response-Agree in part with the finding 
 
Affordable housing programs are tailored to local needs via the Housing Element development 
and review process.  The Housing Element undergoes review by local staff, elected officials, 
and the public and State Department of Housing and Community Development representatives. 
This review assesses the effectiveness in previous update cycles and ensures that they meet 
current requirements.   
 
As part of the Housing Element update process State Law requires jurisdictions to review the 
results of the previous policies, programs and objectives. The State Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) is looking for an analysis of the difference between the 
projected goals and actual accomplishments. State Law specifically calls for a three-step 
process: 
 
1. Effectiveness of the Element – A review of the actual results of the previous element’s 
goals, objectives, policies, and programs. The results should be quantified where possible. 
 
2. Progress in Implementation – An analysis of the significant difference between what was 
projected or planned in the previous element and what was achieved. 
 
3. Appropriateness of goals, objectives and policies – A description of how the goals, 
objectives, policies and programs of the updated element incorporate what has been learned 
from the results of the previous element. 
    
Finding 6 
There are varying degrees of public and local government support for affordable housing 
programs across jurisdictions. 
 
Response-Agree with finding. No comment.  
 
Finding 7 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals have not been met in most jurisdictions; there is a 
marked shortfall in the low and very low-income categories. Guadalupe is the sole exception. 
 
Response-Disagree with finding. 
 
The goals of the Housing Elements are stated in statute. There are no “goals” stated in statute 
for RHNA, but there are “objectives” cited in Government Code Section 65584 (a).  The RHNA 
statutes place requirements on regional and local agencies designed to meet these objectives.  
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HCD determines if each region is meeting these requirements.  Thus it becomes a matter of 
speculation or interpretation whether the “goals” of RHNA are being met.   
 
The RHNA allocates a portion of statewide housing need by income level to local jurisdictions.  
Once adequate zoning has been provided by the local agency, the RHNA objective has been 
met and market forces dictate if the units are developed or not.  The allocated units are not 
quotas that jurisdictions must achieve within the timeframe of their next housing element 
update.   
 
State housing law states that “The RHNP process requires local governments to be accountable 
for ensuring that projected housing needs can be accommodated. The process maintains local 
control over where and what type of development should occur in local communities while 
providing the opportunity for the private sector to meet market demand.”  
 
Finding 8 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments does not monitor or acknowledge 
Jurisdictional successes in meeting affordable housing goals. There is minimal effort to identify 
steps and patterns leading to success and to share this information with other jurisdictions. 
 
Response-Agree, in part, with finding.   
SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight 
responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to 
what is required by State Housing Element Law.  
 
There is on-going coordination among south coast jurisdictions.  Staff and elected 
representatives from the Cities of Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, and the County of Santa Barbara 
participate on the Joint City Councils/Board of Supervisors Affordable Housing Task Group to 
share information and success stories on affordable housing. Until recently, the group met 
monthly for many years.  Now the group plans to meet quarterly.  More recently representatives 
from the City of Goleta have attended the meetings.  
 
TPAC members regularly network and share information on development trends and issues at 
TPAC meetings.  In a discussion with TPAC, members did not believe a change in this 
relationship was necessary. 
 
Finding 9 
Non-profit organizations such as the Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara, the 
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara, People’s Self-Help Housing and Habit for 
Humanity play an important role in affordable housing programs. 
 
Response-Agree with finding. 
 
Recommendation 1 
Since there is more than one way to develop and administer affordable housing programs, 
jurisdictions should focus on meeting local housing needs rather than relying on one type of 
program (e.g., owner-occupied and rental vs. rental only). 
 
Response-Recommendation will not be implemented by SBCAG because SBCAG does not 
develop or administer affordable housing programs.  SBCAG is a joint powers agency and 
member agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable 
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housing.  So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing 
Element Law.  
 
Recommendation 2 
At least annually, each jurisdiction should hold informational community meetings to explain all 
aspects of its affordable housing program. 
 
Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG has no affordable 
housing program. SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member agencies have not given 
SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  So SBCAG’s 
responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law.  
 
TPAC meetings are held quarterly with planning directors and development trend information is 
regularly shared.   
 
Recommendation 3 
Jurisdictions should focus on developing more very low and low-income housing to meet 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals. 
 
Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG does not develop or 
administer affordable housing programs. SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member 
agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  
So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law. 
 
Recommendation 4 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should organize regular meetings of 
jurisdictional representatives to share successes and problems in affordable housing programs. 
 
Response- The recommendation has been partially implemented. 
 
The SBCAG Technical Planning Advisory Committee meets on an as needed basis generally 
quarterly, providing a forum for local planning officials to discuss and review agenda items, as 
well as new development projects which may include affordable housing projects. 
 
Other forums are available for a discussion of successes and problems in affordable housing 
including a regular monthly meeting of the Joint City Councils/Board of Supervisors Affordable 
Housing Task Group that includes representatives of the jurisdictions of Carpinteria, Santa 
Barbara, the County and the City of Santa Barbra Affordable Housing Programs and the County 
Housing and Community Development. Also, The Housing Advisory Committee of the County 
Housing and Community Development Department had, until recently, been meeting quarterly.  
The committee included government and private housing providers from North and South 
County.  
 
Recommendation 5 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should first collect data on jurisdictional 
performance and compare it to current Regional Housing Needs Assessments and then use this 
information in the next round of allocations. 
 
Response 1, (Collect data on jurisdictional performance)- Recommendation will not be 
implemented by SBCAG because it is not warranted. 
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There is an existing effort by the state Department of Housing and Community Development to 
collect data on jurisdictional performance.  Additional data collection efforts by SBCAG would be 
redundant.  Government Code Section 65400 requires each governing body (City Council or 
Board of Supervisors) to prepare an annual report on the status and progress in implementing 
the jurisdiction’s housing element of the general plan using forms and definitions adopted by the 
Department of Housing and Community Development.  Annual reports for the 2006 calendar 
year were due April 1, 2007.  Use of the proposed forms is optional for this reporting year and 
include;  

• Annual Building Activity Report-Moderate, Low and Very Low Income Units and Mixed 
Income Multi-family Projects 

• Annual Building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate Income Units 

• Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress 

• Program Implementation Status    

Response 2, (Comparison of past performance to current RHNA and use as an allocation 
criterion)-Recommendation requires further analysis.  
A comparison of past RHNA performance with the current RHNA would be a useful effort to 
gauge the success of each jurisdiction in the production of housing by income level.  However, 
the RHNA process requires input from a variety of interested parties and so this analysis would 
require a recommendation from TPAC, public review, and approval by the SBCAG board.  
SBCAG will start preparing the new RHNA this fall.   
 
There are a variety of criteria recommended by HCD for determining allocation of housing 
needs.  There are currently no requirements in the Government Code section 65584 as it 
pertains to the RHNA for the use of performance data in the allocation criteria for a subsequent 
RHNA cycle.  
 
According to state law:  
 
 “The distribution of regional housing need shall, based upon available data and in consultation 
with the cities and counties, take into consideration market demand for housing, the distribution 
of household growth within the county assumed in the regional transportation plan where 
applicable, employment opportunities and commuting patterns, the availability of suitable sites 
and public facilities, agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward 
incorporated areas of the county, or other considerations as may be requested by the affected 
cities or counties and agreed to by the department.”    
 
The state law allows other considerations as requested by the affected cities or county, with the 
concurrence of HCD, to be used as a distribution criteria.  This recommendation will be 
reviewed by the Technical Planning Advisory Committee, HCD, and the SBCAG board as a 
RHNA allocation criterion.   
 
[TPAC members reviewed this recommendation and found the summary of progress prepared 
by the Grand Jury to be informative.  TPAC suggest that a similar updated summary be 
prepared by local agencies and compiled by SBCAG for placement in the RHNA report for 
information purposes only.] 
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Recommendation 6 
 
Jurisdictions should utilize successful non-profits as co-developers and administrators of 
affordable housing programs. 
 
Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG does not develop or 
administer affordable housing programs.  SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member 
agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  
So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law. 
 
 
COMMITTEE REVIEW 
 
As indicated, TPAC met on July 5 to review the draft staff report.  TPAC members generally 
concurred with the staff responses.  TPAC members do not support an expanded role for 
SBCAG in the area of affordable housing.  Rather, ongoing sharing and networking 
opportunities provided by TPAC meetings is a sufficient role for SBCAG in this area.    
 
The TPAC recommendation is consistent with prior board actions.  Board members have 
emphasized that local agencies are very protective of their powers to plan for their communities 
and establish land use zoning within their jurisdiction and the board has rejected proposals that 
would establish a potentially expanded role for SBCAG in regional growth planning (e.g., 
regional blueprint plans).  SBCAG has lead efforts such as the “Interregional Partnership for 
Jobs-Housing Balance” to identify factors contributing to the lack of affordable housing and 
identify policies that could be implemented to address this need.   However, SBCAG is not an 
implementing agency and it is left to local agencies to address these recommendations. 
 
TPAC members also reviewed the specific recommendation that past performance on RHNA 
should be used as a future RHNA allocation criterion. TPAC members found the summary of 
progress prepared by the Grand Jury to be informative.  TPAC members suggested that a 
similar updated summary be prepared by local agencies and compiled by SBCAG for placement 
in the RHNA report for information purposes only.   
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Attachment 1 
 

Infrastructure Bond Guide  
(Provided by State HCD) 

Proposition 1C  
$2.85 Billion Housing Bond  

What is Proposition 1C?  
Prop. 1C is the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006 (SB 1689: Chapter 27, 
Statutes of 2006).  
 
How much money is contained in Prop. 1C?  
Prop. 1C contains $2.85 billion in twelve different programs.  
 
What are the different programs?  
Brownfield Cleanup and Infill Incentive Grants $850 million  
Multifamily Housing Program - General $345 million  
Transit Oriented Development Implementation Program $300 million  
CalHome Program $300 million  
California Homebuyer Downpayment Assistance Program $200 million  
Residential Development Loan Program (up to $100 million from above account)  
Housing Urban-Suburban-Rural Parks Program $200 million  
Multifamily Housing Program - Supportive Housing $195 million  
Serna Farm Worker Housing $135 million  
Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods Program $125 million  
Affordable Housing Innovation Programs $100 million  
Multifamily Housing Program - Homeless Youth $50 million  
Emergency Housing Assistance Program $50 million  
 
What is the timing, process, and eligibility for accessing each program?  
 
Brownfield Cleanup and Infill Incentive Grants: $850 million for the cleanup of brownfields in 
infill areas identified by regional growth plans and infill incentive grants to local governments.  
Timing: Funds in the account shall be made available upon appropriation by the Legislature.  
Process: Not defined in current statute. Subject to further conditions and criteria that the 
Legislature may provide in statute. The Housing and Community Development Department 
(HCD) plans to release a Notice of Funding Available (NOFA) in January 2008.  
Eligibility: Not defined in current statute. However, a number of bills have been introduced to 
define the criteria and eligibility with AB 1053 (Nunez) and SB 46 (Perata) expected to be the 
primary vehicles.  
 
Multifamily Housing Program - General: $345 million for new construction, rehabilitation and 
preservation of permanent and transitional rental homes for lower income households, through 
loans to local governments, non-profit developers and for-profit developers.  
Timing: Senate Bill 1689 states that it is the Legislature’s intention to fund the housing-related 
programs contained within this bond to be funded over the next decade. SB 1689 does not  
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require further legislative action. Monies in this account shall be continuously appropriated to 
the existing program.  
Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA was 
released on January 25, 2007. To be expended as a loan program. Three to four more NOFAs 
expected at the rate of two per year.  
Eligibility: Local public entities, for-profit and nonprofit corporations, limited equity housing 
cooperatives, individuals, Indian reservations and Rancherias, and limited partnerships in which 
an eligible applicant or an affiliate of an applicant is a general partner. Applicants or their 
principals must have successfully developed at least one affordable housing project.  
 
Transit Oriented Development Implementation Program: $300 million for grants to cities, 
counties, and transit agencies for the provision of infrastructure necessary for the development 
of higher density housing within close proximity to a transit station and loans for the 
development of affordable hosing within a quarter-mile of a transit station.  
Timing: Funds in the account shall be made available upon appropriation by the Legislature.  
Process: To be expended in accordance with the Transit-Oriented Development 
Implementation Program. Stakeholder meetings will be held during February and March 2007 to 
receive input on the program design. The first NOFA is expected to be issued in Summer 2007 
with two more to follow at a rate on one per year for two more years.  
Eligibility: Cities, counties, transit agencies and developers.  
CalHome Program: $300 million to fund down payment assistance, home rehabilitation, 
counseling, self-help mortgage assistance programs, and technical assistance for self-help and 
shared housing through grants and loans.  

Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program. Process: Applications will be invited by the 
issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA was released on February 13, 2007 with four 
more to follow at the rate of one per year.  
Eligibility: Local public agencies and nonprofit corporations.  
 
California Homebuyer Down Payment Assistance Program (CHDAP): $200 million to 
provide a deferred payment, simple interest rate junior loan of an amount up to three percent 
(3%) of the sales price or appraised value, whichever is less. The junior loan may be used for 
down payment or closing costs and may be combined with a California Housing Finance 
Agency (CalHFA) or non-CalHFA conventional or government first mortgage loan. Up to $100 
million can be used for the Residential Development Loan Program.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative action. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Funds are continuously available for this program. Borrowers can apply for funds 
through any CalHFA approved lender.  
Eligibility: This program is intended for low and moderate income first-time homebuyers 
anywhere in California. Borrowers must occupy the homes as their primary residence, must 
meet income criteria, and the properties are subject to sales price limitation. Additional 
information is available at http://www.calhfa.ca.gov/homeowners/programs/chdap.htm.  
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Residential Development Loan Program (RDLP): $100 million from the CHDAP described 
above may be spent for the RDLP for project-specific funding that provides a 3% interest rate 
loan with a maximum term of 4 years to local government agencies for site acquisition and 
predevelopment expenses attributed to affordable infill and owner-occupied housing 
developments. The program will also directly link RDLP-financed development to CalHFA’s. 
CHDAP to provide subordinate loans as necessary, to first-time homebuyers. Additionally, 
CalHFA will assist local government entities and developers to utilize CalHFA’s existing menu of 
affordable primary and subordinate loan programs for homebuyers.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative action. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Funding will be available twice a year through a formal announcement by CalHFA.  
Eligibility: A minimum of 15% of the for-sale housing units in developments that receive RDLP 
commitments must meet homebuyer income and sales price eligibility requirements (as may be 
updated from time to time) of the CHDAP. If the homebuyers utilize the CHDAP subordinate 
loans, then all other requirements of the CHDAP Program will apply. Proposals are 
competitively evaluated and ranked. Local government entities must have a direct involvement 
with the development. Local government entity involvement can include financial contributions 
of Federal, State, and local program funds, and contributions such as land write-downs, fee 
waivers, density bonuses, and local agency program staffing and administration and other 
similar benefits. Additional information is available at: 
http://www.calhfa.ca.gov/multifamily/special/rdlp.pdf  
 
Housing Urban-Suburban-Rural Parks Program: $200 million for the development of 
housing-related parks in urban, suburban, and rural areas.  
Timing: Funds in the account shall be made available upon appropriation by the Legislature.  
Process: Other than stating that the funds shall be allocated as grants, statute does not define 
further the process for allocation. Subject to further conditions and criteria that the Legislature 
may provide in statute. The first NOFA is expected to be released in January 2008.  
Eligibility: Not defined in current statute however, AB 600 (Garcia), AB 1017 (Ma), AB 1252 
(Caballero), and AB 1536 (Smyth) have all been introduced to define the eligibility criteria.  
 
Multifamily Housing Program - Supportive Housing: $195 million to fund rental homes with 
support services for persons who have a disability and are homeless, or at imminent risk of 
becoming homeless, through loans to local governments, non-profit developers, and for-profit 
developers.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA was 
issued on January 3, 2007, with applications accepted starting on February 1, 2007. To be 
expended as a loan program. Four more NOFAs expected at the rate of two per year until all 
funds are expended.  
Eligibility: Local governments, non-profit developers, and for-profit developers.  
Serna Farm Worker Housing: $135 million to fund the development of ownership or rental 
homes for agricultural workers through grants and loans to local governments and non-profits 
organizations.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
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Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA for 
owner-occupied housing was issued on December 28, 2006. Another NOFA for rental housing 
was issued on January 18, 2007 with applications accepted through April 27, 2007. Two more 
NOFAs for owner-occupied housing at the rate of one per year. Another NOFA expected in 
2007 for rental housing with two more in total to follow.                                                     
Eligibility: Local government agencies, nonprofit corporations, cooperative housing 
corporations, limited partnerships where all the general partners are nonprofit mutual or public 
benefit corporations, and federally recognized Indian tribes. Eligible beneficiaries of the grants   
are households with at least one person who derives, or prior to retirement or disability derived, 
a substantial portion of their income from agricultural employment.  
 
Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods Program (BEGIN): $125 million for grants to 
local governments for the provision of downpayment assistance loans to low or moderate 
income homebuyers who purchase a home in a new development that has received one or 
more local government development incentives.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA was 
released in March 2007 with two more to follow at the rate of one per year.  
Eligibility: Cities and counties.  
 
Affordable Housing Innovation Programs: $100 million to provide grants or loans for 
sponsoring entities that develop, own, lend, or invest in affordable housing through pilot 
programs that demonstrate innovative, cost-saving approaches.  
Timing: Funds in the account shall be made available upon appropriation and a two-thirds vote 
of the Legislature.  
Process: Not defined in current statute. Subject to further conditions and criteria that the 
Legislature provides in statute. First NOFA expected in January 2008.  
Eligibility: Not defined in current statute.  
 
Multifamily Housing Program – Homeless Youth: $50 million to fund housing for homeless or 
emancipated foster youth tied to supportive services that assist the youth in stabilizing their lives 
and developing the skills and resources they need to make a successful transition to 
independent, self-sufficient adulthood.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA was 
issued on January 31, 2007. To be expended as capital development grants. One more NOFA 
expected in one years time.  
Eligibility: Local governments, non-profit developers, and for-profit developers.  
 
Emergency Housing Assistance Program: $50 million to fund emergency shelters and 
transitional homes for homeless individuals and families through grants to local government 
agencies and non-profit entities for rehabilitation, renovation, expansion, site acquisition, and 
equipment.  
Timing: SB 1689 does not require further legislative criteria. Monies in this account shall be 
continuously appropriated to the existing program.  
Process: Applications will be invited by the issuance of a NOFA from HCD. The first NOFA is 
expected to be released in November 2007. One more NOFA to follow one year from release of 
first NOFA.  
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Eligibility: Local government agencies and nonprofit corporations that shelter the homeless on 
an emergency or transitional basis, and provide support services.  
 
Do counties have direct access to any of the programs?  
There are no direct subventions under Prop. 1C however, counties are eligible to apply for 
grants and loans through many of these programs. Further, the $850 million Infill Development 
program and the $200 million Urban-Suburban- Rural Park program are expected to be defined 
by legislation under current negotiation in the Legislature.  
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Attachment 2 
 Draft letter response to Grand Jury 

 
 
July 19, 2007 
 
 
 
 
The Honorable Judge Rodney Melville 
Superior Court 
312-M East Cook Street  
Santa Maria, CA 93455-5165 
 
Santa Barbara County Civil Grand Jury 
Attention:  Foreperson 
1100 Anacapa Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Honorable Judge Melville: 
 
The 2005-06 Santa Barbara County Civil Grand Jury recently released its report entitled 
“Affordable Housing in Santa Barbara County: Myth or Reality?”  The report names the Santa 
Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) as an affected agency and requires that 
SBCAG provide responses to the relevant findings and recommendations.  SBCAG’s responses 
are included in this letter. 
 
Finding 3 
Funding to subsidize affordable housing is limited and not keeping pace with increased costs. 
 
Response-Agree with the finding.  However, SBCAG does not administer or fund affordable 
housing programs.  It should be noted that Prop 1C does provide some increased funding for 
affordable housing programs.  A summary of these programs is attached.  
   
Finding 4 
Housing Elements utilize zoning capacity and other policies to meet affordable housing 
requirements. However, construction of actual units is not required.  Jurisdictions incur no 
penalty if no affordable housing units are built. 
 
Response-Agree with the finding  
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Finding 5 
Affordable housing programs vary across jurisdictions but are not always matched to local 
needs. 
 
Response-Agree in part with the finding 
 
Affordable housing programs are tailored to local needs via the Housing Element development 
and review process.  The Housing Element undergoes review by local staff, elected officials, 
and the public and State Department of Housing and Community Development representatives. 
This review assesses the effectiveness in previous update cycles and ensures that they meet 
current requirements.   
 
As part of the Housing Element update process State Law requires jurisdiction to review the 
results of the previous policies, programs and objectives. The State Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) is looking for an analysis of the difference between the 
projected goals and actual accomplishments. State Law specifically calls for a three-step 
process: 
 
1. Effectiveness of the Element – A review of the actual results of the previous element’s 
goals, objectives, policies, and programs. The results should be quantified where possible. 
 
2. Progress in Implementation – An analysis of the significant difference between what was 
projected or planned in the previous element and what was achieved. 
 
3. Appropriateness of goals, objectives and policies – A description of how the goals, 
objectives, policies and programs of the updated element incorporate what has been learned 
from the results of the previous element. 
    
Finding 6 
There are varying degrees of public and local government support for affordable housing 
programs across jurisdictions. 
 
Response-Agree with finding, no comment 
 
Finding 7 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals have not been met in most jurisdictions; there is a 
marked shortfall in the low and very low-income categories. Guadalupe is the sole exception. 
 
Response-Disagree with finding. 
 
The goals of the Housing Elements are stated in statute. There are no “goals” stated in statute 
for RHNA, but there are “objectives” cited in G.C. Section 65584 (a).  The RHNA statutes place 
requirements on regional and local agencies designed to meet these objectives.  HCD 
determines if each region is meeting these requirements.  Thus it becomes a matter of 
speculation or interpretation whether the “goals” of RHNA are being met.   
 
The RHNA allocates a portion of statewide housing need by income level to local jurisdictions.  
Once adequate zoning has been provided by the local agency, the RHNA objective has been 
met and market forces dictate if the units are developed or not.  The allocated units are not 
quotas that jurisdictions must achieve within the timeframe of their next housing element 
update.   
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State housing law states that “The RHNP process requires local governments to be 
accountable for ensuring that projected housing needs can be accommodated. The process 
maintains local control over where and what type of development should occur in local 
communities while providing the opportunity for the private sector to meet market demand.”  
 
Finding 8 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments does not monitor or acknowledge 
Jurisdictional successes in meeting affordable housing goals. There is minimal effort to identify 
steps and patterns leading to success and to share this information with other jurisdictions. 
 
Response-Agree, in part, with finding   
SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight 
responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to 
what is required by State Housing Element Law.  
 
There is on-going coordination among south coast jurisdictions.  Staff and elected 
representatives from the Cities of Santa Barbara, Carpinteria, and the County of Santa Barbara 
participate on the Joint City Councils/Board of Supervisors Affordable Housing Task Group to 
share information and success stories on affordable housing. Until recently, the group met 
monthly for many years.  Now the group plans to meet quarterly.  More recently representatives 
from the City of Goleta have attended the meetings.  
 
SBCAG’s Technical Planning Advisory Committee (TPAC), which is composed of planning 
directors from the local cities and the County, regularly network and share information on 
development trends and issues at TPAC meetings.  In a discussion with TPAC, members did 
not believe a change in this relationship was necessary. 
 
Finding 9 
Non-profit organizations such as the Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara, the 
Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara, People’s Self-Help Housing and Habit for 
Humanity play an important role in affordable housing programs. 
 
Response-Agree with finding 
 
Recommendation 1 
Since there is more than one way to develop and administer affordable housing programs, 
jurisdictions should focus on meeting local housing needs rather than relying on one type of 
program (e.g., owner-occupied and rental vs. rental only). 
 
Response-Recommendation will not be implemented by SBCAG because SBCAG does not 
develop or administer affordable housing programs.  SBCAG is a joint powers agency and 
member agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable 
housing.  So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing 
Element Law.  
 
Recommendation 2 
At least annually, each jurisdiction should hold informational community meetings to explain all 
aspects of its affordable housing program. 
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Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG has no affordable 
housing program. SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member agencies have not given 
SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  So SBCAG’s 
responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law.  
 
TPAC meetings are held quarterly with planning directors and development trend information is 
regularly shared.   
 
Recommendation 3 
Jurisdictions should focus on developing more very low and low-income housing to meet 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals. 
 
Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG does not develop or 
administer affordable housing programs.  SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member 
agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  
So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law. 
 
Recommendation 4 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should organize regular meetings of 
jurisdictional representatives to share successes and problems in affordable housing programs. 
 
Response- The recommendation has been partially implemented. 
 
The SBCAG Technical Planning Advisory Committee meets on an as needed basis generally 
quarterly, providing a forum for local planning officials to discuss and review agenda items, as 
well as new development projects which may include affordable housing projects. 
 
Other forums are available for a discussion of successes and problems in affordable housing 
including a regular monthly meeting of the Joint City Councils/Board of Supervisors Affordable 
Housing Task Group that includes representatives of the jurisdictions of Carpinteria, Santa 
Barbara, the County and the City of Santa Barbra Affordable Housing Programs and the County 
Housing and Community Development. Also, The Housing Advisory Committee of the County 
Housing and Community Development Department had, until recently, been meeting quarterly.  
The committee included government and private housing providers from North and South 
County.  
 
Recommendation 5 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should first collect data on jurisdictional 
performance and compare it to current Regional Housing Needs Assessments and then use this 
information in the next round of allocations. 
 
Response 1, (Collect data on jurisdictional performance) - Recommendation will not be 
implemented by SBCAG because it is not warranted. 
There is an existing effort by the state Department of Housing and Community Development to 
collect data on jurisdictional performance.  Additional data collection efforts by SBCAG would be 
redundant.  Government Code Section 65400 requires each governing body (City Council or 
Board of Supervisors) to prepare an annual report on the status and progress in implementing 
the jurisdiction’s housing element of the general plan using forms and definitions adopted by the 
Department of Housing and Community Development.  Annual reports for the 2006 calendar 
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year were due April 1, 2007.  Use of the proposed forms is optional for this reporting year and 
include;  

• Annual Building Activity Report-Moderate, Low and Very Low Income Units and Mixed 
Income Multi-family Projects 

• Annual Building Activity Report Summary for Above Moderate Income Units 

• Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress 

• Program Implementation Status    

Response 2, (Comparison of past performance to current RHNA and use as an allocation 
criterion)-Recommendation requires further analysis.  
A comparison of past RHNA performance with the current RHNA would be a useful effort to 
gauge the success of each jurisdiction in the production of housing by income level.  However, 
the RHNA process requires input from a variety of interested parties and so this analysis would 
require a recommendation from TPAC, public review, and approval by the SBCAG board.  
SBCAG will start preparing the new RHNA this fall.   
 
There are a variety of criteria recommended by HCD for determining allocation of housing 
needs.  There are currently no requirements in the Government Code section 65584 as it 
pertains to the RHNA for the use of performance data in the allocation criteria for a subsequent 
RHNA cycle.  
 
According to state law:  
 
 “The distribution of regional housing need shall, based upon available data and in consultation 
with the cities and counties, take into consideration market demand for housing, the distribution 
of household growth within the county assumed in the regional transportation plan where 
applicable, employment opportunities and commuting patterns, the availability of suitable sites 
and public facilities, agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward 
incorporated areas of the county, or other considerations as may be requested by the affected 
cities or counties and agreed to by the department.”    
 
The state law allows other considerations as requested by the affected cities or county, with the 
concurrence of HCD, to be used as a distribution criteria.  This recommendation will be 
reviewed by the Technical Planning Advisory Committee, HCD, and the SBCAG board as a 
RHNA allocation criterion.   
 
Recommendation 6 
 
Jurisdictions should utilize successful non-profits as co-developers and administrators of 
affordable housing programs. 
 
Response- Recommendation will not be implemented because SBCAG does not develop or 
administer affordable housing programs. SBCAG is a joint powers agency and member 
agencies have not given SBCAG any oversight responsibilities in the area of affordable housing.  
So SBCAG’s responsibilities are solely tied to what is required by State Housing Element Law. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this report. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Jim Kemp 
Executive Director 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

Myth or Reality? 

SUMMARY  

The 2006-2007 Santa Barbara County Grand Jury examined the affordable housing 
situation in the unincorporated county as well as the eight incorporated jurisdictions 
of the county. This inquiry showed that the term affordable housing is frequently 
misunderstood, confusing and often means different things to different people. This 
Grand Jury attempted to explain the affordable housing program in Santa Barbara 
County in clear and understandable language.  

Affordable housing programs vary across jurisdictions within the county as does the 
degree of public and government support for such programs. Jurisdictions are 
required by state mandate to facilitate the development of affordable housing but are 
not actually required to build. Additionally, jurisdictions incur no penalty if 
affordable housing units are not built. There is a marked lack of low and very low 
income housing in most jurisdictions.  

INTRODUCTION 

The County of Santa Barbara has a population of approximately 420,000 residents 
and a workforce of approximately 200,000 persons. Those who are not part of the 
workforce are primarily children, students, or spouses and retirees. Generally, persons 
in the workforce prefer to live reasonably close to their employment. Income can run 
from minimum wage to unknown heights. However, house prices and rents are 
extremely high, especially in the south county. When you put these factors together, 
you come to an impasse. The dilemma is when you work and raise a family in Santa 
Barbara County, where do you live? Can you live near your work or must you face 
long distance commutes? Can you find housing that you can afford?   

Our objective was to discuss the affordable housing programs as they currently exist 
in cities and the unincorporated part of Santa Barbara County. The Grand Jury 
reviewed relevant printed materials from individual jurisdictions that administer such 
programs. We interviewed individuals who are involved in administering and 
regulating affordable housing. We also reviewed comments from citizens who have 
been involved in these programs. 
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OBSERVATIONS AND ANALYSIS 

How is Affordability Determined? 

In 2006, the median home price in Santa Barbara County was $719,100 and the 
average rent for a two-bedroom apartment was $1586. Average annual salary for all 
industries in Santa Barbara County was $40,100. Therefore, purchasing a home or 
renting an apartment is a difficult proposition for many people in this county. 

Deciphering the allowable household income to qualify for affordable housing can be 
a daunting task for the average citizen. People who work with the numbers use terms 
like “AMI,” maximum allowable and percentage of AMI as the eyes of the 
prospective owners and renters glaze over.  

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) determines the Area 
Median Income (AMI) for areas across the country each year. In March 2007 Santa 
Barbara County had an AMI of $67,100. This corresponds to the median income for a 
household of four. There are four income categories based upon AMI as follows:  

Very Low Income    < 50% of the AMI 

Low Income      50% to 80% 

Moderate Income      80% to 120% 

Above Moderate Income     120% to 200% (varies by jurisdiction) 

Should you apply for affordable housing, there are two key elements – household size 
and income. Housing staff in your jurisdiction will translate this information into 
categories to determine whether you qualify at all and if so for what. Table 1 below 
shows maximum income levels by household size.  
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Table 1 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY – March 2007 

Category  Household Size   
 1 2 3 4 5 

Very Low $23,500 $26,850 $30,200 $33,550 $36,250 
Low 37,600 42,950 48,300 53,700 57,950 

Moderate 56,350 64,400 72,450 80,500 86,950 
Above 

Moderate 
(workforce) 

93,950 107,400 128,800 134,200 144,950 

  Source:  California Housing and Community Development Department 
 

 
Affordability requirements refer to the above income categories and the number of 
persons in a household. Income is based upon the gross amount before taxes and 
other deductions. County jurisdictions employ a formula to determine down payment, 
monthly payments and housing expenses, including utilities. 

For example: 

Household size of four, earning $75,000 

120% of AMI = $80,500 

Qualifies for moderate income unit 

Affordability Gap 

The media has made a ruckus about households making over $120,000 annually and 
also who qualify for affordable housing. The median home price was almost 
$720,000 in 2006. In this high cost housing environment, some persons on fixed 
income and professionals—teachers, police officers, and nurses, known as the 
workforce—are all priced out of the market. For example, an elementary school 
teacher can afford a $200,000 home; the same teacher and a police officer together 
can afford a $500,000 home.   

Tables 2 and 3 show why owning an affordable house or renting is hard to do in Santa 
Barbara County. For example, the maximum allowable sales price for a two-bedroom 
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house or condominium was about $145,000 for low-income buyers and $217,000 for 
moderate-income families. Comparable prices for four-bedroom units were about 
$171,000 for low-income families and $257,000 for moderate-income units.   

Table 2 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE SALES PRICES FOR 2007 

Number of  
Bedrooms 

Very Low 
Up to 50% 

    Low 
    50-80% 

Moderate 
80-120% 

Above 
Moderate 
120 – 150% 

Studio $70,500  $112,700  $169,100 $211,400
1   80,500  128,800  193,200 241,600
2   90,600  144,900  217,400 271,800
3 100,700  161,000  241,600 302,000
4 106,900  171,100  256,700 320,800
 

Table 3 

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RENTS FOR 2007 

Number of  
Bedrooms 

Very Low 
Up to 50% 

Low  
50-80% 

Moderate 
80-120%  

Above 
Moderate 
120% & up 

Studio $500   $700  $1110 Not applicable 
1   630     880    1380 Not applicable 
2   750   1060    1660 Not applicable 
3   890   1250    1960 Not applicable 
4  1010   1410    2210 Not applicable 
 

Housing professionals are seeking workable solutions to the imbalance between jobs 
and housing. One way the City of Santa Barbara helps is by creating affordable 
housing categories for middle and upper middle-income applicants with maximum 
income up to 200% of AMI. For example: 200% of AMI allows for maximum 
income up to $134,200 for a family of four. 

The general belief is that housing assistance is for the poor. Unfortunately, in Santa 
Barbara County with the huge gap between maximum prices for affordable units and 
market rate prices, the program is needed for middle income people as well. 
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How do You Apply to Own an Affordable Home? 

The Grand Jury has examined programs for owner-occupied affordable housing 
administered by the county and the eight individual municipal jurisdictions. There are 
common processes and procedures across jurisdictions. 

First, you must get an application. An application can be obtained by visiting the 
agency’s office and requesting it over the counter. This method is beneficial since it 
affords the applicant the opportunity to ask relevant questions. In some instances an 
application may be obtained through the mail or over the internet. There are deadlines 
for completion and submission of the application. It is important to note that all 
questions on the application must be answered. 

Each community has eligibility requirements. The applicants must determine if they 
are eligible according to those requirements. These may include income, number of 
family members, credit history, employment history, no real property ownership, 
residency and citizenship. Proof of eligibility is required. Deadlines and 
documentation should not be taken lightly. When the application has been properly 
completed, it must be submitted to the agency. It is suggested that this be done in 
person so the application can be checked and questions answered. 

In the next step, the agency establishes a pool of eligible candidates. All jurisdictions 
use a lottery to select applicants. Although there may be some variance in the 
procedure, it is still a lottery. A lottery is a method whereby names of all eligible 
candidates are placed in a pool and are selected by chance drawing. The drawing can 
be either picked by hand from some form of container or selected electronically. Care 
is taken to guard against any tampering or rigging of an outcome. Those selected are 
subsequently notified by the agency. 

If selected, the next step is to secure financing necessary to purchase the home. The 
applicant must meet the lender’s requirements for granting home loans. Persons who 
enter the loan process should work with the jurisdictional agency to determine the 
best approach to secure funding. Dealing with home loans can be a daunting and 
challenging procedure, but it can be done. 

 

 

What Financing Mechanisms are Available for Affordable Housing? 
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The objective of affordable housing is to provide habitat at a cost (rent or ownership) 
that does not exceed 30% of the occupant’s income. The occupant might be an 
individual, family or multiple unrelated persons. The providers of affordable housing 
use various means to reduce the cost. These means include negotiating favorable land 
prices, building for mixed-use and eliminating extras while meeting all building codes 
and livability criteria. Perhaps the major means is high density, thus minimizing the 
cost of land and infrastructure. The state density bonus law allows developers an 
increase in housing density over that of existing zoning in exchange for providing 
affordable units. 

Beyond cost savings, subsidies may be required to make housing available for the 
very low, low and moderate income residents. Funding comes from various sources 
including local taxes, state grants and loans and from federal sources. The California 
Department of Housing and Community Development, Financial Assistance Division, 
has 21 loan and grant programs for housing. Frequently, local sources of funding will 
be used in partnership with state funding or will be used to leverage state funding. 

The following are programs and other major sources of financial support for 
affordable housing in Santa Barbara County. 

Housing Trust Fund is county funding which uses in-lieu fees to fund affordable 
housing projects through non-profit, private or public agencies. 

Re-development Agency (RDA) Set-Aside receives an allocation from county taxes; 
RDA and County Housing and Community Development disburse funds for 
affordable housing developments. 

HOME Investment Partnerships Program receives funds from HUD for direct 
assistance to low income families and for rental rehabilitation. 

Community Development Block Grant is a federal program operated by HUD.  It 
provides funding through the Department of Housing and Community Development 
to counties for low income housing construction, rehabilitation and infrastructure 
improvement.  

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) are income tax credits that reduce the tax 
liability of property owners and investors who agree to provide low income housing 
for up to 40 years. 
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Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara (HACSB) 

The Housing Authority is a state chartered public corporation; it is not part of county 
or state government. Its mission is "to provide affordable housing to low income 
families residing in the County of Santa Barbara." Low income is defined as 80% of 
AMI or below, the same as for county programs. HACSB covers the entire county, 
except the City of Santa Barbara, which has its own housing authority.  

HACSB currently owns and manages 525 public housing units. In addition, it 
operates the Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Section 8 rental program. This 
is a three-way arrangement between HUD (which provides funds), the Housing 
Authority, and private landlords. HACSB currently has an allocation of 3415 Section 
8 vouchers. Applicants pay rent that does not exceed 30% of their income. The 
applicants and HACSB find landlords willing to participate in Section 8. HACSB 
then screens the applicant and the unit to ensure that both meet HUD requirements 
and standards. If the applicant and unit both pass screening, the applicant signs a 
lease. The renting occupants then pay their portion of the rent to the landlord, and 
HACSB pays the remainder.  

Both public housing and Section 8 attract many applicants in the county. Currently 
there are almost 5,000 families on the waiting list for public housing and over 3,900 
families on the list for the Section 8 program. Waiting lists for each program have 
now been closed for more than a year. The high demand for these programs makes it 
possible to evict any renters who fail to comply with the rules. 

HACSB also works to develop, acquire and rehabilitate additional low-income 
housing. For example, it recently broke ground on a 24-unit apartment complex in 
Santa Maria for families of four with incomes under $66,000. This $9 million 
development was possible because HACSB structured it to qualify for $6.5 million in 
low income tax credits. 

Background and Requirements 

California legislation passed in 1971 requires cities and counties to facilitate the 
development of affordable housing for all economic levels in the population. It 
mandates that localities prepare and implement Housing Elements (HEs). "The 
housing element shall consist of an identification and analysis of existing and 
projected housing needs...goals, policies, quantified objectives.... The housing 
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element shall identify adequate sites for housing...and shall make adequate provision 
for the existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the community." 1 

The next several pages of the law explain in specific and detailed terms what the HE 
must contain. Another section states, "The excessive cost of the state's housing supply 
is partially caused by activities and policies of many local governments that limit the 
approval of housing, increase the cost of land for housing, and require that high fees 
and exactions be paid by producers of housing." In keeping with the preceding 
finding, the law requires local governments which reject housing developments to 
justify their reasons in great detail.  

Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA).  RHNA numbers are assigned by the 
state to allocate shares of the estimated statewide housing needs. The Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments (SBCAG) is a regional planning agency, 
comprised of Santa Barbara County and its eight incorporated cities. The state 
"provides a minimum baseline need to the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments (SBCAG), which in cooperation with local governments and public 
input allocates the countywide housing need to local jurisdictions."2 The State first 
provided regional total numbers to SBCAG in November 2001 for the current 
planning period, January 2001 though July 2008. SBCAG asked the state to 
substantially reduce its initial allocation. The state partially decreased the county's 
RHNA, but not as much as SBCAG had requested. The final RHNA total for Santa 
Barbara County called for 17,531 units.  

SBCAG used a 3-step method to allocate these units to the localities.3 After extensive 
hearings, comment periods for the public and local agencies, the final report was 
issued in December 2002. It subdivides the countywide need across eight cities and 
five areas of the unincorporated county. These allocations are further divided into 
four income categories (see Attachment 1 for the complete RHNA). The RHNA 
numbers are a key part of each jurisdiction's HE.   

Housing Elements.  HEs are one part of localities' general plan, the only part that is 
subject to state review. State HCD will not certify HEs that do not satisfy the law's 
extensive requirements. This explains why HEs are frequently lengthy documents, 
some even the size of telephone books. For example, the current HE for Santa 
Barbara County is 127 pages, plus eleven appendices, which totals about 250 pages. 
(How many people are going to read such a document?) The format of HEs is similar 

                                            

1 California Government Code section 65580-65589.8. 
2 "Regional Housing Needs for SB County," December 2002, page 1. 
3 Ibid, pp 10-13.  
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because of state requirements; they tend to be written in language that assumes 
knowledge of state and local housing policies. The parts of the appendices that deal 
with housing needs, allocation and land or site inventory are key to the HEs. 

Enforcement. If the state does not certify the initial HE (as happened with 
unincorporated Santa Barbara County and Goleta), it is returned to the jurisdiction for 
revision. If the local jurisdiction does not change the HE and receive certification, 
there is no state enforcement mechanism or penalty. The courts may enforce 
compliance with HE law if suit is brought against a city or county. Although this 
approach is rare, the courts may halt all development except affordable housing and 
may limit localities' zoning authority. Nevertheless, it is clear that cities and counties 
are not required to build or fund affordable housing. Rather they must 
"accommodate" affordable housing, which means facilitate and encourage its 
construction through zoning and various incentives to builders.  

How Do Jurisdictional Programs Work? 

The following is an overview of how Santa Barbara County and its eight incorporated 
cities have responded to affordable housing mandates. 

Santa Barbara County, Unincorporated 

According to the 2000 census, unincorporated Santa Barbara County had a population 
of about 159,500, and just fewer than 56,000 housing units.  Those numbers 
decreased by approximately 28,000 and 10,000 respectively in 2002 when the City of 
Goleta was incorporated. In the county, approximately 43,000 of the units were 
single-family houses, while 5800 were multi-family with 2-9 units and a similar 
number were multi-family with 10 or more units. There were about 3000 mobile 
homes and fewer than 100 boats, recreational vehicles, and other assorted units. 

The unincorporated area contains rural, semi-rural and urban communities and vast 
areas that are largely undeveloped. The federal government owns 46% of all county 
land—primarily in the Los Padres National Forest and Vandenberg Air Force Base. 
The northern and central parts of the county, excluding the City of Santa Maria, have 
large areas of agricultural and ranch land and vineyards. The South Coast has large 
undeveloped areas along the Gaviota coast, as well as heavily built-up residential and 
commercial land from Goleta east to Carpinteria. This area also includes University 
of California Santa Barbara (UCSB) and the adjacent community of Isla Vista. 

UCSB and Vandenburg Air Force Base have a major impact on housing in the 
county.  However, the Grand Jury decided not to report on them separately.  The 
jurisdictional reports focus on those localities with RHNA numbers. 
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The county is far short of meeting its RHNA goals, especially in the low and 
moderate income categories. Slightly over 2500 units have been built or approved 
toward the RHNA goal of 6064. In the very low and low income categories, only 478 
(19% of the RHNA targets) are completed or approved. 

The affordable housing program in the unincorporated county has had a troubled 
history in recent years. The program was moved several times to different parts of the 
county government and in 2003 both the finance and the monitoring and compliance 
functions were transferred to the Housing and Community Development Department 
(HCD). This newly created department has faced numerous difficulties and 
accusations of mismanagement. The County Auditor-Controller's October, 2006 
report stated: "...the system of control provided over the affordable ownership 
activities of the program is inadequate. Significant weaknesses exist in every key 
control point." The report continued: "Management has not developed specific 
program goals; therefore, adequate policies and procedures guiding operations do not 
exist." In a second report, the auditor also found poor management in the Housing 
Finance Division. In just one example, at least $350,000 of all "in-lieu" fees were not 
collected and "...management was completely unaware that the amount was even 
owed to the county." 

HCD management has been attempting to address the program's weaknesses and 
inefficiencies. In January 2007, an experienced manager was appointed as the new 
director. He and other HCD staff are charged with improving the organization and the 
county's affordable housing program. The Board of Supervisors is reviewing the 
entire HCD operation and may decide on policy changes for the program. 

City of Santa Barbara 

In 2000, the City of Santa Barbara had a population of 89,600 and a total of just over 
37,000 housing units. Approximately 20,000 (54%) of all units were single-family 
homes, another 5500 units (15%) were in 2-4 unit complexes and 11,200 (30%) were 
in complexes of 5 or more units.  

Santa Barbara, incorporated in 1850, is a mature city.  Many factors make the city a 
desirable area including climate, ocean and mountain views, attractive architecture 
and lifestyle.  A strong demand for land within the city and a limited supply has led to 
high land prices.  Under current zoning, the city is essentially built out.  Because of 
these limitations, the affordable housing program in Santa Barbara has focused on 
multi-family and commercial zones, which permit the highest density development. 
In the January 2001 to June 2006 period, all units built or permitted for low and very-
low income households were in multi-family or commercial zones.  
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The City of Santa Barbara has a long history of public support for low-income 
housing, along with an insistence on excellence in design and architecture.  For many 
years the Santa Barbara City Council has strongly supported affordable housing.  City 
staff is committed to identifying infill sites and supporting the design and 
construction of attractive affordable housing units – both rentals and owned units.  
Affordable units are dispersed throughout the city and often architecturally upgrade 
neighborhoods where they are located.  

In spite of the city’s efforts, only 770 affordable housing units were built or approved 
between January 2001 and June 2006, about one-third of its RHNA goal. In the low 
and very low income categories, only 334 units have been built or permitted – just 
over one-third of the RHNA target.  

The city has a strong enforcement program for its ownership units. It has continually 
revised its contracts and covenants and has taken legal action against violators. 

The City of Santa Barbara has worked with the Housing Authority of the City of 
Santa Barbara on many housing projects. The Authority works to provide quality 
affordable housing to those with limited income. It has cooperated with numerous 
partners to develop unique housing opportunities. The most recent example is El 
Carrillo, a 61-unit studio apartment development for very low income and homeless 
people located downtown. The $10.5 million project had multiple funding sources – 
the largest being $8.l million of low income tax credits, which leveraged private 
capital to finance construction. The attractive building – close to transportation and 
shopping – is in the heart of the city.  

Goleta 

The City of Goleta incorporated in 2002. Within Goleta’s city limits, the population 
in 2005 was 30,700, with 11,500 housing units as estimated by the California 
Department of Finance. Surrounded by the ocean, the University of California, 
agricultural ranches and the Santa Ynez Mountains, Goleta is a largely a suburban 
area. Early building produced mostly single-family suburban developments. This 
housing stock is relatively new, with 87% having been built after 1960. There are also 
many mobile home parks, apartment complexes and retirement communities. Goleta 
has begun funding rehabilitation projects in the Old Town Redevelopment Project 
Area. 

Like other South County communities, Goleta’s current home sale prices are out of 
reach for low and moderate-income families. The median sales price for a single-
family home was $882,800 in 2005. New condos can sell for as much as $800,000. 
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City officials acknowledge that local businesses have found it difficult to recruit 
workers.   

When Goleta incorporated, the existing affordable housing projects stayed under the 
jurisdiction of Santa Barbara County. The city is in the process of assuming 
responsibility for units previously managed by the county. At this point, city staff is 
uncertain how affordable housing projects will be managed. The County Housing 
Authority owns and operates 227 housing units within Goleta. The city just opened its 
first Goleta project in partnership with People’s Self-Help Housing, with eight 
affordable apartments. 

The desire to control land-use issues was a major reason for incorporation. Goleta 
officials believe that they received an unduly high number of units in its RHNA 
allocation (2,388 units). They hope to have a stronger presence at the next round of 
negotiations with SBCAG, so that the city can have more input in its RHNA 
allocation. To date, 691 units have been built, 339 have been approved and 299 units 
are pending. The vast majority of these units are in the above-moderate category.  
Few building projects have been realized in the past year.  The city’s Housing 
Element has identified vacant lands currently zoned or planned for rezoning to 
accommodate 1743 units.  

There is much controversy over Goleta’s Housing Element. After three drafts, the 
State of California has not yet certified it. The council members who forged the plan 
hoped to concentrate housing developments in order to preserve open space. There 
are objections to the proposed 55% affordability requirement for development on 
selected sites. Goleta also faces at least six lawsuits alleging the city’s General Plan, 
and especially its Housing Element, violates state environmental quality, planning 
and zoning laws. It is difficult to predict what changes will occur as the new city 
council (elected in November 2006) deals with litigation and revisions to the General 
Plan.  

Carpinteria 

According to the 2000 census, the City of Carpinteria, incorporated in 1965, has a 
population of about 14,200 and contains 5500 dwelling units.  The city covers only 
2.6 square miles and has few vacant parcels. Many residents commute to work, north 
to Santa Barbara and beyond.  

Housing in Carpinteria spans all income levels from the very low to multi-
millionaires. The median home price in Carpinteria as of 2005 was $751,800 and the 
average rent of an apartment was about $1500, effectively easing out many of the 
long-term residents and lower income renters. 
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Carpinteria’s Housing Element was certified by the state in 2004. Carpinteria’s 
RHNA housing allocation is 75 units; 43 units or about 60% have been built or have 
plan approvals. All 43 units are in the above moderate income category. 

To increase affordable housing stock, the city adopted two ordinances:  (1) a density 
bonus of 25% is offered developers in projects of five or more units and (2) 
inclusionary housing requires that all residential ownership projects of five or more 
units provide on-site housing for above moderate-income households or pay a fee. 
Above moderate is defined as 120% - 200% of area median income. The city has 
strict requirements for a developer who opts to pay the $254,330 in-lieu fee.  This fee 
encourages developers to build affordable housing rather than “fee out.” 

While not officially considered “affordable housing,” most mobile homes are more 
reasonably priced than conventional structures. There are approximately 900 units in 
seven mobile home parks. 

Successful affordable housing programs are dispersed throughout Carpinteria. They 
include: Shepard Place, a senior housing complex of 101 units; Dahlia Court, 54 units 
used mainly for farmworkers; Atrium Court, 12 units; and Chapel Court, 28 units. 
Recently approved projects include: Lavender Court, 5 units; Mission Terrace, 3 
units; and Lagunitas, 8 units. 

Carpinteria contracts with the City of Santa Barbara Housing Department to 
administer and monitor covenants for the affordable housing program once the units 
are built and occupied.  Current elected officials reflect the community’s belief that 
affordable housing is necessary to retain the current and long-term residents of 
Carpinteria as well as to attract a quality workforce. 

Santa Maria 

Santa Maria’s 2000 census population of approximately 77,400 increased to an 
estimated 90,500 by the end of 2005, making it the largest city in Santa Barbara 
County. A large number of its residents are agricultural workers; Santa Maria is home 
to an estimated 55% of the county’s agricultural workers. In general, these workers 
receive lower pay than other labor categories; their median wage in 2004 was $7.80 
per hour. Other workers with modest incomes are employed in industrial and 
construction activities in the city and surrounding areas. Among this workforce are 
many at income levels that need affordable housing.  

City officials recognize the need for affordable housing.  The city’s Housing Element 
cites overpayment (more than 30% of income) for housing costs and overcrowding as 
problems. In 2000, 36% of the city’s households paid more than 30% of their income 
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for housing. With the increase in housing costs since then, the number is higher 
today. In addition, when housing costs rise there is a tendency for extended families 
or even unrelated persons to live together. In 2000, an estimated 23% of the 
households in Santa Maria had more than one person per room (the HUD standard for 
overcrowding). 

Affordable housing projects in Santa Maria date back to 1970.  Prior to the current 
Housing Element, a total of 1470 units were built. These projects were designated for 
families, seniors, farmworkers, homeowners and disabled persons. The majority of 
these units—1280—are rentals; the remainder are owner-occupied. These programs 
have received financial support through the following: Community Development 
Block Grant Program, Home Consortium, General Fund of Santa Maria, Low-Income 
Housing Tax Credit and Redevelopment Agency of Santa Maria.   

The current Housing Element was adopted in December 2006 and subsequently 
certified by the state. For this Housing Element, the RHNA allocation for Santa Maria 
is 4837 units. At the end of 2006, 4008 units had been built representing 83% of the 
allocation. All units are rentals; Santa Maria elected not to build owner-occupied 
units under the current Housing Element. Despite substantial construction, only 14% 
of the very low-income allocation and 25% of the low income allocation have been 
built.   

The overemphasis on moderate and above moderate income appears to be a result of 
the gap between (1) the cost of building that could provide a reasonable return on 
investment at the rents paid by low or extra low income persons, and (2) the actual 
cost of building (construction, land and infrastructure). Financial support is necessary 
to subsidize this gap. 

Lompoc 

Lompoc is approximately 55 miles north of Santa Barbara and 20 miles south of 
Santa Maria. It is twelve miles east of the Pacific Ocean in the lower valley of the 
Santa Ynez River. The city had a population of 43,600 in 2000. 

Geography and geology shaped the land for three industries which make Lompoc 
unique. The hills south of Lompoc have rich deposits of diatomaceous earth that have 
been mined since the late 1890s. A few years later, sweet peas were planted in the 
valley on a trial basis and started the flower seed industry that would make Lompoc 
famous. The mild sunny climate and rich soils are ideal for flowers, both cut 
blossoms and seeds. 

Historically, Lompoc's economy was based on agriculture and mining operations. 
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After the conversion of Camp Cook to Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB) in 1958, 
Lompoc's growth was driven by VAFB which contributes $1.4 billion to the regional 
economy.   

Since 2003 Lompoc has attracted manufacturing because of the availability of 
affordable property, utilities, workforce and housing. The city of Lompoc's 
population is projected to grow to almost 45,000 by the year 2010. 

City officials have actively worked over the past 10 years to develop sufficient 
resources and the capacity to facilitate a variety of affordable housing opportunities. 
The median price of a home in Lompoc was $157,654 in 2000. It increased to 
$423,700 in 2005, an increase of 269%. 

Several private developers have built affordable housing projects in Lompoc utilizing 
the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit program. In addition to the city of Lompoc and 
the County Housing Authority, three organizations have been active in promoting 
affordable housing. These are the Lompoc Housing and Community Development 
Corporation, the Santa Barbara Community Housing Corporation and Habitat for 
Humanity. 

The current Housing Element was adopted in November 2003 and subsequently 
certified by the state. To date, 337 units have been built or approved – 38% of the 
RHNA goals. Only 61 units were in the very low or low-income categories – 17% of 
the goals. 

Buellton 

Buellton is a city of 4200 of persons located on US Highway 101 in the Santa Ynez 
Valley approximately midway between Santa Barbara and Santa Maria. It is 
predominantly a residential city contained within 1.6 square miles and surrounded by 
ranches, farms, vineyards and wineries. In the eight-year period of its first housing 
element adopted in 1993, Buellton experienced a growth of 10% in housing and 15% 
in population. Buellton continues to grow at a rapid pace. 

In the 2000 census Buellton had a total of 1488 dwellings broken down into the 
following categories:  detached 890, attached 63, multi-family 116, mobile homes 
375 and other 44. The household profile by income in 2000 was: very low 351, low 
244, moderate, 245 and above moderate, 584. Based on the 2000 data, Buellton was 
one of the most affordable communities in Santa Barbara County with median rents 
among the lowest. These numbers are misleading in that Buellton has seen an influx 
of newly constructed homes in the past few years. As of April 2005 the median home 
price was $686,500. Owner-occupied housing is only within reach of above 
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moderate-income families. Condominiums are within reach of moderate-income 
families. Very low and low-income families do not have the means to access the 
housing market. Presently, rental units are affordable to moderate and above 
moderate income groups.   

Buellton has an Affordable Housing Overlay Zone (AHOZ) which consists of nine 
key development sites that are zoned for commercial or industrial development. The 
AHOZ allows these sites to be developed for exclusively residential use, instead of 
what the underlying zone permits, provided that 20% of the units are for the 
affordable housing program. 

A small planning staff has responsibility for the affordable housing program. They 
enter into agreements with non-profit management entities, primarily the Housing 
Authority of the County of Santa Barbara, to manage the program. The Authority 
provides the city with annual reports on the status of the program. 

In the 1993-2001 timeframe, Buellton provided 44 very low, 35 low, 43 moderate and 
101 above moderate for a total of 223 units. In the current RHNA period the city has 
built or approved a total of 361 units, 67% of the RHNA goal. However, only 13 units 
were in the low and very low-income categories.   

The affordable housing program has tiered in-lieu fees but collects little because 
developers are encouraged to build rather than pay. Affordable housing units are 
incorporated into each new development in Buellton. The developments are 
distributed across the city. Officials said Buellton’s affordable housing program 
seems to be accepted by developers and the general population.  

Solvang 

Solvang is one of two incorporated communities located in the Santa Ynez Valley; it 
was founded in 1911 and incorporated in 1985. Neighboring Buellton serves as the 
gateway to the Santa Ynez Valley including the City of Solvang and the 
unincorporated communities of Ballard, Los Olivos and Santa Ynez. An estimated 
25,000 people live in the Santa Ynez Valley with 5300 residing in Solvang. 
According to the 2000 census the median age in Solvang was 43 years (compared to 
38 years nationwide), reflecting its significant retired population. The median 
household income was $45,800. The city is small and compact and cannot expand its 
current boundaries. Its primary industry is tourism which is focused in its small 
downtown area. 

In 2000, the total number of housing units was 2228 with 1381 (60%) being owner-
occupied and 804 (35%) renter-occupied; few were unoccupied. In Solvang, the 
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median home price was $837,800 in 2005, up from $327,000 in 2000. For Solvang, 
affordability as well as availability and future supply are the most important housing 
issues. The Housing Element projects that housing needs will be met through policies 
to  encourage infill development on available sites, mixed use development in the 
Village Area (downtown) and other programs to better utilize existing land. To 
further these goals the city is undertaking a re-zoning project. Currently 16 properties 
are being re-zoned. It is possible that the re-zoning will allow up to 156 additional 
affordable housing units. 

The only significant home development project in the city (and probably the last in 
terms of available land) is the Skytt Mesa project. One hundred and sixty nine homes 
will be built on a site overlooking much of the valley. The developers have indicated 
that they intend to pay the in-lieu fee of $4668 per dwelling rather than build 
affordable housing. The current intention is to use the funds to build a senior center 
which will include affordable rental units. If the developer does not begin 
construction of a 100% affordable rental housing project within five years, the 
deposited fees, together with interest, will be used for affordable housing as approved 
by the City Council.  

Relying on market forces and its intent to better utilize existing land, Solvang has yet 
to make a dent in its RHNA goals. The city has no units in the very low income 
category, two in the low income and 30 in the moderate income ownership categories.  
Little improvement in the situation is forecast. Rental units exist but their 
affordability is unrecorded. 

Guadalupe 

The City of Guadalupe, tucked in northwest Santa Barbara County and one of the 
oldest towns in northern Santa Barbara County, was incorporated in 1946. Located 
about four miles from the coast, Guadalupe is surrounded by fertile farms and 
ranches.  Guadalupe’s 2000 census population of 5700 increased to an estimated 6300 
in 2005 of which over 80% are Hispanic or Latino.  About 40% of the population is 
foreign-born with the majority born in Latin America.  Most workers are involved in 
agriculture.  With median household incomes below state average, there is a growing 
need for affordable workforce housing.  City incomes are among the lowest in Santa 
Barbara County so most city residents qualify as those in the target incomes for 
affordable units. 

Affordable housing projects in Guadalupe started in the 1980s. The first were 
Treasure Park and Bonita Pacifica which provided assistance for home ownership. As 
of January 2007, 282 units were on the ground and designated for families, seniors, 
farmworkers, homeowners, and the disabled. Slightly more than half are owner-
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occupied with the rest being rentals. People’s Self-Help Housing, Habitat for 
Humanity, the Santa Barbara County Housing Authority, and Community 
Development Block Grant have provided financing and administration of programs in 
Guadalupe.  

The Housing Element was adopted June 1, 2004, certified July 9, 2004, and is 
considered to be in compliance by the state Housing and Community Development 
Department. Guadalupe has not adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance. RHNA 
goals call for 83 units; there are 165 units built, indicating Guadalupe has exceeded 
RHNA goals by 100%. Also, Guadalupe has exceeded RHNA goals in all income 
categories. Guadalupe’s biggest success is the River View Project which has 130 
residential units as well as a Community Center and Day Care Center. People’s Self 
Help Housing assisted in building the project. It now administers River View which 
includes rentals, townhouses and free-standing owner occupied houses. Guadalupe 
continues to plan for additional affordable housing units.   

Conclusion 

Planning affordable housing countywide is critical.  This report explains the 
affordable housing processes and difficulties jurisdictions face in meeting needs.  
Each jurisdiction is mandated to prepare a Housing Element and facilitate the 
development of affordable housing.  In Santa Barbara County, this task is 
exceptionally challenging given the high market cost of housing.   

The current RHNA allocations cover the period January 2001 to June 2008. This 
report summarizes jurisdictional responses to state mandates to provide affordable 
housing. Most jurisdictions have not accomplished all the RHNA goals in the current 
cycle of housing allocations, but they must face the next round soon. In the summer 
of 2007, SBCAG will again begin the process with the State Housing and Community 
Development Department. The process will not be easy. SBCAG needs to take a 
leadership role to develop housing solutions that build on previous successes. If the 
jurisdictions work cooperatively, the chances of meeting workforce housing needs 
can improve.  

The thousands of people on waiting lists for affordable housing testify to the need for 
low-income housing. In addition, many others such as police, fire, education, health 
and emergency personnel commute to Santa Barbara County because they cannot 
afford to live here. To keep our county functioning well, there must be investment in 
housing for all.  
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FINDINGS 

Finding 1 

Santa Barbara County is a desirable residential area where demand for housing 
exceeds supply. The result is high market prices for housing. 
 

Finding 2 

Not only low-income people, but middle-income workers such as police, fire, 
education, health and emergency personnel often cannot afford to live in the 
jurisdiction where they work. 

Finding 3 

Funding to subsidize affordable housing is limited and not keeping pace with 
increased costs. 
 

Finding 4 

Housing Elements utilize zoning capacity and other policies to meet affordable 
housing requirements.  However, construction of actual units is not required.  
Jurisdictions incur no penalty if no affordable housing units are built. 

Finding 5 

Affordable housing programs vary across jurisdictions but are not always matched to 
local needs. 
 

Finding 6 

There are varying degrees of public and local government support for affordable 
housing programs across jurisdictions. 
 

Finding 7 

Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals have not been met in most jurisdictions; 
there is a marked shortfall in the low and very low-income categories.  Guadalupe is 
the sole exception. 
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Finding 8 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments does not monitor or acknowledge 
jurisdictional successes in meeting affordable housing goals.  There is minimal effort 
to identify steps and patterns leading to success and to share this information with 
other jurisdictions. 
 
Finding 9 
Non-profit organizations such as the Housing Authority of the County of Santa 
Barbara, the Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara, People’s Self-Help 
Housing and Habit for Humanity play an important role in affordable housing 
programs. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation 1 

Since there is more than one way to develop and administer affordable housing 
programs, jurisdictions should focus on meeting local housing needs rather than 
relying on one type of program (e.g., owner-occupied and rental vs. rental only). 

Recommendation 2 

At least annually, each jurisdiction should hold informational community meetings to 
explain all aspects of its affordable housing program. 

Recommendation 3 

Jurisdictions should focus on developing more very low and low-income housing to 
meet Regional Housing Needs Assessment goals.  

Recommendation 4 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should organize regular meetings 
of jurisdictional representatives to share successes and problems in affordable 
housing programs. 

Recommendation 5 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments should first collect data on 
jurisdictional performance and compare it to current Regional Housing Needs 
Assessments and then use this information in the next round of allocations. 
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Recommendation 6 

Jurisdictions should utilize successful non-profits as co-developers and administrators 
of affordable housing programs. 

 

REQUEST FOR RESPONSE 

In accordance with Section 933(c) of the California Penal Code, each agency and 
government body affected by or named in this report is requested to respond in 
writing to the findings and recommendations in a timely manner. The following are 
the affected agencies for this report, with the mandated response period for each: 

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Santa Barbara City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Goleta City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Carpinteria City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Santa Maria City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Lompoc City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
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Recommendations All 

Buellton City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Solvang City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Guadalupe City Council – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

Housing Authority of the City of Santa Barbara – 90 days 

Findings  3-9 
Recommendations All 

APPENDICES 

Appendix  Affordable Housing Matrix 

 

Note: Data on the number of units were provided by the jurisdictions in early 2007.  
However, these numbers change as new units are built or approved. 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY- 
SOUTHERN COUNTY 

 
 
 

Santa Barbara 
County 

Unincorporated 

City of 
Santa Barbara 

City of 
Goleta 

City of 
Carpinteria 

POPULATION 2000 Census 159,500 89,600 30,7001 14,200 
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 
2000 Census 56,000 37,000 11,5001 5464 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
DATE ADOPTED LOCALLY 
DATE STATE CERTIFIED 

May 2006 
August 2006 

Conditional Approval 

February 2004 
September 2005 

October 2006 
Rejected March 2007 

March 2004 
July 2004 

EXISTING Very Low Income 84 0 34 0 

NUMBER Low Income 111 15 14 0 

OWNERSHIP Moderate Income 229 271 67 8 

UNITS Above Moderate not available* 56 139 17 

TOTAL  not available*  342 254 25 

EXISTING Very Low Income 762  42 101 

NUMBER Low Income 397 2157 197 101 

RENTAL Moderate Income 0 264 74 0 

UNITS Above Moderate 0 0 2 0 

TOTAL  1159 2421 315 202 

INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM  YES YES YES YES 

IN-LIEU FEE  

$110,700-150,000 
low and very 

low/$284,300-
576,000 moderate  

 
$310,000 

 

Determined by City 
Council on a case-by-

case basis 
$254,330 

PROGRAM ADMINISTERED BY  County  HCD City of Santa Barbara Not yet established City of Santa Barbara 
*Despite repeated requests, county staff has been unable to provide the number of above moderate units 

      1.  2005 California Department of Finance 
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN SANTA BARBARA COUNTY- 
NORTHERN COUNTY 

 

 Santa Maria Lompoc Buellton Solvang Guadalupe 

POPULATION 2000 Census 77,400 43,600 4200 5300 5700 
NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS 
2000 Census 22,847 13,062 1624 2228 1450 

HOUSING ELEMENT 
DATE ADOPTED LOCALLY 
DATE STATE CERTIFIED 

 
December 2006 
February 2007 

 
November 2003 
February 2004 

 
Originally 1993 
December 2004 

 
Originally 1989 

May 2006 

 
June 2004 
July 2004 

EXISTING Very Low Income unknown 41 44 0 unknown 

NUMBER Low Income unknown 5 35 2 unknown 

OWNERSHIP Moderate Income unknown 14 43 30 unknown 

UNITS Above Moderate unknown 68 101 194 unknown 

TOTAL  190 128 223 226 181 

EXISTING Very Low Income unknown 169 not recorded not recorded unknown 

NUMBER Low Income unknown 117 not recorded not recorded unknown 

RENTAL Moderate Income unknown 0 not recorded not recorded unknown 

UNITS Above Moderate unknown ? not recorded not recorded unknown 

TOTAL  5107 286 396 815 101 

INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM  NO YES YES NO NO 

IN-LIEU FEE  NA $186,180 
$110,000  

very low & low 
 $55,000 moderate 

 
$4667 per unit NO 

PROGRAM ADMINISTERED BY  City, non-profits City Planning 
Department 

City Planning 
Department 

City Planning 
Department See list2 

2.  People’s Self Help Housing, Habitat for Humanity, Community, Santa Barbara County Housing Authority 
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2001-2008 REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT 
SOUTHERN COUNTY 

 

 
Santa Barbara 

County 
Unincorporated 

City of 
Santa Barbara 

City of 
Goleta 

City of 
Carpinteria 

RHNA  GOALS APPROVED GOALS APPROVED GOALS APPROVED GOALS APPROVED 

 Very Low Income 1455 137 560 0 573 26 18 0 

 Low Income 1031 341 397 334 406 58 13 0 

 Moderate Income 1013 156 397 436 334 99 14 0 

 Above Moderate Income 2566 1901 980 0 1074 845 30 43 

TOTALS 6064 2535 2333 770 2388 1028 75 43 

 
NORTHERN COUNTY 

 

 Santa Maria Lompoc Buellton Solvang Guadalupe 

RHNA  GOALS APP. GOALS APP. GOALS APP. GOALS APP. GOALS APP. 

 Very Low Income 1161 157 214 44 129 7 78 0 20 35 

 Low Income 822 207 151 17 91 6 55 2 14 30 

 Moderate Income 1209 451 209 33 88 30 49 30 19 50 

 Above Moderate Income 1645 3193 316 243 228 321* 143 194 30 50 

TOTALS 4837 4008 890 337 536 361 325 226 83 165 

RHNA Goals are allocated by SBCAG 
* All above moderate units in excess of 228 do not reduce RHNA numbers; adjusted RHNA goal is now 279 

 


