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APPENDIX B

AFFORDABLE HOUSING

The following excerpts from the Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP, 1992) and the County
Housing Element Implementation Guidelines are provided to give background information on
the important and sometimes controversial issue of affordable housing. In their recent adoption
of a new countywide Housing Element for the County’s Comprehensive Plan, the Board of
Supervisors made the provision of affordable housing a high priority goal for the County. A wide
range of programs were adopted and are continuing to evolve to attain the goal of increasing the
amount of affordable housing available to the County’s residents. A key issue 1o be addressed
in this community plan update will be how to provide housing opportunities for all segments of
the community while addressing community concems such as protection of open space,
maintaining community character, etc.

Four Levels of Affordable Housing

Affordable housing is housing restricted for occupancy to households with an annual income
that is no greater than 120% of the County’s median income. Median income is the
midpoint between annual gross income for all persons living in the County. This figure is
calculated by the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) on an
annual basis. Accordingly, the County adjusts the affordable rental and sales prices annually
to reflect the current median household income. HUD estimates that the 1994-95 County
median income for a family of four is $48,600.

The County has four classifications of affordable housing which correspond to a percentage
of County adopted median income of the occupants (income ranges referenced correspond
to the 1994-95 County median income)*: '

» Verv Low Income - 0% to 50% of median income (30 - $24,300);

» Low Income - 51% to 80% of median income ($24,301 - $38,900);

» Lower-Moderate Income - 81% to 100% of median income ($38,901 - $48,600):

» Upper-Moderate Income - 101% to 120% of median income ($48,601 - $58,300).

* The State has three income classifications: very low (0-50% of median income), low tSO-BO% of median
income) and moderate (80-120% of median income). The County has divided the State’s moderate category
into two separate categories (lower-moderate and upper-moderate) for more flexible program administration.

Affordable housing units are similar to market rate units as they can range in size from
studios to four or more bedrooms. They range in various types of dwellings including: single



family units, apartment complexes, dormitories and bunkhouses; and they may be available
as both for-sale or rental units. The County encourages affordable units to be dispersed
within development projects and architecturally integrated with the market rate units.

The Difference Between Market Rate Housing and Affordable Housing

Affordable housing is generally price controlled through an affordable housing agreement,
and sold or rented to individuals in specified income categories. Certain types of housing
needs such as homeless shelters, dormitories, or bunkhouses may not require price controls
because they generally provide housing for a special need. Before an affordable housing
unit is built, the developer enters into an agreement with the County to ensure that unit(s)
will remain affordable for a certain time period. Affordable units are generally required to
remain price restricted for 30 years. If affordable units are developed through state or
federal grant monies, the length of the resale control defaults to the term of the prant
agreement. The Board of Supervisors has recently initiated a 10-year shared appreciation
resale mechanism for units developed through the County’s inclusionary program. This
special mechanism would allow the owner of an affordable inclusionary unit to sell their
home at market price but would share any appreciation with the County. The appreciation
split between the home seller and the County would depend on how long the unit had
remained in the affordable housing program.

Maximum Allowable Household Sales and Rental Prices

In order to ensure ‘units identified as affordable are sold or rented at an appropriate price,
the County has established maximum allowable sale and rental prices which are based on
a percentage of median income. The price varies depending on the size of the unit and the
income category. Maximum sale and rental prices are annually updated to reflect annual
changes in median income. Table 1 shows the current Maximum Sales Prices for 1994/95,
and Table 2 shows the current Maximum Allowable Rents for 1994/95.

: TABLE 1
Maximum Sales Prices for 1994/95
(by income category and bedrooms per unit)

MNumber of Very-Low Income Low-Income Lower-Moderate-Income Upper-Moderate-Income
Bedrooms [0-50% median income) {above S0%-A0%) {above SO%-100%) (above 100%-120%}
Studio $51,030 381,650 $102,060 - 3122470
1 Bdrm $58,320 $93,310 $116,640 $139,970
2 Bdrm 365,610 $104,980 $131,220 $157,460
3 Bdrm $72,900 $116,640 $145,800 $174,960
4 Bdrm $77,460 $123,930 5154910 $185,900




TABLE 2

Maximum Allowable Rents for 1994/95
(by income category and bedrooms per unit)

Very Low Low Income Lower-Moderate Upper- Moderate
Number of Income Units Units Income Units Income Units
Bedrooms {0-50% median) {above 509%-30% {ebave 80%-100% {above 100%-120%
modian} madian) median)
Studio $ 360 § 510 $ 660 3 800
1 Bdrm $ 460 $ 640 $ 820 $ 1,000
2 Bdrm - $550 3 760 3 980 $ 1,200
3 Bdrm %640 3 900 $ 1,160 $ 1,420
| 4Bdm $ 730 $ 1,020 $ 1,310 $ 1,600

HUD Fair Market Rents may be used as an altemnative to the County established rental rates for state or fedeml
affordable housing programs (e.g. Section 8 Certificate Program), The maximum allowable rents are adjusted to
cnsure that the unils in cach category will be affordable for qualifying tenants.

Orcutt Specific Affordable Housing Demand

The inventory of residentially-zoned properties in the unincorporated Santa Maria Valley
Housing Market Area, which consists mostly of Orcutt, could potentially accommodate
approximately 6,868 additional units from the development of vacant and underdeveloped
acreage, with the vast majority being developed from vacant acreage. This number was
based on buildout corresponding to zone designations of individual parcels (8,065 additional
units could be provided as calculated by land use designations). However, the 1980
comprehensive plan update for this area changed many of the land use designations without
corresponding zone changes, therefore, the most restrictive (land vse vs. zone designation)
buildout figure of 3,770 units should be used until consistency rezones and land use changes
are adopted as part of this update (Table 5). Of these 3,770 potential new units, as
developed under current zoning, approximately 125 would be very low density, S00 would
be low density, 1,300 would be moderate density, 400 would be high density, and 1,425 would
be planned developments of varying densities.

Ability to Achieve Regional Housing Need Allocation

According to figures in the RHNP, the unincorporated portion of the Santa Maria Valley
Housing Market Area (HMA) has an estimated housing need of 2,581 additional units by
July 1999 (unit number adjusted to reflect development since 1990). As shown in the land
inventory, the housing market area has ample vacant and underdeveloped land to
accommodate this total housing need.

In addition to total housing need, RNHP differentiates between the housing need of various
income households (i.e. upper moderate, lower moderate, low, and very low). Of the area’s
total housing need of 2,581 umits, approximately 250 should be affordable to upper moderate
income households, 250 to moderate income households, 498 to low income households, and



502 to very low income households (numbers adjusted to reflect development since 1990).
Based on the table of "Distribution of Market Rate Units’ Affordability by Land Use
Density" (see Table 6), the unincorporated portion of the Santa Maria Valley HMA has
enough land to meet its RNHP-identified housing need in every income category except low
(28 units) and very low (189 units). As the affordability distribution table shows, market rate
units affordable to low income households can be generated at a density of 12.3 units per
acre and very-low at 20 units per acre; lower densities typically do not accommodate market
rate housing for very low income households. Because the Planning horizon for the Orcutt
Community Plan is expected to be approximately 15 years, the provision of available
adequately desipnated land for 1,000 units at the low and very low designations would be
needed to meet the projected demand for affordable housing,

Table 3 shows the regional housing need allocation for the unincorporated portion of the
Santa Maria HMA and the number of units which could resuit from the development of
vacant and under developed land. Table 7 breaks down the potential bujldout by Comp.
designation, showing affordable housing potential in each, :

TABLE 3
Unincorporated Santa Maria Valley Regional Honsing Need Allocation and Available Land

Total 3,770

Above Market 1,081 1720
Upper Moderate 250 633
Lower Moderate ' 250 634

Low 498 470
Very Low 502 313

* Buildout needs to be updated and verified. Approximately 1,300 units resulting from Planned Development
parcels were not included in individual income categories. Totals for potential buildout may not match exactly
due to rounding,

Source: Regional Housing Needs Plan

Table 4 provides some preliminary estimates of the affordability of various types of housing
built at selected densities. These should be considered very preliminary and need to be
reviewed in light of market realities and County programs such as the Affordable Housing
Overlay program.



TABLE 4
Distribution of Market Rate Units’ Affordability by Land Use Density

Please see the attached memo on how the figures in the following table were derived

~Fo Un
<1.8 Above Market Upper Moderate
33 Above Market Lower Moderate
4.6 Upper Moderate Low
8.0 lower Moderate Very Low
12.3 Low Very Low
14.0 Low - Very Low
20.0 Very Low Very Low
L 30.0 Very Low Very Low

Source: Available Orcutt area "for-sale™ and rental units, October 1994
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DRAFT ORCUTT MULTIPLE USE TRAILS PLAN

ORCUTT TRAILS

L INTRODUCTION

As part of the Orcutt Community Plan, the Planning Commission, County Park Department, and
the General Plan Advisory Committee proposed updating the Parks, Recreation, and Trails map
for Orcutt with several additional potential trails (Figure 1).

This docuwneni is ot intended to be a comprehensive review of each trail and its associated
environmental, legal, and policy issues. Rather, this study provides a clearly defined trail network
with substantial background information on trail siting and design, liability and funding issues,
along with a general set of guidelines for how the network should be eventually implemented.
Depending upon individual circumstances, some of the trails may be easily implemented through
the discretionary review process with little need for mitigation, while others may require complex
negotiations with property owners and more detailed review.

BACKGROUND

Historically, much of Orcutt and the Solomon hills have been used for oil exploration and cattle
grazing. Informal trails existed aover most of these arcas and were highly utilized by the public.
However, over the last 20 years Orcuft has seen a significant increase in urbanization which has
led to the loss of many informal trails, which where at one time available to the community. In
particular, South Orcutt which has seen tremendous growth and as a result historically used trails
along Orcuit Creek and within the Solomon Foothills have slowly been removed or closed to
public use.

The Orcutt Planning area contains approximately 14,650 acres, of which nearly 8,600 acres are
agriculturally zoned. The planning area boundary contains both the unincorporated urban areas
of the community of Orcutt and adjacent rural unincorporated areas which either have some
potential for urbanization, or are related to the urban area from a resource perspective.

Existing Setting

With the exception of a short 500-foot section of a road-shoulder trail east of US 101, there are
currently no officially dedicated public hiking or equestrian trails or off-road bikepaths
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DRAFT ORCUTT MULTIPLE USE TRAILS PLAN

within the Orcutt Planning Area. However, an extensive network of "unofficial" trails
accommodate hikers, bikers, equestrians, and motorcyclists.  Although urbanization has
substantially diminished this unofficial network over the last decade, it remains extensive in the
community’s undeveloped lands. The trail system is especially extensive in the southern portion
of the Community along many parts of Orcutt Creek, with spurs leading into the Solomon- Hills.
Unofficial trails occur throughout the undeveloped open spaces of the airport approach zone
between Bradiey Road and Highway 135 (e.g. Key Site 30), on County and Airport property west
of Highway 135 and along both sides of Foster Road.

The current adopted Parks, Recreation, and Trails map (PRT-6) for the Santa Maria Valley
depicts one (1) cxisting tail and three (3) proposed trails. The existing (on-road) trail is located
along Clark Avenue near the Lake Marie Estates, of which approximately 500 feet of this trail
extends into the OPA. Of the three proposed routes depicted on the PRT-6 map, two are within
the OPA with the third located to the north along the Santa Maria River Levee. The routes
within the OPA are located along Union Valley Parkway and adjacent to Key Site #1 paralleling
US Hwy 101.

As part of the Orcutt Community Plan Update, several public trail corridors are proposed for
addition to the PRT map for the Orcutt area. These corridors overlap some areas proposed for
inclusion within the Open Space Overlay. Figure 1 shows the proposed trail corridors. These
trail additions would serve to expand the existing inadequate trail system into a comprehensive
network, facilitating access for pedestrian, equestrian, and bicycle trail users between jobs,
shopping, schools, park facilities, SMPA, and the local foothills.

Primary ftrail users are recreational walkers, people on horses, and mountain bicyclists.
Population growth, both under the QCP ten-year and full buildout growth scenarios, can be
expected to result in more trail users. Therefore, the current need for additional trails to serve
the Orcutt area as well as an increased demand for trailhead parking can be expected to grow as
a result of population: growth.

II. POLICY DISCUSSION

This study attempts to bring together, and balance, competing goals and polices of the Land Use
Element, Orcutt Community Plan, and the Agricultural Element to facilitate an organized and
efficient process for gradually creating and expanding the Orcutt trail network.



DRAFT ORCUTT MULTIPLE USE TRAILS PLAN

Policy #4 of the Parks and Recreation section of the Land Use Element states:

"Opportunity for hiking and equestrian trail should be preserved, improved, and
expanded wherever compatible with surrounding land uses.”

Additionally, policies and programs identified within the Orcutt Community Plan, reflect the need
to provide a long-term trail network which facilitates increased public access to the Orcutt
Foothills, while also expanding the urban trail network emphasizing linkage between residential
and commercial areas.

¥iI. LIABILITY ISSUES

The owners of underlying property and the County are each immune from liability for any
negligent act resulting in a recreational frail-related injury. These immunities are embodied in
Civil Code section 846 (known as the Recreational Use Statute) and Government Code sections
831.2, 831.4 and 831.7. The Recreational Use Statute was first enacted in 1963 in response to
a growing tendency among private-landowners to prohibit public access to their property for
recreational purposes. The scope of the immunity conferred on property owners by statute has
been expanded by subsequent amendments and court decisions to include, for example, injuries
occurring when trail users trespass on private property adjacent to the trail.

Despite this statutory immunity, property owners have expressed strong concerns regarding any
potential liability arising from trail-related injury, and have urged that the County should
indemnify them from such lawsuits, which they fear may be brought in spite of their statutory
immunity. However, California Code of Civil Procedure section 128.5 provides for monetary
sanctions to be imposed where the court finds that a lawsuit has been brought without merit.
County records indicate that only two trail-related lawsuits against property owners have been
commenced in the last ten years. One of these was based on factors other than negligence, and
one is still pending. In all the years the County has been accepting grants of easements from

private property owners it has not been the policy of the County to indemnify the grantor. '

There is therefore no demonstrated need for the type of indemnification sought in this instance.
A policy of indemnification would defeat the benefits of the immunities enjoyed by the taxpayers
in this instance, and may lead to an increase in lawsuits because of the attractiveness of the public
treasury to plaintiffs’ lawyers.

The prospect of defending and indemnifying persons over whose activities the County has no
control is contrary to the interests of the taxpayers. There have been instances in the past of
property owners intentionally or recklessly interfering with public use of trails by obstructing the

4



DRAFT ORCUTT MULTIPLE USE TRAILS PLAN

trail or making use more difficult or unpleasant. If the County were responsible for indemnifying
them, such persons would almost certainly tender any resulting injury lawsuits to the County for
defense, embroiling the County in litigation with which it would otherwise have no connection.
It must also be pointed out that the proposed policy may result in property owners acting without
regard for the safety of trail users.

The County has not in the past indemnified grantors of easements or property owners, which is
consistent with advice given by County Counsel and by the Risk Management Division.
Indemnification of new grantors may lead to claims that the County should indemnify all grantors
and property owners, including those who have previously granted trails on their property. This
would result in a significant undertaking of poiential liability from which the County would
otherwise be immune.

The statutory immunities cited above sufficiently protect the County and owners of underlying
private property from negligence-based lawsnits. In the siting of actual trails, potential conflicts
between agricultural activities and recreational frail use can and should be minimized to the extent
possible.

IV. TRAIL ASSESSMENT RATIONALE

The rationale utilized in assessing a "potential" urbar and rural trail’s ability to fulfill the Orcutt
Community Plan’s goals and policies was based upon the following three trail assessment
comiponents: 1) trail feasibility criteria (Appendix A-developed by P&D with input from current
literature and discussions with other jurisdictions on how trails are generally sited), 2) the issue
of multiple use on trails related to future trail implementation, and 3) Trail Siting Guidelines.

A. Urban Trails

The rationale behind the creation of the urban trails network is to facilitate pedestrian, equestrian,
and bicycling access to jobs, shopping, recreational areas, etc. Urban trails are intended to link
existing trails, parks and open spaces within Orcutt, complete missing trail segments, as well as
provide new opportunities for trail dedication in undeveloped and/or under-developed areas.

Because the terrain of the urban area is relatively flat, physical features such as topography, slope,
and erosion potential were not the primary criteria for evaluating urban trail feasibility. Rather,
criteria such as location (i.e., proximity to urban population and destination points), availability
of public right-of-way (i.e., utilization of Flood Control Easements and County road right-of-
way), trail corridor width/length, the ability to create trail linkages and/or trail loops within the
trail network, and location of sensitive resources were qualities considered for siting urban trails.

5



DRAFT ORCUTT MULTIPLE USE TRAILS PLAN

B. Rural Trails

In contrast to criteria utilized for assessing urban trail feasibility, nearly all of the feasibility
criteria listed in Appendix A were considered for assessing rural trail feasibility. These criteria
included: 1) physical factors - such as topography, soil erosion, location (i.e., County vs. private
lands), potential impacts to environmentally sensitive resources, fire hazards, 2) land use
compatibility factors - such as potential agricultural and neighbor privacy conflicts, intensity of
trail use, accessibility/multi-use trails, and 3) additional feasibility factors such as parking
availability, trail corridor width/length, and aesthetic qualities of the trail; both in ferms of the
users’ experience and physical impacts within a viewshed.

C. _ Multiple Use Trails

Multiple-use was developed as a way to provide recreational opportunities to as many user groups
as possible. However, with the rise in popularity of mountain bikes, controversy has arisen over
the multiple use concept, particularly between the mountain bike and equestrian communities.
This is especially true in most foothill areas.

State and local government efforts on this issue have focused on mitigating potential and/or
existing problems between different user groups through trail use or etiquette guidelines and, in
some instances, closing trails to certain user groups.

Generally, most trails are designed to accommodate all user groups, and to provide a safe and
enjoyable experience for everyone. An increase in education regarding proper trail use as well
as appropriate signage placed strategically along trail corridors, informing users of basic principles
of trail traffic and etiquette, can increase compatible multi-use trails.

All trails dedicated to the County of Santa Barbara are considered multiple-use trails (i.e. hiking,
horseback riding, bicycling); the exceptions are a few existing trails specifically designed for
hiking and/or equestrian use only in the Grants of Easements.

In meeting the objective of multiple-use as expressed within the Orcutt Community Plan, proper
design and placement of future trails will be a primary factor in determining a trails ability to
accomuodate all trail users. However, trails that are physically constrained (ie., too nairow and
too steep) may be inadequate for certain user groups or a combination of uses. This may require
each new trail to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to determine its potential for multiple-use
compatibility. Safety issues top the list when discussing multiple-use trails. Appropriate signage
and education of trail users regarding proper trail etiquette and correct traffic patterns will most
likely minimize conflicts among various trail user groups.

6
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