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IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn::  CCoorree  PPoolliicciieess  
he Housing Element is one of seven mandated elements of the 
General Plan. It provides a written framework for meeting the 
housing goals of the City. The Santa Maria Community 

Development Department drafted the Housing Element, which reflects 
substantial research and effort to produce an effective policy document 
for the decision-makers of the City. The Housing Element also serves 
as an informational document to the residents of the community, 
prospective residents, businesses, and developers. It includes written 
goals, policies, objectives, and implementation programs to show the 
housing needs and opportunities of the City of Santa Maria. The 
Housing Element preparation coincided with preparation of the 
Economic Development Element of the General Plan because jobs-
housing balance remains a critical component of a diverse, growing 
community. 

Housing must be treated as a commodity. As a framework for 
discussion, housing units include specific traits, like size, shape, 
location, age, condition, amenities, demand, and supply. Together, 
these housing traits create the value of housing in the free market. 
Affordable housing is a nebulous term unless compared with a 
benchmark. The standard used throughout this Housing Element is the 
Housing and Urban Development Department (“HUD”) median 
household income for a family of four. The reader must recognize 
that HUD maintains housing program qualification income limits for that 
purpose. The use of the income limits for any other purpose has not 
received HUD sanctions. Individual circumstances will deviate from this 
median.  

In Santa Maria, individual circumstances often differ from HUD 
standards. For example, the concept of a “family of four” living in one 
economic unit, or “household,” which in turn lives in one housing “unit” 
which has been planned and constructed with City oversight is often 
false. In Santa Maria, nuclear families with limited income will often join 
together with extended family or unrelated families to purchase single-
family houses. The owners will then remodel the house and garage, 
often without obtaining required permits, to create additional space in 
which to house additional individuals. This practice creates extreme 
stress on City services (public safety, utilities, public improvements) 
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and neighborhood environments. However, as a result of these private 
actions and because Santa Maria developers have constructed a 
large amount of residential habitable space during the planning period, 
the City has very few resident homeless people. 

The concept of habitable space is crucial to a community that is 
committed to housing its people—in contrast to communities that focus 
on paper plans for housing inventory that will never be built. State law 
(Uniform Housing Code §503.2) requires cities to accept “overcrowded” 
conditions in their housing spaces unless the individual city can prove it 
has distinctive local climatic, topographic or geographic conditions that 
make the state standard inapplicable [Briseno v. City of Santa Ana 
(1992) 6 Cal.App.4th 1378]. Specifically, the Uniform Housing Code 
requires cities to allow up to two people in a room containing as little 
habitable space as 70 square feet. In a “single-family” house of the size 
typically now built in Santa Maria, there is sufficient habitable space to 
hold 24 people, even without remodels. Experience with an active code 
compliance program shows that people in Santa Maria often live this 
way. Experience also shows that people in Santa Maria want to own 
their own houses, regardless of their income. If they cannot own them 
individually, they will buy a house together, rent or secretly remodel. 
Importantly, they are housed, and they are housed in sufficient space to 
meet state Uniform Housing Code standards. 

The housing reality in Santa Maria—i.e., a large amount of housing 
production, “overcrowded” housing conditions we are legally required to 
accept, and a small homeless population—is at odds with some State 
law assumptions crucial to producing a certifiable Housing Element. 
These assumptions begin with Regional Housing Needs numbers. By 
these numbers, Santa Maria is presumed to have a housing need, 
which is quantified and divided into categories of housing that must be 
accommodated by designating vacant sites for the housing during a 
planning period. Other assumptions follow: that people with low 
incomes are to live as “households” in dense, multi-family housing 
which must be designated as such by zoning, and that this labeled type 
of housing must be preserved (presumably for “households” with low 
incomes).   

Out of this environment of conflicting State expectations and ill-fitting 
housing reality emerges the City of Santa Maria’s housing element. We 
are proud of the housing and housing services that we provide, and we 
seek affirmation of our innovative efforts in the form of State 
certification of the element. 
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Until 1997, market rate housing filled most of the needs of the 
community. Government, church/community-based organizations and 
non-profit housing agencies provide a housing "safety net" and fit into 
the low-moderate income end of the continuum. The role of 
government is to coordinate housing assistance efforts. Mostly, through 
assistance to the very low- and low-income households and non-profit 
social-service agencies, the public sector helps fulfill the housing goals 
of the community. Government may also mandate that housing efforts 
by the private sector, be made to assist with providing affordable 
housing. 
 

 

CCoommmmuunniittyy  SSnnaappsshhoott  
he City of Santa Maria is located in the central coast area of 
California in the northern portion of Santa Barbara County, 
roughly 250 miles south of San Francisco and 170 miles north of 

Los Angeles. The City lies within the Santa Maria River Valley in a 
fertile plain, surrounded by rolling hills on three sides and the Pacific 
Ocean to the west. Historically, the river flooded the valley floor, 
depositing rich alluvial soils and making the valley one of the most 
productive agricultural areas in the state. Crops include celery, lettuce, 
peas, squash, cauliflower, spinach, broccoli, and beans. Production of 
labor-intensive strawberries, increased dramatically in Santa Barbara 
County from 750 acres in 1981 to over 10,000 acres in 2000. 

Since 1990, Santa Maria has experienced a 32 percent population 
increase which includes a large number of migrants coming from 
Mexico. The Mixteco (pronounced Miz-tek-oh) Indian people from 
Oaxaca (pronounced Wa-ha-ka) make up a large percentage of this 
increase. Mixtecos believe a series of seasonal jobs provide sufficient 
stability to justify family unification in their new land of “opportunity.” 
These “new-new” immigrants in California agriculture are the poorest of 
Mexico’s poor and, as the newest arrivals, Mixtecos are at the bottom 
of the agricultural job ladder. Santa Maria has one of the largest 
Mixteco-speaking populations outside of Mexico. Among some people, 
prejudice still exists toward this ethnic group. Many Mixtecos are 
shunned because they are perceived as being in a lower 
socioeconomic class than others from Mexico. Another challenge is 
communication; there are over sixty dialects of Mixtec and no written 
language. Many of the immigrants have entered the United States 
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illegally, remain isolated and do not assimilate – not only because of 
language and cultural barriers, but also from fear that their status will be 
detected and they will be returned to Mexico. 

While agriculture has always played an important role in the City’s 
economic and industrial base, other important growing sectors of the 
local economy are the aerospace industry, communications, high-
technology research and development, energy production, military 
operations and various manufacturing industries. The business climate 
in the City is one of diversity, interdependency and cooperation. Santa 
Maria prides itself on being a business-friendly City yet two-thirds of 
Santa Maria’s jobs are in the three lowest income sectors – agriculture, 
retail and service. The City serves an unincorporated area immediately 
adjacent to its boundaries of approximately 35,000 population. Santa 
Maria consistently has been the fastest growing city in Santa Barbara 
County over the last two decades. It is anticipated that this trend will 
continue throughout the current decade as Santa Maria continues to be 
the hub for Northern Santa Barbara County with a projected average 
2% annual population growth rate. 

Santa Maria very aggressively works toward increasing the supply of 
housing to meet local demands. Because Santa Maria sits within 
commuting distances of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo, two of the 
least affordable cities in the State, the City became positioned as an 
affordable "Housing Mecca" for first time home buyers and others. 
External forces effectively drove housing prices through the roof 
statewide causing a flight to better housing values. Because of high 
demand for relatively more affordable housing values, Santa Maria 
experienced rapid housing price escalation in the late 1980's to early 
1990's. After the 1992-97 Statewide Recession, housing prices 
continued upward, driven by Silicon Valley demand reaching into San 
Luis Obispo County further pushing first-time homebuyers to Santa 
Maria. Additionally, home mortgage rates achieved 30-year lows that 
fanned the flames of homeownership in Santa Maria. From 1990 to 
2000, homeownership increased from 52% to almost 56% driven 
predominantly by commuters to jobs in unaffordable cities.  

 balance between jobs and housing in a region can be defined as 
the provision of an adequate supply of housing to house workers 

employed in a defined area. Alternatively, a jobs / housing balance can 
be defined as an adequate provision of employment in a defined area 
that generates enough local workers to fill the housing supply. The 
Economic Development Element outlines the issues related to jobs / 

A Jobs/ 
Housing 
Balance 
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housing balance and offers clear, concise conclusions and 
recommendations for action items to address the concerns. Clearly, 
Santa Maria reflects the regional path of least resistance to growth and 
development. “Growth and development” do not mean the same thing 
to our neighboring jurisdictions. In fact, both Santa Barbara and San 
Luis Obispo (cities and counties) maintain similar policies about growth. 
As the communities to the north and south of Santa Maria tighten, the 
development community seeks a relatively easier environment to work 
in. A long, drawn-out process for urban development in an urban area 
does not encourage “affordable” housing. The only answer to the 
current growth and development patterns requires a regional solution. 

 
 

PPaarrtt  II——PPuubblliicc  PPaarrttiicciippaattiioonn 

fforts to achieve public participation of all economic segments 
of the community have been made in the development of the 
element (Section 65583(c)). 

The Housing Element and the Consolidated Plan are two vital 
components in developing strategies to meet the community’s housing 
and service needs. The Santa Maria City Council adopted the 
Consolidated Plan in 2005. The Technical Appendix of this Housing 
Element includes the 2005-2010 HUD CDBG Consolidated Plan 
(Consolidated Plan) and the current fiscal year Action Plan. In 
compiling the data and information needed for the Consolidated Plan it 
was necessary to consult with many groups and agencies in the Santa 
Maria area. The Housing Element incorporates the Consolidated Plan, 
wherever appropriate and, in some cases, the Consolidated Plan may 
be summarized or incorporated by reference. 

The Housing Element update process began with the formation of a 
Housing Task Force in April 2002. The Housing Task Force presented 
its Final Report to the City Council in December 2002. This Housing 
Element summarizes the Housing Task Force findings.  

Public Workshops have been conducted by the Community 
Development Department on September 9, 17, and 25, 2003, to further 
solicit public comments. Meeting dates, times and locations varied in an 
attempt to access a wide cross-section of community interests.  

The City Planning Commission was briefed regarding this Housing 
Element update at a study session on October 2, 2003, which was 
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open for public comment. The Planning Commission considered a draft 
negative declaration (ND) with the draft Housing Element in a public 
hearing on October 15, 2003. The Planning Commission made 
recommendations to send the ND and draft Housing Element to City 
Council, the Council adopted the Housing Element at a public hearing 
on November 18, 2003.   

Following receipt of the HCD comments on the adequacy of the public 
hearing draft document and recommended revisions to be completed to 
achieve State Housing Element certification, a second draft Housing 
Element was reviewed by the City Planning Commission and Council. 
The Planning Commission and City Council considered revisions to the 
adopted Housing Element at public hearings as noted in this Housing 
Element. A Special Needs Housing Roundtable Workshop was 
conducted on October 11, 2004, and a Workforce Housing Workshop 
was held on November 1, 2004. Invitees and rosters are available for 
review. The City participates in the Santa Barbara County Housing 
Trust Fund Subcommittee for North County and periodic updates on 
the status of the Housing Element are given during these monthly 
meetings with input accepted. 

The following agencies received a copy of the public hearing second 
draft Housing Element. Outreach efforts into the community have been 
made through government agencies, churches, other community-based 
organizations, and housing advocates. Specifically included in the 
distribution of the public hearing first and second draft Housing Element 
are: 

Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Central Coast Manufactured Home Alliance 

Santa Maria Valley Economic Development Association 

Vandenberg Air Force Base 

Santa Maria Valley Contractors Association 

City of Lompoc 

Santa Maria Board of Realtors 

City of Guadalupe 

Santa Barbara County Association of Realtors 

Peoples’ Self-Help Housing Corporation 

Building Industry Association 

League of Women Voters 

Community Action Commission 

California Rural Legal Assistance 
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Grower-Shipper Vegetable Association 

American Association of Retired Persons 

Santa Maria Association for the Retarded  

Orcutt Union School District 

Santa Maria Joint Union High School District 

Santa Maria-Bonita School District 

Santa Barbara County Association of Governments 

Legal Aid Foundation of Santa Barbara County 

Area Agency on Aging—HiCap–Senior Connection 

County of Santa Barbara, County Administrator 

County of San Luis Obispo, Planning Department  

County of San Luis Obispo, County Administrator 

Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission 

Home Builders Association of the Central Coast 

Community Action Commission of Santa Barbara County 

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development Department 

The Housing Element may be viewed at the Santa Maria Public Library 
and the Community Development Department. The Housing Element 
has been posted on the City’s Web Page in Adobe Acrobat format, 
http://www.ci.santa-maria.ca.us/3061.html. It should be noted that the 
Consolidated Plan was prepared independent of this Housing Element 
update of the City's General Plan. New information generated in the 
preparation of this Housing Element will be incorporated back into the 
Consolidated Plan, which requires annual update and monitoring. The 
five-year Consolidated Plan was revised in July 2005.   

The City began another round of public participation on October 5, 
2006, when the Planning Commission received a presentation on 
“overcrowding” in Santa Maria. In that presentation, staff presented 
evidence that Santa Marians often respond to housing pressure by 
remodeling residences and garages, living in recreational vehicles, or 
even living in accessory structures. These living situations may be 
permitted, unpermitted but within safety standards, or substandard. 
Assuming that .5 additional people live in each Santa Maria housing 
unit (a statistic that is supported by Santa Barbara County Association 
of Government figures), the resulting stress on public services is 
equivalent to 2000 additional housing units. The Commission 
brainstormed ideas for response, including a residential inspection 
program, developer fees for remodels, prohibition of parking on the 

7



 

 

public street, garage conversion amnesty, and stiff fines for illegal 
residential conversions. 
 

n October 2004, a public workshop was held to determine siting 
criteria for housing various special needs groups. This criterion is the 

basis for the matching available sites with the appropriate designation 
of housing type. Based on the siting criteria workshop, the following 
conditions are to be applied to housing proposals for the special needs 
groups that are indicated below. 

Large Families  

• Locations with Open Space – Edge of Town 

• Provide a Mixture Rental and Ownership Opportunities 

• Manufactured Housing – Affordability by Design 

• Safety and Security 

Farmworkers 

• Peripheral Location 

• Provide a Mixture Rental and Ownership Opportunities 

• High Rise – Density Improves Affordability 

• Planned in Conjunction with New School/Park Facilities and 
Community Services 

• Compatibility with Surrounding Uses 

• Mixture of Unit Sizes – Provide for Large Families 

• Mixed Use – Proximity to Shopping, Transportation, Health and 
Social Services 

• Controls that Prevent Multiple-families in One Unit 

• Avoid Impacts on Older Areas Where Services Cannot Expand 
to Meet Demand  

Single Head of Households 

• Provide Onsite Child Care and Recreation Facilities  

• Walking Distance to Schools/Parks – Multi-Purpose Trails to 
Commercial Uses 

I Housing 
Workshop 
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• Good Access – Arterial Street with Transit Stop Nearby (5 to 10 
minutes) 

• Location Near Employment Centers – Mixed-Use Infill Locations 
– Shopping 

• Access to Higher Educational Facilities 

Elderly 

• Provide Location Choices–Urban, Suburban, and Mixed Use–
Familiar Settings 

• Provide Financial Choices–Assisted, Affordable, Market Rate 

• Lifestyle Options–Active/Independent/Assisted Living–Mobile 
Homes w/Gardens  

• Build a Community Environment with Access to Medical, 
Shopping, Government 

• Provide Level Ground–Open Spaces–Good Lighting, Safe 
Areas 

• Scattered Site – In-Home Boarding House (<8) and Elderly Day 
Care Options 

• Access to Medical, Quick Emergency Response 

• Urban: High Rise with Emergency Power for Elevators, Near 
Parks, Mixed Uses 

• Suburban: Single Story Construction – No Stairs – Extended 
Family Living  

• Disabled 

• Developmentally Disabled Require On-Site Supervision – 
Group Housing 

• Mentally Disabled Require Medical Access – 24 Hour ER – and 
Supervision 

• Physically Disabled Require Adaptable Living Spaces – Not 
Location Dependent  

• Accessibility to Transit, Shopping, Support Services – Foster 
Independence 

• Integration into Mixed-Use – Adaptable Housing to Meet 
Individual Needs 
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Homeless 

• Shelter Locations with Access to Transit 

• Locations Near Major Streets 

• Public Open Spaces – Library – Government Services 

• Support Services 

Students 

• Proximity to Allan Hancock College – Walking Distance 

• Connectivity to the Downtown Specific Plan Areas – Walking 
Distance 

• Close to Shopping, Food Services, Employment Centers 

• Transportation and Transit Nearby 

• Vertical Dormitories on or Near Campus – School Parking 

• Recreational and Entertainment Opportunities Nearby   

The category characteristics were evaluated with Large Families and 
Farmworkers found to be compatible as were Elderly and Disabled and 
these numbers have been grouped together. The Families with Female 
Head and Homeless categories are treated separately and the only 
population in the Other category is Students. 

Next was the analysis of income in each of the seven categories. Fifty 
percent of the persons in the Disabled / Elderly category are low-
income with the remainder in the very low-income range. Based on 
community knowledge and Census 2000 data, Large Families are 
assumed to be 25% very-low income, 50% low-income and 25% are in 
the moderate-income range. It is also assumed that 75% of 
Farmworkers are very low-income while 25% are low-income. Families 
with Female Head are assumed to be 75% very low-income with the 
remaining 25% split between low-income and moderate-income. All 
Homeless and Students are in the very low-income categories. 

Of the 1,161 RHNA unit allocation for very low-income, 20% is the 
projected need for Disabled / Elderly, 70% for Farmworker / Large 
Families and 10% for Families with Female Head. For purposes of this 
projection, housing for Homeless and Students are treated separately. 
RHNA requires 822 units be built for those in the low-income range with 
the projected need of 30% for Disabled / Elderly, 50% Farmworker / 
Large Families and 20% for Families with Female Head. The moderate-
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income unit RHNA total is 1,209 with the projection being 10% for 
Disabled / Elderly, 10% Farmworker / Large Families, 10% Families 
with Female Head and 70% for non-classified categories. All above 
moderate-income housing units will be built for other than targeted 
income categories. By subtracting the already built units from the 
RHNA allocation and using the percentage per category, the following 
is a breakdown of the units per category: 

Very Low-Income 

Disabled / Elderly………………………….… 200 

Farmworker / Large Families……………… 703 

Families with Female Head………………… 101 

Low-Income  

Disabled / Elderly………………………….… 188 

Farmworker / Large Families……………… 314 

Families with Female Head………………… 125 

Moderate-Income 

Disabled / Elderly…………………………….    84 

Farmworker / Large Families……………….     84 

Families with Female Head…………………    84 

All Others………………………………….…. .592 

Above Moderate-Income 

All Others…………………………………… 1,645 

 
The Farmworker / Large Families total is 1,101 with 703 very low-
income, 314 low-income and 84 moderate-income units to be 
generated. In the Disabled / Elderly category, the total is 472 with 200 
very low-income, 188 low-income and 84 moderate-income units. The 
Homeless total is 832 very low-income units while the Families with 
Female Head totals 310 with 101 very low-income, 125 low-income and 
84 moderate-income units to be produced. 

The first measure of success in meeting the City's RHNA allocation was 
calculated by subtracting the number of units per category constructed 
and occupied since the September 2003 submittal of the Draft Housing 
Element. There have been 157 units built for Farmworkers and Large 
Families, 95 Disabled and/or Elderly units while 844 units of moderate-
income and 2,498 units of above-moderate income units have been 
constructed. 
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PPaarrtt  IIII——RReevviieeww  ooff  11999933  HHoouussiinngg  EElleemmeenntt 
 

y comparing the quantified objectives contained in the 1993 
Housing Element with the number of units added to the City 
over the past years, the differences between objectives and 

actual performance can be determined. 
 
By itself, the 1992-1997 Housing Element of the General Plan did not 
produce a single new housing unit in the City of Santa Maria. A major 
recession struck the United States in late 1989-1995. The recession 
trickled down through the California economy from 1990-1996 – hitting 
the aerospace industry and military bases hardest. Locally, economic 
conditions slowed in late 1991 and bottomed out in 1994; the 
construction industry did not recover until late 1996 or early 1997. 
During the recession, the California Legislature postponed the 
mandated update of the Housing Element for a 6-year period – 
extending the mandate for the Housing Element update from 1997 to 
December 2003. Table HE-II-1 quantifies the Housing Production 
Goals of Santa Maria for the Housing Element period (1990-1997) and 
for the subsequent years that the State extended the Housing Element 
mandate. During the extended period (1990-2000), Santa Maria did not 
attain its housing production goals established under the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process. 
 

TABLE HE-II-1 
1990-1997 GOALS BY INCOME CATEGORY 

INCOME LEVEL PCT NEW CONSTRUCTION REHABILITATION CONSERVATION TOTAL 

 VERY LOW 25% 1,065 400 250 1,715 

 LOW 18% 806 197 175 1,178 

 MODERATE 22% 926 0 40 966 

 ABOVE MOD 35% 1,474 0 10 1,484 

TOTAL:  4,270 597 475 5,342 

B 
Effectiveness 

of the 
Element 
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In order to implement the new construction, rehabilitation and 
conservation goals of the 1992 Housing Element, the following 
programs were recommended for either continuation or 
implementation. These programs were: 

• Economic Development Program 

• Land Banking 

• Annexation Program 

• Fair Housing Program 

• Housing Incentives Program 

• Residential Rehabilitation Program 

• Neighborhood Conservation Program 

• Residential Rezoning 

• Code Compliance Program 

• Energy Compliance and Conservation 

• Project-Based Tenant Assistance Programs 

• Tenant-Based Tenant Assistance Payments Programs  

• Supportive Housing For Homeless Persons 
 

There were eleven objectives to facilitate new construction including: 

• State and Federal Financing  

• Land Banking 

• Local Financing Tools 

• Annexation Program 

• Density Bonuses 

• Manufactured Housing 

• Site Development Standards 

• Permit Processing 

• Examining Standards for Building Sites 

• Matching Infrastructure, Public Facilities and Housing 

• Mixed-Use Development / Adaptive Re-use 
 

The five objectives to facilitate the rehabilitation goal included: 

• Federal / State Funding for Modernization of Public Housing 

• Combining Public Improvements with Rehabilitation 

• Home Improvement 

• Residential Rehabilitation Loan Program 

• Code Compliance 
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The conservation goal included the following three objectives: 
• Code Compliance 
• Equal Opportunity in Housing 
• Units At-Risk 
 

Table HE-II-2 identifies the actual new construction by income groups 
for the period covered by the 1992 Housing Element. 

 

TABLE HE-II-2 
HOUSING UNITS PRODUCED BY INCOME LEVELS 1990-2000 

AND THE RHNA PROGRESS BY YEAR 

TABLE A   Dwelling Units Produced by Year and Level of Affordability 
Income Group Regional 

Share 
1990-92 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000  

Very Low  1,025  

percentage of total: 25% 

240 5 120 65 2 0 0 0 8  

remainder units: 785 780 660 595 593 593 593 593 585  

Other Lower  738  

percentage of total: 18% 

140 8 31 2 0 9 11 26 31  

remainder units: 598 590 559 557 557 548 537 511 480  

Moderate  902  

percentage of total: 22% 

200 80 54 4 0 27 27 10 31  

remainder units: 702 622 568 564 564 537 510 500 469  

Above Moderate  1,436  

percentage of total: 35% 

160 100 126 150 170 97 97 88 240  

remainder units: 1,276 1,176 1,050 900 730 633 536 448 208  

Total   4,101  

percentage of total: 100% 

740 193 331 221 172 133 135 124 310  

remainder units: 3,361 3,168 2,837 2,616 2,444 2,311 2,176 2,052 1,742  
remainder percentage: 82% 77% 69% 64% 60% 56% 53% 50% 42%  

Source: Community Development Department Annual Report, 2001 

 
While the above table evidences non-attainment of the 1992 Housing 
Element goals, other statistics are worthy of note. The number of 
dwelling units increased approximately 7.43% between 1990 and 2000, 
from 21,144 to a 2000 Census count of 22,716. This matches the 
percentage increase of households over the same period. According to 
the 2000 Census, 22,146 units were occupied, and 701 were vacant; 
this is a 3.1% vacancy rate. Using 2000 Census data, owner-occupied 
units accounted for 55.94% of the total; the remaining 44.06% were 
renter-occupied. The vacancy rate for renter units was 3.1%; the 
vacancy rate for owner units was only 0.9%.  

 

Progress in 
Implementation 

14



 
 

 

Homeownership rates in Santa Maria increased from 1990 to 2000 
which corresponds with the following factors: 

• Housing real estate markets “bottomed out” in late 1996 and 
early 1997; 

• Commute patterns into Santa Maria increased from over-priced 
and under-supplied housing market areas to the North and 
South; 

• Interest rate decreases made homeownership a viable 
alternative to renting; and 

• Strong economic conditions improved home-buying activity from 
1997 to 2001. 

 

he 1992 Housing Element made every attempt to be effective in 
its implementation and was appropriate in its goals, objectives 

and policies. However, as stated above, it fell quite short of its new 
housing construction objective – especially for low- and moderate-
income residents. Of the nineteen programs slated for 
implementation or advancement, this section will discuss the three 
most successful and three of the least successful. A full description 
of each program is in the Appendix.   

The Housing Incentives, Neighborhood Conservation, and Economic 
Development Programs were the three most successful. The 
program successes were due for the most part to existing programs 
already in place. Housing Incentives included Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit (LIHTC) financing for the construction of the 236-unit 
Meridian Apartments in 1993. LIHTC financed two large-scale motel 
conversions to senior complexes in 1995 and 2001 creating 254 
units – 136 at Vandenberg Senior Residence and 118 at Rancho 
Gardens. Using a combination of financing incentive programs, 
Peoples’ Self-Help Housing Corporation (PSHHC) built 65 
farmworker apartments in 1995 and expanded their Valentine Court 
senior / assisted living project through Phase II adding 53 units in 
1990 and 1998 respectively. The City sold 137 Oak Valley lots at 
below market rates in two segments – one in 1990 and the other in 
1992. In 2000, four Oak Valley lots were sold to Habitat for Humanity 
for cost. In 2001 another phase of farmworker apartments was 
added by PSHHC and the 204 apartment units at Westgate 
Courtyard were constructed.  

The Neighborhood Conservation Program has been ongoing since 
1990 using a portion of the City’s HUD Community Development 

T Appropriateness 
of Goals, 

Objectives 
and 

Policies 
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Block Grant (CDBG) allocation on an annual basis. Leveraging 
these funds encouraged neighborhood pride and self-reliance 
unifying Code Compliance Officers with Building Inspection, Fire 
Prevention and the Police Department. The City continues to use its 
Non-Profit Facilities and Neighborhood Conservation Programs to 
provide for new, expanded and/or upgraded public facilities and 
improvements that primarily benefit low- and moderate-income 
persons and neighborhoods in the community. Based on current 
needs, demands and available resources, the City uses 
approximately 50 to 60% of its CDBG entitlement to fund these 
programs which are discussed in more detail in the City's 
Consolidated Plan. The City plans to continue targeting low- and 
moderate-income areas under its Neighborhood Conservation 
Program with the provision of curbs, streets and gutters. 

The City focused attention on economic development efforts during 
the period covering the 1992 Housing Element. The City formed a 
Jobs 2000 Task Force bringing together the City, Santa Maria Public 
Airport District, Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce 
(Chamber) and Santa Maria Valley Economic Development 
Association (EDA)* into a concerted effort to attract, develop and 
maintain businesses especially those creating higher than minimum 
wage jobs. The City dedicated a portion of its Transient Occupancy 
Tax (TOT) toward activities of the Chamber and EDA to insure 
accomplishment. The goal was always to build the wealth of the 
community, which in turn would allow more residents to qualify for 
the housing being built. Using a portion of its CDBG allocation in 
order to stimulate economic opportunities for low- and moderate-
income individuals, an Economic Development Grant Program was 
created during Fiscal Year 1997-98 providing one deferred no-
interest loan. In order to insure sustainability, this program was 
changed in Fiscal Year 1998-99 to a Revolving Loan Fund. A total of 
twelve loans were made during the term of the 1992 Housing 
Element creating a total of 227 jobs.  

The three least successful programs were Tenant-Based Tenant 
Assistance Payments, Supportive Housing for Homeless Persons 
and Land Banking. It is believed that the 1992 Housing Element was 
too ambitious in its objectives and programs and the following two 
lessons were learned. Housing Elements do not control forces 
outside local land use and zoning. All the available sites in the City 
were available during the extended Housing Element period, but 
builders were not building . . . lenders were not lending . . . and 

In 2005, the Santa 

Maria Valley 

Economic 

Development 

Agency (EDA) role 

was transferred to 

the Santa Maria 

Valley Chamber of 

Commerce. 
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buyers were not buying. Hence, Lesson 1: One objective of the 
Housing Element is to increase certainty in the housing 
development process.  

Economic uncertainty put the brakes on almost all new housing 
developments during the review period of the 1992 Housing 
Element. 

Recent trends in the housing industry include Smart Growth and 
Neo-Traditional design elements. These concepts lead toward 
increasing the sustainable yield of our existing infrastructure. Instead 
of increasing sprawl, densification and increasing the efficiency of 
existing infra-structure seems to be the order of the day. Bearing this 
in mind, Lesson 2: One objective of the Housing Element is to 
allow flexibility and adaptability to constantly changing 
situations. The 1992 Housing Element lays the groundwork for 
innovation and experimentation. Low cost construction, infill, refill 
and mixed-use development expand the community’s housing 
opportunities without the costs of sprawl. The constraints of 
government regulation must balance the public health, safety and 
general welfare against the supply and demand for housing. 

 
 
 

PPaarrtt  IIIIII——HHoouussiinngg  NNeeeeddss  
   

ousing Needs by household categories will be discussed in 
this section. As of 2000, the City of Santa Maria contained 
all or part of nineteen census tracts identified by the Bureau 

of the Census. Of these census tracts, four cross City and County 
boundaries and fifteen are wholly contained within the City limits. 
The data generated through the Census differentiate City from 
County populations. Within each census tract, demographic 
information is further subdivided and much data is available at the 
block group level. There are 54 block groups within the nineteen 
census tracts of the City. Table HE-III-1 shows the City population 
and income levels by census tract. The table highlights those census 
tracts that exceed 59.7% which is the City’s overall percentage of 
the population that is low to moderate income. 

H
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s evidenced by Table HE-III-1, the low-income households 
appear to be concentrated in three census tracts – Census 

Tracts 23.04, 24.03 and 24.04 where 80 percent of all residents are 
in the low- to moderate-income range (<80% Median Family Income 
[MFI]), and over 50 percent meet the low-income criteria (<50% of 
MFI) and about 30 percent qualify for very-low income (<30% of 
MFI). 

Census 2000 data indicate that renter occupied housing has more 
persons at 3.68 per household than does owner occupied at 3.18 
per household. The data also show that 82.1 percent of owner-
occupied housing occurs in single-family homes while 55.2 percent 
of the renter-occupied housing occurs in apartments. This data 

TABLE HE-III-1 
POPULATION AND INCOME BY CENSUS TRACT 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population 

Total 
Low/Mod 
Population 

% Low/Mod 
<80% Median 

Total Low Inc 
<50% Median 

% Low 
Inc 

Total VLI 
<30% Median % VLI 

20.07 2,815 670 24.00% 249 9.17% 127 4.51% 
20.11 2,403 699 29.08% 450 18.73% 160 6.66% 
20.12 42 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 
21.01 3,790 1,720 45.38% 979 25.83% 477 12.58%
21.02 2,041 979 47.96% 413 20.24% 231 11.32%
21.03 3,482 2,006 57.61% 1,053 30.24% 499 14.33%
22.05 4,071 2,359 57.95% 1,519 37.31% 836 20.54%
22.06 4,009 2,642 65.90% 1,682 41.96% 893 22.27%
22.09 2,796 1,385 49.54% 759 27.15% 354 12.66%
22.10 3,997 1,510 37.78% 702 17.56% 344 8.61% 
22.11 4,447 1,517 34.11% 750 16.87% 316 7.11% 
23.03 6,451 4,282 66.40% 2,266 35.10% 1,074 16.60%
23.04 5,994 4,848 80.90% 3,487 58.20% 1,769 29.50%
23.05 7,100 4,367 61.50% 2,821 39.70% 1,350 19.01%
23.06 4,828 2,420 50.10% 1,072 22.20% 448 9.30% 
24.02 6,433 4,632 72.00% 3,256 50.61% 1,662 25.84%
24.03 6,035 4,877 80.81% 3,630 60.15% 2,060 34.13%
24.04 6,685 5,326 79.67% 3,416 51.10% 1,897 28.38%
25.00 4 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 

TOTALS 77,423 46,239 59.72% 28,504 36.82% 14,497 18.72%

A 
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suggests there is greater potential for overcrowded conditions 
occurring in apartments than in single family homes. 

• 1,749 owner-occupied units were overcrowded in 2000. This 
is 14 percent of the 12,349 owner-occupied units in Santa 
Maria which is an increase of almost 50 percent over the 
1990 rate of 9.3 percent. 

• 3,410 renter-occupied units were overcrowded in 2000.This 
is 35 percent of the 9,737 renter-occupied units which is an 
increase of 37 percent over the 1990 rate of 25.5 percent. 

• In 2000, 23.36 percent of all occupied housing units are 
overcrowded by HUD definition, up from 16.8 percent in 
1990. 

Table HE-III-2 was generated using Census 2000 information. The 
Table provides population numbers and dwelling units by Census 
Tract with the additional breakdown by family income levels. In 
addition to this information, the 2000 Census notes there were 6,785 
low-income households in the City, comprising 31.7 percent of all 
households. Of these, 3,102, or 14.5 percent of households, were 
extremely low with incomes from 0 to 30 percent of the median. 
Census 2000 noted 4,609 renter households, or 49.2 percent of all 
renter households, were low-income. It was determined that 85.4 
percent of the households had housing problems and 79.3 percent 
experienced cost burden. By comparison, 66.2 percent of all renter 
households had housing problems and 45 percent experienced cost 
burden. There were only 1,771 renter units affordable to low-income 
households, a shortage of 2,838 units. There were only 580 units 
affordable to the 2,323 renters earning from 0 to 30 percent MFI, a 
shortage of 1,743 units.  

According to the 2000 Census, there were 22,146 households in 
occupying 22,847 housing units. Of these units, 55.94 percent were 
owner-occupied while 44.06 percent were renter-occupied with a 
vacancy factor of 3.19 percent. Unfortunately, the Census 
categorical breakdowns do not match those of HUD; but, it can be 
established by the Census that 59.7 percent of the City’s population 
are in the very-low and low-income (0 to 50% of MFI) range with the 
majority of the remainder in the moderate-income (51-80% of MFI) 
category. The first section of Table HE-III-2 shows the housing 
needs according to the 2000 Census while the second section of the 
chart shows 2005 estimates based on prorated calculations. 
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TABLE HE-III-2 

I. Housing Needs Census 2000 Baseline OWNER RENTER TOTAL 

A. # of existing households and housing units   
1. Households 12,349 9,737 22,086
2. Housing Units 12,389 9,757 22,847

  
B. Lower income households overpaying for housing   

1. Total number 3,254 4,629 7,883
2. Percent lower income 26% 47.5% 35%

  
C. Special housing needs analyses and estimated number of households   

1. Disabled 2,623 2,146 4,769
2. Elderly 4,694 1,267 5,959
3. Large households 2,419 3,065 5,484
4. Farmworkers 2,530 3,205 5,735
5. Families with female head 235 706 941
6. Homeless  724 724
7. Other N/A N/A N/A 

  
D. Number of overcrowded households 1,749 3,410 5,159

  
E. Number of housing units needing rehabilitation   445

  
F. Number of housing units needing replacement   25

  
G. Analysis of existing housing projects at-risk   122
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II. Housing Needs January 1, 2005 
 

OWNER RENTER TOTAL 

A. # of existing households and housing units   
1. Households 14,244 11,218 25,462
2. Housing Units 14,244 11,218 26,268

  
B. Lower income households overpaying for housing   

1. Total number 3,741 5,322 9,063
2. Percent lower income 26% 49% 35%

  
C. Special housing needs analyses and estimated number of 

households   

1. Disabled 3,016 2,467 5,483
2. Elderly 5,395 1,457 6,852
3. Large households 2,781 3,524 6,305
4. Farmworkers 2,909 3,685 6,594
5. Families with female head 270 812 1,082
6. Homeless  832 832
7. Other: Students          1,100         1,100

  
D. Number of overcrowded households 2,011 3,921 5,940

  
E. Number of housing units needing rehabilitation   445

  
F. Number of housing units needing replacement   29

  
G. Analysis of existing housing projects at-risk   122

 
 
ne of the issues not often discussed in relation to housing and 
housing needs is the state of overcrowding. Overcrowding 

most often involves economic and cultural factors. While the US 
Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) standard is 
one room per person, there may be individuals living together in 
overcrowded conditions because it is “culturally acceptable” to do 
so. These situations may not be traditional for most North American 
households and result in cultural friction that often follows changes 
in growing communities. Often, the crowding consists of extended 
families that choose to live together in the same housing unit. 
However, the trend of escalating housing prices and rents indicates 
increasing economic needs to share space because fewer choices 
exist for many households and families. The regional impact of 

O Overcrowding 
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increasing housing demand affects all residents who are in the 
housing market to rent or purchase a home. Often both renters and 
buyers reach out to the City for assistance in meeting the 
challenges of cultural and economic changes in the community. 

Overcrowding is defined by the Census as having more than one 
person per room living in a single housing unit. Generally, a room is 
defined as a living room, dining room, kitchen, bedroom, or finished 
recreation room. 
 

 
TABLE HE-III-3 

Overcrowding – City of Santa Maria (2000) 

Owner Households Household Size Renter Households 

776 1.01 – 1.50 persons 1,140 
973 1.51 + persons 2,270 

1,749 TOTAL 3,410 

14.2% PERCENT 35.0% 

Total Overcrowded:  5,159 Households = 23.3% 
Source:  2000 Census 

 

verpayment is an important measure of the affordability of 
housing within a city. Overpayment for housing is based on 

the total cost of shelter compared to a household’s ability to pay. 
Specifically, overpayment is defined as a household paying more 
than 30 percent of their gross household income for shelter. 
According to the US Census, shelter cost is the monthly owner 
costs (mortgages, deeds of trust, contracts to purchase or similar 
debts on the property, taxes, and insurance) or the gross rent 
(contract rent plus the estimated average monthly cost of utilities).  

In 2000, a total of 7,883 or 35.7 percent, of all households in the 
City of Santa Maria pay in excess of 30 percent of their income for 
shelter.  Based on 9,737 renters and 12,349 owners in the City in 
2000, renters had a higher percentage of households overpaying 
with 47.6 percent, while 26.4 percent of owners overpaid for 
shelter. The overpayment situation is particularly critical for renters 
with annual incomes less than $34,999.   

However, as noted below, the City has a several affordable housing 
opportunities. The City has, and is, increasing its affordable housing 
stock for very low and low-income households so that fewer renters 
experience overpayment. 

O Overpayment 
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TABLE HE-III-4 
City of Santa Maria Households Overpaying, 

by Income and Tenure (2000) 

                All Households (HH) Owners Renters 

Income Range Number  
Overpaying 

Percent Households 
Over paying 

Percent of all 
Owner HH 

Households 
Over paying 

Percent of all 
Renter HH 

Less than $10,000 1,284 5.8% 256 2.1% 1,028 10.6% 

$10,000 -$19,999 2,277 10.3% 449 3.6% 1,828 18.8% 

$20,000 -$34,999 2,615 11.8% 1,044 8.5% 1,571 16.1% 

$35,000 -$49,999 1,031 4.7% 874 7.1% 157 1.6% 

Greater than $50,000 675 3.1% 631 5.1% 45 0.5% 

TOTAL OVERPAYING 7,883 35.7% 3,254 26.4% 4,629 47.6% 

Source: 2000 Census  

 
able HE-III-5 identifies 1,470 units associated with various 

site-specific housing programs in the City of Santa Maria. The 
associated populations include families (F), farmworkers (FW), 
disabled (D), seniors (SR), and homeowners (HO). 

 

TABLE HE-III-5 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS DEVELOPED 

IN SANTA MARIA 

Project Name Year Units Funding Population
Westgate Courtyard Apartments 2003 204 LIHTC, TEFRA F 

Los Adobes de Maria II 2003 52 PSHHC, CDBG, FmHA FW 

Valentine Court III 2003 9 PSHHC, HUD, HOME D  

Rancho Gardens 2001 118 LIHTC SR 

Habitat for Humanity Homeownership Project 2001 4 H4H, HOME, City HO 

Valentine Court II 1998 18 PSHHC, HUD, HOME SR 

Los Pinos Apartments 1997 23 LIHTC, Density Bonus F, SR 

Villa Sara 1995 27 HOME HO 

Vandenberg Senior Residence 1995 136 LIHTC SR 

Los Adobes de Maria I 1995 65 PSHHC, CDBG, FmHA FW 

Meridian Apartments 1993 236 LIHTC F  

Oak Valley II 1992 70 PSHHC, City HO 

Oak Valley I 1990 67 CHC, City HO 

Valentine Court I 1990 35 PSHHC, CDBG, HUD D, SR 

Pepperwood 1984 22 CDBG, City HO 

Central Plaza 1976 112 City RA, Teamsters, 
County Housing Authority 

F 

Union Plaza* 1975 122 City RA, Teamsters SR 

Evans Park 1970 150 County Housing Authority F 

*UNITS AT RISK  1,470 F=family; FW=farmworker; SR=senior; 
HO=homeowner; D=disabled 

T At-Risk Units 
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(a) Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program (LIHTC) 
The primary objective of the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit 
(LIHTC) program is to use income tax credits to build affordable 
housing units in the State of California. The projects are 
competitively ranked on the objective criteria of the LIHTC program. 
Applications are made to the California Tax Credit Allocation 
Committee (CTAC) by developers and their associates for funds. 
Apartments built with LIHTC financing must provide at least half 
their units for renters earning 50% (or less) of the HUD County 
median income based on household size. Typically, all the 
apartments must be rented to households earning less than 60% or 
less of the median. Most new apartment complexes being built 
receive tax credit financing. 

(b) Locally Subsidized Low Income Units 
According to the City of Santa Maria Consolidated Plan, 
Pepperwood, Oak Valley Homes, Valentine Court I, II, and III, 
Meridian Apartments, Los Adobes de Maria I and II, received local 
assistance. In addition to these projects, the City participated in a 
joint venture with the County to create a Mortgage Revenue Bond 
Program to assist housing development through Below Market 
Interest Rate (BMIR) financing. 

Pepperwood. Completed in 1984, the 22 Pepperwood 
subdivision homebuyers received from $10,000 to $20,000 in 
second trust deeds at BMIR (Below Market Interest Rates)--5 
percent simple interest per year. These first time buyers were 
qualified low and moderate-income households (earning 80 
percent, or less, of the Santa Barbara County median income). 
The City incorporated a 10-year resale deed restriction with a 
sliding scale penalty on capital gains resulting from early sale of 
the home. 

Oak Valley Homes. Consisting of three phases, Oak Valley 
provides single family housing opportunities for 207 
homeowners. The project site was purchased with City General 
Fund monies. This project is not at risk. 

• Phase I. In 1990, 67 units were built through the Community 
Housing Corporation of Santa Barbara. 51 percent (34) of 
the homes were required to be affordable for households 
earning 80%, or less, of the Santa Barbara County median 
income. Continued affordability is regulated through the 
CHFA financing of the project. 
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• Phase II. In 1991 and 1992, the City contracted with 
Peoples' Self-Help Housing Corporation to build 70 homes 
for first time, low-income home buyers (earning 80 percent, 
or less, of the Santa Barbara County median income). 
CDBG funds were used for Phase II on-site improvements. 
Additionally, the City provided deferred, 30-year interest 
free, third trust deeds that average $25,000 per unit. The 
loans are due on sale or may be assumed by another 
qualified low-income buyer. 

• Phase III. The City sold the remaining 70 lots at market 
rates to individual buyers. Four lots in this phase were 
purchased by Habitat for Humanity with HOME funds for the 
purpose of building additional, affordable units in the project. 

Valentine Court I. Peoples' Self-Help Housing Corporation, in 
partnership with the City of Santa Maria, sponsored, developed 
and manages the Valentine Court I project, which was 
completed in June of 1990. The project provides 35 studio or 
one-bedroom rental units for low-income elderly, physically 
handicapped, or developmentally disabled persons. Financing 
for the project was provided through HUD’s Section 202 and 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) programs. This 
project is not at risk. 

Valentine Court II. Valentine Court II provides 18 studio or one-
bedroom rental units for low-income elderly persons. Peoples’ 
Self-Help Housing Corporation, in partnership with the City of 
Santa Maria, developed this project. Financing for the project 
was provided through HUD’s Section 202 and HOME 
Investment Partnerships programs. This project is not at risk. 

Valentine Court III. Valentine Court III provides nine studio or 
one-bedroom rental units for low-income developmentally 
disabled persons. Peoples’ Self-Help Housing Corporation, in 
partnership with the City of Santa Maria, developed this project. 
Financing for the project was provided through HUD’s Section 
811 and HOME Investment Partnerships programs, and the 
State’s Multifamily Housing Program. This project is nearly 
completed and is not at risk. 

Meridian Apartments. In 1992, 236 apartments were financed 
with Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) through the 
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California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTAC). The 
developer received a 5-year deferral of City Recreation and 
Parks fees. Residency in this project is limited to those 
households earning not more than 60 percent of the County 
median income. The apartments have 30-year affordability 
restrictions and are not at risk of conversion until 2022. 

Los Adobes de Maria I. Farmers Home Administration 
(FmHA) financed the Los Adobes de Maria farmworker rental 
housing project, located at the southwest corner of Western 
Avenue and Boone Street. The project was completed in 1995. 
Peoples' Self-Help Housing Corporation, the project sponsor 
and manager, obtained a Section 514/516 Farm Labor Housing 
loan for 90 percent of the construction costs. The 65-unit project 
consists of 13 two-bedroom, 34 three-bedroom, 16 four-
bedroom and two five-bedroom apartments. Services including 
licensed childcare, health screenings, literacy classes and 
recreational activities, are being provided on-site for the tenants. 

The project targets families permanently residing in the area 
who cannot afford homeownership. Each family must earn at 
least 51 percent of its annual income from the agricultural 
industry, and the total family income cannot exceed 80 percent 
of the County median family income. The project will be 
permanently affordable; FmHA has committed rental assistance 
subsidies for each unit for 30 years to assure that no family will 
pay more than 30 percent of its income for rent. 

Los Adobes de Maria II. In 2003, the People's Self-Help 
Housing Corporation will open 52 additional apartments for 
farmworker housing as the second phase of the successful Los 
Adobes de Maria development. Pedestrian bridges to allow for 
joint use of facilities are connecting the project to Los Adobes 
De Maria I. The development will have a community building, a 
day care facility, laundry facilities, and outdoor recreational 
space that will be used for activities such as baseball and 
soccer. Financing for the project is being provided through 
HUD’s HOME Investment Partnerships Program, the Low 
Income Housing Tax Credit Program, the California Community 
Reinvestment Corporation, the County of Santa Barbara, the 
Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco/Affordable Housing 
Program, and the State HCD Farmworker Housing Grant 
Program. This project is not at risk. 
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Westgate Courtyard Apartments. In 2003, the Hunt Building 
Corporation constructed 204 apartments that were financed 
with Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) through the 
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTAC). Residency 
in this project is limited to those households earning not more 
than 60 percent of the County median income with about 25 
percent of the units income-restricted to less than 50 percent of 
the HUD County median. The apartments have 55-year 
affordability restrictions and are not at risk of conversion until 
2058. 

(c) Federally Subsidized Low Income Units At Risk of 
Conversion 
No loss to the rental housing inventory is expected due to the 
prepayment of HUD mortgages.  

One project in the City of Santa Maria, Union Plaza remains 
included in the Inventory of Federally Subsidized Low-Income 
Rental Units at Risk of Conversion, which was prepared for 
California Housing Partnership Corporation by California Coalition 
for Rural Housing Project. The project is listed as being subject to 
termination of Federal mortgage and/or rent subsidies by the year 
2008.   

According to the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development, housing entities are interested in a "first right of 
refusal" program for preserving affordable units in Santa Barbara 
County. A first right of refusal program cannot be imposed on the 
ownership component already in place and could be applied to 
rental and new ownership programs. The Housing Authority of 
Santa Barbara County contact is: 

 Frederick C. Lamont, Executive Director   
 Housing Authority of Santa Barbara County 
 815 West Ocean Avenue, Lompoc, CA  93436-6526 
 (805) 736-3423 

The Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara acquired 
the Central Plaza Apartments in 2005, which no longer remains at 
risk of conversion. The total cost of the Central Plaza Apartments 
project is $13,176,166. The units cost $117,644 each for the 112 
family apartment project. The Housing Authority has spoken 
briefly to the local Teamsters Union, owners of the Union Plaza, 
and informed them that they are interested in purchasing the 
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project. The Teamsters have indicated that they are not yet ready 
to sell the project but when they are they will contact the Housing 
Authority. 

The land, development, and construction of the 204-unit Westgate 
Courtyard Apartment project cost almost $42,000,000 ($205,000 
per unit). In terms of current dollars, the Westgate Courtyard and 
Central Plaza projects represent affordable housing projects with 
actual costs and market values. Preservation of affordable units is 
175% more effective than building new affordable housing.   

Land costs have escalated tremendously as shown in recent 
appraisals and land sales.   

Public Facility land sales in the City Limits (eminent domain) 
resulted in $80,000 per acre values in 2001. Undeveloped 
greenfield acreage in the City then sold for $100,000 per acre in 
2002. Soon after that sale, 55 acres with a tentative subdivision 
map approval sold for almost 100,000 per paper lot in early 2004. 
Public Facility and Open Space zoned school and park site 
appraisals have increased to $365,000 per acre in 2004. 
Residential and infill office zoned acreage are carrying 2004 
market asking prices of $20 per square foot ($871,200 per acre).   

(d) Locally Subsidized Low Income Units at Risk of Conversion 
There are no locally subsidized units at risk of conversion during 
this Housing Element period or the subsequent five-years. 

Based on the analysis and underlying assumptions, it is more cost 
effective to preserve the existing subsidized units than to build new 
units. 
  
(e) Future Actions 
The City Council may modify existing programs, such as Tenant-
Based and Project-Based Tenant Assistance Programs, to replace 
the expected loss of 30 to 40 units with additional affordable 
housing. HOME funds could be used to implement these assistance 
programs in the City. Tenant-Based programs would be 
administered through the County Housing Authority. Project-Based 
units, affordable to very low- and low-income households, may be 
owned by non-profit or for profit housing providers. 

The City Council may also opt to continue increasing the supply of 
residential land in the City. This action would help drive housing 
costs down from the supply side of the housing curve. 
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In addition, the Block Grants Advisory Committee adopted the 
following priorities weighted and ranked in order of importance for 
the City's Consolidated Plan period of July 1, 2005, through June 
30, 2010: 

1. Prevent homelessness and address critical emergency 
needs and persons with special needs 

2. Provide affordable housing 

3. Expand educational opportunities 

4. Expand economic opportunities 

Additional priorities include: 
1. Promote collaborative strategies that strengthen families 

2. Support opportunities for youth development 

3. Provide community infrastructure  

he community profile contained in City’s Consolidated Plan, 
which is incorporated by reference, provides detailed 

information about existing housing for groups with special needs. It 
is noted that there may exist multiple special needs groups in one 
household, which accounts for the seemingly high numbers in some 
groups. 

ersons with a disability (physically, emotionally and/or 
developmentally) lack an adequate supply of housing suitable 

for their needs. The need to eliminate physical barriers to housing is 
being addressed in new construction. Very few existing housing 
units, however, are designed to accommodate persons with a 
physical disability.  

Other than the PSHHC Valentine Court projects, there are no 
publicly subsidized housing units or residential care facilities in 
Santa Maria specifically for physically handicapped persons; Marian 
Residence provides licensed housing for fifty-six elderly persons. 
This facility is managed by the Sisters of St. Francis. No 
intermediate care facilities exist to offer nursing care and medical 
treatment for persons with severe physical impairments. There are 
eighteen residential facilities or group homes available for board 
and care of developmentally disabled persons in the City – thirteen 
of these house sixty-nine adults aged 18 to 59 years with the 
remaining five housing twenty-two children ages 0 to 17. Eleven 
residential board and care facilities in the Santa Maria area care for 
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the persons with mental illness. These facilities can house up to 
fifty-nine patients between the ages of 18 and 65. 

Disabled persons lack an adequate supply of housing suitable for 
their needs. Based on the Census 2000, it is estimated that there is 
a need for 4,769 housing units to serve persons with disabilities – 
2,623 owner occupied and 2,146 rental units. 

The Housing Element counts the persons with mental illness as 
persons with disabilities. There is a need for an in-county facility to 
house patients returning from mental health institutions and state 
hospitals who need greater support services than can be offered at 
board and care facilities. Such a project, to provide services and 
support would allow mental health patients to return to the area 
where their families now live. 

n the City of Santa Maria, persons aged 65 and over comprise 
about 11.4% percent of the population (2000 Census). This 

percentage has changed little compared to 1990 (about 12% age 
65 and over). 

The Area Agency on Aging has identified the following ten highest 
priority needs for the elderly population in this area: in-home 
services, community services, housing, transportation, health, 
nutrition, information and referral, nursing home placement, and 
senior centers. 

In addition to the assisted housing project for independent low-
income seniors, thirty residential board and care facilities are 
available in the City. These facilities house approximately 416 
adults ages 60 years and older. Four skilled nursing facilities, 
providing 24-hour care to chronically ill and frail-elderly people, are 
available in the City. In addition to the previously-listed assisted 
housing projects for independent low-income seniors, Vandenberg 
Senior Apartments and Rancho Gardens Apartments provide 245 
senior units to persons 55 years or older with incomes no greater 
than 60% of MFI for Santa Barbara County. It is estimated that 
4,694 owner and 1,267 rental units are needed to serve the senior 
population. The City's 2005-2010 HUD CDBG Consolidated Plan 
indicates a need for smaller, more affordable units to accommodate 
elderly households with suitable locations in terms of accessibility 
and proximity to needed services including healthcare and 
transportation. 
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Many community services exist to provide support to a frail elderly 
person who wants to live at home. These services range from 
transportation or house maintenance programs to routine services, 
such as weekly housekeeping or daily home meal delivery, to the 
most intense kinds of support, such as home nursing or live-in 
attendant care. The Santa Maria Wisdom Center, 1414 North 
Broadway in Santa Maria, provides adult day health care services 
for the frail elderly. This program is administered by LifeSteps 
Foundation, Inc., and serves thirty clients, five of whom may be 
non-ambulatory. Services include supervision, social activities, 
meals, exercise, transportation, counseling, on-site nursing, 
management of medication, physical and occupational therapy, and 
rehabilitation. The Wisdom Center is the only adult health day care 
facility or service available in Santa Maria at this time. 

ccording to Census 2000, large families (five or more persons) 
comprised about 21% of the owner-occupied house-holds and 

about 30% of the renter-occupied households in the City. However, 
the availability of housing to accommodate large families appears to 
be in short supply. The need for larger (i.e. three or more bedroom) 
rental units appears to be the greatest need in the rental housing 
market. Clearly, there is a greater need for larger rental units than 
for zero and one-bedroom units. The need for larger units will 
continue to increase as Santa Maria's average household size 
increases. The need for large family units is 2,419 owner and 3,065 
rental units. 

anta Maria is an agriculturally based community growing many 
labor-intensive crops. In 2002, 3,725 acres of strawberries and 

16,667 acres of wine grapes in Santa Barbara County were 
harvested. In 2004, the strawberry acreage increased to 5,239 and 
wine grapes acreage increased to 17,408 acres respectively, 
marking the cyclical nature of agriculture but also showing several 
years of expanded growth in the wine grape industry. Increased 
farming production means a greater need for fieldworkers and 
federal immigration policies have worked to both increase and 
decrease the number of farmworkers living in the community. More 
fieldworkers are becoming permanent residents because of their 
inability to travel so freely back to their native country – usually 
Mexico. Federal, State, and/or County housing policies and 
regulations discourage on-site farm worker housing and push 
increasing burdens onto the urban communities adjacent to the 
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fields. The number of housing units required for farmworkers is 
estimated to be 5,735 – 2,530 owner units and 3,205 rentals. The 
City of Santa Maria does not restrict the development of farmworker 
housing to any zoning district. As evidenced by the Los Adobes de 
Maria I and II projects, farmworker housing projects are permitted 
as  the type of housing being built (i.e., multifamily or single-family) 
without any special conditions. 

Agricultural Employment 
From 1980 to 1990, farming, occupations grew in number from 
1,637 to 3,896–a 140 percent increase. From 1990 to 2000, the 
number of agricultural workers living in the City grew an additional 
47 percent to 5,735. Over the same 20-year period (1980-2000), 
the City population employed in this sector grew from 9.7 to 14.5 to 
18.7 percent. Increasing production of labor-intensive row crop 
agriculture in the Santa Maria Valley is the primary factor attributed 
to the expanding farm worker population. This becomes most 
evident when looking at changing crop production and long-term 
increases in strawberry and wine grapes in Santa Barbara County 
(source: http://www.countyofsb.org/agcomm/crops.asp ).  

Migrant and Permanent Housing Opportunities for 
Farmworkers 
Based on the UC Davis Farmworker Data and the Census 2000 
data, Santa Maria houses 55 percent of the Santa Barbara County 
farmworker population. The resident baseline population is 10,600 
farmworkers workers in the County and the maximum population 
peaks in June, adding 9,700 more workers (UC Davis, 1999-
2000). The calculated demand generated by farmworkers in Santa 
Maria ranges between 3,100 and 4,600 dwelling units. The Los 
Adobes de Maria I & II projects provide 117 farmworker apartment 
units.  

The Santa Maria Valley Vegetable Grower-Shipper Association 
data indicates that the median wage for farmworkers is $7.80 per 
hour (2004) and that the average farmworker works 52 hours per 
week. The data imply that farm workers earn lower wages than the 
City population as a whole. The data also suggest that the 
household size for farm workers is larger than for the City as a 
whole. Agricultural laborers have lower incomes and larger families 
than other distinct groups of workers in the City. Farm worker 
housing needs differ from the needs of most other groups in the 
community. These needs include: 
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• Larger, low cost apartments; 

• Seasonal and transitional housing for individuals and 
families; and 

• Support services to ease the transition into the community 
(i.e. interpreter services, on-site ESL classes, transportation, 
etc.).  

The direct impact of farmworkers on the Santa Maria housing 
market is significant. The quantification of the impact by using the 
Santa Barbara County data resources does not accurately reflect 
the situation faced by the City of Santa Maria. By being across the 
southern border of San Luis Obispo County, the City of Santa 
Maria requires data from two counties. The UCSB Economic 
Forecast Project provides better local data, but it too does not 
cross the San Luis Obispo County border and must be augmented 
from various other sources. The Santa Maria Bonita School 
District has aggregated data to indicate locations where 
overcrowding exists, which is a function of wages not being able 
to match housing prices. This too greatly impacts the ability of low-
wage workers to live in the City of Santa Maria. The Santa Maria 
Valley Vegetable Grower-Shipper Association data indicates that 
the median wage for farmworkers is $7.80 per hour (2004) and 
that the average farmworker works 52 hours per week. 

Because the City does not regulate farmworker housing by zoning 
district, the same permitting processes are applied to all housing 
projects. 

Farmworkers earn lower wages than the workers in most other 
industries do. Lower incomes result in greater housing cost burdens 
and/or increased overcrowding for all low-income households. Due 
to fewer financial resources and the inability to pay market rates for 
services (i.e. health care and nutrition screening, legal aid, child 
care), support service needs of low income households appear to 
be greater. Additionally, the lack of social integration creates 
greater hurdles for farm workers than other low income households. 

Often, a language barrier prevents effective resolution of simple 
business transactions. Non-English speaking persons easily 
become victimized within the established social structure. For these 
reasons, people of the same culture seek the security of familiar 
surroundings and familiar people. 
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A seasonal, or transitional, facility for farm workers and their 
families is needed to accommodate social integration of farm 
workers into the community. The facility needs to provide support 
services for farm workers and their families. Under a grant from the 
US Department of Justice “Weed & Seed” program, the City 
embarked on the acquisition and development of the Safe Haven 
facility at 1619 South Thornburg Street. The main goals of the 
program are:  

• to reduce crime and lessen residents' fear of crime and 
increase the feeling of safety in the neighborhood while 
improving police and community relations,  

• to increase services to youth in the West Newlove 
neighborhood and overcome the perception that programs 
and facilities are not intended for use by neighborhood 
residents,  

• to restore quality to the residences and attract tenants with 
an appreciation for their units and the neighborhood, and  

• to form a productive public and private team for 
revitalization by increasing residents' ability to exercise 
control over the environment in which they live while 
strengthening the economic opportunities for youth and 
adults.  

Farm worker households need lower rents and/or more rent 
subsidies. 

The City worked cooperatively to develop the Los Adobes de Maria 
and Los Adobes de Maria II projects with the Peoples’ Self-Help 
Housing Corporation. The first phase developed 65, 2-, 3-, 4-, and 
5-bedroom, apartments. The second phase adds 52 more 
apartments, with 2 to 4 bedrooms, recreation areas, a daycare 
building, and a community building for use by all Los Adobes de 
Maria residents. The waiting list for these units far exceeds the 
supply of housing units of this type.   

n 2000, a single parent (of either sex) headed 24.9% of the family 
households in the City. Single female-headed households 

outnumbered single male-headed house-holds by a ratio of about 
2.5 to 1. The number of housing units required for families with 
female head of household is 235 owner and 706 rental for a total of 
941 units. 
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he only reliable, accurate information available is through 
shelter provider agencies housing and serving homeless 

persons on a daily basis. The agencies consulted regarding the 
nature and extent of homelessness in Santa Maria were Good 
Samaritan Services, Inc., Transitional Center for Women and 
Children, Shelter Services for Women, Inc., Recovery Point Acute 
Care and Detoxification Facility, Salvation Army and Santa 
Barbara County Health Care Services. Based on statistical data 
provided by these agencies, it is estimated that approximately 211 
individuals are homeless in the City on any given day. This 
estimate is based on a cursory count of the homeless done during 
the week of March 27, 2000, in conjunction with the Census 2000 
enumeration. At this particular time, 50 homeless persons were 
housed in permanent shelter facilities, 78 homeless persons 
participated in the Salvation Army lunch program and 83 
homeless persons that normally would be living on the street 
without shelter were housed at the National Guard Armory. The 
armory facility provides housing only during the months of 
December through March. During the remainder of the year, it is 
assumed that these individuals are unsheltered. The majority of 
the homeless population housed at the armory is unemployed 
single males. Occasionally, a few single females who are mental 
health clients and a few families are housed there as well. The 
official Census 2000 data on the homeless count shows 724 non-
institutionalized persons (0.9%) in the City. This homeless 
population is approximately 72% adult and 28% children while 
approximately 19% are single women and their children, 52% of 
which are battered and abused. Four percent are runaway, 
abused or homeless minor youth with another 4% of the homeless 
being chemically dependent, acutely ill adults in need of 
specialized in-patient care and medical treatment. In 2000, the 
number of housing units required for the homeless totaled about 
724 units.  

These statistics do not address the total homeless population that 
may be living on the street, in vehicles, motels, or with other family 
members or friends. It is not completely known the extent of the 
homeless problem existing in the community beyond what has 
been reported through agencies serving homeless persons. While 
certain homeless individuals have been observed in public parks 
and outdoor areas, it is not evident that there are large numbers 
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congregating or occupying isolated areas in the community. Some 
homeless individuals have been sighted camping in the 
landscaped area between Bradley Road and U.S. Highway 101, 
freeway overpass areas and along the railroad tracks throughout 
the Santa Maria area. 
 
(a) Needs of Persons Threatened with Homelessness 
According to 1990 Census data, 2,816 low, moderate, and middle-
income households, or 14 percent of all households in Santa 
Maria, are experiencing severe cost burden in maintaining 
housing. More significantly, 1,962 extremely low-income house-
holds with incomes below 30 percent of area median income, or 
10 percent of all households, are experiencing severe cost burden 
and are at risk of losing permanent housing and becoming 
homeless.  

tudents are considered in this category. Santa Maria is home to 
Allan Hancock Community College (AHC). The 2004 AHC 

student profile includes the following demographic data: 

• 74.4% are part-time 

• 71.0% are between the ages of 20 and 23.3 

• 47% are White while 32.7% are Hispanic 

• 59.6% attend between 40 and 29 hours per week 

• 53.4% earn $26,476 or more annually 

• 39.6% are expect to transfer, 31.8% seek job skills and 
20.5% are undecided 

AHC provides Noncredit Education and Community Programs adult 
education classes to more than 21,000 persons per year. For 
purposes of this Housing Element, there are 11,000 students 
enrolled per semester and 10% of the student enrollment is 
considered in the special needs category for housing needs. The 
remainder of the student population is included in other income 
categories. This figure of 1,100 students corresponds with the 
number of individuals attending 40 or more class-hours per week, 
the enrollees expected to transfer and the students under the age 
of 25. 

 
ouseholds with "housing problems" include those that occupy 
units meeting the definition of: (1) having physical defects; (2) 

being overcrowded; and/or (3) a cost burden greater than 30%. A 
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housing unit with "physical defects" lacks a complete kitchen or 
bathroom. An "overcrowded" unit contains more than one person 
per room. "Cost burden greater than 30%" is the extent to which 
gross housing costs, including utility costs, exceed 30% of gross 
income, and "cost burden greater than 50%," or "severe cost 
burden" is the extent to which gross housing costs exceed 50% of 
gross income. Income categories used in this document are based 
on the MFI for the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), which 
includes all of Santa Barbara County.  

Information from Tables HE-III-6 and HE-III-7 illustrate housing 
assistance needs by income group. These tables are based on 
the 2000 Census. Table HE-III-6 lists low-income renter 
households, and Table HE-III-7 shows with low-income owner 
households. 

 
 

TABLE HE-III-6 
 Renter Units Affordable to Low- and Moderate-Income (<80% MFI) Households 

2000 Census 
 
INCOME GROUP 

 
 0 and 1 
 BEDROOM 

 
 2 
 BEDROOMS 

 
 3 or MORE 
 BEDROOMS 

  
 TOTAL 

 
0 to 30% MFI 

 
269 

 
169 

 
142 

 
580 

 
0 to 50% MFI 

 
901 

 
543 

 
327 

 
1,771 

 
0 to 80% MFI 

 
2,876 

 
1,993 

 
1,218 

 
6,087 

MFI = Median Family Income 
 

 
TABLE HE-III-7 

Owner Units Affordable to Low- and Moderate Income (<80% MFI) Households 
2000 Census 

 
INCOME GROUP 

 
 0 and 1 
 BEDROOM 

 
 2 
 BEDROOMS 

 
 3 or MORE 
 BEDROOMS 

  
TOTAL 

 
0 to 30% MFI 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
N/A 

 
0 to 50% MFI 

 
90 

 
477 

 
106 

 
673 

 
0 to 80% MFI 

 
184 

 
856 

 
984 

 
2,024 

MFI = Median Family Income 
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anta Maria consistently works toward increasing the supply of 
housing to meet local demands. Because Santa Maria sits within 

commuting distances of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo – two of the 
least affordable cities in the State – Santa Maria has evolved into an 
affordable housing region for first-time homebuyers and those seeking 
affordable rental housing. External forces effectively drove housing prices 
through the roof statewide – causing a commute to locations with better 
housing values. Because of relatively good housing values and high 
demand, Santa Maria experienced rapid housing price escalation in the 
late 1980's to early 1990's and again in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s. 
The current home-buying public reaps the benefits of stable, low 
mortgage interest rates that seem to be inversely related to the rising 
house prices in the area.  

 
TABLE HE-III-8 

HOUSING RENTAL PRICES AND UTILITY ALLOWANCES (data of July 2003) 
City of Santa Maria 

Housing type Range of rents  1 
(July 2003) 

Average rent 1 
(July 2003) 

Median rent 1 
(July 2003) 

Utility allowance 
2(Jan. 2003) 

Room $260 - $750 $ 475 $ 450 $  0 

Studio $500 - $675 $ 568 $ 525 $ 96 

Apt (1 BR) $550 - $850 $ 706 $ 750 $112 

Apt (2 BR) $725 - $950 $ 838 $ 850 $129 

Apt (3 BR) $900 - $1300 $1075 $1050 $153 

Condo (1 BR) $825 - $1350 $ 850 $ 850 $112 

Condo (2 BR) $725 - $1400 $1084 $1050 $129 

Condo (3 BR) $1150 - $1800 $1419 $1300 $153 

House (1 BR) $600 - $900 $ 756 $750 $119 

House (2 BR) $725 - $1500 $1144 $1150 $136 

House (3 BR) $850 -$1850 $1462 $1450 $160 

House (4+BR) $1175 -$2000 $1619 $1600 $185 

1.  Source: City of Santa Maria, Community Development Department (2003). Survey of classified ads in the Santa Maria Times 
(includes Santa Maria city and Orcutt), 6/28 - 7/27/2003. 

2. Housing Authority of Santa Barbara County. Based on average utility allowance, for all utilities (heating, cooking, other electric, 
water heating, base charges, water, sewer, and trash). 

 
(a) Market for Rental Housing 
According to the 2000 Census, the median contract rent for a housing unit 
in Santa Maria was $613. Table HE-III-8 shows the results of a newspaper 
survey of rental units by housing type conducted in July 2003 by the 
Planning Division of the City of Santa Maria Community Development 

S 

38 



 
 

 

Department. Utility allowances, which have not been added into the rent 
figures, are taken from the HUD Section 8 "Existing Housing Allowances 
for Tenant Furnished Utilities" for City of Santa Maria (January 01, 2003), 
provided by the Housing Authority of Santa Barbara County. 

able HE-III-9 shows the annual gross income needed to qualify to 
purchase a home under FHA standards for various income levels in 

the County. Because this required income is substantially higher (almost 
double) than the MFI for the City of Santa Maria, prospective homebuyers 
in Santa Maria face a significant housing affordability gap, if they wish to 
purchase homes as individual households. From this viewpoint, homes are 
out of the price range for most local residents – especially those in the very 
low- and low-income ranges. The in-migration of homebuyers who work in 
nearby communities shifts the demand for housing upwards – increasing 
the market values for all residential properties. As resale occurs, market 
rents increase and rental properties become less affordable until the 
housing market corrects itself. 

 
TABLE HE-III-9 

HOME FINANCING BASED ON LOCAL MEDIAN INCOMES 
30% Housing Cost Burden 

 
 
 
 

1 
Median  
income  

City of S.M.  
2000 

2 
Median  
income  

S.B. County 
2000 

3 
HUD  
MFI 

S.B. County 
2003 

4 
Estimated 

median  
home price 
S.M. Valley 

2003 

5 
120%  
of MFI 

S.B. County 
2003 

Home price $160,000 $221,250 $242,800 $280,000 $300,000 

Down payment (20%) $32,000 $44,250 $48,500 $56,000 $60,000 

Amount financed $128,000 $177,000 $194,300  $224,000 $240,000 

Property tax (annual) (1%) $1,600 $2,213 $2,428 $2,800 $3,000 

Insurance (annual) $480 $525 $575 $600 $600 

Financing rate (%) 6.5% 6.5% 6.5% 6.5%  6.5% 

Principal, interest, and property 
tax (monthly payment) 

$ 982 $1,351 $1,515 $1700 $1,818 

Required gross annual income 
(Maximum of 30% of gross monthly 

income for housing payment) 

$39,277 $54,042 $60,600 $68,000 $72,720 

*SB = Santa Barbara County 
  SM = Santa Maria 

ccording to the 2000 Census, the median value of an owner-occupied 
housing unit in Santa Maria was $145,600. This represents only a 

3.25% increase over the previous ten-year period and housing prices rose 
rapidly after 2000. In 2003, the median home price in City was $293,300 

T 

A 

Homeownership 

39 



 
 

 

and by 2004 had escalated to $366,900.1 The forecast is that prices will 
continue to escalate but at a rate more in the 2% per year range. 

The 2002 Housing Task Force analyzed the wage and housing price trends 
in 2002. Since that time and based on the current escalation in housing 
prices, the affordability gap is increasing even more rapidly than originally 
projected as housing prices rise much faster than the incomes that are 
needed to purchase homes in the City. This trend continues today but is 
expected to reverse or at least slow in the near future in concert with the 
overall California economy.  

n 2000, the median income for a family of four in the City of Santa Maria 
was $39,277 while the median income for a family of four in the County of 

Santa Barbara was $54,042. In 2000, the median per capita income in the 
City of Santa Maria was $13,780 while the median per capita income in the 
County of Santa Barbara was $23,059. 

imited Census data are available regarding the condition of the existing 
housing stock. Table HE-III-10 shows that the median age of all 

dwelling units in the City is 33.5 years as of 2000. Since the 1990 Census 
to present (7/2003), 3,488 housing units were added to the City and are 
less than 13 years of age. 1,131 dwelling units were located in structures 
built before 1940 and are at least 63 years old. According to the 1992 
Housing Conditions Survey, about 7.3 percent of the city housing stock 
was in need of some maintenance to preserve the useful life of the 
structure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 North Santa Barbara County, University of California Santa Barbara Economic Outlook 2005 
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TABLE HE-III-10 
CONDITION OF HOUSING STOCK IN THE CITY OF SANTA MARIA 

 1990 2000 

Total number of dwelling units (occupied and vacant) 21,144 22,847 

Number of occupied dwelling units 19,907 22,146 

Percent of dwelling units vacant 5.9 % 3.1 % 

Median age of all dwelling units (years) 30 33.5 

Number of dwelling units in structures built before 1940 1,556 1,173 

Percent of all dwelling units less than 10 years old (in census year) 34.3 % 14.4 % 

Percent of occupied dwelling units lacking complete plumbing 0.573 % 0.829 % 

Percent of occupied dwelling units lacking complete kitchen 0.859 % 1.19 % 

Percent of occupied dwelling units with no telephone service 3.32 % 2.16 % 

Sources: City of Santa Maria (1993).  Housing Element, General Plan. 
2000 U.S. Census   
1990 U.S. Census, STF-3  
 
 

he decline in overall housing vacancy rates from 5.9% (1990) to 3.1% 
(2000) indicates that housing demand has increased. However, the 

units lacking complete plumbing or kitchen increased. This increase either 
reflects on the accuracy of the Census data in 1990 or 2000, or it indicates 
increased (illegal) conversions of structures into multi-family units. 

The conclusions indicate that 29 ("poor") dwelling units need substantial 
rehabilitation or replacement and 445 ("fair") dwelling units need relatively 
minor improvements to conserve the integrity of the housing stock. 
Because of a greater than average occurrence of fair and poor housing 
conditions, Census Tracts 23.03, 23.04, 24.03, and 24.04 have 
neighborhoods targeted for housing rehabilitation programs. 

he 2000 U.S. Census reported a total population of 77,423 persons 
residing in the City of Santa Maria. This was a 26% increase from the 

1990 Census count of 61,284 people. The average annual growth rate for 
the ten-year period between census counts was 2.60%. The State 
Department of Finance estimates the City's 2006 population to be 90,200, 
which means that, by the end of 2005, Santa Maria’s population exceeded 
that of the City of Santa Barbara–making Santa Maria the largest City in 
Santa Barbara County. 

According to the 2000 Census, the median age of the City’s population is 
29.2 years. This is significantly lower than the State median of 33.3 years 
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and the national median of 35.3 years. In 1990, the median age was 29.33 
years. In 1980, the median was 27.90 while the 1970 Census recorded a 
median age of 24.50 years. The data suggests represents an aging of the 
City's population from 1970 to 1990. However, 2000 Census data and 
recent data on the increasing number of school-age children suggest that 
this aging trend may be reversing and Santa Maria's population is getting 
younger. Table HE-III-11 shows the percentage of three life cohorts based 
on the 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census data. 

 
TABLE HE-III-11 

Population Age Range Percentages 
From the 1980, 1990 and 2000 Census 

Age Ranges 1980 Census 1990 Census 2000 Census 

0-17 29.4% 29.9% 31.61% 

18-64 59.9% 58.1% 57.05% 

65 and Over 10.7% 12.0% 11.34% 
 

n April 2000, the County unemployment rate was 4.2%. In March 2005, 
the County unemployment rate was estimated at 4.6%--almost the same 

rate as 2000. According to the Employment Development Department 
(EDD) data issued in March 2005 by the Labor Market Information Division 
(LMID) the City of Santa Maria unemployment rate is 6% which is 1.4% 
higher than the County’s rate of 4.6%. Over the five-year period between 
2000 and 2005, the unemployment rate in Santa Maria ranged between 5.6 
and 6.4 percent with the County having consistently lower unemployment 
rates over the same period. According to the 2000 Census, the City has 
33,646 persons 16 years and older in the labor force while there are 20,176 
persons 16 years and older that are not in the labor force. 

Listed below, as a percentage of total employment, are the major 
employment industries in Santa Maria according to the 2000 Census. Over 
70% of all employment occur in these six sectors:  

• Retail Trade      17% 

• Professional & Related Services     17.8% 

• Agriculture     21.4% 

• Manufacturing/Industrial     8.7% 

• Construction     6.1% 

• Other     8.5% 
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For comparison purposes, the same sectors are shown below, using March 
2003 State EDD data for the Santa Maria Valley (i.e. zip codes 93454, 55, 
56, 57). It is encouraging to note that retail employment that is traditionally 
lower paying has decreased while higher-paying professional and related 
services employment has increased by more than 4%. 

• Retail Trade      11% 

• Professional & Related Services     22% 

• Agriculture     21% 

• Manufacturing/Industrial     7% 

• Construction     3.5% 

• Government     27% 

• Other     8.5% 
 
 

  

PPaarrtt  IIVV——IInnvveennttoorryy  ooff  AAvvaaiillaabbllee  SSiitteess  

he land inventory describes the available sites for housing. This 
section incorporates the Major Residential Development Lists 
(http://www.ci.santa-maria.ca.us/54327.html) and includes a map 

locating the potential residential development areas in the City. It also 
includes discussion of the Regional Housing Needs Plan allocation and an 
analysis of the ability of the sites to accommodate the fair share allocation 
for the City. 

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan  
The Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan (RHNA), prepared by the 
Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG), ensures 
equal participation by all jurisdictions in the region towards meeting the 
state affordable housing goals. The plan attempts to use a "fair share" 
allocation methodology. This fair share technique assigns each jurisdiction 
in the county with housing production goals. In this way, countywide 
disparities between regions can be directed towards the County 
percentages for each income group. Over a long period of time, no one 
area of the County will bear excessive burdens of housing mostly very low- 
and low-income households. Similarly, no community will reap the benefits 
of mostly above moderate-income households. 
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TABLE HE-IV-1 
Construction Need (2001-2009) 

Income Group - Percent 
of Allocation 

RHNA 
Construction 

Allocation 

New Residential Units 
January 1, 2001 -- 

December 31, 2005 
Remaining RHNA 

Allocation 

Very Low (24%) 1,161 157 1,004 
Low (17%) 822 207 615 

Moderate (25%) 1,209 415 794 
Above Moderate (35%) 1,645 3,048 0 

Total: 4,837 3,827 2,413 

 
Relationship of RHNA to the Housing Element 

he City of Santa Maria is required to show in its housing element that 
adequate housing sites are available to meet the projected housing 

needs for all income categories determined in the RHNA. The Housing 
Element update must show 41 percent of the housing units produced are 
"affordable" to HUD defined standards (Table HE-IV-1). Because the issue 
of affordable depends on household size and differs for each county, 
affordable housing should not be confused with low-income housing. 

The Housing Element of the General Plan identifies the housing needs of 
the community and the way that we plan to meet the identified needs. 
Affordable housing needs extend deep into the City's workforce and should 
not be labeled as low-income. Workforce housing needs were a topic of 
discussion of the 2002 Housing Task Force, which met to address the 
issues of housing, overcrowding, and economic development.  

Construction need allocations are derived from SBCAG population and 
household growth projections. The income group proportions are then 
applied to the construction need allocation, which results in a goal for the 
number of housing units by income group within the City of Santa Maria. 
For the current planning period, the new construction need allocation 
shown in the table below covers the period from January 1, 2001 through 
June 30, 2009. 
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TABLE HE-IV-2 
Project Sites with Density Greater than 20 Net Units Per Acre 

From the Residential Projects List 9/29/06 Affordability Range of Dwelling Units 

Project Name 
Net 

Density 
Total 
Units 

0-30% 31-50% 51-80% 81-120% 121% 

Refugio - SFA 
20.50 130    

Density>20 
130  

Ted Zenich 
Gardens 
(Housing Authority) 

20.69 24   12 12     

Good Samaritan 
Shelter 
(special needs) 

20.00 16   8 8     

Allen Office Building  
(mixed use) 

28.57 3    
Density>20 

3  

Wilber Office 
Building  
(mixed use) 

28.57 3    
 

Density>20 

3  

Totals: 20.76 176 0 20 156 0 0 

  

ixed Use projects and High Density Residential zoned properties 
with more than 20 dwelling units per acre are considered 

“affordable” by design. The projects identified in Table HE-IV-2 meet the 
minimum density standard. These qualified projects could generate 176 
units.  

Table HE-IV-3 shows the number of units, in the form of projects, 
completed during the RHNA period through 2005. The table includes the 
number of qualified affordable units with density over 20 dwelling units per 
acre. This information does not include conversions, remodels, or mixed-
used developments approved with residential components—each of which 
are separately discussed in this chapter.  
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TABLE HE-IV-3 
TOTAL UNITS COMPLETED AND THOSE UNITS IN APPROVED PROJECTS  

THAT HAVE A NET DENSITY >20 UNITS PER ACRE 
Data from Table HE-IV-2 and 2005 Annual Report Affordability Range of Dwelling Units 

RHNA SUMMARY 2001-2005  
REPORTING PERIODS 

Total 
Units 0-30% <50% 51-80% 81-

120% 121% 

RHNA Allocation Targets: 4,837   1,161 822 1,209 1,645  

unbuilt projects (net density>20) 176 0 20 156     

dwelling units built in 2005: 612 0 12 50 550 

dwelling units built in 2004: 1,104 61 35 265 743 

dwelling units built in 2003: 1,021 60 154 5 802 

dwelling units built in 2002: 694 36 5 77 576 

dwelling units built in 2001: 396 0 1 18 377 

TOTAL UNITS: 4,003 177 363 415 3,048 

Total RHNA Qualified Units: 2,600 

  

177 363 415 1,645 

Remaining RHNA Allocation: 2,237   984 459 794 0 

 

Adequate Sites 
he City must create a governmental regulation environment that will 
facilitate development of new construction to minimally meet the 

remaining share of new construction need. Therefore, the City must 
ensure its ordinances and other requirements do not unduly constrain 
development of housing to meet the needs of households of all income 
categories.  

Table HE-IV-4 shows all project sites with net densities that are lower 
than 20 net dwelling units per net acre, which is the State standard for 
establishing affordability by design.  
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TABLE HE-IV-4 
UNITS IN APPROVED PROJECTS  

THAT HAVE A NET DENSITY <20 UNITS PER ACRE 

Affordability Range of Dwelling Units 

PROJECT MAME 

# of 
Unbuilt 
Units 0-30% 31-

50% 
51-80% 81-

120% 
121% 

Gross  
Density  

(u/a) 

Net  
Density 

(u/a) 

The Estates- Pacific Crest 136         136 5.20   

La Ventana I 107         107   7.82 

Brian Court 5         5 4.44   

Harvest Glen 203         203 14.60   

Harvest Glen 169         169 3.97   

Asunsion 9         9 5.14   

La Vigna 142         142   8.48 

Siena 117         117   11.72 

Foxenwood Townhomes 32         32   4.03 

Westfield 128       128     17.78 

The Terraces 116       116     14.37 

Newlove Gardens - PUD 6       6     13.95 

Crabtree Apartments 11       11   10.89   

Cale West Street - PUD 8       8   10.53   

McHaney PUD-6 6       6   12.24   

McHaney PUD-8 8       8     12.12 

Bunny & McClelland  8       8     14.29 

Mattei's Landing (modular) 377       377   6.18   

McCoy Properties (senior) 21       21   6.56   

Armstrong Apartments 8       8     8.16 

Arbor View Terrace Senior 139       139     16.20 

Kamal Market (mixed use) 1       1     3.64 

Celebration (mixed use) 78       37 42 11.17   

Centennial Square (mixed use)  79       7 71 12.44   

 
 
The projects that do not achieve the 20 units per acre standard or are not 
otherwise providing quantified housing affordability for at least 10 years 
have been counted as Moderate (81-120% MFI) or Above Moderate (over 
120% MFI) housing.  
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TABLE HE-IV-5 

Summary of Residential Buildout Potential 
      Density Range (U/A) Average Expected    

Land Use Zones Acres Low to High Density DU   
LWDR-4 R-1 32.61 0 - 4 4.00 130   
LDR-5 R-1 47.18 4 - 5 4.50 212   
LMDR-8 RSL-1 87.00 5 - 8 6.50 566   
MDR-12 R-2 14.59 8 - 12 10.00 146 Table 
HDR-22 R-3 22.05 12 - 22 20.00 441 Notes 

Vacant Land: 203.43       7.35 1,495 A, B 
    

Projects:  248.46       8.31 2,090 A 
    

Accommodations: 22.06         414 C 
                  

Downtown Plan: 59.75       24.42 1,459 D 
    

Mixed Use Sites: 128.70       16.66 2,144 E 
    

Infill/Refill Sites: 48.47       13.82 670 E, F 
    

Rezone Sites: 178.69       7.77 1,388 E 
    

Motel Conversion: 4.51       55.88 252 F 
    

Annexations: 5.01       5.00 25 E 
    

TABLE SUMMARY Total  
Acres       

Average 
Density 

Total  
Units   

TOTAL: 899.07       11.05 9,936   

Table Notations 
A -- Major Residential Projects Development List - 9/29/2006 
B -- Community Development Department, 2004 Land Use Inventory 
C -- Community Development Department, Estimated MF Accommodation in SFD Housing (2001-09) 
D -- Community Development Department Downtown Buildout Analysis, October 2006 
E -- Community Development Department, 2004 Buildout Study 
F -- Santa Maria Motel Conversion and Infill Report, 2004  

 
 

he amount of land required to accommodate the remaining RHNA 
construction targets are dependent upon zoning, density, and 

adequacy of parcels to accommodate residential development. Higher 
densities can result in economics of scale and the spreading of certain 
fixed costs that will yield a lower per unit cost to build. It should be noted 
that higher densities can and do legally occur in Santa Maria regardless 
of a building’s designation as “single-family” or “multi-family.” 
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For estimation purposes, average land use densities were applied in Table 
HE-IV-5 in order to that results in the most likely buildout development 
scenario. 

Projects–The residential projects add 2,090 units on 248 acres.  

Vacant land–after removing all the projects, the remaining residential 
land consists of larger vacant sites, smaller (infill) lots, and underutilized 
(refill) sites.  The land inventory identifies all vacant residential land uses; 
the average density would result in 1,495 additional units. 

Accommodations–garage conversions and/or additions that include a 
wet bar/bar sink and carport construction occurred at a net average pace 
of 46 per year. Garage conversions and home remodels to existing 
dwelling units are an important part of the City’s housing production in refill 
sites. Table HE-IV-6 shows that, during the planning period, the City issued 
permits for over 200 legal garage conversions.  

TABLE HE-IV-6  
Multi-Family Housing Accommodations 

  Within The Single-Family Detached Neighborhoods  

Net 
H/A Year 

Wetbar  
Additions Conversions 

Unpermitted 
Abatements 

14 2001 3 12 1 
18 2002 4 20 6 
33 2003 4 33 4 
44 2004 9 40 5 
60 2005 19 51 10 
37 2006 13 29 5 

206 TOTAL 52 185 31 

The 2006 data were generated through mid- to late October. 

 
ousing Accommodations reflect increasing trends of cooperative 
arrangements to share housing. Although the inventory sites do not 

describe individual unit creation, the ownership opportunities are reflected 
through Tenant-in-Common records filed with the County of Santa 
Barbara. Santa Maria Bonita School District student address data 
positively correlate with these observations. The Community 
Development Department estimates that similar situations are occurring 
in the single-family detached rental housing market, which does not afford 
the renters with benefits of homeownership or the capacity to legally 
convert non-habitable spaces into household accommodations. 
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MAP 1 – Santa Maria Bonita School District Student Housing Data (2003) 
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Santa Maria City 

• Blue Dots = Housing units 
with students 

• Red Dots = Homes with 
students from more than 
one family  

• Yellow Dots = Apartments 
or MF units with students 
from more than one family 

Source: 
Santa Maria Bonita School District (K-8) 
– 2003 CBEDS 

• 11,828 K-8 students in City  
• 6,453 housing units with students:  
• Students in housing units with more than one family:  4,449  (37.6% of students) (22.2% of housing 

units) 
• Average of 2.97 students per MF unit (429 MF units) 
• Average of 3.17 students per SF unit (1,002 SF units) 
• Average of 1.47 students per unit without multiple families in K-8 (5,022 units) 

 



 
 

 

It is crucial to recognize that these garages and remodels are regularly 
advertised, rented and occupied by individuals and families as their 
homes—and they are an important contributor to the City’s stock of 
housing for residents with low incomes. To illustrate this point, it is noted 
that studio apartments in Santa Maria are currently advertised to rent for 
approximately $600 per month. Field information from code compliance 
staff shows that a legally permitted garage conversion yields 
approximately $450.00 - $600.00 per month if occupied by family 
members (nuclear or extended). A legally permitted garage conversion 
that is not occupied by a family member and is remodeled without permits 
to allow increased occupancy can yield approximately $600.00 - $850.00 
per month. A legally permitted garage conversion occupied by non-family 
members who share kitchen and bath facilities will yield slightly lower 
amounts per month. Merely renting a garage with no significant 
conversion can yield approximately $100.00 - $200.00 per person, per 
month, if rented to individuals; if the same garage is rented to a family, 
this can yield approximately $300.00 - $500.00 per month. 

he City adopted a mixed-use ordinance on March 21, 2006. (Santa 
Maria Municipal Code Chapter 12-49.) The ordinance significantly 

expands the City’s potential housing production in two major ways. First, 
the ordinance allows approval of housing projects in connection with a 
primary non-residential use on vacant land in Commercial-Professional 
Office, Community Commercial, Light Manufacturing and Commercial 
Manufacturing Zones where the City’s Municipal Code had previously 
prohibited residential uses. In addition, the ordinance provides increasing 
levels of flexibility to the Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission and 
City Council to allow reduced development standards to well-designed 
projects. Santa Maria developers have eagerly embraced the new 
opportunities to mix residential uses with others, and several mixed-use 
projects have been approved and constructed to date. Mixed Use Sites 
identified by the Community Development Department have the potential to 
create an additional 2,144 residential units in non-residential areas of the 
City.  

Second, the ordinance provides the opportunity to add residential uses to 
sites already developed with other uses. The City has already received and 
approved applications for several small-scale mixed re-use projects. One 
project proposes to add a residential unit above a gasoline/service station; 
another proposes to add a caretaker unit that can be occupied by a person 
with a disability next to a sheet-metal shop.   

T Mixed-Use 
Residential 
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Downtown Plan–Reuse of already-developed properties can occur on a 
grand scale under the mixed-use ordinance in the City’s downtown. The 
City has drafted a Downtown Specific Plan which will be presented to 
policymakers for approval after completion of its environmental review. 
The Plan provides for residential uses above commercial uses in multi-
storied buildings throughout a large area in the City’s core. Since all City 
services are currently in place for these properties and since development 
constraints (especially parking standards) are removed or mitigated in 
these areas, it is reasonable to expect that many will develop during the 
planning period. Many of the housing units contemplated would be 
constructed at densities of 20 units per acre or more, thereby qualifying 
them to be counted toward meeting the City’s fair share of housing for 
persons with low and very-low incomes. 

An Environmental Impact Report will be prepared for the Downtown 
Specific Plan. The EIR will address the potential impacts of the first 
residential phase that could generate 1,459 downtown apartments.  

The following table shows the housing units which will likely be constructed 
in various districts of the Downtown Specific Plan area during the planning 
period.  

TABLE HE-IV-7 
Potential Downtown Specific Plan Housing 

During the 2001-2009 RHNA Cycle 

DISTRICT 
NAME 

TOTAL 
ACREAGE 

EXPECTED % 
RESIDENTIAL 

TOTAL 
UNITS 

Garden 30.67 2% 30 
Loft 20.13 32% 116 

Bungalow 50.13 48% 520 
Town Center (TC) 44.42 27% 650 

TC-Gateway 7.66 0% 0 
Gateway 33.00 50% 143 

Total: 186.01 32% 1,459 
 

Note that all units would be expected to be smaller than 600 square feet to 
avoid impacting schools and parking; the project DEIR should be released 
in late 2006 or early 2007. 
 

n inventory of available sites identified as infill and redevelopment 
(also called refill) of underused property within the original four square 

mile (4SM) core area of the City concludes the potential exists to develop 
175 infill dwelling units in the urban core under existing zoning regulations. 
Citywide infill/refill capabilities consist of small site development throughout 

A Refill Sites 
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the City. These sites–including the 4SM infill units, but excluding the 
Downtown Specific Plan and mixed use sites–total 670 new units. 

Motel Conversion–because many motels in the central city area provide 
single-room occupancy (SRO) housing, the formal conversion of these 
marginal motels may extend the buildings as viable housing for the single 
adult population.  

A Motel Conversion Study was prepared for the City by KSJ Investments in 
March 2003 and approved by HCD in August 2005. This study focused on 
eleven motels in the 4SM-core area for conversion to long term residential 
uses. Based on the report and additional analysis, 277 marginal motel 
rooms have been identified that are capable of being converted to 
permanent residential uses.  

The motel conversion report identified 11 candidate motels having the 
potential for residential conversion. Various data sources indicate that 
many of the candidate motels already serve a residential population that 
rents weekly or monthly and often pay cash for their rooms at these motels. 
By allowing the residential conversion of marginal motels and hotels, the 
City would commit potential Transient Occupancy Tax revenues (past due 
and future collections) to guarantee very low-income housing opportunities. 
It is estimated that 252 SRO units could be produced from hotel and motel 
conversions to residential use.  

During the planning period, the Town Center Hotel was converted into 
permanent residential use for 77 low-income occupancies. In addition, a 
local nonprofit housing agency/CHDO is considering a single-room 
occupancy project for farmworkers. 
 

nnexations completed in the 1992 Sphere of Influence Study carried 
the residential growth of the City for the past 15 years. Planned 

annexations are not expected to generate additional housing units during 
the Housing Element period (2001-2009). Annexations, however, remain a 
long-term planning tool to meet the future City housing and economic 
development goals. 
 

here are no environmental constraints such as wetlands or 
contamination that would inhibit developers from building on the 

parcels identified in the land inventory. As a consequence of SB 18, the 
local Chumash band of Native Americans has requested to review all 
project applications that will break ground in Santa Maria. This may 
create a significant practical constraint on housing production. The City is 
characterized by flat land and, although most no residential sites are 
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located in a flood zone, most of these are protected by the Santa Maria 
Levee. As a result, no major grading would be required on these parcels. 
Identified parcels do not fall under the provisions of the Williamson Act to 
pose a constraint on construction. Although some seismic faults exist in 
and near the City, the area has not experienced major seismic activity as 
a result of these faults. In addition none of the identified parcels are 
known to be directly over fault lines. Faults in the general vicinity are the 
following: Santa Maria Fault, Santa Maria River Fault, and Casmalia Fault 
(refer to Table SE-1 and Figure SE-2 of the Safety Element of the 
General Plan).   

The City can supply water and sewer services to all areas within the City 
limits. Currently, existing infrastructure is available to 224 acres the 
majority of sites identified in the vacant land survey. Infrastructure can 
easily be extended to those parcels that lie on the outlying areas of the 
City, and fall under the 2002 Water, Sewer, and Storm Drainage Master 
Plans and the 2002 Urban Water Management Plan, consistent with State 
law. According to these plans, the City’s water and sewer treatment 
plants, together with anticipated expansions, have enough existing 
capacity to accommodate the City’s regional housing needs allocation.   
 

he City of Santa Maria Public Works Department prepared the 
Resource Availability and Limitations Report, in July 1991. The latest 

update report was prepared by City staff and was filed by the City Council 
in December 2000.  
Table HE-IV-7 shows land totaling 899 acres that could yield 9,936 
dwelling units with sufficient infrastructure and other services that are in 
place and can serve these sites. Private developers currently finance 
infrastructure necessary to serve their proposed projects. The City has 
previously examined other options for financing infrastructure extensions, 
possibly through the use of general obligation bonds, but the preferred 
method is to have developers pay to extend services to their projects. 
 

 variety of sites need to be appropriately zoned at sufficient densities 
to accommodate the regional share of housing need for all income 

categories. State housing element law presumes that single-family low 
density development is appropriate to meet the needs of above moderate 
income households while medium density is appropriate to meet the 
needs of moderate income households. State law also presumes that 
multi-family high density development, which can result in the least cost 
per unit, is most appropriate to meet the housing needs of very low and 
low income households, particularly for renter households. In addition, fee 

T 

A 

Holding 
Capacities 

Sufficiency of 
Sites to 

Accommodate 
the RHNA 

54



 
 

 

costs are traditionally smaller per unit in higher density zones. However it 
should be noted that in Santa Maria, several “families” with low income 
may consolidate their incomes in order to buy or live in single-family 
residences. 

As multifamily zoned sites comprise a small percentage of the total land 
zoned for residential development, the City will monitor its land inventory 
to ensure a sufficient supply of multifamily sites to meet market demand. 
The City will also monitor zone change requests on a regular basis, 
monitor demand at the time of the Annual Update as required by the 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), and initiate zone 
changes as necessary to meet demand.  
 
 

TABLE HE-IV-7 
SUMMARY OF LAND STRATEGIES TO MEET RHNA 

BY INCOME CATEGORY 

Very-Low Low Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total Units 
(Table Notes are listed on the next page) 

REMAINING NEED: 1,004 615 794   2,413 
ZONING & SITES (Percent Affordability: VL/L/M/Above) --see Table Note A  
1.  Vacant: R-1, RSL-1, Single Family Residential (0%/0%/62%/38%)  

Total Acreage     87.0 79.8  
Typical Density     6.5 4.3  

Capacity     566 343 908
2.  Vacant R-2, Medium Density Residential (0%/0%/100%/0%)  

Total Acreage     14.6    
Typical Density     10.0    

Capacity     146   146
3.  Vacant R-3, High Density Residential (0%/23%/77%/0%) --see Table Note B   

Total Acreage   5.10 17.0    
Typical Density   20.00 20.0    

Capacity   102 339   441
4.  Co-Housing Accommodation (50%/50%/0%/0%) --see Table Note C   

Total Acreage 11.03 11.03      
Typical Density 18.75 18.75      

Capacity 207 207     414
5.  Downtown Specific Plan (50%/50%/0%/0%) --see Table Note D   

Total Acreage 29.28 30.47      
Typical Density 24.42 24.42      

Capacity 715 744     1,459
6.  Mixed Use (20%/20%/60%/0%) --see Table Note E  

Total Acreage 25.74 25.74 77.2    
Typical Density 16.66 16.66 16.7    

Capacity 429 429 1,286   2,144
7.  Infill/Refill (0%/10%/90%/0%) --see Table Note F   

Total Acreage   4.85 43.6    
Typical Density   13.82 13.8    

Capacity   67 603   670
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8.  Rezoning (0%/0%/0%/100%) --see Table Note G  
Total Acreage       178.7  

Typical Density       7.8  
Capacity       1,388 1,388

9.  Annexation (0%/0%/100%/0%) --see Table Note H 
Total Acreage     5.0    

Typical Density     5.0    
Capacity     25   25

10.  Residential Development Projects (1%/7%/42%/50%) --see Table Note I  
Total Acreage 0.98 7.53 96.5 143.4  

Typical Density 20.41 20.72 9.1 7.2  
Capacity 20 156 881 1,033 2,090

11.  Motel Conversion (100%/0%/0%/0%) --see Table Note J 
Total Acreage 4.51        

Typical Density 55.88        
Capacity 252       252

TOTALS 
Total Acreage 71.54 84.72 340.93 401.89 899.07

Average Density 22.68 20.12 11.28 6.88 11.05
Expected Net Capacity 1,622 1,705 3,846 2,763 9,936

 
 
 
 
 

Table Notes for Tables HE-IV-7  and HE-IV-8: 
A--Lists the percentage of total units by affordability range (Very Low/Low/Moderate/Above Moderate) 
B--High density residential with minimum net density > 20 units per acre is affordable by right 
C--Shared housing (owner or renter) accommodations occurring during the RHNA cycle; average 46/year 
D--Workforce housing units in the downtown plan area; number is the Phase I build-out 
E--Mixed Use Ordinance (SMMC 12-49) adopted December 2005 
F--Community Development Department, 2006 
G--Pending GPZ applications with residential components not elsewhere considered 
H--Pending annexation applications with residential components not elsewhere considered 
I--Major Residential Projects Development List, September 29, 2006 
J--Santa Maria Motel Conversion and Infill Housing Report, 2004 
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TABLE S-HE-IV-8 
AVAILABLE SITES TO MEET RHNA BY INCOME CATEGORY 

 
Very-
Low Low Moderate 

Above 
Moderate 

Total 
Units 

 
 

REMAINING RHNA ALLOCATIONS: 1,004 615 794 (1,4032) 2,413 
Type (Table S-1 reference)           

Vacant Residential Land (1, 2, 3): 0 102 1,050 343 1,495 
Co-Housing Accommodation (4): 207 207 0 0 414 

Downtown Intensification (5): 715 744 0 0 1,459 
Mixed Use Intensification (6): 429 429 1,286 0 2,144 

Infill/Refill (7): 0 67 603 0 670 
Rezoning (8): 0 0 0 1,388 1,388 

Annexation (9): 0 0 25 0 25 
Projects (10): 20 156 881 1,033 2,090 

SRO/Motel Conversion (11): 252 0 0 0 252 
TOTAL AVAILABLE 
 RHNA CAPACITY: 1,622 1,705 3,846 2,763 9,936 

Net Excess RHNA Capacity 618  1,090  3,052  4,166 3 7,523  
 

esidential Development Lists are prepared by the Community 
Development Department and published on the City of Santa Maria 

web page at http://www.ci.santa-maria.ca.us/54327.html. These lists track 
the current status of developments in the City dating back to January 
1999. The web page also includes the 2003 – present Building Permit 
Activity Report and the General Plan Annual Report, which is filed in 
accordance with California Government Code 65400. 

These Residential Projects Lists help identify the residential Buildout of 
the City of Santa Maria in six-month increments. The current list is July 
2005 and the following series of maps put the developing projects and 
vacant land in a geographic framework. 

Map 2 – Santa Maria City Limits (January 1, 2005) 

Map 3 – Residential Projects (July 2005) 

Map 4 – Vacant Residential Zoned Land without Projects (July 
2005)  

Map 5 – Potential Mixed Use Development Sites 

Map 6 – Four Square Mile Development Area 

Map 7 – Downtown Specific Plan Area (proposed) 
 

                                                           

2 Units constructed in excess of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) are counted as zero (0). 
3 Units constructed in excess of the RHNA are counted as part of the Net Excess RHNA Capacity. 
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MAP 2 – Santa Maria City Limits (January 2005) 
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MAP 3 – Residential Projects (July 2005) 
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MAP 4 – Residentially Zoned Land w/o Project Approval 
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MAP 5 – Potential Mixed Use Residential Sites (2005)
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MAP 6 – Non-Residential Areas in 4SM Area
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MAP 7 – Proposed Downtown Specific Plan Area (2005)
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PPaarrtt  VV——CCoonnssttrraaiinnttss  ooff  HHoouussiinngg  SSuuppppllyy  
 

onstraints on Housing are either governmental or non-
governmental. There are many barriers to affordable housing that 
may increase the costs, act as disincentives to development, or 

create actual barriers to production or maintenance of housing for low-
income residents. Following is a discussion of constraints together with 
suggestions for remediation and/or mitigation. 

he following is a discussion of public policies that could be barriers to 
affordable housing. The possible strategies for removing or 

ameliorating the negative effects of these policies are outlined in Section 
VII. 

1. CEQA - Environmental Review 

Despite the benefits, environmental review places a "front end load" or 
charge on the development of housing projects before getting started. The 
starting cost of an environmental impact report (EIR) for any project is 
about $60,000 (2003 dollars). This cost does not include scheduling, 
financing, and holding costs associated with development. The resulting 
mitigation measures, imposed by the EIR, can raise the project costs 
beyond all intentions to make or keep the units affordable. 

Within the broad interpretation of the law, the City has some discretion 
concerning the level of environmental review required for all projects. The 
City continues to seek environmental mitigation that reduces impacts to 
insignificance and allows the filing of mitigated negative declarations for 
most projects. Where applicable, the City employs Class 32 Categorical 
Exemptions (infill projects). Additionally, the City continues to prepare 
specific plans and EIRs for large land tracts that allow subsequent project 
approvals with tiered environmental review. 

2.  Land Use Controls 

(a) Growth Management 

The City adopted a growth management policy (RME-13) to 
address the available resources needed to accommodate new 
development. However, discussions about growth, especially the 
impacts associated with rapid growth, have increased in number 
and intensity over the years. Growth management policies may 
indirectly increase housing prices in the short term and inhibit new 

C 
T Governmental 

 Constraints 
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GOAL 13 - GROWTH 
MANAGEMENT 
 
Provide sufficient resources and 
infrastructure to support existing 
population and planned growth. 
 
POLICY 13 

Ensure that the capacity of resources 
and infrastructure are not 
overburdened by growth. 
 
Objective 13.1.a - Resource and 
Infrastructure Capacities 
Establish and maintain resource and 
infrastructure standards and capacities 
that are reviewed and updated 
biennially. 
 
Objective 13.1.b - Sustainable 
Population 
Establish the City's sustainable 
population and adjust resources and 
infrastructure as the capacity changes 
based on the biennial report. 
 



 
 

 

employers from moving into the area. Development of fewer 
housing units results from increasing costs and limiting housing 
supplies. 

The “Growth Management” Goal, Policy, Objectives, and 
Implementation Program were adopted in 1996. It is a reporting 
requirement and does not affect housing production. It serves as a 
tool to identify what resources require expansion or when such 
expansion planning needs to be started.  

(b) General Plan Amendment 

The Land Use Element (LUE) of the General Plan regulates the 
maximum densities allowed for housing developments. Single 
family detached housing density range up to 8 dwelling units per 
acre (du/acre). Multiple family attached housing density ranges up 
to 22 du/acre; senior housing projects may be approved at densities 
up to 30 du/acre. Additionally, senior housing projects may be 
approved in the Commercial Professional Office (CPO) designation. 
Amendment of the LUE can require a significant amount of time (at 
least six months from application to approval) and money to 
process through to completion. Additional time and monetary 
expenses result from environmental review. Very often, requests to 
amend the LUE are made in response to short term, market 
conditions. By the time the process is ended, the "hot" residential 
market shifts around to another land use type and the land remains 
underused. Processing costs are added to the land (provided the 
market allows the cost pass-through) or become out-of-pocket 
costs for the developer. 

(c) Zoning Regulations 

Dwellings with accessory apartments are not allowed in single 
family residential zones. The City Council adopted Ordinance 83-
1066, precluding the development of second units in single family 
zones, in 1984. Therefore, the City is not subject to the regulations 
adopted with CGC Section 65852.2 (second-unit law). Due to 
increased traffic, infrastructure sizing, and land use compatibility 
issues, it is unlikely that this policy will be changed.   

Manufactured housing is allowed in all residential zones. The 
manufactured home must be placed on a permanent foundation 
and be compatible with surrounding units. The cost of construction 
is less than that of a standard "stick-built" unit. 
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Implementation Programs 
 
1. Prepare a biennial report to City 

Council by January 1, 1998, on the 
status of resource and 
infrastructure capacity. The report 
shall examine water resources, 
wastewater collection and 
treatment, recreation, parks, 
landfill, and other city services. 

 The report should show historical 
consumption, existing capacity, 
projected demand, and planned 
and funded expansion. 

 
2. Update report every 2 years after 

January 1, 1998. 
 



 
 

 

Significantly reduced single family lot sizes have been allowed 
throughout the City. RSL-1 zoning allows lots of 4,500 square feet 
(normal R-1, R-2 and R-3 zoning call for lots of at least 6,000 
square feet). Through a subdivision map, the City Council may 
approve lot sizes smaller than noted in each zone, and lot sizes as 
low as 2,500 square feet have been approved in the R-2 zoning 
district. 

It has been the City's policy to encourage a moderate amount of 
architectural interest and detail on all new structures in the City. 
However, design and development criteria, which add considerably 
to the cost without being essential to providing basic housing, are 
considered on a project basis through the Planned Development 
(PD) permit process. Where there exists no PD overlay zone, there 
exists no regulation of design--outside of existing City code 
requirements.  

The adopted specific plan areas include the design standards, 
which seek to recreate traditional neighborhood designs, and 
include front porches close to the street, recessed garages, 
decorative street lighting, and landscaped parkways. 

An analysis of the Senior Housing Overlay shows that 1,617 
potential units have had the Senior Overlay. 709 Senior units were 
converted or built; 359 units had approved projects expire and the 
land remains vacant, but without a senior housing designation. 134 
senior units are approved in unbuilt phases. 65 farmworker units, 27 
assisted homeownership units, and 31 market rate housing units 
replaced potential 415 senior units, which resulted in a net loss of 
292 housing units overall. Nothing in the City code precludes the 
Planning Commission from approving “Senior” housing projects in 
any R-3 (High Density Residential) or CPO (Commercial 
Professional Office) district with a conditional use permit. However 
housing discrimination law does not allow the City to discriminate in 
favor of senior housing by requiring senior housing in a zoning 
district via a senior overlay. The City has recently obtained a senior 
housing project by imposing a “senior” condition in exchange for 
development concessions, and requiring that the project comply 
with ordinary zoning standards in the event the applicant wishes to 
discontinue the senior designation. 
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3. Development Standards 

Table HE-V-1 (source: http://www.ci.santa-maria.ca.us/40541.html#zoning) 
summarizes City zoning standards for residential developments. Note that 
this table generally indicates the applicable standards. Pertinent zoning 
code sections http://www.ci.santa-maria.ca.us/MuniCodeTitle12.pdf should 
be consulted to identify any exceptions to the regulations outlined in this 
Housing Element. 

• Use. 

• Density.   

• Open Space.   

• Landscaping.   

• Height. 

• Setbacks. 

• Parking.   

• Noise.   

• Project Review.     
 

It is recognized that certain standards can be relaxed through use of a 
planned development permit or alternative standards stated in a specific 
plan, and depending on the needs of the consumer for which the 
development is targeted. The City's parking standards are commonly 
accepted, and where covered parking is required, the City does not require 
garages but accepts carports for this requirement. 

Design and development criteria will continue to be considered on a case-
by-case basis, and standards will be relaxed when appropriate. 
Consideration of more flexible standards an mixed-use applications 
increase the potential for the urban core areas to increase housing density.  
Reduced prices and rents within each development will provide 
affordability. The key to affordability is passing cost savings through to 
renters and homebuyers. 
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TABLE HE-V-1 
RESIDENTIAL ZONING BY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

The following are general building site, zoning and setback requirements for the individual zone districts. These requirements cover the most common situations, but 
special circumstances may exist and the Planning Division should be consulted. Any questions regarding these requirements should be reviewed with the Planning 
Division, which is located at the Community Development Department, 110 South Pine Street, Room 101 (first floor), on Heritage Walk, Santa Maria, CA  93458, 
Phone No. (805) 925-0951, extension 244. 

 
STANDARDS 

 
R-11 

Single Family 

 
RSL-11 

Single Family Small Lot 

 
R-21 

Medium-Density Residential 

 
R-31 

High-Density Residential 
 
GENERAL PLAN MAXIMUM 
DENSITY 
  Project size more than 1 acre 
  Project size less than 1 acre 

 
4 to 8 dwelling units (du) per 
acre2 
 
----- 

 
8 dwelling units per acre2,3 
 
----- 

 
 
8 to 12 dwelling units per acre2,3 
3,000 sf net land area per du 

 
 
22 dwelling units per acre2,4 
2,000 sf net land area per du 

 
BUILDING LOT SIZE 
  INTERIOR LOT: 
     LOT WIDTH: 
  CORNER LOT: 
     LOT WIDTH:  

 
 
minimum 6,000 sq. ft.5 
   60 ft. 
minimum 7,000 sq. ft.5 
   70 ft. 

 
 
minimum 4,500 sq. ft.5 
   45 ft. 
minimum 5,000 sq. ft.5 
   50 ft. 

 
 
minimum 6,000 sq. ft. 
   60 ft. 
minimum 7,000 sq. ft. 
   70 ft. 

 
 
minimum 7,000 sq. ft. 
   60 ft. 
minimum 7,000 sq. ft. 
   70 ft. 

 
FRONT YARD SETBACK6,7 
  FRONT ENTRY GARAGE10 
  SIDE ENTRY GARAGE 

 
20 ft. 
20 ft.10 
15 ft. 

 
20 ft. 
20 ft.10 
15 ft.(minimum lot width of 48 ft) 

 
20 ft. 
20 ft.10 
15 ft. 

 
20 ft.9 
20 ft.10 
15 ft. 

 
SIDE YARD SETBACK6,7,8 
  INTERIOR LOT: 
 
  CORNER LOT: 

 
 
5 ft. one side11 
10 ft. on other side11 
5 ft. interior side11 
15 ft. street side11 

 
(zero side yard is req’d) 
3 to 5 ft. easement 
15 ft. on other side 
3 to 5 ft. interior side 
15 ft. street side 

 
 
5 ft. one side11 
10 ft. on other side11 
5 ft. interior side11 
15 ft. street side11 

 
 
10 ft.11 
10 ft.11 
10 ft. interior side11 
15 ft. street side11 

 
REAR YARD SETBACK6,7,8 

 
10 ft. for 1 story 
20 ft. for 2 story12 

 
10 ft. for 1 story 
15 ft. for 2 story 

 
10 ft.; 20 ft. when rear yard 
adjoins R-1 zone 

 
10 ft.; 20 ft. when rear yard 
adjoins R-1 zone9 

 
HEIGHT 

 
30 ft. 

 
25 ft. 

 
30 ft. 

 
35 ft. 

 
PARKING12 

 
2 spaces, covered, 19’W x 20’D14 

 
2 spaces, covered, 19’W x 20’D14 

 
Refer to notes 14 and 15. 

 
Refer to notes 14 and 15. 

 
LANDSCAPE 

 
----- 

 
----- 

 
20% of site area16 

 
20% of site area16 

 
OPEN LANDSCAPE AREA 

 
Na 

 
na 

 
300 sf per dwelling unit17 

 
250 sf per dwelling unit17 

 
ACCESSORY BUILDINGS 

 
Refer to Chapter 27 of Title 12 of the Santa Maria Municipal Code. 
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Notes: 
1. A Planned Development (PD) designation combined with the zone district designation is intended to permit a flexible design 

approach to the development of a total community environment equal to or better than that resulting from traditional lot by lot 
development.  Approval of the design of the project is subject to Planning Commission review. 

2. Refers to gross acre which is the total land area of a parcel or parcels exclusive of existing public right-of-ways, i.e., streets, 
sidewalks, alleys, etc. 

3. Maximum density depending on land use designation (LWDR-4, LDR-5, LMDR-8, or MDR-12). 

4. Senior citizen housing may be allowed a maximum density of 30 dwelling units per acre subject to a conditional use permit and 
the development standards specified in Section 12-8.17, Chapter 8 of Title 12 of the Santa Maria Municipal Code. 

5. In the case where a number follows the zoning designation, that number specifies the minimum lot size (e.g. R-1 6,000 
specifies a 6,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size). 

6. Yard setbacks are measured from the property lines. 

7. Architectural projections are encouraged and may be allowed as follows: 

a. Architectural features on the main building, such as cornices, eaves and canopies, may extend a maximum of 30 
inches into any required yard provided that combustible material is located away from the property line as specified in 
the Uniform Building Code. 

b. Eaves and canopies may extend to 1/3 of the length of the front yard up to a maximum of 5 feet on the front of the 
building, or 6 inches for each foot of the side yard or rear yard on the sides or rear of the building provided that 
combustible material is located away from the property line as specified in the Uniform Building Code. 

c. A bay window, fireplace, and minor projection of floor area, each not exceeding 8 feet in width, may extend a maximum 
of 30 inches into any required yard provided that combustible material is located away from the property line as 
specified in the Uniform Building Code. 

8. Patio covers and trellises: 

a. Patio covers, open on 3 sides, and trellises shall have a minimum setback of 5 feet from the side property line in 
residential developments with zero side yards, provided the structure is not higher than 10 feet nor longer than 20 feet. 

b. Patio covers and trellises shall have a minimum setback of 5 feet from the rear property line in the R-1 and RSL-1 
districts, provided the structure is not more than 20 feet wide. 

9. In an R-3 zoning district, developments that encompass entire blocks or two or more sides of a block are required a 20 foot 
setback on the sides fronting the street. 

10. Front entry garages with roll-up (sectional) doors may be set back a minimum of 18 feet from front property line. 

11. Refer to Section 12-31-12, Chapter 31 of Title 12 of the Santa Maria Municipal Code for lots less than 55 feet in width. 

12. The required rear yard setback may be reduced when either of the following conditions exist: 

a. The rear yard setback for a two story structure may be reduced to 15 feet provided the projecting portion of the 
structure does not exceed 20 feet in width. 

b. Rear yard setbacks may be reduced to 10 feet when the rear yard adjoins a flood control facility or property in the OS 
zoning district. 

13. a. Each parking space shall be a minimum of 9½ feet wide by 20 feet deep. 

b. Single car garages and carports with side walls between spaces shall be 11 feet wide by 20 feet deep. 

c. If a building, a block wall or other obstruction is adjacent to the side of a parking space, the space shall be a minimum 
of 10 feet in width for standard spaces and 9 feet in width for compact spaces. 

d. Compact parking spaces are permitted to meet a portion of the uncovered parking space requirement.  The number of 
compact spaces may not exceed 30% of the total uncovered spaces. Compact spaces shall be a minimum of 8 feet 
wide by 17 feet deep. 

14. a. Single family dwelling:  2 parking spaces within a garage or carport net clear interior dimensions of 19 feet wide by 20 
feet deep. 

b. Two-family or multifamily dwellings:  2 parking spaces per unit.  A minimum of 1 covered parking space net clear 
interior dimensions of 9½ feet wide by 20 feet deep shall be provided per unit. 

c. Clothes washers, dryers, furnaces, water heaters, and other appliances are not permitted to encroach into the net 19 by 
20 dimension. 

15. Condominium and planned unit developments require 2 covered parking spaces per dwelling unit, plus 1 guest parking space 
for each 2 dwelling units.  The guest parking spaces shall be distributed throughout the development at locations approved by 
the Community Development Department. 

16. The 20% site landscaping requirement includes required yards. 

17. The landscaped open area does not include required yards. 
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4.  Codes and Enforcement 
Code Compliance 
The code compliance function operates in the City Attorney 
department. Enforcement investigations are being made in largely 
in response to written complaints received, unless a health and 
safety concern is identified or a neighborhood is targeted for blight 
remediation. Table HE-V-2 illustrates the number of reported 
cases investigated by the Code Compliance Division from the year 
2000 to the start of 2004. 

TABLE HE-V-2 
CODE COMPLIANCE HOUSING VIOLATIONS REPORTED (2000-2003) 

Violation Type 2000-01 Average 2002-03 Average % of 2002-03 

DU/Garage Conversions 38 77 49% 
UHC/Living Conditions 27.5 81 34% 
Living in Vehicles 25.5 53 48% 

Total: 91 211 45% 

The reported violations listed include conversion of dwelling units or 
garages, remodeling without permits, substandard housing 
conditions, living in recreational vehicles, and boardinghouse or 
overcrowding complaints. 

5.  Site Improvements 
(a) On-Site Improvements 

Typical on-site project improvements include water lines, 
sanitary sewer lines, other utilities, streets, curbs, gutters, 
sidewalks, storm water retardation and drainage infrastructure, 
and perimeter fencing. Public utility lines are engineered to 
meet the needs of the project. Unless a project is planned to 
support adjacent vacant land, designs of public utilities do not 
include excess capacities. Drainage and retardation standards 
– designed to hold historic flows plus flows from new 
development – are designed to reduce flooding impacts on 
other residents of the City. 

(b) Off-Site Improvements 
Until recently road width requirements were sometimes a barrier 
to affordability and private roads were the only solution. 
Unfortunately, private roads require homeowners’ associations 
for upkeep and thus include a hidden cost passed through to 
the homeowner. Depending on the scale of the project, off-site 
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improvements (or in-lieu fees) may be required. In all cases, the 
improvements required (or the proportionate share of fees 
charged) have been determined through a study of the impacts 
caused by the project. Typically, major improvements concern 
park acquisition and development, regional groundwater 
recharge facilities, or traffic and circulation impacts, where the 
project causes a degradation of existing operating conditions 
elsewhere (i.e. not on the project site) in the system. An 
example might be the payment of fees for installation of a traffic 
signal at a nearby street intersection. During project and 
environmental review, the City evaluates the project related and 
cumulative impacts to determine the level of improvement(s) 
necessary to keep the system at acceptable levels of service. 

Due to decreasing fees and subventions from the County and 
State, City revenues decreased substantially over recent years. 
The City will need to seek ways to reduce long term service and 
maintenance costs resulting from new development. Such 
methods include, but are not limited to, requiring: private roads, 
sidewalks, lighting and landscaping districts, improvement 
districts, and imposing development fees on remodels that 
result in an increase in habitable space. The Maintenance 
Annuity Fund (MAF) concept may be applied to annexation 
areas resulting in a long-term adverse fiscal impact on the City. 
Without these mechanisms, development cannot occur without 
impacting City services. 

City Council policy continues to allow reduced perimeter fencing 
standards when the subdivision is adjacent to residential land 
uses. In addition, the new small public street standard is being 
implemented. 

6.  Fees and Exactions 
(a) Infrastructure Financing 
Since voter-approval of Proposition 13 in 1978, the financing of 
urban infrastructure evolved from using the general obligation 
bond into a financing system of user fees. This evolution shifted 
infrastructure financing from the City to the developer. Before 
passage of Proposition 13, cities could fairly easily pass bond 
issues to finance infrastructure. Costs were spread throughout 
the community. Because of voter sentiments against taxation 
and the public sentiment that growth and development should 
pay for the necessary infrastructure and improvements, bond 
issues require two-thirds majority voter approval and are not 
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given much of a chance for passage. Infrastructure financing is 
now done on a more expensive piecemeal basis. The present 
system requires development to pay user fees for financing 
urban infrastructure. It requires the developer to install and 
dedicate infrastructure, or pay in fees “in lieu” of dedication, to 
the City for the privilege (the courts have ruled that development 
is a privilege and not a right) to build a project. Most of these 
costs transfer to the end users of the project. If it is a housing 
project, the costs can translate into several thousand dollars per 
unit. 

(b) Growth Mitigation Fees 
The City's existing growth mitigation fees include buildings, city 
hall, park acquisition, park development, residential develop-
ment tax, police, fire, library, traffic mitigation, state water, 
water, wastewater connection, wastewater impact fees. Growth 
mitigation fees represent an alternative for financing the capital 
improvements needed to accommodate growth.   

The City of Santa Maria collects fees from developers to help 
pay for capital improvements and facilities needed due to 
growth. Development pays only for its share of the facilities 
needed due to growth. Affordable housing projects receive a 
traffic fee reduction and may request reductions for senior 
housing projects or fee payment deferrals over a 5-year period. 
Additionally, the Growth Mitigation Impact Fee Committee 
recommended that the City explore reducing fees for all infill 
developments.  

The various planning review and processing fees, 
development impact fees, and utility service connection fees 
collectively can add significant costs on housing. All City fees 
incorporated into the development process are adopted by 
ordinance. Table HE-V-3 provides an estimate of developer 
impact fees and utility connection fees that would be imposed 
on a single-family residential project and on a multiple family 
project. A typical single-family residential project could expect 
developer impact fees and utility service connection charges of 
approximately $22,500 per lot. A typical multiple family 
residential project could expect development impact fees and 
utility service connection fees of approximately $16,000 per 
unit; affordable housing projects and those targeting special 
needs groups would pay 65% of the apartment fees, or 
approximately $10,500..   
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TABLE HE-V-3 

Growth Mitigation Fees (2005-2007) 
 

 HE-V-3 PER DWELLING UNIT PER SQUARE FOOT 

  SFR MFR SR/Affordable COM IND 

BUILDINGS $154 $77 $46 $0.08  $0.08  

CITY HALL $203 $102 $61 $0.10  $0.10  

REC & PARKS $6,398 $5,159 $3,095 $0.02  $0.02  

POLICE $1,003 $627 $188 $0.31  $0.31  

FIRE $1,013 $507 $43 $0.07  $0.07  

LIBRARY $1,119 $559 $336 $0.13  $0.13  

TRAFFIC $6,940 $3,817 $1,388     

WATER $3,056 $3,056 $3,056     

WASTEWATER $2,536 $2,286 $2,286     

Subtotal: $22,422 $16,190 $10,499 $0.71  $0.71  
 

 
Additionally, the local school districts collect school impact fees for 
new construction projects in the City. School fees are established 
by S.B. 50 and are adopted by the local school districts. The Santa 
Maria Bonita School District and Santa Maria Joint Union High 
School District adopted Level II fees; the Orcutt Union School 
District collects Level I fees. Recent annexations adopted developer 
agreements that apply school impact mitigation fees to certain 
areas of the City.   

7.  Processing and Permit Procedures 
Permit Processing 
The City issues planning and building permits to assure that all new 
development complies with current codes, development standards 
and the General Plan. The process also includes environmental 
evaluations in compliance with State law. Developers all too often 
see permitting as costing time and money. The City's Community 
Development Department coordinates the review and decision 
making on required permits as well as providing information 
regarding the status of all applications and permits for residential 
developments. 

Building permits for the actual construction of new housing units 
cannot be obtained until the land-use permitting process is 
completed. Planning permit processing adds time and costs to the 
project. The average processing time from submittal of a complete 
application to Planning Commission action on a project ranges from 
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six to ten weeks. This includes the issuance of conditional use 
permits and planned development permits. If a general plan 
amendment and/or rezoning is needed, the time frame lengthens 
considerably—at least six months. 

A typical tentative subdivision map can be processed within six 
months of the original submittal. Incomplete or inadequate 
responses to City comments may extend the subdivision process 
with additional meetings. 

In accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the City conducts environmental review. If a project is not 
exempted, the City prepares an initial study and determines if a 
negative declaration, (ND) mitigated negative declaration (MND) or 
environmental impact report (EIR) is required.  

Typically, the City prepares NDs and MNDs. Environmental 
consultants usually prepare environmental impact reports. 
Environmental review occurs concurrent with the project 
processing. 

The review and comment of other relevant departments is solicited 
promptly by the Community Development Department, which 
functions as a central clearinghouse for any development 
application, thereby shortening the over-all processing time for 
projects. 

A building permit application may be filed for plan check review 
prior to completion of the planning review, which also shortens 
processing time. The City employs plans examiners, and the work 
load and the completeness of the plans submitted determine the 
time needed for plan check. For a single-family residence, the first 
plan check is completed within ten working days of submittal. For 
larger projects, the first plan check may take two to four weeks. 
During periods of heavy plancheck application volume, the City may 
contract with outside planchecking consultants for services to speed 
plancheck review response time.  

The City has established a one stop “fast track” permit process, 
which can reduce the time involved. The Community Development 
Department coordinates the review and decision-making on 
required permits as well as providing information regarding the 
status of all applications and permits for residential developments. 

The City policy is to expedite permit processing whenever possible. 
Pre-application meetings and procedural handouts help assure that 
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applications will be complete, thereby reducing processing time. 
The City continues to accept and process building permit 
applications prior to completion of Planning Commission approval 
of a project, but at the risk of required plan revisions causing 
additional time to be spent on the project. The Community 
Development Department coordinates the review and decision 
making on required permits as well as providing information 
regarding the status of all applications and permits for residential 
developments. 

8. Other Governmental Constraints on 
Housing 

The most serious barriers to meeting underserved housing needs 
involve: 

(1)  Lack of funding sources; 

(2)  Lack of community agency capacity; and/or  

(3) Difficulty in coordinating many layers of funding 
sources required to implement services and construct new 
facilities.  

9. Constraints on Housing for Persons 

with Disabilities 

Persons with disabilities generally have lower incomes since their 
disability may affect their ability to work. Thus, persons with 
physical disabilities require affordable housing as well as housing 
with special design features and other accommodations, such as 
wheelchair ramps or grab bars, etc. The Americans with 
Disabilities Act requires that in new apartments complexes with 
three or more units (or condominium buildings with four or more 
units) 20 percent of all ground floor units must be adaptable and 
on an accessible route.   

Second units and apartments are often a source of housing that is 
affordable to persons with disabilities. Although the City prohibits 
the conversion of existing units into additional units, habitable 
space is regularly added to housing units in all districts. A 
frequently seen example is conversion of existing garages to 
habitable space and construction of additional covered parking 
(which may be a carport) on a lot. This habitable space is 
generally located on the ground floor and is often accessible to, 
and used by, persons with disabilities. 
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Traditional standards of the zoning ordinance also place 
constraints on housing for people with disabilities. This constraint 
has been partially addressed during the planning period through 
implementation of the mixed use ordinance in a project proposed 
by a local nonprofit housing agency. The proposed project involves 
the rehabilitation of three properties already owned by TMHA, two 
single-family homes and one five-unit apartment building. In order to 
make the properties habitable and energy efficient, basic 
improvements, such as roofing, window replacement, heating 
system installation, and major sewer and plumbing repair, are 
needed. TMHA manages these properties as part of the Santa 
Maria Supportive Housing Program. The supportive housing 
program addresses two of the most pervasive problems in mental 
health services: the overwhelming need for comprehensive care and 
support, and the almost insurmountable difficulties that clients 
encounter when trying to house themselves. The proposed project 
will provide permanent housing for eleven clients as well as on-site 
supportive services. The City has allocated CDBG funds to this 
project. 

According to the 2000 census, 8.9% of the City’s residents aged 
5-20, 21.7% of those aged 21-64 and 44.9% of those above age 
65 report some type of disability. The number of persons with a 
disability has increased since 1990 and may continue to increase 
in the future. As the City’s disabled population increases, there 
may be more requests for modifications to housing or requests for 
reasonable accommodations. In order to address these needs, 
City staff conducted a review of its policies and procedures to 
identify and address any existing or potential constraints to the 
development or modification of housing for persons with 
disabilities in accordance with Senate Bill 520.   

Under Senate Bill (SB) 520, which became effective January 1, 
2002, every jurisdiction during its Housing Element update is 
required to analyze potential and actual constraints upon the 
development, maintenance and improvement of housing for 
persons with disabilities and to demonstrate local efforts to 
remove governmental constraints that hinder the locality from 
meeting the need for housing for persons with disabilities 
(California Government Code Section 65583(a)(4)). 

In accordance with SB 520, City staff conducted a review of 
zoning and land use, development procedures, policies, and 
practices, and building codes in order to identify any potential 
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constraints to the provision of housing accessible to persons with 
disabilities. The results of this analysis are summarized below in 
the three general categories of potential constraints: zoning and 
land use, permits and processing procedures, and building codes. 

• Zoning and Land Use: Based on past practice, the City 
treats residential care facilities with six or fewer persons as a 
single-family use. These facilities are allowed by right in any 
zone where single-family homes are permitted. Moreover, the 
Zoning Ordinance explicitly identifies these facilities as a 
permitted use.   

The City’s Zoning Ordinance does allow reduced off-street 
parking space requirements for seniors. The Ordinance also 
contains a provision allowing “unspecified uses” to receive a 
parking requirement determined by the Zoning Administrator. 
This section could be used to provide a reduced parking 
standard for housing for persons with disabilities. These 
provisions may help reduce the costs for affordable housing 
developments for these groups. A program has been added to 
the City’s Housing Program in order to address this issue. 

• Permits and Processing Procedures: There are no 
discretionary permit requirements for residential care facilities 
serving six or fewer persons. Furthermore, there are no 
special design or permitting standards that have been 
established for residential care facilities. The City has no 
occupancy standards pertaining to unrelated adults.   

Requests to retrofit homes for disabled accessibility or for 
reasonable accommodation are handled as any other building 
permit or variance application. Whenever possible, such 
permits are given priority processing. Therefore, the City has 
sought to reduce or eliminate constraints to housing for 
disabled persons in regards to its permitting procedures. 

• Building Codes: As noted above, the City has adopted 
the Uniform Building Code and the most recent California 
Amendments to it. This Code contains Chapter 11, which 
incorporates provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act.  
One provision is that a number of the residential units in new 
multi-family construction of three or more apartments, or four 
or more condominiums, must be accessible or adaptable. The 
City has added no amendments to the Building Code that 
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would place constraints on accommodation of persons with 
disabilities. 

Based on a review of City development procedures and 
policies, the following constraints were identified: parking 
requirements, restrictions on second units and a lack of clear 
procedures for reasonable accommodation requests.   

In order to address these issues, the City has included several 
programs in the Chapter 6 section of the Element. These 
programs include:  

1) Allowing reduced parking standards for senior 
and/or housing for persons with disabilities–Program 9-1;  

2) Facilitating permitted remodels of single-family 
residences and garage conversions–Program 9-2;  

3) Regularly reviewing City policies and procedures to 
ensure that there are no constraints to housing for 
persons with disabilities–Program 9-3; and 

4) Developing procedures for reasonable 
accommodation–Program 9-4.   

These actions by the City are expected to successfully 
address and remove existing and potential constraints to 
housing for persons with disabilities. 

 

1.  Availability of Financing 
Interest rate fluctuations have the greatest effect on the ability of 
buyers to afford housing and the ability of builders to construct new 
housing. Because both buyers and builders must finance the 
purchase/project, housing production is extremely interest-rate 
sensitive. Another major constraint on housing development, which 
local government cannot control, are banking industry regulations 
and institutional reluctance to fund mixed-use or large phases of 
residential developments. Effectively, this restricts housing supplies 
and keeps the housing market prices high. The monetary value of 
land is what someone else will pay for title and use of that property. 
The “highest and best use” of the land may or may not reflect the 
designated land use allowed on the land. 
 

(a) Construction Financing 
Currently, local banks provide construction loans in the range of 
the “Prime Rate” plus 2.5 – 4 percent. The prime rate is the 
interest rate that larger banking institutions charge to their best 
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customers and is currently around the recent 44-year low of 
4.25 percent. During the years of the past Housing Element, the 
prime rate has fluctuated between 3.5% and 11.5%. Figure HE-
V-4 shows the 33-year fluctuation of the prime interest rate. 

 
FIGURE HE-V-4 

(b) Homeowner Financing  
Figure HE-V-5 shows that over the past five year period, 30-year 
fixed rate loans have averaged around 7% annual interest. Figure 
HE-V-6 shows that currently, short-term, adjustable-rate, mortgages 
(ARMs) are available in the 4% to 5% range. It should be noted that 
fixed rate mortgages are the loan of choice. However, when high 
interest rates or high home prices make monthly housing costs 
unaffordable, the lower, variable rate mortgages become more 
attractive for short term financing if the buyer intends to sell in three 
to five years. 
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FIGURE HE-V-5 

 
 

FIGURE HE-V-6 
 

 

2. Price of Land 
Land has more value when it has potential for higher intensity uses. 
Land is a commodity in the City and the value depends on land use 
(density, intensity), zoning (building height, setbacks, parking, 
landscaping), subdivision (number of lots, right-of-way, easements, 
utilities) and fees (or costs associated with obtaining/providing the 
development permits) for other urban services. Recent land sales 
involving open space land in the City of Santa Maria cost the buyers 
about $80,000 per acre. Farm land within a specific plan area 
recently sold for about $100,000 per acre and the buyer requested 
amendments to the specific plan, General Plan and zoning – 
proposing about the same overall density that the adopted specific 
plan provided at maximum density. Farmland in a specific plan area 
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with a single-family subdivision recently sold for about $300,000 per 
acre. In 2001, the vacant 13.75 acre Westgate Apartment project 
site was sold for about $150,000 per acre, with a project approval. 
The nearly complete 204-unit project is valued at about 
$20,000,000 – or 1.35 million dollars per developed acre ($98,000 
per unit). It is argued that most developers will price their product at 
(or near) the market price for similar products. 

Increasingly, speculators represent investors with large cash 
holdings (not located in the Santa Maria Valley) seek out 
investment quality properties with high returns on investments. The 
residential housing market has produced a 100% return on 
investments over the past three years, so there are more short-term 
speculators actively looking to intercept below market priced 
houses in the housing resale marketplace. If, by chance, the 
houses even reach the market, the diligent (or very lucky) 
homebuyer will quickly lock up housing treasures soon after 
reaching the market. 

3. Cost of Construction 
Recent national and international disasters including the 9-11 
attack, hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and the war in Iraq have 
contributed to a huge escalation in the prices of construction 
materials such as wood, concrete, and steel. Construction costs 
marginally affect the affordability of housing unless a shift in 
construction practice reduces costs considerably.  
 
4. Other Non-Governmental Constraints 

(a) Land Use 
When more can be produced from the land, land becomes 
more valuable. The concept of “highest and best use” applies to 
the greatest production from the land. Whether it is used for 
scenic preservation, cattle grazing, irrigated agriculture, 
apartments, or a strawberry packing plant, all land has some 
value. Land value increases because the use of the land 
increases. Dramatic land values result from increased levels of 
service provided by cities. Along with the changes to the City, 
the areas around the City changed too. The bedroom 
community of Orcutt developed and prospers by sitting between 
the City shopping centers and Vandenberg Air Force Base 
employment center. Areas being considered for annexation to 
the City are under intense pressure to develop at the “highest 
and best use” in the City. 
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(b) Economic Development 
Santa Maria developed along the lines of traditional urban 
theory. Agriculture remains the economic base. As production 
agriculture developed and grew throughout the Santa Maria 
Valley, secondary (service) economies developed. Cities also 
grew to provide urban opportunities, communication, and 
services. Location advantages, public policy, and land use 
factors helped make Santa Maria the commercial-retail hub for 
northern Santa Barbara County and southern San Luis Obispo 
County. As such, Santa Maria experiences greater residential 
growth than most of the surrounding communities. However, the 
prowess of Santa Maria is being threatened by commercial 
development taking place in San Luis Obispo. 

 
 

PPaarrtt  VVII——HHoouussiinngg  PPrrooggrraammss  
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM – 1 
griculture is a basic industry in the North County. However, a 
majority of the housing and social service burdens are borne 

by the City of Santa Maria without benefit of the tax base to 
support the excess services required by the increased population. 
By expanding the non-agricultural employment sectors–especially 
in the job sectors with high employment multipliers–the City can 
increase the balance between jobs and housing in the City. 
Improving housing conditions often depends on having strong 
economic growth and better paying jobs available to local workers. 
Employment generated by commercial and industrial enterprises 
increase the ability of workers to afford better housing (meeting 
building codes, uncrowded, low housing cost burden) without 
governmental intervention. Santa Maria strongly supports the 
efforts of the Santa Maria Valley Economic Development 
Association with staff and monetary assistance. The City has 
adopted an Economic Development Element. The Economic 
Development Element reiterates the needs for jobs-housing 
balance and economic diversity to expand the job-housing 
opportunities available to the City residents. 

A Identification 
of Adequate 
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ANNEXATION PROGRAM – 2 
he City actively encourages residential development through 
annexation of land suitable for development. Residential 

development, constrained as a municipality approaches build-out 
within its jurisdictional boundaries, requires more land or more 
intense use of existing land. The type and tenure of housing 
choice for low and very low-income households become limited as 
residential development slows. Additionally, as build-out 
approaches, the economics of supply and demand come into 
operation. As housing supply diminishes but demand remains 
strong, housing costs inevitably rise. This situation further 
constrains housing choice for low-income households. 

MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT/ADAPTIVE RE-USE 

– 3 
ia the recently adopted mixed-use ordinance, the City 
encourages the use of suitable under-utilized and/or 

abandoned commercial motels to be converted to residential use 
and allows for mixed-use purposes via zoning incentives and/or 
state funded housing programs. The City allows housing above 
ground floor commercial uses in certain land use designations. 
The city may adopt enabling ordinances allowing mixed-uses or 
expansion of SRO uses in the commercial districts. Expanding the 
densities and housing mixtures within the four square mile (4SM) 
central core area, provides greater flexibility in mixing uses that 
more rigid Euclidean zoning standards typically segregate. 

The Mixed Use Ordinance increases the flexibility of the zoning 
district to support compatible uses from other zoning districts. The 
ordinance grants the Zoning Administrator, Planning Commission, 
and City Council increasing levels of power to allow reduced 
standards for parking, setbacks, landscaping, open space, or 
increased height. The ordinance is a “design based” regulation, 
which understands that the inside of the structure will change over 
time and allows the adaptation to occur without government 
controls. Spaces may be mixed and "re-mixed" to meet the needs 
of the building markets. The mixed use ordinance is in Title 12 of 
Chapter 49 of the Municipal Code.  

DENSITY BONUSES – 4 
he City provides housing incentives, in the form of greater 
density than would otherwise be allowed under the current 

zoning designation, for developers willing to construct affordable 
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housing units. State Law does not require the City to promote the 
use of Density Bonus provisions. It has been properly adopted 
and is part of the zoning code for housing developers to use as a 
tool. Density bonus provisions may be applied to overcome 
specific design issues that require relief from the code standards. 
Concurrently with adoption of this amended Housing Element, the 
City will consider amendments to the Density Bonus ordinance to 
comply with recent revisions to State law. The amendments will 
include provisions for development incentives or concessions to a 
developer who wishes to produce a small number of affordable 
units.  This will facilitate construction of needed housing space on 
already-developed parcels. 

LAND BANKING – 5 
and banking by the City plays an important role in facilitating 
affordable housing. The City acquires land through direct 

purchase or land dedications and works with non-profit 
corporations to develop housing projects that help meet 
community needs. 

The City continues to seek appropriate housing sites and, when 
funds are available, to purchase these sites with CDBG or 
General Fund monies. Restrictions on resale or transfer are 
placed on the property in order to maintain affordability. 

HOUSING INCENTIVES PROGRAM – 6  
his program offers a variety of incentives to reduce overall 
costs and is designed to meet the housing needs of low-

income households. The program can be tailored to develop new 
sites or redevelop deteriorated properties. It is applicable to 
various types of projects: single family detached, condominiums, 
cooperatives, and non-profit rental developments. The key 
incentives to date have been land acquisition write down (subsidy) 
and public improvements. The program is funded primarily with 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. 
Partnerships with non-profit developers with the expertise to 
access state, federal and private funds have also proved 
successful. These developers also provide assurances regarding 
long-term ownership and affordability for rental developments. The 
Housing Incentives Program could also be used in concert with 
additional cost reductions and incentives already offered through 
the density bonus, mixed use, single-room occupancy and four-
square-mile ordinances, including: 
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• Reducing Site Development Standards 

• Reducing Infill Development Fees 

• Increasing Site Design Flexibility for Affordable Housing  

• Increasing Land Use Flexibility 

• Establishing Four Square Mile (4SM) Area Standards 

• Permitting Residential Hotel/Motel Conversion and 
Intensification 

EXPANSION OF CODE COMPLIANCE PROGRAM 

– 7 
uring the planning period, the City has increased its code 
compliance staff from three officers (two fulltime, one part-

time) to five fulltime officers. A major focus of these officers’ efforts 
is to address reports of substandard living space that has been 
constructed without permits. Officers work with owners to 
“legalize” the construction so that it is safe and decent to live in. 
The result of these efforts is to greatly increase the supply of 
housing affordable to persons with low incomes. In addition, it 
provides families with lower incomes the opportunity to live in a 
single-family residential setting. For example, nearly 200 garages 
have been legally converted into living space during the planning 
period. Although not treated as units under the City’s zoning 
ordinance, in fact these garages are regularly rented out at rates 
affordable to households with low incomes. Thus, the City’s stock 
of affordable “housing units” has increased by this number during 
the planning period. 

PRIORITIZATION OF SERVICES – 8 
s required by Government Code §65598.7, the City has 
adopted a written policy providing for priority of water and 

sewer services to affordable housing developments. A copy of the 
policy is included as an appendix to the Housing Element. 

PERMIT PROCESSING – 9 
he City operates a one stop, "fast track" permit process. The 
Community Development Department coordinates the review 

and decision-making on required permits and also provides 
information regarding the status of all applications and permits for 
residential developments. The permit processing of the City 
attempts to gather, organize, and distribute the information 
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needed by applicant/developers, staff, Planning Commission, and 
City Council. In the case of low-income housing projects, the City 
facilitates meetings with neighbors to provide information about 
proposed projects and decrease NIMBY reactions. City staff 
coordinates meetings between applicants, staff and professionals 
to keep project processing running smoothly. Staff offers courtesy 
inspections and phased approvals to low-income housing projects 
to shorten the time between initial application and occupancy. 

ACCOMMODATIONS FOR FARMWORKERS, 

SENIORS AND PERSONS WITH DISABLITIES – 

10 

1. The City will allow reduced parking standards for senior, 
farmworker and/or housing for persons with disabilities. This 
can be accomplished by applying Section 12-32.06 of the 
Santa Maria Municipal Code to develop an appropriate parking 
standard in individual cases.  

2. The City will facilitate permitted remodels of single-family 
residences and garage conversions. The City will allow 
expansion of residential space to the full extent allowable by 
standards of the zone or applicable specific plan. The City will 
consider an amendment to its density bonus ordinance to give 
development concessions to individual additional units legally 
constructed and reserved for seniors or persons with low 
incomes. 

3. City staff will regularly review City policies and procedures to 
ensure that there are no constraints to housing for persons 
with disabilities. As part of this review, the City will follow a 
regular program of sidewalk repair and maintenance including 
provision of handicap ramps to facilitate movement throughout 
the City for persons with disabilities regardless of where they 
live.  

4. The City will develop specific procedures for providing 
reasonable accommodation in processing housing projects. 

 
FACILITATION OF PROJECTS FOR HOMELESS 

INDIVIDUALS – 11 

he City will provide staff services and funding to promote 
realization of projects to house a target population of 1,500 T 
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homeless, extremely low-income persons in Santa Maria. 
Examples of current projects are described below. 

Good Samaritan Shelter West Morrison Street Facilities 
The provider is a nonprofit housing corporation which provides 
numerous programs and services to homeless families and 
individuals in Santa Maria. It is the only emergency homeless 
shelter provider in Northern Santa Barbara County, providing 
critical services to the residents of Santa Maria. It is the goal of 
the nonprofit corporation to assist the homeless in achieving 
economic independence and self-sufficiency. Services offered 
include food, shelter, clothing, medical and dental screening, 
drug and alcohol detoxification and treatment, job training, job 
search assistance, part-time employment, mental health 
counseling and assistance, social services, after-school 
tutoring, parenting and budget training, perinatal care and 
direct assistance to children. 

The corporation is currently constructing a 5,400 square foot 
building that will serve as a dining hall and kitchen facility for 
use by those clients participating in its programs. The facility 
will also provide overflow shelter space for an additional 40 
beds. The facility will be constructed on a parcel of land 
located between 401 West Morrison and the 400 Block of 
West Park in Santa Maria. The project site is already owned 
by the nonprofit and is being developed as a campus-style 
complex of buildings that already houses, in addition to the 
proposed dining room/kitchen facility, an 81-bed emergency 
shelter, 56-bed family transitional shelter, a 12-bed drug and 
alcohol detoxification treatment facility, and a Head Start 
facility. 

A number of funding sources are being used in the 
development of this facility, including CDBG, HOME, HUD’s 
Continuum of Care/Supportive Housing Program (McKinney) 
and the State’s Emergency Housing Assistance Program 
(EHAP). 

Casa de Familia Apartments for Homeless Families 
Casa de Familia is a 16-unit permanent apartment complex for 
homeless, low-income families. This project will target those 
homeless families that do not have the financial resources 
available to afford permanent market housing options. While a 
tenant screening process will be conducted, the provider will 
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not discriminate against families who have prior evictions or 
credit problems on their records. The provider will assess 
families based on their income and will charge only 30% of 
household income for rent. This will allow them the security of 
permanent housing and stability while preparing them for 
transition to market rate housing. The proposed project is the 
final step in a continuum of care approach being used to 
combat homelessness and facilitate family self-sufficiency and 
financial independence. The City is providing HOME funds to 
assist in the financing of this project. 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONSERVATION PROGRAM – 

12 
his program, which was developed in 1990, assists the City's 
neediest neighborhoods through the use of existing 

improvement programs. Low-income neighborhoods--with a high 
incidence of criminal activity, serious public improvement 
deficiencies, significant code violations, and generally 
deteriorating conditions--receive the efforts of this program. As 
citizens see the positive results of the program, more people will 
take a more active role in preserving their neighborhoods and 
become involved in activities that prevent neighborhood blight and 
foster community pride. 

CODE COMPLIANCE PROGRAM – 13 
nforcing housing and building codes directly links to ensuring 
the safe and habitable condition of the housing stock, and 

thus the continued viability of neighborhoods. Code violations 
involving immediate health or safety hazards are handled without 
the need for a complaint. Alleged violations involving public 
welfare issues are pursued only after a complaint is received. 
Complaints will normally come directly from citizens, from officials 
on behalf of citizens, or from staff as a consequence of 
observations in the normal course of duties (e.g., inspections and 
permitting). When a violation is found, steps are taken to correct 
the problems. 
 
SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY – 14 

uring the planning period, the City provided for single-room 
residential occupancies in commercial zones. This regulatory 

provision made it possible for an existing hotel that could legally 
accommodate only transitory occupancy (less than 30 days) to 
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house individuals on a permanent basis. City staff facilitated the 
conversion by reducing processing fees. Staff also showed the 
owner that the value of his investment would be increased by 
committing to providing low-income housing for 30 years. The 
resulting conversion added and preserved over 70 low-income 
housing units in the City’s stock. 
 
PROJECT-BASED TENANT ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS – 15 

ublic Housing - The Housing Authority of the County of Santa 
Barbara owns and manages Evans Park, which consists of 

150 low-income public housing rental units, a park, and a 
community building. 

TENANT-BASED ASSISTANCE PAYMENTS 

PROGRAMS – 16  
hrough the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program, 
the Housing Authority provides rental subsidy payments 

directly to private property owners on behalf of eligible low-income 
tenants who cannot afford market rates without a subsidy. 
Families with certificates must rent approved units at fair market 
rents, and the subsidy represents the difference between 30 
percent of the monthly income and the approved rent for an 
adequate housing unit. The program also includes a voucher 
option, which permits families to rent units beyond the fair market 
rents; the family must pay any rent difference. This program, 
funded through HUD, seeks to encourage low-income persons to 
find housing in publicly assisted units throughout the community 
rather than impacting any one particular area. On December 31, 
2002, the Section 8 program provided Santa Maria 2,093 
certificates and vouchers. The Housing Authority continues to 
apply for new funds to increase Section 8 assistance. During the 
planning period, the Housing Authority also processed and 
received approval for Ted Zenich Gardens, a multi-unit housing 
complex which will receive building permits during 2006. The 
Housing Authority continually seeks input from the residents and 
encourages their involvement in management activities. More 
public housing units are needed, and the Housing Authority will 
continue to apply to the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) for funds to provide these additional units. 

Section 236 - Union Plaza, owned and managed by the 
Teamsters Union, was constructed under the Section 236 
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Program. It is a seven-story structure with 122 one-bedroom 
apartments designed to accommodate low-income elderly 
persons. It also includes a community recreation building. Central 
Plaza, also done under the Section 236 Program, consists of 112 
garden style apartments for low-income families. The project 
includes a park with play areas. The Housing Authority of Santa 
Barbara County acquired the Central Plaza project and will 
maintain the affordability of these units “at-risk” of conversion to 
market rate housing. 

SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR HOMELESS 
PERSONS – 17 

DBG and/or General Funds are allocated annually to the 
Transitional Center for Women and Children, which is the 

only transitional housing in Santa Maria. Women and children, 
including those with drug and alcohol problems, receive housing 
here for up to 90 days. There exists no transitional housing for 
men at this time. The Non-Profit Facilities Program is available to 
these agencies for capital development activities. There is a need 
for transitional housing which houses men as well as women and 
children, and this program could aid in the funding of such a 
project.  

CDBG and/or General Funds allocations annually go to public 
service agencies providing emergency shelter and services. The 
Non-Profit Facilities Program is available to these agencies for 
capital development activities.   

CDBG and/or General Funds allocations annually go to public 
service agencies providing support services to the homeless. 
Such services consist of counseling, medical relief, and 
transportation. The Non-Profit Facilities Program is available to 
these agencies for capital development activities.   
 
FAIR HOUSING PROGRAM – 18  

he City of Santa Maria adopted an anti-discrimination 
ordinance as part of its housing policy. The City supports the 

local Fair Housing Council with a financial and philosophical 
commitment. The housing programs sponsored by the City 
promote housing opportunities for all persons within the 
community. The Legal Aid Foundation of Santa Barbara County, 
under contract with the City, conducts fair housing activities. 
These include the preparation of a fair housing assessment, 
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educational presentations before community groups, testing of fair 
housing practices for rental housing, development of educational 
materials, operation of a special telephone call line, and direct 
legal representation of eligible clients in cases involving housing 
discrimination in the Santa Maria community. The City complies 
with the Federal Fair Housing requirements related to program 
resources, which are available in English and Spanish. The 
Special Projects Division administers the production and 
distribution of Fair Housing information throughout the City. 
Locations of the program distribution are http://www.ci.santa-
maria.ca.us/40410.html. 
 
ENERGY COMPLIANCE AND CONSERVATION – 
19 

nergy conservation plays a vital role in providing decent, 
affordable housing. The City Building Division enforces 

California Title 24 -- Building Energy Efficiency Standards -- for all 
new construction in the City. The City will solicit information from 
local utility providers about conservation programs, rebates, and 
low-income assistance programs through those companies. 

Community Action Commission of Santa Barbara County (CAC) 
provides weatherization and energy conservation home 
improvements, such as the installation of insulation, window 
caulking, and water-conserving fixtures, to low and very low 
income households, with preference given to seniors. Emergency 
grants are also available for the payment of utility bills. CDBG 
funds have been allocated for use with CAC funds in order to 
assist more households under this program. Santa Barbara 
County has a program that provides energy efficiency rebates 
through the utility companies for home insulation and replacing 
inefficient appliances with new, energy efficient models. 
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PPaarrtt  VVIIII——QQuuaannttiiffiieedd  OObbjjeeccttiivveess  
 

uantified Objectives for housing construction, rehabilitation, 
and conservation of existing affordable units are contained 
in this section along with a discussion of programs to be 

implemented to help achieve the community goals with qualified 
objectives for the maximum number of housing units (by income 
level) over the remaining time frame of the element. The Housing 
Element uses three categories of quantified objectives. These are: 

• Producing new housing units. Mostly, production comes 
from new construction. It may involve adaptive reuse of non-
residential structures for housing opportunities. 

• Rehabilitating existing housing units. To extend the 
useful life of older residential structures, rehabilitation keeps 
housing units in service to meet the residential needs of the 
community. 

• Conserving affordable housing. Rather than creating new 
housing units or extending the life of existing housing units, 
conservation programs apply to the preservation of 
affordable units at risk of conversion to market rates. 

Totals for each of the three objectives are: 

 

 TABLE HE-VII-1 
SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES BY INCOME CATEGORY 

INCOME LEVEL NEW 
CONSTRUCTION 

REHABILITATION CONSERVATION TOTAL 

VERY LOW 1,836 126 99 2,061 

LOW 627 27 13 667 

MODERATE 844 0 0 844 

ABOVE MOD 1,645 0 0 1,645 

TOTAL: 4,952 153 112 5,217 

 

Q

92 



 

 

In order to meet these projected numbers for construction, 
rehabilitation and conservation as noted above, the following 
respective goals and policies together with program implementation 
commitments will be enacted. 

Housing Programs that will enact the City's goals and policies 
during the remaining term of this Housing Element follow. These 
goals and policies insure a total dwelling capacity equal to the new 
construction need for all income levels, including rental and 
manufactured housing, homeless shelters and transitional and 
farmworker housing. Policy actions will include regulatory 
concessions and incentives as well as insuring utilization of 
federal and state financing and/or subsidies. 
 

 
ssure sufficient development potential to 
accommodate future residential growth and 
construction. 

 
Policy 1-A  Action steps to provide adequate sites. 

(1) The City will continue its one-stop, fast track permit process. 
The Community Development Department coordinates the review 
and decision-making on required permits and also provides 
information regarding the status of all applications and permits for 
residential developments. The permit processing of the City will 
continue to gather, organize and distribute the information needed 
by applicant/developers, staff, Planning Commission and City 
Council in an expeditious fashion. 

(2) While State law does not require the City to promote the 
use of Density Bonus provisions, the City by ordinance will provide 
housing incentives, in the form of greater density than would 
otherwise be allowed under the current zoning designation, for 
developers willing to construct affordable housing units. Density 
bonus provisions may be applied to overcome specific design 
issues that require relief from the code standards. The City's 
Density Bonus ordinance will be amended to comply with State 
Legislation SB1818 (Hollingsworth) in 2006. 

(3) The City will continue its economic development efforts to 
increase wages and bring higher paying jobs to its residents. 
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Policy 1-B  Action steps to annex sufficient land for 
residential needs: 

(1) The City will continue to support the use of land for 
residential development to meet its growing housing need and will 
actively encourage planned residential developments through 
annexation of suitable land. Expectations for the current annexation 
program calculate that about 8,000 new housing units can be built 
over a twenty-year period. 

(2)  Based on the UC Davis Farmworker Data and the Census 
2000 data, Santa Maria houses 55% of the Santa Barbara County 
farmworker population. The resident baseline population is 10,600 
farmworkers workers in the County and the maximum population 
peaks in June, adding 9,700 more workers (UC Davis, 1999-
2000). The calculated demand generated by farmworkers in Santa 
Maria ranges between 3,100 and 4,600 dwelling units. Los 
Adobes de Maria I and II owned and operated by Peoples' Self 
Help Housing Corporation, Inc., provide 117 farmworker 
apartment units and are model projects to be replicated. The City 
will work cooperatively with County and State government entities 
as well as non-profit and agriculture community to address 
housing for all special needs populations. 

Policy 1-C  Action steps to encourage mixed-use 
development: 

(1) The City's Mixed-Use Ordinance (effective 12/16/2004) 
increases the flexibility of the zoning district to support compatible 
uses from other zoning districts. The Ordinance grants the Zoning 
Administrator, Planning Commission, and City Council increasing 
levels of oversight to allow reduced standards for parking, 
setbacks, landscaping, open space and/or increased height. The 
Ordinance is a “design-based” regulation, which understands that 
the uses inside the structure will change over time and the code 
allows the adaptation to occur without government controls. 
Spaces may be mixed and "re-mixed" to meet the needs of the 
community. Mixed-Use projects that encourage provision of 
affordable housing are given priority, especially those within the 
Downtown Specific Plan area, accommodating special needs 
populations and housing the local workforce by employers. 
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Objectives: 
New Residential Units: Encourage/approve development 
applications to meet all or part of the below remaining regional 
share of need (RHNA): 

• 1,622 units affordable to very-low income households 

• 1,705 units affordable to low income households 

• 3,846 units affordable to moderate-income households 

• 2,763 units affordable to above-moderate income 
households 

Responsibility: 
Staff of the Community Development Department is responsible to 
successfully implement the Mixed-Use Ordinance. By December 
31, 2007, staff will develop standards, etc. for City approval that 
can be given to developers as a menu that specifies reduced 
standards for parking, setbacks, landscaping, open space and/or 
increased height and/or incentives (financial and/or regulatory). 
This information will also be made available to the public in the 
following ways: 

• Handouts on mixed-use development standards available 
at the front counter and online 

• Internet posting of mixed use definitions, policies, and 
procedures  

• City identification of potential mixed use development 
areas. 

Staff will regularly monitor and report on the progress and status 
of this action to the Planning Commission and City Council by 
October 1 of each year via the filing of the General Plan Annual 
Report (consistent with Government Code §64500) and make 
appropriate revisions to achieve stated objectives over the 
planning period. 
New programs, like the Mixed-Use Ordinance, cause the 
reexamination of how development standards are applied. The 
City has adopted a building conservation code and will regularly 
review and adopt revisions to the Uniform Building Codes. 
 
Policy 1-D  Action steps to encourage infill and refill: 

(1) The City's General Plan establishes goals for preserving 
agricultural land at the perimeter of the City and this boundary 
remains distinct. The City will examine ways to encourage the 
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principles of Smart Growth through infill and high-density housing 
development in several focused areas including the Downtown 
Specific Plan area. 

(2) The City continually analyzes the relationship between 
available public facilities and services and sites suitable for 
residential development to assure meeting the need for services. 
Leapfrog development is more costly if urban infrastructure (water, 
sewer, gas, electricity, roads, etc.) is not adjacent to the site. The 
City ensures development sites for affordable housing receive 
priority scheduling for capital improvements. Building in areas 
where services already exist does not add significant costs to off-
site improvements. CDBG funds will continue to be used to offset 
extraordinary costs where appropriate. 

(3) The City of Santa Maria and the County of Santa Barbara 
jointly allocated HOME funds to the Housing Authority of the 
County of Santa Barbara for construction of Ted Zenich Gardens, 
a 24-unit apartment complex for low and moderate income 
families to be located on East Chapel Street. The Housing 
Authority will be pulling building permits before the end of 
December 2006 on this project with construction to begin in 
January 2007. 

(4) One of the City’s goals for the 2005-06 budget period was to 
work with a local non-profit housing agency to facilitate 
development of a large-scale affordable housing project to 
increase the supply of renter and owner-occupied workforce 
housing for low and moderate-income households. City staff has 
encouraged Peoples’ Self-Help Housing Corporation (PSHHC) to 
proceed with development of a large-scale project in Santa Maria. 
PSHHC had an option to purchase a large piece of property; 
however, they were unable to negotiate a final purchase 
agreement with the property owner. They are seeking another site 
at this time. 

(5) City staff has been working with the Housing Trust Fund of 
Santa Barbara County to facilitate the development of a workforce 
housing project in Santa Maria. The Trust Fund conducted several 
informational meetings in Santa Maria in 2005 and sponsored a 
Regional Workforce Housing Summit that was held on October 
18, 2006, in Santa Maria. The purpose of the summit was to 
convene community members and leaders from the business, real 
estate, development, financial and public sectors to: 
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• increase public awareness on the need for workforce 
housing; 

• present innovative working models and solutions; and 

• provide a networking opportunity for forging new 
partnerships to produce workforce housing that would be 
affordable to a broad range of local employees. 

Over 200 community members from throughout Santa Barbara 
County attended the summit making it a huge success. Follow-up 
meetings will be held to solidify partnerships and pursue regional 
solutions to workforce housing needs. City staff participated on the 
summit planning committee and will continue to work with the 
Trust Fund to facilitate the development of workforce housing 
projects in Santa Maria. 
 

upport decent, affordable housing programs that 
target low- and moderate-income sectors of the 

community for rehabilitation projects.  

Policy 2-A  Action steps to improve sub-standard housing 
conditions: 

(1) The City continues to maintain an active code compliance 
program of complaint-based inspections in target neighborhoods. 
The intent of this program is to stop destabilizing elements in the 
area and work with other programs to encourage housing 
rehabilitation and neighborhood security. The City may augment the 
complaint-based inspection program with a building inspection 
clearance prior to resale of single-family, duplex, tri-plex, and four 
units of properties. 

(2) The City will coordinate its public improvements with 
neighborhood improvement programs. The City Council periodically 
reviews capital improvement requirements and will amend its 
scheduling for funding allocation to coordinate with private sector 
residential maintenance and improvement projects. 

(3) Each requested demolition uses the safety of the structure 
and the threat of imminent collapse as the standard for review. 
Housing units will be carefully reviewed to determine absolute need 
for demolition and if rehabilitation can avoid unnecessary reduction 
of housing. When demolition is required, efforts will be directed 
toward timely replacement of housing compatible with the existing 
neighborhood. 
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(4) The City will continue to provide CDBG funds to Habitat for 
Humanity for the operation of a residential rehabilitation loan 
program for low income homeowners. Repair and maintenance 
projects will include heating units, kitchen remodels, plumbing, 
roofing, window and door replacements, painting, and garage 
conversions. Habitat for Humanity uses supervised volunteer labor 
in order to reduce the cost of projects by approximately 50%. Zero 
percent loans provided through the residential rehabilitation 
program will be due and payable at the time of sale. All loans are 
secured by a deed of trust recorded against the property. 
Proceeds from payments and payoffs will be recycled into future 
building and repair projects. It is projected that 125 loans will be 
provided over the next five years. The total estimated cost for these 
loans is $385,376, of which $177,275 is volunteer labor and donated 
in-kind materials and $179,498 is CDBG funding allocated by the 
City. 

Policy 2-B Action steps to assist special needs 
populations: 

(1) The City has staff dedicated to grant writing and 
administration. Funding sources are continually reviewed and 
Proposition 46 funding is one of the potential sources for projects 
to be accessed. The HUD adopted 2005-10 Consolidated Plan 
and subsequent Annual Action Plans outline the goals and 
objectives for the allocation of Federal HOME and CDBG 
entitlement programs. To avoid confusion, the Housing Element 
will refer the reader to the Federal reports for the current status of 
federally funded housing programs and support services. The City 
will actively seek funding for projects to insure a balance of 
housing opportunities for its residents. 

(2) The City is working with two local non-profit agencies that 
have been designated as Community Housing Development 
Organizations (CHDOs). One will undertake various housing 
related activities including transitional and supportive housing 
facilities, and new construction of affordable permanent rental 
units. The other will concentrate on rehabilitation of existing 
affordable units and new construction of affordable owner units. 
The City has provided funding to both agencies to proceed with 
these projects. 

(3) Mobile homes provide affordable housing options and are 
encouraged to expand through recently enacted ordinance 
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amendments. Recent changes increased the mobile home park 
density up to ten dwelling units per acre regardless of the 
underlying land use. The Mobile Home Park density limitations 
were increased from seven dwelling units per acre to ten dwelling 
units per acre in any land use designation. Additionally, the zoning 
code was amended to permit two units on substandard lots (less 
than 6,000 square feet) in the R-2 zoning district. The R-2 zoning 
district no longer requires 3,000 square feet per dwelling unit, but 
allows two units on any R-2 lot under 6,000 square feet as long as 
the development meets other R-2 standards. A pending code 
change for the R-3 zoning district would reduce the required 10-
foot side yard setbacks on lots with less than 60-feet of width to 
10-percent of the lot width, but not less than 3-feet.  

(4) Land banking was last used in 1990. The City maintains a 
small inventory of land that may be declared as “excess,” which 
allows other governmental agencies sixty days to express the 
agency interest in acquiring the declared property. After the sixty 
day period, the City will offer available property to local non-profit 
providers of affordable housing. 

(5) The City will continue to offer a Housing Assistance 
Program for first-time homebuyers in partnership with the County 
of Santa Barbara. 

(6) The City encourages property owners to rent using the 
Section 8 Program to encourage rental property retain higher 
standards as monitored by the Housing Authority of Santa 
Barbara County. 

(7) The City will closely monitor the conversion of 
condominiums to minimize losses to the rental housing stock. Each 
conversion is to be handled on a case-by-case basis; appropriate 
conditions are placed on any project at the time of approval. 

Policy 2-C Action steps to expand economic 
opportunities: 

(1) The City will continue funding the Santa Maria Valley 
Chamber of Commerce to provide economic development 
services to insure higher paying jobs for its residents. 

(2) The City will support the creation of new jobs and housing 
by annexing areas for new employment opportunities and seek to 
retain currently zoned commercial and industrial property by 
implementing industrial reserve zoning. 
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(3) The City encourages job creation through new business 
location and existing business expansion and has set aside $1 
million for a Business and Retention Loan Program. This Loan 
Program is under the direction of the Santa Maria Valley Chamber 
of Commerce. 
 

ork with local housing providers to conserve 
affordable units at risk of conversion to market 

rates.  

Policy 3-A Action steps to maximize governmental 
assistance to conserve affordable housing units currently 
receiving subsidies: 

Objective 1 Governmental Assistance Action Steps: 

(1) Through the Section 8 Rental Certificate and Voucher 
Programs, the Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara 
provides rental subsidy payments directly to private property 
owners on behalf of eligible low-income tenants who cannot afford 
market rate rents without a subsidy. The assistance is tenant-
based rather than project-based. As of March 31, 2005, there 
were 1,835 Section 8 assisted units located in the City. This 
represents 54% of the countywide allocation of 3,396. At that time, 
there were 3,321 households on the Section 8 waiting list and 
4,176 on the public housing waiting list. Households using this 
program will continue to be provided assistance and the Housing 
Authority will continue to apply for new funds to increase Section 8 
assistance. 

(2) The City will encourage property owners and non-profit 
organizations to develop strategies to maintain affordability controls 
on government-assisted projects. 

(3) The Housing Authority of Santa Barbara County completed 
acquisition of the Central Plaza Apartments project in 2005, and 
construction of a new on-site community building in 2006. 
Renovation of the housing units is currently underway. 

(4) The City will monitor the Union Plaza project to insure 
qualified entities with the managerial and financial capacity acquire 
and rehabilitate this property if and when an Opt Out notice is filed. 

The State offers numerous opportunities for financing project 
construction using Proposition 46 proceeds. The City Grants 
Administrator is continually on the lookout for funding opportunities 
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to finance affordable housing projects. The City uses its Federal 
HUD Community Development Block Grant and HOME allocations 
to invest in projects and contributes to a First-Time Buyer Program 
administered by the County of Santa Barbara. 

With regard to the financing constraint, the City has staff dedicated 
to grants administration and funding sources are continually 
reviewed. Proposition 46 funding is just one of the potential sources 
for projects. During the term of this Housing Element, the City of 
Santa Maria Special Projects Division will continue to seek new 
outside funding sources for the community and collaborate with 
community partners. The City has an adopted Consolidated Plan 
and adopts Annual Action Plans regarding the allocation of Federal 
HOME and CDBG program funds. To avoid confusion, the Housing 
Element will refer the reader to the Federal reports for the current 
status of federally funded housing programs and support services. 

A Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO) is a 
specific type of private nonprofit, community-based service 
organization that has obtained or intends to obtain staff with the 
capacity to develop affordable housing for the community it 
serves. HOME jurisdictions must set aside at least 15 percent of 
their allocations for CHDOs exclusively so it is an advantage to be 
a CHDO in securing funding. One of the City’s goals for the 2004-
05 budget period was to facilitate and establish the formation of a 
CHDO by a local non-profit in an effort to support programs that 
would increase the supply of housing for low-and moderate-
income households. As a result, two local non-profit agencies 
have attained designation. 

The local Habitat for Humanity agency was designated as a 
CHDO in October 2005. Good Samaritan Shelter, Inc. received a 
technical assistance grant from the U. S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) in 2005 to assist them with 
formation of a CHDO as well. Their designation was finalized in 
March, 2006. This was the last of six designated CHDO 
organizations allowed in Santa Barbara County. 

In Fiscal Year 2005-06, the City allocated CDBG funds to Habitat 
for Humanity to operate the Residential Rehabilitation Loan 
Program and HOME funds to reconstruct a home on West Barrett 
Street for a very low income widow and her children. For Fiscal 
Year 2006-07 the City and County jointly allocated HOME funds to 
Good Samaritan Shelter, Inc., to fund a CHDO Coordinator that 
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was just hired on September 28, 2006. Good Samaritan is 
currently in the planning and predevelopment stages on two 
housing projects that will be pulling building permits before the 
end of December 2006 – the expansion of the Transitional Center 
for Women and Children at 412 East Tunnell Street adding six 
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) units and the construction of 
Casa de Familia apartments, a 16-unit apartment complex to be 
located on West Morrison Street. 

The City continues its work with area non-profits that specialize in 
housing for persons with disabilities. Peoples' Self-Help Housing 
Corporation (PSSHC) has a non-profit CHDO as a division within its 
corporate structure. PSHHC is expected to continue its construction 
for special needs population including the disabled and 
farmworkers. 

By City Ordinance, the City allocates a percentage of its hotel and 
motel Transient Occupancy to economic development efforts. 
Currently, the Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce holds a 
three-year contact to provide economic development services for 
the City. In addition, an Economic Development Commission meets 
twice a month to insure coordinated efforts in the economic 
development arena. 

Where appropriate and legally possible, the following strategies 
address the removal of governmental constraints (65583(c)(3) on 
the construction of housing for all income levels especially that for 
low and moderate income households. 

1. Land Controls 

As a charter city, General Plan amendment projects are not 
subjected to the processing limitations and may be acted on more 
than four times each year. The City should discourage General 
Plan amendments, except in cases demonstrating good long 
range planning in the best interest of the City, and encourage 
public participation in the comprehensive General Plan element 
updates and truly implement fast-tracking processing that saves 
the developer money. 

The City adopted a Mixed Use Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 49 or 
Title 12) in December 2004. The ordinance is aimed at creating and 
regulating opportunities to establish mixed-use projects within the 
City. The ordinance seeks to allow the provision of a mixture of 
compatible office, commercial, industrial and residential uses in 
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order to create a more efficient and pedestrian-friendly environment 
and infuse new vitality into qualifying underdeveloped properties. 
Some of the objectives of the ordinance are to expand residential 
opportunities, reduce urban sprawl and promote infill development. 

Responsible Department: Community Development     

Timeframe: Ongoing.  

Expected Results During Housing Element Period: 400 Additional 
dwelling units.  

Approved Projects:  
• Allen Mixed Use consists of three apartments above new 

office space on a 9,000 square foot CPO zoned lot.  

• Celebration consists of 42 small-lot SFD, 14 live-work 
buildings with 3 apartments in each building (42 apartment 
units). Note the site was restricted to 42 units under a 
Transfer of Development Rights agreement. The Mixed 
Use Ordinance allowed 37 additional units over the 
allowed density. 

• Café FX consists of 40 apartments used for housing 
temporary workers for the production of special effects in 
the entertainment industry. 

Applications: 
• Centennial Square consists of 72 condominiums located 

behind four commercial-office buildings with seven 
apartments above. The six-acre site is zoned CPO. 
Potentially, 79 additional units are expected. 

• Inger-McClelland consists of 40 townhomes and at least 
seven live-work apartments over commercial-office spaces 
along the Inger Street frontage. The three-acre site is 
zoned C-2. Potentially, 50 additional units are expected. 

• Sunrise Center consists of 72 condominiums located 
behind four commercial-office buildings with between nine 
and 12 apartments above. The six-acre site is zoned CPO. 
Potentially, 81 additional units are expected. 

• Kamal Petroleum consists of adding one apartment above 
a convenience store in a C-2 zone. 

• Wilber Mixed Use consists of three apartments above 
new office space on a 9,000 square foot CPO zoned lot.  
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Pre-Applications:  

• Reuse of the Renfro Auto Center C-2; potentially 100 units 
could be approved. 

• Donovan Road CPO; potentially two units could be 
approved. 

2. Building Codes 

Projected housing code compliance activity during the 2001-2008 
Housing Element cycle will likely increase 200-250 percent–
matching the 2002-03 average of over 200 complaints per year. 
The City recently implemented a volunteer program that is proving 
successful. With an increase in funding and staffing this program 
can be expanded. The Code Compliance Division is stepping up its 
outreach to the Spanish-speaking population with homeowner and 
landlord / tenant information. 

Responsible Department: City Attorney     

Timeframe: Ongoing. 

Expected Results During Housing Element Period: 50% compliance 
per year; 100 dwelling units brought up to code per year. 

3. Site Improvements 

The City will seek ways to reduce long term service and 
maintenance costs resulting from new development. Such methods 
include, but are not limited to, requiring: private roads, sidewalks, 
lighting and landscaping districts, and improvement districts. The 
Maintenance Annuity Fund (MAF) concept may be applied to 
annexation areas resulting in a long-term adverse fiscal impact on 
the City. Without these mechanisms, development cannot occur 
without impacting City services. 

City Council policy continues to allow reduced perimeter fencing 
standards when the subdivision is adjacent to residential land uses. 
In addition, the new small public street standard is being 
implemented. The problem was recently studied, and a new small 
public street standard was adopted which allows narrower public 
streets in residential projects. Normally, block walls are required for 
perimeter subdivision fencing to reduce off-site noise impacts on 
the residences. When a new subdivision borders residential 
property, however, a combination of masonry and wood wall may 
be permitted, reducing development costs significantly. 

Responsible Agency: Community Development     
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Timeframe: Ongoing. 

Expected Results During Housing Element Period: Lower 
construction costs that may be transferred to buyers. 

4. Fees and Exactions 

The City will continue to grant a Subdivision/Residential In-Lieu Park 
Fee credit of up to 100% of the fee for existing facilities that convert 
to senior projects, provided the projects have on-site recreational 
facilities that meet certain criteria. In limited cases, the City plans to 
continue its policy of deferring payment of a portion of the fees on 
projects affordable to lower income persons. The City also plans to 
continue to offer a reduced traffic impact fee of $796 per single 
family dwelling unit to affordable and senior housing projects. The 
traffic impact fee for all other single-family residential units is $3,981. 
City fees for projects funded under the HOME Program will be 
waived where legally permitted by City ordinances, on a case-by-
case basis. 

Responsible Departments: Recreation and Parks, Public Works 
Engineering, Community Development 

Timeframe: Case-by-Case (ongoing) 

Expected Results During Housing Element Period: 200 affordable 
dwelling units benefited by fee reductions. 

5. Processing and Permit Procedures 

The City policy is to expedite permit processing whenever 
possible. Pre-application meetings and procedural handouts help 
assure that applications will be complete, thereby reducing 
processing time. The City continues to accept and process 
building permit applications prior to completion of Planning 
Commission approval of a project, but at the risk of required plan 
revisions causing additional time to be spent on the project. The 
City Council no longer reviews tentative subdivision maps, 
eliminating one month of processing time. Building permit 
applications may be filed and processed prior to completion of 
Planning Commission approval of a project. A new courtesy 
inspection procedure allows inspections before permits are issued 
on a case-by-case basis subject to certain criteria. The City Building 
Department has offered classes on water heater installation, and 
those plumbers who have passed the test have been certified to 
install water heaters without obtaining counter permits. 
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Responsible Agency: Community Development     

Timeframe: Case-by-Case (ongoing).  

Expected Results During Housing Element Period: Lower 
construction costs that may be transferred to buyers. 

 

n order to promote equal housing opportunities per Section 
65583(c)(5), the County of Santa Barbara HOME Consortium, 

with the assistance of its member cities, prepared an Analysis of 
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice in May 1997, which was 
updated September 1, 2006. As part of the preparation, a survey of 
community service agencies was conducted to assess the number 
and types of fair housing complaints, Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 
data were collected and analyzed, and maps of the County's racial 
composition were created. As a result, impediments were identified 
and an action plan was developed. The following four impediments 
were identified through the Analysis for the City of Santa Maria. 

1. A primary impediment to equal choice of housing in 
the City at present is the lack of availability of affordable 
housing, particularly units for large families. Based on the 
vacancy rates, there is clearly a greater need for larger rental units 
than for zero and one bedroom units. The lack of affordable larger 
units constitutes an impediment to fair housing, and because 
Hispanic households tend to be large, they are disproportionately 
affected. 

2. Concentrations of low income and racial/ethnic 
populations are often segregated from other Santa Maria 
residents. The City must continue to make efforts to upgrade 
existing lower income neighborhoods in order to improve the living 
conditions of the residents and to encourage residents of varied 
income and racial/ethnic backgrounds to move into such 
neighborhoods. An effort must also be made to ensure a broad 
geographical distribution in the provision of affordable housing.   

3. Tenants and landlords are unaware of current Fair 
Housing laws. According to Legal Aid Foundation, the number of 
reported cases of discriminatory practices is on the rise 
throughout the County. The majority of housing discrimination 
cases goes unreported because of lack of education of tenants as 
to their rights and intimidation and threats by landlords. Many 
landlords are not professionals and are not aware of the laws that 
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apply to them; it is believed that knowledge of the laws and their 
penalties can serve as a deterrent to discriminatory practices. 

4. Few programs exist to educate potential homebuyers. 
Increased homebuyer education is needed to prepare first-time 
homebuyers for the many responsibilities of homeownership. 
Potential homebuyers need be given information about housing 
discrimination and the procedures involved in locating, qualifying 
for, and securing a home. 

 

he following Action Plan was developed to address the 
impediments identified in the Analysis. Included are actions 

proposed for implementation during this Housing Element: 

1. Execute a renewable contractual agreement with Legal Aid 
Foundation of Santa Barbara County for fair housing services. 
Legal Aid Foundation currently has an agreement with the City to 
perform fair housing services. This agreement will be renewed to 
cover FY 2006-07. CDBG funds in the amount of $7,500 are being 
allocated to fund the contract. Following are the terms of the 
agreement: 

a) Interview at least 15 tenants of City residences regarding the 
habitability of their living quarters. 

b) Assist in the resolution of at least two discrimination disputes 
through mediation or, if necessary, litigation. 

c)  Conduct one community workshop regarding the rights of 
single parents, minorities, and persons with disabilities to equal 
housing opportunity. 

d) Review local newspapers monthly and report on the 
presence of discrimination in advertising of residential tenancies. 

e) Train volunteers and conduct a fair housing audit, performing 
random testing of at least five landlords and/or property 
managers per year. 

f) Analyze all information gathered from the preceding five 
activities and prepare at least one report based on that analysis. 

2. Execute a renewable contractual agreement with Conflict 
Solutions Center (previously known as Community Mediation 
Program) for fair housing services. Conflict Solutions Center 
currently has an agreement with the City to perform fair housing 
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services. This agreement will be renewed to cover FY 2006-07.  
CDBG funds in the amount of $7,500 are being allocated to fund the 
contract. Following are the terms of the agreement: 

a) Mediation services for fair housing complaints, when 
litigation can be avoided. Settlement services for fair housing 
proceedings, when litigation has already begun. 

b) Residents of Santa Maria are offered rental housing 
mediation services on a sliding fee scale from $0 to $10 
depending on their ability to pay. 

 
3. Maintain permanent displays housing printed informational 
materials in Spanish and English directed to housing 
consumers regarding their rights under Fair Housing laws and 
how they may obtain assistance if they believe they are victims 
of discrimination. The City continues to maintain informational 
displays at City Hall, the Santa Maria Public Library, and the 
Community Development Department. 
 
4. Adopt a proclamation declaring April as Fair Housing Month. 
The City will declare April as Fair Housing Month as it has done for 
the past several years. 

 
5. Use HOME Consortium funds to provide more affordable 
rental housing and homebuyer assistance. The following are 
proposed projects for the 2006-2007 fiscal year: 

 Good Samaritan Shelter, Inc. / Housing Coordinator 

 Location: 731 South Lincoln Street 

 Target Population: 150 low income persons 

Timeline: Hire Housing Coordinator in July 2006 and provide 
capacity building for one year. 

Activity Description: Good Samaritan Shelter, Inc., (GSSI) 
proposes to hire a Housing Coordinator to implement and 
manage permanent housing for the homeless. In particular this 
position will focus on the development of La Casa de Familia, a 
16-unit multi-family housing complex, and the expansion of the 
Transitional Center for Women & Children resulting in an 
additional 16 beds.  GSSI recently attained the designation of a 
Community Housing Development Organization (CHDO), the 
last CHDO allowed in Santa Barbara County. Seed funding is 
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allowed as a one-time grant under the HOME program to 
establish a housing coordinator staff position and provide 
capacity building for the CHDO.   
Amount Funded:  $50,000 
 
Housing Authority of the County of Santa Barbara County / 
Ted Zenich Gardens 
Location: 1034 East Chapel Street 
Target Population: 24 large low, very low, and extremely low 
income families  
Timeline: Construction to begin January 2007; completion 
anticipated by January 2008 
Activity Description: The Housing Authority of the County of 
Santa Barbara proposes to develop a new 24-unit affordable 
family apartment complex on a large, centrally located property 
in Santa Maria. The new complex will be composed primarily of 
large affordable family units, including four-bedroom units that 
are greatly needed in the Santa Maria area. The project will also 
include an on-site child care center and a Resident Services 
Center. The applicant has already purchased the property, just 
north of Main Street and west of the U.S. 101 Freeway.  
Amount Funded: FY2006-2007 $300,000 (Previously funded: 
FY2003-2004 $235,534 and FY2005-2006 $366,639)  

 
6. In conjunction with the County HOME Consortium, provide 
homebuyer education, in both English and Spanish for families 
interested in the Consortium Homebuyer Assistance Program 
and homeownership in general. Include credit counseling as 
part of the education.  

 
7. Provide handicap modifications for owner-occupied 
properties under the CDBG-funded Residential Rehabilitation 
Loan Program. Because of delays in setting up the program there 
were no rehabilitation loans during the 2005-06 fiscal year. 
However, it is projected that there will be 125 loans provided over 
the next five years. 
 
8. Make efforts to upgrade lower income neighborhoods 
under the Neighborhood Conservation Program. There are no 
projects planned under the Neighborhood Conservation Program for 
FY 2006-07.  
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PPaarrtt  VVIIIIII——OOtthheerr  TTooppiiccss  
 

nalysis of opportunities for energy conservation in residential 
development (Section 65583(a)(7)). 

With regard to housing in need of rehabilitation or those located in 
targeted low-income neighborhoods, Community Action 
Commission of Santa Barbara County (CACSB) provides 
weatherization and energy conservation home improvements, such 
as the installation of insulation, window caulking, and water-
conserving fixtures, to low and extremely low income households, 
with preference given to seniors. Emergency grants are also 
available for the payment of utility bills. The City of Santa Maria is 
currently providing Community Development Block Grant funds to 
CACSB to help fund an energy efficiency program in the City. This 
program is described in the City's Annual Action Plan. 

 
escription of means by which consistency will be achieved with 
other General Plan Elements (Section 65583(c)). 

1. Land Use Element 
Of all the General Plan Elements, Land Use links directly to 
Housing because residential uses are identified in the latter with 
maximum densities. Traditionally, densities are measured in 
dwelling units per acre. 

The Table HE-VIII-1 shows the existing residential land use 
categories and the corresponding zoning districts. 

Because Santa Maria is a charter city, zoning need not be 
consistent with the land use designations. However, the City 
generally seeks vertical coordination between its various tiers of 
land-use regulation; therefore, several revisions to the Land Use 
Element will be required with the adoption of the Housing Element. 

A 

D 

Energy 
Conservation 

General Plan 
 Consistency 
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TABLE HE-VIII-1 

LAND USE ELEMENT 

Land Use 
Designation Density  Corresponding Zone Recommended Changes 

AOS-I    

AOS-II 1 du   

COS  OS  

ROS    

LWDR-4 4/ac R-1, RMH Minimum density 1/ac 

LDR-5 5/ac R-1, RMH Minimum density 4/ac 

LMDR-8 8/ac RSL, RMH Minimum density 5/ac 

MDR-12 12/ac R-2, RMH (up to 10 dv/ac) Minimum density 8/net ac 

HDR 22/ac R-3, RMH, Sr. @30 dv/ac Minimum density 20/net ac 

CPO 30/ac Mixed Use CPO/Sr.@ 30 
dv/ac  Allow all special needs classes 

NC  Mixed Use Allow all special needs classes 

CC  Mixed Use Allow all special needs classes 

FS    

CD-I  

CD-II  

R-3, CPO, C-1 (Four Square 
Mile Downtown, and Mixed 

Use provisions apply) 

Allow all special needs classes 
above allowed; ground floor 

commercial uses 
LI  M-1 and Mixed Use 

HCM  CM and Mixed Use 

Allow employer-built housing on 
up to 50% of the job site subject to 

CUP 
GI  M-2  

AS  AS-I, AS-II, AS-III  

 

he following changes would be recommended to make the 
implementation of the Land Use Element consistent with the 

Housing Element: 

♦ In non-residential land uses, identify Mixed Use as being 
conditionally compatible within various zoning districts.  

♦ Identify changes in State law that affect Housing Element 
implementation; initiate zoning text amendments to be 
completed in 2006. 

♦ Initiate Land Use Element and zoning amendments in 2007 
to set minimum densities and allow higher densities in the 
Four Square Mile and Downtown areas. 

♦ Initiate Land Use Element and zoning amendments in 2006 
to define Farm Worker, Senior, Single Head of Household, 
Homeless, Students, Large Families, and Mentally Ill as 

T 
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“special needs housing groups”; consider amendments to 
generally allow all defined special needs groups in areas 
that are now limited to only Senior housing projects. 

 
2. Circulation Element 
Allow traffic impact fee reductions when affordable housing projects 
apply for this concession. 

♦ Require units at risk to repay the traffic impact fee 
differential at the termination the Housing Affordability 
contract period. 

♦ Reduce impact fees to encourage employer-built housing. 
 

3. Economic Development Element 
The Economic Development Element focuses on the jobs-side of 
the Jobs–Housing Balance issue. 

♦ Encourage employer-built housing units on the job campus 
with rents that meet the 30 percent. 

♦ Consider establishing workforce housing fee credits within 
the Growth Impact Mitigation Program 

 
4. Safety, Noise, Open Space 
Review impact of Mixed Use Housing on Safety, Noise, Open 
Space (parks), and Public Facilities. 

♦ Review the Noise Element of the General Plan to apply 
lower noise standards for urban areas identified in the 4 
Square Mile area and the Downtown Specific Plan area. 

♦ Review the Open Space Element of the General Plan to 
apply lower open space (zoning) standards for urban areas 
identified in the 4 Square Mile area and the Downtown 
Specific Plan area. 

♦ Consider amending the Growth Impact Mitigation Program 
to further encourage the low- and moderate-income 
housing production/conservation goals of the City. 
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Conservation  
Review impact of Mixed Use Housing on Safety, Noise, Open 
Space (parks), and Public Facilities. The term “refill” identifies 
redevelopment of land or reuse of buildings to efficiently utilize land. 

♦ Amend parking standards for affordable projects to 
increase density. 

♦ Amend setbacks for affordable projects. 

♦ Amend height for affordable projects. 
 

or Coastal Zone localities, list the pages where the required 
information regarding construction demolitions and conversions 

within the coastal zone is provided (Sections 65583(c) and (d)). 

  N/A—Santa Maria has no coastal zones. 
 

escribe the amount and uses of moneys in the redevelopment 
agency’s Low- and Moderate Income Housing Fund (L&M 

Fund (Section 65583(c)). 

State redevelopment law requires redevelopment agencies (RDAs) to set 
aside 20% of the property tax increment revenue received during the 
fiscal year for deposit into a Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund. 
However, the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Santa Maria has 
been granted a deferral from the mandatory 20% set-aside until the 2027 
fiscal year when all existing RDA debt obligations are projected to be 
paid off. While there is a deferral, the RDA must still calculate the 
amount accruing to the Housing Fund. After existing RDA debts are paid 
off in 2027 actual cash payments will start to be deposited into the 
Housing Fund and will be available to fund housing projects. There are 
no projects or activities planned during the planning period as there will 
be no funds available until 2027. Below is a spreadsheet that estimates 
the funds expected to accrue to the Housing Fund.  

The amount of the deferred set-aside is projected to peak at $10,304,004 
in June 2027. Starting in July 2027 and ending in June 2035 the total 
amount of tax increment revenue of approximately $1.4 to 1.5 million 
annually will be available to repay the debt to the Housing Fund and 
actually fund housing projects for low- and moderate-income persons. 

F 

D 

Coastal Zone 
(not applicable) 

Redevelopment 
 Agency 

 Housing Set- 
Aside Funds 
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TABLE HE-VIII-2 
RDA DEBT SERVICE 

Debt Service Requirement Debt Service Payments    
Annual  Annual    Tax RDA  General     

Principal  Interest   Increment Westside Fund Total    
Payments  Payments  Total Revenues SRF Contribution Paid    

          

Jun-88  $                 $ 2,454,123  
 

$2,454,123   $     513,767   $  1,940,356   $   2,454,123     
Jun-89 495,000  2,454,123  2,949,123  787,221  2,161,902 2,949,123     
Jun-90 520,000  2,428,135  2,948,135  874,691  2,073,444 2,948,135     
Jun-91 550,000  2,399,535  2,949,535  838,952  2,110,583 2,949,535     
Jun-92 580,000  2,368,185  2,948,185  1,209,309  1,738,876 2,948,185     
Jun-93 615,000  2,333,965  2,948,965  1,067,362  1,881,603 2,948,965     
Jun-94 1,450,000  1,514,308  2,964,308  961,585  2,002,723 2,964,308     
Jun-95 1,060,000  1,773,670  2,833,670  952,818  1,880,852 2,833,670     
Jun-96 1,110,000  1,735,510  2,845,510  942,922  1,902,588 2,845,510     

Debt Service Requirement Debt Service Payments    
Jun-97 1,150,000  1,692,220  2,842,220  940,742  1,901,478 2,842,220     

Jun-98 1,195,000  1,645,070  2,840,070  927,189  1,912,881 2,840,070  1998-99 
sales 
tax  

Jun-99 1,245,000  1,593,685  2,838,685  924,310  1,914,375 2,838,685  654,047 East 
per 
HdL 

Jun-00 1,300,000  1,538,905  2,838,905  1,006,840  1,832,065 2,838,905  216,247 West 
per 
HdL 

Jun-01 1,365,000  1,478,780  2,843,780  1,100,793  1,742,987 2,843,780  870,294 Total  
Jun-02 1,430,000  1,415,649  2,845,649  1,277,876  1,567,773 2,845,649     
Jun-03 1,495,000  1,347,724  2,842,724  593,128 2,120,769  2,713,897     
Jun-04 1,320,000  1,367,851  2,687,851         
Jun-05 1,620,000  1,062,025  2,682,025         
Jun-06 1,680,000  997,225  2,677,225         
Jun-07 1,755,000  930,025  2,685,025         
Jun-08 1,830,000  859,825  2,689,825         
Jun-09 1,920,000  768,325  2,688,325         
Jun-10 2,010,000  672,325  2,682,325         
Jun-11 2,110,000  571,825  2,681,825         
Jun-12 2,215,000  466,325  2,681,325         
Jun-13 2,325,000  355,575  2,680,575         
Jun-14 2,445,000  239,325  2,684,325         
Jun-15 1,085,000  117,075  1,202,075         
Jun-16 1,145,000  60,113  1,205,113         

 
$39,020,000  

 
$38,641,426  

 
$77,661,426   $14,919,505    $28,564,486   $45,604,760     

          
22,140,000           
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TABLE HE-VIII-3 
RDA HOUSING SET-ASIDE FUNDING COMMITMENTS AND REPAYMENT SCHEDULE 

 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
DEBT OBLIGATIONS AND REPAYMENTS 
Italicized Data is actual.  All other data is either scheduled or projections. 

Bold data indicates year in which repayment is scheduled to start based on priority of debt repayment and availability of Tax Increment Funding. 

 TAX  PRIORITY #1  PRIORITY #2  PRIORITY #3  PRIORITY #4 
 INCREMENT  BONDED DEBT  ACCUMULATIVE  ACCUMULATIVE  20%   
 REVENUES  ANNUAL    E.R.A.F LOANS  CITY LOANS &  ANNUAL ACCUMULATIVE 

 Increase @  PRINCIPAL BOND  INTEREST @  INTEREST @  HOUSING HOUSING 

YEAR 2% per Year  PAYMENTS YEAR  LAIF Rate  $113,466   
SET-

ASIDE OBLIGATION 

Jun-88  $513,767   0        $10,872,412  $102,753  $102,753 

Jun-89  787,221   $495,000  BOND 1986     10,985,878  157,444  260,197 

Jun-90  874,691   520,000  BOND 1986     11,099,344  174,938  435,135 

Jun-91  838,952   550,000  BOND 1986     11,212,810  167,791  602,926 

Jun-92  1,209,309   580,000  BOND 1986     11,326,276  241,862  844,788 

Jun-93  1,067,362   615,000  BOND 1986  $136,297  11,439,742  213,472  1,058,260 

Jun-94  961,585   1,450,000  BOND 1993  191,287  11,553,208  192,318  1,250,578 

Jun-95  952,818   1,060,000  BOND 1993  232,610  11,666,674  190,563  1,441,141 

Jun-96  942,922   1,110,000  BOND 1993  251,053  11,780,140  188,585  1,629,726 

Jun-97  940,742   1,150,000  BOND 1993  280,247  11,893,606  187,912  1,817,638 

Jun-98  927,190   1,195,000  BOND 1993  296,222  12,007,072  185,438  2,003,076 

Jun-99  924,310   1,245,000  BOND 1993  296,222  12,120,538  184,860  2,187,936 

Jun-00  1,125,475   1,300,000  BOND 1993  329,820  12,347,469  225,096  2,413,032 

Jun-01  999,700   1,365,000  BOND 1993  350,051  12,460,935  199,940  2,612,972 

Jun-02  1,010,785   1,430,000  BOND 1993  362,057  12,574,401  202,157  2,815,129 

Jun-03  983,124   1,495,000  BOND 1993  369,953  12,687,868  196,625  3,011,754 

Jun-04  998,188   1,320,000  BOND 2003  375,632  12,801,334  199,638  3,211,392 

Jun-05  942,263   1,620,000  BOND 2003  384,020  12,914,800  188,453  3,399,845 

Jun-06  917,312   1,680,000  BOND 2003  391,700  13,028,266  183,462  3,583,307 

Jun-07  935,660   1,755,000  BOND 2003  399,534  13,141,732  187,130  3,770,437 

Jun-08  954,370   1,830,000  BOND 2003  407,525  13,255,198  190,870  3,961,307 

Jun-09  973,460   1,920,000  BOND 2003  415,676  13,368,664  194,690  4,155,997 

Jun-10  992,930   2,010,000  BOND 2003  423,990  13,482,130  198,590  4,354,587 

Jun-11  1,012,790   2,110,000  BOND 2003  432,470  13,595,596  202,560  4,557,147 

Jun-12  1,033,050   2,215,000  BOND 2003  441,119  13,709,062  206,610  4,763,757 

Jun-13  1,053,710   2,325,000  BOND 2003  449,941  13,822,528  210,740  4,974,497 

Jun-14  1,074,780   2,445,000  BOND 2003  458,940  13,935,994  214,960  5,189,457 

Jun-15  1,096,280   1,085,000  BOND 2003  468,119  14,049,460  219,260  5,408,717 

Jun-16  1,118,210   1,145,000  BOND 2003  477,481  14,162,926  223,640  5,632,357 

Jun-17  1,140,570   FINISHED ^  487,031  13,613,303  228,110  5,860,467 

Jun-18  1,163,380    FINISHED ^  12,563,389  232,680  6,093,147 

Jun-19  1,186,650     11,490,205  237,330  6,330,477 

Jun-20  1,210,380     10,393,291  242,080  6,572,557 

Jun-21  1,234,590     9,272,167  246,920  6,819,477 

Jun-22  1,259,280       8,126,353  251,860  7,071,337 
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YEAR 2% per Year  PRIORITY #1  PRIORITY #2  PRIORITY #3  
SET-

ASIDE OBLIGATION 

Jun-23  1,284,470     6,955,349  256,890  7,328,227 

Jun-24  1,310,160     5,758,655  262,030  7,590,257 

Jun-25  1,336,360     4,535,761  267,270  7,857,527 

Jun-26  1,363,090     3,286,137  272,620  8,130,147 

Jun-27  1,390,350     FINISHED ^  278,070  10,304,004 
Jun-28  1,418,160      283,630  9,169,474 

Jun-29  1,446,520      289,300  8,012,254 

Jun-30  1,475,450      295,090  6,831,894 

Jun-31  1,504,960      300,990  5,627,924 

Jun-32  1,535,060      307,010  4,399,874 

Jun-33  1,565,760      313,150  3,147,264 

Jun-34  1,597,080         319,420  3,466,684 

Jun-35    FINISHED ^ 
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