
June 7, 2011 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

FOR COUNCil MEETING OF JUNE 7, 2011 

COUNCIL AGENDA REPORT 

CITY COUNCIL 

CITY MANAGER 

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL DIRECTION REGARDING A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR THE PROPOSED SIENA 
APARTMENT PROJECT 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended that Council hear a presentation from Mr. Michael Towbes, and his 
associates, for a development agreement for his proposed apartment project, Siena. 
Afterward, it is recommended that Council decline to proceed with the proposed 
development agreement. 

BACKGROUND: 

The land use designation and zoning of the "Siena at Westgate" project site was 
originally approved by the Planning Commission on June 16, 2004 and the City Council 
on July 20, 2004. On August 3, 2005, the Planning Commission approved a tentative 
parcel map and planned development permit for a 117-unit, for-sale, airspace 
condominium project. Beginning in September 2005, building applications were 
received for 39 three-unit condominium buildings, a cabana, swimming pool, spa, 
carports, temporary sales offices and temporary power. Model plans for triplexes were 
also submitted. The cabana and one triplex were constructed but none were ever 
tinaled, because mitigation fees have not been paid. Thirteen other permits were issued 
for which no construction has taken place. Building permit extensions were granted to 
July 1, 2009 and, subsequently, extended to November of 2009, when they expired. 

Once approved, Mr. Towbes determined that a for-sale condominium project was not 
feasible, He studied the possibility for building a "condo" project and renting the units for 
at least a few years. Ultimately, Mr. Towbes' decision was to request a zone change 
from PD/R-2 (Planned Development/Medium Density Residential) to PD/R-3 (Planned 
Development/High Density Residential) and pursue an apartment project instead. 

On August 18, 2010, the Planning Commission acted to recommend to City Council 
approval of a request from Mr. Towbes for a General Plan Amendment, zone change 
(GPZ) and Specific Plan amendment for the Siena Apartment project. The tentative 
parcel map and planned development permit were held in abeyance until the approval of 
the GPZ by the City Council. On September 21, 2010, the City Council approved 
rezoning the property from PD/R-2 to PD/R-3 to allow the building of 211 market-rate 
rental apartments instead of 117 for-sale condos, Subsequently, Mr. Towbes requested 



continuances of Planning Commission action to approve the tentative parcel map and 
planned development permit on two occasions. Finally, on April 6, 2011, the Planning 
Commission approved the tentative parcel map and planned development permit for the 
Siena project. 

DISCUSSION: 

The property for the Siena project consists of 10.75 acres located at the northwest 
corner of Blosser Road and Sonya Lane within the Blosser-Southwest Specific Plan. 

As early as March of 2009, over two years ago, Mr. Michael Towbes expressed interest 
in discussing fee deferrals and reductions for his proposed Siena project. Staff has been 
engaged with Mr. Towbes in discussing his interests in pursuing a development 
agreement (DA) to accomplish these fee deferrals and reductions since then, including 
meetings with the City Manager and various City staff members on March 2, 2009, 
December 22, 2009 and February 17, 2011. In a May 21, 2010 letter from Mr. Towbes' 
attorney, Peter N. Brown, he transmitted a draft DA for the City's review. 

During the recent processing of the General Plan Amendment and Zone Change (GPZ) 
converting the property from PD/R-2 to PD/R-3, the City Manager was told by City staff 
that representatives of Mr. Towbes was withdrawing his interest in pursuing a DA for the 
Siena project. For that reason, that matter was not included for discussion or 
consideration during presentation of the rezone matter. However, Mr. Towbes later 
clarified to the City Manager that he had not told staff that he was dropping his interest in 
pursuing a DA, but simply, that if the Council did not approve the rezone, there was no 
reason to pursue aDA. 

Mr. Towbes' Request 

Mr. Towbes would like the Council to provide direction to staff to favorably consider and 
process his proposed DA, Attachment 1. Staff is recommending that Council not provide 
such direction. Staffs recommendation is based upon the following facts: 

1. As staff understands Mr. Towbes' proposed DA, it includes a request for 
deferring the payment of Growth Mitigation Fees for a period of three years from 
the last certificate of occupancy for the project (estimated by Mr. Towbes to be 
five (5) years after start of construction.) The current (2009) Growth Mitigation 
Fees (for City Hall, Corporation Yard, Fire, Library, Police, Recreation and Parks 
and Traffic) are estimated to be approximately $1.83 million for this project. The 
request for deferral of Growth Mitigation Fees is proposed to apply to all 
development fees, except State Water Reimbursement fees. Water and 
Wastewater development fees could be another $1.5 million, for a total of $3.34 
million in deferred fees. Additionally, the DA asks for 30% fee reductions for 
Recreation and Parks, Traffic, Wastewater and Water Connection developer 
fees. It is estimated that these fee reductions would amount to an approximate 
$774,000 overall reduction to Growth Mitigation Fees. 

Historically, the City may have only approved a deferral of Growth Mitigation 
Fees for a market rate residential project one time before - during the early 
1990's as part of a comprehensive housing agreement. Records indicate that no 
deferrals have been approved for any affordable or senior housing projects, only 



commerciallindustrial projects. If the Council were to grant fee deferrals and 
reductions for this residential project as requested, staff predicts that applicants 
for every future residential project (or at least residential rental projects) will make 
the same request. If Councilmembers feel compelled to grant each such 
request, it will be impossible to deliver ordinary municipal services to future City 
residents. 

The Lyon Group (St. Claire condominium project) is in the process of building 88 
condominiums in the Westgate area off Blosser Road. They intend to rent the 
condos for at least a few years. In January of 2010, the Lyon Group requested 
deferral of Growth Mitigation Fees, which was denied. In February of 2011, the 
Lyon Group paid $1.6 million in mitigation and water meter fees. Granting fee 
deferrals to Mr. Towbes may cause the Lyon Group to retroactively request the 
same consideration. 

Mr. Towbes also requests approximately $774,000 in reductions to Growth 
Mitigation fees. Mr. Towbes makes the argument that he is providing "amenities 
on-site and we have already created the public infrastructure necessary to 
support the project." However, traffic and water fee credits have already been 
determined for the public infrastructure needed to support the project in the 
amount of $1,073,936. $103,014 in fee credits has already been applied to the 
Siena and La Vigna projects. Furthermore, any worthy fee reductions against 
Recreation and Parks Mitigation Fees will be determined after further analysis 
and review of the final project. 

2. As of April 30, 2011, the cash balance for the Growth Mitigation Fee Fund is 
negative $3,627,407. For the General Fund, the cash balance is negative 
$1,764,941; and for the Enterprise Funds, the cash balance is negative 
$1,862,466. Due to the substantial costs of Library, Police and Wastewater 
projects, as well as the downturn in the economy and slump in construction 
projects, the Growth Mitigation Fee program is deficit spending and can not 
afford such a request for reductions and deferrals. 

3. Mr. Towbes' request is not allowed in the Municipal Code and is 
the City would expect to provide to an affordable housing project. Mr. Towbes 
has specifically stated to staff that he will not include an affordable housing 
component of any kind with the Siena project. The project will strictly be a 
market rate rental apartment project. Municipal Code Chapter 12-48 (Density 
Bonus), provides incentives, one of which is "to allow the developer to pay 
development impact fees over a period of time not to exceed three (3) years in 
equal installments." Mr. Towbes is asking to pay developer fees three years 
after project completion (yet to be specifically defined), not over three years in 
equal installments. To qualify for a fee postponement incentive under the City's 
density bonus ordinance, a project must include minimum percentages of units 
reserved either for lower income households, very low income households, or 
senior housing - which Mr. Towbes is not proposing. Market rate rental housing 
does not meet the criteria specified to receive additional consideration unless the 
project includes an affordable housing component and follows the procedures set 
forth in Chapter 12-48 of the Municipal Code. 



The traffic mitigation fee for "Affordable/Senior" housing is $1.26 per square foot 
of building, compared to "Multi-family" which is $4.51 per square foot. This 
represents an approximate 72% reduction. Wastewater Connection fees are 
$1,260 per unit for "Affordable/Senior" and for "Multi-family" is $3,418 by 
comparison, representing a 63% reduction. There are significant reductions for 
"Affordable" and "Senior" projects that are already built into the Municipal Code 
and Growth Mitigation Fee program. 

4. The Housing Element for the City and the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) does not identify an extraordinary demand for market rate rental 
apartments. In fact, the present demographic data suggests a strong demand for 
affordable rental housing in Santa Maria. The 2010 Housing Element 
demonstrates sufficient capacity for new construction of dwelling units to meet 
the City assigned RHNA allocation by type and tenure. There is no shortfall of 
vacant sites or zoning available to encourage a variety of housing types in all four 
of the established income levels. On April 8, 2011, Mr. Towbes submitted a 24-
page "Housing Needs Analysis for Market Rate Rental Apartments in Santa 
Maria, CA" prepared by his consultant, The Siracusa Company. A copy of that 
housing report along with Mr. Towbes' transmittal letter (one-page) are attached 
as Attachment 2. City staff does not have adequate time or sufficient expertise to 
provide a thorough and specific review and analysis of Mr. Towbes' consultant's 
report. However, attached as Attachment 3 is a memo prepared by Planner III 
Bill Shipsey commenting on the housing report. Mr. Shipsey's conclusion is that 
"the analysis attempts to paint a market-rate housing picture using an incomplete 
set of disparate facts that could lead to a faulty conclusion." 

5. According to the City Attorney's Office, the City may not provide a fee "break" to 
a developer in one year, and attempt to reimburse itself by charging a future 
developer more that its proportional share at a future time to make up the 
difference. A mitigation fee may be imposed on a development project to build 
new or modify existing public facilities, provided that the fee is reasonably related 
to the project and necessary in order to provide the same level of service. 
(Government Code Section 66008.) This means the City may charge each 
developer its proportional cost to build needed public improvements-but no 
more. As stated in a recent court case, a "proposal to reimburse the City for its 
prior general fund money investments is not authorized by the Mitigation Fee Act. 
Rather, such a fee would constitute general revenue to the City in violation of 
section 66008, and therefore is invalid." [Homebuilders Ass'n of Tulare/Kings 
Counties, Inc. v. City of Lemoore (5th Dist. 2010), 185 Cal.App.4th 554, 112 
Cal. Rptr. 7, 23.] 

The Council may legally give a fee "break" as requested by Mr. Towbes if it 
makes up the difference from some other source of funds. For example, the 
Council may choose to allocate money from the General Fund to fill a revenue 
gap created by a fee "break" to Mr. Towbes. 

6. According to previous City studies, relating to the Integrated Project Assessment 
Model (IPAM), the highest rate of calls for public service emanate from the 
highest density occupancies. Therefore, the highest demand for public services, 
especially Police and Fire services, comes from apartment complexes. The 
[PAM also establishes that it costs the City more to provide various municipal 



services to housing developments than it receives in offsetting revenue. With the 
current budget crisis, and no new outside source of revenue, there would be no 
way to increase police and fire personnel to offset the impact of this project. 

7. Staff asked Mr. Towbes for the "benefits" to the City for considering his proposal 
for a DA. Mr. Towbes initially informed City staff of the below-stated "benefits." 
Staff's assessment is that these are not really benefits. Mr. Towbes includes in 
his proposed DA the benefits or "consideration" for deferral of payment of Growth 
Mitigation Fees. The benefits as identified include: 1) commence construction 
within two years of DA; 2) give priority to local contractors and suppliers (but no 
guarantee that local workers will be hired); 3) pay applicable fees on or before 
the maturity date; 4) cooperate with the City concerning RHNA compliance (but 
not be subject to ANY rent control or income qualifications of tenants); and 5) 
apply for annexation to the City's landscape maintenance district (which is 
required and has already been accomplished). 

On April 27, 2011, Mr. Towbes submitted a 29-page "Analysis of Impacts on the 
Economy of the City of Santa Maria - Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments," 
prepared by his consultant UCSB Economic Forecast Project, along with a 
transmittal letter (2 pages) - Attachment 4. City staff does not have adequate 
time or sufficient expertise to provide a thorough and specific review and analysis 
of Mr. Towbes' consultant's report. However, attached as Attachment 5 is a 
memo prepared by Planner III Bill Shipsey commenting on the economic 
analysis. Mr. Shipsey's conclusion is that "with projected annual revenues of 
$100,000 and projected annual costs of $228,000 accrued to the City, the Siena 
at Westgate project would cost the City $128,000 per year. After 30 years, the 
net fiscal impact of the project grows to a cumulative $3.84 million." 

8. Mr. Towbes' DA draft also includes provision to freeze the City's laws as they 
exist at the time the DA is approved. Development agreements typically afford 
this consideration to developers when they agree to construct extra, expensive, 
major improvements that the City could not obtain by regulation because they 
exceed the developer'S fair share of improvement obligation. The City approved 
such a development agreement several years ago in connection with the Bradley 
Square project and received a fire station on College, along with major traffic 
improvements to the adjacent freeway. Such a provision has not been included 
in the City's more recent development agreements, for example the Windset 
Farms development agreement. 

9. Mr. Towbes also requests that the DA "fix" fees as those in effect at the time of 
the approval of the DA, and that if fees are reduced in the future below the 2009 
Growth Mitigation Fee rates, the Siena Apartments project would also have the 
benefit of this reduction. According to the Municipal Code, Growth Mitigation 
Fees are set at the time of building permit issuance, and not subsequently 
changed in either direction - up or down. The Siena project received two and a 
half years of building permit extensions before they expired in November of 2009. 

10. Mr. Towbes proposes to secure the payment of Growth Mitigation Fees by 
providing a second trust deed on the property behind the construction loan and to 
pay it off when the permanent loan is put on the property or when the property is 
sold to an unrelated third party, whichever occurs first. If Council decides to 



move forward with a DA, Staff recommends that a bond, letter of credit, or a 
certificate of deposit (in the name of the City) be the only forms of security 
approved for construction projects such as this. A second trust deed will not 
provide adequate security. 

For these reasons, staff recommends that Council deny Mr. Towbes' request to process 
a DA that would include Growth Mitigation Fee reductions and deferrals for the Siena 
Apartment project. 

Alternative: 

Should the Council wish to consider a development agreement with Mr. Towbes, it is 
recommended that Council provide Staff direction as follows: a) Staff is to prepare an 
ordinance placing a moratorium on development agreements; b) the moratorium must 
remain in place while staff studies and prepares an ordinance including, among other 
things, required cost-recovery provisions for use in processing development 
agreements. 

Fiscal Considerations: 

High density residential uses usually have high costs associated with providing City 
public services, especially Police and Fire services. The existing apartments (Westgate 
Courtyard Apartments) in the area of the proposed Siena project are already currently 
experiencing high volumes of calls for service according to recent Police Department 
reports. Conversely, the proposed project would supply an additional 211 market-rate 
apartments within the City. Providing developer fee deferrals and reductions would 
negatively impact the Growth Mitigation Fee Fund and create fiscally unrealistic 
expectations for all future residential projects. 

Impact on the Community: 

The proposed apartment project would allow high density residential uses within the 
Blosser-Southwest Specific Plan. Mr. Towbes indicates that if he is unable to receive 
favorable fee deferrals and reductions, the soonest he would reconsider the project 
would be three or four years from now. The City would not have the opportunity to 
receive any fees until that time and lose out on what he describes as "hundreds of jobs 
(149) and millions of dollars of economic stimulUS ($22.2 million), as well as almost $3.0 
million in impact fees" by the Siena project proceeding at this time. Council approval of 
a DA providing for requested deferral and reduction of Growth Mitigation Fees for a 
market-rate residential apartment project would set an unavoidable precedent for future 
residential projects. 

-rgL--
TIM S. NESS 
City Manager 

Attachments: 1 ) 
2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 

Proposed Development Agreement from Michael Towbes 
Housing Needs Analysis for Market Rate Rental Apartments in Santa Maria, CA 
Planner III Shipsey's review of Mr. Towbes' Housing Needs Analysis 
Analysis of Impacts on the Economy of the City of Santa Maria 
Planner III Shipsey's review of Mr. Towbes' Economic Analysis of Impacts 



THE TOWBES GROUP, INC. 

February 8, 2011 

Mr. Tim S. Ness 
City Manager 
City of Santa Maria 
110 East Cook Street, Room 1 
Santa Maria, CA 93454-5190 

RE: Siena Apartments 

Dear Tim: 

ASSET MANAGEMENT 
CONSTRUCTION 

Enclosed are R!illi~8i1 and clean copies of our proposed Development Agreement for Siena 
Apartments, which includes a combination of fee deferrals and reductions. We started this 
discussion some time ago with the thought of using a development agreement to accomplish what is 
needed, and we still believe that is the best vehicle. We welcome your review and comments. 

You asked us to provide a list of other communities which have reduced or deferred fees, and we 
have done that. We provided information which shows that fees in Santa Maria for market rate 
apartments relative to rents are about twice as much as Goleta and Ventura, where we have 
recently built apartments. We pointed out the fact that no market rate apartments have been built in 
Santa Maria for the last six years. We clarified some matters in your January 27, 2011 letter. Our 
neighbors agreed that an apartment project would be better for the neighborhood than a 
condominium project. We have made changes to address some of the issues which were raised in 
Mr. Whitehead's letter of July 8, 2010 or clarified our intent with respect to them. 

We realize that staff may not recommend this Development Agreement to the City Councilor even 
remain neutral about it, but we request that it be placed on a future City Council agenda so we can 
present this compelling information directly to the City Council, who will have the opportunity to 
decide the matter. 

Because of my travel plans, I request that this be placed on a Council agenda on either March 15 or 
April 5. I will call your office on Wednesday after my County Planning Commission hearing to see if 
I can stop by for a few minutes to discuss this with you, understanding that it is too late to have any 
detailed discussion, given the timing of your receipt of this latest draft of the Development 
Agreement. I am available for a later discussion through February 18, after which I will be out of the 
country for three weeks. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request, and I look forward to discussing this with you. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
MICHAEL TOWBES 

/bjr 

Enclosure 
u;\westgate siena\tim ness feb 8 2011.docl1 
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Recording requested by: 
City of Santa Maria 

When recorded mail to: 
Santa Maria City Clerk 
110 E. Cook Street, Room 6 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
___ ,2011 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
FOR SIENA APARTMENTS PROJECT 

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made and entered in the City of 
Santa Maria on this day of , 2011, by and between CITY OF SANTA 
MARIA, a Califomia municipal corporation and charter city (hereinafter referred to as "CITY"); 
and Westgate Siena, LLC, a California limited liability company (hereinafter referred to as 
"DEVELOPER"). 

RECITALS: 

WHEREAS, due to the lack of certainty in the approval of development projects, there 
can result a waste of resources, an escalation in the cost of development, a discouragement in 
investment and a reduced commitment to comprehensive planning which would hinder 
maximum effective utilization of resources at the least economic cost to the public; and 

WHEREAS, California Government Code §§65864-65869.5 were therefore enacted 
authorizing local agencies to enter into binding development agreements with persons having 
legal or equitable interests in real property for the development of such property; and 

WHEREAS, it is the intent of CITY and DEVELOPER to establish certain development 
rights and responsibilities in the Property and considerations related to construction of public 
and private improvements and associated job creation and economic stimulus, and financing 
which are or will be the subject of project development applications as well as this 
Development Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Califomia Government Code §65865 CITY has adopted and by 
this agreement does adopt rules and regulations establishing procedures and requirements for 
consideration of development agreements; and 

WHEREAS, DEVELOPER is the holder of a legal or equitable interest in the 
undeveloped real Property which is the subject of this Agreement, described as Assessor's 
Parcel Number 118-018-001 through 118-018-060 and 118-019-001 through 118-019-057, and 
more particularly described in Exhibit "A" hereto (the "Property"); and 

WHEREAS, DEVELOPER proposes to defer payment of Growth Mitigation Fees listed 
on Exhibit "S" for a project known as Siena Apartments (the "Project"), and for which 
DEVELOPER has development project applications on file with CITY with the file numbers PD-
2010-003 and E-201 0-013; and 

SIEI~/\ DEVELOI'MENT AGRU:iVl;':IJ) 
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WHEREAS, in return for deferred payment of Growth Mitigation Fees, CITY desires that 
DEVELOPER provide adequate security to guarantee the future payment of Growth Mitigation 
Fees being deferred. Deferral of Growth Mitigation Fees will facilitate development of the 
Project, which will provide economic development activities including providing in excess of 
approximately 300 construction-related jobs and 6 site management jobs, which are jobs 
commonly paying well above California Minimum Hourly Wage; and 

WHEREAS, the Sacramento Regional Research Institute (SRRI) in its study entitled 
"The Economic Benefits of Housing in California" dated August 2008 (updated February 2009) 
finds that new housing construction in California is one of the top five producers of economic 
output and employment, accounting locally for nearly 2,500 jobs and over $350 million in total 
economic output in Santa Barbara County in 2006. However, from 2005 to 2008, there has 
been a 73% decline in new residential construction statewide, an estimated loss for Santa 
Barbara County of over 1,800 jobs; and 

WHEREAS the Siena Apartments project will provide stimulus to the local economy by 
increasing wholesale trade and other induced economic activity for the City of Santa Maria. 
SRRI finds that for each $1 of new housing construction spending, an additional $.90 is 
generated in related economic activity, and that each direct job created in new housing 
supports an additional 1.0 jobs in the economy, and 

WHEREAS the construction of new market rate apartments furthers the CITY'S housing 
element goals and Regional Housing Needs by providing 211 workforce rental housing units 
without price or income restrictions to the general workforce in the City of Santa Maria, and 

WHEREAS the Municipal Code presently allows the City Council to defer Growth 
Mitigation Fees for new commercial and industrial development, but does not provide such a 
provision for multifamily residential, and 

WHEREAS the development of market rate rental housing is severely limited by the 
lack of subsidy available to project construction costs, including CITY Growth Mitigation Fees. 
It is in the interest of CITY to encourage the provision of market rate rental housing to the 
citizens of Santa Maria because such housing serves the City of Santa Maria's work force. 
However, DEVELOPER represents that the lack of subsidy for market rate rental housing 
places new apartment construction at a significant disadvantage when compared to ownership 
housing, since apartment rents are not commensurate with sales prices, and 

WHEREAS the previously approved Siena condominium project is no longer 
economically feasible, leaving the Property in a partially-completed, unoccupied condition that 
may eventually lead to blight for the surrounding neighborhood if the site is not put to an 
economically viable use in the near future. Development of the Project will restore economic 
viability to the Property and increase population in the immediate neighborhood, which will in 
turn encourage the planned development of neighborhood serving retail commercial uses and 
reduce traffic, as existing residents in the Westgate area now do not have convenient access 
to such services; and 

WHEREAS, assurance to DEVELOPER that DEVELOPER may proceed with the Siena 
Apartments Project in accordance with specified regulations will strengthen the public planning 
process, encourage private participation in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic 
cost of development; and 
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WHEREAS, DEVELOPER and CITY can accomplish their mutual goals by entering into 
an Agreement pursuant to Government Code §65864 et. seq.; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has found that this Agreement is consistent with 
the General Plan, and any applicable specific plan; and 

WHEREAS, on , 2011, following public hearing, the Planning 
Commission of CITY adopted Resolution No. ___ , recommending to the City Council 
approval of this Agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE, with reference to the foregoing recitals and in consideration of the 
mutual promises, obligations and covenants herein contained, the CITY and DEVELOPER 
hereto agree as follows: 

1. APPLICABLE RULES AND REGULATIONS 

a. State Law. Government Code §65866 provides that the zoning 
regulations in force on the date a development agreement is executed apply to the project, 
except as otherwise specified. DEVELOPER wishes to defer payment of Growth Mitigation 
Fees as more particularly described in section 7 of this Agreement, instead of paying them at 
the time of occupancy clearance as required by the Municipal Code of CITY. 

b. The ordinances, 
rules, regulations, speCifications, and official policies governing development of the Property 
subject to this Agreement shall be those ordinances, rules, regulations, specifications, and 
official policies in effect on the date of CITY's approval of this Agreement, including but not 
limited to the Santa Maria General Plan, the Blosser Southwest Specific Plan, and the Zoning 
Ordinance (collectively, "Applicable Law of the Project"). This Agreement does NOT grant any 
development concession other than those specified herein. 

c. Effective Date. The effective date of this Agreement is the date on which 
it is adopted by the City Council of the CITY. 

2. INTEREST OF DEVELOPER; DEFINITION OF DEVELOPER 

DEVELOPER represents that, as of the effective date, it has a legal or equitable 
interest in the Property, subject to encumbrances, easements, covenants, conditions, 
restrictions and other matters of record. 

As used in this Agreement, DEVELOPER is the fee Owner or holder of a legal or 
equitable interest in the Property. 

3. BINDING EFFECT OF AGREEMENT 

The burdens of this Agreement shall bind, and its benefits inure to the 
successors-in-interest to, the CITY and DEVELOPER hereto. 

4. RELATIONSHIP TO CITY AND DEVELOPER 

It is understood that the contractual relationship between the parties created 
hereunder is that DEVELOPER is an independent contractor and not an agent of the CITY . 
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Nothing contained herein or in any document executed in connection herewith shall be 
construed as making the CITY and DEVELOPER joint venturers or partners in the Project. 

5. PERMITTED USES OF PROPERTY 

a. Permitted Uses; Intensitv of Uses; Maximum Size and Height of 
Buildings. The parties hereby agree that for the term of this Agreement the penmitted uses, 
the density and intensity of use, the maximum height and size of buildings, and provisions for 
reservation or dedication of land for public purposes shall be those stated in the Santa Maria 
General Plan ("General Plan"), the Blosser Southwest Specific Plan and the Zoning Ordinance 
in effect on the date of City Council approval of this Agreement and as specifically set forth in 
this Agreement. DEVELOPER shall have those benefits granted and obligations created to 
permit development of the Property in accordance with the Applicable Law of the Project and 
this Agreement. 

b. Changes in State or Federal Law. In the event of the enactment or 
amendment of any statewide law or regulation or any federal law or regulation, which 
enactment or amendment prohibits or precludes the perfonmance of any term or provision of 
this Agreement, or which renders economically infeasible further development of the Project, 
then DEVELOPER, at DEVELOPER'S option, may tenminate this Agreement with no further 
liability to CITY. 

6. VESTED RIGHT TO DEVELOP; EFFECT OF AGREEMENT 

DEVELOPER shall have the vested right to develop the Project on the Property 
in accordance with the Project approvals and the provisions of this Agreement. The parties 
agree that the purpose and effect of this Agreement is to authorize the development of the 
Project pursuant to the project approvals and subject to the Applicable Law of the Project. The 
Project approvals, Applicable Law of the Project, and this Agreement shall supersede any 
inconsistent ordinances, rules, regulations or official policies which either currently exist or may 
be enacted in the future, except as specifically set forth herein. The Project approvals, once 
granted by CITY, shall remain valid for the term of the Agreement notwithstanding any CITY 
regulation or provision of law to the contrary. 

7. GROWTH MITIGATION FEES 

a. Amount of Growth Mitigation Fees Applicable to Project. For the tenm 
of this Agreement, DEVELOPER shall be required to pay those Growth Mitigation fees 
applicable to new multifamiliy residential development of such type and in such amount as is 
provided in CITY fee ordinances and resolutions in effect as of the date of CITY's approval of 
the Project. As of the time of Project approval, the calculation of Growth Mitigation Fees 
applicable to the entire development contemplated for the Project has been made and the 
amount of Growth Mitigation Fees payable by DEVELOPER during the term of this Agreement 
fixed, as reflected in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. The 
Growth Mitigation fees applicable to the Project shall not be subject to adjustment, annual or 
otherwise, with the exceptions that (i) should CITY in the future reduce Growth Mitigation fees 
below the level of such fees at the time of Project approval and DEVELOPER has not yet paid 
Growth Mitigation fees for the Project to CITY, the Growth Mitigation fees payable by the 
Project shall be reduced to such level (ii) Growth Mitigation fees payable by the Project and 
deferred pursuant to this Agreement shall bear interest at the rate of interest paid by the Local 
Agency Investment Fund, compounded annually. DEVELOPER's obligation to pay Growth 

SIENA DEVELOPMENT "'GREEIVlENT 
005875\0032\546516.2 

• 4 -



Mitigation fees to CITY during the term of this Agreement shall be limited to those fee amounts 
established at Project approval, and DEVELOPER shall not be required to pay to CITY any 
Growth Mitigation fees during the term of this Agreement other than those so established, 
including any new fees that may be enacted subsequent to the approval of this Agreement. 

CITY may charge processing fees for land use permit approvals, building 
permits, and other similar permits and entitlements as the same are in force and effect on a 
City-wide basis at the time application is submitted for such permits and entitlements. 

b. Deferral of Payment of Growth Mitigation Fees. The Project is 
proposed to be developed in one phase, with construction of individual buildings to be 
staggered. Public improvements relating to the Project, including roadway and roadway 
frontage improvements to Blosser Road and Sonya Lane, public landscaping, sound walls, and 
a central storm-water drainage retention basin have been previously completed by 
DEVELOPER; construction of a public multi-purpose trail along the Project's western boundary 
is pending completion. 

During the term of this Agreement, DEVELOPER is entitled to defer payment of the Growth 
Mitigation Fees payable for a period of three (3) years from the date of the last Certificate of 
Occupancy for the Project, calculated as described above. Development Impact Fees that are 
subject to this deferral include Corporate Yard, City Hall, Recreation & Parks, Police, Fire, 
Library, Traffic, Water Connection and Sewer Connection fees. State Water Reimbursement 
fees are excluded from deferral. As reflected in Exhibit B and consistent with CITY's Park Fee 
Credit policy, in recognition of the benefit of the recreational amenities and facilities provided 
by the Project, the Recreation and Parks Growth Mitigation fee for the Project has been 
reduced thirty percent (30%). Such amenities and facilities include, but are not limited to, a 
club house, pool, spa, barbeque patio area, children's play structure area, and three separate 
play turf areas. In addition, the Traffic Mitigation fee, the Wastewater fee and the Water 
Connection fee shall be reduced by thirty percent (30%) in recognition of the infrastructures 
already built by Westgate Ranch, LLC and the matching funds and grants for road projects and 
sewer expansion which the City has received. DEVELOPER may assign existing fee credits 
from Tract 5863 (Village at Westgate Ranch) to reduce the amount of fees payable at the time 
of deferral. Except for such credits, DEVELOPER shall receive no further credits against 
payment of Growth Mitigation fees for the Project, including credits attributable to regional or 
other projects. 

During the term of this Agreement, DEVELOPER is entitled to defer payment of 
Growth Mitigation fees in the amounts established in this Agreement only for those buildings 
for which a request for final inspection is filed with CITY during the term of the Note and Deed 
of Trust described in Section 7(c) below. Should DEVELOPER file with CITY a request for 
final inspection after the term of the Note and Deed of Trust but during the term of this 
Agreement, Growth Mitigation Fees for such building(s) shall be calculated pursuant to the 
provisions of this Agreement, but shall not be subject to deferral. Any request for final 
inspection that is filed with CITY after expiration of the term of this Agreement shall be subject 
to Growth Mitigation Fees calculated pursuant to the provisions of Title 8 of the Santa Maria 
Municipal Code, rather than pursuant to the provisions of this Agreement. 

c. Security for Deferral of Payment of Growth Mitigation Fees. Upon 
DEVELOPER's first request for final inspection, DEVELOPER shall execute a note in favor of 
CITY for the amount of deferred Growth Mitigation Fees attributable to the building(s) for which 
the request for final inspection has been filed ("Note"), secured against the Property by a deed 

SIENA DEVELOPMENT AGRE'=MEI'iT 
005875\0032\548516.2 



of trust ("Deed of Trust"). The Note shall be superior to all financial encumbrances on the 
Property except for any deed of trust securing the loan secured by DEVELOPER to finance 
construction of the Project. The Note shall authorize additional fee deferral advances up to a 
stated amount equal to the full amount of Growth Mitigation Fees attributable to the Project. 
The term of the Note and the Deed of Trust shall be three (3) years. As Developer makes 
each subsequent request for final inspection for successive buildings during the term of the 
Note, the Note shall be endorsed to record an advance in the form of deferral of Growth 
Mitigation Fees attributable to each such building or buildings. All advances under the Note 
shall bear interest at the interest rate of the Local Agency Investment Fund as of the date of 
the first request for final inspection, with interest and principal due and payable in full on the 
maturity date of the Note. No interest or principal payments shall be required during the term 
of the Note. DEVELOPER may pay all or a portion of the Note at any time during the term of 
the Note. The Note shall be paid in its entirety when DEVELOPER places a permanent loan 
on the Property to fund payment of the construction loan or if the Property is sold to an 
unrelated third party, whichever occurs first. 

8. CONSIDERATION FOR DEFERRAL OF PAYMENT OF GROWTH MITIGATION 
FEES 

In exchange for CITY's agreement allowing deferral of payment of Growth 
Mitigation fees, DEVELOPER shall: 

a) Commence construction on the Project within two years from the effective 
date of this agreement. 

b) Give priority to local contractors and suppliers bidding on the construction 
of the Project 

c) Pay applicable Growth Mitigation Fees on or before the maturity date of 
the Note and deed of trust. 

d) Cooperate with CITY concerning Regional Housing Needs compliance 
with respect to the Project, provided that DEVELOPER shall not be 
required to restrict qualification for dwelling units within the Project to any 
certain rental rates or income qualifications of the prospective tenants. 

e) Apply for annexation of the Property to CITY's Landscape Maintenance 
District and pay all related assessment fees 

9. CITY PROCESSING AND SUBSEQUENT APPROVALS 

Provided DEVELOPER is not in default under this Agreement, upon submission 
by Owner of completed applications for required permits and approvals to undertake 
development of the Project and payment of all necessary processing fees, CITY shall 
commence and complete all steps necessary to issue, and shall issue, all such permits and 
approvals, including but not limited to (a) the holding of all required hearings and provision of 
notice therefore (b) the granting of the requested permit or approval if CITY determines that it 
complies with this Agreement and the Project approvals. CITY shall exercise reasonable 
diligence to expedite processing of DEVELOPER's permit applications. DEVELOPER in a 
timely manner shall provide CITY with all documents, applications, plans or other information 
and will cause DEVELOPER's architects, planners, engineers, and all other consultants to 
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submit such materials in a timely manner. CITY shall not require DEVELOPER to obtain 
approvals or permits for the development of the Project unless such approvals or permits are 
required by the Applicable Law of the Project. 

In approving the Agreement and the Project, CITY has taken whatever actions 
are reasonably required by the California Environmental Quality Act. CITY agrees that in 
reviewing subsequent land use applications that are in conformity with the Project, it will be 
performing a ministerial act for which no further environmental analysis will be necessary 
unless otherwise required under applicable law. 
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10. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The following general provisions apply to this Agreement: 

a. Notices. All notices under this Agreement shall be in writing and 
delivered in person or sent by mail, postage prepaid and addressed as provided in this 
paragraph. Notice shall be effective on the date it is delivered in person, or, if mailed, on the 
date of deposit in the United States Mail. Notices shall be addressed as follows unless a 
written change is filed with the CITY: 

To City: 

City Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
110 South Pine Street, Suite 101 
Santa Maria, CA 93458 

To Developer: 

The Towbes Group, Inc., Managing Member 
Westgate Siena, LLC 
21 East Victoria Street, Suite 200 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

b. Compliance with Laws, etc. DEVELOPER shall comply with all laws, 
including but not limited to the rules and policies of the CITY, in performing this Agreement, 
consistent with the provisions of this Agreement. 

c. Integration. This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement of the 
parties with respect to the subject matter. All modifications, amendments, or waivers of the 
terms of this Agreement must be in writing and signed by the appropriate representatives of 
the parties. 

d. Interpretation. This Agreement shall be interpreted in accordance with 
the laws of the State of California. 

e. and venue of all disputes over the terms of this 
Agreement shall be in the County of Northern Santa Barbara, State of California. 

f. Warranty of Authority. Each person signing this Agreement on behalf of 
a party warrants that he or she has authority to do so. 

g. No Waiver. Failure to enforce with respect to a default shall not be 
construed as a waiver. 

h. Severability. The provisions of this Agreement are severable. If any part 
of this Agreement is held invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder of the 
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect unless amended or modified by mutual written 
consent of the parties. 
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i. Submittals. In addition to any other submittals required by this 
Agreement, DEVELOPER shall submit copies of its current business license and current 
certificate of workers compensation coverage to the CITY before beginning work on this 
project. 

j. Prevailing Wage. If applicable, DEVELOPER and its agents, employees 
or contractors are required to pay the general prevailing wage rates of per diem wages and 
overtime and holiday wages determined by the Director of the Department of Industrial 
Relations under §1720 et seq. of the California Labor Code. The Director's determination is on 
file and open to inspection at www.dir.ca.gov and is referred to and made a part hereof; the 
wage rates therein ascertained, determined and specified are referred to and made a part 
hereof as though fully set forth herein. 

11. ANNUAL REVIEW, REMEDIES, TERMINATION 

a. Annual Review. At least every twelve (12) months during the term of this 
Agreement, City shall review the extent of good faith substantial compliance by DEVELOPER 
with the terms of this Agreement. Such periodic review shall be limited in scope to compliance 
with the terms of this Agreement pursuant to California Government Code §6586S.1. Notice of 
such annual review shall include the statement that any review may result in amendment or 
termination of this Agreement. A finding by CITY of good faith compliance by DEVELOPER 
with the terms of the Agreement shall conclusively determine said issue up to and including the 
date of said review. 

The CITY shall deposit in the mail to DEVELOPER a copy of all staff 
reports and-to the extent practical--related exhibits concerning contract performance, at least 
four (4) calendar days prior to any such periodic review. DEVELOPER shall be permitted an 
opportunity to be heard orally or in writing regarding its performance under this Agreement 
before the City Council, or if the matter is referred to the CITY Planning Commission, before 
said Commission. 

b. Right to Legal Action. In addition to any other rights or remedies, either 
party may institute legal action to cure, correct, or remedy any default to enforce any covenant 
or agreement herein, or to enjoin any threatened or attempted violation. 

c. Enforced Delay - Extension of Term of Agreement. The term of this 
Agreement shall be extended for litigation attacking the validity of this Agreement, or any 
permit, ordinance, or entitlement or other action of a governmental agency necessary for the 
development of the Property pursuant to this Agreement. An extension of time for such cause 
shall accrue in the event of notice from the party claiming such extension to the other party, 
specifying the cause and commencement date of such delay. If, however, notice by the party 
claiming such extension is sent to the other party more than sixty (60) days after the 
commencement of the cause, the period shall comrnence to run only sixty (60) days prior to 
the giving of such notice. 

12. AMENDMENT 

This Agreement and the underlying documentary permits may be amended from 
time to time by mutual consent of the parties or their successors in interest in accordance with 
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Government Code section 65868, with CITY costs being paid by DEVELOPER. Amendments 
to this Agreement shall be governed by the Applicable Law of the Project. 

Any amendment to this Agreement that does not relate to the term of the 
Agreement, the payment of fees, or permitted uses may be processed and approved by CITY 
as a Minor Amendment. Upon written request of DEVELOPER for a Minor Amendment, the 
Planning Director for CITY ("Director") shall determine whether the requested amendment 
constitutes a Minor Amendment and is consistent with the Applicable Law of the Project. The 
determination whether such amendment is a Minor Amendment shall refer to whether the 
change in this Agreement is minor and not material in the context of the overall Project, is in 
substantial conformity with the Project land use approvals, is consistent with the findings 
adopted by CITY in approving the Project, and does not have the potential to create greater 
environmental impacts than those identified in the Project's environmental document. If the 
Director finds that the proposed amendment is a Minor Amendment and consistent with the 
Applicable Law of the Project, he/she may approve said Minor Amendment without notice and 
public hearing. If he/she determines that the proposed amendment is not a Minor Amendment 
or is inconsistent with the Applicable Law of the Project, he/she shall forward the proposed 
amendment to the Planning Commission, along with his/her recommendation for action 
thereon. The Planning Commission shall approve or deny the proposed amendment in 
conformity with the Applicable Law of the Project. 

Decisions of the Director and/or Planning Commission shall be subject to the 
procedures for appeal set forth in the Applicable Law of the Project. 

13. HOLD HARMLESS AGREEMENT 

DEVELOPER hereby releases and agrees to protect, defend, hold harmless and 
indemnify CITY, its City Council, its officers, employees, agents and assigns from and against 
all claims, injury, liability, loss, cost and expense or damage, however same may be caused, 
including all costs and reasonable attomey's fees in providing the defense to any claim arising 
from the performance of this Agreement by DEVELOPER, its agents, subcontractors and/or 
assigns. This provision is intended to be broadly construed and extends to, among other 
things, any challenge to the validity of this Agreement or anything related to its passage. 

14. COOPERATION IN THE EVENT OF LEGAL CHALLENGE 

In the event of any legal action instituted by a third party or other govemmental 
entity or official challenging the validity of any provision of this Agreement, the parties hereby 
agree to cooperate in defending said action. CITY shall upon prior written notice from 
DEVELOPER reasonably cooperate and perform such acts as may be necessary or 
appropriate to assist DEVELOPER in obtaining any required approvals for the Siena 
Apartments Project from any other governmental entity or quasi-public authority having or 
acquiring jurisdiction over the Project. In the event that CITY incurs expenses in connection 
with this paragraph, DEVELOPER shall promptly reimburse such expenses upon request. 
DEVELOPER shall be entitled to seek reimbursement from third parties, including other 
governmental entities or officials, for any costs or expenses it has incurred. 

15. TERM OF AGREEMENT 

The term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and shall 
continue, unless sooner terminated pursuant to the terms hereof, for five (5) years. Following 
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the expiration of said term, this Agreement shall be deemed terminated and of no further force 
and effect; provided, such termination shall not automatically affect any right arising from any 
CITY approvals on the Siena Apartments Project, whether secured prior to, concurrently with, 
or subsequent to the Effective Date of this Agreement. 

16, FORCE MAJEURE 

In the event of changed conditions, changes in local (other than CITY), state or 
federal laws or regulations, inclement weather, delays due to strikes, inability to obtain 
materials, civil commotion, fire, acts of God, or other circumstances outside the reasonable 
control of the parties which substantially interfere with carrying out the Siena Apartments 
Project, or with the ability of either party to perform its obligations under this Agreement, the 
parties agree to bargain in good faith to modify such obligations to achieve the goals and 
preserve the original intent of this Agreement. 

17. ASSIGNMENTS AND TRANSFERS OF OWNERSHIP 

a. Right to Assign. DEVELOPER shall have the right to assign (by sale, 
transfer, or otherwise) its rights, duties and obligations under this Agreement as to any portion 
of the Property subject to the provisions contained in this Section 17, provided, however, this 
Agreement and any portion thereof shall not be assigned except in connection with Owner's 
transfer of fee title in the Property or portion thereof for which assignment is sought, nor shall 
any of Owner's rights, duties or obligations be assigned without the written consent of City as 
provided herein, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. Any attempt to assign or 
delegate this Agreement without the written consent of CITY shall be void and of no force and 
effect. A consent by CITY to one aSSignment shall not be deemed to be a consent to any 
subsequent assignment. DEVELOPER shall reimburse CITY for all costs incurred by CITY in 
reviewing the proposed assignment. 

b. Consent to Assignment. In determining whether to grant consent to the 
assignment, CITY shall consider the experience, capability, competence, and financial ability 
of the Assignee to carry out development of the Property in accordance with the terms of this 
Agreement. Any proposal by DEVELOPER to assign pursuant to Section 15 shall be made in 
strict compliance with conditions precedent (i) - (iv) below. Subject to the foregoing provisions 
regarding the CITY's right to consent to assignment, CITY shall provide DEVELOPER with 
written consent to assignment upon DEVELOPER's compliance with conditions precedent (i) -
(iv): 

(i) DEVELOPER (or Assignor) is not in default under this Agreement at the 
time of the assignment with respect to the assigned portion, 

(ii) DEVELOPER has provided to CITY written request for consent to 
assignment, 

(iii) DEVELOPER and the party to whom the rights are assigned (Assignee) 
have signed an Assignment and Assumption Agreement in a form and 
content acceptable to CITY, 

(iv) The Assignee has signed all required agreements and posted required 
bonds and insurance to complete all required subdivision improvements 
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and other improvements required by the Project approvals and this 
Agreement. 

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary above, CITY expressly consents to any 
assignment by DEVELOPER to an entity in which The Towbes Group, Inc., Michael Towbes, 
or Westgate Sierra, LLC is a managing member or principal. 

A default by any Assignee shall only apply to that portion of the Property owned 
by such Assignee and shall not cancel or diminish in any way DEVELOPER's rights hereunder 
with respect to any portion of the Property not owned by such ASSignee, except to the extent 
such default affects the portion of the Property owned by DEVELOPER. The Assignee shall 
be responsible for the reporting and annual review requirements relating to the portion of the 
Property owned by such Assignee, and any amendment to this Agreement between CITY and 
Assignee shall only affect the portion of the Property owned by such Assignee. 

c. Release of Transferring Owner. As of the effective date of the 
Assignment, CITY shall provide the Transferring DEVELOPER with a release in writing of 
DEVELOPER's obligations under this Agreement arising subsequent to the effective date of 
the Assignment with respect to the Property or such portion thereof which is subject to the 
Assignment. 

18. ESTOPPEL CERTIFICATES 

Either party may, at any time and from time to time, deliver written notice to the 
other party requesting such party to certify in writing that, to the knowledge of the certifying 
party: (i) this Agreement is in full force and effect and a binding obligation of the Parties, (ii) this 
Agreement has not been amended or modified either orally or in writing or, if so amended, 
identifying the amendments, and (iii) the requesting party is not known to be in default of the 
performance of its obligations under this Agreement, or if in default, describing therein the 
nature and amount of any such defaults. A party receiving a request hereunder shall execute 
and return such certificate within fifteen (15) days following the receipt thereof, unless CITY, in 
order to determine the appropriateness of the certificate, shall promptly commence and 
proceed to conclude a review pursuant to the provisions of Section 11 hereof. The City 
Manager shall be authorized to execute for CITY; DEVELOPER's Managing Member shall be 
authorized to execute for DEVELOPER. 

If a party fails to deliver a certificate within the fifteen (15) day period, the party 
requesting the certificate may deliver a second notice (Second Notice) to the other party 
stating that the failure to deliver the certificate within ten (10) working days following the receipt 
of the Second Notice shall constitute conclusive evidence that this Agreement is in full force 
and effect without modification and there are no unexcused defaults in the performance of the 
requesting party. Failure to deliver the requested certificate within the ten (10) working day 
period shall then constitute conclusive evidence upon the party which fails to deliver such 
certificate that this Agreement is in full force and effect without modification and there are no 
unexcused defaults in the performance of the requesting party. 

19. SUBORDINATION OF DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT AND NOTE TO 
CONSTRUCTION LOAN FOR PROJECT 
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CITY agrees that CITY will execute an instrument whereby the Development 
Agreement shall be subordinated only to a later-recorded deed of trust securing a construction 
loan from an institutional lender for the Project. 

20. COUNTERPARTS 

This Agreement may be executed by the parties in counterparts, which 
counterparts shall be construed together and have the same effect as if all of the parties had 
executed the same document. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CITY and DEVELOPER have executed and approved this 
Agreement as of the date set forth below: 

DATED: ________ , 2011 

CITY OF SANTA MARIA 

BY: 
Mayor 

ATIEST: 

City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

City Attorney 
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BY: -------------------------

BY: -------------------------

BY: ____________ _ 
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EXHIBIT A 

DESCRIPTION OF REAL PROPERTY 

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SANTA MARIA, 
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA AND IS DESCRIBED AS 
FOLLOWS: 

Lot 1 of Siena at Westgate Ranch Airspace Condominiums Tract 5892, in the City of Santa 
Maria, County of Santa Barbara, State of Califomia, as per map recorded in Book 202, Pages 
51 through 53, inclusive, of Maps, in the Office of the County Recorder of said County. 

EXCEPTING therefrom all oil, gas, gasoline and other hydrocarbon substances in or under 
said land, together with the right of ingress and egress, to and from said land for the purpose 
of drilling and exploring for, removing, storing and transporting said substances. 
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EXHIBIT B 

APPLICABLE GROWTH MITIGATION FEES 
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, 

THE TOWBES GROUP, INC. 

April 8, 2011 

Mr. Tim Ness 
City Manager 
City of Santa Maria 
110 East Cook Street, Room 1 
Santa Maria, CA 93454-5190 

RE: Siena Apartments Development Agreement 

Dear Tim: 

ASSET MANAGEMENT 
CONSTRUCTION 

At our last meeting we agreed to provide the City with an analysis of the demand for market rate 
apartments and a separate study of the economic benefits to the community that would result if 
Siena is constructed. The first part of that material is now available, so I have enclosed a copy of 
the analysis for market rate apartments in Santa Maria. The report clearly shows that based on the 
extremely low vacancy rates, there is a strong demand for market rate apartments, and further, the 
City (to a large degree because of economic conditions) is far behind in the production of housing to 
meet its RHNA targets. 

The bottom line with respect to apartments is that market rate apartments are the primary source of 
housing for the workforce, which includes moderate income families and a significant percentage of 
above moderate income families, since ownership of homes and condominiums is priced out of the 
affordability range for almost all moderate income families. The challenge for us at Siena is not 
market demand, but the relatively low level of market rents and the high impact fee structure in the 
City. 

On a related matter, we have opened the door for further discussions with Wal-M<lrt as a tenant in 
the Westgate Ranch Marketplace. We feel that it would be an ideal location for them for a number 
of reasons, including the demographics of the area, the high traffic counts on Blosser Road, the fact 
that the site has all of the offsite improvements and is ready to go, and perhaps most importantly, it 
has been approved for 132,000 square feet of retail space. We will certainly keep you advised if 
Wal-Mart is interest in pursuing it, and we. look forward to a favorable response from the City if that 
turns out to be the situation. It should also be obvious that the more residents living in the area, the 
more attractive the site will be for Wal-Mart. 

I expect to have the economic impact report on the Siena project to send to you next week. Let me 
know if you'd like to set up a meeting to discuss all this prior to the City Council meeting on May 3. 

Sincerely yours, 

~A--
MICHAEL TOWBES 

Enclosure 

cc: Craig Zimmerman 
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Housing Needs Analysis for Market Rate 
Rental Apartments in Santa Maria, CA 

Prepared For: 
The Towbes Group, Inc. 

April 7, 2011 



ne Siracusa Campany 
REAL ESTATE MARKET RESEARCH & DATA INFORMATION SERVICES 

April 7, 2011 

Mr. Courtney Seeple 
Vice President Project Monagement 
The Towbes Group, Inc. 
21 East Victoria Street, Suite 200 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

Subject: Housing Needs Analysis for Morket Rate Rental Apartments in Santa Maria, CA 

Dear Mr. Seeple: 

Pursuant to our agreement of March 1, 201 1, I am pleased to present this executive 
report regarding the above-referenced subject. 

A. Purpose of Assignment 

Santa Maria is now the largest city in Santa Barbara County and in the past decade, 
population and housing growth for outpaced any other city in the county. Rapid population 
growth creates a need for a variety of housing opportunities for new residents. It is important that 
a city maintain a proper balance within their housing stock to meet the needs of households 
across the spectrum of income levels. A vital component of providing affordable housing to a 
broad cross section of the population is market rate rental apartments. The purpose of this 
assignment has been to prepare a quontitative analysis to demonstrate the current and future 
need for market rate rental apartments in the city of Santa Maria. 

B. Scope of Work and Methodology 

In conducting this assignment, We have utilized the following resources in assessing the 
need for additional market rate rental housing in the city of Santa Maria and the benefits that 
would accrue to the city from such development. 

• Analyzed Year 2000 and 2009/2010 census data regarding population, household 
growth, housing tenure, housing vacancy levels, housing supply characteristics, and 
other factors to provide a profile of Santa Maria demographic dynamics and housing 
supply growth over the past decade. 

• Reviewed the city of Santa Maria Housing Element and the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation Plan for 2007 to 2014 prepared the Santa Barbara County Association of 
Governments, both of which discuss Santa Maria's needs for future rental and 
ownership housing for households ranging from very low income to above moderate 
Income. 
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• Prepared a profile of the supply of market rate rental apartments in the Santa Maria 
area to quantify and characterize the existing supply including recent additions within 
the past decade. Also, reviewed city reports, which identify rental apartment projects 
in the planning process that could become Future additions to the supply. 

• Evaluated the demand For market rate rental apartments, as revealed by a survey of 
current vacancy rates For selected apartment complexes, including those most recently 
completed. 

• Conducted a review of literature discussing contemporary viewpoints regarding the 
benefits and liabilities associated with ownership housing versus rental housing that 
has evolved nationwide since the financial meltdown. 

• Interviewed local apartment property managers regarding the Future need For market 
rate rental apartment housing in Santa Moria. 

C. Population Growth 

Data recently released For the 2010 census reveal widely diverse population dynamics 
ongoing within the cities of Santa Barbara County. Quite clearly, Santa Maria emerges as the 
leading growth engine in the county. With an April 1,2010 population of 99,553, Santo Maria 
added 22,130 persons in the past decade and absorbed just over 90% of all the new population 
growth countywide. The city of Santa Maria now accounts for nearly one out of four residents of 
Santa Barbara County. 

A milestone reached this decade is that Santa Maria is now the largest city in the county, 
surpassing the city of Santa Barbara population (88,410) by more than 11,143 persons. This 
follows a long·term trend in which population growth has been shifting from the south county to 
the north county. Elsewhere in the north county, the city of Lompoc added 1,331 persons to reach 
an April 1,2010 population of 42,434 and the city of Buellton added 1,000 persons to reach a 
population of 4,828. In contrast, the city of Santa Barbara lost 1,190 persons, Carpinteria lost 
1,154 persons, and the population of Solvang fell by 87 persons. 

POPULATION CHANGE 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, BY CITY JURISDICTION 

April 1, 2000 - April 1, 2010 

Change 2000·2010 
Total Population Total Population Number Percen~ 

Area 4/1/2000 4/1/2010 Change Change 
Santa Barbara County 399,347 423,895 +24,548 +6.1 

Buellton 3,82B 4,828 .. . +1,OQO +26.1 
Carpinteria 14,194 13,040 1-1,154) 1-8·11 

Goleta - 29,888 - -
lompoc 41,103 42,434 +1,331 +3.2 

Santa Barbara 89,600 88,410 1·1,1901 1·1.31 
Santa Moria 77,423 99,553 +22,130 +28.6 

SolvonQ 5,332 5,245 1-87) 1-1.61 

Source: U.S. Census: 2000 and 2010 
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An important factor in assessing demand for apartment housing is the age distribution of 
the population by various age cohorts or groupings. Historically, the largest age component of 
adult occupants for apartment complexes, exclusive of specialized projects such as for seniors, 
consists of young adults in the 20 to 34 years of age groupings. In the age groupings between 35 
and 64 years of age, the percentage of apartment dwellers tends to shrink as people in this age 
group tend to form families, have children, and have a stronger propensity to purchase housing. 
Among persons 65 years and older, there tends to be some migration back to apartments due to 
lifestyle changes, desire for more mobility, and a need for fewer cost burdens associated with 
home ownership due to retirement and attendant income limitations. 

As a starting point, the table below shows the distribution of population by age cohort at 
the time of the 2000 Census for Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County and the United States. 
Among the three, Santa Maria clearly has a younger population distribution and a lower median 
age at 29.2 years versus 33.4 years for Santa Barbara County and 35.3 years for the United 
States. 

POPULATION BY AGE COHORT 

SANTA MARIA, SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, AND UNITED STATES 

APRil 1,2000 

Source: U.S. Census 2000 

Among the age cohorts, 35% of the city's population in 2000 was under 19 years of age 
versus 28.9% for Santa Barbara County and 28.6% nationally. Among the 20 to 24 years age 
cohort, (young adults) Santa Maria had a slightly lower percentage of the population (8.20.10) 
compared to 9.3% for Santa Barbara County; but, it is higher than the national cohort of 6.7% 
for this population group. The higher share of 20-24 year olds in Santa Barbara County very 
likely reflects the presence of UCSB in Goleta with its very large enrollment of undergraduate and 
graduate students, as well as Santa Barbara City College. Among persons in the 25 to 34 age 
group, Santa Maria has a higher percentage than both Santa Barbara County and the United 
States. Persons in the 65+age cohort made up 11.3% of the population in Santa Maria compared 
to 12.7% for Santa Barbara County and 12.4% for the United States. 

The table at the top of page A shows the percentage of the Santa Barbara County 
population by age group who live in Santa Maria. For the total population, the data show that in 
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2000 Santa Maria accounted for 19.4% of all residents in Santa Barbara County. ReAecting the 
lower median age for Santa Maria, it is not surprising that the under age 19 population 
accounted for 23.4%% of the countywide population. In similar fashion, Santa Maria residents in 
the 20 to 24 age cohort account For 17.2% of countywide residents and adults in the 25 to 34 
age cohort make up 17.2% of the countywide population. For the 25 to 34 age cohort, this rotio 
increases to 21.8 %, another category, which includes 0 large share of renters. Seniors in Santa 
Maria, persons 65 years of age and older represent 17.3% of the total countywide population in 
this age grouping. 

POPULATION BY AGE COHORT 
SANTA MARIA AS PERCENT OF SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

APRil 1, 2000 

Santa Moria 

Source: U.S. Census 2000 

Santa Maria % of 
Santa Barbara 

As shown in the table below, which compares the Santa Maria population by oge cohort 
in 2000 and 2009, the past 10 years have brought some significant shifts in the population 
distribution by age grouping. Significantly, the median age has fallen to 25.7 years in 2009 
versus 29.2 years in 2000. Notice that the population under 19 years of age grew by 6,613 
persons or 24.4% in the past decade. The young odult population, persons in the 20 to 24 age 
group increased by 2,678 persons or 41.9%, the fastest growing among'all categories. 

2000 1 

1) Source: U.S. Census 2000 

POPULATION BY AGE COHORT 
SANTAMARIA 

April 1,2000 and 2009 

2J Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, Estimated Population by Age Cohort 
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There was a decline in the 25 to 3.4 age grouping, which likely is a reRection of the deep 
economic contraction in the second half of the decade which cost significant job losses and likely 
caused young working adults to leave the city in search of employment opportunities elsewhere. 
Nevertheless, this age cohort is likely to grow in the future as the aging of the 20 to 24 years olds 
proceeds in the next five to ten years. 

The data reveal an up tick in the middle aged population grouping (persons .45 to 6.4 
years of age) by 2,640 persons or 21 . .4%; but a decline in the 65 and older population by 
11.6%. The latter decline might be a reflection of the higher living costs in California by which 
many seniors are moving to other states, which are more affordable. 

Population estimates for Santa Barbara County for 2009 compared to 2000 reveal 
similar trends to those previously discussed for the city of Santa Maria. While there was an 
increase in the under 19 age population, it grew by only 2.3% versus 2.4 . .4% for the city of Santa 
Maria. This further demonstrates how rapidly families are expanding in the city. In similar fashion, 
there was a large increase in the 20 to 24 year age group population by 36.7%, nearly as large 
as the .4 1 .9% increase for this age group in Santa Maria. 

In the young adult to middle age category (25 to .4.4 years cohort), Santa Barbara County 
experienced a sharp decline; whereas Santa Maria experienced a decline in the 25 to 34 age 
group and a very slight increase in the 35 to .44 year age group. This further suggests that the 
county as a whole (not just Santa Maria) lost young to middle aged persons due to the economic 
downturn and the need to find jobs elsewhere. 

Lastly, the senior population countywide grew by a modest 5.5% versus a loss of 11.6% 
in Santa Maria. These figures suggest some losses of resident population due to lifestyle changes 
and economics, and likely smaller in.migration as seniors in other regions who might have moved 
to the Central Coast in the last five years or so could not do so because of the sharp decline in 
housing values nationwide. 

POPULATION BY AGE COHORT 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

April 1, 2000 and 2009 

Number & Percent Change 
2000 1) 2009 2) 2000·2009 

A e Grou No. % No. % No. % 
<19 ears 115,507 28.9 118,148 29.0 +2,641 +2.3 

37,121 9.3 50,750 12.5 +13,629 +36.7 
25w34 ears 55,605 13.9 40,973 10.1 (·14,632) (.26.3) 
35.44 ears 60,158 15.1 47,746 11.7 (.12,412) (·20.6 
45-64 ears 80,191 20.1 95,887 23.5 + 15,696 .19.6 

65 eors & older 50,765 12.7 53,553 13.2 +2,788 +5.5 

Total: 399,347 100.0 407,057 100.0 +7,710 "'1.9 

Median A e: 33.4 33.6 

1) Source: U.S. Cen.u. 2000 

2) Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, Estimated Population by Age Cohort 
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D. Housing Stock ond Household Growth 

According to the April 1, 2000 census, Ihe city of Sonia Moria had a lotal housing stock 
of 22,847 dwelling unils and a vacancy factor of only 701 units or 3.1 %. There were 22,146 
households of which 56% were residing in owner occupied housing and 44% were residing in 
renter occupied housing. In both household subgroups, there is a mixlure of single family and 
multi.family dwellings. According 10 Ihe city of Santa Maria Housing Element (prepared in 2006), 
82% of the city's owner occupied housing in 2000 consisled of single family homes and 18% 
consisled of multi-family dwelling units. Among renter occupied dwelling units, 55% were 
apartments and 45% consisted of condominiums, townhomes and single family homes. 

An important factor in Santa Maria's rapid population growth from 2000 to 2010 is the 
large increase in housing construction as the city's growing economy and more affordable 
housing prices created a fertile ground for housing developers. In the past decade, Santa Maria's 
housing stock grew by 5,447 dwellings from 22,847 on April 1, 2000 to 28,294 on April 1, 
2010, a gain of 23.8%. 

During the same period, the housing stock in Santa Barbara County grew from 142,901 
to 152,834, a gain of 9,933 dwelling units or 6.9%. Thus, between 2000 and 2010, the city of 
Santa Maria accounted for 54.8% of all new housing construction in Santa Barbara County. This 
compares to the city's capturing 90% of the countywide population growth during the same 
period. Other cities in North Santa Barbara County grew their housing stock by for lower 
increments than did Santa Maria. For example, the second largest city in the north county, 
Lompoc, added only 795 hOllsing units to its stock in the past 10 years; while the cities of Buellton 
and Solvang added only 362 and 197 housing units, respectively. 

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS, HOUSEHOLDS AND VACANT UNITS 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY, BY CITY JURISDICTION 

APRIL 1, 2000 - APRIL 1,2010 

April 1,2000 April 1,2010 % Chonoe 2000 . 2010 
Total Occupied Total Occupied Total Occupied 

City H'g Units Vacant H'g Units Vacant H'g Units Vacant 
Units (Households) Units Units (Households) Units Units (Households) Unrl's 

St Barbara 142,901 136,627 6,279 152,834 142,104 10,730 +7.0 +4.0 +70.9 
County 
Sonto 37,076 35,605 1,471 37,820 35,449 2,371 +2.0 (.(l.41 +61.2 

Barbara 
Santa Maria 22,847 22,146 I) 701 28,294 26,908 1,386 +23.8 +21.5 +97.7 

lompoc 13,621 13,059 562 14,416 13,355 1,061 +5.8 +2.3 +88.89 
Solvan~ 2,288 2,185 103 2,485 2,173 312 +8.6 (.(l.5) +202.9 
Buellton 1,483 1,433 50 1,845 1,761 84 +24.4 +22.9 +68.0 

Carpinteria 5,464 4,989 475 5,429 4,759 670 1.(l.6) (.4.6) +41.1 

1) Owner occupied = 12,349 (56%). Renter occupied = 9,737 (44%). 

The timing of the April 1, 2010 census was such that the data refleels the toll taken 
countywide on the economy and the housing market by the economic recession as expressed by 
the gains in housing vacancy, In Santa Maria, the housing vacancy nearly doubled to 1,386 
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dwellings or 4.9% of the housing stock, up From 701 units or 3.1% in 2000. Nevertheless, a 
4.9% vacancy rate provides For adequate mobility and choice; whereas a 3.1 % vacancy rate 
represents a tight or undersupplied market place with limited mobility. In comparison, the vacancy 
rate in 2000 in Santa Barbara County was 4.4% and this increased to 7.0% in 2010. Thus, Santa 
Maria has been in shorter supply of housing units relative to demand than has the county as a 
whole, which has experienced higher housing stock vacancy rates. 

A review of building permits issued in Santa Maria from 2000 to 2009 reveals that new 
housing construction during the decade was heavily weighted toward single Family detached 
homes. As shown in the table below, permits were issued For 3,572 single Family homes, which 
represented nearly 80% of ail the housing units permitted during this period. Permits were issued 
For 966 multi-Family units, representing a 21.3% share and including both rental apartments and 
attached For-sale housing. 

RESIDENTIAL UNITS PERMITTED IN SANTA MARIA 

2000·2009 

Year Single Family Multi-Family Totol 

2000 333 0 333 
2001 594 2 596 
2002 628 341 969 
2003 705 272 977 
2004 642 124 766 
2005 300 17 317 
2006 193 30 223 
2007 146 171 317 
2008 23 6 29 
2009 8 3 11 

Totals: 3,572 966 4,538 

Source: Construction Industry Research Board 

The table presented previously on page 6 contains an actual census count of total housing 
units in Santa Maria as of April 1, 2010. To date, the 2010 census does not provide additional 
data relating to owner and renter occupied housing. However, the American Community Survey 
conducted in 2009 does provide estimates of total housing and occupied housing by 
owner/renter distribution, as well as vacant housing units by owner/renter tenure and average 
household size For owner and renter households. In that these Figures are estimates, there is some 
deviation From the 2010 census figure with respect to total and occupied housing units that cannot 
be explained solely by the time differential. This would also affect the owner/renter distribution. 

As shown in the table at the top of page 8, the 2009 American Community survey 
estimates 25,420 total housing units For Santa Maria; while the census figure For 2010 is 28,847 
total housing units, a diFFerential of 3,427 dwellings. Similarly, the 2009 survey estimates 23,672 
occupied housing units For the city compared to the 2010 census count of 26,908 occupied 
housing units, a diFFerential of 3,236 housing units. 
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TOTAL HOUSING UNITS AND OWNER/RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSING UNITS BY SURVEY PERIOD 
SANTA MARIA, CALIFORNIA 

April 1, 2000 2009 April 1,2010 
Number I Percent Number I Percent Number Percent 

Total Housing Units 22,847 I 100.0 25,420 100.0 28,2941) I 100.0 

Occupied Housing Units 22,1.46 100.0 23,672 100.0 26,908 1) 100.0 
Owner Occupied 12,389 55.9 11,534 49.0 15,8942) 59.1 
Renter Occupied 9,757 44.1 12,138 51.0 11,01.4 3) 40.9 

1) 2010 U.S. Census 
2) Estimated Owner Occupied Housing Units as of Aprill, 2010 based on new single family and aHached For 

sale housing construction from 2000 thru 2009~ adjusted for estimated homes/units purchased by investors. 
3) Estimated Renter Occupied Housing Units bosed on new home construction from 2000 thru 2009, adjusted 

for multi-family ownership units and for ownership units purchased by investors. 

E. Santa Maria Housing Stock by Units and Structure 

Heretofore, the analysis hos focused on total housing stock and housing stock by 
occuponcy type. The table below, derived from the 2009 Americon Community Survey data, 
provides an estimated distribution of housing in Santa Maria by structure type. The survey 
estimates that in 2009 among the 25,420 total housing units in Santa Maria there were 16,510 
single family homes representing 65% of the total housing stock; and there were 7,332 multi
family units, accounting For 29% of the housing stock. Mobile homes made up the remaining 6%. 

SANTA MARIA HOUSING STOCK IN 2009: UNITS IN STRUCTURES 

(ESTIMATED FROM SURVEY DATA) 

Units in Structures Number Percent 

Total Housing Units 25,420 100.0 
Single Family 16,510 65.0 

l·Unit Detached 15,092 59.4 
l·Un~ Attoched 1,418 5.6 

MulH-Family 7,332 . 29.0 
2 Units 520 2.1 
3-4 Units 1,668 6.8 
5·9 Units 2,701 10.6 
10-19 Units 1,301 5.1 
20+ Units 1,142 4.5 

Mobile Homes 1,519 6.0 

Source: U.S. Census. Amencan Fad Finder: 2009 Amencan Community Survey 

A key component of assessing future needs For market rate apartments in Santa Maria is 
to track the volume of construction of such apartments over the past decade in order to quantify 
recent editions to the market rate apartment housing stock. In conducting this onalysis, we 
reviewed the semi-annual "major residential project list" reports issued by the Santa Maria 
Community Development Department for the period January 2000 through February 2011. The 
data compiled from these lists includes the following: 1) units built; 2) units with building permits 
issued; 3) units approved by the Planning Commission; and 4) units pending Planning Commission 
or Final Review. The table on page 10 summarizes the results of this analysis in that it identifies 
market rate and other rental apartment complexes built in SantaMaria since 2000 by month and 
year of report. 
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APARTMENT CONSTRUCTION AND PERMITTING 

JANUARY 2000 - FEBRUARY 2011 

(EXCLUDES APARTMENT UNITS IN MIXED-USE PROJECTS) 

SANTAMARIA 

Units Unils wilh Building Unils Approved by Units Pending PC or 
Buill Permits Issued Plonnin Com. Final Review 

Dole Units Footnotes Units Footnotes Units Footnotes Units Footnotes 

Jan 2000 - 31 11 21 204 31 

July 2000 31 11 - 316 213) 20 4) 

Jan 2001 0 0 336 2) 3) 5) 0 

July 2001 0 0 388 2) 3) 5) 6) 0 

Jan 2002 0 204 3) 184 3) 5) 6) 0 

July 2002 0 204 J) 72 5) 6) 0 

Jan 2003 0 256 3) 6) 20 7) 195 8) 

July 2003 204 3) 52 6) 248 4) 7) 8) 9) - -
Jan 2004 52 6) 228 7) 8) 20 4) 9) 22 10) 111 

12) 

July 2004 0 262 4) 7) 8) 9) 0 41 11) 
12) 

Jan 2005 256 4) 7) 8) 9) 6 12) 16 10) 111 0 

July 2005 0 6 12) 16 10) 111 0 

Jan 2006 0 6 12) 16 10) 11) 0 

July 2006 6 12) 8 10) 8 11 ) 2 

Jan 2007 - 8 10) 10 -
July 2007 8 10) - 10 -

Jan.July - - 10 -
2008 

Jan 2009 0 - 8 11) 2 

July 2009 0 - - 2 

Jan 2010 0 0 0 2 

July2010 0 0 0 2 

Feb 2011 0 0 0 0 

1) 5unAower Api., 220 E. Granl, 31 unit. (Buill as condominiums) 
2) Oak Creek Condos, ,we Miller & McCoy, 112 units (originally proposed as rental apartments) 

3) Westgate Court Apts. nwe Blosser Rd/Carmen Lane, 204 units 
4) Williams Api., 121 E. Bunny Ave, 20 unils (originolly 12 unils; increa.ed 10 20) 
5) Oak Tree Apls, 502·08 So Oakley Ave., 20 unils (no reference. po.1 July 2002) 
6) Los Adobes De Mario, 616 & 700 So. Blosser Rd., 52 unils (People Self Help Corp) 
7) Ca.a del Sol Apls, 502-08. So Oakley Ave., 20 units 
B) Bradley Square Apts. sec Bradley Rd/Crossroads, 208 units 
9) Villanueva Apls, 617 W. Orange St., 8 unils 
10) Bunny & McClelland Apts, swc Bunny SI/McCleliand SI., 8 unils 
11) Armstrong Api., 1340 - 1400 N. Bradley Road, 8 unils (Penmil expired) 
12) R.V.!. Apts, 115·117 N. Smilh Street, 6 units (originally named Simkin Apts) 

Note: Underlined proiects ore market rate apartments that were constructed in Santa Mario since January 2000 

Source: City of Sonto Maria Community Development Department Major Residential Projeds list 
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The results of our analysis, summarized in the table below, reveol that only 506 apartment 
units were constructed in Santo Moria from January 2000 through February 2011, excluding 24 
units of public rental housing. The list includes eight apartment,complexes ranging in size from 6 
to 208 units. However, the list has been adjusted to exclude the following: 1) the 204·unit 
Westgate Courtyard apartments which are subsidized Section 8 rentals; 2) the 208-unit Montiavo 
at Bradley Square apartments, which were converted to condominiums, subject to the project 
meeting all condominium building code requirements including individual metering and are not 
port of the permanent rental apartment stock; and 3) 40 units at SI. Claire, a condominium 
development presently operating as a rental complex and also not port of the permanent rental 
apartment stock. These adjustments, which total 452 units when subtracted from the 506 total 
apartment units, yield a total of only 54 market rate apartments actually having been constructed 
in the city of Santo Moria since January 2000 and which will be port of the permanent rental 
housing stock. 

MARKET RATE APARTMENTS CONSTRUCTED IN SANTA MARIA 
JANUARY 2000 - FEBRUARY 2011 

IEXCLUDING PUBLIC HOUSING) 

Apartment No. of Units Year Built Comments 
Westgate Courtyard 204 2003 ISection 8) 
Williams Apartments 12 2004 Market Rate 
Villanova Apartments 8 2005 Market Rate 

Montiavo at 208 2005 Market Rate. Approved 9/19/07 for condo 
Bradley Square conversion subject to meetina buildina codes, 

Coso Del Sol Apartments 20 2005 Market Rate 
R.V.J. Apartments 6 2006 Market Rate 

Bunny & McClelland 8 2007 Market Rate 

St Claire Apartments 1) 40 2007 Condo project operated as a rental complex 

Total: 5062) 

Adjustments: 

Westgate Courtyard (-204) Section 8 
Montiovo (-208) Future condominiums operated as rental complex 
St Claire (-40) Condo project operated as a rental complex 

Adjustment Total: (-452) 

Net Gain in Market Rate Al'ts 54 
.. 

1) St Claire. 128-unlt condominium prolect. 40 Units budt In 2007 by D.R. Horton and then prolect sold to Lyon 
Management Group, Inc., which currently operates the project as rentals. 88 additional units are nearing 
completion with the first units to be offered for rent in late March, 2011. 

2) Also completed but not counted here were 24 units at red Zinich Gardens by The Housing Authority. 

F. Survey of Market Rate Apartments 

To obtain a snapshot.of Santo Moria area market rate apartments regarding rent levels 
and occupancy, we conducted a survey of apartments in Santo Moria and Orcutt which cater to a 
varied tenant audience and provide a cross section of the rental housing stock, including older, as 
well as newer and higher quality apartment complexes. We also interviewed property managers 
and others to ascertain their viewpoints regarding longer-term rent and occupancy/vacancy 
trends as on indicator of market demand and needs for future market rate apartments. The results 
of our merket rate rental apartment survey are summarized in the tables on pages 12 thru 14. 
Our survey included 15 rental apartment complexes in Santo Moria, representing 1,886 units 
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SURVEY OF RENTAL APARTMENT COMPLEXES IN SANTA MARIA 1 
MARCH 2011 

Mix Monthly Rental Vacanc: Vacancy 

Proied/Address Number Type Size Low Number Percent 

EAST MAIN STREET APARTMENTS 1963 Stacked A9 2 OB/lb 390 $735 $ 1.88 0 0,0% 

919 E. Main Street Flat 2 IB/lb AOO $835 $2.09 
(805) 922·4788 44 2B/lb 690 $995 SUA 

3B/2b 1025 $ 1,050 $1.02 

MEDALLION MANOR 1960 Stacked 24 24 2B/lb 730 $900 $ 1.23 0 0.0% 

602·610 E. Cook Streot Flat 
(805) 928·3988 

VILLAGE TOWNHOMES N/A Townhome 140 95 IB/lbTH 615 $915 $ 1.49 0 0.0% 
1 OOod W. Cook Street 45 2B/lb TH 717 $ I, 115 $1.56 
(804) 349·8586 

LA VISTA APARTMENTS 1980 Flats & 460 92 OB/lb 393 $734 $1.87 0 0.0% 

'" 
7.40 S. Western Avenue Townhomes 100 18/lb 608 $896 $934 $ 1.47 . $ 1.54 
(B05) 928·5BOO 16B I B/tb+lo& 560 $960 $1.71 

96 2B/lb 7BB $1,134 $1.44 
4 3B/2.5b TH 1300 N/A 

CASA PALMAS APARTMENTS N/A Townhome 12 12 2B/I b TH $925 0 0.0% 
905 S. Russell Avenue 

(B05965·2887 

MAGNOLIA PARK APARTMENTS 1985 Stacked 56 20 2B/lb 780 $B50 $1.09 0 0.0% 

1131 S. Russell Avenue Flat 24 2B/2b 985 $900 $0.91 
(805) 925·2036 12 3B/2b 1120 $1,025 $0.92 

OAKWOOD VILLAGE APARTMENTS 1986 Stacked 83 19 IB/lb 595 $850 $143 0 0.0% 
1025 W. Boone Street Flat 64 2B/lb 763 $ 1,045 $ 1.37 
(805) 925-3979 

COUNTRY OAKS APARTMENTS 19B5 Stacked 208 24 IB/lb 570 $935 $ 164 14 6.7% 
333 E. Enos Drive Flat 88 IB/lb 670 $995 $149 
(805) 925·2181 48 2B/lb 850 $1,095 $ 1.29 

48 28/2b 900 $1,195 $1.33 



SURVEY OF RENTAL APARTMENT COMPLEXES IN SANTA MARIA 2 
MARCH 2011 

Vacancy Vacanc 

Pro'ect/ Address Number Percent 

PARK AVENUE ARMS 1965 Stacked 6B 2 OB/lb .. N/A 0 0.0% 

517 E. Park Avenue Flat 7 lB/l b $750 
(B05) 922-3656 59 2B/2b $B90 

THE VINEYARD APARTMENTS 1961 Stacked 152 34 lB/lb 593 $800 $1.35 0 0.0% 

945 E. Jonas Flat 34 1 B/lb 70B $800 $1.13 
IB05) 739-9195 2 2B/lb BB3 

B2 2B/2b 929 $ 1,095 $ 1.18 

THE AR80R RIDGE APARTMENTS 1986 Stacked 208 88 18/1b 671 $950 $1.42 4 #REFI 
330 E. Enos/331 E. Battles Flat 44 2B/lb 840 $ 1,050 $1.25 
(805)922-3364 44 28/2b 925 $ 1, 150 $1.24 

32 38/2b 1080 . $ 1,300 $ 1.20 

AR80llNDA APARTMENTS 1986 Stacked 106 28 18/1b 590 $910 $1.54 0 0.0% 

w 231 North College Drive Flat 32 18/1b 690 $980 $1.42 
(805)925.1484 46 2B/lb B81 $ 1, 1 00 $1.25 

SUMMERGATE APARTMENTS 1986 Stacked 72 16 lB/lb 557 $700 $ 1.26 0 0.0% 
1125 W. Morrison Avenue Flat 16 2B/lb 727 $800 $1.10 
1805)925-2036 40 2B/lb 727 $BOO $1.10 

MONTlAVO AT BRADLEY SQUARE 2004 Townhomes 208 44 2B/2b TH 10B4 $ 1,400 $ 1,425 $1.29 ·$1.31 15 7.2% 

2460 S. Rub.1 Way 44 28/2b TH 1113 $1,400 $1,425 $ 1.26 . $1.28 

(805)938-5200 40 38/2b TH 1300 $ 1,495 $1,525 $1.15- $1.17 

40 3B/2b TH 1303 $ 1,496 $1,525 $1.15 ·$1.17 

40 38/2b TH 1351 $1,495 $ 1,525 $1.11-$1.13 

STCLAIRE 2007 Stacked 40 40 3B/2b 1257 $1,650 $1.31 6 15.0% 

1735 Biscayne Street Flat 

(866)641-3037 

TOTAL: 1,886 39 2.1% 



Project/Address 

KNOLlWOOD MEADOWS APARTMENTS 
4036 Cedarhurst Drivo 

1805)937-0281 

PARKE ORcun 

3235 Orcutt Road 

1805)937-5886 

I>-

SURVEY OF RENTAL APARTMENT COMPLEXES IN ORCUTT 
MARCH 2011 

1981 Stacked 128 24 IB/lb 629 $1,045 - $ 1,095 
Flat 24 IB/lb 639 $1,045 - $ 1,095 

16 IB/lb 670 $ 1,095 -$1,155 
48 2B/lb 850 $1,175 - $1,235 
8 2B/lb 870 $1,295 - $1,320 
8 2B/2b 934 $1,395 - $1,425 

2005 'Flats & 117 24 lBlb 715 $ 1,245 

Townhomes 48 2B/2b 1025 $ 1,395 $1,415 

14 3B/2b 1250 $1,575 $ 1,595 

31 3B/2b TH 1380 

TOTAL: 245 

1 

Vacancy 
Porcont 

$1.66-$1.74 I 0.8% 

$ 1.64 - $1.71 
$ 1.63 - $1.72 
$ 1.38 - $ 1.45 
$1.49 - $1.52 
$ 1.49 - $ 1.53 

$ 1.74 5 4.3% 

$ 1.36 - $ 1-38 

$ 1.26 - $1.28 

6 2.4% 



and two complexes in unincorporated Orcutt totaling 245 units. For the Santa Maria complexes, 
there were 39 vacant units, yielding a vacancy rate of 2.1%; among the Orcutt projects, the six 
vacant units represented a 2.4% vacancy rate. For all surveyed complexes, two-thirds reported 
no vacancies at all and only a few had notices of units coming available in April. 

The surveyed apartment complexes in Santa Maria and Orcutt offered a variety of unit 
configurations from efficiencies to three bedroom townhomes. The rents varied by age and quality 
of complex ond location. 

The rents ranged from $735 per month for an efficiency to $1,650 per month for a three
bedroom flat in a new complex. One-bedroom units ranged $700 to $1,245 per month. Two
bedroom units ranged from $800 to $1,425 per month. Three·bedroom units ranged from 
$1,025 to $1,650 per month. The table below compares rent ranges for the surveyed apartment 
complexes in the Santa Maria area to HUD FY 2011 Fair Market Rents for Santo Barbaro 
County. 

SURVEYED RENTS FOR SELECTED SANTA MARIA AREA APARTMENTS 
VS HUD FAIR MARKET RENTS 

MARCH 2011 

Apartment Type Rental Range Fair Market Rents 11 
Efficiency $73.<1.$735 $978 

One Bedroom $700· $1 ,2.<15 $1,091 
Two Bedroom $800 - $1 ,.<125 $1,225 

Three Bedroom $1,025-$1,650 $1,613 

1) FY 2011 HUD Fair Market Rents for Santa Barbaro County 

Our interviews with individual apartment managers and managers of property 
management companies who manage a portfolio of apartment complexes in the Santa Maria 
area confirmed that Santa Maria has a large renter population which is growing and will likely 
grow larger in the future. They also indicated that apartment vacancies have been stable in the 
post few years in the neighborhood of 5% or lower as an overall average. 

There seems to have been some slight upward movement in rents, but that some 
complexes periodically adjust their rents up or down depending upon shifting vacancy levels by 
apartment type. There is a core of lower priced apartments offering rents under $1,000 per 
month in older complexes, which rarely become vacant and if they do, they are quickly re-rented. 

A large segment of the renter market consists of working class families, generating a need 
for family apartments as larger households are drown to Santa Mario's more affordable housing 
accommodations. Also mentioned was that college students make up on important shore of the 
market for studios and one-bedroom apartments. Another market segment consists of single and 
married military personnel assigned to Vandenberg Air Force Bose, who do not live on base. 

Some managers noted that some of the older apartment complexes were showing signs of 
deferred maintenance, suggesting a need to inject newer, more energy efficient and modern style 
apartment homes to replace aging, out of date apartments. This was particularly important where 
tenants pay their own utilities, which is the most common practice. 
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G. Indicated Demand for Market Rate Apartments in Santa Maria 

This section of the report addresses the indicated demand for market rate apartments in 
Santa Maria from 2000 thru 2010, utilizing census data for changes in occupied households and 
ratios for owner and renter occupied housing. 

In our previous discussion in Section D, the census data indicated that Santa Maria 
households grew from 22,146 in April 1,2000 to 26,908 in April 1,2010, a gain of 4,762 
households and a growth rate of 21.5%. 

SANTA MARIA HOUSEHOlD GROWTH 
APRIL 1, 2000 - APRIL 1, 2010 

Yeor Households 
2000 22,146 

2010 26,908 

Number ChanQe +4,762 

Percent ChOn.g9 +21.5% 

Using the increase of 4,762 households in Santa Maria between April 1, 2000 and April 
1, 2010, we then calculated an owner occupied and renter occupied household distribution, 
utilizing our owner occupied/renter occupied ratios for 2010 displayed in the table on page 9. 
This yielded an increase of 2,809 owner occupied households and 1,953 renter occupied 
households. 

ESTIMATED GROWTH IN OWNER/RENTER OCCUPIED HOUSEHOLDS 
ARPIL 1,2000 - APRIL 1, 2010 

CITY OF SANTA MARIA 

Calego,), Households Percent Distribution 
New Household Growth 4,762 100.0 

Owner Occupied Households 2,809 59.1 
Renter Occupied Households 1,953 40.9 

In the following table, we interpolate the demand from 2000 to 2010 for new rental 
apartments based upon population and household growth during the period. Using the ratios 
described in the Following table, we derived a demand For 1,074 rental apartments based upon 
the increase in renter households ond this demand distributed among apartments, condominiums 
and single family homes. 

DEMAND FOR SINGLE FAMILY AND MULTI·FAMILY HOUSING IN SANTA MARIA 
APRIL 1,2000 - APRIL 1, 2010 

Owner 

Owner Occupied Renter Renter Occupied Households Total 
Category Ratio Households Ratio Total Apartments Condo/TH Demond 

Totol Housing 100% 2,809 100% 1,953 - - 4,762 
Single Family 82% 1) 2,303 45% 703 - - 3,006 
MulH.family 18% 11 506 55% 1,250 1,07421 1763} 1,756 

1 J Derived from the 2000 Census 
2) Calculated at 86% of renter occupied household demand. 
3) Calculated at 14% of renter occupied household demand. 
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H. Santa Maria Projected Housing Needs 2007 -201A 

Periodically, local jurisdictions are required by state housing law to determine the amount 
and type of housing needed to accommodate projected population and employment growth. The 
mechanism for determining and assigning such needs is the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA) prepared at the county level and then county totals allocated among cities and 
unincorporated county sub regions based upon their projected shore of housing needs. A maior 
function of the RHNA is to assure a fair distribution of housing among cities and unincorporated 
sub regions, so the quantity and mix of newly built housing is affordable to low and moderate 
income households and is equitably shared and located in proximity to jobs. 

In Santa Barbara County, the RHNA plan is prepared by the Santa Barbaro County 
Association of Governments· (SBCAG) and the most recent plan, completed in June 2008, 
identifies housing needs for the period 2007 through 201 A. According to the SBCAG Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation plan, the projected housing need by income category for Santa Maria 
includes 3,200 new housing units, as well as A5 rehabilitated units and the conservation of 122 
units at risk in deteriorating structures. Santa Maria's allocated units, which represent a significant 
27.6% of the total countywide allocations, are summarized in the table below by income 
category from extremely low to above moderate. 

SUMMARY OF QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES BY INCOME CATEGORY 

Income Percent of New Construction Rehobililo~on of Conservation of 

level Median Income (RHNA) Existing Unib Units ot-Risk Total 
Extremely low <30% 368 0 0 368 

Very low 31 - 50% 368 30 122 520 
low 51 - 80% 544 15 0 559 

Moderate 81 - 120% 800 0 0 800 
Above Moderate >120% 1,120 0 0 1,120 

Tolol 3,200 45 122 3,367 
Source: 2006 CIty of Santa Mana HOUSing Element 

Among the housing need for new construction is 800 units for moderate income 
households and 1,120 units for above moderate income households, totaling 1,920 units needed 
for these two household income groups. However, since 2007, 502 total housing units (18A 
single family and 318 multi-family) have been permitted by the city. Of the single family, it is 
highly unlikely that any such homes would have been built as rentals. Of the 31 8 multi-family 
units, 88 were constructed at St. Claire (a condominium), leaving 230 units which very likely have 
not been built, yielding a considerable shortfall in the RHNA units needed. Since most of the 
demand for moderate income housing must be satisfied by apartment rentals and even a 
significant number of above moderate income families will have to find apartment rentals, it is 
evident that the demand for apartment rentals in Santa Maria will substantially exceed the supply. 

According to the 2009 American Community Survey, the median household income in 
Santa Maria was $A7,653. As shown in the table at the top of page 18, when the annual median 
income is factored for moderate and above moderate income levels, as a percentage of median 
income, the resulting income levels are $38,599 to $57, 18A for moderate income and greater 
than $57, 18A for above moderate income. 
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2009 ANNUAL MEDIAN INCOME LEVELS BY CATEGORY 

Cotegory Annual Median Income Level 

Median Household Income $47,653 

Moderate Income (81 - 120% of Median) $38,599· $57,184 

Above Moderate Income (> 120% of Median) >$57,184 

In the table below, we have converted the moderate and above moderate income ranges 
to a monthly income amount and then further factored this income by 30% to represent an 
affordable housing payment (e.g. monthly rent) tied to each annual income category. The 
affordable rent for the moderate income level is from $965 to $1,429 per month and for the 
above moderate income level, the affordable rent is $1,429 and higher. 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING PAYMENT 

BY SELECTED INCOME CATEGORY AT 30% OF MONTHLY INCOME 

Annual Income Monthly Monthly Housing Cost Housing 
Category Factor Income factor Payment 

Moderate Income ($38,599·$57, 184) +12 $3,216· $4,765 X .30 $965· $ 1 ,429 
Above Moderate Income (>S57,184) +12 >$4,765 X.30 >$1,429 

The projected rents for the Siena Apartments proposed by The Towbes Group, Inc. will be 
$1,125 per month for one bedroom units, $1,310 per month for two bedroom, one bath units, 
and $ 1 ,390 per month for two bedroom, two bath units. Thus, virtually all of these projected rents 
fall within the moclerate income category for which the RHNA study allocates 800 dwellings of 
future housing needs. 

Because of the cost of ownership housing, only a small number of moderate income 
families would be able to afford to purchase a home or a condominium. Also, since rental rotes 
for condominiums and single family homes would exceed the affordable rents for moderate 
income families, nearly all, if not all, of the demand for the allocated need for moderate income 
dwellings would be applicable to rental apartments. 

Further, owing to cost considerations, down payment requirements, quolifying fiCO 
scores, and other issues, it is likely that a significant portion of the allocated needs for above 
moderate income families would be for rental apartments rather than ownership single family 
homes or condominiums. 

L Changing Attitudes Toward Ownership Housing 

The collapse of the housing market and the financial meltdown, which followed have had 
numerous dire consequences that have been well documented. Among these are massive job 
losses and continuing high levels of unemployment, a precipitous drop in home values, record 
numbers of foreclosures and short sales, not to mention the legions of homeowners who are 
"under water" and owing more on their mortgages than their homes are worth. 

Another, somewhat unexpected fallout is an emerging attitudinal shift in the desire for 
home ownership and a growing preference for renting. Nationally, homeownership over the past 
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Fifty years has gradually risen from 62.1 % of the adult population in 1960 to a peak of 69.2% in 
2004, beFore turning downward to 66.5% in 2010. Since homeownership has been considered 
the ultimate" American Dream", what Forces have been eroding this desire? 

Economists see a broader trend in the making as working age households have become 
increasingly skeptical about buying a home. For example, a recent poll by Harris Interactive 
Found that 70% of Americans now aspire to homeownership, down fram 77% a year ago. Also, a 
survey by Fannie Mae found that two-thirds of Americans still see a home purchase as a safe 
investment, but this is down From 83% in 2003. Evidently, to some, homeownership is no longer 
viewed as an investment with a guaranteed positive return. 

Analysts surmise that there is a growing belieF among many younger adults that they can 
live better by renting, rather than straining their Finances to purchase a home. This feeling has 
evolved From severo I factors. First is the realization that, owing to more stringent credit score 
qualification and down payment requirements, mortgage loans are harder to obtain. Second, is a 
concern about the precipitous Fall and vacillation in home values that has shaken conFidence in 
price stability, let alone rekindling a belief in the return to the skyrocketing prices of the early 
2000's, which helped fuel the surge in home buying in the first halF of the last decade. 

Renowned economists such os Robert Shiller believe that housing prices have not yet fully 
stabilized and are likely to continue to fall in the coming months. The most recent Standard & 
Poor's/Cose-Shilier Index for the December 2010 to January 2011 period found that home 
prices dropped in 19 cities, 11 of them now being at their lowest level since the housing collapse 
in 2006 and 2007. The index has now dropped for six straight months, pulled down by record 
numbers of foreclosures and short sells. The chairman of Standard & Poor's Index Committee 
remarked thot. "the housing market recession is not yet over, and none of the statistics are 
indicating any form of sustained recovery". Thus, the housing market remains the heaviest burden 
on the economy, which is showing signs of strength elsewhere. 

Further, housing costs are but one of many expenditures which Face households todoy. 
Heolthcare, education, and other costs are rising much Faster than incomes, making it difficult to 
perceive a future where one can afford both a mortgage ond these other essential costs of living. 
Owing to the rising cost of education, today's graduating students are increasingly Faced with 
large student loan debt, which absorbs a larger share of overall living expenses, thereby forcing 
pastpanement of some consumer purchases, as well as making it harder to save far a down 
payment. Regarding the latter, the plunge in housing values From the housing market collapse 
created a massive loss of wealth For middle class households by greatly shrinking their housing 
equity, which accounts For most of middle class wealth. This will restrict the use of Family wealth as 
a source of help From parents For down payments, etc. This situation would be especially relevant 
For the Santa Maria area, which has a high proportion of middle class households. 

Another Faclor is that many younger adults believe that they will need to move more 
frequenrly in their careers, making them hesitant to buy, less they be forced to sell at a loss iF 
prices do not appreciate. One psychologist notes that we are becoming more a renting/sharing 
society. People are staying less bogged down in case something bad happens. Other advantages 
of renting include less work in maintenance on the dwelling, little or no cash investment, and 
desirable amenities the individual homeowner could not likely afford. 
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Thus, it seems that the financial and economIC crISes we have witnessed over the past 
several years are creating second thoughts among householders, particularly younger adults, 
about pursuing the goal of homeownership. This has implications for real estate that seem to 
suggest increasing demand for rental housing for the short term, if not the long term future. 

Another important consideration is that nationwide, the number of 20-24 year olds are 
projected to grow by 1.2% per year through 2013, double the average growth of 0.6% per year 
that characterized the prior five years. Additionally, the 25·34 year old age group is also 
projected to increase 1.4% per year through 2015, following a decline of 0.8% per year in 
1992 to 2001. This could yield an additional 1.3 million renter households across the country. 
Another demographic of interest is that, according to U.S. Census surveys, more than 1.2 million 
young adults moved back home with their parents from 2005 thru 2010, thereby creating a large 
pent·up demand for rental housing as the economy improves and these young adults reform their 
own individual households. 

J. Future Apartment Projects in Santa Maria 

Presently, there are four apartment projects identified by the Santa Maria Department of 
Community Development as being as either under construction, approved, or proposed. As listed 
in the table below, they represent 399 units, of which 40 are subsidized for low and very low 
income households and 359 are market rate. 

The 40-unit subsidized project, Sharer Brothers, is in escrow to Peoples Self Help Housing. 
Of the remaining 3 projects, the first is St Claire, a 40-unit existing condominium development with 
88 additional units now being completed with first rentals in late March. As discussed previously, 
these units must be considered as temporary rentals and not part of the permanent rental housing 
stock. A second project is a 60-unit senior rental complex, which has been approved for market 
rate apartments. The third project is the Siena Apartments, a proposed 211-unit market rate 
development by The Towbes Group, Inc. Thus, the only addition to the permanent rental housing 
stock for the general market would be the proposed Siena Apartments. 

FUTURE APARTMENT PROJECTS IN SANTA MARIA 

UNDER CONSTRUCTION, APPROVED, AND PROPOSED IMARCH 2011) 

Name of Project Size of No. of Project Type and 
Project Applicant location Zoning Site Units Status 
Sharer Brothers Nwc of Boone St. & PD/R·3 1.43 ac 40 Apartments with density bonus. PO 

Palacios Architects S. Russell Avenue permit approved 3/4/2009. In escrow 
to People, Self Help Hou,ing. 

St Cloire 1735 S. Biscayne St. PD/R-3 10.020c BB Condominium units for rent. 88 units 
lyon Capital Ventures under construction, Ph 2 of 

development. 40 units built in Ph 1 
Santa Maria Senior Village 450 &460W. PD/R·3 1.B50c 60 Senior Apartments. 60 units approved 

Peter lopez Stowell Road as market rate on 3/18/2009. Time 
Extension to 9/15/2010 

Siena Apartments Nwc of Blosser Rd. & PD/R·2 12.0 ac 211 Proposed as market rate apartments 
The Towbes Group, Inc. Marsala Avenue 

Total: 399 

Subsidized Apartments: 40 

Market Rate Apartments: 359 
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K. Conclusions 

Based on the Foregoing analysis, we have reached the Following conclusions regarding 
the need For apartments in the city of Santo Maria. 

• Between 2000 and 2010, the city of Santa Maria was the fastest growing community 
in Santa Barbara County, adding 22,130 new residents, a population jump of 28.6% 
and representing just over 90% of all population growth countywide during the 
decade. 

• The city of Santa Maria has a young population with the median age in 2009 of 25.7 
years compared 33.6 for the county of Santa Barbara. Between 2000 and 2009, the 
city experienced a large increase in the growth rate for adults age 20 to 24 and a 
small reduction in the growth rate of 25 to 34 year olds, both an important segment of 
the rental apartment market. This suggests that the latter age grouping will be growing 
in the next Five yeors as the 20 to 24 years old age. 

• The rapid growth in new housing construction in Santa Maria in the early part of the 
last decade contributed to the large increase in population and a gain of 5,447 new 
dwellings. Thus, between 2000 and 2010, the city of Santa Maria captured 54.8% of 
all new housing construction. 

• Between 2000 and 2010, permits were issued for 3,572 single family hames, nearly 
80% of the 4,538 dwellings permitted during the period. Permits were issued for only 
966 multi-Family units. 

• A review of Department of Community Development reports for units planned, 
approved and constructed, show that only 302 market rate apartments were built in 
the city between January 2000 and February 2011. This includes six apartment 
complexes ranging in size from 6 to 208 units and one condominium complex (St 
Claire) for which the 40 units completed are rented. Since this is a condominium 
complex, the units (including the 88 units nearing completion) will not be part of the 
permanent rental housing stock. 

• A survey of 1,886 market rate rental apartments in Santa Maria revealed a vacancy 
of only 39 units, or 2.1 %. Two additional market rate apartment complexes in 
unincorporated Orcutt represented a total of 245 units and among these, there Were 
six vacant units, yielding a vacancy rate of 2.4%. 

• Twa-thirds of the complexes among all those surveyed in the Santa Maria area 
(including Orcutt) reported no vacancies at all. The survey along with our interviews 
with selected local property managers reveals a market with generally stable 
vacancies in the past few years, as well as some slight upward movement in rents. This 
suggests room for additional market rate apartments in the future. 
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• An analysis of demand from 2000 to 2010 for new rental apartments based on 
population and household growth during the period derived a need for 1,074 new 
rental apartments.' Clearly, this demand was not met during the prior decade. 

• The demand for new rental apartments of all types continues into the future. This 
demand was quantified by the Regional Housing Needs Analysis for the period 2007-
2014, prepared by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments. According 
to the document, there will be a demand during the stated time period for 800 
moderate income housing units and 1,120 above moderote income housing units. The 
combined demand for the two income categories is 1,920 units. 

• Since 2007, 502 total housing units have been permitted in Santa Maria including 
184 single family homes and 318 multi-family units. Of the latter, 88 are condominium 
units which are nearing completion, leaving 230 units of multi-Family housing, which 
very likely have not been built. Because it is highly unlikely that any single family 
homes would have been built as rentals, there is therefore a considerable shortfall in 
the construction of RHNA housing units allocated to the city for the period 2007 to 
2014. 

• Within the referenced income categories (moderate and above moderate), the 
resulting affordable housing payment relative to income would be from $965 to 
$1,429 per month for moderate income households and from $1,429 and up for 
above moderate income households. Given the level of affordable housing costs, the 
great majority of this need will have to be met by rental apartment housing. 

• Bolstering the need for more rental housing will be changing attitudes, particularly 
among young working age adults, who are expressing a growing preference for 
rental rather than ownership housing. This is an historic shift away from the prevolent 
trend toward increasing preferences and acquisition of ownership housing, a trend 
thot peaked at 69.2% of adult households in 2004. This shore has now fallen to 
66.5% in 2010 and is projected by some to fall further in subsequent years. 

• Presently, only 359 rental apartments are either under construction, approved, or 
proposed for development in the city of Santa Maria, including a proposed 211-unit 
market rate apartment complex by The Towbes Group, Inc. Thus, this relatively small 
number of units falls for short of the city's stated goals for 800 additional moderate 
income and 1,120 above moderate income housing units thru the year 2014. 

We very much enjoyed working with you on this assignment. If you questions or comments 
regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours very truly, 
THE SIRACUSA COMPANY 

~r.~~I~ 
Ernest V. Siracusa, Jr., CRE 
President 

EVS:cs 
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PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 



De Siracusa Company 
REAL ESTATE MARKET RESEARCH & DATA INFORMATION SERVICES 

ERNEST V. SIRACUSA, JR., CRE PRESIDENT 

PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 

Ernest V. Siracusa, Jr., CRE, a veteran of nearly 42 years as a real estate market research consultant, is 
founder of THE SIRACUSA COMPANY, a professional market research and consulting firm specializing in the 
areas of morket and economic feosibility analysis for real estate development; and a data services company 
providing reliable and timely residential market data to real estate professionals. 

Mr. Siracusa has a rich and varied background in market research, property appraisals, economic 
feasibility analysis and real estate development planning. In the course of his career, he has successfully 
completed upwards of two thousand challenging assignments for projects including single family residential, 
condominiums, apartment buildings, senior housing, office and industrial buildings, and mixed use 
residential/commercial developments. He frequently conducts assignments in the los Angeles metro area, as 
well as north and south Santa Barbara County and the Central Coast. 

In addition to providing consulting services, Mr. Siracusa also produces THE SIRACUSA REPORT, a well
respected quarterly residential publication providing up-to-dote detailed information on new residential 
development activity and trends in Ventura County, Santa Clarita Volley and the Antelope Valley. Drawing on 
this data bose and his broad experience, Mr. Siracusa provides insightful advice to local, regional and notional 
homebuilders regording the market feasibility of proposed projects, as well as product specific guidelines, which 
can be utilized by architects in designing the appropriate product. 

Prior to founding his own firm, Mr. Siracusa was retained as a Senior Consultant to the nationally-known 
real estate market research and consulting firm of Robert Charles lesser & Co., for which he managed a variety 
of assignments for major national occounts. In this capacity, Mr. Siracusa traveled extensively, gaining 
invaluable knowledge and experience with respect to regional housing markets across the United States. 

Early in his career, Mr. Siracusa held the position of Senior Research Analyst in the Marketing Research 
Deportment of the larwin Group, a major California homebuilder. In this position, he was responsible for the 
management of local, regional, and nationwide housing studies ranging from site specific feasibility analysis to 
regional entry evaluation. 

Prior to his affiliation with the larwin Group, Mr. Siracusa was a senior member of Development Research 
Associates, the urban economic and real estate consulting division of Booz, Allen and Hamilton, Inc. In this 
capacity, Mr. Siracusa directed a variety of diverse studies for private and public clients in the areas of property 
appraisal, market analysis and economic/financial feasibility. 

Mr. Siracusa is a graduate of the University of California at Santa Barbara where he earned a Bachelor's 
degree in economics with specialization in micro- and macro-economic growth and development theory. Mr. 
Siracusa has also undertaken nearly two years of graduate study at the same university leading to the Master's 
Degree in urban studies. 

Mr. Siracusa is a member of The Counselors of Real Estate, a prestigious internationally recognized 
organization of highly accomplished and respected real estate related professionals who have conferred upon 
him the designation of Counselor of Real Estate (CRE). 

501-1 So. Reino Road, #395 • Newbury Park, California 91320 
(805) 375-2370 • FAX (805) 375-1634 • siracusaco@vcnet.com 



THE eRE DESIGNATION 

CRE (Counselor of Real Estate) - the real estate Industry's most 
respected source for professIonal advice on property and Jand-related 
matters 

The Counselor of Real Estate is the ultimate source of knowledge available to meet the 
need of both public and private property owners, investors and developers. The CAE is 
compensated by a pre-agreed fee or salary for services, rather than by commission or 
contingent fees. 

CREsservice both domestic and foreign clients and have access to the most advanced 
methodologies, techniques, and computer-assisted evaluation procedures. They have. 
the benefit of years of proven· knowledge and experience which qualifies them for 
practical application and proper interpretation of .real estate trends. 

The CRE deSignation is awarded to the Counselor by his peers, members of the 
American Society of Real Estate Counselors. Membership in the Society is by invitation 
based on the individual's reputation for integrity, experience and judgment in rendering 
advice on real estate matters. An indMduai may be recommended for membership by 
a CAE or may inititate his own request for membership. Use of the CAE designation 
provides the highest recognition in the real estate industry to clients and real estate 
professionals. Acceptance of the designation commits the recipient to adhere to a strict 
Code of Ethics and Standards of Professional Practice. 

The American Society of Real Estate Counselors, founded in 1953, is the professional 
consulting affiliate of the NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REAL TORS. Its nearly 900 
members benefit from ongoing networking opportunities which include national and local 
chapter meetings, high level conferences, educational seminars, task force and committee 
assignments and liaison capacities with other member organizations within the real estate 
industry. 

Anyone with a significant real estate problem should consider consulting with a CRE. An 
individual Counselor can offer many specialized services in the rapidly changing 
marketplace, or thanks to CRE networking capabilities, he can put you in touch with a 
Counselor that specializes in your particular area of need. For more information on 
membership, specialized counseling services, educational programs for professional 
enrichment, or a Osting of publications, please contact the American Society of Real 
Estate Counselors, 430 North Michigan Avenue, Chicago, Illinois 60611-4089 - telephone 
312.329.8427, fax 312.329.8881. 



MEMORANDUM 
Community Development Department 

April 27, 2011 

TO: Tim Ness, City Manager 

FROM: Lawrence W. Appel, Director of Community Development 

SUBJECT: 

Prepared by: Bill Shipsey, Planner 11Ie--~ 

HOUSING NEEDS ANALYSIS FOR MARKET RATE RENTAL 
APARTMENTS IN SANTA MARIA, CA; PREPARED FOR THE 
TOWBES GROUP, INC., APRIL 7,2011 

Community Development Department staff were asked to review the subject analysis for 
the City Manager's Office to assist in determining the usefulness of the information in the 
CMO's recommendation regarding the Siena fee reduction request. This Department 
coordinated its response with the Special Projects Division of the Administrative 
Services Department. 

The 20-page analysis is fairly well structured and generally accurate. However, we 
identified a number of factual errors and omissions in this analysis. 

1. The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) has no impact on the actual 
housing market. The City has satisfied State housing requirements by identifying 
sufficient undeveloped land and by providing for a variety of residential densities 
on that land within the City. The RHNA discussion is irrelevant to the request. 

2. The analysis totally ignores the single-family house rental market and attempts 
to filter out affordable apartments and condominiums. Because there exist large 
overlaps of rental housing in single-family houses and condominiums, staff 
believes that the overall housing market should be addressed in the analysis. 
The missing components directly affect the supply and demand curves in this 
housing market; omitting them from the discussion changes the report findings. 

3. The vacancy rate information is contradictory with Mr. Towbes correspondence 
of April 8, 2011, which states that, "The report clearly shows that based on the 
extremely low vacancy rates, there is a strong demand for market rate 
apartments ... ". The anecdotal account from apartment managers (page 15) 
states that "apartment vacancies have been stable in the past few years in the 
neighborhood of 5% or lower as an overall average." 

4. The analysiS ignores the needs analysis from both the City's Consolidated Plan 
and Housing Element of the General Plan. Both these documents show that 
Santa Maria residents pay too much of their income for housing (i.e., 79.3% of 
all households). The Federal government defines this as excessive housing cost 
burden; it occurs when more than 30% of the household income is spent for 
housing, including utilities. The subject market analysis fails to include such 
information. 

Therefore, staff concluded that the analysis attempts to paint a market-rate housing 
picture using an incomplete set of disparate facts that could lead to a faulty conclusion. 

Attachment 3 



THE TOWBES GROUP, INC. 

April 27, 2011 

Mr. Tim Ness 
City Manager 
City of Santa Maria 
110 E. Cook Street 
Santa Maria, CA 93454 

Re: Westgate Ranch Siena Apartments 
UCSB Economics Analysis of Impacts 

Dear Tim, 

ASSET MANAGEMENT 
CONSTRUCTION 

I am back from my trip to the east coast and I hope you have had a chance to review 
the Analysis of Impacts on the Economy of Santa Maria resulting from the proposed 
Siena Apartments development prepared by the UCSB Economics Department. We 
had this independent report prepared so that we could determine if our proposed 
development created the number of jobs and positive economic impact on the City of 
Santa Maria economy to support the relatively small fee credit and fee deferral that we 
proposed. Based on UCSB's findings, we think our request is completely supported. 

I would like to highlight a few of the report's findings. Construction of the Siena 
Apartments will: 

1. Create 149 full time equivalent jobs during an economy that is in desperate need 
of job creations; 72 of these jobs will be high wage construction jobs; 

2. Inject $22.2 million of economic stimulus and activity related to the construction; 

3. On an annual basis, create and support 17 full time equivalent positions and 
inject $1.4 million dollars per year into the Santa Maria economy; and 

4. Bring households with approximately $9.9 million of income to the City adding 
$5.8 million of local output on an annual basis. 

The report notes the projected annual cost to the City's General Fund of this project is 
approximately $211 ,000, which is largely offset by the additional General Fund 
revenues generated by the project, estimated at approximately $155,000 per annum. 
The net annual difference is approximately $56,000, but this number is likely overstated 
because the analysis does not reflect all the benefits workforce housing provides to the 
City related to job retention and its ability to attract new employers. 

Another offset to this annual deficit, and possibly more important, is our proposal to 
defer but pay almost $3.0 million of the impact fees listed on page 4 of the report. As 
you know, we have requested a fee credit of approximately $774,000 against our parks, 
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Mr. Tim Ness 
April 27, 2011 
Page 2 

traffic, water and wastewater fees, as we are providing amenities on-site and we have 
already created the public infrastructure necessary to support the project. While we 
have requested that the remaining City impact fees in an amount less than $3.0 million 
be deferred, if the City accepts our proposal, then those fees will be paid within three 
years from the receipt of the last Certificate of Occupancy for the project, which should 
be in approximately five years from the start of construction. 

As we analyze the economic benefits, we see the City will benefit from the creation of 
hundreds of jobs (149) and millions of dollars of economic stimulus ($22.2 million) as 
well as almost $3.0 million in impact fees in return for foregoing approximately $774,000 
of the impact fees, much of which relate to impacts which we are mitigating or have 
already mitigated. One way to look at the figures is that the $3.0 million of impact fees 
that we pay to the City will "pre-pay" 53 years of the estimated, and possibly overstated, 
annual General Fund deficit. This doesn't even take into account the enormous benefits 
the City receives during the construction period for the Siena Apartments. 

Another benefit for the construction of Siena Apartments is the very significant fact that 
more residents living in the Westgate Ranch area means that it is more likely that we 
can build the approved 132,000 square foot Westgate Ranch Marketplace shopping 
center, which of course means substantial sales tax revenue to the City, and there is no 
argument that shopping centers produce a net financial benefit to the City. The 
construction of Siena just moves the date when that shopping center can be 
constructed, including one or two major retailers, just one step closer. In fact, it adds 
211 residential units to the area very quickly, while both the Lavigna project with 
approximately 120 units and the Heritage project with approximately 300 units as well 
as other residential projects in the area will bring additional residents to the area over 
the period of many years. There is no other project which will have the immediate 
positive economic impact to the City of Santa Maria which is true of Siena. 

Tim, we appreciate your consideration in this matter. We strongly believe the UCSB 
Economics Analysis of Impacts combined with Emie Siracusa report on the strong 
demand for rental workforce housing makes a convincing case that our relatively small 
requests are supported and warranted. 

We look forward to discussing these matters in more detail. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~ 
MICHAEL TOWBES 

cc: Craig Zimmerman 
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Executive Summary 

This project measures the demographic, economic, and fiscal impact of development of the Siena 

Westgate Ranch Apartments, a 211-unit apartment complex, on the City of Santa Maria. Several 

methodologies were employed in the development and analysis of the data. The analysis utilized 

economic modeling (IMPLAN®), statistical, and qualitative analysis using data provided by The Towbes 

Group, state and local economic data, and data from the 1990, 2000, and 2010 Censuses as well as the 

American Community Surveys for the 2006-2009 period. 

IMPLAN® was used to estimate the impacts of construction, operations, and of additional households on 

the City’s economy. This input-output model produces estimated direct, indirect, and induced impacts 

(see Glossary for definitions). 

Fiscal impacts were analyzed by comparing the incremental tax receipts projected to be generated by the 

project to the incremental costs for the local government projected to result from the development. 

The fiscal impact on area school districts from the increase in the number of households was also 

analyzed and includes estimates of mitigation fees, property taxes, and contributions to bond repayment. 

Significant findings of the study include: 

 The total impact from construction of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments is $22.2 million. Of 

this amount, $13.0 million are a direct impact from construction expenditures made locally. The 

additional $9.2 million result from a multiplier effect of 1.71 on the construction expenditures. 

That is, for each dollar of direct spending on construction, an additional 71 cents of local 

spending would be generated 

 The total annual impact from operation and maintenance of the apartment complex is $1.4 

million. Of this amount, $800,000 are a direct annual impact from operation and maintenance 

expenditures. The additional $600,000 result from a multiplier effect of 1.74 on the operations 

and maintenance expenditure. That is, for each dollar of direct spending on operations and 

maintenance of the apartment complex, an additional 74 cents of local spending would be 

generated 

 Construction of the project supports 149 full-time equivalent (FTE) local jobs (72 jobs directly, 

33 jobs indirectly, and 44 jobs through induced effects) 

 The project is estimated to have a one-time effect on tax receipts for the City of approximately 

$3.7 million through the payment of permits and construction activity-related sales taxes 

 With occupancy of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments, the City would see the number of 

households increase by 211, which would: 

o Bring approximately $9.9 million of household income to the City 

o Add approximately $5.8 million of local (within the City) output 

o Support 74 FTE jobs and provide more than $3.4 million in income to local residents 

 Maintenance and operations of the apartment complex will support 17 FTE (13 directly, one 

indirectly, and three through induced effects) 

 On an annual basis, the project is anticipated to generate $150,521 in General Fund revenues. An 

additional $4,831 will be generated from sales tax attributable to operations 

 The estimated General Fund cost of the additional population occupying the Siena Westgate 

Ranch Apartments is $211,296 
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Though this analysis forecasts an annual General Fund deficit of $55,944, there are important 

countervailing points to consider. First, the actual General Fund impact may be overstated because it 

was necessary to rely on a per capita analysis. Second – and perhaps more importantly given the 

relatively small size of the forecast deficit – these estimates do not reflect the positive benefit additional 

housing might have on the City’s ability to retain existing jobs and attract new employers. Empirical 

evidence suggests that the provision of adequate housing is critical to economic development efforts 

because it affects affordability. Jobs follow people, and cities without adequate workforce housing have a 

competitive disadvantage in business location decisions.  
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I. Project Description 

The Towbes Group is developing the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments in the City of Santa Maria on a 

residential plot at the intersection of Blosser Road and Sonya Lane, about three miles southwest of the 

city center. 

The planned development is a gated community consisting of a total of 211 apartment units, of which 208 

units will be newly constructed and three units already built as condominiums will be converted to 

apartments. New units would consist of a combination of four different floor plans ranging in size from 

647 square feet to 884 square feet and will be composed of 116 units with one bedroom and one 

bathroom, 72 units with two bedrooms and one bathroom, and 20 units with two bedrooms and two 

bathrooms. Existing units have two or three bedrooms and two or three bathrooms and range in size 

from 1,386 square feet to 1,714 square feet (see Exhibit 1). 

Exhibit 1. Unit Composition Of Planned Development 

Plan

Number of 

bedroms

Number of 

bathrooms

Square feet 

per unit

Number of 

units Total square feet

A1 1                       1                       671                  80                     53,680                             

A2 2                       2                       884                  20                     17,680                             

A3 2                       1                       842                  72                     60,624                             

A4 1                       1                       647                  36                     23,292                             

E1 2                       2                       1,386               1                       1,386                                

E2 3                       2                       1,401               1                       1,401                                

E3 3                       3                       1,714               1                       1,714                                

Total 211                  159,777                           
 

Source: The Towbes Group, 2011. 

The units are to be distributed among 14 two-story buildings with no interior staircases (all units are 

planned to be flats). A total of 215 covered parking spaces (209 carports and 6 garage spaces) are planned 

for the development, in addition to 207 uncovered parking spaces. A community/recreation center is also 

planned for the development, covering 2,830 square feet and including a pool, exercise room, and a 

number of other facilities for use by community residents. An estimated 23 percent of the total site will 

be landscaped. 

According to data provided by The Towbes Group, the following already exist on the site: 

 Security entry gate 

 Split-face masonry wall around the site 

 A multi-purpose trail (mostly completed) 

 Private interior roads (mostly completed) 

 Required decorative exterior on-street lighting 

Planning and construction costs are estimated at $26.5 million, with approximately $21.7 million for 

construction costs and the remaining $4.8 million for permit and fees. Of the total construction 

expenditures, The Towbes Group estimates that approximately 60 percent will go to Santa Maria 

architects, contractors, and suppliers. An additional $801,800 are estimated for annual routine 

maintenance costs. Current property taxes being paid on the property are $114,862, and they are 

estimated to be $346,393 after construction is complete.  
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II. Project Impacts 

Project impacts fall into two major categories: one-time impacts due to the construction of the Siena 

Westgate Ranch Apartments and on-going impacts related to their property management and economic 

activities of the population added as a result of increasing the city’s housing stock. Impacts to economic 

output and jobs were estimated by input-output analysis of zip code level data for the five zip codes 

associated with the City of Santa Maria. 

1. Population 

Construction of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments will increase the city’s housing stock by 211 

units. The Towbes Group (2011) provided occupancy information for their Knollwood Meadows 

Apartments in Orcutt, which indicates average household sizes of 1.8 persons per one-bedroom 

apartment and 2.3 persons per two-bedroom apartment1. This analysis is based on the use of these figures 

applied to the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments, as well as on the assumption that all new residents are 

to move into the Siena complex. Under these assumptions the project population would be 372. 

2. Employment and Economy 

Economic and employment impacts from the project will fall into two major categories: one-time impacts 

flowing from construction activities, and on-going impacts associated with 1) the routine management, 

operations and maintenance of the complex , 2) the spending by apartment tenants. 

 Construction Impacts (One-time) 2.1.

Construction impacts (one-time impacts) on output are estimated at $22.2 million in total. That is, an 

additional $0.71 of local output is generated for each dollar spent for construction in the local economy. 

Of the $22.2 million: 

 $13,006,740 are direct impacts to the Santa Maria economy resulting from construction 

expenditures, 

 $3,904,975 are indirect impacts as a result of business with local suppliers, and 

 $5,278,730 is induced household spending in the local economy by the employees of local 

businesses. 

In terms of employment, it is estimated that construction of the apartments will support a total of 149 

FTE jobs, of which: 

 direct employment support is estimated at 72 construction jobs, 

 an additional 33 jobs result from local purchases related to the construction project (indirect 

impact), and 

 a total of 44 jobs result from personal spending by construction workers and their families, 

owners, and employers and their families of vendors doing business with construction firm(s), 

and owners, employees and their families of local retail and service businesses (induced impacts). 

                                                             

1 These are lower than the City-wide average household size (see Appendix A), and below the occupancy rates that 
would be allowed under the Towbes Group’s lease agreements for the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments  (The 
Towbes Group, 2011). 
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 On-going Impacts 2.2.

An estimated $801,800 will be spent annually on management, operations, and maintenance of the Siena 

Westgate Ranch Apartments. The total economic activity associated with this expenditure is estimated 

at $1,397,200, or an additional $0.74 of indirect and induced output for each dollar spent in the zip codes 

included in this analysis. Of this amount: 

 an estimated $801,800 will be added directly to the Santa Maria economy, 

 another $239,193 is forecast as an indirect impact as the property managers conduct business 

with firms within the City of Santa Maria, and 

 an additional $356,206 of induced impacts are forecast as additional spending is generated by the 

income proprietors and workers earn as a result of the direct and indirect impacts. 

In terms of employment, the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments project is expected to support 17 FTE 

jobs and provide about $530,900 of income to local residents. Of the 17 jobs: 

 a total of 12.5 jobs will be directly related to the management of the complex (direct impact), 

 another 1.3 jobs will be supported as a result of business conducted by the management with 

local suppliers of goods and services (indirect impact), and 

 an additional 3.0 jobs will be supported by spending by the owners, employees, and families of 

Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments management staff and local firms with which they conduct 

business (induced impact). 

The presence of 211 new households would bring approximately $9,871,000 of household income to the 

City of Santa Maria, adding an estimated $5,765,121 to local output. Spending within the City of Santa 

Maria by these new households would support approximately 74 full-time jobs and provide more than 

$3, 400,000 of labor income to local residents. The top ten affected employment categories are presented 

in Exhibit 2. 

Exhibit 2. Top Ten Employment Sectors Affected by Spending of New Households (Siena Westgate 
Ranch Apartments Residents) 

Category Total jobs

Food services and drinking establishments 7.8

Physicians, dentists and other healthcare professionals 5.2

Hospitals 4.7

Real estate services 4.2

State and local government, education employment/payroll 3.9

Nursing and residential care facilities 3.2

Retail stores, general 2.5

Wholesale businesses 2.4

Retail food and beverage stores 2.3

Individual and family services 1.8
 

Source: Estimates prepared for this study 
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3. Fiscal Impacts 

 Impacts to City Services 3.1.

3.1.1 Incremental Fiscal Receipts 

Development of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments will have both one-time as well as on-going fiscal 

impacts. 

The one-time receipts associated with construction of the project accruing to the City of Santa Maria are 

estimated at $3,678,666 and are detailed in Exhibit 3 below.  In addition, the project will pay $1,193,750 in 

school mitigation fees (Exhibit 3). 

Exhibit 3. Construction Fees, Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments 

Item Amount

City of Santa Maria:

Building permits, plan check and inspection fees $306,989

Municipal facilities and services mitigation fees $216,827

Park mitigation fees $899,228

Traffic mitigation fees $721,850

Water and wastewater fees $1,502,142

Sales tax receipts to the City from construction activity $31,630

Total to City $3,678,666

School Districts:

Santa Maria Bonita School District $916,915

Santa Maria Joint Union High School District $276,835

Total to schools $1,193,750
 

Source: The Towbes Group, 2011. 

On an annual basis taxes, licenses, fees and other receipts totaling approximately $150,521 are anticipated 

to accrue to the City’s General Fund as a result of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments project. 

Property taxes are estimated based on the anticipated value of improvements provided by the project 

developers (The Towbes Group, 2011) and using the tax rates and distribution formulas for Tax Rate 

Area 03049. All other receipts are calculated on a per capita basis using Fiscal Year 2011-2012 Santa Maria 

City Budget figures (City of Santa Maria, California, 2010). These annual receipts are shown in Exhibit 4. 
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Exhibit 4. Estimated Annual General Fund Receipts 

Item Amount

Property tax accruing to the City $85,445

Propert tax in lieu of VLF $798

Sales and use tax $58,135

Sales and use tax earmarked for safety services $698

Business license receipts $1,289

Criminal fines and penalties receipts $341

Vehicle license fees $798

Recreation program receipts $2,218

Receipts from aquatics programs $798

Total $150,521
 

Sources: The Towbes Group, 2011; and estimates prepared for this study. 

3.1.2 Incremental Costs 

In the interest of preparing a cost analysis in a timely manner, a per capita analysis rather than a detailed 

marginal cost analysis was prepared. It is worth noting that since many cost factors do not increase 

proportionally with population the results of the per capita analysis are likely to overstate costs. Cost 

estimates for General Fund expenditures are based on Fiscal Year 2010-2011 Budget (City of Santa Maria, 

California, 2010) and population of 93,225 listed therein. These figures indicate total per person 

expenditures of $568 from the General Fund, allocated as shown in Exhibit 5. Under the assumption that 

all new residents move into the Siena complex, and that occupancy of these units follows the pattern of 

the Towbes Group’s Knollwood Meadows Apartments in Orcutt, the total incremental General Fund 

cost associated with the project is $211,296, as population under these assumptions would increase by 

372 people.. 

Exhibit 5. Estimated Annual Per Capita General Fund Costs 

Item Amount

Public safety $311

General government $137

Leisure and culture $85

Community and economic development $35

Total $568
 

Source: Estimates prepared for this study. 

3.1.3 Net Impact 

Based on estimated General Fund expenditures and receipts from taxes, fees, and City programs, the per 

capita portion of this analysis forecast an annual deficit of $60,775. This deficit is partially offset by sales 

tax receipts attributable to the management, operation, and maintenance of the project ($4,831 – see 

Exhibit 6) for a net impact of $55,944. 
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Exhibit 6. Net Fiscal Impact of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments, Per Capita Analysis 

Indicator Amount

Per Capita Expenditures from General Fund, Adopted 2010-11 Santa Maria Budget

Public Safety $311

Leisure and Culture $85

Community/Economic Development $35

General Government $137

$568

City Population 2010-2011 93,225                 

Population added by project 372                       

Estimated General Fund cost of added population $211,296

Anticipated General Fund receipts from project

Property tax to City $85,445

Property tax in lieu of VLF $798

Sales and use tax $58,135

Sales and use tax - safety $698

Business licenses $1,289

Criminal fines and penalties $341

Vehicle license fees $798

Recreation programs $2,218

Acquatics $798

$150,521

Estimated General Fund surplus (deficit) due to residents ($60,775)

Sales tax attributable to operations (not residents) $4,831

Estimated General Fund surplus (deficit) due to project ($55,944)
 

Source: Estimates prepared for this study. 

This per capita analysis does not take into account the positive indirect impacts to the local economy of 

the increased availability of housing and the role this plays in job retention and job creation. These effects 

are difficult to model, but empirical studies have shown that areas with low vacancy rates and high 

housing costs are losing jobs and population to areas with relatively greater housing supplies and lower 

housing costs (Bluestone, Stevenson, & Williams, 2009). In other words, jobs tend to follow population, 

and areas that lack of adequate housing supply and have high housing costs are “pricing themselves out 

of the market” for business expansion because workers cannot afford to live in them. In the ten 

metropolitan areas with the highest housing costs (of which Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta is the 

seventh most expensive) the job growth rate between 2000 and 2006 lagged far behind that in 

communities in the 10 next most expensive areas (5.2 percent compared to 8.8 percent). It was less than 

half that of areas in the 9th decile (11.84 percent). 

 Impacts to Schools 3.2.

3.2.1 Impact Fees 

The following one-time development fees to mitigate the impact on schools of increased population are 

estimated for the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments: 

 Santa Maria Bonita School District - $916,915 

 Santa Maria Joint Union High School District - $276,835 
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3.2.2 Property Tax 

Annual property tax General Fund receipts generated by the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments are 

forecast as follows: 

 Santa Maria-Bonita School District - $62,672 

 Santa Maria Joint Union High School District - $52,309 

 Allan Hancock Community College - $13,939 

 Education revenue augmentation - $28,779 

3.2.3 Contribution to Bond Repayment 

Property taxes from the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments will annually contribute the following 

amounts to school district bond repayments: 

 Santa Maria Joint Union High School Bond 2000 - $8,101 

 Santa Maria Joint Union High School Bond 2004 - $6,790 

 Allan Hancock Community College Bond 2006 - $8,648 

A detailed property tax analysis is presented in Exhibit 7. 

Exhibit 7. Detailed Property Tax Analysis,  Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments Project 

Item

Current assessments: 

vacant land

Current assessments: 

existing structures

Incremental assessments on 

project cost excluding land Total assessments

Basic 1% Property Taxes

0001 -- General $3 $0 $12 $14

0840 -- City Of Santa Maria $13,508 $1,995 $69,942 $85,444

2400 -- Sb Co Fld Ctrl/Wtr Cons Dst Mt $111 $16 $573 $700

2560 -- Santa Maria Flood Zone 3 $661 $98 $3,424 $4,182

2570 -- S Maria River Levee Maint Zone $62 $9 $319 $389

3050 -- Santa Barbara Co Water Agency $146 $22 $756 $923

3210 -- Santa Maria Public Airport Dst $471 $70 $2,438 $2,978

3320 -- Santa Maria Cemetery District $245 $36 $1,269 $1,550

4500 -- Cachuma Resource Cons Dist $21 $3 $106 $130

5700 -- Santa Maria Valley Wtr Con Gen $194 $29 $1,003 $1,226

7601 -- Santa Maria-Bonita -General $9,908 $1,463 $51,301 $62,672

8301 -- Santa Maria Jt High Dist-Gen $8,270 $1,221 $42,819 $52,309

9401 -- A Hancock Jt Cm Coll Ds-Gen $2,204 $325 $11,410 $13,939

9801 -- County School Service Fund $1,516 $224 $7,851 $9,591

9802 -- Education Revenue Augmentation $4,550 $672 $23,558 $28,779

Total Basic 1% Property Taxes $41,867 $6,182 $216,779 $264,828

Bonds

8351 -- Santa Maria Jt High Bond 2000 $981 $145 $5,077 $8,101

8355 -- Santa Maria Jt High Bond 2004 $822 $121 $4,255 $6,790

9451 -- Allan Hancock Cc Bond 2006 $1,047 $155 $5,419 $8,648

Total Bonds $2,849 $421 $14,752 $18,022

Fixed Charges

2561 -- Sta Maria Fld Zn Benefit Assmt $123 $39 - $162

2571 -- Sta Mar Rvr Lvee Benefit Assmt $116 $13 - $129

3935 -- So West Landscape Dist $61,421 $1,616 - $63,037

5709 -- Smvwcd Twitchell Dam Oper/Main $210 $6 - $215

Total Fixed Charges $61,870 $1,674 - $63,544

Total $106,586 $8,276 $231,531 $346,393  
Source: Estimates prepared for this study.  



Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments 

8 
 

III. Conclusions 

The development of a large-scale multi-family complex impacts the local community in a number of 

ways. The following one-time impacts of the development of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments on 

the City of Santa Maria are anticipated: 

 The total impact from construction of the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments is $22.2 million. 

Local expenditures would directly infuse $13 million into the City’s economy. The additional $9.2 

million would result from a multiplier effect of 1.71 on the construction expenditures. That is, for 

each dollar of direct spending on construction, an additional 71 cents of local spending would be 

generated 

 Construction of the project would directly support almost 72 FTE local jobs. Another 77 jobs 

would be supported by the indirect and induced effects of construction 

 The project is estimated to have a one-time effect on City receipts of approximately $3.7 million 

Assuming all new residents that could be accommodated in the City as a result of the construction of the 

Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments were to move in to the Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments, and that 

occupancy of these units follows patterns for the Towbes Group’s Knollwood Meadows Apartments in 

Orcutt, the City would see the number of households increase by 211 and population increase by 

approximately 372 residents. 

 These new residents would add approximately $9.9 million of household income to the City, 

increase local output by approximately $5.8 million, and support 74 FTE local jobs. 

 The total annual impact from operation and maintenance of the apartment complex is $1.4 

million. Of this amount, $800,000 are a direct annual impact from operation and maintenance 

expenditures. The additional $600,000 result from a multiplier effect of 1.74 on the operations 

and maintenance expenditure. That is, for each dollar of direct spending on operations and 

maintenance of the apartment complex, an additional 74 cents of local spending would be 

generated 

 Maintenance and operation of the complex would support an additional 17 FTE jobs 

 On an annual basis, the project is anticipated to generate $150,521 in General Fund revenues from 

property taxes, sales taxes, and other fees related to tenants. An additional $4,831 in sales taxes 

associated with the operations and maintenance of the complex would also go to the General 

Fund for a total of $155,352 

 The estimated General Fund cost of the additional population occupying the Siena Westgate 

Ranch Apartments is $211,296 

Though this analysis forecasts an annual General Fund deficit ranging of $55,944, there are important 

countervailing points to consider.  First, the actual General Fund impact may be overstated because it 

was necessary to rely on a per capita analysis.  Second – and perhaps more importantly given the 

relatively small size of the forecast deficit – these estimates do not reflect the positive benefit additional 

housing might have on the City’s ability to retain existing jobs and attract new employers.  Empirical 

evidence suggests that the provision of adequate housing is critical to economic development efforts 

because it affects housing affordability.  Areas that fail to provide sufficient housing effectively “price 

themselves out of the market” for business expansion (Bluestone, Stevenson, & Williams, 2009). In 

general, commercial and industrial development contribute more to local coffers than they add to local 
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costs, and more than subsidize any deficits associated with housing necessary to provide a sufficient pool 

of workers. 
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IV. Glossary 

Direct impact (direct effect) – In input-output terminology, an initial expenditure (such as a payment 

to a local company by The Towbes Group for some good or service) is referred to as a direct impact. 

General Fund – Defined by the City of Santa Maria (City of Santa Maria, California, 2010) as the primary 

operating fund of the City where all funds not allocated by law or a contractual agreement to a specific 

fund are accounted for. 

IMPLAN – Input-output model first developed by the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of Land 

Management and the Federal Emergency Management Agency for use in land planning and resource 

management. IMPLAN is based on matrix algebra and uses information about the types and amounts of 

production factors needed to produce any given output. IMPLAN uses dollar valuations of these inputs, 

and traces he currency flows from the original purchases of goods as they work their way through the 

economy of the study area. 

Indirect impact (indirect effect) – Purchases made by entities directly impacted (see Direct impact 

above) attributable to the increase in business generated by the initial expenditure. 

Induced impact (induced effect) – Local spending by employees of impacted firms (see Direct impact 

and Indirect impact) attributable to changes in income related to the impacts (direct and indirect) of the 

initial expenditure. 

Input-output – Defined by the Economic Development Research Group (1997) as accounting tables 

tracing the linkages of inter-industry purchases and sales in a specific study area. Used to calculate the 

effects per dollar of spending on jobs, income, and output in that specific area. 

Multiplier – Summary measure of the impact of an entity’s expenses on the local economy. It is equal to 

the ratio of the total impact (direct, indirect, and induced) to the direct impact, providing a measure of 

the magnitude of the total impact compared to the initial expenditure. With an estimated multiplier, the 

total effect of a particular expenditure can be calculated as the product of the expenditure and the 

multiplier. 
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Appendix A – Study Area – Current Social and Economic Conditions 

1. Population 

Population in the City of Santa Maria totaled 99,553 people in Census 2010, having increased at an 

average rate of 2.5 percent per year since Census 2000. Population growth in the City was well above 

population growth for Santa Barbara County (0.6 percent per year on average) and the average annual 

growth for the State as a whole (1.0 percent). While population growth in the County and in the State 

was lower in the 2000-2010 decade than during the 1990-2000 decade, population growth in the City of 

Santa Maria increased in the latter decade compared to the former (see Exhibit 8). 

Exhibit 8. Annual Average Population Growth, State of California, Santa Barbara County, and City 
of Santa Maria, 1990-2000, and 2000-2010 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5% 3.0%

California

Santa Barbara County

City of Santa Maria

1990-2000 2000-2010
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991; 2001; 2011. 

2. Household Characteristics 

 Size 2.1.

Consistent with the relatively high population growth experienced by the City, the number of 

households has increased approximately 20 percent over the past two decades. The average household 

size has also shown an increasing trend, growing from 3.04 persons per household in 1990 to 3.65 persons 

per household in 2009 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991; 2001; 2009). Over the past two decades the 

average household size has been higher in the City of Santa Maria than in Santa Barbara County and in 

the State of California. The growth in the average household size has also been notably higher in the City 

than in the County and the State (see Exhibit 9). 
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Exhibit 9. Total Change in Average Household Size, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of 
Santa Maria, 1990-2000 and 2000-2009 

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0%

California

Santa Barbara County

City of Santa Maria

1990-2000 2000-2009
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991; 2001; 2009. 

 Composition 2.2.

According to the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009), approximately 

75 percent of all households in the City of Santa Maria in 2009 consisted of families (51 percent were 

married couples and 24 percent were other families). Almost 20 percent of households were people living 

alone, and the remaining 5 percent consisted of other nonfamily households. The City of Santa Maria had 

a larger share of family households than the County and the State as a whole (see Exhibit 10). The 

composition of households in the City has been fairly stable over the past two decades, although the 

share of family households consisting of married couples has been declining (see Exhibit 11). 



Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments 

14 
 

Exhibit 10. Household Composition, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 
2009 

0.0%
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80.0%

100.0%

City of Santa Maria Santa Barbara
County

California
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23.8%
16.0% 19.0%
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25.9% 24.4%
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People living alone Other nonfamily households
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991; 2001; 2009. 

Exhibit 11. Household Composition, City of Santa Maria, 1990, 2000, and 2009 

0.0%

20.0%

40.0%

60.0%

80.0%

100.0%

1990 2000 2009

57.5% 56.4% 51.4%

17.3% 18.8% 23.8%

19.7% 20.0% 19.9%

5.5% 4.8% 4.9%

Married-couple families Other families

People living alone Other nonfamily households
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1991; 2001; 2009. 

3. Age Profile of Population 

Population in the City of Santa Maria has been getting younger in recent years. The median age in the 

City fell 3.5 years between 2000 and 2009, from a median age of 29.2 years in 2000 to 25.7 years in 2009 

(U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001; 2009). Exhibit 12 presents the age profile of the City’s population in 

2000 and 2009. 
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Exhibit 12. Age Profile of Population, City of Santa Maria, 2000 and 2009 
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001; 2009. 

Population in the City of Santa Maria is younger than population in Santa Barbara County and in the 

State of California as a whole (see Exhibit 13). The median age of 25.7 years is well below the County 

median of 33.2 years, as well as the State median of 34.9 years. The gap between the City and the County 

and State has been widening. While the median age in the city fell 3.5 years between 2000 and 2009, the 

County median fell only 0.2 years, and the State median increased by 1.6 years. 

Exhibit 13. Age Profile of Population, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 
2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 
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4. Race/Ethnicity/and Foreign Born 

According to Census 2010 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011), 70 percent of the population in the City of 

Santa Maria are Hispanic or Latino (Exhibit 14), well above the 43 percent share for Santa Barbara 

County (Exhibit 15), and almost twice the state’s share (38 percent – see Exhibit 16). 

Exhibit 14. Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino Population Breakdown, City of Santa 
Maria 

Hispanic or 
Latino
70%

Not Hispanic or 
Latino:

30%

City of Santa Maria

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 

Exhibit 15. Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino Population Breakdown, Santa Barbara 
County 

Hispanic or 
Latino
43%

Not Hispanic or 
Latino:

57%

Santa Barbara County

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 
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Exhibit 16. Hispanic or Latino and Not Hispanic or Latino Population Breakdown, State of 
California 

Hispanic or Latino
38%

Not Hispanic or 
Latino:

62%

California

 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 

The breakdown of not Hispanic or Latino population are presented in Exhibit 17 through Exhibit 19. 

Approximately three quarters of non-Hispanics in the City of Santa Maria indicated being only White in 

the 2010 Census (Exhibit 17). This is smaller than the White share of non-Hispanics in the County (84 

percent – Exhibit 18), but higher than the White share of Non-Hispanics in the State as a whole (64 

percent – Exhibit 19). 

Exhibit 17. Breakdown of Not Hispanic or Latino Population, City of Santa Maria 
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1%
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Pacific Islander alone
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 
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Exhibit 18. Breakdown of Not Hispanic or Latino Population, Santa Barbara County 

84%
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 

Exhibit 19. Breakdown of Not Hispanic or Latino Population, State of California 
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California

White alone
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Some Other Race alone
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2011. 

According to the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009) more than one 

third of Santa Maria’s population is foreign born. In contrast, 22 percent of the County’s population and 

27 percent of the State’s population are foreign born (see Exhibit 20). 
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Exhibit 20. Population Breakdown by Place of Birth, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of 
Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 

5. Language Skills 

Almost 40 percent of the population five years or older in the City of Santa Maria are estimated to speak 

English less than very well. In contrast, only 18 percent of the County’s population and 20 percent of the 

State’s population are estimated to speak English less than very well (Exhibit 21). An estimated 59 

percent of Santa Maria’s population speak Spanish at home, compared to 32 percent for the County and 

29 percent for the State as a whole. This is in line with the City’s high share of foreign born residents and 

its high share of the population of Hispanic or Latino background. 

Exhibit 21. Language Spoken at Home, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 
2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 
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6. Educational Attainment 

Educational attainment in the City of Santa Maria is lower than in Santa Barbara County and in the State 

of California as a whole (see Exhibit 22). According to the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. 

Bureau of the Census, 2009) approximately 80 percent of the City’s population 25 years of age or older 

have at most attended some college but not obtained a degree. More than one third of the population 25 

years of age and older have not completed high school. In contrast, roughly 21 percent and 19 percent of 

the population 25 years of age and older in the County and State, respectively, have not completed high 

school. 

Exhibit 22. Educational Attainment, Population 25 Years of Age and Older, California, Santa 
Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 

The distribution of the City’s population into different levels of educational attainment have changed 

little over the past decade. In 2000, 61 percent of the City’s population 25 years of age or older were high 

school graduates or higher, and 11 percent had a bachelor’s degree or higher. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 

2001). According to the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009), in 2009 64 

percent of the City’s population 25 years of age or older were high school graduates or higher, and 13 

percent had a bachelor’s degree or higher. Exhibit 23 presents the distribution of educational attainment 

for 2000 and 2009. 
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Exhibit 23. Educational Attainment, Population 25 Years of Age or Older, City of Santa Maria, 2000 
and 2009 
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001; 2009. 

7. Income 

The 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009) estimates the 2009 median 

household income in the City of Santa Maria to be $47,653 (in 2009 inflation-adjusted dollars). This is 81 

percent of the County and State medians for the same year (both at roughly $59,000). Exhibit 24 

presents the income distribution for the City of Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County, and the state of 

California as estimated in the 2009 American Community Surveys 

Exhibit 24. Income Distribution, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 
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8. Housing Availability 

The City’s housing stock is relatively newer than that of the County and the State as a whole. According 

to estimates from the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009) more than 

one quarter of all housing units in the City were built after 1990. In contrast, only 16 percent of the 

County’s housing stock and 21 percent of the State’s housing stock were built since 1990. Exhibit 25 

presents the distribution of housing units by year of construction for the City, the County, and the State. 

An estimated 6.9 percent of the housing stock in the City of Santa Maria was vacant in 2009. The 

homeowner vacancy rate was 1.6 percent and the rental vacancy rate was estimated at 3.3 percent. For 

Santa Barbara County, an estimated 7.8 percent of the housing stock was vacant in 2009, the homeowner 

vacancy rate was 1.4 percent, and the rental vacancy rate was 3.5 percent. The state as a whole had a 

higher estimated overall vacancy rate of 9.1 percent, a homeowner vacancy rate of 2.3 percent, and a rental 

vacancy rate of 5.8 percent. 

Exhibit 25. Housing Distribution by Year of Construction, California, Santa Barbara County, and 
City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001; 2009. 

9. Housing Affordability 

The City of Santa Maria is relatively affordable to renters when compared to Santa Barbara County as a 

whole. According to the H+T Affordability Index (Center for Neighborhood Technology, 2011), the 

percent of income paid by renters is 19.5 percent for the City as a whole, compared to 26 percent for the 

combined Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Lompoc Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). 

The median rent for occupied units paying rent in 2009 is estimated at $1,011 for the City of Santa Maria. 

This is 80 percent of the County’s estimated median of $1,271 and 88 percent of the State’s estimated 

median of $1,155 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009). Exhibit 26 presents the distribution of occupied 

units paying rent by rental cost for the City, the County, and the State of California. 
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Exhibit 26. Distribution of Occupied Units Paying Rent, California, Santa Barbara County, and City 
of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009. 

10. Employment/Occupation/Place of Work 

Labor Force in the City of Santa Maria has grown relatively fast over the last two decades. Labor Force 

growth rates have been greater for the City than for the County and the State during this period (see 

Exhibit 27), although the labor force growth slowed down in the last decade while it accelerated in the 

County as a whole. The higher growth is in line with the relatively higher population growth 

experienced by the City (when compared to the County and the State – see V.1). 

Exhibit 27. Labor Force Growth, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 1990-
2000 and 2000-2010 

0.0% 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 2.0% 2.5%

California

Santa Barbara County

City of Santa Maria

1990-2000 2000-2010
 

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011; and estimates prepared for this study. 
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Unemployment rates in the City of Santa Maria have followed closely the trend observed at the County 

and State levels over the past two decades, remaining, however, consistently above the County and State 

averages (see Exhibit 28). Unemployment rates have been on the rise in all three areas since 2007. In 

January 2011, the estimated unemployment rate for the City of Santa Maria is 15.5 percent, higher than 

the 10.1 percent estimated for the County and the 12.7 percent estimated for the State as a whole (U.S. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). 

Exhibit 28. Unemployment rate, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 1990-
2010 
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Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011; and estimates prepared for this study. 

According to the City of Santa Maria (City of Santa Maria, California, 2010), 84 percent of the City’s 

employed population are private wage and salary employees, an additional 11 percent work for federal, 

state, or local government, and the remaining 5 percent are self-employed. Farming is the largest sector 

(21 percent of jobs) followed by service jobs (20 percent) and sales and office jobs (19 percent). Exhibit 

29 lists the largest employers of City of Santa Maria residents, although not all are located in the City. 

Exhibit 29. Largest Employers, Santa Maria and Surrounding Areas, 2010 

Employer Type

Vandenberg Air Force Base Military

Marian Medical Center Hospital

Santa Maria-Bonita School District Education

Allan Hancock College Education

Santa Maria Joint High School District Education

City of Santa Maria Municipality

Betteravia Farms Agriculture

C&D Zodiac, Inc. Aircraft

Den-Mat Corporation Dental Products

Vocational Training Center Rehabilitation

Wal Mart General Retail

Costco Retailer 256                               

541                            

533                            

491                            

361                            

340                            

300                            

871                            

Employees

4,300                         

1,450                         

1,400                         

890                            

 
Source: City of Santa Maria, California, 2010. 
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Exhibit 18. Breakdown of Not Hispanic or Latino Population, Santa Barbara County 
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Exhibit 19. Breakdown of Not Hispanic or Latino Population, State of California 
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According to the 2009 American Community SUIYeY (U.S. Burcau of the Census, 2009) more than one 
third of Santa Maria's population is foreign born. In contrast, 22 percent of the County's population and 
27 pcrcent of the Statc's population are foreign born (sec Exhibit 20). 
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Exhibit 20. Population Breakdown by Place of Birth, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of 
Santa Maria, 2009 
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5. Language Skills 

Almost 40 percent of the population five years or older in the City of Santa Maria arc estimated to speak 
English less than very well. In contrast, only 18 percent of the County's population and 20 percent of the 
State's population arc estimated to speak English less than very well (Exhibit 21). An estimated 59 
percent of Santa Maria's population speak Spanish at home. compared to 32 percent for the County and 
29 percent for the State as a whole. This is in line with the City's high share of foreign born residents and 
its high share of the population of Hispanic or Latino background. 

Exhibit 21. Language Spoken at Home, California. Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 
2009 
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6. Educational Attainment 

Educational attainment in the City of Santa Maria is lower than in Santa Barbara County and in the State 
of California as a whole (see Exhibit 22). According to the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. 
Bureau of the Census. 2009) approximately 80 percent of the City's population 25 years of age or older 
have at most attended some college but not obtained a degree. More than one third of the population 25 

years of age and older have not completed high school. In contrast. roughly 21 percent and 19 percent of 
the population 25 years of age and older in the County and State, respectively, have not completed high 
school. 

Exhibit 22. Educational Attainment, Population 2S Years of Age and Older, California, Santa 
Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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The distribution of the City'S population into different levels of educational attainment have changed 
little over the past decade. In 2000, 61 percent of the City'S population 25 years of age or older were high 
school graduates or higher. and 11 percent had a bachelor's degree or higher. (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
2001). According to the 2009 American Community Sur\"Cy (U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2(09), in 2009 64 
percent of the City's population 25 years of age or older were high school graduates or higher, and 13 
percent had a hachelor's degree or higher. Exhibit 23 presents the distribution of educational attainment 
for 2000 and 2009. 
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Exhibit 23. Educational Attainment, Population 25 Years of Age or Older, City of Santa Maria, 2000 
and 2009 
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The 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009) estimates the 2009 median 
household income in the City of Santa Maria to be 547,653 (in 2009 inflation· adjusted dollars). This is 81 
percent of the County and State medians for the same year (both at roughly S59,00D). Exhibit 24 
presents the income distribution for the City of Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County, and the state of 
California as estimated in the 2009 American Community Surveys 

Exhibit 24. Income Distribution, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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8. Housing Availability 

The City's housing stock is rdatively newer than that of the County and the Statc as a whole. According 
to cstimates from the 2009 American Community Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census. 2009) more than 
one quarter of all housing units in the City were built after 1990. In contrast. only 16 percent of the 
County's housing stock and 21 percent of the State's housing stock were built since 1990. Exhibit 25 

presents the distribution of housing units by year of construction for the City, the County, and the State. 

An estimated 6.9 percent of the housing stock in the City of Santa Maria was vacant in 2009. The 
homeowner vacancy rate was 1.6 percent and the rental vacancy rate was estimated at 3.3 percent. For 
Santa Barbara County, an estimated 7.8 percent of the housing stock was vacant in 2009, the homeowner 
vacancy rate was 1.4 percent, and the rental vacancy rate was 3.5 percent. The state as a whole had a 
higher estimated overall vacancy rate of 9.1 percent, a homeowner vacancy rate of 2.3 percent, and a rental 
vacancy rate of 5.8 percent. 

Exhibit 25. Housing Distribution by Year of Construction, California, Santa Barbara County, and 
City of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source u.s. Bureau of the Ccnsu~, 2001; 2009. 

9. Housing Affordability 

The City of Santa Maria is relatively affordable to renters when compared to Santa Barbara County as a 
whole. According to the H+ T Affordability Index (Center for Neighborhood Technology, 20ll), the 
percent of income paid by renters is 19.5 percent for the City as a whole. compared to 26 percent for the 
combined Santa Barbara-Santa \1aria-Lompoc Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). 

The median rent for occupied units paying rent in 2009 is estimated at 51,Oll for the City of Santa Maria. 
This is 80 percent of the County's estimated median of $1,271 and 88 percent of the State's estimated 
median of 51,155 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2009). Exhibit 26 presents the distribution of occupied 
units paying rent by rental cost for the City, the County, and the State of California. 
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Exhibit 26. Distribution of Occupied Units Paying Rent, California, Santa Barbara County, and City 
of Santa Maria, 2009 
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Source l.'.s. Bureau of the Ccn~ll'>, 2009 

10. Employment/Occupation/Place of Work 

labor Force in the City of Santa Maria has grown relatively fast over the last two decades. labor Force 
growth rates have been greater for the City than for the County and the State during this period (see 
Exhibit 27), although the labor force growth slowed down in the last decade while it accelerated in the 
County as a whole. The higher growth is in line with the relatively higher population growth 
experienced by the City (when compared to the County and the State - see V.I). 

Exhibit 27. Labor Force Growth, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, \990-
2000 and 2000-2010 
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Santa Barbara County 

California 
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Sources· l'.s. Bureau of Lahor Sratbtics, 20ll; and estimate:'> prepared for thi~ study. 
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Unemployment rates in the City of Santa Maria haw followed closely the trend observed at the County 
and State levels oYer the past two decades, remaining, however, consistently above the County and State 
a\'Crages (sec Exhibit 28). Unemployment rates have been on the rise in all three areas since 2007. In 
January 20lL the estimated unemployment rate for the City of Santa Maria is 15.5 percent, higher than 
the 10.1 percent estimated for the County and the 12.7 percent estimated for the State as a whole (US 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). 

Exhibit 28. Unemployment rate, California, Santa Barbara County, and City of Santa Maria, \990-
2010 
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According to the City of Santa Maria (City of Santa Maria, California, 2010), 84 percent of the City's 
employed population are private wage and salary employees, an additional II percent work for federal, 
state, or local government, and the remaining 5 percent arc self-employed. Farming is the largest sector 
(21 percent of jobs) followed by service jobs (20 percent) and sales and office jobs (19 percent). Exhibit 
29 lists the largest employers of City of Santa Maria residents, although not all are located in the City. 

Exhibit 29. Largest Employers, Santa Maria and Surrounding Areas, 2010 

Employer Type 

Vandenberg Air Force Base Military 

Marian Medical Center Hospital 
Santa Maria-Bonita School District Education 

Allan Hancock College Education 

Santa Maria Joint High School District Education 

City of Santa Maria Municipality 

Betteravia Farms Agriculture 

C&D Zodiac, Inc. Aircraft 

Den-Mat Corporation Dental Products 

Vocational Training Center Rehabilitation 

Wal Mart General Retail 

Cos teD Retailer 

Source City of Santa \hria, CaWornia, 20l0. 

Employees 

4,300 
1,450 
1,400 

890 

871 

541 
533 
491 
361 
340 
300 
256 
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May 2,2011 

MEMORANDUM 
Community Development Department 

TO: Tim Ness, City Manager 

FROM: Lawrence W. Appel, Director of Community Development 
Prepared by: Bill Shipsey, Planner III B'-~ 

SUBJECT: SIENA WESTGATE RANCH APARTMENTS ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON 
THE ECONOMY OF THE CITY OF SANTA MARIA; PREPARED BY THE 
UCSB ECONOMIC FORECAST PROJECT, APRIL 21,2011 

Community Development Department staff were asked to review the subject analysis for the 
City Manager's Office to assist in determining the usefulness of the information in the CMO's 
recommendation regarding the Siena fee reduction request. 

The subject analysis thoroughly describes the project; it clearly presents the data and is easy to 
follow. It discusses short-term benefits (e.g., construction jobs, tax revenues, etc.) to the City. 
The analysis then discusses the operational (i.e., long-term) costs to the City. Before drawing 
the conclusions, the report describes fee payments and taxes required to be paid to the local 
schools. While this may complete the analysis, school fees are not regulated by the City. 

Staff notes a serious factual error and we raise an issue omitted from the analysis, which makes 
it inaccurate and incomplete. 

1. Page 2., Section II. 1. Population 
The population assumptions of 1.8 persons per 1-bedroom unit and 2.3 persons per 2-
bedroom unit are stated to generate 372 persons. There were no person per unit 
numbers provided for the two 3-bedroom units, so three persons per unit is used. The 
following table generates a different outcome using the same numbers. 

1 bedroom units 2 bedroom units 3 bedroom units 
Siena Westgate Ranch Apartments 116 93 2 

Average number of persons per unit 1.8 2.3 3.0 
Total Persons 208.8 213.9 6.0 

Points of Concern: 
~ If we assume that the two 3-bedroom units house three persons each, the total 

population of the project should be round up to 429 persons. This is a factual error 
that changes the entire operational analysis. 

~ In addition to understating the total population of the project, the analysis assumes 
that only new residents would move into the Siena Westgate Apartments. Based 
on our experiences in the City of Santa Maria, this is a purely academic assumption 
that is not true to the real world. Unless it is corporate-built (employee) housing, new 
apartments are filled from the existing population from the primary market area. 
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Therefore, the City already accrues most of the sales taxes from the project 
residents and the UCSB analysis overstates the economic impact of new sales tax 
revenue to the City. This error directly affects the Fiscal Impacts discussed on Page 
4. 11.3.1.1. Incremental Fiscal Receipts and Exhibit 4 (sales and use tax) on page 5. 
Staff concludes that the UCSB Economic Forecast Project analysis overstates the 
(sales and use taxes) revenues by $50,000. Therefore, the estimated General 
Fund receipts should be closer to $100,000 - not $150,521. 

2. Page 5, Section II. 3.1.2 Incremental Costs 
The analysis does not use the most current information available. The 2010 Census 
population number for Santa Maria is 99,553 - not 93,255. On a per capita basis, this 
higher population should result in lower costs per person ($532) than stated in the 
analysis ($568). The UCSB Economic Forecast Project analysis understated population 
(372) times the higher cost per person ($568) results in annual project costs of 
$211,296; the corrected population (429) times the lower cost per person ($532) results 
in higher net annual project costs of $228,228. The annual project costs are nearly 
$17,000 higher than stated in the UCSB Economic Forecast Project analysis. 

Points of Concern: 
~ The City committed one-time resources to minimize the level of service disruptions in 

the past two budget cycles. While these funds generally stabilized the 2010-2011 
budget, the predicted 2012-2013 budget would appear to need additional cuts 
because reserves are not expected to be available to maintain already diminished 
per capita levels of service. 

~ The additional 6,300 people counted in the 2010 Census resulted in a service 
burden shift in the budget. It decreased levels of service for the general population of 
the whole City, without increasing revenues. Departments with service ratios have 
become understaffed and the City must accept the reductions or raise revenues. 

~ While Santa Maria consistently strives to do more with less, there are few new 
opportunities to increase efficiency and decrease per capita costs of service. With 
the return of furlough (MTO) days in 2010, it is important to note that the City has 
already acted to reduce the level of service across all departments. The MTO 
program is being continued into the next budget cycle, but additional workforce 
reductions are subject to negotiation. 

CONCLUSIONS: 

The concluding paragraph on pages 8 and 9 points to the "relatively small size of the forecast 
deficit ... ". However, with projected annual revenues of $100,000 and projected annual 
costs of $228,000 accrued to the City, the Siena at Westgate project would cost the City 
$128,000 per year. After 30 years, the net fiscal impact of the project grows to a 
cumulative $3.84 million. 


