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INITIAl REVIEW AND COMMENT ON DRAFT HOUSING ElEMENT UPDATE 2015-2023 

Members of the Board: 

INTRODUCTION 

State law requires the County to update the Housing Element of the General Plan on an established 
schedule. The current Housing Element is being updated to cover the period 2015-2023. Three public 
meetings were hosted by the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) last March to introduce the Housing 
Element and to solicit public ideas and concerns at the start of the update process. On April 8, 2015, 
the Planning Commission held a study session and discussed the content for the update and a 
schedule for preparation. On July 22, 2015 both the Planning Commission and Housing Advisory 
Commission provided comments on the proposed Draft Housing Element Update. This Draft is now 
before your Board for review and comment, prior to submitting the Draft to the Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD) for its required 60-day review period, and prior to initiation of 
environmental review. 

DIFFERENCES IN CIRCUMSTANCES AND CONCERNS FROM THE PRIOR HOUSING ElEMENT 

The Economy 

In 2015 many factors that affect housing needs and supply are different than they were in 2010 when 
the last Element was certified. In 2010 the economy was continuing in the recession that began in 2008 
when home values, lending, and construction markets collapsed and the overall economy affected 
housing stability. The median price of single family homes declined substantially from the high in 2007 
until prices began to recover and reverse direction in 2011. Banks were constrained by much tighter 
lending guidelines, making it challenging for qualified buyers to purchase homes despite the lower 
prices. The already constrained rental market felt the pressure of limited access to homeownership by 
newly formed households and households who had lost homes to foreclosure and other economic 
challenges. 

At this time, the number of foreclosures has declined and the availability of capital has improved, and 
the issues that are central to the discussions about housing are: 7 



• The escalating cost of rental housing and the shortage of rental housing stock; 
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• The lack of diversity in the County's housing stock overall, which is more than 70% single family 
dwellings on moderate and larger sized lots; 

• Locating new development where it will contribute to the overall environmental and financial 
sustainability of the community; 

• The cost of housing in relationship to local incomes. 

• The exceptional difficulty that special populations have locating and affording adequate housing 
in the County; and 

• The loss of Redevelopment as a source of funding for affordable housing, which was generating 
about $8 million each year for affordable housing at the time is was dissolved in 2011. 

Public Policy and the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 

For this Housing Element Update the County has the benefit of a number of studies that demonstrate 
the connections between the availability of housing and the local economy, land use patterns and 
regulations, and transportation choices. These include: 

• "Economic Development Vision and Strategy" and "Economic Vitality Study" (2014) 

• "Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan" (2014) 

• "Update of Affordable Housing Regulations" (2015) and Nexus Study (2014) 

• "Economic Trends Report" (2013) 

• "Climate Action Strategy" (2013) 

The economic vitality studies identified availability of workforce housing as key to the economic 
success of the County. Recommendations included incentivizing accessory dwelling units and small 
rental units, and considering a higher density overlay zoning as a tool to encourage small units. 
Sustainable Santa Cruz County (SSCC) and the Climate Action Strategy (CAS) suggested tools to 
encourage efficient use of land including infill development, compact forms of development, mixed use, 
and development close to transportation corridors. Each of these strategies can positively impact the 
availability and affordability of workforce housing. These reports and studies, along with the public 
input that informed them, have focused attention on policies and programs that can encourage more 
diversity in the housing stock. 

Testimony by members of the public and comments by Commissioners during public meetings 
suggested that the Housing Element should place primary focus on defining the range of local housing 
issues and possible solutions, rather than on the number of housing units included in the current 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). As indicated in prior communications about this Housing 
Element Update, it is not necessary to carry out a rezoning program to designate specific sites for 
development at a 20 unit per acre density, as was done in 2008-09 for the A-Combining District sites, in 
order to accommodate the County's Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). Staff's analysis is 
that the capacity remaining in the undeveloped A-Combining District sites, combined with strategies to 
incentivize diverse types of residential development, provides adequate capacity in vacant and 
underutilized land to accommodate the RHNA requirements for the period 2015-2023. Given adequate 
capacity, the County has an opportunity to shift the focus for this Housing Element Update to the range 
of strategies that the County can implement to help alleviate the housing crisis, rather than just focusing 
on identifying additional sites to accommodate the RHNA. 

These strategies are discussed in Section 4. 7 of the Housing Element Update which presents the 
goals, quantified objectives, policies, programs and strategies that are proposed to address housing 
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needs and to provide for housing choice. A selection of these strategies is also addressed in more 
detail in a letter elsewhere on today's agenda, which seeks your Board's approval for staff to initiate 
work on certain regulatory amendments that could be pursued in the near term to help meet the RHNA 
for 2015-2023. While it is not necessary that the amendments to the General Plan and County Code 
be acted on at the same time the Housing Element Update is approved, it is recommended that the 
amendments be initiated now so that they can be in effect during the early years of the time period 
covered by this Housing Element. A summary of the strategies and amendments being proposed for 
your Board's consideration in our companion letter follows: 

• Completing amendments to agricultural regulations to remove obstacles to creation of 
agricultural employee housing; 

• Identifying actions that can be taken to create more Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) in 
appropriate locations in our community; 

• Identifying amendments that can be made to RM Multi-family site standards to ensure that multi
family projects can feasibly be developed on RM sites; 

• Developing a "permanent room housing" zoning overlay approach to use for existing small motel 
properties that are obsolete as motels and have become permanent housing sites, to legitimize 
the residential use, as these can be valuable sites for permanent supportive housing; 

• Initiate a General Plan Amendment to allow Planned Unit Developments (PUDs), as they are 
currently set out in the Zoning Code, to be used to consider an increased percentage of 
residential area in mixed use projects, as the maximum residential square footage is acting as a 
constraint to development of mixed use projects on existing commercial sites. 

ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT 

The Housing Element is Chapter 4 of County General Plan. It is prepared according to HCD regulations 
to include certain required information and is organized into the following sections: 

4.1 Introduction 
4.2 Community Profile 
4.3 Housing Needs 
4.4 Housing Constraints 
4.5 Opportunities for Energy Conservation 
4.6 Housing Sites Inventory 
4. 7 Quantified Housing Objectives, Goals and Policies 
4.8 Conclusion 

Early Sections lay out the characteristics of the community, both of the people and the housing stock 
(4.2), and the need for different types of affordable housing, especially for special populations, and 
programs that are available to assist residents to secure affordable housing (4.3). Section 4.6 and the 
related appendices inventory the available land that could be used to supply different types of housing, 
and document the fact that the supply is adequate to meet the RHNA requirement for this regulatory 
cycle. The key Section is 4.7, which lays out the framework for policies and programs that have the 
potential to incentivize creation of the type of housing that households can afford and that would be a 
good match for their needs. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION, HOUSING ADVISORY COMMISSIONAND PUBLIC COMMENTS TO 
DATE 

The Planning Commission considered the Draft Housing Element Update at its meeting the morning of 
July 22, 2015, and the Housing Advisory Commission considered the Update at its meeting the 
afternoon of July 22, 2015. Members of the public were present at both meetings. Comments made by 
Commissioners and the public are summarized in Attachment 2. In general, there was support for the 
Update's contents and for transmitting the Draft to HCD for its review. 

SUMMARY OF NEXT STEPS 

After receiving further comments from your Board and the public at this Public Hearing, staff will 
incorporate refinements to text and policies prior to submittal to HCD for preliminary review, and the 
CEQA process will be initiated. After the State completes its comments staff will further revise the 
document as needed to produce the Final Draft that will be proposed for adoption. Public hearings on 
the Final Draft will be conducted before the Housing Advisory Commission and Planning Commission in 
November to solicit recommendations for your Board's consideration and adoption at a public hearing 
in December so that staff can submit the Housing Element Update to HCD for certification within the 
required timeframe. Once the Update is certified by HCD, the County of Santa Cruz will have securely 
maintained its current certified status, which enables the County to compete for a variety of planning 
and housing grant funds. 

RECOMMENDATION 

It is therefore RECOMMENDED that your Board take the following actions: 

1. Provide comment on the Draft Housing Element 2015-2023; 

2. Open the Public Hearing in order to receive public comment; 

3. Direct staff to submit the draft to HCD for review; and 

4. Direct Planning staff to initiate the CEQA process for the Housing Element Update 2015-2023. 

Sincerely, 

lidi' 
Kathy M.1revisich 
Planning Director 

County Administrative Officer 

Attachments: 

1. Draft Santa Cruz County Housing Element, 2016-2023, and appendices, available at: 
www.sccoplanning.com/PianningHome/Housing.aspx, and on file at the Planning Department. 
Paper copies provided to Board members. 

2. Comments made at July 22, 2015 meetings of the Planning Commission and Housing Advisory 
Commission; and Public Correspondence 

CC: Planning Commission 
Housing Advisory Commission 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Comments made at Planning Commission Meeting of July 22, 2015 

Item 8, Draft Housing Element Update, and Item 9, Initiate Implementation Amendments 

• Goal 1 : Ensure land is available for increased range of housing choices, especially 
multi-family units and smaller-sized units 

o Few people understand how FAR works, so staff will need to provide good 
explanations when amendments are processed. 

o Design is even more important with more dense projects. The Housing Element 
should make that point. FAR regulations were created to improve design, and 
higher FAR could allow for better design, but ensure design review of these types 
of multi-family projects. 

o County needs more and better Design Review capacity in order to have 
successful projects accepted by the community. 

o Would be helpful to have a map of existing RM zoning areas for these 
conversations. Concerned about "one size fits all" approaches - sometimes we 
need different policies for urban and rural areas, where the Rural Density Matrix 
is a very important tool. Give us lots of examples of how proposed policies/regs 
would work, for different areas of County. May need flexibility in rurai/SLV. 

o Any changes to the Zoning Code would come back before the PC and 80S 
before being adopted? (Yes, at public hearings before both, the Housing 
Element to a large degree sets a work program for the Planning Department re: 
Housing issues.) 

o For the last recommendation of Item 9, change it to remove the specific 
references to what the proposed FAR, height or stories will be; wait until it is 
studied and more information provided as part of the amendment process. 

• Goal 2: Encourage and assist development of Housing 

o Policy 2.2 - it is a big change to say "you can't build less" (than minimum density 
range of GP/zoning of site), we've always said "you can't build more" than this ... 
Rural Matrix will remain very important, and staff needs to look at lots of 
examples in different parts of the County for County-wide policies. 

o Policy 2.3 - we would rather see the designs of the ADUs if projects are to be 
designed to not preclude them in the future, so that we can modify the proposal 

o What about incentives rather than "can and can't do" -- need a lot of refinement 
of the language of some of these policies and programs. Housing Element is only 
a state requirement, doesn't really create local solutions to housing issues. 

o OK to promote building more ADUs, but consider requiring making units 
affordable to moderate income. What can we do to make them affordable? 

o How does the County monitor/enforce owner occupancy requirement for ADU 
properties? (Code enforcement process; complaint driven) 

o Parking with ADUs is a really big issue - reducing parking may not be 
reasonable, especially in certain impacted areas. Perhaps creative strategies 

7 
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such as pricing the parking space separately would help reduce numbers of cars 
associated with an ADU or small unit? 

o For Policy 2.2, use word "Explore" or "Consider'' rather than "Amend" regarding 
the minimum density policy, so can have CEQA explain any impacts. 

o Other Commissioners were OK with Policy 2.2 - since there is such a great need 
for housing, we do need to create diversity of housing options and more housing 
in general, so maximize housing production on sites that are multi-family or 
higher density fits with a guiding principle of the Housing Element: to make more 
housing - we have a big supply and demand issue and people can't afford 
appropriate housing. 

o We won't get affordable housing unless we get density ... but maybe developers 
don't need as much profit as they say they do. Show housing study- feasibility 
study, costs etc. 

• Goal 3: Remove unnecessary governmental constraints: 

o No big concerns, 

o Easier to understand with examples. 

• Goal 4: Preserve and improve existing housing and expand affordability: 

o How many motels have defacto converted to SRO housing? (About a dozen, 
most fewer than 20 rooms.) 

o Support expressed for the "Permanent Room Combining District" approach for 
defunct motels to apply to legitimize existing permanent residential status 

• Goal 5: Equal Opportunity and Special Needs Housing 

o Measure J protects Ag land ... concern about housing development so make sure 
that it is restricted to agricultural employees as an ag use 

o Ag Employee housing has to be affordable to farmworkers in perpetuity. 

o Proposed Ag Employee Housing Projects that are greater than the state mandate 
(12 units/36 beds a "by right" use) should be heard by PC, not ZA. 

• Goal 6: Energy Conservation 

o No comments; no concerns. 

Public Comments: 

• Robert Singleton, Business Council and SCCo Assoc. of Realtors 

o Happy with steps to develop more housing- paramount for businesses, it is #1 
issue, even above transportation and water 

o Need to streamline the permit process, willing to help with advocacy 

o Increasing FAR in RM districts is a must. An FAR of 0.5 for multi-family 
residential makes no sense and is a hindrance. Increase height in certain areas 
and opportunity sites, where it can be well designed and fit into a community. 
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o Build housing along corridors, having appropriate housing is more important than 
being able to have a car/parking space. 

o Local renters are competing with commuters from Silicon Valley. 

o Live/Work spaces in Mixed Use- there is interest. Also in Bus and Ride-share 
alternatives. Younger people desire these housing types. 

o Need to decouple water from growth - needs to be 2 separate discussions - is a 
recommended approach of Santa Cruz Water Advisory Commission. 

o Water Demand offset program of 200% in Soquel Creek Water District, that 
strategy is working. 

• Karen, local retired teacher, background in Economics, owner of apartment units 

o Concerned about UCSC, and how few students they house on campus. We 
should push them to house 80% of students, which would free up rental housing. 

o Re: Average Rent cited in Sentinel article- should use median, not average rent 
level. $2200 seems high, her units rent at $1850 for a 2 bedroom. 

o Look at smaller buildings for better estimates of rent. Larger complexes skew 
numbers higher. 

o ADUs need to be done in a realistic fashion - they are a mess in Santa Cruz. So 
many not permitted and inspected - substandard housing. 

o Don't restrict ADUs to people living there, don't put on code enforcement. Look at 
the reality of rental properties, and that owner-occupancy does not always work 
out, and it's OK to have 2 rental units, as occurs at duplexes. 

• Paul Elerick - Aptos Resident 

o Consider development induced traffic. 

o Aptos Village Plan is a neighborhood crisis -a group wants a redesign. The 
traffic study was old- 2009. (Aptos Village Plan was approved in 2010; the PUD 
approved in 2012) 

o Can't handle too many ore high density zones in the County. 

o Traffic, parking, height - these factors can change the personality of a 
community, and we need to work from current, updated numbers. 

Closing comments and Motion from Planning Commissioners: (Commissioners present at 
meeting included Holbert (alternate to Dann), Chair Hemard, Garcia, Shepherd; Guth absent) 

o Very comfortable with Housing Element Update as a policy document that is 
compatible with working to address the goals laid out in SSCC and EVS, working 
on issues important to the community. 

o Looking forward to digging in to details of the implementation package. 

o Very supportive; Housing shortage is a big problem. 

o Motion to forward to BOS with Commission and Public comments, passed 3-0 
(Shepherd needed to depart prior to the vote, but expressed similar sentiments 
as this motion during discussion of the Update) 7 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Comments made at Housing Advisory Commission Meeting of July 22, 2015 

Item 5. Draft Housing Element Update and Item 6. Initiate Implementation Amendments 

• Clarify whether statistics are for unincorporated County only or whole County. 

• Report is well organized, Outreach is important. 

• No Rezoning Program required, but how many units could we rezone for when we 
implement the Sustainable Santa Cruz County Plan? 

Staff: Haven't studied that, and need to research and take a deliberate approach to 
developing "new tools" and making any zoning changes along the Soquel Corridor and 
on opportunity sites. That work slated for 2015-2018 timeframe. 

• Goal 1 : Ensure land is available for increased range of housing choices, especially 
multi-family units and smaller-sized units 

o Current RM FAR of 0.5 results in low, boxy structures and not enough units, 
since it only allows one-half of the site to have one-story. 

o Why keep the 50% residential square footage maximum for mixed use projects 
on commercial sites in zoning code? Why not take it out of both Zoning and 
General Plan? 

o Developers of housing need sites zoned ahead of time, so that they know 
where the County/community want housing, and have less risk/uncertainty. 

Staff: Want to have a considered approach and allow a pathway for mixed use 
projects to request a PUD to exceed 50%, without opening all commercial/office 
property to that. In the interim, the PUD approach for more than 50% residential 
square footage allows a case-by-case consideration. In future, a Mixed Use zone can 
be created and areas rezoned so that it is not necessarily site-by-site PUD evaluation. 

• SSCC goals are integrated into the Housing Element document, which is good 

• Public: Are zoning code changes an additional process? (Yes) 

o PUD (as suggested for Mixed Use) requires added layer of uncertainty. 

o Definitely increase FAR, and increase density for RM as well. 

• Public: Non-profit developer wants to build 200 units of Permanent Supportive Housing 
in the County. Policies/site standards/process do not accommodate the types of 
housing we need, and development investment capital, which is available, is flowing to 
other communities because developers have less risk elsewhere, and don't want to go 
through an arduous and uncertain process. 

• Goal 2. Encourage and assist development of housing: 

o Policy 2.2: Is there an alternative way to be allowed to develop with less 
density, if we include the "minimum density" policy in our Housing Element? 

Staff: Yes, the approach would be to mend the General Plan to a lower density 
category. Both the current approach and "minimum density" approach both involve 
hearings before the Board of Supervisors. 
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o For ADUs, consider letting go of owner occupancy requirement. Maybe a CUP 
required to allow release of owner occupancy, and could put a 5-year term on 
the CUP and require renewals, or simply allow as "duplexes", especially on 
sites that have existing unpermitted ADUs (City of Santa Cruz has a "one time 
amnesty that allows both to be rented, but ends at sale of property by current 
owner to new owner). 

o ADUs in rural areas - 1-acre minimum is excessive. It is no longer a technical 
septic system constraint; at this time it is a zoning constraint that essentially is 
growth management rather than septic (wastewater) management. 

o Consider allowing ADUs on any lot of record, even if smaller than current zone 
district minimum lot size standard that applies to the site. 

o Consider waiver to owner occupancy requirement in exchange for affordability 
commitmenVdeed restriction. 

o Need to ensure ADUs can'Varen't used for short-term rentals. 

• Goal 3: Remove Governmental Constraints 

o Ask Housing Authority to quantify wait list for Ag Employee Housing 

o Need to get Ag property owners, farmers, and employers of Ag workers all 
together to create ag employee housing. County needs to be more proactive in 
assisting with identification of appropriate sites or areas, and helping to bring 
owners/farmers/employers and developers of ag employee housing together to 
get it constructed and to ensure it is long-term permanent housing for farm 
workers. 

o Water meters a big obstacle for multifamily housing, could we get water 
agencies to reduce water system development charge for large rental projects? 

o Create communal housing, Permanent Room Housing, both with or without 
other support services. Support reduced impact fees for ADUs. 

o Encompass is looking for projects to master lease to serve their populations, 
willing to work with developers and do permanent supportive housing. Clients 
need a diversity of housing types. 

• Goal 4: Preserve Housing and expand affordability 

o Look at ways to accommodate "dorm housing" or :"group housing" where each 
small household does not need its own bathroom and/or kitchen. Essentially, 
that is what is happening how with groups of people renting single family homes 
in neighborhoods. Maybe there are some areas suitable for communal living 

o County should look for ways to provide funding for housing rehabilitation 
funding program, such as to support low income senior homeowners. Consider 
contracting with a non-profit to manage the program. 

o Need more landlords that will take Section 8 locally. 

• Goal 5: Promote equal opportunity and Special Needs Housing 

o Ag Employee housing and seasonal migrant worker housing have long wait 
lists, so both permanent and transienVseasonal ag worker housing needed. 7 
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• Goal 6: Energy Efficiency 

o No comments or concerns. 

• Public Comment made throughout meeting and reflected in above notes 

• No Quorum. therefore no official motion. 

HAC members present at the meeting included Vice-Chair Chambers, Commissioners 
Carney, Brown, Geisreiter. Absent HAC members included Keefer, Lundholm, Honig, 
Benitaz, Danna and Chair Washburn. 



Kathy Previsich 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sarah Neuse 
Monday, July 20, 2015 9:04 AM 
Paia Levine; Kathy Previsich 
FW: Housing Element 

Public comments on the Housing Element. 

From: Stacy Patyk [mailto:spatyk@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 17, 2015 9:59AM 
To: Sarah Neuse; Patrick Mulhearn 
Subject: Housing Element 

Hi Sarah (including Patrick Mulhearn, Zach's Analyst), 
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I have quickly read the Housing Element document. The section leading to the Summary of Infrastructure 
Constraints does not mention the severity of our crumbling infrastructure, stating that in some areas it is about to 
reach capacity. Speaking for the infrastructure that exists here in Seacliff- Aptos where I have lived for the past 15 
years, I believe the infrastructure has already reached its capacity. Our infrastructure is continuing to deteriorate, yet 
new housing developments have been, and still are, being installed here with no infrastructure improvements- just 
naw housing developments bringing more people, cars, and demands to the infrastructure. Our roads are continuing 
to fail and are increasingly unsafe for bicycles and pedestrians due to the increased amount of cars and trucks 
speeding through the residential areas due to lack of traffic calming devices, sidewalks and bike lanes. Our sewage 
system has big issues handling all of the sewage. We have severe water supply issues. Our schools are in need of 
updating. What is the definition of "reached capacity"? I would strongly suggest that definition be inserted into this 
document so all readers have a common baseline understanding of this very important definition. 

Thanks, 
Stacy Patyk 
69 Seacliff Dr. 
Aptos 
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