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Community Development Department

Our Mission Statement
Our mission is to serve all persons in a positive and courteous manner and help ensure that San
Luis Obispo continues to be a healthy, safe, attractive, and enjoyable place to live, work, or
visit. We help plan the City’s form and character, support community values, preserve the
environment, promote wise use of resources, and protect public health and safety.
Our Service Philosophy
The City of San Luis Obispo Community Development Department (CDD) staff provides high
guality service when you need it. We will:

e Listen to understand your needs;

e Give clear, accurate and prompt answers to your questions;

e Explain how you can achieve your goals under the City’s rules;

e Help resolve problems in an open, objective manner;

e Maintain high ethical standards; and

e Work to improve our service.
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Introduction

The General Plan is a comprehensive statement of the City’s goals and how those goals will be
achieved over the long-term. Policies and programs in the General Plan provide guidance to the
public, staff and decision-makers on development related issues. The General Plan is adopted
and amended by the City Council, after considering recommendations by citizens, appointed
advisory bodies, other agencies, and City staff.

Each year, the City publishes an Annual Report on the status of its General Plan and provides an
overview of actions taken to implement the Plan during the past year, as provided by California
Government Code Section 65400. This report is provided to help citizens and City officials gauge
progress towards achieving the City’s stated goals and objectives. It is also an opportunity to
review how well the Plan’s programs are being implemented and determine if the programs are
still relevant or if priorities should be reassigned. The Annual Report fulfills the requirements of
State law, and the General Plan itself, which call for an annual report.

Background

State law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan that addresses seven topics,
typically referred to as “elements.” Additional topics, or general plan elements, may be
included. The law also requires general plans to be comprehensive, internally consistent and
provide a long-term perspective. The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research publishes
General Plan Guidelines, which includes the following general plan basics:

1. Geographic Comprehensiveness: The general plan must cover all of the territory within
the jurisdiction’s boundaries.

2. Regionalism: The general plan must take into account regional plans for transportation,
air quality and water quality, and must spell out measures needed to meet federal or
state standards for the region.

3. Issue Comprehensiveness: General plans must address the jurisdiction’s physical
development over the long term, but because the general plan is the most
comprehensive expression of the general welfare, it should also recognize social and
economic concerns.
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4. Internal Consistency: All of the general plan elements
must be internally consistent. Each element’s data,
analyses, goals, policies and programs must be consistent
and complement one another. This includes consistency
with area plans and specific plans.

5. Long-Term Perspective: The general plan must address
the welfare of current and future generations, although
the time-frames may vary among the different elements.
The Housing Element, for instance, must be updated every
five years.

State law says the General Plan should be kept current. The City
of San Luis Obispo does this through this annual review process,
comprehensive updates, and through amendments. Updates to
entire elements are done as needed and include a look at
underlying conditions and preferences. Amendments are typically
smaller in scope and involve changing one part in a way that fits
within the overall framework. Consideration of amendments is
triggered by private applications or by direction from the City
Council.

Changes to the General Plan require hearings by the Planning
Commission and by the City Council. The type of notice provided
for the hearings depends on the type of proposed change, but
always includes a descriptive item on the meeting agenda, which
is published in the newspaper. The City’s website and public
access television channel provide additional information.

City of
San Luis Obispo

General Plan
Elements

Land Use
Update Adopted
December 2014

Circulation
Update Adopted
December 2014

Housing
Update Adopted
January 2015

Noise
Adopted 1996

Safety
Revised 2012

Conservation and
Open Space
Revised 2006

Parks and

Recreation
Adopted 2001

Water and

Wastewater
Revised 2010



GENERrAL plan annual REPORT 2014

Land Use and Circulation

The Land Use and Circulation Elements (LUCE) update project entered into the final phases of
consideration during 2014 and was approved by the City Council on December 9, 2014. The
update effort was funded by an $880,000 Strategic Growth Council Grant augmented by City
General Funds for the associated environmental review work and contract staffing assistance.

In January, 2014, the City Council reviewed the updated draft elements recommended by the
Task Force and the Planning Commission and provided additional edits. The updated draft
elements combined with the City Council’s endorsement of the physical alternatives for
consideration formed the basis of the LUCE update project description for the environmental
review process.

Community Workshop

At the end of May, the last community N . WIFEERT, P

workshop was held to provide residents an o gy, Future Fa|r

opportunity to learn about the project’s Foe Help Design the Future of SLO 'm
; 31 a

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) process @thesmubmmnv"mf:z:'wf::r{-f'_‘:{.m whws162035 com B

and public review opportunities. The : ‘

workshop offered information regarding what
kind of analysis would be provided in the EIR,
how decision-makers would use the EIR, and
how community members could provide
comments on the EIR and the General Plan
changes under consideration.

The workshop also highlighted potential changes to long-term development in the City and
presented modeling results on the effects of proposed circulation system changes. The
workshop was advertised through utility mailers, posters on all of the City buses, display ads in
the Tribune, New Times, SLO City News, and Tolosa Press, e-blasts to an interested parties list
of over 4,000 emails, listings on KSBY and KCBX community calendars, a banner on the library,
and a banner over Marsh Street.

The LUCE EIR was released in mid-June. A joint study session with the City Council and Planning
Commission was held on July 1% to present the findings and information in the EIR and to set
the stage for upcoming hearings before the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC), Architectural
Review Commission, Cultural Heritage Committee, Mass Transportation Commission, Parks and
Recreation Commission, and Bicycle Advisory Committee, before further hearings with the
Planning Commission and Council, as detailed below.

10
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Task Force Meetings

The 15 member resident task force, known as the TF-LUCE, held three meetings during 2014:

In January 2014, the draft Pedestrian Plan was introduced to the TF-LUCE. In response, the task
force recommended a more focused community engagement process and recommended the
effort proceed independently from the LUCE update. The TF-LUCE met in February 2014 to
learn about the environmental review process and the process for the LUCE once the EIR was
completed. The final TF-LUCE meeting was held on June 18" and provided a recap of the May
community workshop, a summary of the EIR findings, and a discussion of next steps in the
process for the LUCE update. Mayor Marx presented proclamations for task force members and
thanked the members for their outstanding service to the community.

Advisory Body Meetings

The following advisory bodies received presentations and provided feedback on the findings
and mitigations proposed in the EIR for the LUCE update:

1. Mass Transportation Committee July 9, 2014

2. Bicycle Advisory Committee July 17, 2014
3. Architectural Review Commission July 21, 2014
4. Parks and Recreation Commission July 22, 2014
5. Cultural Heritage Committee July 28, 2014

Airport Land Use Commission

In accordance with Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b), the City referred the LUCE update
and EIR to the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) in mid-June. By statute, the ALUC has 60
days to review a referred plan. The ALUC determined that the LUCE update was inconsistent
with the current Airport Land Use Plan. The ALUC’s determination was binding unless overruled
by the City Council as provided for in state law.

Planning Commission Meetings

The Planning Commission considered the draft elements and provided direction in response to
TF-LUCE recommendations and public comments on September 10" and 11" and September
17" and 18™. Finally, on October 8™ the Commission reviewed the proposed revisions to the
airport policies in the LUCE in response to comments provided by the ALUC and Caltrans
Division of Aeronautics, and recommended approval of the update to the City Council.

1
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City Council Meetings

The City Council took initial steps to overrule the ALUC’s determination of inconsistency by
adopting a series of findings on August 19™ which were transmitted to the ALUC and to the
State Division of Aeronautics as required under the Public Utilities Code (PUC). The Council held
subsequent meetings on September 16™ (EIR certification and grant close-out) and September
30" (airport policies and implementation), October 7" (LUCE Fiscal Report), and December 2™
during which time the Council provided direction for edits to staff.

On December 9”’, the City Council took formal
action to overrule the ALUC’s determination and

approved the LUCE update as allowed under PUC
21676(b). Council also introduced ordinances to
implement the zoning changes and changes to the
Zoning Code on December 9™ with final approval
following on December 16™. S AN use s

CIRCULATION

The project was successfully completed and the
City received its final grant reimbursement for work =5 :
accomplished. : by e ELEMENTS

5 g AND PLANS

Next steps

The updated elements now have work programs
that require implementation. Updating the
infrastructure financing/impact fees is an especially
important first step as the City’s fee structure does
not capture all of the improvements identified in
the updated elements.

This 2014 annual report reflects the 1994 Land Use and Circulation Element programs because
the action to update the elements occurred during the last Council meetings of 2014. The 2015
annual report will reflect the programs (and progress toward implementation) from the
updated LUCE

12
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Community Development Department

Organizational Assessment

An Organizational Assessment of the Community Development Department was completed in
April, 2013. A key component of the Organizational Assessment was improving the
development review process, which is is a four-phased approach: 1) Implement the
Organizational Assessment recommendations, 2) Identify Process Improvements, 3) Implement
Improvements, and 4) Monitor Performance.

The process is approximately 90 percent complete with 30 tasks completed or ongoing,
including the following:

e Established weekly training for
plan check, inspection, and code
enforcement personnel.

e Formalized the Development
Review Team meetings with
agendas and follow-up action.

e Revised the agenda schedules to
get the Advisory Reports out
earlier to the public.

e Published cycle times standards for
major permit types on the website.

e Assigned a full-time Building
Division Permit Technician to cover
the counter 40 hours per week. New Housing at Serra Meadows

e Moved the Public Works Engineering
Development Review Division into the Community Development Department.

e Improved the “completeness” letter template.
¢ Increased collaboration between Long Range and Development Review Divisions.
e Increased public contact and availability for the public with inspection staff.

Other improvement tasks currently in progress include:

e Establishing criteria for pre-application reviews.

e Using an agreed-upon entitlement schedule for high priority projects.

e Developing a customer services best practices program.

e Developing a Standard Conditions library and Key Performance Indicators.

e Developing Key Performance Indicators (KPI's), to serve to monitor Department
performance in areas identified for improvement.

13
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Upcoming related tasks to improve the development review process include utilizing
“dashboards” to display the status of projects, developing key performance measures for both
internal and external participants in the process, and possible reorganization efforts to improve
efficiency and effectiveness.

Improving the development review process will help carry out one of the major goals of the City
Economic Development Strategic Plan, which is to streamline the process and remove barriers
to job creation. The Developers Roundtable — a cross-representation of local architects,
engineers, planners, and project representatives — has been a valuable partner in reviewing
process improvements. Looking ahead, the Council’s Major City Goal of Housing, for the 2015-
2017 Financial Plan, further places emphasis on the need to be effective and efficient in the
review of engineering, planning and building permit applications.

Coordination with Other Agencies

In addition to City-initiated efforts to implement the General Plan, City staff responded to
development plans and applications from other agencies in 2014. Some examples include:

County: The 2005 Memorandum of Agreement endorsed by the County Board of Supervisors
and the City Council sets out a process by which the County informs the City of projects
proposed within the City’s Sphere of Influence or Greenbelt areas. This referral process enables
the City to provide input regarding how well proposed projects meet City policy objectives and
whether there are impact fees that may apply to projects. There were ten projects proposed
outside of the City’s boundaries but within the City’s Greenbelt area to which City staff
provided responses in 2014.

Cal Poly: Staff provided detailed technical responses to both the draft and final Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) prepared for Cal Poly’s proposed new dorm project on campus, called
Housing South. The proposed 1,475 bed dorm project triggered multiple policies — the project
fulfills City policy that encourages more on-campus housing, but the physical location and
design of the project immediately adjacent to a low-density residential neighborhood in the
City prompted concerns about consistency with neighborhood protection and compatibility
policies.

Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC): City staff has been actively participating in the update of
the San Luis Obispo County Airport Land Use Plan. While this plan is adopted by the
independent ALUC, the City has been sharing technical information (from a City-hired aviation
consultant), and has been participating in ALUC hearings. This collaboration is vital to ensure
that the City’s policies that direct future development to occur within the City’s urban reserve
line are informed by a data-driven understanding of the noise and safety constraints associated
with future aircraft operations.

14
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Planning and Building Activity

Application totals are tracked monthly and maintained on a calendar and fiscal year basis.
Reports are broadly distributed both within the City and to outside organizations. Tracking of
the applications and permits serves as an indicator of development trends and a tool for budget
forecasting.

Yearly Planning Application Trends

Planning applications include use permits, architectural reviews, subdivisions, zoning
amendments, and administrative actions. Figure 1 below shows the planning application totals
over a 15-year period with the historic highs of 2004-2006, the effects of the economic
downturn starting in 2008, and the solid development recovery in 2013-2014. 2014 has the
highest number of planning applications (338) since 2006.

Figure 1, Total Planning Applications Received Per Calendar Year
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Monthly Planning Application Trends

Figure 2 below shows planning applications received on a monthly basis for the last 6 years and
shows the high volumes of applications in 2014. The number of applications received each
month was equal or greater than at any time in the last 5 years for the given month, with the
exception of January and December.

Figure 2, Total Planning Applications Received Per Month by Calendar Year
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The Community Development Department uses trends and adjusts staffing to correspond to
current development activity. When application numbers decreased during the recession, staff
levels were reduced commensurately. Staff levels have since increased to meet demand.

Additionally, consultants have been brought on board to manage particularly large and complex
projects, such as Righetti Ranch, San Luis Ranch, and Avila Ranch. The application totals shown
in Figure 2 above, only capture numbers of applications and are not reflective of the size and
complexity of individual project applications. In addition to the three complex projects
mentioned above, the City is now processing other large projects in the Margarita and Orcutt
areas, as well as downtown mixed use projects and large multiple family developments.

Building Permits and Plan Reviews

Building permits are issued for various projects ranging from the relatively simple (e.g. water
heaters, window change outs, reroofing, etc.) to the more complex projects (e.g. additions and
new buildings). Plan reviews are typically required for the more complex projects where it is
necessary to review proposed design documents for code compliance.

16
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Table 1, Building Permits Issued 2011-2014 Comparison

BUILDING PERMITS ISSUED 2014 2013 2012 2011
units units units units
Single Family (Units) 81 100 54 54 32 68 6 6
Multi Family (Units) 22 115 9 43 8 25 7 20
Commercial (Units) 5 9 2 6 9 5
Public-New Buildings & Alterations 0 - 0 0 0
Residential Additions/Alterations (Units) 249 1 324 3 282 1 271
Commercial Additions/Alterations (Units) 180 156 170 132 1
Motel Rooms 0 0
Total Building Permits (Units) 537 216 552 102 498 103 451

Source: Community Development Department, 2015

Table 1 depicts the number of building permits issued over the past 4 years. In 2014, more than
100 permits were issued for single-family and multi-family projects. This represents 216
residential units overall, 100 of these units being permitted in December alone. This level of
residential activity is more than double the level in 2013, for both number of permits and total

overall units.

Valuation of Construction

Construction valuation is a good indicator of the level of private investment in building
construction. Table 2 depicts the annual construction valuation over the past 4 years. Calendar
year 2014 was the fourth year in a row to see a notable increase in this area.

Table 2, Valuation of Construction, 2011-2014 Comparison

VALUATION OF CONSTRUCTION 2014 2013 2012 2011
Single Family 26,906,240 14,152,752 11,380,280 1,163,948
Multi Family 16,088,664 6,661,543 2,301,857 2,945,343
Commercial 3,739,324 14,856,188 2,515,368 4,395,583
Public-New Buildings & Alteration 0 0 0 0
Residential Additions/ Alterations 7,053,269 7,429,135 7,228,496 4,955,707
Commercial Additions/Alterations 16,169,065 12,859,158 10,719,880 12,421,274
Total Valuation 69,956,562 55,958,776 34,145,884 25,881,857
PROJECT STATISTICS 2014 2013 2012 2011

Plan Check Applications Submitted 684 687 507 515
Inspections Conducted 7,240 10,698 9,856 13,727

Source: Community Development Department, 2015
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The Building Division has added a full time building inspector
position, a full time plans examiner position, and a contract
permit technician to help with the continued rise of permit
applications as well as bringing a third plan review consultant
on board for the more complex and large projects such as
Chinatown, SLO Brew, Bridge Tract, Foothill Plaza, University
Square, and South Street Housing Project.

Future Chinatown Development

18

Community Development
Department

Resource Forecast

CDD is made up of five
divisions: Building,
Engineering, Development
Review Planning, Long Range
Planning and Department
Administration.

To meet projected workloads for
FY 2015-16, additional
resources funded by increased
revenue are proposed. Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) =1,703
productive annual staff hours.

BUILDING

Projected workload: 15.5 FTE
Authorized resources: 13.5 FTE
Needed resources: 2 FTE!

DEPARTMENT ADMIN
Projected workload: 6 FTE

Authorized resources: 5 FTE
Needed resources: 1 FTE!

DEVELOPMENT
REVIEW

Projected workload: 7.5 FTE
Authorized resources: 4 FTE
Needed resources: 3.5 FTE*

ENGINEERING

Projected workload: 6.2 FTE
Authorized resources: 3 FTE
Needed resources: 3.2 FTE?

LONG RANGE

Projected workload: 6.13 FTE
Authorized resources: 5.5 FTE
Needed resources: 2.13 FTE*

'As described in the SOPC budget
request, additional consultant and
staff resources are proposed to be
funded as part of the 2015-2017
Financial Plan to meet workload
demand and major city goals.

A full breakdown of CDD resource
allocation is in the appendix.
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Housing and Residential Growth

The 2010 Census estimated the City’s population to be 45,119, as shown in Table 3. This
equates to 2.1 percent growth since the 2000 Census when the City’s population was estimated
to be 44,174. Total housing units grew by 6.5 percent in the ten-year period between 2000 and

2010.

The Land Use Element policy related to residential growth (LUE 1.10.2) states that the City’s
housing supply shall grow no faster than one percent per year, on average, based on

Table 3, Housing & Population

Housing and

Population 2000 2010

Total Housing Units 19,306 20,553
occupied 18,639 19,193
vacant 667 1,360

Total Population 44,174 45,119

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

established thresholds in Table 4, from the Land Use Element:

Table 4, Anticipated City Population Growth

Approximate Maximum | Anticipated Number of People
Year . .
Number of Dwellings based on 2.3 persons per dwelling
2009 | 20,222* 44,521
2014 21,253 48,881
2019 22,337 51,375
2024 23,477 53,997
2029 24,674 56,750
Estimated urban reserve capacity: | 57,200

Source: Land Use Element, City of San Luis Obispo, Community Development Department

! Actual number from 2009 Housing Element.

This policy was modified in 2010 to an average of one percent per year over the five-year
Housing Element planning period. The policy change responded to slow residential growth
trends combined with the phasing and financing plans incorporated into the Margarita and

Orcutt Specific Plan Areas.
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The Residential Growth Management Regulations (MC 17.88) requires each specific plan area
to adopt a phasing schedule for residential growth to ensure that established thresholds in the
Land Use Element are not exceeded.

Based on the Community Development Department’s running total of residential construction
permits, there were a total of 20,893 housing units in the City at the end of 2014. As shown in
Table 5 the annual growth rate in 2014 was 0.44 percent, which includes new single-family and
multi-family market-rate residential construction. This is well within the limit of the 1 percent
annual residential growth rate identified in the Land Use Element.

Over the last 10 years, the City has experienced a total growth in housing units of 2.88 percent,
while the average annual growth rate for the last decade was 0.29 percent. State law requires
that affordable units deed-restricted to extremely low, very low, or low income households are
not factored into residential growth rate calculations. Nonetheless, if those units are added, the
average annual growth rate for the last decade was still only 0.39 percent.

Anticipated growth projections provided in the Land Use Element are the basis for many other
assumptions in the General Plan, such as transportation needs. Since the actual growth rate is
lower than the projection, assumptions based on these projected rates remain valid.

Table 5, Residential Units Added to the City (01/01/04 — 12/31/14)

SFR - | SFR - Annex . Net Net Mkt
Year Detach Attach MFR Units Total Units Mkt Growth

Mkt | Aff | Mkt | Aff | Mkt | Aff Rate
2005 27 o 22 2 9| 40 100 58 0.29%
2006 17 0 4 0 9| 10 40 30 0.15%
2007 16 0 5 0 99 5 125 120 0.60%
2008 7 o 23 0 -1 28 57 29 0.14%
2009 16 0 3 0 29| 10 58 48 0.24%
2010 15 o| 17 0 23| 34 89 55 0.27%
2011 0 2 0 0 23 42 18 85 41 0.20%
2012 16 0 1 0 17 0 34 34 0.17%
2013 16 3 0 0 63| 10 92 79 0.38%
2014 67 0 0 0 25 22 114 92 0.44%
10-yr
Total 268 9| 100 12| 486 | 271 18 1,164 872 2.88%

Source: Building Permits Finaled, Community Development Department
Note: Units shown are net totals accounting for demolitions.
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New housing types in 2014 consisted of a mix between detached single family (67) and
attached multi-family units (47) with approximately 20 percent deed-restricted for affordability.
Twenty multi-family units were dedicated at the “low” affordability level and two multi-family
units were dedicated at the “moderate” affordability level.

It should be noted that over the past 10 years, 65 percent of new housing construction was in
the form of attached multi-family development, with 36 percent deed restricted for
affordability. A total of 114 net new residential units were granted final occupancy in 2014; this
is the most new residential construction since 2007.

Figure 3 shows the construction trends of single family and multi-family housing since 2002.

Figure 3, Housing Unit Construction Based on Permits Filed

)
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Source: Community Development Department, 2015

Quantified Objectives

State housing law requires that each jurisdiction establish quantified objectives for their fair
share of regional housing needs by income group. Deed-restricted affordable units count
towards meeting the quantified objectives, and housing built at densities the state presumes
are affordable qualify as well. The quantified objectives are for the five-year period between
Housing Element updates. The Housing Element includes goals, policies and programs to
accommodate affordable housing programs that meet the City’s quantified objectives, mixed-
income housing, housing variety and tenure, and special-needs housing.
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Table 6, Progress towards Meeting Quantified Objectives (01/01/10 to 12/31/14)

Regional Housing Need Allocation
Income Category

(% of County Median Income) SFH |SFH |MFH | MFH |Total | Total
Qo? | Built' | QO® | Built' | QO* | Built'
Extremely Low (< 30%) 0 0 185 5 185 5
Very Low (30-50%) 0 5 185 |29 185 34
Low (51-80%) 104 |0 155 | 70 259 70
Moderate (81-120%) 118 |0 177 | 4 295 4
Above Moderate (> 120%) 266 | 140 [399 | 141 |665 281
TOTAL UNITS 488 | 145 |1,101 | 249 |1,589 | 394

Source: Housing Element, City of San Luis Obispo, Community Development Department
! Reflects net units constructed 01/01/10 thru 12/31/14.
> Reflects Quantified Objectives for each category

About 27 percent of all housing units added in the City since 2010 were affordable to
extremely-low, very-low, low and moderate income households, but the City did not achieve
the quantified objectives outlined in Table 6 for the planning period. Achieving the quantified
objective is not a requirement, yet it is a way to measure how effective the City has been in
terms of housing programs and policies to advance the construction of affordable housing. It
should be noted, however, that market conditions and the financing environment are the
primary drivers that determine the production of affordable housing.

Affordable Housing

The City’s Housing Programs Manager (HPM) focuses on affordable housing development and
other important General Plan Housing Element goals. The HPM serves on the Board of Directors
for the Workforce Housing Coalition, the Funding Commission for the SLO County Housing Trust
Fund, and contributes to the work of the Homeless Services Oversight Council. These efforts
contribute to an improved environment for planning and development of affordable housing in
the City of San Luis Obispo. The following is a list of program accomplishments for 2014

1. Housing Element Update: The Housing Element is a state required element of the
General Plan that must be updated every five years. Updating the Housing Element
is a key step in the City’s efforts to expand affordable housing opportunities. On
January 20, 2015, the City Council adopted an update to the City’s Housing Element
that will guide City housing actions through 2019. The Housing Element was updated
in response to input received through two community workshops and meetings with
eight different groups and organizations, as well as other input received beginning in
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Fall 2013. On November 12, 2014, the Planning Commission recommended the City
Council approve the Negative Declaration of Environmental Impact and adopt the
proposed Housing Element. The update process was a tool to modify housing
policies and programs to reflect the changing needs, resources and conditions in the
community, and to respond to changes in state and federal housing law.

2. HASLO Moylan Terrace (851 Humbert Avenue): The Moylan Terrace housing
development located at 851 Humbert Avenue has completed and sold the first three
phases (36 units) of the project. The project includes 80 residential townhomes and
a building with a community room and one rental apartment. Of the 81 units, 27 are
deed-restricted (34%) for very-low, low and moderate income families. Phases 4 and
5 of the development (24 units) are under construction with completion expected in
spring of 2015. The City contributed an Affordable Housing Fund grant of $709,900
for property acquisition and an impact fee loan deferral for the affordable units.

3. 313 South Street: In December 2014, South Street Family Apartments closed escrow
on property located at 313 South Street for the development of a 43 unit multi-
family rental apartment project. This project has a very complex financing package
including federal, state and local funding sources. The City provided a loan in the
amount of $650,000 from the Affordable Housing Fund and a development impact
fee deferral loan in the amount of $716,166. The project has received a building
permit and construction is slated to begin in spring 2015.

4. HASLO Affordable Housing Rental Project: HASLO is proposing an affordable housing
project located at 860 Humbert Street that will include 20 rental units. The project
proposes 9 studio, 10 one-bedroom and 1 two-bedroom units for low and very-low
income individuals with the goal of housing the County’s veteran population. The
project has received all necessary land use entitlements and will be applying to the
state for tax credits in July 2015.

5. Iron Works Affordable Housing Rental Project: The City has received a planning
application for a 46-unit 100% affordable housing development located at 3680
Broad Street. The City is currently reviewing land use entitlement requests and the
applicant anticipates applying to the state for tax credits in July 2015.

6. Orcutt Area Specific Plan: There are currently four development projects proposed
in the Orcutt Area Specific Plan. One project has received all necessary land use
entitlements and includes 146 units with 25% of the units affordable to very-low,
low, and moderate income households, far exceeding the project’s Inclusionary
Housing requirements. The remaining three projects are currently in City review and
include a total of 534 units with mix of housing types and affordability.

7. Rehabilitation: The City received an Affordable Housing Fund request from HASLO to
rehabilitate property located at 1379 Sydney Street. The property consists of a 5-
bedroom home with a secondary dwelling unit that provides housing for six formerly
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10.

11.

12.

homeless individuals through a shared housing agreement. Residents receive case
management and related services through Transitions Mental Health Agency.

Margarita Area Specific Plan (MASP): Staff is collaborating with HASLO regarding
their option to develop affordable housing in the Margarita Area Specific Plan
(MASP). HASLO is in the preliminary stages of developing plans to construct
affordable housing on a two acre property that is in the process of being dedicated
by the property owner/developer of the subdivision.

Housing Trust Fund (HTF): The San Luis Obispo County Housing Trust Fund (HTF) is a
Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI) that provides financing,
technical assistance and advocacy to increase the supply of affordable housing in the
City. The HTF provides short-term or gap financing for affordable housing projects,
including property acquisition, construction, and refinancing. HTF staff also serves
as a resource to City staff working with developers on affordable housing projects.

Since 2005, the HTF has provided over $13 million in financing for affordable housing
projects county-wide, contributing to the creation or preservation of 432 affordable
dwelling units. More than $2.3 million was loaned for projects in the City,
contributing to the creation or preservation of 112 affordable dwelling units. The
Affordable Housing Fund (AHF) has been used to help support the operating costs of
the HTF over the past 11 years, for a total of $300,000.

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG): The CDBG program provides
annual funding for eligible affordable housing projects and support for the homeless
shelter. Over the past five years the CDBG Program has provided over $1,250,000
towards affordable housing and approximately $500,000 towards homeless services.
Projects funded for the 2014 Program Year included homeless services, transitional
housing and emergency shelter rehabilitation.

Inclusionary Housing: The City secured 22 affordable rental housing units (20 low
and 2 moderate income) through long-term and equity-share affordability
agreements (3229 Broad Street — 8 units, Moylan Terrace — 8 units, Transitions
Mental Health — 8 units).

Homeless Services Center: In October 2014, CAPSLO submitted a planning
application for a Planning Commission Use Permit and Architectural Review to allow
the development of a Homeless Services Center (HSC) at 40 Prado Road. The facility
would combine services currently provided at the Maxine Lewis Memorial Shelter
and Prado Day Center, consistent with the 10-Year Plan. The site was purchased in
June 2014, by CAPSLO and the San Luis Obispo Regional Transit Authority (RTA) for
the establishment of a HSC and regional transit facility. On December 10, 2014, the
Planning Commission approved the use permit.
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13.

14,

15.

Safe Parking Pilot Program: On March 20, 2012, the
City Council authorized CAPSLO to operate a safe
parking pilot program for up to five vehicles on a
portion of the property located at 43 Prado Road
adjacent to the Prado Day Center. The program
provides homeless persons with vehicles a safe place
to temporarily park with the goal of eventually
transitioning them into permanent housing. On
October 22, 2014, the Planning Commission
approved a use permit to allow for a permanent
program and increased the vehicle allowance from
five spaces to seven.

Homeless Issues Working Group: The City has a
Homeless Issues Working Group to support and
implement the 10-Year Plan and to identify, evaluate,
and implement strategies to reduce the impacts of
homelessness on the City. The Working Group meets
bi-monthly and is made up of executive team
members that have programmatic responsibility in
areas that serve the homeless population, or serve ¢
ommunity members that are impacted by
homelessness.

Homeless Services Oversight Council (HSOC): In 2013,
the County’s Homeless Services Oversight Council
(HSOC) voted to make Housing First its top priority
for 2014, and voted to join the 100,000 Homes
Campaign. This program uses the Housing First
approach to assist the most vulnerable, chronically
homeless persons who are at risk of dying on the
streets. In response to HSOC's action, HASLO offered
to make available 50 Housing Choice Vouchers to
house the most vulnerable homeless persons. On
November 5, 2013, the County Board of Supervisors
authorized funding for case management services to
implement the program. The City submitted a letter
and provided testimony in support of this action. On
August 26, 2014, the County awarded a $1.86 million
contract over a three year period to Transitions
Mental Health Association (TMHA), in conjunction
with partnership agencies, to implement the 50Now
program.
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Council Goals

Implementation of the
General Plan ties directly
to Council Goals adopted
in the 2013-15 Financial
Plan:

Implement strategies to
address homelessness

Continue and enhance
neighborhood wellness
initiatives

Continue to provide
essential services and
sustain the City’s short

term and long term fiscal
health

Expand bicycle and
pedestrian paths

Implement the Economic
Strategic Plan and create
head of household jobs.

Assess and renew the
downtown by supporting
cultural attractions &
reduce incidents of illegal
activity and adverse

Complete construction of a
skate park

Expand open space and
provide resources to
enhance open space
quality and amenities

Enhance maintenance of
City infrastructure

Improve transportation
including prioritizing
construction of Los Osos
Valley Road overpass, and
improve walkability of the
City’s neighborhoods and
commercial districts.
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16.

17.

TMHA has placed 17 individuals in housing as of December 31, 2014, with the
majority being placed in the City. All individuals are participating in independent
living support skill groups as well as meeting with their assigned case manager on a
weekly basis. TMHA has exceeded the first milestone for success in the 50Now
contract with the County. The individuals in the program are being provided housing
and supportive services, including food resources, medical treatment, mental health
support and assistance with entitlement benefits.

Good Neighbor Policy: On May 20, 2014, Council adopted a citywide Good Neighbor
Policy (GNP) for homeless services. The intent of the policy is to clearly communicate
community expectations and City commitments as it relates to the City’s support of
homeless services. The GNP provides a framework in which the City will support and
regulate Homeless Service Providers in the Community who are seeking City permits,
entitlements or funding.

Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance: Both federal and state fair housing laws
prohibit discrimination in housing against individuals with disabilities. These laws
require that cities and counties take affirmative action to eliminate regulations and
practices that deny housing opportunities to disabled individuals. On June 10, 2014,
Council adopted a reasonable accommodation ordinance that provides a fair and
reasonable procedure for disabled persons to request flexibility in the application of
land use and zoning regulations to ensure equal access to housing.

HASLO’s Moylan Terrace, 851 Humbert Ave
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Nonresidential Growth

Based on final building permits issued, 73,743 square feet of net new nonresidential floor area
was added to 