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From: Dianne Black <meesterblack2006@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 5, 2025 11:58 AM
To: Laura Capps; Roy Lee; Joan Hartmann; Steve Lavagnino; nelson@countyofsb.org; sbcob
Cc: Vicki Allen; Laura Haston; Pamela Flynt Tambo; Claire Van Blaricum
Subject: Letter from the League of Women Voters of Santa Barbara on Agenda Item D-2 on
4/8/25: Workforce Housing Study
Attachments: 4-5-23 County Workforce Housing Study Letter to BOS final.pdf

Caution: This email originated from a source outside of the County of Santa Barbara. Do not
click links or open attachments unless you verify the sender and know the content is safe.

Chair Capps and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

Please see the attached letter from the League of Women Voters of Santa Barbara regarding the
Workforce Housing Study.

Regards,

Dianne Black, Leadership Team
League of Women Voters of Santa Barbara



LEAGUE oF WOMEN VOTERS

April 5, 2025

Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors
County Administration Building

105 Anacapa Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Board of Supervisors Agenda Item #D-2
County Workforce Housing Study

Dear Chair Capps and Members of the Board,

The League of Women Voters thanks your staff for the opportunity to provide input into the
Workforce Housing Study while it was under development. We also appreciate the opportunity
to comment on the staff report and accompanying Workforce Housing Study scheduled for your
April 8,2025 agenda.

Before commenting on the Study itself, we’d like to express strong support for two of the staff’s
recommended actions:

e We enthusiastically support issuing an RFP for low—to moderate-income housing
development at the current site of the Probation building at 123 East Carrillo Street.
This urgent need presents an opportunity to create deeply affordable homes on
underutilized public land.

e We also urge the Board to prioritize housing—not solar—at the Anapamu Street
County campus, including the Engineering, Human Resources, and Administration
buildings. This downtown site is ideally located near jobs, transportation, and services
and presents a rare opportunity to build workforce housing in a high-opportunity area.

Workforce Housing Study: Key Findings

We commend the County and Harris & Associates for producing a comprehensive, data-rich, and
unusually thoughtful analysis. The study’s in-depth analysis and inclusion of local and regional



case studies distinguish it from many similar reports we’ve reviewed. The county received
exceptional value for this work.

We also want to highlight and reinforce several critical findings from the study:

e The definition of workforce housing now includes lower-income workers. We are
pleased the study acknowledges a broad workforce income range—from 30% to 200% of
Area Median Income (AMI). However, many essential workers, especially those earning
minimum wage, fall below 30% AMI and remain the most at risk of housing insecurity.

e Most of the county’s workers are low-income: 71% earn lower-income wages. The
Affordability Gap Appendix (pp. 3—4) reveals that almost 3 in 4 workers earn less than
80% AMI. Meanwhile, 50% of all workers are classified as very low income (earning
between $33,551 and $55,900 for a two-person household).

e Median incomes for low-income workers have declined. According to Table 2 in the
Affordability Gap Appendix, while total jobs increased by just 1%, the number of very
low-income jobs grew by 40%, and low-income jobs declined by 44%. This shift
suggests downward economic mobility—many salaries that were previously categorized
as low-income are now classified as very low-income (p. 4).

e Over the past five years, housing prices have risen by 65%, while median income
has increased by 50%. This trend reveals two key dynamics: 1) the cost of housing is
climbing faster than local incomes; and 2) the rise in median income is likely driven by
either an influx of higher-income workers or significant income growth among workers
who already earn high wages —not because all workers saw their salaries increase by
50% (Affordability Gap Appendix, p. 22).

e Though not included in the report’s analysis, cost burden data strongly reinforces
the urgent need to prioritize low-income workers in the County’s housing strategy.
According to the California Housing Partnership's analysis of census data, 78% of
extremely low-income households and 52% of low-income households spend more than
half their income on housing—compared to just 1% of above-moderate-income
households. These figures make it clear: the County’s lowest-income residents are facing
the most significant financial strain and housing insecurity. In times of limited resources
and available public land, these lower-income workers must be the top priority for
workforce housing investments and county land development.

Recommended Action Steps and Our Priorities



In light of these findings, we offer the following reflections and suggestions regarding the
report's action steps and staff recommendations:

1. A Dedicated Local Revenue Source Is Critical

Despite extensive discussion of funding, the report does not prioritize the creation of a stable,
locally controlled revenue source to fund affordable workforce housing. This is a major
omission.

We urge the Board to elevate this as a top priority—whether through:

a housing-specific bond,

a vacancy or mansion tax;

a sales or Transient Occupancy Tax; and/or,
Dedicated fees

Reliance on public-private partnerships or private equity, while they could be part of the funding
solution, is not a substitute for long-term, predictable funding, particularly given the volatility of
our national economy and state and federal resources. With nearly three-quarters of our
workforce qualifying for subsidized affordable housing, the County must take leadership in
securing a reliable local public funding source.

2. Update Inclusionary Housing Policies with a Nexus and Feasibility Analysis

We support revisiting and strengthening the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance. Inclusionary
policies create more integrated, mixed-income housing and in lieu fees can generate additional
revenue for affordable housing. However, this effort must be grounded in:

e afinancial feasibility analysis to assess the financial impacts of imposing different in
lieu fees and affordability percentages on developments, and

e a nexus study to quantify the affordable housing need generated by new types of market-
rate housing development.

Staff recommended that inclusionary requirements in for sale projects be adjusted to 5%
moderate and 5% missing middle-income units. However, inclusionary targets should not be
determined absent these foundational studies and Regional Housing Needs requirements. We are
also concerned by proposals that do not require developers of ownership housing to include units
for lower-income workers or pay an in-lieu amount for lower-income households. As the study’s
data clearly illustrates, these income levels are where needs are the greatest. In addition, new
market rate housing construction generates a demand for more lower income workers and, thus, a
greater demand for lower income housing (see, for example, City of Santa Barbara’s study by



Keyser-Marston Associates (2017), Appendix B Average Unit Size Density Incentive Program
Residential Nexus Analysis, p. 4).

3. Advance a Local Preference Policy

We were pleased to see Program 21 included, which calls for a study of a local preference
ordinance. We urge the Board to accelerate this timeline and prioritize this policy.

Without such a local preference policy, there’s no guarantee that new housing, especially more
market-rate units, will benefit the local workforce. The common assumption that adding market-
rate housing will eventually “filter down” to lower-income households doesn’t hold true in Santa
Barbara County. Due to supply constraints and strong demand from higher-income buyers, the
market remains inelastic—meaning that prices stay high even as more units are built. The
growing purchasing power of wealthier households only intensifies this dynamic, keeping
housing costs out of reach for many local workers.

4. Prioritize All Tier 1-3 Sites—and Site 10—for Development

We urge swift action to maximize the County’s publicly owned land, which is the most
expedient and cost-efficient path to producing deeply affordable workforce housing. Our specific
recommendations below relate to the South County sites:

e Tier 1: Proceed immediately with the Probation site in Santa Barbara. The Carrillo site
may accommodate more than the 48 units currently estimated.

e Tier 2: Proceed immediately with the Food Bank site, which could support more than
the suggested 14 units on % of an acre. Higher density should be explored.

e Tier 3: Proceed immediately with all the Tier 3 sites. The County Administration site
development could be phased, with the parking lot area encompassed in the first phase.
La Posada could also be phased in to account for the Dignity Moves lease, and Calle Real
Campus, which has over 200 acres, could yield far more units with strategic planning.

e Tier 4/ Site 10: The Santa Barbara County Office of Education and Fire Headquarters
site should be further studied as it presents an additional untapped opportunity.

5. Protect Public Land for Public Purpose

We caution against transferring or leasing County-owned land to private employers unless
projects are clearly and substantially targeted toward housing for lower-income workers. The
land subsidy should translate into a sizable amount of lower-income, deed-restricted housing.



Moreover, the County’s pending housing projects and rezoned parcels will likely yield market
rate or above moderate-income units that far exceed the County’s target for that upper income
level for the 6th Housing Element Cycle. At the same time, we are very likely not to meet the
affordable housing targets, including the very low, low- and moderate-income levels. With the
highest workforce housing needs concentrated in the lower-income population, any other use of
County land represents a misalignment of public assets with public needs.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input. We appreciate the County’s growing
commitment to tackling the housing crisis and hope this feedback helps align your strategy more
closely with the lived realities of our local workforce.

Sincerely,
V/W, dZ/e ‘L..’ o mme_— V). é lact .

Vicki Allen, Communications Vice President Dianne Black, Vice President
Leadership Team, LWVSB Leadership Team, LWVSB



