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December 7, 2022 

 

 

Mr. Mike Prater 

Executive Officer 

Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission 

Submitted via email to lafco@sblafco.org 

 

 

 Re:  City of Lompoc – Proposal to Expand the Sphere of Influence for the Bailey 

Avenue Properties 

 

 

Dear Mike Prater and Members of the Commission: 

 

The Environmental Defense Center (“EDC”), on behalf of the Santa Barbara County 

Action Network (“SBCAN”), in collaboration with the undersigned groups and individuals,  

submit the following comments regarding the City of Lompoc’s (the “City”) Application to the 

Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) to expand its Sphere of Influence (“SOI”) to 

include 148 acres of prime farmland adjacent to Bailey Avenue, LAFCO File No. 22-07 

(“Application/Proposal”). We urge LAFCO to deny the City’s Proposal as inconsistent with 

LAFCO and County Policies, as well as the Cortez-Knox-Hertzberg Act (“CKH Act”). In 

addition, LAFCO cannot approve the Proposal given the lack of adequate environmental review 

under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). 

 

SBCAN is a countywide grassroots organization that works to promote social and 

economic justice, to preserve our environmental and agricultural resources, and to create 

sustainable communities. EDC is a nonprofit public interest law firm that protects and enhances 

the local environment through education, advocacy, and legal action. SBCAN and EDC, with 

agricultural partners, have worked for decades to protect prime farmland along Bailey Avenue 

from conversion.1 

  

I. A Continuance Should be Granted to Ensure the Public has a Meaningful 

Opportunity to Provide Input Given the High Volume of Materials Contained in the 

Staff Analysis and FEIR Addendums. 

 

A large volume of information highly relevant to the City’s Application and compliance 

with CEQA was released in late November along with the posting of the December 8 Agenda. 

 
1 Settlement Agreement between City of Lompoc and Santa Barbara County Action Network (2011). 

http://www.environmentaldefensecenter.org/
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This included the Bailey Avenue Executive Officer Report (“Report”) and Bailey Avenue FEIR 

and Addendums,2 cumulatively totaling over 1900 pages. There is insufficient time for the public 

to adequately review this information prior to the December 8 meeting. As the California 

Supreme Court has recognized, “[t]he central purpose of CEQA is to ensure that agencies and the 

public are adequately informed of the environmental effects of proposed agency action.” Friends 

of College of San Mateo Gardens v. San Mateo County Community College (2016) 1 Cal.5th 

937, 951. To provide the public with a meaningful opportunity to participate in this process, and 

therefore support informed decision-making, we respectfully request that this matter be 

continued until February 2, 2023, prior to proceeding with the item at the December 8 meeting in 

any capacity. 

 

II. The City’s Proposal Must Be Denied Because It Would Facilitate Conversion of 

Prime Farmland and Is Inconsistent with the CKH Act and LAFCO and County 

Policies. 

 

Should LAFCO decide to proceed with consideration of the SOI Application, the agency 

must deny the City’s Proposal as inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the CKH Act, as 

well as applicable LAFCO and County policies. The City’s Proposal fails to (1) conserve prime 

farmland and protect the area’s unique character; (2) promote feasible infill development on 

vacant urban land and nonprime agricultural land; and (3) facilitate orderly growth by 

maintaining a proper jobs-housing balance. The City’s commitments to obtain Agricultural 

Conservation Easements (“ACEs”) and undertake a build-out inventory (“Inventory Analysis”) 

do not bring the Proposal into consistency with applicable law and policies.  

 

A. Procedural History and Background. 

 

This case stems from a long-standing effort by the City of Lompoc to residentially 

develop prime farmland along Bailey Avenue. In 1998 the City applied to LAFCO to amend its 

SOI to include 272 acres of prime farmland along Bailey Avenue with the purpose of 

residentially developing the area.3 LAFCO denied the application citing sections 53677 and 

56300 of the CKH Act.4 Ten years later, in July 2018, the City applied to concurrently amend its 

SOI and annex the Bailey Avenue Properties.5 In numerous letters to the City, County Planning 

and Development staff made clear that the same concerns that caused the previous denial still 

remained, and therefore staff could not support the proposal.6 The County also declined to enter 

 
2 Referred to in the Agenda posting respectively as SOI Item 1– File 22-07 Bailey Avenue and Bailey Ave SOI 

Proposal – FEIR & Addendums. 
3 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc Bailey Avenue 

Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Long Range Planning Division Informal Review – Preliminary 

Comments at 2 (September 28, 2018) (“Long Range Planning Division Preliminary Comments”). 
4 Id. 
5 Id. 
6 See id. at 2-4; County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc Bailey 

Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Planning and Development Response to City of Lompoc 

Response Letter at 1-2 (“Planning and Development Response to City of Lompoc Response Letter”) (October 24, 

2019). 
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a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) with the City.7 The City now amends its 2018 

application to apply solely for an SOI amendment, coupled with last-minute commitments to 

obtain ACEs and to undertake an Inventory Analysis to assess available infill development 

opportunities. (Report at 8) However, as County Planning and Development has repeatedly 

recognized, this Proposal is essentially more of the same.8 The conversion of prime farmland is 

the same; the failure to promote orderly growth and prioritize urban infill is the same; and the 

applicable law and policies are the same—thus, the outcome of denial should also be the same. 

 

B. The Bailey Avenue Properties Contain Important Agricultural Resources 

and Add to the Area’s Unique Character. 

 

The Bailey Avenue Properties provide important and valuable agricultural resources. The 

California Department of Conservation designates the Bailey Avenue properties as prime 

farmland—the highest possible classification of agricultural lands.9 Prime farmland has “the best 

combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long term agricultural production.” 

The soil quality and moisture content are well-suited for “sustained high yields.” Id. The Bailey 

Avenue Properties not only contribute to Lompoc’s agricultural economy and local character, but 

also play an important role as the City’s rural-urban interface. According to the Grower Shipper 

Association of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo Counties, Bailey Avenue’s farmlands are 

“among the most valuable soils in the state of California [and] are well suited to general 

intensive farming for a wide variety of crops with only a minimum of conservation practices.” 

(GSA letter to Lompoc City Council, Sept. 3, 2010). The Wineman family, which owns several 

parcels and leases nearly half (138 acres) of the Bailey Avenue area, has reaped extraordinary 

yields of 22,000 pounds of broccoli and 35,000 pounds of lettuce per acre, made possible by a 

“unique combination of soils, water and microclimate that exist in that particular.” (Edward 

S.Wineman June 28, 2007, letter) 

 

The Bailey Avenue Properties are exceptional agricultural resources that will be lost if 

the City’s Proposal is approved.  

 

C. The City’s Proposal is Inconsistent with the CKH Act and LAFCO and 

County Policies. 

 

The CKH Act was enacted to ensure the orderly development of urban resources while 

balancing that development interest “with sometimes competing state interests of discouraging 

urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime agricultural lands, and efficiently extending 

government services.” Cal. Gov’t Code § 56001. LAFCO was created to achieve these goals10 by 

 
7 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Response to Draft Memorandum of Agreement for the City 

of Lompoc Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal at 1 (December 18, 2019). 
8 Long Range Planning Division Preliminary Comments at 1-2 (September 28, 2018) at 1-2; Planning and 

Development Response to City of Lompoc Response Letter at (October 24, 2019) at 1-2. 
9 California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Categories at 

(https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Important-Farmland-Categories.aspx) 
10 “Among the purposes of a commission are discouraging urban sprawl, preserving open-space and prime 

agricultural lands, encouraging the efficient provision of government services.” Cal. Gov’t Code § 56301. 
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establishing written policies and procedures with which subsequent determinations, such as 

amending a local agency’s SOI, must be consistent. Cal. Gov’t Code § § 56300, 56425(a)-(b). 

Santa Barbara LAFCO has established numerous policies that discourage conversion of prime 

farmland and create a preference for urban infill development, among other things. Likewise, the 

County’s Comprehensive Plan contains elements and policies that conflict with the City’s 

Proposal.  

 

As demonstrated below, the City’s Proposal is directly inconsistent with the CKH Act 

and LAFCO and County policies because it converts prime farmland, fails to prioritize 

development on vacant urban or nonprime land, and fails to promote orderly growth.  

 

1. Failure to Conserve Prime Farmland and Protect the Unique Character of 

Bailey Avenue. 

 

The Proposal must be denied because it facilitates the conversion of prime farmland and 

destroys Bailey Avenue’s unique character. 

 

Section 56377 of the CKH Act provides specific guidance to LAFCO regarding 

determinations that impact prime agricultural land, stating that “[d]evelopment or use of land for 

other than open-space uses shall be guided away from existing prime agricultural.” Cal. Gov’t 

Code § 56377 (a); see id. § 56301. Santa Barbara LAFCO policy adds that agricultural resources 

“should be given special consideration in sphere of influence designations.”11 High value 

agriculture lands “should be maintained in agriculture, and in general should not be included in 

an urban service sphere of influence.” Id. (emphasis added). LAFCO policy also discourages 

proposals which “conflict with [County or local government] goals of maintaining the physical 

and economic integrity of open space lands, agricultural lands, or agricultural preserve areas in 

uses.”12 Through extension, then, LAFCO’s present SOI determination should be consistent with 

the County’s Agricultural and Land Use Elements, which discourage both the “extension by 

LAFCOs of urban spheres of influence into productive agricultural lands designated as (A-II) 

[or] (AC)” and the “conversion of highly productive agricultural lands.”13  

 

The Proposal would enable 148.3 acres of prime farmland to be converted to residential 

use and therefore directly conflicts with the plain language of the above-mentioned law and 

policies. County Planning and Development correctly acknowledges that “[t]he conversion of a 

significant amount of prime farmland would be inconsistent with agricultural resources 

protections” contained in LAFCO and County policies.14 The City’s proposal also fails to protect 

the unique character of the area, as required by Section V of the County’s Comprehensive Plan 

Lompoc/Community Goals which requires “[t]he unique character of the area should be 

 
11 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards). 
12 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Policies Encouraging Conservation of Prime Agricultural Lands and Open Space Areas 

at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards). 
13  Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, Agriculture Element Policy II.C and II.D 
14 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation 

Proposal at 1 (November 26, 2019). 
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protected and enhanced with particular emphasis on protection of agricultural lands.”15 The 

City’s Proposal would convert prime farmland and extend an urban sphere of influence into 

productive, rural agricultural lands—permanently altering the area’s unique character. Thus, the 

Proposal must be denied. 

 

2. Failure to Prioritize Development of Vacant Urban Land and Nonprime 

Farmland. 

 

The Proposal must be denied because vacant urban and nonprime land where 

development can occur exist within the City’s present SOI. 

 

The CKH Act creates a clear preference for development on vacant urban and nonprime 

land within the City’s existing sphere of influence “before any proposal is approved which would 

allow for or lead to the development . . . outside of the existing sphere of influence.” Cal. Gov’t 

Code § 56377(b); see id. § 56377(a) (development should be directed toward nonprime land). 

Numerous LAFCO policies reiterate that development of vacant urban and nonprime land should 

occur prior to development of prime farmland. See Policies Encouraging Conservation of Prime 

Agricultural Land and Open-space (“development of existing vacant non-open space lands, and 

nonprime agricultural land within an agency's sphere of influence is encouraged to occur prior to 

development outside of an existing sphere of influence.”); Policies Encouraging Orderly Urban 

Development and Preservation of Open-space (“[d]evelopment of existing vacant non open 

space, and nonprime agricultural land within an agency's boundaries is encouraged prior to 

further annexation and development.”).16 Section V of the County’s Comprehensive Plan 

Lompoc/Community Goals states that “[r]esidential, commercial and industrial growth should be 

confined to urban areas.” 

 

As recognized by the County, “[t]here are abundant opportunities to provide housing 

within the existing City limits that would protect prime farmland.”17 In the Long-Range Planning 

Division’s Preliminary Comments, the County concluded that “…more housing is [] possible if 

the City rezoned lands within the existing city SOI to a higher density.”18 Instead of two large, 

low-density residential developments, “the City could permit smaller, but more numerous, 

housing projects within [existing] boundaries to obtai the same number of new residences as 

proposed under this project.” Id. Moreover, a draft inventory study conducted by City planners, 

Envision Lompoc, determined that “the City has adequate land and zoning to accommodate its 

housing need.”19 The conversion of prime farmland to low-density residential housing, when 

infill development is feasible, is precisely the kind of unnecessary urban expansion that drives 

sprawl, fosters patterns of unrestrained development, and results in inefficient distribution of 

 
15 The County has communicated its belief that the proposal conflicts with Section V of the Lompoc/Community 

Goals. Planning and Development, LAFCO Request for Reportback - File No. 22-07 for the Bailey Avenue Sphere of 

Influence (SOI) Amendment - City of Lompoc at 1 (October 10, 2022). 
16 See also Santa Barbara County, Agricultural Element, Policy III.A; Land Use Element. 
17 Planning and Development Response to City of Lompoc Response Letter at 2 (October 24, 2019). 
18 Long Range Planning Division Preliminary at 6 (September 28, 2018). 
19 See, Envision Lompoc, Housing Element Update – Community Workshop #2 

https://envisionlompoc.com/images/LHEGP_CW2_2022.pdf at slide 16 (October 13, 2022). Attached hereto. 

https://envisionlompoc.com/images/LHEGP_CW2_2022.pdf
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already limited public services. The Commission must deny the City’s proposal until feasible 

infill development is pursued 

 

3. Failure to Promote Orderly Growth. 

 

The conversion of prime farmland to low-density residential housing will not facilitate 

orderly growth, as intended by the Legislature in enacting the CKH Act. Gov’t Code § 56001. As 

acknowledged by the County, “…more than 11,000 residents of Lompoc commute out of the 

City for work.”20 The addition of low-density residential housing without new long-term 

employment opportunities only serves to increase long-distance commuting by Lompoc 

residents, creating more traffic and congestion and further exacerbating the existing jobs-housing 

imbalance between the Lompoc area and the rest of Santa Barbra County.”21 The significant 

impacts on agriculture, people, and our environment from this proposal must be avoided by 

restricting urban development to existing areas within the City.  

  

4. The City’s Proposed ACE Requirement Does not Bring the Proposal into 

Consistency with LAFCO and County Policies. 

 

The Report relies heavily on the City’s commitments to obtain ACEs and conduct an 

Inventory Analysis to justify potential recommendation of approval of the Proposal. (Report, 

Attachment E) This reliance is not justified. First, the plain language of the CKH Act and 

LAFCO policies require preservation of prime farmland where it exists, and does not allow or 

even mention off-site mitigation to justify converting agricultural land. Instead, development 

“shall be guided away from existing prime agricultural” and productive agricultural land “should 

be maintained in agriculture, and in general should not be included in an urban service sphere of 

influence.” Cal. Gov’t Code § 56377 (a) (emphasis added).22  

 

Second, courts have recognized that agricultural easements are not effective mitigation 

and do not replace lost agricultural resources. See Citizens for Government v. City of Lodi (2012) 

205 Cal.App.4th 296, 322 (upheld EIR finding that “agricultural easements are not mitigation in 

the true sense of the word. They do not lessen the impact to the loss of the farmland.”); King and 

Gardiner Farms v. County of Kern (2020) Cal.App.5th at 871-72, 875 (holding that agricultural 

easements are not feasible mitigation because they do not change the effect of conversion). In 

this case, even if agricultural easements were permitted, such measures do not change the fact 

that the Proposal will result in converted high-value agricultural resources. Thus, in accordance 

with the plain language of applicable law and policies, off-site agricultural easements do not 

support approval of the City’s Proposal. 

 

Finally, the City’s commitment to undertake an Inventory Analysis is not a cogent basis 

for approving the Application. Any information gained through future analysis is not a 

replacement for currently available information that makes clear that opportunities for urban 

 
20  Long Range Planning Division Preliminary Comments at 6 (September 28, 2018). 
21 Id. 
22 See also, Santa Barbara LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards) 
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infill development exist within the City’s present jurisdiction. See supra, Section-II-C-2. Both 

City planners and the County’s Long Range Planning Division have determined that available 

urban infill development can meet the City’s housing needs without converting prime farmland. 

Id. At the very least, more information is required for LAFCO to make its CEQA findings and 

determine consistency with LAFCO policies. County Planning and Development correctly notes 

that “the details of the annexation and associated analysis are important for evaluating whether 

the proposed SOI amendment is consistent with County and LAFCO goals and policies . . . 

LAFCO should not take action on the SOI application until [the 6th Cycle RHNA] analysis is 

complete.”23  

 

The plain language of applicable law and policies does not permit off-site agricultural 

easements as a basis for converting prime farmland. Rather, the law mandates prime farmland be 

preserved where it exists. Likewise, the City’s future Inventory Analysis does not alter presently 

accessible information regarding the availability of feasible urban infill. Accordingly, the City’s 

commitments do not bring the Proposal into consistency with the CKH Act or LAFCO and 

County policies.  

 

III. The City’s CEQA Analysis is Inadequate. 

 

As a responsible agency, LAFCO must take certain actions under CEQA.24 The Report 

states that “as a ‘responsible agency’ under CEQA, LAFCO is required to treat the ‘lead 

agency’s’ environmental document as legally adequate” and cites Pub. Res. Code section 21166. 

(Report at 6) This statement, however, is incorrect. Pub. Res. Code section 21166 refers to 

subsequent EIRs, not the duties of a responsible agency. The legal requirements for responsible 

agencies are set forth in CEQA Guidelines section 15096. This regulation requires that a 

responsible agency must reach its own conclusion regarding the adequacy of a lead agency’s 

environmental document and whether to approve a project. CEQA Guidelines § 15096(a).  

 

First, a responsible agency must make its own determination regarding the adequacy of 

an EIR or Negative Declaration. CEQA Guidelines § 15096(e). If the responsible agency 

determines that the EIR or Negative Declaration is not adequate, the responsible agency must 

either (1) file a legal challenge; (2) waive any objections to the adequacy of the EIR or Negative 

Declaration; (3) prepare a subsequent EIR; or (4) assume the lead agency role. Accordingly, 

LAFCO must independently determine the adequacy of the City’s environmental review. As 

explained below, there are several deficiencies in the City’s EIR and Addendum. LAFCO must 

ensure adequate environmental review by preparing a subsequent EIR or assuming the lead 

agency role.25 

 
23 See, County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, LAFCO Request for Reportback - File No. 22-07 for 

the Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence (SOI) Amendment - City of Lompoc (October 10, 2022). 
24 A “Responsible Agency” is defined as “a public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project, for 

which a Lead Agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQA, the 

term ‘Responsible Agency’ includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have discretionary 

approval power over the project.” CEQA Guidelines § 15381. 
25 Although litigation is an option, we think it would be more efficient and expeditious for LAFCO to simply 

conduct the necessary environmental review. 
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Second, a responsible agency must make its own findings as required under CEQA. 

CEQA Guidelines § 15096(h). In Resource Defense Fund v. Local Agency Formation 

Commission (1987) 191 Cal.App.3d 886, a city prepared an EIR in support of a proposed 

annexation. One of the alternatives in the Final EIR was a smaller, partial annexation involving 

only 19.3 acres rather than the proposed 74 acres. The city voted to annex the full 74 acres. 

LAFCO also voted to approve the full 74-acre annexation, but did not make an independent 

determination regarding the feasibility of the partial annexation alternative. The court held that 

LAFCO was required to make its own finding regarding the feasibility of this alternative, and 

that the agency’s finding must be supported by facts. Id. at 895-97. LAFCO’s failure to conduct 

its own analysis and make a finding regarding the alternative constituted a violation of CEQA. 

 

Accordingly, LAFCO must conduct an independent analysis regarding the adequacy of 

the EIR/Addendum and the feasibility of alternatives that would avoid the Proposal’s significant 

impacts. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15096(e) - (h). The following comments address the deficiencies 

in the City’s EIR/Addendum, the inadequacy of the proposed mitigation measure, and the 

feasibility of an alternative that would avoid or substantially lessen the Proposal’s impact on 

agricultural resources. Our comments also address the proposed findings, including the 

Statement of Overriding Considerations. LAFCO must reach its own determination regarding 

these issues. 

 

A. The City’s SOI Application and Addendum Fail to Accurately Describe the 

Proposal.  

 

CEQA requires that an EIR include a description of the proposed project to guide the 

agency’s environmental review. CEQA Guidelines § 15124. The agency must consider the 

“whole of an action” to ensure a complete and accurate analysis. CEQA Guidelines § 15003(h). 

Accordingly, an EIR must analyze not only the direct impacts of a proposed project, but also any 

“reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.” CEQA Guidelines § 

15378(a). Related future actions, including future development, must be analyzed early in the 

CEQA process when they are reasonably foreseeable. Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. 

Regents of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 396-99. In Laurel Heights, the court 

found an EIR to be deficient for not considering future development despite the fact that the 

University “ha[d] not formally decided precisely” how a site would be developed because it was 

reasonably foreseeable that the entire facility would be used for a School of Pharmacy and 

biomedical research facility. Id. at 396-97 (emphasis in original).  

 

Similarly, in this case it is clear that the City intends to allow development on the entirety 

of the Bailey Avenue Properties. The Addendum, however, states that “no specific development 

plan is proposed at this time” and thus an evaluation of potential environmental impacts is not 

warranted. (Addendum at 5, 7) On the contrary, it is clear that the City intends to allow 

residential development across the entire 148-acre site. The Report acknowledges that the City’s 

EIR “estimated buildout potential for this area to be 2,184 single-family units, 534 multi-family 

units and 228,700 commercial square feet.” (Report at 4) The Report also states that the SOI 
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proposal “would change the character of the Bailey Avenue corridor and likely add low density 

residential development throughout the 148-acre area.” (Report at 12) 

 

When the City submitted its SOI application to LAFCO, we noted that the application 

was incomplete because the application failed to include information regarding the future 

development on the Bailey Avenue Properties, despite the fact that the sole purpose of the SOI 

expansion is to allow such development. (See attached letter from EDC to Mike Prater, 

Comments on LAFCO File No. 22-07 for the Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence Amendment to 

the City of Lompoc, dated September 29, 2022.)  As discussed herein and in that letter, LAFCO 

cannot take action without first analyzing the reasonably foreseeable impacts that will result 

from conversion of 148 acres of prime agricultural land to urban development. 

 

B. LAFCO must Consider an Alternative that Avoids the Significant Impacts to 

Prime Agricultural Land by Focusing on Infill Development.   

 

The core objective of CEQA is to avoid significant environmental impacts whenever 

possible. In fact, a project cannot be approved if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation 

measures available to avoid or substantially lessen the significant effects of a proposed project. 

Pub. Res. Code § 21002. Agencies must therefore consider a range of alternatives “which would 

feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 

any of the significant effects of the project.” CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a). The range of 

alternatives should include consideration of alternative sites. CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f)(2); 

see also Laurel Heights, 47 Cal.3d at 403-407 (EIR rejected for failing to discuss whether project 

applicant could purchase or lease other facilities); San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Ctr. v. 

County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 735-39 (EIR deficient for failure to identify and 

discuss alternative sites); San Bernardino Valley Audubon Soc’y v. County of San Bernardino 

(1984) 155 Cal.App.3d 738, 750 (EIR was inadequate because it lacked discussion and analysis 

of potential alternative sites). 

 

In this case, the objective of the Proposal is to provide housing for the City of Lompoc. 

The proposed SOI expansion would result in egregious impacts to prime agricultural lands by 

converting the entire 148-acre site to urban development. Because the SOI expansion proposal 

will result in reasonably foreseeable effects, particularly on agriculture, LAFCO must evaluate 

the availability of alternative locations for the proposed housing development. Fortunately, as 

discussed above, alternative sites for residential development are available within the existing 

City boundaries.  

 

C. The Proposed Mitigation Measure Requiring ACEs is Inadequate to Reduce 

Impacts to Agricultural Resources to a Level of Insignificance.  

 

The sole measure proposed to address the significant impacts to agriculture is to require 

ACEs at a 1:1 ratio. This proposal is not only inconsistent with LAFCO policy, but it will not 

mitigate the loss of 148 acres of prime agricultural land. Rather, the proposed SOI expansion 

would lead to the irreversible loss of this valuable resource. It will never be regained. Simply 

maintaining other agricultural lands that already exist will not compensate for this loss.  
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The City’s Proposal is similar to one that was rejected in King and Gardiner Farms, 45 

Cal.App.5th 814. In that case, the court was faced with an amendment to a county zoning 

ordinance that would result in 289 acres of farmland conversion annually. Part of the proposal’s 

mitigation plan included requiring ACEs at a 1:1 ratio. The court held that the proposed 

easements were not legally feasible mitigation measures under CEQA because preserving other 

agricultural lands did not change or lessen the proposal’s anticipated conversion of agricultural 

lands. Id. at 875-76 (“the implementation of agricultural conservation easements for the 289 

acres of agricultural land estimated to be converted each year would not change the net effect of 

the annual conversions”). Instead, the impacts to agricultural resources would remain significant. 

Id. at 876. 

 

Similarly, in Citizens for Open Government, 205 Cal.App.4th 296, the court found that a 

proposal to convert prime agricultural land to urban uses would result in the permanent loss of 

agricultural resources, and the only measure to reduce the impact to less than significant would 

be “an outright prohibition on all development.” Id. at 322. Not only was a 1:1 offsite 

conservation easement deemed to be inadequate mitigation, but even a 2:1 ratio was deemed to 

be inadequate. Id. at 322-23. The court agreed with the analysis in the EIR, which explained that: 

 

Development of buildings, paved surfaces, and landscaping necessarily removes 

the land from agricultural production, and the affected land cannot be recreated or 

reproduced elsewhere. The land, once converted, loses its character as agricultural 

land and is removed from the stock of agricultural land. Thus, while the 

permanent protection of prime farmland elsewhere in the vicinity may reduce the 

amount of agricultural land converted to urban uses in the County over the long-

term, such off-site mitigation would not avoid the significant impact resulting 

from the permanent loss of prime agricultural lands at the project site. 

 

Id. at 323. 

 

As these cases explain, requiring offsite ACEs does not mitigate for the permanent loss of 

important prime agricultural land on the Bailey Avenue Properties 

 

D. LAFCO Cannot Approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations if there 

are Feasible Alternatives or Mitigation Measures Available to Avoid or 

Substantially Lessen the Proposal’s Significant Impacts. 

 

 Agencies may not approve a project that will cause a significant impact and adopt a 

statement of overriding consideration if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 

available which would avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts of the project. Pub. 

Res. Code § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091 - 93. A Statement of Overriding Considerations 

can only be approved if impacts are unavoidable. CEQA Guidelines § 15093. 

 

In this case, the EIR identifies several significant impacts, including the conversion of 

prime agricultural land. As noted above, the alternative of siting new residential development 
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within the existing City boundaries would completely avoid this impact. LAFCO may not 

approve a Statement of Overriding Considerations without first conducting an independent 

analysis of the feasibility of this alternative. CEQA Guidelines §§ 15091(a), 15092(b), 15093; 

Resource Defense Fund, 191 Cal.App.3d at 897-98 (court rejected LAFCO’s adoption of the 

city’s findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations, holding that LAFCO should have 

conducted its own analysis and prepared its own findings). 

 

Therefore, LAFCO must conduct an independent, thorough analysis of alternatives, such 

as infill development, before preparing findings and taking action on the proposed SOI. 

 

IV. Conclusion 

 

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully ask LAFCO to continue the deliberation of the 

City’s Bailey Avenue SOI Proposal until February 2, 2023 in order to give the public an 

opportunity to meaningfully participate. If LAFCO proceeds with the hearing, we ask the 

Commission to deny the City’s proposal as inconsistent with LAFCO policies and in violation of 

the CKH Act and CEQA. 

 

       

Sincerely, 

 

       

Linda Krop 

Chief Counsel, EDC 

 

Mathew Campa, 

Legal Fellow, EDC 

 

Ken Hough,  

Executive Director, SBCAN 

 

Claire Wineman,  

President, Grower-Shipper Association of Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo County 

 

Sheldon Bosio 

President, Santa Barbara County Farm Bureau 

 

L Michele Wineman 

Landowner/Farmer 

 

Paul Van Leer 

Las Varas Ranch, Manager 

 

Joyce Howerton 

Former Mayor for the City of Lompoc 
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Art Hibbits 

Hibbits Ranch Company, LLC, Manager 

 

Jim Poett 

Rancho San Julian 

 

Mark Oliver 

Mark Oliver, Inc. 

 

Carla Rosin 

Food Systems Consultant 

 

Sharyne Merritt 

      Landowner and Agricultural Advisory Committee Appointee 
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September 29, 2022 
 
 
Mr. Mike Prater  
Executive Officer 
Santa Barbara County Local Agency Formation Commission 
Submitted via email to lafco@sblafco.org 
 
 

RE:  Comments on LAFCO File No. 22-07 for the Bailey Avenue Sphere of 
Influence Amendment to the City of Lompoc 

 
 
Dear Mr. Prater and Members of the Commission:  
 

This comment letter is submitted by the Environmental Defense Center (“EDC”) on 
behalf of Santa Barbara County Action Network (“SBCAN”) regarding the City of Lompoc’s 
(“the City”) Application to expand its Sphere of Influence (“SOI”) to include 137 acres of prime 
farmland adjacent to Bailey Avenue, LAFCO File No. 22-07 (the “Application”). We urge the 
Local Agency Formation Commission (“LAFCO”) to find the Application incomplete, as it fails 
to disclose the proposed land uses, underlying project, and need for public facilities and services, 
and omits other pertinent reports and information. Moreover, when LAFCO ultimately considers 
the merits of the SOI Application, we urge the Commission to deny it in order to protect and 
preserve vital agricultural lands in Santa Barbara County (“County”). The City’s proposal is 
flatly inconsistent with LAFCO policies encouraging the conservation of prime agricultural 
lands, and is not in the interest of the local community. 

 
SBCAN is a countywide grassroots organization that works to promote social and 

economic justice, to preserve our environmental and agricultural resources, and to create 
sustainable communities. EDC is a nonprofit public interest law firm that protects and enhances 
the local environment through education, advocacy, and legal action. In the past, EDC and 
SBCAN, with agricultural partners, successfully opposed development along Bailey Avenue that 
would have transformed a 270-acre piece of prime agricultural land into an urbanized 
development consisting of nearly 2,700 homes.1 Today, however, prime farmland along Bailey 

 
1 Settlement Agreement between City of Lompoc and Santa Barbara County Action Network (2011). LAFCO 
previously denied the City’s request to include the Bailey Avenue corridor in the City’s Sphere of Influence on 
March 11, 1999. County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc 
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Avenue is again under threat as a result of the City’s Application for expanded urban sphere of 
influence. 

 
I. The City’s SOI Application is Incomplete Because it Fails to Properly Disclose the 

Likely Impacts of Development and Does Not Include Other Relevant Reports. 
 

Before deciding whether to grant SOI applications, LAFCO must make certain written 
determinations regarding the proposal. Cal. Gov’t Code § 56425(e).2 To meet these statutory 
requirements and generally gather information, Santa Barbara County LAFCO requires 
applicants for SOI amendments to provide LAFCO with several documents and responses to 
specific questions.3 After reviewing the City’s application, two categories of required documents 
– the 1) SOI Questionnaire and 2) any other relevant studies or reports – need additional 
information to properly inform LAFCO decision-makers. 

 
A. The City’s SOI Questionnaire Ignores the Likely Impacts from Residential 

Development and is Therefore Incomplete.  
 

LAFCO’s SOI Questionnaire4 provides LAFCO with the information necessary to ensure 
SOI determinations comply with applicable policies. This makes LAFCO’s SOI Questionnaire 
highly important to the overall integrity of LAFCO’s decision-making process. The City’s 
current answers operate off the premise that future impacts do not need to be fully disclosed at 
this stage because “this SOI Proposal does not entail any actual development project or change in 
land uses for the Bailey Ave. Properties,” and future development “will be assessed and satisfied 
in connection with subsequent CEQA environmental review.”5 

 
The City apparently assumes that if a proposal for development or annexation is not 

currently pending, then impacts from likely future development and extension of public services 
do not need to be fully disclosed at the SOI amendment stage. However, Government Code 
section 56425(e) makes no legal distinction between proposals solely for an SOI amendment, 
and proposals for an SOI amendment with attached development or annexation requests. Rather, 
LAFCO’s application intake process is holistic and forward-looking in nature. Indeed, LAFCO’s 
SOI policy focuses environmental review on “secondary, indirect impacts associated with the 

 
Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Long Range Planning Division Informal Review – 
Preliminary Comments at 2 (September 28, 2018) 
2 In determining the sphere of influence of each local agency, the Commission shall consider and prepare a written 
statement of its determinations with respect to each of the following: 
(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands. 
(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area. 
(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides or is authorized 
to provide. 
(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission determines that 
they are relevant to the agency. 
3 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Filing Requirements for Submitting Applications to Modify Spheres of Influence at 
(https://www.sblafco.org/applications) 
4 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Questionnaire for Amending a Sphere of Influence at (https:www.sblafco.org/applications) 
5 See, Revised and Restated Questionnaire for Amending the City of Lompoc’s Sphere of Influence, question # 10 at 
pg. 10  (2022). 
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future extension of services within a sphere boundary.”6 Accordingly, future land uses and 
development must be addressed at this stage—especially in light of the extensive history of 
attempts to convert Bailey Avenue properties for residential uses. The fact that additional 
environmental review will be required before future development can occur has no bearing on 
the independent statutory and policy requirements applicable to LAFCO’s present SOI 
determination. Later environmental review will also be more limited in nature and will not serve 
the comprehensive, area-wide policies that a full-bodied review at the SOI amendment stage 
would. Therefore, the City’s Questionnaire is incomplete because it fails to address the impacts 
of residential development. 
 

Below are examples of specific questions and answers from the City’s SOI Questionnaire 
that highlight the inadequacy of the City’s current approach, including suggestions for the City to 
complete its Application. Language from the Application appears in italics, with our suggestions 
in red.  

 
Q. # 6 - Are there proposed land uses for the proposal area? Be specific. 

“There are no changes to the existing land uses for the Bailey Ave. Properties that are 
proposed at this time. . . While some development proposals have been contemplated by the 
Bailey Ave. Property owners over the course of the last 6 years, no specific development 
proposal is currently contemplated for such properties and no development application is on 
file with the City. However, the City ultimately seeks to have these two properties developed 
with residential uses following a future annexation application” 
The City acknowledges that certain development proposals are on the table and therefore must 
divulge that information in a specific manner, as required by the Questionnaire. A vague 
reference to the property owner’s intention to make residential use of the property is far from 
specific and is not helpful for decision-making.  

 
Q. #7 - Describe current County general plan and zoning designations for the proposal area. 

“Bailey Avenue Property: Area A = AC Agricultural, Commercial AG-II-100. Bodger 
Property: Area B = AC Agricultural Commercial, AG-II-100” 
The City names the zoning designations but fails to “describe” the designations in any way, 
by, for example, providing a practical description of what exact uses can and cannot occur on 
the properties.  

 
Q. #8 - What is the underlying project? What type of environmental document has been 
prepared for the proposed project? 
 

“The underlying project is a request for an amendment to the City’s Sphere of Influence to 
include the Bailey Ave. Properties within the City’s SOI. . . The environmental document 
consists of an Addendum (Addendum #7)” 
The underlying project is the residential development of the Properties. If proposals for SOI 
amendments were always their own “underlying project” there would be little utility in this 
question. 
 

 
6 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards). 



September 29, 2022 
SBCAN Comments re Bailey Avenue SOI Application 
Page 4 of 7 
 

Q. #10(a) - Present and planned uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space 
Lands? 

“No change in uses is requested as part of this SOI Proposal. The current use of both the 
Bailey Ave. Properties is for agricultural purposes which conforms to the County General 
Plan.” 
The entire purpose of this question is to look beyond the immediate action and to forecast 
future planned uses. The City needs to provide LAFCO with the information related to 
planned residential uses in the area in order to accurately answer this question. The City’s 
answers in the questionnaire are also internally inconsistent as they acknowledge in some 
places that future development is the goal, while claiming in others the SOI amendment is the 
beginning and end of the project. 
 

Q. # 10(b) - Present and probable needs for public facilities and services in the area? 
There are no infrastructure requirements or public facilities needed for the area insofar as 
this SOI Proposal does not entail any actual development project or change in land uses for 
the Bailey Ave. Properties. . . If any development is proposed upon the Bailey Ave. Properties 
in the future, infrastructure and public facilities needs will be assessed and satisfied in 
connection with subsequent CEQA environmental review, compliance with the CKH Act, and 
public hearings on any annexation proposal for the Bailey Ave. Properties. 
Much like question 10(a), this question is forward-looking and gets at the “probable” need for 
public services. The City must describe the public services that would be needed to support 
future residential development. 
 

B. The City’s Application is Incomplete Because it Failed to Include Other 
Relevant Documents. 
 

One of LAFCO’s application requirements is a catchall for “[a]ny pertinent reports, 
studies and other information that will assist the LAFCO staff in understanding the application.”7 
The City provided LAFCO with the City’s Council Staff Report and other information related to 
agricultural loss mitigation, but failed to include other information that is particularly relevant to 
LAFCO’s consideration of the SOI Application. For example, the City failed to include the 
County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development Department’s September 28, 2018, and 
October 24, 2019, letters to the City that described conflicts with the County’s Comprehensive 
Plan policies.8 These letters provide valuable information regarding the SOI’s inconsistency with 
policies protecting agricultural land and preventing sprawl.  
 

 
7 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Filing Requirements for Submitting Applications to Modify Spheres of Influence at 
(https://www.sblafco.org/applications) 
8 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc Bailey Avenue Sphere 
of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Long Range Planning Division Informal Review – Preliminary Comments 
(September 28, 2018); County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc 
Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Long Range Planning Division Informal City of 
Lompoc Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Planning and Development Response to City 
of Lompoc Response Letter (October 24, 2019). 
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II. The City’s Proposal Must be Denied Because It Would Facilitate Conversion of 
Prime Farmland and Is Inconsistent with LAFCO and County Policies. 
 
If and when the City’s application is deemed complete, LAFCO must deny the proposal 

on the merits as inconsistent with the purpose and intent of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg 
(“CKH”) Act, as well as applicable LAFCO and County policies. The City’s proposal fails to (1) 
conserve high-value farmland; (2) promote feasible infill development; (3) facilitate orderly 
growth; and (4) prioritize development on nonprime farmland over prime farmland. 
 

A. The Bailey Avenue Properties are Important and Valuable Agricultural 
Resources. 

 
The California Department of Conservation designates the Bailey Avenue properties as 

prime farmland—the highest possible classification of agricultural lands. Prime farmland has 
“the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long term agricultural 
production.”9 The soil quality and moisture content are suited for “sustained high yields.”10 The 
Bailey Avenue Properties not only contribute to Lompoc’s agricultural economy and local 
character, but also play an important role as the City’s rural-urban interface. Converting the 
Bailey Avenue Properties to residential uses would result in the loss of limited, highly valuable 
agricultural resources for the City and County. It would also drive urban sprawl, which LAFCOs 
were designed to help avoid.  
 

B. The CKH Act, LAFCO Policies, and County Policies All Strongly Discourage 
Conversion of Prime Farmland to Residential Use. 
 

The CKH Act encourages the preservation of high-value agricultural land, instead 
directing development toward vacant urban space. Cal. Gov’t Code § 56001. LAFCO plays a 
statutory role in preserving agricultural lands by adopting policies that implement the goals of 
the CKH Act. Cal. Gov’t Code § 56425(a). Amendments to SOIs must, in turn, be consistent 
with LAFCO’s adopted policies. Cal. Gov’t Code § 56425(b). Santa Barbara County LAFCO’s 
SOI policy states that agricultural resources “should be given special consideration in sphere of 
influence designations.”11 High value agriculture lands “should be maintained in agriculture, and 
in general should not be included in an urban service sphere of influence” (emphasis added).12 
For agencies providing urban services, such as the City, SOI amendments that would encompass 
agricultural lands are “guided towards areas containing nonprime agricultural land.”13 To 
evaluate the need for additional public services, LAFCO conducts Municipal Service Reviews 
(“MSR”) prior to making determinations.14   

 
9 California Department of Conservation, Important Farmland Categories at 
(https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Important-Farmland-Categories.aspx) 
10 Id.  
11 See, Santa Barbara LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards). 
12 Id. 
13 Id. 
14 In this case, the City admits that an MSR is required and claims to have provided LAFCO with the information 
necessary to conduct one. See, City of Lompoc, Revised and Restated Questionnaire for Amending the City of 
Lompoc’s Sphere of Influence at pg. 9. 
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LAFCO policy also discourages proposals that “conflict with [County or local 

government] goals of maintaining the physical and economic integrity of open space lands, 
agricultural lands, or agricultural preserve areas in uses.”15 Through extension, then, LAFCO’s 
present SOI determination must also be consistent with certain portions of the County’s 
Agricultural and Land Use Elements, which discourage both the “extension by LAFCOs of urban 
spheres of influence into productive agricultural lands designated as (A-II) [or] (AC)” and the 
“conversion of highly productive agricultural lands.”16 Instead, proposals are repeatedly directed 
toward “infill development.”17 

 
The proposed SOI would conflict with all of these local and state policies that are 

intended to preserve important farmland. 
 
C. The City’s Proposal Is Inconsistent with LAFCO and County Policy. 

 
The SOI Application must be denied due to numerous policy inconsistencies. See § Gov’t 

Code § 56425(b). First, the proposal conflicts with LAFCO’s policies encouraging the 
conservation of prime agricultural lands. The City’s proposal would enable a significant area of 
prime farmland to be converted to residential use. It would extend an urban sphere of influence 
into productive, rural agricultural lands—permanently changing the area’s character, while 
increasing use conflicts and requiring the extension of already stretched public services. This is 
inconsistent with LAFCO’s Sphere of Influence Policies and Policies Encouraging Conservation 
of Prime Agricultural Lands and Open Space Areas.18 It’s also directly inconsistent with the 
County’s Agricultural Element, Policy II.C and II.D. 

 
Second, the proposal fails to promote infill development as required by the CKH Act and 

numerous LAFCO and County policies.19  In the Long Range Planning Division’s Preliminary 
Analysis of the Bailey Avenue SOI and Annexation Proposal dated September 28, 2018, the 
County concluded that “…more housing is [] possible if the City rezoned lands within the 
existing city SOI to a higher density.” Instead of two large, low-density residential 
developments, “the City could permit smaller, but more numerous, housing projects within 
[existing] boundaries to obtain the same number of new residences as proposed under this 
project.”20  The conversion of prime farmland to low-density residential housing, when infill 
development is feasible, is precisely the kind of unnecessary urban expansion that drives sprawl, 
fosters patterns of unrestrained development, and results in inefficient distribution of already 

 
15 Santa Barbara LAFCO, Policies Encouraging Conservation of Prime Agricultural Lands and Open Space Areas 
at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards).  
16 Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, Agriculture Element Policy II.C and II.D. 
17 Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan, Agriculture Element Policy III.A; Land Use Element. 
18 See also, Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission, Commissioner Handbook; Policy Guidelines and 
Standards, (rev. January 2020). 
19 See Cal. Gov’t Code § 56001; LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies; Santa Barbara County, Agricultural Element, 
Policy III.A; County Land Use Element. 
20 County of Santa Barbara, Planning and Development, Long Range Planning, City of Lompoc Bailey Avenue 
Sphere of Influence and Annexation Proposal, Long Range Planning Division Informal Review – Preliminary 
Comments at 5 (September 28, 2018). 
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limited public services. The Commission must deny the City’s proposal until feasible infill 
development is pursued. 

 
Third, the conversion of prime farmland to low-density residential housing will not 

facilitate orderly growth, as intended by the Legislature in enacting the CKH Act. Gov’t Code § 
56001.  As recognized by the County, “…more than 11,000 residents of Lompoc commute out of 
the City for work.”21 The addition of low-density residential housing without new long-term 
employment opportunities only serves to increase long-distance commuting by Lompoc 
residents, creating more traffic and congestion and further exacerbating the existing jobs-housing 
imbalance between the Lompoc area and the rest of Santa Barbra County.”22 The significant 
impacts on agriculture, people, and our environment from this proposal must be avoided by 
restricting urban development to existing areas within the City. 

 
Finally, if an urban SOI must expand into agricultural lands, LAFCO’s SOI policy 

creates a preference for nonprime agricultural areas.23 The City has not demonstrated the absence 
of less valuable agricultural lands where this development could occur. Because the City’s 
proposal is in direct conflict with multiple LAFCO and County policies, as well as the spirit of 
the CKH, this Commission should deny the City’s proposal. 

 
Conclusion 

 
 For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully ask the Commission to find the City’s SOI 
Application incomplete. If and when the Commission ultimately considers the Application, we 
urge the Commission to deny the proposal as inconsistent with LAFCO and County policies.  
 

Sincerely,  
 

 
Maggie Hall 
Senior Attorney 
 

 
21 Id. at 6. 
22 Id. at 6. 
23 See, Santa Barbara LAFCO, Sphere of Influence Policies, at (https://www.sblafco.org/policies-and-standards). 
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Introductions

2

Jim Harnish, JD
Project Manager

Ryan Lester
Housing Lead

Ryan Russell
Senior Planner



City’s Project Manager

Brian Halvorson, Planning Manager

City of Lompoc

b_halvorson@ci.lompoc.ca.us
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Presentation Outline

▪ Housing Element Basics

▪ Site Inventory and Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA)

▪ Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH)

▪ Next Steps

4



Housing Element Basics



Housing Element Basics

▪ One of 10 Elements in the City’s General Plan

▪ Housing Element updates required by State law in eight-year “cycles”

▪ Currently preparing the 6th cycle Housing Element update

▪ Updates are done on a schedule prescribed by the State

6



Housing Element Basics

Housing Element:

▪ Provides an assessment of both current and future housing needs

▪ Identifies opportunities and constraints on housing production

▪ Establishes goals, policies, and programs to meet housing needs

▪ Updates City practices and regulations to reflect new State laws

7



Housing Element Basics

Key Sections of the Housing Element

▪ Needs and Housing Constraints Assessment

▪ Housing Sites Inventory

• Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

• Policy Document

8



Site Inventory Process and 
Requirements



Site Inventory and RHNA

▪ The site inventory is a required component of the Housing Element used to 
identify specific sites to meet the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
allocation

▪ RHNA is the representation of the future housing needs for all income levels in 
the city for the next eight years

▪ Prepared by Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG)

▪ 6th cycle: February 15, 2023 – February 15, 2031

SBCAG

Housing
Element
Updates

RHNA
Determination

RHNA Methodology

10



RHNA Allocation

11

Cycle
Lower

Moderate
Above 

Moderate
Total
RHNAVery Low Low

6th 166 262 311 1,509 2,248

With  20% 
Buffer

199 314 373 1,509 2,396



Site Inventory Process 

How can the site inventory meeting the RHNA allocation?

▪ Housing projects under review or approved through Planning and expected 
to be built during the planning period

▪ ADU trends

▪ City-owned sites with housing in line with City goals

▪ Identified residentially zoned vacant sites or non-vacant sites with 
redevelopment potential

▪ Identified sites that would be rezoned to permit residential uses or higher 
density

12



Site Identification Requirements

When identifying sites we need to consider:
• Environmental constraints (flooding, slope instability, hazards, or erosion)

• Redevelopment trends of similar sites

• Availability of incentives for residential redevelopment

• If sites are aligned with goals of furthering fair housing

Lower Income Site Selection Characteristics
• Sites used to meet the lower income RHNA can only be met on sites with:

• Default density = 20 du/ac

• Sites > 0.5 acre but < 10.0 acres

13



Sites Identification Process

Site Selection Characteristics:

• Vacant sites zoned for residential uses

• Underutilized sites 

• Sites with large parking areas

• Sites with additional buildout potential

• Sites with redevelopment potential 

• Sites with limited or no housing units

14



Draft Sites Inventory Summary

15

Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total

ADU Trends 0 0 66 66

Approved and 
Pending Projects

52 23 563 638

Underutilized Sites 461 350 498 1,309

Total 513 373 1,127 2,013

RHNA plus buffer 513 373 1,509 2,396



Draft Sites Inventory Summary

16

Site Considerations

• Including sites does not 
require their development or 
redevelopment of housing

• They demonstrate the City 
has adequate land and 
zoning to accommodate its 
housing need



Meeting Remaining RHNA



Remaining Need

After identifying vacant and underutilized sites in the City there is still a 
remaining need of approximately 380 units.

Options to meet remaining need:

▪ Identify sites within the H-Street Overlay Zone

▪ Identify sites within the Old Town Commercial area

▪ Establish Ocean Avenue Overlay

▪ Implement a Missing Middle Overlay

▪ Rezone or increase allowable density in areas

18



Option 1: H Street Overlay Zone

19



Option 2: Old Town Commercial
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Option 3: Ocean Avenue Overlay
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Option 4: Missing Middle Overlay

22

Missing Middle 
Characteristics:

• Small footprint 
buildings

• Smaller units
• Single-family home 

characteristics
• Fewer off-street 

parking spaces
• Lower perceived 

density



Option 5: Rezoning/Increase Density

23

1. Increase density 
along major 
corridors 

2. Rezone single-
family areas to 
medium density 

3. Rezone medium 
density areas to 
high density

2

1

3



Bailey Avenue Sphere of Influence Amendment

24

• Identified during 
Workshop 1

• City is working to 
extend sphere of 
influence 

• Constraints from 
State and how 
housing units are 
allocated



Meeting Remaining RHNA

Discussion: Which options do you prefer? Other Ideas?

▪ Identify sites within the H-Street Overlay Zone

▪ Identify sites within the Old Town Commercial area

▪ Establish an Ocean Avenue Overlay

▪ Implement a Missing Middle Overlay

▪ Rezone or increase allowable density in areas

25



Affirmatively Furthering 
Fair Housing (AFFH)



Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 
(AFFH)

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing means “taking meaningful actions, in 
addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and 
foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity 
based on protected characteristics.”

AFFH Seeks to:

▪ Combat housing discrimination

▪ Eliminate racial bias

▪ Undo historic patterns of segregation

▪ Lift barriers that restrict access 

▪ Ultimately, foster inclusive communities and achieve racial equity, fair housing 
choice, and opportunity

27



Summary of New AB 686 Housing 
Element Requirements

• Outreach

• Assessment of Fair Housing

• Sites Analysis

• Priorities, Goals, and Actions

28



Assessment of Fair Housing

Five categories of analysis of fair housing issues:

1. Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach

2. Integration and Segregation Patterns and Trends

3. Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty

4. Disparities in Access to Opportunities

5. Disproportionate Housing Needs (including displacement)

29



Fair Housing Enforcement and 
Outreach

Fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity includes:

▪ Ability to disseminate information related to fair housing and provide outreach and education

▪ Ability to address compliance with fair housing laws, including a discussion of any findings, 
lawsuits, enforcement actions, or settlements

The City works with Legal Aid Foundation of Santa Barbara County

▪ There have been 20 fair housing complaints between 2015-2019

Discussion:

• Do you feel informed and aware of your rights related to housing?

• Are they ways the City can enforce or prevent fair housing issues?

• What are some ways the City can make sure residents are informed of their housing rights?

30



Integration and Segregation Patterns and 
Trends

Segregation is the separation of different demographic groups into different geographic locations or 
communities, meaning that groups are unevenly distributed across geographic space

Integration means there is not a high concentration of a particular demographic group (race, color, 
religion, sex, familial status, national origin, or disability) within a geographic location

The assessment of segregation and integration patterns and trends includes:

▪ Race/Ethnicity

▪ Familial Status

▪ Income

▪ Persons with Disabilities

Discussion:

• Do you feel that Lompoc is segregated in any way, based on these categories?

• Do you have any ideas for how to better integrate populations in the Lompoc?

31



Disparities in Access to Opportunities

Disparities in access to opportunities means differences in access to education, transportation, 
economic, environment, and other opportunities based on socio-economic characteristics (e.g. race, 
income, familial status, disability, poverty)

The assessment of disparities in access to opportunities includes:

▪ Education

▪ Economic Development & Employment

▪ Transportation

▪ Healthy Environment

Discussion:

• What population groups or neighborhoods do you think have disparities in accessing education, 
jobs, or transit?

• Are there any areas in the city that have environmental issues that could impact those living 
there?

32



Disproportionate Housing Needs

Disproportionate Housing Needs refers to significant disparities in the proportion of members of a 
protected class experiencing a category of housing need when compared to the proportion of 
members of other groups

The assessment of Disproportionate Housing needs includes:

▪ Overpayment/Cost burden & Severe Cost Burden

▪ Overcrowding

▪ Substandard housing conditions

▪ Homelessness

▪ Displacement

Discussion:

• Are there areas of the City that might have overcrowding or substandard housing issues? 

• Do you have any additional policy recommendations to maintain a stable rental housing supply? 
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Next Steps



Next Steps and Timeline

▪ Complete draft Housing Element (November 2022)

▪ Public review and public hearings on draft Housing Element 
(December 2022)

▪ Submit draft Housing Element to HCD for 90-day State review 
(January 2023)

▪ Revisions based on State comments (March 2023)

▪ Adoption hearings (March/April 2023)

▪ Submit to HCD for 60-day certification review (April 2023)
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Contact Us!

• Upcoming events

• Information

• Documents

• Email list sign-up

• Send us your comments!
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Contact Us!

▪ Brent Gibbons, Project Manager
brent@mintierharnish.com
916-446-0522

▪ Brian Halvorson, Planning Manager
B_Halvorson@ci.Lompoc.ca.us
805-875-8228
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