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General Plan/Zoning Map Changes Recommended Following March 30, 2009 Workshop

Map No. Address/ Existing Requested Owner Staff
Parcel No. GP/Zoning GP/Zoning Request Recommend
23 415 West Laurel Avenue HDR / I/ Yes No
APN: 98-231-11 R-3 |

Note: Existing General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning are consistent. Change would
result in “spot zoning”.

G:\COMDEW\GENPLAN\Zoning Consistency-2010\Map #23.doc
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MAP 24 EXISTING GP LAND USE DESIGNATION

E WALNUT AVENUE

85-150-09
1416 E WALNUT AVE
HDR

N SEVENTH STREET

e

0C

E OCEAN AVENUE

EXISTING ZONING DISTRICT

E WALNUT AVENUE

R-J

R3PY /]

N SEVENTH STREET

PGl

CO

E OCEAN AVENUE

Page 212 of 394




General Plan/Zoning Map Changes Recommended Following March 30, 2009 Workshop

Map No. Address/ Existing Requested Owner Staff
Parcel No. GP/Zoning GP/Zoning Request Recommend
24 1416 East Walnut Avenue HDR / MU / Yes No
APN: 85-150-09 R-3 MU

Note: Existing General Plan Land Use Designation and Zoning are consistent. Change would
result in “spot zoning”.

G:\COMDEW\GENPLAN\Zoning Consistency-2010\Map #24.doc
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Attachment No. 11 to the City Council Sept 7, 2010 report were
minute excerpts from Planning Commission meetings of June 9, June
23, July 14 and draft for August 11, 2010.

Excerpts listed above are included in the complete list of excerpts for
General Plan meeting minutes for City Council and Planning
Commission meetings in the June 23, 2011 Planning Commission

staff report Attachment No. 3.
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Attachment No. 12

City Council Staff Report

GP 07-04, FEIR 09-01, ZC 10-01
General Plan Update

The following Supplemental Information was submitted to the Planning Commission:

June 9, 2010 meeting

1)
2)
3)

4)
5)

Letter from Judy Taggart of the Healthy Lompoc Coalition, dated May 21,
2010

Letter from Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, dated May
10, 2010

Letter from Warren Culberson, received June 3, 2010

Letter from Christina McGinnis, dated October 17, 2008

Letter from Stephen Orosz of Summit View Homes, LLC dated June 8,
2010

June 23, 2010 meeting

6)

Letter from Christina McGinnis from the Open-space Preservation
Education Network, dated June 16, 2010

July 14, 2010 meeting

7
8)
9)
10)

Letter from Edward Wineman, dated June 28, 2007

Letter from Art & Sherry Hibbits, dated July 14, 2010

Letter from Janice Keller, dated July 14, 2010

Letter from Steve Jordan of Baroda Farms, dated July 14, 2010

G:\COMDEW\GENPLAN\Staff reports\2010\CC Memo PC Supp Info.doc
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Lompoc Valley Community Health Improvement Coalition
PO Box 368 Lompoc, CA 93438

805-736-5985 direct/805-740-2035 fax
May 21,2010

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalf of the Lompoc Valley Community Health Improvement Coalition (LVCHIC), I am writing this letter
in support of the suggested changes to the Land Use and Circulation Elements of the Lompoc General Plan.

Specifically, the LVCHIC is committed to improving the health of the Lompoc Community by ensuring that our
environment and local policies support health.

The Lompoc Valley Community Health Improvement Coalition is a multidisciplinary group comprised of key
stakeholders in the community. The coalition was formed in response to the rising rates of obesity and
preventable health problems in our community. Over the past year the Coalition has conducted local
assessments including walkability, bikeability, safe routes to schools, access to healthy food and green space.
The local data and national research make it clear that upgrading infrastructure and updating local policies
will lead to improvements in community health and public safety in Lompoc.

The Coalition was pleased to lend our support to community leaders and city staff during the difficult process
of updating elements to the General Plan because we have come to understand the impact that environment
and policy have on the health of our community.

Sincerely,

0 A

/ﬁxldy Taggart @rﬁ:uzs

\Director of Community Health, LVCHO
Praject Director, Healthy Lompoc Coalition

JUN 02 201
Lompoc Valley Community Health Improvement Coalition Members:
C. Dennis Anderson, President/CEO, Lompoc Chamber of Commerce; C‘TY O F LOM P OC
Gilbert Andersen, MD, Internal Medicine;
Rollin Bailey, MD, Valley Medical Group, President, LVCHO P LANNING DfV, 8‘ O N
Kathy Bertelsen, RD, Food Service Director, Lompoc Unified School District;
Pat Brady, Administrator, Lompoc Good Samaritan
Diane Burton, Principal, Lompoc Unified School District;
Barry Coughlin, MD, Cardiologist;
Sylvia Corral, MD, Family Practice;
Tim Dabney, Chief, Lompoc Police Department;
Don Deming, Captain, Lompoc Police Department;
Jacklyn Kelly, Regional Manager, Public Health Department Clinic;
Dena Lara; Unit Director, Lompoc Boys and Girls Club;
julia Leeth, Pastor, Lompoc First Presbyterian Church
Amy Lopez, Outreach Coordinator, Food Bank of Santa Barbara County
Michelle MacKinnon, Child Nutrition Coordinator, Lompoc Unified School District;
Steve McDowell, Executive Director, Lompoc Valley Community Healthcare Organization; T
Teresa Mcintyre, Wellness Director, Lompoc YMCA; ; ;
Ken Ostini, President, Lompoc Unified School District Board;
Shirley Peterson, UC Extension Advisor, Nutrition, Family and Consumer Sciences;
JoAnne Plummer, Program Director, City of Lompoc Parks and Recreation Department;
Jason Reynolds, Owner, State Farm Insurance/Chamber of Commerce Chair-Elect;
Dulcie Sinn, Garden Project Manager, LHCDC Garden Project
jody Taylor, Executive Director, Lompoc YMCA,
Margaret Weiss, MPH, Director of Health Education, Sansum;
Kim Wells, Registered Dietician, WIC Program

www.healthylompoc.lvcho.org
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Santa Barbara County

PUBLICy s o o3

DEPARTMENT 300 North San Antonio Road *+ Santa Barbara, CA 93110-1316
805/681-5100 * FAX 805/681-5191

Lompoc Planning Commission
Honorable Members of the City Council JUN 02 201

RE: Draft Lompoc General Plan ClTY OF LOMP OC
PLANNING DIVISION

Public Health Administration

Takashl M. Wada, MD, MPH Director/Health Officer
Anne M. Fearen Deputy Director
S Jacot CPA Chief Fit 1 Officer

Michele Micklewicz, MPH Deputy Director
Ellzabeth Snyder, MHA Deputy Director
Peter Hasler, MD Medicat Director

May 10, 2010

Dear Members of the Planning Commission and City Council:

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to provide input as you develop your General Plan for the
City of Lompoc. Research and scientific data have revealed that most preventable health
problems, including more than half of all premature deaths, are caused by personal behavior
and the environment. We can prevent a great deal of premature death and disease through
thoughtful planning and policy-making, increasing both the quality and length of life in Santa
Barbara County. Prevention can be addressed through a number of factors such as
transportation and mobility, built environment, access to health care, housing, nutrition, and
physical activity. We strongly recommend that public health concepts be incorporated
throughout your general plan to ensure that impacts to health in future development are taken
into consideration.

Specifically, we support the inclusion of language to the improve public’s health through the built
environment such as:

Creating neighborhoods that are safe for walking and biking by people of all ages
Creating neighborhoods that promote physical activity

Ensuring convenient access to affordable and healthy food

Reducing air pollution, including increased protection from exposure to secondhand
smoke in all venues where the public has access or congregates.

e Providing a wide variety of housing options for people of all income levels to help
address the need of the local healthcare workforce and access to healthcare providers,

e e o @

Goals and Policies

There are many policies that could reflect consideration of health related elements. We support
adding public health concepts in these elements of the General Plan such as land use policies
(e.g. mixed-use development, “walkable” and “bikeable" places, and reducing the need for
parking), environmental resource policies, (e.g. air quality, food and agriculture), and circulation
policies (pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure).

Sometimes it is challenging to move from high level policy discussion to the implementation
level where policy is translated into practice. In the policy and implementation measures

Healthier communities through leadership, partnership and science.
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seqtions of the Draft Lompoc General Plan, it may be helpful to provide some examples of
actions that are within the role and authority of the city. Some actions that have been taken in
other communities and may be modified for Lompoc include:

» Promoting new grocery stores in underserved communities

* Examining current zoning codes and policies to increase opportunities for physical
activity and access to healthy food

e Conducting an audit to determine if local government owns land that could be make
available for community gardens

* Reviewing existing vending machine contracts and eliminating the unhealthy snacks or
balancing the number of unhealthy snacks or sugar-sweetened beverages in local
parks and recreation centers

» Developing streets that enable safe access for all users, including pedestrians,
bicyclists, bus riders, and people with disabilities

o Creating a healthy food zone around schools by regulating the location of fast food
restaurants

* Restricting the number of liquor and/or tobacco retail outlets, adult businesses, or mobile
food vendors located near schools

» Providing economic development or zoning incentives for healthier food purveyors

» Developing an obesity prevention resolution to promote obesity prevention policies

o Creating specific measures (e.g. rates of pedestrian injury) to measure impacts of
changes

* Encouraging community centers, day-care centers, and after school programs to serve
health, balanced foods

» Ensuring the availability of drinking water in schools, parks and city buildings

* Providing guidance and/or incentives for reducing exposure to secondhand smoke in
multi-unit housing settings, including: affordable, subsidized and/or market-rate
housing, or in a percentage of new units permitted, etc.

Some of these steps require careful balancing between the public’s interest (the harm to the
public caused) and the economic impact on the property owner (allowing the owner to receive a
fair return on his or her investment).

There are wonderful resources and examples through the National Policy and Legal Analysis
Network to Prevent Childhood Obesity (NPLAN) at the website: www.nplanonline.org

The Santa Barbara County Public Health Department focuses on the community as a whole and
recognizes the vital role a General Plan can play in the lives of all residents. We are committed
to the well-being of county residents and wish to join with the City of Lompoc in the development
and implementation of policies to achieve the goals of a healthier community.

Sincerely,

W .

Takashi Wada, MD MPH
Director and Health Officer

Healthier communities through leadership, partnership and science.
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SUBJECT Warehouse and office building at 415 West Laurel
PARCEL NUMBER 089-231-11-00
REAR 50 FEET of LOTS 21,22,23,24,25 of BLOCK 231

The city of Lompoc has rezoned the subject building from Co to R3 and the
owners would like to have the zoning changed back to the original zoning
of industrial. The owners are strongly opposed to the new zoning citing as
their primary concern a fear that such a rezoning would make the future
sale of their property nearly impossible. The site does not meet the
requirements of the new zoning. The minimum size for a standard R3 lot is
7000 square feet. The subject lot is only 6250 Sq. Ft. This along with
setback requirements, parking capacity and other issues render the
existing building useless for that zoning.

The simple fact remains that there is a large office and warehouse there. It
would cost thousands of dollars to raze that to the ground and make that
shovel ready for a new residential building to be built in its place. The cost
of demolition would be far more than the value of the empty lot, and a new
apartment on that location could not produce enough income to justify the
cost of construction. Therefore, such a potential hardship essentially
renders the property worthless.

The existing building has been located at its current location for over half a
century. We bought the subject lot that was zoned Light Industrial in 1959.
We designed and built the present office and warehouse the same year. It
has been used as such ever since and there have never been any
complaints regarding its use in all that time.

Although Culberson Construction Co. is not currently building, the
company has maintained an office at the site with the purpose of locating a
buyer intent on reopening and reinvesting in the company. In fact, the
company had located a purchaser and was in the process of negotiating
the sale of the property. However, when the buyer realized the zoning
would not work for his operation, the potential purchaser pulled out. The
buyer would have provided a public service to both the neighbors and the
entire city once the facility was reopened.

Nonconforming uses, also referred to as "grandfathered” uses, are uses in
legal violation of the current zoning standards due to the land or structure
having existed before such standards were put in place. Nonconforming
use status would not solve the problem as it requires a special permit
every time an office is rented. The need for a conditional use permit would
result in an increased uncertainty for buyers by adding many more




obstacles when negotiating a potential sale or lease.

Because of the R3 zoning it cannot be rented. This means it cannot
produce any income to pay property taxes, utilities or maintain it in good
condition. When the building is repainted it only takes days for taggers to
repaint all the graffiti. When the glass is replaced it is broken again in
days. Therefore, with the present zoning, the city runs the risk of this
building becoming permanently empty. Because of the nonconforming use
uncertainty for any potential user, certainly there are limitations to what
can be done there.

This is not traditionally how a city does business. This is a property rights
issue: this is a bad step for this city. It's wrong. It's a taking of rights.

R3 zoning would effectively prohibit or unreasonably restrict the utilization
of the property. Granting Light Industrial zoning will alleviate a clearly
demonstrable hardship approaching confiscation, as distinguished from a
special privilege or convenience sought by an applicant. Modern zoning
laws presume that no citizen has a right to control his own land, but that
every citizen has a right to control his neighbor's.

The United States was founded on the principles of individual freedom, free
markets, private property, and limited government. When the government is
involved in the issue of land-use, it should be to protect -not destroy- the
inherent and inalienable rights of its citizens. We would like to sell the
property to someone who will use it. But it will only sell if it can be used
for its highest and best use. Its highest and best use is an office with and
adjoining warehouse, and we wish to have it zoned accordingly.

We appreciate your consideration on this matter,

Very truly yours,

L

Warren L. Culberson

JUN 03 2010

CITY OF LOMPOC
1 ANNING DIVISION
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O. P .E.N.
OPEN-SPACE PRESERVATION EDUCATION NETWORK

A project of the Environmental Defense Center

October 17, 2008

To: Ms. Lucille Breese, Planning Director
City of Lompoc Planning Department
100 Civic Center Plaza, Lompoc, California 93438-8001

Re: City of Lompoc Draft Phase I General Plan Update (Land Use Element-Phase I)
and scoping for Draft EIR

Dear Ms. Breese:

The following comments are submitted by the Environmental Defense Center
(EDC) in response to the Draft Phase I General Plan (GP) Update for the City of Lompoc
and the associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the elements under
consideration. This letier has been prepared as part of the Open-Space Preservation
Educational Network (OPEN) project, which provides a proactive approach to assessing
General Plans and the planning process throughout Santa Barbara County. The purpose
of the OPEN project is to engage all interested sectors of our communities in a dialog
about developing policies and programs to protect agricultural and open space lands and
the urban-rural interface.

In addition to assessing policies and related ordinances as well as local efforts that
seek to protect agricullural resources, part of the project’s purpose is to review the
policies of other jurisdictions and their respective approaches to OPEN issues. This
approach includes a comprehensive analysis of policy tools used in other areas that
support the preservation of rural lands and agricultural operations, open space, and the
urban-rural boundary. This analysis can be incorporated into ongoing planning
processes, such as during GP and other local policy updates. For example, other
jurisdictions have successfully included agricultural buffer zones in areas where more
urbanized uses have the potential to threaten the future viability of agriculture.

The City of Lompoc’s Phase I GP update has the potential to affect lands in active
agricultural production, for example unincorporated areas of the County that would likely
be annexed to the City under the Land Use Element update’s Specific Plan for Bailey
Avenue. Proposed land use changes under the GP buildout scenario within the City’s
boundaries would also potentially affect agricultural areas outside of the City’s existing
GP area, and could present conflicts with these agricultural properties if not carefully

906 GARDEN STREET, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
www.cdenet.org
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
Page 2 of 22

planned to address the need for buffer zones and transition areas between active
agriculture and more urbanized uses.

There are numerous planning mechanisms and policy tools available to protect
agriculture in Santa Barbara County and in the Lompoc Valley that have not yet been
identified in the City’s GP update. Ideally, the updated GP Land Use Element should
assist the City in providing the setting needed {o retain long-term agricultural uses outside
of City boundaries (by reducing agricultural/urban conflicts via buffer zones and
carefully planned transition zones such as greenbelts). The Land Use Element should
also provide guidance to planners to address the conversion of agricultural properties into
more urban uses for already-annexed and planned annexation areas of the City . The
interim uses of these properties as active agricultural land should be addressed in either
the Land Use Element or in an interim Agricultural Element.

This letter focuses on a wide range of issues related to the long-term planning
goals for the City of Lompoc, including:

e Suggestions for additions to the GP that address the need to confine growth within
the City’s boundaries. Growth of the City near its boundaries should not conflict
with uses outside of its boundaries (¢.g., agriculture).

o The need for the City to plan for interim agricultural uses within City’s
boundaries prior to buildout of proposed Land Uses in the GP.

» The need to update all related elements of the GP together.

¢ Recommendations for strengthening specitic policies in the current draft Land
Use Element to help protect agricultural lands and more urbanized uses from
potential conflicts, and to preserve the Urban Limit Line of the City.

¢ The need to carefully consider the impacts of particular implementation measures
contained in the Land Use Element of the GP with regard to their potential to
permanently convert agricultural lands into urbanized uses.

Project Background:

The City of Lompoc is currently in the process of updating its General Plan
including current Sphere of Influence (SOT) and potential annexation areas that may
ultimately be included in the City’s planning authority. The 2030 General Plan Update is
being completed in two phases. The Housing, L.and Use, and Circulation Element updates
and associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR) have been completed as Phase 1. The
Conservation, Open Space, Noise, Safety, Parks and Recreation, Urban Design, and
Public Services Elements and associated Supplemental EIR will be completed as Phase 2.

906 GARDEN STREIT, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
www.edenet.org
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
Page 3 of 22

Discussion and Recommendations:

1. The GP must address the need to confine growth within City limits and conduct
growth on its boundaries such that it does not conflict with uses outside of its boundaries

(e.g.. agriculture).

Perhaps the single most important consideration for any City is how it guides
and confines growth within its urban limit line and City boundary to prevent urban
sprawl. While the current Land Use Element for the City does define an urban limit line,
there is potential for this boundary line to move outward in the future and eventually
consume prime agricultural lands that exist around the City boundary in unincorporated
areas of Santa Barbara County. The preservation of agricultural land is at a crossroads in
the State of California (particularly in south-central, central and northern California) due
to land values and development pressures, and Cities must consider the effects of their
growth on agricultural lands outside of their boundaries.

SB375, a newly approved law, aims to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
by discouraging sprawl development and dependence on car travel. SB 375 helps
implement AB 32's GHG reduction goals by integrating land use, regional transportation
and housing planning. SB 375 requires each metropolitan region to adopt a "sustainable
community strategy” (SCS) in its regional transportation plans to encourage compact
development that aligns with regional GHG emissions reduction targets set by the
California Air Resources Board (ARB). SB 375 requires that ARB certify that the SCS
will reach these targets by decreasing GHG emissions from automobiles and light trucks.
Projects consistent with a SCS qualify for relief from some California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, which will reduce project costs, processing time and
legal risks. This law should be carefully considered to avoid urban sprawl in the City.

Other planning jurisdictions are implementing successful policies and associated
ordinances that preserve agricultural land. These are described in detail in various
portions of this letter. These policies and ordinances provide examples of the types of
proactive planning approaches that can be incorporated into the GP update for the City of
l.ompoc.

Policies and associated development standards addressing the appropriate division
and buffer of rural land uses from urban influences should be included in the GP’s [Land
Use Element in order to achieve the long-term protection of the urban growth boundary
and the agricultural lands located outside of the City’s boundaries. Currently, proposed
policies do not adequately protect agricultural lands from the conflicts that are often
associated with more urbanized development and the buildout of several properties that
exist either near or outside of the urban boundary lines. An important example of this is
the currently-proposed Specific Plan for Bailey Avenue, which would permanently
convert approximately 270 acres of prime agricultural land currently in active agricultural
use.

906 GARDEN STRERT, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
www.edenet.org
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
Page 4 of 22

Although the Specific Plan site is currently not within the City’s Sphere of
Influence (SOI), the Bailey Avenue Specific Plan is located within the City’s urban limit
line and is designated in the City’s approved Land Use Element as VL.DR, or Very Low
Density Residential Development and LDR, Low Density Residential. However, it is still
within the County’s unincorporated area and is zoned for agricultural uses ranging from
AG-11-100 to AG-40. The Specific Plan area has been historically used for agricultural
purposes, primarily as irrigated croplands (row crop and flower seed production). Flower
seeds are produced on the southern most portion of the site and row crops like lettuce,
celery, broccoli, and cauliflower are produced on the remainder of the Specific Plan area.
The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Survey of Northern Santa
Barbara Area, California (July 1972) states that the soil types (i.e., Mocho loam and
Mocho silty clay loam) on the portions of the Specific Plan area proposed for
development are considered Class [ Prime Soils (Rincon Consultants, 2008).

The proposed land uses in the Specific Plan for this area are much more intense
than what was originally specified in the current Land Use Element. Buffering this level
of intense land use from agricultural uses outside of the urban limit line and vice-versa
should be given careful consideration. The Specific Plan’s preliminary proposed
residential and commercial land uses are not consistent with the County zoning.
Removing prime soils from agricultural production would conflict with County policies
set forth in the Comprehensive Plan’s Agriculture Element (Rincon Consultants, 2008).

If this proposed annexation area is approved in the future by LAFCO and
annexed into the City, intensified development could occur that would likely create
increased conflicts between agricultural operations and residential use. The operations
may create an annoyance from the noise, smell, dust, and chemical applications that may
occur on the agricultural lands. An important consideration for these lands (particularly
given the likelihood of annexation and development) is the need to carefully plan for the
types of uses that would be allowed within the proposed 200 foot buffer zone on the
western portion of the property (that which abuts the agricultural land).

Urban growth boundaries do not, by themselves, protect agriculture, and the
buildout of several of the City’s properties currently zoned for intense uses inside the
urban boundary would increase potential conflicts with larger agricultural parcels outside
of the City. Addressing what can and cannot be placed in buffer zones near existing
agricultural uses is an important consideration, as well as how these buffers are
maintained and managed. This can be achieved though the development of clear policy
language for these required buffers. If farmland conversion and/or higher intensity
development occurs in or near existing agricultural operations, it is critical to ensure that
nearby agriculture is protected from a “domino” development effect through use of
carefully executed and planned buffer zones.

Buffer Zones

906 GARDEN STREET, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101  (805) 963-1622
www.edenet.org
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
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Other planning jurisdictions in California have developed very specific
requirements to address the need for buffer zones between more urbanized development
and agricultural land uses. For example, the City of Davis’ Right to Farm (RTF)
Ordinance addresses the need for carefully planned buffer zones for agricultural lands. In
order to reduce impacts from increased development as proposed by the GP,
incorporation of some version of this type of language into the Land Use Element for the
City should be considered. The full text of this RTF example is provided in Exhibit 1, and
the major highlights of this ordinance include:

*A requirement that minimum [50 foot buffer areas are supplied by the
encroaching development (comprised of a 50 foot wide agricultural transition area
contiguous to a one hundred foot wide agricultural buffer).

*Specific and detailed definitions defining what can and cannot be contained
within the buffer zone.

*Requirement that the buffer zone be dedicated in fee title or by easement to the
County.

*Requirement that a maintenance plan for the buffer is prepared and approved.

The City should also incorporate policies (as provided in the City of Davis
example) requiring buffers to be the financial responsibility of the encroaching party,
which generally is the urban developer. Buffer requirements must allow for site-specific
buffer solutions under special circumstances. Policies in the Land Use Element should
require that when discretionary projects are proposed next to agriculturally-zoned land
(even if the agricultural land is outside of the City’s boundaries), permanent on-site
buffers must be incorporated into the project design to minimize impacts on adjacent
agricultural operations. The encroaching project must also provide plantings (or other
buffers deemed appropriate for the site) and maintain the appropriate vegetative shelter-
belt and/or buy buffer rights from the adjacent farmer (if applicable). City planners
should have a set of specific guidelines (in the form of development standards to support
agricultural protection policies in the Land Use Element of the GP) that provide
recommendations for site-specific buffer solutions appropriate to meet safety and
operational requirements. Species of plants used, prevailing wind directions, elevations,
method of application, etc., all affect the design of successful buffers. These guidelines
should be developed during the GP update.

The City of Lompoc has already heard from concerned landowners in residential
areas regarding pesticide drift and other agricultural disturbances created from siting new
urban uses next to active agriculture. Since the City of Lompoc is known for strong wind
patterns, the concern with pesticide drift is an issue that must be directly addressed in
buffer zone language. Wind patterns should be assessed and appropriate buffers designed
on a case-by-case basis to address this problem. Where the prevailing NW wind patterns
in the City are shown to create a potential hazard, buffer zones should be large, and
separations in the form of tangible barriers, such as windrows or walls, should be
required.

906 GARDEN STRERT, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (803) 963-1622
www.edcnet.org
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
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An action item should also be included in the Land Use Element to establish,
maintain and properly fund programs that educate the public about right-to-farm laws,
legal farming practices and other issues pertinent to the rural-urban interface.

Greenbelt Resolution

The Bailey Avenue Specific Plan would permanently convert prime agricultural
land into urbanized uses, and potentially create a precedent for additional agricultural
lands to be annexed into the City. The OPEN project team does not believe that
annexation of the Bailey Avenue Specific Plan arca is appropriate. However, if the
annexation request does move forward through the LAFCO and Santa Barbara County
approval process, planning tools are available to help preserve the urban growth
boundary of the City. Other nearby jurisdictions, such as the City of Santa Maria (SM)
and the City of Guadalupe, have entered into resolutions to ensure that greenbelts are
created around the perimeter of (and/or adjacent to) proposed annexation areas in
exchange for the loss of agricultural lands. In essence, these types of “greenbelt
agreements” can serve to ensure that the urban growth planned for the City does not
expand into adjacent rural areas.

The City of Lompoc should consider creating a greenbelt resolution similar to that
prepared for the City of SM, where the City agreed not to expand urban uses outside of
certain areas proposed for annexation. A copy of this resolution as well as another
prepared for the City of Guadalupe is provided as an example for the City’s consideration
as Exhibit 2. If crafted for the City of Lompoc, the greenbelt resolution should be very
specific about what can and cannot go into greenbelt arcas. For example, greenbelts
should not allow for increased development above that allowed under the current zoning.
Any greenbelt resolution adopted by the City must be permanent and enforceable.

Since the proposed annexation of the Bailey avenue property would require
approvals from LAFCO and the buy-in of Santa Barbara County to effect the Specific
Plan proposal, a proactive measure in the form of a greenbelt resolution would provide
assurances to responsible parties that if this annexation is approved, it would not set a bad
precedent for the expansion of urban growth outside of the City limits into prime
agricultural lands. LAFCO has agricultural protection and annexation/SOl policies that it
must adhere to, and such a greenbelt resolution would likely assist LAFCO in making
necessary findings and would also provide assurances to the County that it would not lose
additional agricultural lands to future development for this area when the GP is revisited
or revised in the future in response to additional annexation requests.

For example, LAFCO policies encourage the conservation of prime agricultural
lands and open space areas, and discourage proposals which would conflict with the goals
of maintaining the physical and economic integrity of open space lands, agricultural
lands, or agricultural preserve areas in open space uses, as indicated on the city or county
general plan. LAFCO policies require that development shall be guided towards areas
containing nonprime agricultural lands, but the proposed annexation area contains prime

906 GARDEN STREET, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
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October 17, 2008, City of Lompoc GP Update and EIR Scoping
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soils, as described above. LAFCO policies also require that the loss of any prime
agricultural soils should be balanced against other LAFCO policies and a LAFCO goal of
conserving such lands. The Specific Plan proposal is currently inconsistent with the City
of Lompoc’s adopted SOI and would also conflict with agricultural protection policies in
the Agricultural Element of the County’s GP, and these inconsistencies are considered
“factors unfavorable to approval” in LAFCO policies. LAFCO must adopt findings
relative to its decision to annex land into the City. Further, LAFCO must give special
considerations in SOI designations for areas with agricultural resources and support
facilities. High value agriculture areas, including arcas of established crop production,
with soils of high agricultural capability, should be maintained in agriculture and in
general should not be included in an urban service sphere of influence according to
LAFCO policies (http://www.sblafco.org/policies.html). For these reasons, if the Bailey
Avenue Specific Plan is annexed, the City should adopt a greenbelt resolution.

2. All phases of the General Plan update should be completed together in the EIR and

CEQA process, since they are directly related.

As proposed by the City, the draft Housing, Land Use, and Circulation Element
updates and associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be completed as Phase 1
of the General Plan Update. The Conservation, Open Space, Noise, Safety, Parks and
Recreation, Urban Design, and Public Services Elements and associated Supplemental
EIR will be completed as Phase 2. As the Draft Land Use Element states:

All elements of the General Plan have equal legal status. Because no element is
legally subordinate to another, the General Plan must resolve potential conflicts
between or among the elements through clear language and policy consistency.
All General Plan elements must be consistent with one other. Any individual
provision of the General Plan should not require the City to take an action
prohibited by another General Plan provision. In addition, the assumptions and
vision used to create individual portions of the General Plan need to be uniform
and consistent. Because General Plan text and diagrams are both integral parts of
the General Plan, they must be consistent with each another. Thus, the diagrams
of the General Plan are intended to be a graphic reflection of the General Plan
text. Although the General Plan must be internally consistent, it is important to
recognize that community objectives are sometimes inherently in conflict.
Therefore, blind pursuit of one objective may, in some cases, inhibit the
achievement of other community objectives. Thus, when implementing the
General Plan, decision-makers must strike a balance between competing
objectives, recognizing that all objectives cannot be fully implemented all the
time (emphasis added).

Table 1-1 in the draft Land Use Element shows the elements’ policy issues which
overlap for the following issues:

2906 GARDEN STREET, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
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As this table shows, several of the proposed changes in the Land Use Element
overlap with issues that will be considered in the Conservation and Open Space
Elements. Since the Conservation and Open Space Elements address agriculture,
biological resources, and conservation issues by including physical protection policies for
important areas within the City, they must be considered together with the proposed
physical development of the Land Use Element. It is not appropriate to approve the Land
Use Element and its guidance for on-the-ground development without having access to
data, policies and information that will be contained in the Open Space and Conservation
Elements. Rather than allowing the physical limitations of the land (e.g., sensitive
biological resources, agricultural lands, open space areas, and other conservation issues)
to guide what can be proposed for a certain area, the l.and Use element will be approved
in a “vacuum”, and the Open Space and Conservation elements policies will reacr to the
proposed land use scenario in the Land Use Element instead of proactively guiding what
development is appropriate for various areas of the City. Since the General Plan was
updated fairly recently, it would be more appropriate to prepare all of the State-required
elements together rather than “piecemealing” them in a sequence that is inefficient and
may result in potential conflicts or inconsistencies. Regardless of the need to update the
Housing element, it is inappropriate to phase these related elements.

3. Specific Policies in the current draft Land Use Element should be revisited and
strengthened to protect agricultural lands and more urbanized uses from potential
conflicts and to preserve the Urban Limit Line of the City.

The tfollowing proposed Land Use policies in the Land Use Element should be
further revised to allow for specific development standards and implementation policies
906 GARDEN STREET, SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 (805) 963-1622
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for agricultural land and urban limit line boundary protection. Proposed Policies 1.2, 1.3
and 1.4 currently read:

Policy 1.2 The City shall maintain a compact urban form by delineating an Urban
Limit Line which establishes the ultimate edge of urban development within the
City.

Policy 1.3 The City shall encourage development of under-developed and vacant
land within its boundaries; and shall oppose urbanization of agricultural lands east
of the City and west of Bailey Avenue.

Policy 1.4 The City shall encourage Santa Barbara County and the Local Agency
Formation Commission to plan urbanization within municipalities in order to
protect prime agricultural land outside the Urban Limit Line and to efficiently
utilize public infrastructure.

Methods for ensuring that the urbanization of agricultural lands does not occur
outside of the Urban Limit Line (as required by the above policies) could be significantly
strengthened by requiring a greenbelt resolution, as discussed in Item 1 above (see
Exhibit 2 for example language). It is imperative that the City (together with the County)
consider the alternative policy tools and options to help protect agricultural lands that
surround the city from further conversion and urbanization by restricting future
expansion of the Urban Limit Line, particularly if the Bailey Avenue Specific Plan is
approved and moves forward in the future.

The Land Use Element states that the Urban Limit Line defines the ultimate edge
of urban development within the City of Lompoc in order to: protect the natural features,
scenic hillsides, and agricultural economy of the community; protect the health, safety,
and welfare of community residents by directing development away from areas with
hazards; and ensure that delivery of public services is provided in an efficient and cost-
effective manner (emphasis added). The Land Use Element’s Urban Limit Line
definition states:

Areas inside the Urban Limit Line are suitable for the development of residential,
commercial, industrial, mixed-use, and community facility land uses. Open space
and recreational activities are suitable uses inside and outside of the Urban Limit
Line. Agricultural activities are permifted inside the Urban Limit Line as an
interim use, pending urbanization. Long-term agricultural activities shall be
outside of the Urban Limit Line. Urban development inside and adjacent to the
Urban Limit Line shall be designed to incorporate buffer areas with trails or
design features which serve to demarcate the urban edge of the community. Buffer
areas should be at least 200 feet wide (emphasis added).

It should be noted that this definition assumes that “agricultural activities are
permitted inside the Urban Limit Line as an interim use, pending urbanization”. Hence,
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interim agricultural Land Use policies should be included in the Land Use Element to
address these uses prior to their urbanization, as suggested in Item 2.

Additional policies that could be strengthened with regard to the protection of
agricultural lands from conflicts with residential neighborhoods and vice-versa include
the following:

Policy 2.2 The City shall protect residential neighborhoods from encroachment by
adverse or incompatible non-residential uses (e.g. intensive agriculture or
industry) and impacts associated with those nonresidential uses, including impacts
to neighborhood character.

Policy 5.2 The City shall protect prime agricultural lands east of the City and west
of Bailey Avenue.

Policy 5.3 To help preserve agriculture on a regional basis, the City shall
encourage Santa Barbara County to protect the most productive agricultural soils
(Class 1 & 2) in the Lompoc Valley and surrounding areas.

Policy 7.6 The City shall require provision of permanent buffer areas as part of
new residential development adjacent to areas designated for agriculture. Such
buffer areas are intended to provide a separation of uses and limit interference
with agricultural activities while still providing for public safety.

Policy 2.2 states that the City shall protect residential neighborhoods from
encroachment by adverse or incompatible non-residential uses. Policies 5.2 and 5.3 speak
to the need to preserve agricultural uses outside of the City’s boundaries. Policy 7.6
addresses the need to protect agriculture from the encroachment of these types of uses.

Although the Land Use Element’s definition of the Urban Limit Line suggests a
minimum 200 foot buffer on areas abutting it, more specificity on what can and cannot be
placed in these buffers and permanent management of the buffers must be added as
development standards to these policies. The above-noted policies highlight the need to
carefully define how to use buffer zones as transitional areas. These policies should also
include specific buffer requirements (a minimum of 200 feet) that define how buffers
shall be utilized for all discretionary development projects with the potential to encroach
into the vicinity of agricultural uses on or outside the Urban Limit Line. As described
above in Item 1 and in Exhibit 1, provisions should be included to require any
encroaching discretionary development to supply minimum buffer zones. An example of
a dispute resolution procedure in the event of conflicts between these uses has also been
provided in Exhibit 1, and could be considered for incorporation into the City’s Land Use
Element.

Furthermore, the EIR should provide a thorough analysis on the potential buildout
of the GP and how it would potentially affect agricultural land conversion and conflicts,
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the Urban Limit Line, and open space in the City. The EIR should also address the
associated mitigation measures for these issues and clearly identify them as items that
must be addressed in the Phase [I Conservation and Open Space elements of the GP.

The following proposed Policy addresses the need for the City to maintain
groundwater recharge and potentially “incompatible” uses:

Policy 5.1 The City shall maintain Open Space designations for areas used for the
preservation of scenic beauty, natural resources, or outdoor recreation; or the
managed production of resources, including groundwater recharge; or the
protection of public health & safety. Groundwater recharge areas shall be
protected from incompatible uses that would substantially inhibit aquifer recharge
or degrade groundwater quality.

It is critical that the EIR for the GP update include an analysis of a potential
groundwater overdraft situation and the impacts it would have on agricultural uses. An
analysis of the potential conflicts and competition with water use associated with the
future buildout of the GP (urbanized uses such as commercial and residential) should also
be included.

4. Certain implementation measures contained in the Land Use Element of the GP
should be carefully considered with regard to their potential to permanently convert
agricultural lands into urbanized uses.

Several measures in the Land Use Plan have the potential to permanently convert
agricultural and/or open space lands into urban uses. For example, Measure 26 requires
the completion of an annexation study to identify potential lands for additional future
industrial and manufacturing uses. The parameters of this implementation measure
should be clearly defined in the Land Use Element, and the study should be required to
specifically avoid the inclusion of the following land uses as potential annexation areas:

o Agricultural areas, particularly those in active agriculture with prime soils;

o Open space areas that serve as groundwater recharge or habitat areas; and

e Areas that have been determined important transition zones between open space,
agriculture, and more urbanized uses within the City limits in the Phase 11 open
space or conservation elements.

Further, this annexation study should be completed prior to updating the GP, since
there is potential for environmental impacts from proposed annexations.

Measure 4 encourages the City to work with Federal, state, and regional agencies
to widen Robinson Bridge on Highway 246. There is great potential for this project to
impact and permanently convert agricultural lands, and this impact should therefore be
analyzed extensively in the EIR.
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V. Economic Impact after Completion

1.) Permanent jobs created by the commercial element of the
Bailey Avenue project:

e The Commercial portion of the Bailey Avenue project has the
potential of creating an estimated 480 permanent jobs.

e This number is based upon the commercial square footage and the
Rutgers University industry study that revealed the estimated number
of jobs by square footage, according to the commercial category.

Permanent Jobs Created by Bailey Avenue Commercial (228,690 sq ft)*

Commercial # of Jobs per 1,000 Sq Projected Sq Total Number of Jobs
Category Ft.** L Sl Created

Retail 1.0-20=15 160,083 240
Office 3.0-4.0=35 45,738 160
Eating/Drinking 3.0-4.0=35 22,869 80

Total # of Jobs = 480
The Commercial portion of Bailey Avenue will create 480 Permanent Jobs

* Source: City of Lompoc Environmental Impact

report

** Source: Rutgers University Study on Estimating Employment

** Square Footage based upon reasonable use breakdown of 80% retail, 20% Office and 10% Eating

e The Bailey Avenue project will therefore create permanent jobs with
ongoing economic development benefit to the City of Lompoc and the
community.
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2.) Retail Sales by the people living in the Bailey Avenue area

e According to data provided in the 2010 California Retail
Summary, and based upon 1,700 households, the people who
live in Bailey Avenue would have contributed $30,067,900 in
retail sales to the Lompoc economy.

e That additional sales revenue is an increase of 10.4% in retail
sales over what the city did in 2009.

Lompoc Retail Sales with Bailey Avenue Households Included

Lompoc Retail Sales 2009 * $288,134,000
Bailey Avenue Purchases from Households ** $30,067,900
Total Retail Sales with Bailey Avenue included $318,201,900

10.4% Increase
Bailey Avenue Households would increase Retail Sales in Lompoc by 10.4%

* Source: California Retail Survey and sales per household
** Based upon 1,700 households
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3.) Retail Sales Details:

Using current Lompoc demographics as a template, and using existing data
from the 2010 California retail Survey, you can see how each category of
retail sales is affected.

Retail Sales Generated from Bailey Avenue

Households

Lompoc Sales Per # of Bailey Ave. Retail Sales from Bailey
Retail Sector Household 2009* Households** Ave Households
Apparel $308 x 1700 households $523,600
General
Merchandise $4,235 x 1700 households $7,199,500
Grocery $2,428 x 1700 households $4,127,600
Restaurant &
Bar $2,606 x 1700 households $4,430,200
Furniture &
Appliances $253  x 1700 households $430,100
Building
Material $1,927  x 1700 households $3,275,900
Auto $3,167  x 1700 households $5,383,900
Service
Station $2,763 x 1700 households $4,697,100

$30,067,900
Retail Sales Contribution to Lompoc’s Economy = $30 Million
Dollars

* Source: 2010 California Retail Survey
** Number of Households Bailey Avenue Project
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4,) Sales Tax Revenue

° Bailey Avenue households would contribute $2,360,941 in annual
sales tax revenue, based upon over $30 million dollars in retail
sales.

Sales Tax Revenue from Bailey Avenue Households

Retail sales from Bailey Avenue Households $30,067,900
Sales Tax % 8.75%
Total Sales Tax generated from Bailey Avenue Households $2,630,941

5.) Vehicle License Fees

o Bailey Avenue Households would contribute $336,838 in Vehicle
License Fee revenue for the City of Lompoc (based upon 2009

figures).
Vehicle License Fee Contribution by Bailey Avenue
Households
VLF Totals # of households VLF per Household
City of Lompoc $2,982,101 15,050 $198.14
Bailey Avenue $336,838 1,700 $198.14
City + Bailey Ave $3,318,939
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6.) Property Tax Revenue

Assuming the Bailey Project were completed, and using current

property values derived from Real Estate sources, the Bailey

Avenue project would contribute a substantial amount in property

taxes:

e $5,111,868 = the amount of annual estimated Property Taxes
contributed by Bailey Avenue Properties.

e $521,410 = the amount of annual Property Taxes revenue the City of

Lompoc would receive from Bailey Avenue Properties

o $2,356,571 = the amount of annual Property Taxes revenue Lompoc

School Systems would receive.

Estimated Property Tax Revenues:

Estimated Property Tax Revenue from Bailey Avenue

Property tax Breakdown* based on 1% of $511,186,800 = $5,111,868

County General Fund = 26.6% $1,359,756
Dependant Special Districts = 6.6% $337,383
Incorporated Cities (Lompoc) = 10.2% $521,410
Redevelopment Agencies = 5.9% $301,600
Independent Special Districts = 4.7% $240,257
School Districts = 46.1% $2,356,571

Lompoc would receive $521,410 in Property Tax Revenue from Bailey Avenue
properties

Lompoc School Districts would receive $2,356,571 from Bailey Avenue Properties

* Source= County of Santa Barbara Assessors Office
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Estimated Bailey Avenue Property

Values

Average Cost June
2010*

Estimated property
values

Low High
Density Med Density Density Mixed Use

$300,000 $275,000 $250,000 250,000
x 148 X1139 X334 X79

$44,400,000 $313,225,000 $83,500,000 $19,750,000

Commercial
220 sq ft
x228,690

Estimated
Property Value

50,311,800 $511,186,800

How Property Taxes are Distributed

County General Fund

Incorporated Cities

School Districts

Dependent Special Districts

Redevelopment Agencies
Independent Special Districts

Source: Santa Barbara County Assessor’s Office

26.60%
6.50%
10.20%
5.90%
4.70%
46.10%
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VI. Long Term Economic Benefits

1.) Sales Tax Contributions over 5 years:

e Over a period of 5 years, Bailey Avenue residents will have
contributed over $13 million dollars in additional sales tax
revenue:  $2,630,941 x 5=$13,154.705

2.) Vehicle Registration Fee contributions over 5 years:

e Opver a period of 5 years, Bailey Avenue households will have
contributed in Vehicle License Fee revenue:

$336,838 x 5 =§$1,684.190

3.) Property Tax Contributions over 5 years:

o Over a period of 5 years, Bailey Avenue residents will have
directly contributed over $25 million dollars in annual Property
Taxes:

$5,111,868 x 5 = $25,559,340

e Opver a period of 5 years, Bailey Avenue properties will have
contributed more than $17 million dollars to local school
districts:

$2,356,571 x 5 =$11,782,855

e Over a period of 5 years, Bailey Avenue properties will have
contributed over $2.5 million dollars to the City of Lompoc’s
general fund:

$521,410x 5 =$2.607,050
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4.) Jobs Created from the Bailey Avenue Project, through construction and
development, and when completed:

e Bailey Avenue Project will have contributed the equivalent of
1,787 construction jobs

e 5.116 Multiplier Effect jobs

e 480 permanent positions working in the commercial shops

o All totaled: the Bailey Avenue Project has the potential of
creating 7,383 jobs during construction and after completion.

As shown, the Bailey Avenue Project will provide significant
long-term economic benefit for the City of Lompoc and its
residents.
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VIL Property Owners Fees and Public Safety

To maintain the Bailey Avenue area and to help provide essential services to
the residents who live there, it makes sense to consider a Property Owners
Fee.

1.) Fees:

A $125 per month Property Owners Fee would provide revenue from the
property owners of Bailey Avenue to provide for maintenance, services, and
public safety requirements.

e 148 LDRunitsx 125= $ 14,800 per month
1,139 MDR units x 125 = $142,375 per month

$160,875 per month

o The Property Owners Fee schedule will bring in almost
$2 million in annual revenue:
$160,875 x 12 = $1.930.500 annually

¢ Increasing or decreasing the fee, would give the appropriate
amount necessary to help support essential services such as
police and fire.

2.) Fire Department & Police Department Considerations

The cost of a new fire station is estimated at 3-4 million dollars, much of
which can be offset by state grants and funding.

¢ Bailey Avenue will be providing the City of Lompoc impact
fees and developer fees for infrastructure and services,
including public safety. The first two phases alone will
contribute over $9 million dollars.

e Over the length of the project, Bailey Avenue will have

contributed over $26 million dollars in impact fees and
developer fees.
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e With over $26 million dollars in developer fees from Bailey
Avenue, a portion of that can go toward building a fire
station along with other public safety requirements.

The cost of six additional firefighters, according to the Fire Department’s
budget is $1,175,040. The cost of adding three police officers is $605,403
based upon the Police Department budget that specifies $1,009,005 for five
officers. The total cost of adding 6 firefighters and 3 police officers is
$1.780.443.

e Property Owner Fees based upon the above criteria would
provide about $1,930,500 annually, more than enough to help

pay for public safety.

Property Owners Fees and Public
Safety

Property Owners Fees (annual) $1,930,500
Total Cost of Police & Fire $1,780,443
Remaining Revenue $ 150,057
Cost of 6 Firefighters $1,175,040
Cost of 3 Police Officers $605,403
Total Cost for Fire & Police $1,780,443

e The cost of adding up to 6 firefighters and 5 police officers
is $1,780,443, and could be subsidized by Bailey Avenue’s
Property Owners Fees that would generate $1,930,500
annually.

¢ Also worth mentioning are the other standard tax and revenue
contributions to the City of Lompoc by Bailey Avenue
residents, including sales tax, property tax, Vehicle License
Fees, etc, that could help pay for public safety.
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VIII. Conclusion

All of the economic figures in this Economic Impact Report
point to the value of this project. The Bailey Avenue Project
would provide a tremendous economic boost to Lompoc’s
economy, both in the short term and the long term.
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IX. Appendix

Sources:

Bailey Avenue Combined Specific Plan
Bailey Avenue Specific Plan EIR
City of Lompoc Biennial Budget —
Fiscal Years 2009-2011
City of Lompoc Sales Tax Update
City of Lompoc Fee Schedule
Lompoc Valley Association of Realtors
County of Santa Barbara Budget
County of Santa Barbara Property Tax Highlights
July 1, 2009-June 30, 2010
County of Santa Barbara Assessors Office
County of Santa Barbara Sales Tax Distribution Highlights
University of California Santa Barbara Economic Forecast Project
North Santa Barbara County Real Estate and Economic outlook
North Santa Barbara County Economic Forecast
State of California Bureau of Labor Statistics
California Economic Strategy Panel 2009
State of California Vehicle License Fee Highlights
California Retail Survey — 2010 edition
Rutgers University Labor Study
Santa Maria Valley Contractors Association
Santa Maria Valley Economic Development Commission
RSMeans — Reed Construction Data

Attachments:
e Using Multipliers to Measure Economic Impacts
e Police Department Budget |
e Fire Department Budget
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Using Muitipliers to Measure Economic Impacts

Industry multipliers are valuable for measuring the broad impacts of economic
development activity. Multipliers can be used to estimate, for example, how a new
manufacturing plant can create total jobs and income that exceed the plant payroll.
Conversely, they can also be used to estimate the job and income losses occurring
throughout a community as a result of a plant closure. Multipliers provide valuable
information even when no expansions or closures occur, because the size of the

multiplier indicates the relationship of an industry to the economy.

This briefing
What is a Multiplier? paper discusses

the benefits and
A multiplier shows the additional (or indirect) change to the fimitations of
economy resulting from each change in a selected industry. For using industry
example, the direct effect employment multiplier {benchmark multipliers to
series) for the California construction industry is 2.3051. This measure

economic

means that each construction industry job supports another 1.3051
jobs statewide. A multiplier is always greater than one, because
the one represents the original level in the selected industry.

impacts. Itis a
companion to

Multipliers are available for the entire state, as shown in the g:;;‘a;:z’
. r
attached table, or for sub-state areas such as counties. provide RIMSIT
. .. Multipliers for
rd
What Affects the Size of a Multiplier? the State of
California.

Multipliers can vary widely by industry and area. Multipliers are

higher for regions with a diverse industry mix. Industries that
make extensive use of materials from within California have higher statewide
multipliers. Industries that buy most of their material from outside the state tend to
have lower multipliers. The same is true in the case of multipliers for counties or other
sub-state areas.

Multipliers tend to be higher for industries located in large urban areas, because more
of the spending by the industry stays within the area. Smaller, rural areas generally
have lower multipliers, because industries must use firms outside the area for supplies
and services. Multipliers for the entire state are larger than sub-state muitipliers,
because the initial gains (or losses) in an industry are magnified over a larger
geographic area.

Limitations of Multipliers

Multipliers do not always measure indirect economic impacts correctly. This situation is
the result of assumptions about the flow of goods and services that are made when
multipliers are developed.

The most important assumption is that trading patterns are fixed. That is, each industry
buys supplies from local and outside industries in fixed proportions, and production by
suppliers automatically changes with production in the purchasing industry. It follows
from this assumption that multipliers will estimate impacts realistically only if new firms
buy from local industries in the same proportion as existing firms in the area. Moreover,
local industries must be able to increase their production to supply the new firm. These
conditions are rarely met completely. As a result, multipliers usually overstate indirect
impacts.

California Economic Strategy Panel 2009
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Using Multipliers to Measure Economiic Impacts

Multipliers should only be applied to projects that are a genuine source of net new
economic activity in an area. Incoming firms are not always a net new source of .
economic activity, because they can take business away from existing firms. New retail
or entertainment developments create indirect economic impacts only if they capture
spending that formerly left the area, or if they attract new spending from outside the
area. Multipliers should be used with particular caution in two cases: industries
processing local materials and plant closures.

Industries Processing Local Materials: There is not always a fixed relationship
between production and processing industries. For example, if a new food processing
plant opens, agricultural production may not be able to automatically increase to supply
the plant. Similarly, farm production does not always fall when a food processing plant
- closes. Previously processed fruits and vegetables may be purchased as fresh products
by consumers. Due to the often-varying refationship between industries, the indirect
economic impacts indicated by multipliers may not occur.

Plant Closures: Multipliers usually overstate the impact of plant closures. The
assumption of fixed trading patterns implies that suppliers always cut production and
layoff workers in direct proportion to their loss.in sales to the closed plant. In reality,
businesses are always adapting to changing economic conditions. Suppliers may find
new markets, or growth within an area may create new opportunities for suppliers. As a
result, a multiplier may provide the upper limit on indirect impacts, rather than a
reasonable estimate of the impacts.

The Multipliers

The following tables contain regional input-output multipliers (RIMS 1I) for California.
These multipliers were developed by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and
measure the economic impact of a change in final demand, in earnings, or in
employment on a region’s economy. RIMS II multipliers are available in two series—
one based on more recent but less detailed national annual input-output data, the other
based on more detailed but less current national benchmark input-output data.

Table 1 contains California Annual Series (2006/2006) RIMS II multipliers for

Output, Earnings, Employment, and Value Added by Industry Aggregation for 60
industry aggregations. The multipliers are based on 2006 national annual input-output
data and 2006 regional data.

Table 2 contains California Benchmark Series (1997/2006) RIMS II multipliers
for 473 detailed industries. The multipliers are based on 1997 national benchmark
input-output data and 2006 regional data.

Table 3 contains California Benchmark Series 1997/2006) RIMS I multipliers for
the same 60 aggregated industries that are provided in the annual series.

For more information on these multipliers, and a User Handbook, see
wwwe.bea.qov/bea/reaional/rims/.

California Economic Strategy Panel 2009

30

Page 306 of 394



Bailey Avenue Economic Impact Report — August 2010

RIMS 3l Multipliers (2006/2006)
Table 1 Tatal Multipliers for Output, Earnings, Employment, and Value Added by Industry Aggregation

California Annual (Type If)
Muttipticr
INDUSTRY Final Demand Direct Effect
owpetii ) oy — ) Crs—
(doliars) | (doliars) {jobs) (dotiars) | {doMars) tiobs)
3. Crop and animal production ’ 20308] 04688 17.6843 oai98| 25357 15006
2. Forcstry, fishing, ond related activities 2333] 09158 320030 90| 1786 14355
3. Ofl and gas extraction T imeos] oAres| 7089 11048| 10665 41373
4. Mining, oxcept off and gas 18706]  vares 90882 1015 1.9688 2.6668
5. Support activities for mining o 20270] 04807 2.000 10091 2.7940 24971
6. Ulaies” TTzes| emed 45950 do%me| 23950 4210
7.Construction o 24545  0.7983 10.0236| 13053] 20810 7.2257
5. Wood product manufacturing 71108] 05309 14,0009 DoaBT| 26044 24795
3. Nonmotallic minoral product menufactiiring 21841 0.5486 1.6819] 10841} 2393 28993
10, Primary metol manufacturing 18250|  0.3781 7721 07187] 24239 31ad1
1. Fabricated motal product manulacturing 2104 05501 124204]  10180] 22515 2.3757
12. Machinory manufacturing 22373 05761 11,3730 “per1] 25258 33175
3. Compuner and ic prod facturing 25177] 07433 13.0324 00| 24750 4334
12, Eloctrical equipment and appliance manufacturing Z113z] 05375 11,2838 099051 24136 27609
15. Motor vehiolu, body, Waller, and parts mamufacturing 1uBce| 04282 2.2048 0.7188] 28100 23765
16. Other transp facturing 22608  07163| 125708 11421 2072 30714
17. Furmiture and related prod 27758] 05086 15,5601 106a7] 24250 22457
18, Miscellaneous manufacturing " T2awe| 07068 1726|1185 21504 2.8276
18. Food, beverage, and product manufacturing | 24002|  0.5202]  12.3684 00765|  a7524] 40649
20, Textile and taxtila product mills N 21197| 05328 14,0549 0BBIB| 24318 2.1851
21. Apporch, leathier, and oliied product manutacturing T23088| 07331 207517 12257] 20095 18877 |
22. Papor manufoctoring 20024 DABDY 9.1912 0.8815] 25085 30463
23, Printing and refated support activities 22214| 06731 15,3056 [R2X] 20514 21787
24.F and coal prod facturing Tr300 03105 ar2e3 0S611] 26014 57377
25. Chomical manufocturing 21850 04778 8763 0.5638]  3.1683 54730
26. Plastics and rubber products manufacturing T9938|  D.4413 10.1808 asniT| 2508 25464
27. Wholesale trade o 21763]  0.0684 138116 13260 2007|2834
28, Rotail trado N 22621| DAt 2106 36|  20268| 16312
29. Al transportation 23720| 05949 126718 10630] 28z 3.0910
30. Rall transportation 20361 05124 ao7e2|  14509] 20780 3a16t
31. Water transportation h 24870] 05775 12.2706 11118| 48026 75872
32_ Truck transportation 23873| 06970 16.7928 12219 2.2745 2.2637
33 Tunuil and ground passenger transportation” 24828 ’ 08052 i 28,5060 12;531 2.07205 1.5060
34, Fipolino transportation 214374 04288 80141 0s358|  a7238 6.7385
35. Other transportafion and support activitios” 22603]  0.8569 187258 14777 17112 T
36. Warchousing and storage 22346] 08291 219881 | 14611 1.6819 16439
37. Publishing Including software 23547] 06485 13,1020 1.7959 25017 36778
38. Motion picture and sound recording industries 27083 071212 16.957 4308  2esst 3.0853
30.8 g and ey o 24053 usis 10,3668 12148 38090 54637
20. Han and dats i A 25780| 06140 wew]  13me| e 48107
21. Federal Reserve banks, credt intermediation and related o ’
servicos 10017 05165 10.1409 12m0] 20211 26741
23. Securttios, dity contracts, b 26777] 08413 16.8852 Tarf] 2433 34350
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Bailey Avenue Economic Impact Report — August 2010

POLICE

DESCRIPTION BUDGET DEPT REQ PROPOSED
2007--2009 2009--2011 2009~--2011

* SALARIES, WAGES & BENEFITS 15,117,963 14,558,462 14,584,451

* SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 1,979,829 2,184,801 2,097,273
FILE SERVER COMPUTER ‘ 38,049 ) 0
OPTICAL SCANNER 0 6,470 6,470
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT UPGRADE 0 43,698 43,608
CAMERA & PHOTO EQUIPMENT o 5,805 o
FURN~COMPUTER WRK STATION 0 17,436 0
FURNITURE 30,000 36,843 0
CREDITS-SHARED SECURITY EQUIP 0 -35,126 -38,791
POLICE-RADIO EQUIP/HAND HELD 7,046 ] 0
POLICE~POLICY/MANUAL DEVELOR 2,500 ) o
RADIO-PORTABLE 18,395 0 ]
POLICE-FORENSIC CELL TEL KIT ) 5,413 5,413
POLICE-BODY ARMOR 8,393 0 o
POLICE-TARER (S) ) 15,521 15,521
POLICE-MOBILE DATA SYSTEM 0 116,100 0
POLICE-SET TEAM EQUIP o 3,000 3,000
POLICE-DGTL VIDEO CAMERA SYS 20,600 ) ]
POLICE-MOBILE COMM VEH EQUIP o 5,387 5,387
POLICE-BLDG EXPANSION ) 435,000 0

* TOTAL CAPITAL OUTLAY 124,983 * 55,547 * 40,698 *
PARITY PAY INC POLICE 0 526,200 ]
ADD 1 JAIL SUPV 0 153,770 0
ADD § POLICE OFFICERS 0 1,009,005 0
ADD 2 coMM SVC OFFCRS 0 186,608 0
ADD 2 POLICE LIEUTENANTS 0 386,520 0
ADD 1 CRIMINALIST ) 239,018 0
POL-OSA I TO XX ) 8,112 0

* TOTAL PROGRAM CHANGES 0 * 2,509,233 * 0+

TOTAL DEPARTMENT 17,222,775 *% 19,908,043 ** 16,722,422 *¥

NET DEPARTMENT 17,222,775 ** 19,908,043 ** 16,722,422 **
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Bailey Avenue Economic Impact Report — August 2010

FIRE
DESCRIPTION BODGET DEPT REQ PROPOSED
2007--2009  2009--2011  2009--2011
* SALARTES, WAGES & BENEFITS 6,105,689 5,979,646 5,979,646
# SUPPLIES AND SERVICES 723,356 756,855 752,032
FIRE-INVESTIGATION EQUIPMENT 3,423 3,423 3,423
RADIO-BASE STATION 6,043 0 0
FIRE-BREATHING APPAR 24,436 0 0
UTILITY VEWICLE 55,757 o 0
FIRE-KME SQUAD VEHICLE o 184,791 0
& TOTAY, CAPITAL OUTLAY 89,659 + 188,214 * 3,423 *
ADD 6 FIREFIGHTERS 0 1,175,040 0
ADD 3 FIREFIGHTERS o 587,520 0
ADD 4 FIRE INTERNS 0 59,904 0
FIRE CHIEF TO.3 BLD INSPECT ) ~34,806 -34,806
* TOTAL PROGRAM CHANGES ¢ * 1,787,658 %  -34,806 ¥
TOTAL DEPARTMENT 6,018,704 %% 8,712,373 %% 6,700,295 **
NET DEPARTMENT 6,918,704 %% 8,712,373 ** 6,700,295 **
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Attachment No. 3
Planning Commission Staff Report
June 23, 2011

List of Meeting Minutes
General Plan Update — GP 07-04

03/13/08 Joint Meeting — City Council & Planning Commission GP Vision

05/20/08 City Council Meeting— Land Use Alternatives for General Plan growth

09/30/08 PC Meeting to consider Draft three (3) Elements (Land Use, Housing, and
Circulation

10/21/08 CC Meeting directed EIR to proceed

06/09/10 PC meeting to consider recommendation on FEIR & Phase 1 Elements

06/23/10 PC meeting to consider recommendation on Final EIR & Phase 1 Elements
Adopted PC Reso 677 (10) recommending certification of FEIR (EIR 09-01)

07/14/10 PC meeting to consider recommendation on Phase | Elements (GP 07-04)
Adopted PC Reso 678 (10) recommending adoption of Phase | Elements

08/11/10 PC meeting to consider recommendation on Zone Change (ZC 10-01)
Adopted PC Reso 679 (10) recommending approval of Maps

09/07/10 CC meeting to consider PC recommendations

09/13/10 CC meeting to consider PC recommendations

09/21/10 CC meeting to consider PC recommendations

10/05/10 CC meeting — reconsidered Expansion Area A — Bailey Avenue Specific Plan
(BASP) included in Urban Line Limit

10/19/10 CC meeting — certified EIR & adopted Housing Element — continued balance
of document to date uncertain

02/23/11 PC meeting — formulate request to City Council for a second review of Phase |
of the General Plan Update
04/05/11 CC meeting —
1) Rincon contract adjustment for an addendum Green House Gas section
of Adopted Final Environmental Impact Report.
2) Planning Commission requesting second review of Phase | General
Plan Update

G:\COMDEV\GENPLAN\2011.06.23 PC Meeting Attachments\No 3.doc
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Final Minutes approved 5/6/08

MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Adjourned Joint Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Planning Commission
Thursday, March 13, 2008
City Hall/100 Civic Center Plaza
Council Chambers

OPEN SESSION - 6:30 P.M.

Councilmembers Present: DeWayne Holmdahl, Ann Ruhge, Will Schuyler, Mike Siminski, and
Mayor Dick DeWees.

Staff Present: City Administrator Gary Keefe, Assistant City Administrator Laurel Barcelona,
City Clerk Donna Terrones, Assistant City Attorney Matt Granger, Community Development
Director Arleen Pelster, and Planning Manager Lucille Breese.

Planning Commissioners Present: Helen Free, Frank Hain, Judith Grames-Lyra, Robert Lingl,
and Jack Rodenhi.

Others Present: Richard Daulton, John Shoals, John Linn, Janice Keller, Barry Weaver, Kevin
Moore, Arlen Sechrest, Art Hibbits, Morgann T. Jack, Jon Picciuolo, Joyce Howerton, Carol
Nash, Al Thompson, Steve Orosz, Mary Ellen Brooks, John Lawrence, and Bess Christenson.

Mayor DeWees outlined the process for the items to be discussed, and informed the public that
other workshops would be scheduled during the next two years to review and discuss the General
Plan Update.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS: None

NEW BUSINESS:

1. The City Council and the Planning Commission will meet with Consultants and City
Staff to review the draft vision document and General Plan Phase 1 Element goals
(Circulation, Housing, Land Use) to inform residents and solicit feedback and
comments. Issues associated with the current General Plan will be reviewed and
direction will be provided.

Community Development Director Arleen Pelster introduced Richard Daulton of Rincon
Consultants, and John Shoals and Josh Cross of RRM Design Group, who presented a
PowerPoint summary of the General Plan Update process and requested input and guidance as to
potential infill areas; potential expansion/annexation areas; and components of the General Plan
Vision Statement.
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Public Comment:

1. John Linn noted that some of the attendees at the workshop were not city
residents. He asked that farming be considered when zoning areas.

2. Janice Keller stated that city residents and residents living in Mission Hills and
Vandenberg Village are all living in the same valley and should be heard by the
Council. She stated the vision of the City should be discussed prior to making a
vision statement. She commented on the in-fill description, RHNA numbers, and
spoke against the PXP proposed project.

3. Barry Weaver commented on annexation and the vision for the City. He spoke
against the closure of the Mission and is opposed to the PXP proposed project.

4, Kevin Moore commented on the proposed PXP project and noted the county
property is botanical reserve.
NEW BUSINESS: (cont’d)

Public Comment:

5. Arlen Sechrest spoke in support of the entire PXP land being annexed to the City.
He feels it would benefit the City.

6. Art Hibbits commented on the proposed PXP site and suboptimal development by
the county and stated the area is zoned agricultural. He is opposed to annexing
River Park to the City.

7. Morgan Taylor Jack commented on the proposed development of the Burton
Ranch project on the northeast side of the Wye, the new Allan Hancock College
public safety training center, and the proposed commercial project on the vacant
10-acre parcel adjacent to the Wye. She asked Council and the Planning
Commission to reconsider; expressed concern with traffic congestion, and
commented on vacant property in the City.

8. Jon Picciuolo spoke in opposition to urban sprawl and expressed concern that the
PXP project would be a liability to the City.

9. Joyce Howerton commented on the proposed PXP project and the ability to
provide public services to this area. She expressed concern with development
being proposed east of the City and suggested building up within the limits.

10.  Carol Nash spoke in opposition to the proposed PXP project and commented on
the location of the oil plant, in Mission Hills, being so close to a residential area.
She would like to see Burton Mesa preserved and see development within the
City.

11. Al Thompson encouraged Council to keep development within the City.
03/13/08 Joint Lompoc City Council /Planning Commission Minutes Page 2 of 8
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12.  Steve Orosz, representing the owner of the 10-acre property east of the Wye,
stated that the property owners would be willing to have the property zoned
commercial or residential. He stated the owner would like to see it considered
commercial and annexed to the City, but would like to be considered in the
process even if the residential option is preferred.

13. Murriel Brooks, representing the North County Land Use Committee of the
Citizens Planning Association, commented on the process of the General Plan
Update and the vision for the community.

14.  John Lawerence spoke in opposition to the proposed PXP project and the
proposed annexation of the 10-acre property at the Wye with a commercial zoning
designation. He would like to see it remain residential.

15. Bess Christenson commented on annexations, and spoke in opposition to the

proposed PXP project. She feels all members of the community should be
involved in the process.

Potential Infill/Mixed Use Development.

Councilmember Holmdahl asked staff how much available space in the City does not have a
development plan. Staff stated 120.57 acres. He commented on Urban Sprawl and the City’s
Sphere of Influence. He noted that River Park was previously considered for annexation to the
City, but when presented to LAFCO, it was suggested that the City go north. He stated the land
on the east side of the river is not prime agricultural land, but sand, and is located in a flood
zone.

Commissioner Free requested that the word “commercial” be eliminated from Area “G” since it
is not commercial. She asked staff the percentage of city growth over the last 20 years and what
will it be in the next 20 years.

Potential Infill/Mixed Use Development. (cont’d)

Councilmember Ruhge stated that the growth rate has been averaging 1% per year, with negative
growth the last couple of years.

RECESS: At 8:10 P.M., the Mayor announced a Break.
At 8:20 P.M., the meeting was reconvened with
all Councilmembers and Planning
Commissioners present.

Mayor DeWees noted successful infill projects in the City. He commented on mixed-use in the
commercial areas downtown, and stated the Old Town Specific Plan includes mixed-use. He
stated that additional properties that can be used for residential had been previously addressed.
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Community Development Director Arleen Pelster stated mixed-use has been addressed in the
Old Town Specific Plan and that it is stated a development standard issue and more specific to
zoning and development regulations. She stated it may be too early to discuss designating
additional areas for mixed-use at this stage of the process.

Infill Block Areas 1- 5.

Commissioners Lingl, Rodenhi, and Grames-Lyra agreed with studying all the proposed Infill
Block Areas.

Mayor DeWees asked Council and Planning Commission if there were any objections.

Councilmember Ruhge noted that circulation in Area 5, intersection of Central and “H”, is really
impacted.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra asked if any of the proposed areas were outdated and stated that
there are developments already in some of the areas and that all available areas should be looked
at.

Mr. Daulton clarified that part of the update is looking at the full development of every vacant
parcel in accordance with its existing zoning and general plan designation. The areas specifically
listed are to be looked at for intensification of the use and maybe try to fill in parts of the
commercial corridor and the residential as well.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra questioned if they would be reviewing the possibility of widening
“H” Street.

Mayor DeWees stated widening of “H” Street is not part of the review at this time and is
controlled by CalTrans.

Mr. Daulton stated that traffic impacts and possible solutions will be part of the environmental
review report. He noted that, when reviewing the infill parcels, one of the advantages of the
technique is that it does encourage more pedestrian, bicycle, and alternative transportation use.
While there might be a net increase in traffic, the traffic pattern on a per capita basis is
improving.

Annexation Area A: Bailey Avenue Specific Plan.

Councilmember Ruhge asked the consultants to discuss the result of annexing property. Mr.
Daulton stated annexation brings property into the City with the intent to make it an urban use
but development doesn’t always follow. She requested clarification regarding the City’s Urban
Limit Line. Mr. Daulton stated it is a City defined line that shows the area to which services
would be extended as well as the Sphere of Influence.

Commissioners Lingl and Free supported study of the Bailey Avenue Specific Plan Area.
Community Development Director Arleen Pelster stated the Bailey Avenue Specific Plan is on

the path to annexation, because an annexation application has been filed and a Specific Plan is
being prepared.
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Annexation Area A: Bailey Avenue Specific Plan. (cont’d)

Mr. Shoals advised the Council and Commissioners that discussion of the parcels for study does
not obligate the city to approve a land use alternative or annexation of a particular parcel. He
stated the consultants are only looking for direction for study.

Annexation Area B: Remaining Area West of River, Including Drive-in Parcel, River Bend
Park, and River Park.

Discussion ensued regarding the City’s Urban Limit Line and the Sphere of Influence.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra questioned the advantages of annexing Area B, and noted it should
be studied.

Mr. Daulton stated Area B follows the existing Urban Limit Line and includes at least one parcel
to the east of the entrance of River Park.

Community Development Director Arleen Pelster clarified the existing Urban Limit Line
communicates where the City would like to grow.

Commissioner Lingl agrees with having Area B studied.

Mayor DeWees would like to see the Area east of the river and River Park annexed for
recreational use.

Annexation Area C: Area North of River, South of La Purisima Road, West of H Street,
East of Rucker Road.

Mayor DeWees and Councilmember Holmdahl opposed having Area C studied, citing this area
is in the flood zone.

Councilmember Ruhge stated she would like to see La Purisima to Highway 246 widened
(Central Avenue extension) and studied.

Councilmember Siminski stated he would like to have Area C studied.
Commissioners Free, Lingl, Rodenhi, and Grames-Lyra opposed having Area C studied.

Mayor DeWees asked who would like to see Area C eliminated. It was unanimously agreed to
have Area C taken off the list.

Annexation Area D: Area East of River, West of SR 246, South of La Purisima Road.

Mayor DeWees asked whether the Council and Planning Commission would like to see Area D
eliminated. It was unanimously agreed to have Area D taken off the list.

Annexation Area E: 10-Acre Rushing/Seaman Parcel West of Sweeney Road.
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Commissioner Grames-Lyra spoke in support of studying Area E.

Mayor DeWees recommended eliminating Area E from the list; Commissioner Free supported
eliminating Area E from the list.

ACTION: Motion/Seconded: = Ruhge/Holmdahl. By a 3 to 2 vote, Council approved
study of Area E.

Roll Call:

AYES:  Councilmember(s): DeWayne Holmdahl, Ann Ruhge, and Mike
Siminski.

NOES:  Councilmember(s): Will Schuyler and Mayor Dick DeWees

Annexation Area F: Miguelito Canyon Area South of City.

Commissioner Free asked about the cost of the annexation studies. Mr. Daulton stated that all
the areas are covered within the scope of the project except the proposed PXP site.

Councilmember Schuyler and Siminski spoke in support of having Area F studied.
Annexation Area F: Miguelito Canyon Area South of City. (cont’d)

Commissioner Free asked who currently pays the cost for fire protection in Area F. City
Administrator Gary Keefe stated it is the County.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra spoke in support of Area F being studied.
Mayor DeWees opposed the study of Area F at this time.
Councilmember Holmdahl stated there are two existing lots in this area and supports the study.

ACTION: Motion/Seconded:  Holmdahl/Siminski. By a 4 to 1 vote, Council approved
study of Area F.

Roll Call:

AYES:  Councilmember(s): DeWayne Holmdahl, Ann Ruhge, Will Schuyler
and Mike Siminski.

NOES:  Councilmember(s): Mayor Dick DeWees

Annexation Area G: 10-Acre Wye Parcel at Northeast Quadrant of Harris Grade Road/La
Purisima Road.

Mayor DeWees stated he opposed study of Area G as commercial, but agrees to study the Area
as residential. He stated Mission Hills Community Services District (MHCSD) provides service
to this Area.
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Councilmember Holmdahl stated the Area is in the MHCSD’s Master Plan to service this area.
Mr. Daulton stated this Area could be studied for either commercial and residential use.
Mayor DeWees advised to move forward with the study of Area G.

Annexation Area H: PXP site North of City.

Commissioners Lingl, Free, Grames-Lyra, and Rodenhi oppose the study of Area H.

Following discussion related to potential economic benefit and the cost to study the Area, City
Administrator Gary Keefe stated that PXP has hired experienced developers to develop this
project and have hired fiscal consultants to prepare an analysis.

Councilmembers Siminski and Schuyler suggested annexation of Area H be considered.

Staff suggested the Area be evaluated in case Council decides they want to study PXP’s
proposed site at a future time.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra feels future homeowners could potentially pay for their own safety
services through HOA fees, since City services may not be able to respond in an adequate
response time.

Mayor DeWees opposed the study of the proposed PXP site.

Councilmember Ruhge opposed the study, citing there would be added congestion due to traffic
and a potential for oil contamination on the land.

Councilmember Schuyler spoke in opposition of the project, but supports a study of the Area.

Annexation Area H: PXP site North of City. (cont’d)

Councilmember Holmdahl spoke in support of Area H being studied.

Mr. Shoals advised the Council and Planning Commission that review of Area H is for direction
only and can be modified at a later date.

Mayor DeWees moved to add to the action a cost allocation of the cost for study of Area H.
Motion failed due to lack of a second.

ACTION: Motion/Seconded:  Holmdahl/Siminski. By a 3 to 2 vote, Council approved
study of Area H.

Roll Call:

AYES:  Councilmember(s): DeWayne Holmdahl, Will Schuyler, and Mike
Siminski.

NOES:  Councilmember(s): Ann Ruhge and Mayor Dick DeWees
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It was suggested by Mr. Daulton to return the General Plan Vision Statement for discussion at a
future date. Council and the Planning Commission concurred.

Mr. Shoals questioned whether Council would like additional neighborhood meetings and/or to
prepare and distribute a questionnaire to solicit public involvement with the General Plan
Update.

City Administrator Gary Keefe suggested staff come back with alternatives for additional public

participation methods.

2. General Plan Annual Report — 2007 — The Council and Commission will receive the
Annual General Plan Update.

ACTION: Motion/Seconded:  Ruhge/Holmdahl. By a unanimous vote, Council accepted
the 2007 General Plan Annual Report.

ADJOURNMENT: At 10:10 P.M. Mayor DeWees adjourned the
meeting to a Regular Lompoc  City
Council/Redevelopment Agency Meeting at 7:00
P.M. on Tuesday, March 18, 2008.

Dick DeWees, Mayor
City of Lompoc

ATTEST:

Donna N. Terrones, CMC
City Clerk
Date: April 10, 2008
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Final Minutes Approved 6/17/08

MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc City Council/
Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday, May 20, 2008
City Hall/100 Civic Center Plaza
Council Chambers

OPEN SESSION - 7:00 P.M.

Councilmembers Present: DeWayne Holmdahl, Ann Ruhge, Will Schuyler, Mike Siminski, and
Mayor Dick DeWees.

Staff Present: City Administrator Gary Keefe, Office Staff Assistant Stacey Alvarez, City
Attorney Sharon Stuart, Assistant City Administrator Laurel Barcelona, Public Works Director
Larry Bean, Assistant Public Works Director Kevin McCune, Planning Manager Lucille Breese,
Associate Planner Dinah Lockhart, Building Official/Fire Marshal Rick Curtze, Senior
Environmental Coordinator Stacy Lawson, Parks, Recreation, and Urban Forestry Director Dan
McCaffrey, Recreation Manager Mario Guerrero, and Park Maintenance Supervisor Bill Powers.

Other Participants: John Silva, Bob Campbell, Bob Lingl, Steve Petty, Cecilia Martner, Dulcie
Sinn, John Lawrence, Darrell Tullis, Steve Orosz, John Linn, Margaret Weiss, Butch Browder,
Morgann Jack, Art Hibbits, Bess Christensen, Janice Keller, Ralph Harman, Arlen Secrest, Harry
Keim, Carol Nash, Merle Manfrina, and Ray Leslie.

Burt Langdon gave the invocation and Mayor/Chair Dick DeWees led the Pledge of Allegiance.

PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 10.  City Council Review of Existing General Plan Vision Statement,
Selection of Proposed Land-Use Alternatives, and Consideration of
Additional Public Outreach Methods for the Ongoing General Plan
Update (Planning Division File No. GP 07-04).

Planning Manager Lucille Breese presented the staff report, recommendations and
noted letters received in support of the Miguelito Annexation and a letter from the
North County Land Use Committee regarding the General Plan Vision Statement.
She introduced the General Plan consultant, Mr. Richard Daulton of Rincon
Consultants. Mr. Daulton gave a PowerPoint presentation on the status of the
General Plan Update with review of the General Plan Vision Statement.

Following discussion, Council provided minor adjustments to the Vision
Statement to be reviewed at a later date.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)

Item No. 10

Public Comment:

1. Ceclia Martner commented on land use alternative plans and availability
of jobs in Lompoc.

2. Steve Petty spoke in opposition to the proposed annexation at the Wye.

3. Bob Lingl spoke in support of General Plan Alternative 3 with the
exception of the proposed Wye acreage being developed as residential.

4. Dulcie Sinn spoke on education and collaboration with other public
agencies.

5. John Lawrence spoke on growth in the city, opposition to the Bailey
Avenue Specific Plan and supports the proposed Wye acreage as
residential.

6. Darrell Tullis commented on the Vision Statement, growth in the City, and
availability of jobs.

7. Steve Orosz spoke in support of the proposed Wye project and Alternative
2A.

8. John Linn suggested a survey be sent to all city households and
commented on growth and traffic impacts in the City.

0. Ralph Harman commented on his opposition to urban sprawl and support
for in-fill.

10. Margaret Weiss commented on the General Plan Vision Statement,
annexation, and in-fill areas. She spoke in support of a commercial project
on the proposed Wye area.

11. Ray Leslie commented on growth in the City.

12.  Janice Keller commented on the General Plan Vision Statement and the
need to increase public input.

13.  Bob Campbell spoke against developing on agricultural lands.

14.  John Silva commented on annexation to the east of the City.

15. Merle Manfrina spoke against developing on agricultural land and support
for annexing Miguelito Canyon.

16. Butch Browder commented on in-fill, requested the General Plan reflect
protection for existing single family/historic homes, and public outreach.

05/20/08 Lompoc City Council /Redevelopment Agency Minutes Page 2 of 3

Page 322 of 394



PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 10

Public Comment: (cont’d)

17. Morgann Taylor Jack spoke in opposition to the proposed Wye
annexation, support of Alternative 3, and elimination of the Bailey Avenue
project.

18. Harry Keim spoke against a proposed commercial project in the Wye area.

19. Carol Nash spoke on traffic impacts, expansion, and commented on water
issues.

20.  Art Hibbits spoke against developing on agricultural land. He commented
on the Vision Statement, public input, and suggested a separate meeting
regarding agricultural issues.

Lengthy Council discussion followed regarding the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) process, the vacant land use map, City population, land use
alternatives, in-fill moderate growth with residential at the Wye, future growth in
the next 20 years, Bailey Avenue Specific Plan, proposed land use alternatives,
and encouraging public participation.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Holmdahl/Ruhge. By a 5 to O vote, the City Council agreed
to continue the existing outreach and to increase the effort to encourage public
participation.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Holmdahl/Schuyler. By a 4 to 1 vote, (Mayor DeWees voted
NO), the City Council considered Alternative 2B, excluding Sweeney Road, to
study four (4) annexation areas.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Ruhge/Holmdahl. By a 5 to 0 vote, the City Council
accepted the Vision Statement with minor changes.

ADJOURNMENT: At 11:15 P.M. Mayor DeWees adjourned the
meeting to a Workshop on The Future of Lompoc
Public Safety at 10:00 A.M. on Saturday May 31,
2008.

Dick DeWees, Mayor
City of Lompoc

ATTEST:

Donna N. Terrones, CMC
City Clerk
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

The Planning Commission will review and discuss three (3) draft Elements for the
comprehensive General Plan Update. The Elements to be considered include:

Land Use (includes the draft Land Use Element Map)
Circulation Housing

The draft Elements have been prepared to reflect the input received at a variety of
meetings since October of 2007. The Planning Commission will make a
recommendation to the City Council regarding the draft Elements.

Community Development Director Arleen Pelster provided an introduction for the meeting.
She noted that the purpose of this meeting was to obtain input from the public and the
Planning Commission on the draft General Plan Update, before work commences on the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). She noted that the General Plan Update project is on
schedule.

Richard Daulton, Rincon Consultants, provided a PowerPoint presentation regarding the
General Plan Update. Mr. Daulton noted that the proposed scheduled called for the Phase 1
final decision to be made in the Spring of 2009.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN

Public Hearing opened at 6:50 p.m.
Public Hearing closed at 7:15 p.m.

Ron Fink, resident — complimented consultants on work completed thus far. He noted that
use of consultants for this project was well worth the expense. He asked the Commission to
keep current housing issues in mind as General Plan decisions are made and that a Central
Avenue extension cost benefit analysis is a good Implementation Measure, which must be
done before the project moves forward. Mr. Fink noted that Land Use Policy 3.1 is an
essential element to improving Lompoc economy, is good policy and should be strongly
enforced by the Planning Commission and staff. He stated that Policy 3.4, pertaining to
economic development, is a solid element and good policy. Mr. Fink suggested that in Policy
3.7 and 4.6 the verbiage ‘should’ be changed to ‘shall and results in a change from
suggestive to directive. Mr. Fink discussed Circulation Element 1.2 , 3.9, and indicated that
Measure 29, regarding weight restrictions, should be retained.

Jan Keller, resident — stated that the two-phase approach makes it difficult to have an
overview of the Plan, that releasing the EIR in December is bad timing, and noted that the
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 2 of 6

Preferred Land Use Plan is not her preferred plan. Regarding the Bailey Avenue Corridor,
she stated that if the Corridor is to be included in the Plan, details regarding the buffer are
needed. She also noted that buffers were identified to be used between
commercial/industrial uses and residential uses, and that details for those buffers are also
needed. She noted that the Central Avenue extension is not in the Goals section but has an
Implementation Measure No. 35. She also noted that there are other areas in town other
than H Street and the Old Town where infill is appropriate, that it is good news that the City
has enough land to meet the RHNA numbers, that the fair-weather crossing at McLaughlin
Road should not be removed as a goal, and that she agrees with Ron Fink regarding the
need to retain the Implementation Measure regarding weight restriction enforcement on
roads.

Christina McGinnis, County resident — indicated she concurred with Jan Keller's comments
regarding phasing of the General Plan Update, and asked that the Elements be reviewed and
completed together to insure goals will not conflict.

Ralph Harman, resident — expressed concern that the Bailey Avenue extension may result in
leap frog development farther west if the area is annexed to avoid threat of litigation
associated with the existing sewer line, that the General Plan can be changed quickly, and
that Central Avenue extension is “camouflaged” in Measure A and asked the Commission to
continue to be aware of issues.

Harry Keim, resident — stated that he appreciated the outlook of the Commission, indicated
he is opposed to the Central Avenue extension, and encourages the Commission to focus use
of funds on present City amenities and facilities.

Ron Fink, resident — stated that he agreed with the General Plan presented in two phases
and that the first phase and its environmental impacts will dictate the development of phase
two.

Jan Keller, resident — asked that policies be developed to protect farmland west of Bailey
Avenue and asked the Commission to include buffer details. She also noted that the study
associated with the Central Avenue extension should be a cost/benefit study.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 3 of 6

Ms. Pelster stated that the EIR review timeframe would be expanded beyond the December
holidays. Mr. Daulton noted that the two phase approach is being utilized to meet the
Housing Element timeframe mandated by the State.

Mr. Daulton asked for clarification regarding the area to be studied for residential
development in Miguelito Canyon. There was discussion that the maps had originally shown
only the 80 acres along Miguelito Canyon Road with a development potential of
approximately 16 units and the discussion had been of a development potential of 100 plus
units which would include the 522 acres that were studied as an alternative in the 1997
General Plan. Commissioner Free asked what had been the public consensus and Mr.
Daulton indicated that there had not been a consensus. Commissioner Free asked if the
wind energy project is included in the acreage and Arleen Pelster responded that it was not.
Commissioner Grames-Lyra asked about the area’s geography and if current Miguelito
Canyon residents were agreeable to the proposed plan. Ms. Pelster stated that a number of
letters had been received by Miguelito Canyon residents supporting development, which
were provided to the Commission.  Commissioner Grames-Lyra suggested the area be
studied for development. Commissioner Rodenhi discussed Miguelito Canyon development,
and inquired of Mr. Daulton what, if any, impact would be realized on preparation of the
Circulation Element and Environmental Impact Report. Mr. Daulton responded that
analyzing the additional area would be within the scope of the existing contract and
timeframes established.

It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Grames-Lyra that
the Planning Commission recommend that the expanded 522 acre portion of Miguelito
Canyon be studied as part of the EIR. The motion passed on a 4-0-1 voice vote with
Commissioner Lingl absent.

Mr. Daulton presented the next issue addressing possible increase in density from primarily
Single Family Residential in the south side area. He indicated that there was no consensus
at previous meetings and encouraged the Commission to view the area as an entire
neighborhood. Commissioner Rodenhi stated he would oppose ambitious development and
Commissioner Grames-Lyra agreed. She noted that some areas in South G Street, South H
Street and South | Street do not have parking, driveways or garages, that density increases
in the area would be a mistake, and the City currently meets State housing requirements.
Commissioner Free also agreed and noted that study of increasing density may affect future
decisions. Ms. Pelster stated that the first General Plan workshop was specifically held at La
Purisima Church Hall in the center of the south side neighborhood. This was in December
2007 and that testimony received regarding a density change was inconclusive.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 4 of 6

Commissioner Hain recused himself from this portion of the discussion.

It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free that the
Planning Commission recommend study of increasing the density to Medium Density for the
area generally south of Ocean, east of F Street, and west of | Street. The area to be studied
would be separate from the downtown core.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra noted that this area is very limited and suggested the area be
expanded.

The motion passed on a voice vote of 2-1-1-1 with Commissioner Grames-Lyra voting no,
Commissioner Hain not participating, and Commissioner Lingl absent.

Commissioner Hain returned to the dais.

The Commission took a break at 7:43 p.m. and resumed business at 7:50 p.m.

Commissioner Rodenhi discussed the deletion of Circulation Element Measure 29, relating to
establishing and enforcing weight restrictions on City streets. Ms. Pelster stated that the
Public Works staff had reviewed the Measure and recommended deleting it since the matter
is regulated in the State Code. Commissioner Free asked if it was best to retain the Measure
in the General Plan and City Attorney Sharon Stuart stated retention of the Measure is not
necessary.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra asked what type of traffic calming techniques are proposed and
if there was a standard for bicycle lockers.

Commissioner Hain suggested that all references to the word ‘should’ be changed to ‘shall’,
commenting that ‘should’ is ambiguous and left to interpretation. Mr. Daulton stated that
some projects may require flexibility, that wording ‘shall’ may be limiting, and suggested that
evaluation be made on a case-by-case basis. Commissioner Rodenhi added that he would
prefer to see verbiage as an expression of intent rather than an expression of policy.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra discussed Land Use (LU) Policy 3.5 and 3.6 and how she agrees
with support of business in the Old Town; suggested that in LU Policy 5.4 ‘eucalyptus
groves’ are not always the best buffer; asked how LU Policy 5.2 and LU Policy 7.2 would
work together to protect agriculture; asked if there are ‘park and ride’ sites in the City as
referenced in LU Policy, and if Policy 8.11 is relevant to the document. Mr. Daulton noted
that policy statements are statements of intent. Commissioner Grames-Lyra expressed
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 5 of 6

concern with the relaxation of parking in Old Town and Measure 21 specifically outlining
wine-tasting rooms.  Ms. Breese explained that the intent is to remove restrictions on
commercial retail areas and tasting rooms.

Commissioner Free suggested two policies, 3.8 and 4.6 have verbiage change from ‘should’
to ‘shall’, agreeing with Mr. Fink. Commissioner Rodenhi agreed with a verbiage change to
Policy 3.8 but not to Policy 4.6. Commissioner Grames-Lyra concurred with Commissioner
Rodenhi.

It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Rodenhi that Policies
3.67 and 3.#8 will contain the word, ‘shall’ instead of the word ‘should’. The motion passed
on a vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.

Commissioner Grames-Lyra expressed concern with Policy 4.1, addressing narrow roadways
and hillside areas and Policy 4.3, stained concrete pedestrian crosswalks, pedestrian crossing
for Robinson bridge, and Measure 7 addressing property owner’s responsibility to fund
missing sidewalks. Ms. Pelster stated that the placement of sidewalks generally applies to
new development and that the City’'s CDBG program funds have been used in the past to
construct missing sidewalks. Commissioner Grames-Lyra proposed that the Measure be
revised to specify that property owner shall fund sidewalks in conjunction with new
development. Commissioner Free concurred.

Commissioner Free asked if there was an advantage to continue consideration for a Central
& A Street bridge extension, buffer clarification, if McLaughlin Road was worth studying, and
if the format of the General Plan is typical of most cities. Commissioner Hain also
questioned the wisdom of retaining language regarding the Central Avenue extension if
funds are not available for the project in the foreseeable future. Commissioner Rodenhi
asked if a cross-reference guide can be placed in back of the General Plan.

It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Hain that the
Planning Commission find that the proposed format is acceptable for the new General Plan.
The motion passed on a voice vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.

It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free that the
Planning Commission find that the Introduction accurately reflects the community’s
expectations. The motion passed on a voice vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
Of _September 30, 2008

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 6 of 6

It was moved Commissioner Grames-Lyra and seconded by Commissioner Hain that the
Planning Commission finds that the proposed Land Use Element and Land Use Map provides
an accurate description of future land use conditions for evaluation in the EIR with the noted
revisions. The motion passed on a voice vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.

It was moved by Commisioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Free that the Planning
Commission finds that the proposed Housing Element land use policy development report
provides an accurate description of future land use conditions for evaluation in the EIR. The
motion passed on a voice vote of 4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.

It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Rodenhi that the
Planning Commission finds that the proposed Circulation Element provides an accurate
description of the circulation for evaluation in the EIR. The motion passed on a voice vote of
4-0-1 with Commissioner Lingl absent.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
John Lawrence, resident — opposed Bailey Avenue annexation.

Jan Keller, resident — requested verbiage clarification to Policy 3.7, Table LU1, Measure 15,
Measure 20, and Measure 22, and buffers, and suggested that the airport be included in the
H Street Corridor.

Ralph Harman, resident — stated that McLaughlin Road should remain in the General Plan
and be studied.
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MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday October 21, 2008
City Hall, 100 Civic Center Plaza, Council Chambers

OPEN SESSION - 7:00 P.M.

Councilmembers Present: DeWayne Holmdahl, Ann Ruhge, Mike Siminski, and Mayor Dick
DeWees.

Councilmembers Absent: Will Schuyler

Staff Present: City Administrator/Executive Director Gary Keefe, City Clerk/Secretary Donna
Terrones, Assistant City Attorney/General Counsel Matt Granger, Planning Manager Lucille
Breese, and Community Development Director Arleen Pelster.

Other Participants: Richard Daulton, Soledad Kennedy, John Lawrence, Matthew Hughes,
Ralph Harman, Joyce Howerton, Alice Milligan, John Linn, Bess Christensen, F.D. Norcutt,
Nicholas Gonzales, Dennis Lang, and Arlene Norcutt.

Travis Collins gave the invocation and Mayor Dick DeWees led the Pledge of Allegiance.

PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 8. City Council Review of Draft General Plan Update Introduction,
Land Use Element, Land Use Element Map, Circulation Element, and
Housing Element.

Planning Manager Lucille Breese presented a brief summary of the report and
recommendations and introduced Planning Manager Richard Daulton, Rincon
Consultant who presented a PowerPoint presentation of the Draft General Plan
Update on Land Use Element, Land Use Element Map, Circulation Element, and
Housing Element.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 8

Public Comment:

1. Alice Milligan opposed changing Southside to Medium Density and
would like the existing zoing to be maintained.

2. John Lawrence opposed the Bailey Avenue annexation.

3. John Linn commented on various issues regarding the General Plan
Update.

4. Bess Christensen asked to note for the record the letter Council received

from Janice Keller and commented on various issues regarding the
General Plan Update.

5. F.D. Norcutt and Arlene Norcutt supported building on the hills in the
Miguelito Canyon area.

6. Nicholas Gonzales commented on the General Plan Update.
7. Dennis Lang opposed building in the Miguelito Canyon area.

8. Joyce Howerton commented on the General Plan Update, opposed the
Bailey Avenue Corridor, but support the use of buffers. She suggested
more focus on bringing new businesses to the Community.

Mayor DeWees acknowledged staff for their efforts on the General Plan Update. He
noted, the Consultant’s request for Council to discuss Miguelito Canyon, size of that
annexation, and the Southside density. He asked Council if it is their consensus to include
the Miguelito Canyon area in the EIR Study. Council concurred. The Mayor supported
keeping Southside low density and asked Council if they concurred. Council concurred.

Councilmember Holmdahl stated that a sewer system would be required for the Miguelito
Canyon area and felt the Sphere of Influence should go around this area. He commented
on zoning requirements for designated property for certain proposed projects.

Councilmember Siminski commented on meeting State requirements for Housing
Elements for under-utilized land.

Mayor DeWees asked to extend the comment period from January 2009 to February
2009.

Councilmember Holmdahl commented on the Santa Ynez River Update that was

distributed to Council at a prior meeting by Mr. Mosby and requested staff to respond.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 8

ACTION: Motion/Second: Holmdahl/Ruhge. By a 4 to 0 vote (Council/Agency Member
Schuyler ABSENT), the City Council:

C.

1) Directed staff to utilize the format for the comprehensive General
Plan Update; and

2) Determined that the Introduction accurately reflects community
expectations, and accepted the Introduction; and

3) Determined that the draft Land Use, Circulation, and Housing
Elements contain adequate information to proceed with the
environmental review process; and

4) Directed staff and the consultant to proceed with the
Environmental Impact Report for Phase 1 of the General Plan
Update, based upon the information in the draft elements.

ADJOURNMENT: At 8:50 P.M. Mayor DeWees adjourned the

Lompoc City Council/Redevelopment Agency
Meeting to a Regular Meeting at 7:00 P.M. on
Tuesday November 4, 2008.

Dick DeWees, Mayor

City of Lompoc
ATTEST:
Donna N. Terrones, CMC
City Clerk
10/21/08 Lompoc City Council /Redevelopment Agency Minutes Page 3 of 3
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of June 9, 2010

3. GP 07-04 — COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE

Planning Commission consideration of the following:

EIR 09-01 — The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), prepared by Rincon
Consultants, Inc., for the City of Lompoc Comprehensive General Plan Update was
circulated through the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2008081032) pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) The study area
evaluated in the FEIR consists of areas within current City Limits and four (4) potential
annexation areas;

GP 07-04 — A General Plan Amendment to adopt the Phase 1 General Plan Elements
(Land Use, Circulation, Housing) and to amend the City of Lompoc Land Use Element
Map; and

ZC 10-01 — A Zone Change to amend the City of Lompoc Zoning Map to achieve
consistency with the Land Use Element Map.

Planning Commission will formulate a recommendation to the City Council. Due to the
amount of material to be considered and the complexity of the issues at hand the
Planning Commission may continue the discussion to an adjourned meeting on June
23, 2010.

Staff: Planning Manager Lucille T. Breese, AICP
e-mail address: |_breese@ci.lompoc.ca.us

Ms. Breese noted that supplemental information had been provided on the item which was
available for the public. She introduced Mr. Richard Daulton of Rincon Consultants who
coordinated the project team preparing the General Plan Update. Mr. Daulton presented a
PowerPoint presentation outlining the General Plan Update process to-date and the
requested Planning Commission actions.

Chairman Rodenhi advised the audience that there would be a time limit for comments and
that there would be an additional opportunity to address the Commission on June 23, 2010.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN — 8:30 p.m.

Christina McGinnis, EDC  -- discussed Bailey Avenue Expansion Area; spoke in opposition to
agricultural land conversion; and, noted that she will prepare an expanded comment letter
recommending the Moderate Growth Alternative discussed in the General Plan EIR.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of June 9, 2010

3. GP 07-04 — COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Page 2 of 2

Judy Taggart, Healthy Lompoc Coalition -- worked with Commissioner Griffith on suggested
additions to the Land Use policies supporting community health, which were based on
research that the Coalition has performed.

Dr. Takashi Wada, Director Santa Barbara County Public Health Department -- supports the
work of the Healthy Lompoc Coalition to incorporate language for a healthy community.

Bess Christensen, Resident -- noted that the four (4) proposed expansion areas all contain
prime agricultural land and expressed support for agriculture in the Lompoc Valley.

Bob Braitman, Executive Director, Santa Barbara Local Agency Formation Commission
(LAECO) — noted that the previous attempt by the City to expand the Sphere of Influence
(SOI) to Bailey Avenue was not supported because there were not enough units to justify
expansion onto prime agricultural land. Current request would provide a buffer between
urban and agricultural uses and an increase in density.

Joyce Howerton, Resident — indicated an interest in discussing healthy community lifestyles
and noted that she would provide further input at the next meeting.

PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUED TO JUNE 23, 2010 — 8:50 p.m.

Commissioner Griffith noted that she had presented much of the suggested language
additions to the Land Use Element and Circulation Element in collaboration with Healthy
Lompoc Coalition.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of June 23, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

1. GP 07-04 — COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Continued from June 9, 2010

Planning Commission consideration of the following:

EIR 09-01 — The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), prepared by Rincon
Consultants, Inc., for the City of Lompoc Comprehensive General Plan Update was
circulated through the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2008081032) pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) The study area
evaluated in the FEIR consists of areas within current City Limits and four (4) potential
annexation areas;

GP 07-04 — A General Plan Amendment to adopt the Phase 1 General Plan Elements
(Land Use, Circulation, Housing) and to amend the City of Lompoc Land Use Element
Map; and

ZC 10-01 — A Zone Change to amend the City of Lompoc Zoning Map to achieve
consistency with the Land Use Element Map.

Planning Commission will formulate a recommendation to the City Council. Due to the
amount of material to be considered and the complexity of the issues at hand the
Planning Commission may continue the discussion to the regular meeting on July 14,
2010.

Discussion of Expansion Area A.

Commissioner Hain stepped down.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN 7:45 p.m.

Joyce Howerton, Lompoc resident, Santa Barbara Action Network and Santa Barbara
Can — stated that many residents oppose inclusion; local housing needs are met;
encouraged infill projects; and, noted that prime agricultural land would be lost.

Christina McGinnis, Environmental Defense Center — referred to letter she submitted;
noted potential inconsistencies with LAFCO and the Santa Barbara County Agricultural
Element; and opposed agricultural land conversion.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 7:49 p.m.

Commissioner Hain returned to the Dias.
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Lompoc Planning Commission Page 2 of 11
Meeting of June 23, 2010

Discussion of Expansion Area B — River Area
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 7:50 p.m.

Joyce Howerton, Lompoc resident — noted there is prime farmland within the area and
opposed crossing the river.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 7:52 p.m.
Discussion of Expansion Area C - Miguelito Canyon
Ms. Ailin requested that recused Commissioners state their reason for recusement.

Commissioner _Gonzales recused himself from the discussion of Area C, noting his
principal residence is within 500 feet of area under discussion.

Commissioner Hain stated he had recused himself from discussion of Area A because
he owns property within 500 feet of the area under discussion.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 7:53 p.m.

Bess Christiansen, Lompoc resident — asked the Commission to consider the
geography of the canyon and the problems of expansion on the current mining
operation.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 7:55 p.m.

Commissioner Gonzales returned to the Dias.

Discussion of Expansion of Area D - WYE

Commissioner Free recused herself due to the location of her principal residence.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 7:56 p.m.

Carol Nash, unincorporated area resident — stated concerns with traffic congestion
and population growth and wants to preserve the uniqueness of Lompoc.

Steve Orosz, Summit View Homes and property owner — thanked City staff for their
assistance; stated interest in developing residential use; and suggested that the City
include the area to have control over what type of project is constructed.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:05 p.m.

Discussion on Zoning Maps
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Lompoc Planning Commission Page 3 of 11
Meeting of June 23, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 8:10 p.m.

Bess Christiansen, Lompoc resident — requested that the zoning maps be made
available at the Hearing.

Ms. Pelster clarified that all affected property owners had been notified; the maps
were available on the website, in the Planning Division, and at the library; that maps
identify individual parcels and would be illegible on a small map.

Christina McGinnis, Environmental Defense Center — stated that she could not locate
Bailey Avenue in documents or maps. Ms. Ailen clarified that there was not a
proposed zone change for Bailey Avenue and that only properties inconsistent with
the General Plan Use Designation are being proposed for zone change.

Commissioner Rodenhi asked those who wanted to speak to the zoning maps to
identify themselves so that the Commissioners could step down as appropriate.
Commissioner Gonzales recused himself due to property within 500 feet of Mr.
Culberson’s property on East Ocean Avenue.

Warren Culberson, Lompoc property owner — stated he was the owner of property on
400 and 500 blocks of East Ocean Avenue and discussed zoning on those properties.
He noted that on his property in the 400 block of West Laurel Avenue, he has
unresolved issues with the City.

Staff clarified that Mr. Culberson’s properties on Ocean Avenue were not identified in
the proposed zoning changes.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:19 p.m.

Commissioner Gonzales returned to the Dias.

General Discussion of General Plan Update
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 8:20 p.m.

Dr. Takashi Wada, MD, Director of Santa Barbara County Public Health Department —
restated comments of June 9, 2010 in support of health concepts and policy.

Margaret Weiss, Lompoc resident — agreed with Dr. Wada’s comments and asked the
Commission to consider utilizing language supporting healthy living in the General
Plan.

Judy Taggert, Healthy Lompoc Coalition — restated comments of June 9, 2010 that
health become a consideration and a priority in the General Plan and that community
design include a public health element.
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Meeting of June 23, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:25 p.m.

General Plan Consultant Richard Daulton provided a PowerPoint to focus discussion on
the General Plan resolutions and requested actions.

Recommendation on Environmental Impact Review

Commissioner _Gonzales asked for comments from the Fire and Police Departments.
Mr. Daulton commented that issues regarding safety are addressed in the EIR at a
general level and not specific to any projects. Commissioner Gonzales commented
that it may be premature to discuss public safety prior to presentation of a project
and Mr. Daulton stated that the details of specific projects will be reviewed as they
come forward.

Commissioner Gonzales asked Lompoc Police Chief Dabney to comment on the EIR
review and the proposed annexations. Chief Dabney discussed the use of Developer
Impact Fees to assist with police and fire needs; noted that the terrain in Miguelito
Canyon could affect radio communication; and, noted that the EIR analysis adequately
covers facilities and staff.

Commissioner Rodenhi asked if capital costs were covered by impact fees and
anticipated revenues. Chief Dabney indicated affirmatively, that a portion of property
taxes, vehicle license fees and sales tax are contributed to the City’s General Fund to
pay for police and fire services. Ms. Pelster noted that policy exists to mitigate the
impacts of certain projects. Commissioner Free clarified that the Developer Fee is a
‘one time’ fee. Commissioner Gonzales commented that since the proposed action is
presented in segments, he was concerned that a decision made now may impact
upcoming actions.

Fire Battalion Chief Kovak indicated that the standard fire response time is 5 minutes;
that expansion areas may need additional sites and/or staffing; access to areas could
be an issue where additional roads may be needed; that there is a solid Mutual Aid
Agreement for services with the County of Santa Barbara; and that all expansion
areas are within a 5 minute response time.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Rodenhi
that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 677 (10) recommending
that the City Council adopt the CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding consideration; the Mitigation and Monitoring Reporting Plan; and
certify the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR 09-01) for the City of
Lompoc Comprehensive General Plan Update. The motion passed on a roll call
vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Gonzales voting no.
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Lompoc Planning Commission Page 5 of 11
Meeting of June 23, 2010

General Plan Amendment (GP 07-04) — Land Use Element
Mr. Daulton discussed the proposed Land Use Element Update and asked that the
Planning Commission provide input and discussion for the recommendations to the
City Council.

1) Land Use Element

a. LU Policy 2.2 — Revise LU Policy 2.2 to incorporate Mixed Use in Industrial
designations.

Commissioner Griffith noted that industry is not incompatible with residential use and
she suggests changing language.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Hain
that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt LU Policy
2.2 as proposed. The motion passed on a roll call vote of 4-1 with
Commissioner Griffith voting no.

b. Ocean Avenue Corridor — OAC

Commissioner Free asked if an infill project could have a living unit above an office
and Mr. Daulton stated that the Overlay allowed for mixed use. Commissioner
Gonzales asked if the ability to maintain a small scale was conceptual and Mr. Daulton
indicated affirmatively. Commissioner Griffith noted that Commissioner Gonzales
owns property in the Overlay area. Ms. Ailin clarified that the Overlay proposal is very
broad in impact. Ms. Ailen indicated that it was her determination that this item fell
under Fair Political Practice Commission Regulation 18707, “Public Generally’.
Commissioner Rodenhi stated concern of an additional burden to current property
owners and Ms. Breese indicated that new projects must come before the
Commission. Commissioner Griffith noted that the Overlay would increase desirability
in the area and strongly suggested support of the proposed Overlay. Commissioner
Gonzales stated that the Overlay would be beneficial and Commissioner Hain stated
that the Overlay allowed for project flexibility and he supports the proposal.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Griffith
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that the Ocean
Avenue Corridor be adopted as proposed. The motion passed on a roll call
vote of 5-0.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission adjourn at 8:30 p.m. and continue the
discussion to the next meeting.

The Commission took a break at 8:15 p.m. and resumed business at 8:25 p.m.
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Staff advised the Commission that it was possible to complete work through the Land
Use Element items in this meeting.

The motion failed on a roll call vote of 1-4 with Commissioner Rodenhi, Commissioner
Gonzales, Commissioner Free and Commissioner Hain voting no.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission work up through the Housing Element and
continue discussion of the Zone Change Maps to the next meeting. The motion
passed on a roll call vote of 5-0.

C. LU Policy 4.6 — estimate potential revenues and expenses of annexation areas
prior to action.

Commissioner Free expressed that there was some confusion with the text and
asks if this policy supports the City Council’s direction. Mr. Daulton indicated
that this policy does not endorse the proposed annexation areas but is general
language supporting a positive fiscal relationship. Ms. Pelster clarified that the
policy does not commit the City to annexation.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner
Griffith that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt
proposed LUE Policy 4.6 requiring future annexation areas to show that they do
“not negatively impact City fiscal health.” The motion passed on a roll call
vote of 5-0.

d. LUE Policy 4.2 — revised to strengthened public services.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales
that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt Policy
4.2 as revised; “The City shall allow development only in areas where adequate
public facilities and/or services, with careful attention to police and fire
services, will be available at the time of development.” The motion passed
on a unanimous voice vote of 5-0.

e. LUE Policy 7.5 — revised to be a mandatory measure.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that Policy 7.5
state: “The City shall protect and enhance the agricultural industry, as well as
other specialty crops that are unique to the region, through careful site
design, agricultural buffers, and other design features intended to
protect agriculture.” The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote.
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f. Revision of the Mixed Use designation to include increased densities and
maximum floor area ratios (FAR). If the increased density is retained, the
Zoning Ordinance will be updated to support the change.

Commissioner Free asked about the basis for density increases and Mr. Daulton
replied that the request would come from a project developer; Commissioner
Gonzales asked about development standards. Mr. Daulton replied that
underlying zoning standards would apply.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner GCriffith and seconded by Commissioner
Gonzales that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt
the proposed text change allowing increased density and FAR to the Mixed Use
designation. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote of 5-0.

g. Revision of the Old Town Commercial (OTC) designation to allow for additional
floor area ratios (FAR) and increased maximum densities for residential uses.
In the past, developers have noted that densities allowed in the OTC were not
high enough to allow projects to continue. If the increased density is retained,
the Zoning Ordinance will be updated to support the change.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt
the proposed text change to increase the density and the FAR in the Old Town
Commercial area. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote of 5-0.

h. The addition of the H Street Corridor Infill Area from Chestnut Avenue to
Central Avenue. This area would encourage infill redevelopment, including
mixed use development, which is primarily composed of commercial land uses
developed in strip shopping centers. If the area is retained, the Zoning
Ordinance, Zoning Map, and Architectural Review Guidelines would be updated
to reflect the change.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner GCriffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt
the proposed text change to allow the addition of the H Street Corridor Infill
Area from Chestnut Avenue to Central Avenue. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote of 5-0.
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I. Community Health and Wellness

Discussion of the proposed Community Health and Wellness language begins
on page 11 of the staff report. The staff recommended Goal 9 with the
supporting policies. Additional Language was proposed by Commissioner
Griffith in concert with the Healthy Lompoc Coalition. The Commission
discussed the option of including additional language in the Phase Il Elements.

Land Use Element - Policy 5.7 — Mr. Daulton suggested there are not
supporting studies to indicate the ‘soils of the Lompoc hills have proven to be
unstable’. Commissioner Griffith disagrees.

After significant discussion it was decided to retain the original language on a
voice vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Griffith voting no.

Circulation Element — Policy 1.1

Staff explained it was not good policy to have City standards based on
standards of other jurisdictions.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commission Free
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council to retain the
original language as proposed. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote
of 5-0.

Circulation Element — Policy 1.12

Staff explained it was not good policy to have City standards based on standards of
other jurisdictions.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Hain
that the Planning Commission recommend that the word ‘should’ will replace
the word ‘shall’ in the Circulation Element Policy 1.2. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote of 5-0.

Circulation Element — Policy 2.4

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commissioner recommend that the word Sshould’
will replace the word ‘shal/l’ in the Circulation Element Policy 2.4. The motion
passed on a voice vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Gonzales voting no.
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Circulation Element — Policy 2.5

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that the word
should’ will replace the word ‘shall. The motion passed on a unanimous voice
vote of 5-0.

Land Use Element — Measure 22

Commissioner Hain stated that economic development reports are important
and recommended that the word ‘should’ be changed to ‘shall. Commissioner
Rodenhi noted his concern that the change may weaken the General Plan.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Free that
the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that the word ‘shall’
will replace the word ‘should’ in Land Use Element Measure 22. The motion
passed in a unanimous voice vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Rodenhi voting no.

Circulation Element — Measure 14

Commissioner Griffith agrees with the additional language, and implement’ in
Circulation Element Measure 14. Commissioner Rodenhi stated his
disagreement with the additional language. Commissioner Griffith expressed
concern the term ‘explore’ may result in an empty study.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council to retain
language as originally proposed. The motion passed on a unanimous voice
vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Griffith voting no.

Land Use Element — Policy 7.7

Commissioner_Griffith recommended adding language supporting community
gardens and Ms. Breese requested that the Planning Commission revisit this
policy at the July 14, 2010 meeting. Commissioner Free expressed concern
with private property owner rights and Commissioner Gonzales agreed.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner GCriffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission review Land Use Element Policy 7.7 at
the July 14, 2010 meeting. The motion passed on a voice vote of 4-1 with
Commissioner Free voting no.
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Circulation Element — Policy 3.4

The Commission asked Kevin McCune, City Engineer to discuss Circulation
Element Policy 3.4 and the proposed language, ‘The City should encourage
local transportation services to accommodate the needs of bicycle commuters’
and deleting the remaining language, by providing bicycle rack on COLT
busses’. Mr. McCune state that COLT busses have the capability to carry
bicycles; the City has implemented bicycle carriers as needed; that Breeze
busses have bicycle carriers; and the Engineering Division supports deleting the
remaining language.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith that the Planning Commission
recommend to City Council to only delete the language, ‘on COLT busses’ in
Circulation Element Policy 3.4. This motion failed to receive a second.

Commissioner Hain asked about the current bike rack status. Mr. McCune
indicated that Lompoc residents want the ability to transport their bicycles to
other areas; stated that bicycle transport is provided as a customer service
aspect; noted that a COLT bus can carry up to three bicycles at a time;
suggested that the policy remain general to allow for flexibility; and, indicated
that Public Works has a bicycle plan in place.

Commissioner Gonzales asked what triggers a bicycle rack for a COLT bus and
Mr. McCune responded that the availability of funding affects placement of
bicycle racks and that bicycle racks are not available on every COLT bus.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend to the City Council that the policy
read ‘by providing bicycle racks on COLT buses’. Commissioner Griffith stated
the elimination language in this policy is not in the best interest of the City and
that the goal of the General Plan is to support a 20 year vision for the City.
The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote of 5-0.
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Land Use Element — Goal 9

Mr. Daulton directed the discussion to the addition of Goal 9, policies 9.1, 9.2
and 9.3 to the Land Use Element to support Community Health and Wellness.
Commissioner Griffith noted that the integration of this language policy through
General Plan Phase | and Il will strengthen the General Plan through the next
twenty years and acknowledged the consultant’s work in this area.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council accept
the additional proposed language in the Land Use Element Goal 9, Policies 9.1,
9.2 and 9.3. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote of 5-0.

At this point in the discussion, Commissioner Griffith suggested continuing to
the July 14, 2010 meeting. The Commission concurred.
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of July 14, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

3. GP 07-04 — COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
Continued from June 23, 2010

Planning Commission consideration of the following:

EIR 09-01 — The Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), prepared by Rincon
Consultants, Inc., for the City of Lompoc Comprehensive General Plan Update was
circulated through the State Clearinghouse (SCH No. 2008081032) pursuant to the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) The study area
evaluated in the FEIR consists of areas within current City Limits and four (4) potential
annexation areas;

GP 07-04 — A General Plan Amendment to adopt the Phase 1 General Plan Elements
(Land Use, Circulation, Housing) and to amend the City of Lompoc Land Use Element
Map; and

ZC 10-01 — A Zone Change to amend the City of Lompoc Zoning Map to achieve
consistency with the Land Use Element Map.

Planning Commission will formulate a recommendation to the City Council. Due to the
amount of material to be considered and the complexity of the issues at hand the
Planning Commission may continue the discussion to an adjourned meeting on July
28, 2010.

Mr. Daulton noted that good progress has been made with the recommendations for the
General Plan Update and noted where the Commission had left off at their last meeting.

PROPOSED HEALTH AND WELLNESS TEXT CHANGES:

Ms. Breese indicated that proposed text changes to the policy language supporting
Community Health and Wellness in the Land Use Element and Circulation Element were
organized for the Planning Commission’s review. Commissioner Griffith stated her
agreement with staff’s suggestion.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Hain
that the Planning Commission approve and recommend to the City Council that
the proposed text changes regarding Health and Wellness in the Land Use
Element be accepted. @ The vote was suspended until Commissioner Free
discussed her concerns with proposed changes.
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Commissioner Free identified the following questions regarding the proposed language
changes:

Policy 2.1 — requiring developments to provide undetermined amenities may place
unnecessary burden on future projects; staff advised that new residential
development must currently provide amenities to be determined by the
developer, based on the number of units. This is not an additional
requirement.

Restates current policy, Commission accepts change.

Policy 3.2 — for Mixed Use projects, requiring accessibility for pedestrians and
bicyclists may place unnecessary burden on future projects; staff advised that
City currently reviews plans for this type of accessibility, this is not an
additional requirement. Commissioners Griffith and Commissioner Gonzales
noted that the policy would “encourage” such accessibility, not require it.

Restates current policy, Commission accepts change.

Policy 3.4 — enhancing “public heath” to earn incentives seems like a broad statement,
concern with lack of definition; staff advises that this is general policy
language, not a specific requirement. Commissioner Griffith noted it was not
intended as a constraint but as a benefit for a project.

Broad policy language, Commission accepts change.

Policy 3.6 — concern that additional language requires pedestrian plaza in Old Town;
staff advises that “pedestrian accessibility” does not require closed area, allows
automobile traffic to continue.

Broad policy language, Commission accepts change.

Policy 4.6 — expressed concern with repetitive language in statement; staff advised
that the context is slightly different.

Broad policy language, Commission accepts change.

Policy 7.1 — expressed concern with singling out a specific industry for recognition,
could date document in the future. Commissioner Griffith indicated that it was
intended to recognize a major growth industry. Commissioner Rodenhi agreed
that statement did not add to document. Commissioner Hain and Commissioner
Gonzales concurred that specific industry shouldn’t be named.
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VOTE: On a 4-1 vote the Commission agreed not to recommend “especially wine-
related business.

Policy 7.7 — asked that staff recommended language be read into record and noted
that the revised language protected private property rights:
“The City shall encourage voluntary community gardens in appropriate
locations throughout the city, with the permission of the land owner, to enable
residents without access to land to grow fresh, affordable food”

The Commission agreed to recommend the language.

Commissioner Hain noted the change to Measure 22 to ‘“require” reports on economic
development, thus emphasizing the importance of the effort. Commissioner Free agreed.
Commissioner Rodenhi disagreed, indicating that better reporting methods would be more
effective.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission accept the proposed text changes to the
Land Use Element. The motion passed on a 5-0 voice vote.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission accept the proposed text changes to the
Circulation Element. The motion passed on a 5-0 voice vote.

Mr. Daulton provided a Power Point presentation which outlined the areas of consideration
and advised the Commission that a consensus is not needed to forward a recommendation.
Comments by the Commissioners will be recorded in the Minutes which will be forwarded to
the City Council with any recommendations.

Expansion Area A - Bailey Avenue Specific Plan

Commissioner Hain recused himself from the agenda item due to ownership of property
within 500 feet of the subject property.

Mr. Daulton outlined possible Commission actions.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend Alternate 1 - move the Urban Limit
Line to be consistent with the current City limit line, which would be an
indication of no City interest to develop in this area in the future.

Commissioner Free stated that the Commission has heard the public’'s concerns.
Commissioner Griffith indicated that the City has adequate housing; noted there should be a
focus on infill projects; and, stated there is no reason to expand into agricultural land.
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Commissioner _Gonzales agreed with Commissioner Griffith, noting that there has been a
recent correction in the housing market and adequate inventory exists at this time. The
State recommends that the General Plan be reviewed regularly and, if in the future, there is
a need, the area could be considered then. Commissioner Rodenhi stated there is little need
for housing currently; that Mr. Wineman and Mr. Hibbits outlined well-stated points of
Lompoc’s prime agricultural land; and, that there is no hurry to expand the General Plan into
this area.

VOTE: The motion passed on a 4-0-1 vote with Commissioner Hain not participating.
Commissioner Hain returned to the Dias.

Expansion Area B - River Area
Mr. Daulton outlines possible Commission actions.

Commissioner Gonzales stated that since the City owns the property and pays taxes on the
property, he is willing to recommend including the area in City.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Gonzales and seconded by Commissioner Free
to recommend the Environmental Impact Review project description and
expand the current City limit line.

Commissioner Griffith noted the concerns of local farmers; discussed the difficulties for police
and fire regarding jurisdictions during large events at River Park; and, suggested that the
City should annex the area to City limit lines so the area is clearly defined.

Commissioner Gonzales withdrew his motion.

Ms. Pelster clarified that the City can develop on the area it does not need to annex into City
limit lines and the City will still owe property taxes on the land. If the City annexes area the
question of jurisdiction will be resolved.

Commissioner Hain stated that the Commission has listened to public testimony; and noted
that the City is paying taxes on the area so the City should be in control of the area.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt
the expansion area as proposed and direct staff to initiate an annexation
request with LAFCO.

Commissioner Gonzales asked if staff knows how much the taxes were on the area and staff
indicated it was several thousand dollars a year. He also inquired if there was a problem for
public safety regarding jurisdiction and staff agreed.
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Commissioner Hain stated that at a prior public hearing, a community speaker commented
that the area may have spots of prime farmland and some parts of the area are
undevelopable. Commissioner Griffith indicated that most of the property is in the flood
zone and that development would be very cost-prohibitive. Commissioner Free stated that
she will not support the motion and disagrees with moving the City Limits across the river.

VOTE: The motion was approved on a roll call vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Free
voting no.

Commissioner Rodenhi was not in favor of the expansion to the east but this is already
controlled by the City and seemed like a natural expansion area.

Expansion Area C - Miguelito Canyon

Commissioner Gonzales recused himself from the agenda item due to ownership of property
within 500 feet of the subject property.

Mr. Daulton introduced possible Planning Commission actions.

Commissioner Hain commented on Police Chief Dabney’s statements regarding provision of
safety services to this area. Commissioner Hain stated that providing safety services to this
area could be cost prohibitive.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission recommend Alternate 1 - retain the area with no
change to the Land Use Element Map, outside City limits and the City urban
limit line, indicating no City interest to development in this area in the future.

Commissioner Rodenhi stated that in previous public hearings some residents have been
both for and against the expansion of this area; that perhaps 5-acre ranchettes might be
practical for possible development in this area; and, that he cannot support the motion.
Commissioner Griffith stated that the majority of Miguelito Canyon residents are not
interested in annexation of this area; that soils of the area are unstable for development;
and, that impractical building in the area may be predisposed to disaster.

Commissioner Free noted that only the north section was subject to development and
supports the motion. Commissioner Rodenhi commented that the one form of housing the
City lacks is large developable lots and this would be an area where that type of housing
might be suitable. Commissioner Griffith stated that there are currently larger homes on
larger lots however, in the Valley executives she has spoken with are not interested in living
in Lompoc. Commissioner Hain expressed concern with the cost of providing public safety
and support to the area; and agreed with Commissioner Rodenhi’s comment for the unmet
need of executive housing.
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VOTE: The motion passed on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Rodenhi
voting no and Commissioner Gonzales not participating.

Commissioner Gonzales returned to the Dias.

Expansion Area D - Wye Residential

Commissioner Free recused herself from the agenda item due to ownership of property
within 500 feet of the subject property.

Mr. Daulton outlined possible Planning Commissioner actions.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales
that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council adopt the
Expansion Area as proposed; and that the City Council direct staff to work with
the applicant to prepare an Environmental Impact Report for residential
development and initiate an annexation request with LAFCO.

Commissioner Griffith indicated that she would not support the motion, noting that housing
is adequate and the City should focus on infill projects. Commissioner Rodenhi indicated that
he will support the motion, although he agrees with the need to focus on infill development.
Commissioner Gonzales concurred.

VOTE: The motion passed on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Griffith voting
no and Commissioner Free not participating.

Commissioner Free returned to the Dias.
The Planning Commission took a break at 8:20 p.m. and resumed business at 8:30 p.m.
Mr. Daulton introduced the proposed General Plan maps.

The Planning Commission discussed proposed changes to the General Plan Land Use Map
changes. Ms. Pelster stated that the proposed changes are for consistency.

Commissioner Rodenhi asked about the recent Text Amendment that the Planning
Commission recommended regarding wine tasting. Ms. Breese indicated that the recent Text
Amendment the Planning Commission recommended to allow tasting rooms in the industrial
areas with a Conditional Use Permit will need City Council approval.
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MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Hain and seconded by Commissioner Free that
the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve the
proposed changes to the Land Use Element and Map as proposed (Map GP1
through Map GP8). The motion passed on a 5-0 voice vote.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Griffith
that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council approve the
deletion of Rural Density Residential. The motion passed on a voice vote of 5-
0.

Mr. Daulton directed the Planning Commission’s attention to the policy of Mixed Use (MU)
that is currently in place. If the (MU) area were to be expanded, additional studies would be
necessary and the General Plan would be delayed. Commissioner Gonzales asked if the
expansion of Mixed Use was because of the overlays. Commissioner Griffith stated that the
expansion had been requested. Commissioner Rodenhi asked if this subject can be revisited
at a future time for consideration and Ms. Pelster indicated that the expansion of Mixed Use
was not studied in the Environmental Impact Report.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council delete
the expansion of the Mixed Use (MU) designation. The motion passed on a 5-0
voice vote.

The Commission addressed the subject of specific language allowing wine tasting in
Industrial and Business Park zones and agreed that language about wine-tasting rooms does
not need to be included in the General Plan.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Hain
that the Planning Commission recommend that specific language adding wine-
tasting rooms was not necessary in the General Plan. The motion passed on a
voice vote of 5-0.

Ocean Avenue Corridor

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Hain
that the Ocean Avenue Corridor (OAC) be included in Table LU1. The motion
passed on a voice vote of 5-0.
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Circulation Element Update

Mr. Daulton indicated that Implementation Measure 23 had been included as a result of a
request at the April 13, 2010 Joint Meeting.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free to
recommend the addition of Measure 23 to the Circulation Element; “The City
shall encourage Federal, state and regional agencies to widen State Route 246
east of the City Limits.”

Commissioner Rodenhi commented that he did not see a need to widen Highway 246 to four
(4) lanes as it would detract from the rural character of the area. Commissioner Griffith
noted that Highway 246 is not consistent, that some areas of the Highway are wide while
some areas of the Highway are narrow.

Commissioner Free commented that it would not be the City but other agencies that would

oversee and pay for the widening of the Highway. Commissioner Gonzales agreed with

Commissioner Free and discussed safety concerns about the Highway.

VOTE: The motion passed on a voice vote of 4-1 with Commissioner Rodenhi voting
no.

There was a discussion of revised figures 4.13-4 and 4.13-7. Mr. Daulton advised that there
were supporting information only and included as a matter of completeness.

Housing Element

The Commission discussed generalized references to local non-profit agencies with which the
City partners. Staff recommends retaining the policy language as proposed and the Housing
Consultant has advised that the State of California Housing and Community Development
Department requires that specific organizations be identified in the Housing Element
language. Commissioner Gonzales noted that the State requires specificity. Ms. Pelster
clarified that the General Plan can be amended up to four times annually in order to provide
accurate information.
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MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner
Gonzales that the Planning Commission recommend to City Council that the
language in the Housing Element be adopted.

Commissioner Griffith indicated she would support the motion with the understanding that
the language can be changed in the future.

VOTE: The motion passed on a 5-0 voice vote.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission adopt Resolution No. 678 (10) recommending
that the City Council approve General Plan Amendment (GP 04-04) as shown
on Exhibit A of the Resolution to adopt the proposed Phase | Elements (Land
Use, Circulation, Housing) and the proposed Land Use Element Map. The
motion passed on a 5-0 roll call vote.

Ms. Pelster recommended continuing the meeting to discuss and vote on zone changes for
consistency with the General Plan Update (Resolution No. 679 (10)).

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free
that discussion regarding zone changes for the General Plan Update be
postponed to a date uncertain. The motion passed on a 5-0 voice vote.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of August 11, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM

2. ZONING CONSISTENCY — 7ZC 10-01
Continued from the July 14, 2010 meeting

Planning Commission consideration of a recommendation to the City Council regarding
a series of Zone Change’s to amend the City of Lompoc Zoning Map. The proposed
changes are necessary to achieve consistency with the General Plan Land Use
Element Map. Copies of the maps showing specific parcels are available at City Hall
at the Planning Division Counter, at the Main Library Reference Desk; or on the City of
Lompoc website at:
http://www1.cityoflompoc.com/planningagenda/2010/100609/100609n3a3a.pdf.

The Commission recommended approval of the General Plan Environmental Impact
Report at the July 14, 2010 meeting. The Zone Change is a component of the
General Plan Update.

Ms. Breese summarized the written staff report.

Commissioner Gonzales indicated he had potential conflicts with proposed zoning map #3,
#4, #5, #7, #8, #15, #16, and #23 and would step down when they were discussed. At
the request of Commissioner Gonzales, the Planning Commission decided to consider the
maps with which he had no potential conflict first. Commissioner Gonzales would then
recuse himself and the balance of the maps will be considered.

ZONING MAP #1
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 6:45 and CLOSED AT 6:45 p.m. No one spoke.

Commissioner Gonzales clarified that there were no requests from property owners
within the area and that the proposed change is compatible to surrounding land use.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Gonzales that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #1. The motion
passed on a 4-0-1 vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #2
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 6:45 p.m. AND CLOSED AT 6:45 p.m. No one spoke.
Commissioner Gonzales asked staff to explain to those in attendance the difference

between High Density Residential and Medium Density Residential. Ms. Breese
addressed the audience and outlined the differences. Commissioner Free asked if the

Page 359 of 394


http://www1.cityoflompoc.com/planningagenda/2010/100609/100609n3a3a.pdf

Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of August 11, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM

2. ZONING CONSISTENCY — ZC 10-01
Page 2 of 11

proposal will allow apartments and Ms. Breese indicated that duplexes and multi-
family dwellings are permitted. Commissioner Rodenhi stated that the change will
assure consistency within the area.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner GCriffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #2. The motion
passed on a 4-0-1 vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #6
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 6:50 p.m. AND CLOSED AT 6:50 p.m. No one spoke.

Commissioner Rodenhi asked staff if there had been any property owner input to the
proposed change and Ms. Breese indicated negatively.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Gonzales that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #6. The motion
passed on a 4-0-1 vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #9
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 6:52 p.m.
Susan Gallagher, 214 South F Street — asked about restrictions on property if map is

approved; noted inconsistency in the area and requested the Commission to not
change the zoning.

Jim Percell, 229 South F Street — purchased property to develop and opposes the zone
change.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 6:55 p.m.

Commissioner Rodenhi noted that staff had not received input from property owners
in the area. Commissioner Rodenhi asked staff to clarify and define a Medium Density
(R2) designation.  Ms. Breese provided information.  Commissioner Rodenhi
summarized that changing the zoning from High Density (R3) to Medium Density (R2)
would not inhibit Mr. Percell’s building rights.
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Commissioner Gonzales asked if the Land Use Map is the foundation for the General
Plan. Commissioner Free stated her concern about providing zoning maps that did
not accurately reflect actual zoning. Commissioner Rodenhi stated that the General
Plan superseded zoning maps. Ms. Breese stated that some owners requested
retaining the High Density (R3) zoning and that staff recommends a Medium Density
(R2) zoning for General Plan consistency.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith that the Planning Commission accept
Zoning Map #9. The motion failed to receive a second.
Commissioner Gonzales stated his concern with zoning against resident requests and
public opinion. Ms. Pelster explained that existing structures are protected as legal
non-conforming structures. Ms. Ailin advised the General Plan Map controls even if
inconsistency is not noted.

Commissioner Rodenhi reviewed the 214 South F Street property and noted that other
jurisdictions had similar problems with the General Plan and Zoning Maps.

Commissioner _Gonzales indicated he will vote against the proposed map change,
noting consistency, public opinion, and down-zoning.

Ms. Pelster stated a community workshop was held in March 2009; that a number of
residential concerns were addressed and supported; and some spot-zoning still
existed. Ms. Ailin suggested that the Planning Commission could allow the current
zoning to remain and revisit at another time. Ms. Breese reported on each document
received by residents in the area. There was further discussion between the
Commissioners and staff regarding zoning consistency.

Commissioner Free commented that property owners may not be aware that a change
of zoning may not affect their property. Commissioner Griffith asked Ms. Breese
about notification to property owners in affected area. Ms. Breese indicated that each
property received a notice; phone calls from residents were taken and addressed; that
staff has not been advised of additional concerns until tonight’s meeting.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith that the Planning Commission approve
Zoning Map #9. The motion failed for a second.
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MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner
Gonzales that the Planning Commission continue discussion and approval of
Map #9 to a date uncertain. The motion failed on a voice vote of 2-2-1 with
Commissioner Free and Commissioner Griffith voting no and Commissioner
Hain absent.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free that the Planning Commission approve
Zoning Map #9, with the exclusion of five (5) specific properties.

Ms. Ailin indicated this option will result in short term spot-zoning.

Commissioner Free withdrew the motion.

The Planning Commission took a break at 7:35 p.m. and resumed at 7:45 p.m.

Ms. Pelster outlined the process of approving the General Plan. Commissioner
Gonzales stated that the potential of zoning discrepancies is why he voted no on the
approval of the General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report.

Ms. Ailin advised the Commission that there was no vested right in the law that zoning
would not be changed. Commissioner Rodenhi indicated that Ms. Gallagher’s property
concerns had been addressed and asked Mr. Percell to restate the situation of her
property. Mr. Percell indicated the property was purchased after March 2009; that the
zoning map reflected the property as High Density (R3);, that most neighboring
properties have duplexes at the rear; and wants to develop his property in a manner
that is similar to his neighbors.

Ms. Pelster stated that, at this time, too many details are still needed to determine
what structure the property owner can build.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Gonzales that the Planning Commission table
the approval of Zoning Map #9. The motion failed to receive a second.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #9 to be
consistent with the General Plan since it won't have an adverse effect on the
subject properties.
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Commissioner Free indicated that she would support the motion; does not approve of
down-zoning; and noted the map will maintain neighborhood character.
Commissioner _Gonzales indicated he would not support the motion; opposes down-
zoning; and supports in-fill.

The motion passed on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Gonzales
voting no and Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #10
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AND CLOSED AT 8:00 p.m. No one spoke.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Griffith
that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #10.

Commissioner Gonzales stated that he would not support the motion since there were
multi-family units in the area that would become legal non-conforming which was not
logical.

The motion passed on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Gonzales
voting no and Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #11

Commissioner Rodenhi indicated there were no property owner requests.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AND CLOSED AT 8:05 p.m. No one spoke.

Commissioner Gonzales asked why staff recommended the change from Medium
Density Residential to High Density Residential. Ms. Breese indicated this
recommendation was consistent with the General Plan.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #11. The motion
passed on a 4-0-1 vote with Commissioner Hain absent.
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ZONING MAP #12
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AND CLOSED AT 8:06 p.m. No one spoke.

Commissioner Gonzales stated he would not support the recommended changes to
the map and that the proposed change was contrary to logic. Commissioner Free
noted that some land uses had been changed in the General Plan. Ms. Pelster agreed
and noted that zoning was now following.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #12. The motion
passed on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Gonzales voting no and
Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #13

Commissioner Rodenhi stated that three (3) property owners of the total proposed in
the area had requested a change to High Density Residential (R3).

Public Hearing Opened at 8:14 p.m.

Will Schuyler, Lompoc resident - requested that the current zoning remain on the 400
block of North D Street along Maple Avenue where some owners want to possibly add
units on larger lots.

Public Hearing Closed at 8:16 p.m.

Commissioner _Gonzales clarified the action to be taken and Ms. Pelster stated that
multi-family are a legal non-conforming use. Commissioner Gonzales stated that
addressing and approving the General Plan maps prior to addressing the zoning maps
had ‘pigeon-holed’ the Commission and indicated that he will not support staff
recommendations.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #13. The motion passed
on a roll call vote of 3-1-1 with Commissioner Gonzales voting no and Commissioner
Hain absent.
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ZONING MAP #14

Commissioner Rodenhi stated there had been no property owner input on this map.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 8:25 p.m.

Mary Leach, Lompoc resident — indicated that approving the Zoning Maps at this time
was a ‘housekeeping’ item.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:29 p.m.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Gonzales and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission approve Map #14. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #17

Commissioner Rodenhi stated there had been no property owner input on this map.

PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AND CLOSED AT 8:30 p.m. No one spoke.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #17. The motion passed
on a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #18

Commissioner Rodenhi stated that there had been no property owner input on this
map.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AND CLOSED AT 8:32 p.m. No one spoke.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Rodenhi
that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #18. The motion passed
on a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.
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ZONING MAP #19
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AND CLOSED AT 8:33 p.m. No one spoke.
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free

that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #19. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #20
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AT CLOSED AT 8:35 p.m. No one spoke.
MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner Free

that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #20. The motion passed
on a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

ZONING MAP #21

Commissioner Rodenhi stated that there had been no property owner input on this
map.

PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AND CLOSED AT 8:40 p.m. No one spoke.

Commissioner Gonzales asked which park the map included and Ms. Pelster indicated
the area was located in the flood plain, cannot be developed, and was intended for
recreational use. He stated he could support the change since the property cannot be
developed.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission approve Map #21. The motion passed on a
unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

Commissioner Gonzales indicated that he was supporting the approval of Zoning Map
#21 because the parcel was undevelopable.
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ZONING MAP #22

Commissioner Gonzales indicated that he has a conflict of interest regarding Zoning
Map #22. Commissioner Rodenhi stated that this map will be considered after
Commission Gonzales recuses himself.

ZONING MAP #24
This change was an owner request.

Commissioner Griffith asked why the zoning was proposed for this map. Ms. Breese
indicated that a change would result in spot-zoning and staff could not support.
Commissioner Gonzales indicated his support of the staff recommendation since a
change would result in spot-zoning.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Free and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales
that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #24. The motion passed
on a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Hain absent.

Commissioner Gonzales recused himself from the remainder of the maps to be
discussed due to business and property interests within 500 feet of the proposed
areas. Commissioner Gonzales left the Dias.

ZONING MAP #3
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 8:45 p.m.

Butch Browder, Lompoc resident — stated that character of neighborhood is a Single
Family (R1) and supports the staff recommendation.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:47 p.m.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner Free
that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Map #3. The motion passed on
a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Gonzales not participating and
Commissioner Hain absent.
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ZONING MAP #23
This change was a property owner request for a parcel at 415 West Laurel Avenue.
PUBLIC HEARING OPEN AT 8:49 p.m.

Warren Culberson, Lompoc businessman — had previously provided a letter to the
Planning Commission; discussed zoning history of his property; stated that a
Conditional Use Permit for the property constrains a potential renter or property
purchaser; and asked the Planning Commission to rezone the parcel to Light
Industrial.

Will Schuyler, Lompoc resident — supported Mr. Culberson’s concerns and asked staff
to assist Mr. Culberson.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 8:58 p.m.

Commissioner Griffith asked why staff is recommending against the property owner
request. Ms. Breese indicated that the property is currently consistent with the
General Plan and that a Conditional Use Permit can be issued for a compatible use.
Ms. Pelster stated that a Conditional Use Permit is allowable because of the unique
existing conditions and that flexibility can be utilized in developing a plan.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner
Griffith that the Planning Commission accept the staff recommendation. The
motion passed on a unanimous voice vote with Commissioner Gonzales not
participating and Commissioner Hain absent.

Commissioner Free asked about Conditional Use Permit restrictions and revocation.
Ms. Pelster clarified. Commissioner Griffith suggested that the Commission take the
remaining maps as a block.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Griffith and seconded by Commissioner
Rodenhi that the remaining Zoning Maps; #4, #5, #7, #8, #15, #16, and #22
be approved in one motion. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote
with Commissioner Gonzales recused and Commissioner Hain absent.

Page 368 of 394



Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of August 11, 2010

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM

2. ZONING CONSISTENCY — ZC 10-01
Page 11 of 11

ZONING MAPS #4, #5, #7, #8, #15, #16, and #22
PUBLIC HEARING OPENED AT 9:14 p.m.

Mrs. Kara-Schiff, Lompoc resident — addressed Zoning Map #8 and 214 South |
Street; bought property at height of the market understanding it was zoned High
Density Residential (R3); described current character of neighborhood; asked the
Commission to retain the higher density; and, noted she was not able to attend the
March 2009 workshop.

PUBLIC HEARING CLOSED AT 9:17 p.m.

Commissioner Rodenhi asked staff to identify the property and current uses. Ms.
Breese indicated Mrs. Kara-Schiff's property is zoned Medium Density Residential (R-2)
and the lot will allow an additional unit(s) dependent upon lot size and development
standards.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Rodenhi and seconded by Commissioner
Griffith that the Planning Commission approve Zoning Maps #4, #5, #7, #8,
#15, #16, and #22. The motion passed on a unanimous voice vote with
Commission Gonzales not participating and Commissioner Hain absent.

Commissioner Gonzales returned to the Dias.
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MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday, September 7, 2010

OPEN SESSION - 7:00 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council/Agency Members Present: Tony Durham, Bob Lingl, Ann Ruhge, Mayor Pro Tempore/Vice
Chair Cecilia Martner, and Mayor/Chair Mike Siminski

PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 7. General Plan Update

Planning Division Manager Lucille Breese presented a summary of the staff report. She
requested Council hear and review the Final EIR before other items of the General Plan
are considered. She introduced to the record, as supplemental information, all
correspondence regarding the General Plan Update received by the Planning Division as
of September 7, 2010.

After some discussion, Council agreed in a general consensus to receive and review the
Planning Commission recommendations of the Final EIR, and hold a public hearing on
the Final EIR, without taking final action on any item of the General Plan Update.

Richard Daulton of Rincon Consultants Inc. gave a PowerPoint presentation outlining
Phase 1 of the General Plan Update, summarizing the Final EIR, and introducing
recommended Council action.

Mayor Siminski asked the consultant if the Planning Commissioner who voted no on the
Final EIR stated a reason for the “no” vote; if the FEIR evaluated and provided for a “no
change” option; and asked for an explanation of why Council received a copy of a letter
from California State Attorney General Brown to Tulare County regarding that County’s
EIR. Mr. Daulton stated he did not know the reason for the “no” vote, affirmed that a “no
project” alternative analysis is provided as part of the FEIR, and explained that the letter
addressed to Tulare County was an attachment to a comment letter from Open-space
Preservation Education Network, and further explained that the City did not receive a
similar letter from the Attorney General’s Office.

Mayor Siminski gave direction to the audience that this portion of Public Comment
should be restricted to the FEIR.

Public Comment:

1. Warren Culberson asked if the General Plan Update considers future
technologies.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)

Item No. 7
Mr. Daulton stated that the FEIR evaluates growth and full build-out horizon through the
year 2030 with the tools, technology, and mitigation options currently available, he stated
the FEIR includes flexible mitigation measures that allow for new technologies to be
taken advantage of as they become available.

2. Nicholas Gonzales stated that he was the Planning Commissioner who voted
not to recommend certification of the FEIR and explained his reasons.

Assistant City Attorney June Ailin clarified that the General Plan Update is to be
presented in two (2) phases and each phase will be evaluated by a separate EIR. She
noted that the public comment being heard tonight is on the process and substance of the
Phase 1 General Plan Update Final EIR.

3. Lee Moldaver, Joy Browder, and Bess Christensen suggested Council take
no action on the FEIR and continue the Public Hearing.

4. Ralph Harman spoke in support of Planning Commissioner Gonzales’ vote.

5. Christina McGinnis spoke about the Statement of Overriding Considerations
of the FEIR and requested that comments put forth by the Open-space
Preservation Education Network be addressed before the FEIR is certified.

6. Butch Browder asked Council to clarify the FEIR approval process.

7. Joyce Howerton, Carol Nash, Al Thompson, Jim Owen, Ed Wineman, and
Richard Quandt spoke against FEIR and the expansion of the City onto prime
agricultural lands.

8. James Huseman, Jack Bodger, and Will Schuyler spoke in favor of certifying
the FEIR and the Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.

RECESS: At 9:07 P.M. Mayor/Chair Siminski
announced a break. At 9:17 P.M., the
meeting reconvened with all

Council/Agency Members present.

Mayor Siminski asked how comments on the General Plan Update have been addressed and to
clarify the reason why the General Plan Update has been separated into two phases. Mr. Daulton
stated that all comments received during a set comment period time were given a formal
response, and are incorporated within the FEIR, any comments received after the close of the set
timeframe will not receive a formal response, but still should be considered in Council’s
deliberations; he then explained that Phase 1 of the General Plan Update deals with physical land
use changes and impacts to the environment and Phase 2 addresses issues that make physical
growth more consistent with the environment.
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Council Member Martner requested clarification about the Statement of Overriding
Considerations, the economic document that was referenced earlier in the Public Hearing, if
exposure from pesticides and fertilizers from agricultural land use is addressed in the FEIR, and if
such exposure has been addressed previously. Assistant City Attorney June Ailin pointed out that
an EIR for a General Plan is an informational document used to illustrate adverse environmental
impacts that could arise from potential future events or projects. She also explained that the
Statement of Overriding Considerations is a public recognition of adverse environmental impacts
from an identified project, but acknowledges that the benefits of the project outweigh the impacts;
she then clarified that the economic document Council Member Martner referred to was received
as an attachment to a public comment and is not part of the FEIR. Mr. Daulton informed Council
that pesticide exposure has been addressed in this FEIR and in the EIR of previous projects.

Mayor Siminski announced that this evening Council will only discuss the FEIR and the four
proposed expansion areas, time will not allow for discussion of any other element of the General
Plan Update.

Following discussion, Council decided to not take final action on any element of the General Plan
Update.

Richard Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area A - Bailey Avenue,
including the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Public Comment:

1. Ralph Harman, Lee Moldaver, LeeAnne French, Joy Browder, Ed Wineman,
Carol Nash, Jim Owen, Joyce Howerton, Butch Browder, LeRoy Scolari, Jim
Purcell, Christina McGinnis, and Richard Quandt spoke in favor of the Planning
Commission’s recommendation.

2. David Schwartzman, James Huseman, and Marc Annotti spoke in favor of the
EIR project.

Richard Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area B - River Area, including
the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Council Member Martner asked staff if the proposed project is a City project. Staff replied yes.

Public Comment:

1. John Linn asked if the property proposed to be annexed is City owned.

2. LeRoy Scolari, Carol Nash, Joyce Howerton, and Will Schuyler spoke in favor of
the Planning Commission’s recommendation.

Richard Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area C - Miguelito Canyon
including the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.
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Item No. 7

Public Comment:

1. Joyce Howerton and Carol Nash spoke in favor of the Planning Commission’s
recommendation.

2. LeRoy Scolari requested Council keep this Public Hearing open to allow for
more public input.

Richard Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area D - Wye Residential
including the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Council Member Lingl requested confirmation that the Planning Commission recommendation
does not include any commercial development. Mr. Daulton stated yes, there is no commercial
development in the Planning Commission’s recommendation of this proposed expansion.

Public Comment:

1. Carol Nash and Connie Barlow spoke out against the Planning Commission’s
recommendation.

2. Steve Orosz spoke in favor of the Planning Commission’s recommendation.

3. Butch Browder asked Council to be thoughtful of future Councils when making
decisions about this General Plan Update.

With a general consensus, Council decided to continue the Meeting and Public Hearing to Monday,
September 13, 2010 at, 6:30 p.m.
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Continued Meeting of the Lompoc

City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Monday, September 13, 2010

OPEN SESSION - 6:30 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council/Agency Members Present: Tony Durham, Bob Lingl, Ann Ruhge, Mayor Pro Tempore/Vice
Chair Cecilia Martner, and Mayor/Chair Mike Siminski

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:

1. Tom Davidson spoke about the property located at 300 No. Twelfth Street, the former
Grefco site.

2. Warren Culberson Jr. and Ray Ochoa spoke against proposed rezoning in the General Plan
Update.

3. Butch Browder and Art Hibbits requested Council re-open the Public Hearing on the Final

EIR and the proposed expansion areas.

4, Bob Campbell, Richard Quandt, Christina McGinnis, Joyce Howerton, and LeeAnne
French spoke against expansion onto prime agricultural land.

5. Terry Hammons, Carol Nash, and Juanita Sevilla expressed opposition to expansions of the
City, and spoke in favor of revitalization of Old Town and Downtown.

6. David Schwartzman and Will Schuyler spoke in favor of the proposed Expansion Area A -
Bailey Avenue.

Mayor Siminski asked staff if all public comments heard today and all received written correspondence
could be considered an official part of the Public Hearing. Assistant City Attorney Jeff Malawy replied

yes, stating that Council would need to make a motion and vote on the item.
ACTION: Motion/Second: Lingl/Martner. By a 5 to O vote the City Council accepted all verbal and

written communications as part of the Public Hearing for the Final EIR of the General Plan Update and
the four (4) proposed expansion areas, received as of September 13, 2010.

PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 1. General Plan Update

Richard Daulton of Rincon Consultants Inc. gave a PowerPoint presentation outlining and
summarizing the Final EIR on the General Plan Update.

Council Member Martner asked for an explanation for staff’s change in recommendations that
Council approve the Final EIR without final action. Staff informed Council that based on the
Council actions with the General Plan Update, some City policies may need to be adjusted to stay
consistent with the General Plan.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 1

ACTION: Motion/Second: Siminski/Durham. By a 5 to 0 vote the City Council agreed to a
tentative approval of the EIR, the Findings of Fact, and Statement of Overriding Considerations and
Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program, subject to changes that are necessary due to any further
decisions or actions taken by Council on the General Plan Update.

Mr. Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area A - Bailey Avenue, including
the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Council Member Ruhge asked staff when the current urban limit line was set. Staff stated the
current Urban Limit Line was set in the 1997 General Plan.

Council discussed the Planning Commission’s recommendations, property owners’ requests,
economic development and future growth, health issues associated with pesticide and fertilizer
exposure, the proposed 200ft buffer between the agricultural lands and nearby residential areas,
and public safety.

ACTION: Motion/Second:  Martner/Lingl. By a 3 to 2 vote, (Mayor Siminski voted NO,
Council/Agency Member Ruhge inadvertently hit the electronic ABSTAIN button, but
verbally indicated she was voting NO) the City Council approved to move the Urban
Limit Line (ULL) to correspond with the existing City limit line; and not consider
development in this area within the life of the 2030 General Plan.

RECESS: At 8:30 P.M. Mayor/Chair Siminski
announced a break. At 8:40 P.M., the
meeting reconvened with all

Council/Agency Members present.

Mr. Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area B - River Area, including the
Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Council Member Ruhge asked staff to clearly illustrate the area of proposed Expansion Area B.
Staff pointed out that the area being discussed is property located along Hwy 246, west of the
River Park entrance.

Council Member Martner asked staff to confirm that the property shown in Expansion Area B is
City owned. Staff stated yes, the proposed Expansion Area B is land owned by the City.

There was discussion of land use proposals, expansion area boundaries, surrounding land areas,
and property tax obligations to the County.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Martner/Lingl. By a 3 to 2 vote, (Council/Agency Member Ruhge and
Mayor Siminski voted NO) the City Council approved to move the Urban Limit Line
(ULL) to correspond with the existing City limit line; and not consider development in
this area within the life of the 2030 General Plan.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 1

Mr. Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area C — Miguelito Canyon Area,
including the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Council discussed the proposed expansion lines, City Limit Line, Urban Limit Line, Sphere of
Influence, and public safety for proposed area.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Durham/Ruhge. By a 5 to O vote, the City Council approved to include
Expansion Area C — Miguelito Canyon Area, approximately 165-acres to be included in
the proposed Urban Limit Line (ULL) and General Plan Update. The proposed uses
include residential on large parcels, requiring the addition of the Rural Density
Residential (RDR) designation to the Land Use Element and development standards to be
developed for Zoning Ordinance; allowing for future development at a maximum of 25
dwelling units.

Mr. Daulton gave a presentation on the proposed Expansion Area D — Wye Residential Area,
including the Planning Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Lingl/Durham. By a5 to 0 vote, the City Council directed staff to work
with the applicant to present the request for annexation of approximately 10-acres  along the
northern boundary of the City, at the intersection of Lompoc-  Casmalia Road/Highway 1, H
Street/Highway 1 and Purisima Road forexpansion as Low Density Residential at 4.6 dwelling
units per acre or a total of 46 dwellings.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS (2 Minutes Maximum):

1. Will Schuyler spoke about the Bailey Avenue Expansion Area and thanked Council
and staff for the work done on the General Plan Update.

COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY REQUESTS, COMMENTS, AND MEETING

REPORTS:

Council Member Martner requested staff provide information to Council clearly illustrating the properties
that could be affected by the proposed zone changes in the General Plan Update.
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Final Minutes Approved 10/05/10
MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday, September 21, 2010

OPEN SESSION —7:00 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council/Agency Members Present: Tony Durham, Bob Lingl, Ann Ruhge, Mayor Pro Tempore/Vice
Chair Cecilia Martner, and Mayor/Chair Mike Siminski

PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 7. General Plan Update - (Continued from City Council Continued
Meeting of September 13, 2010)

Council Member Martner asked Staff and the Consultant to explain why the Final EIR  and
Expansion Areas A, B, C, and D are still listed on the Agenda if Council had already made
decisions regarding these items of the General Plan. Staff stated no final action has been taken and
these items are to remain on the Agenda as part of the continued hearing for the General Plan Update
until Council takes final action.

Council Member Durham motioned to re-open the Public Hearing on Expansion Area A — Bailey
Avenue Specific Plan Area.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Durham/Ruhge. By a 3 to 2 vote, (Council/Agency Members Lingl and
Martner voted NO) the City Council approved to re-open the Public Hearing on Expansion Area

A — Bailey Avenue Specific Plan Area, and continue this item to the October 5, 2010 Council Meeting.

Mr. Daulton of Rincon Consultants gave a presentation on the proposed Land Use
Element, Circulation Element, and the Housing Element, along with the Planning
Commission’s recommendations and alternatives.

Public Comment:

1. John Linn spoke about the proposed changes to the Land Use, Circulation, and Housing
Elements.
Through general consensus, and without final action, Council accepted the Planning
Commission’s recommendations for proposed text changes 1 through 26 to the Land Use
Element with the request of removal of the word “organizations” to change no. 26; and

accepted the Planning Commission’s recommendations for proposed text changes 1, 2, 4, 8, 9, 13, 14,
15, 16, 17, and 18 to the Circulation Element.

Mayor Siminski opened the Public Hearing on the Housing Circulation, the Public Hearing
remains open until 120 days after the adoption of Resolution No. 5669(10).

Mayor Siminski opened and closed the Public Hearing on the Circulation Element.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 7

Public Comment:

1. John Linn spoke about the proposed Zone Change ZC 10-01, questioned the Public
Notices and requested Council keep the Public Hearing open on the Zone Change
recommendations.

2. Heather Niblack and lan Beckly spoke against the proposed Zone Change ZC 10-01 on
their property.

Council asked Staff to discuss the impact to the properties located on the 300 Block of South G
Street if the proposed Zone Change ZC 10-01 was approved. Staff explained that the current
General Plan Designation for that area is Low Density Residential, the current zoning is R-2,
Multi-Family Residential, after receiving public testimony it was agreed to change the zoning to
7-R-1, Single-Family Residential, to correspond with the current General Plan Designation and
preserve the single family character of the South Side. Staff further explained that current
buildings in that area would be designated legal non-conforming, allowing the owners to maintain
the legally established uses, and also allow for a legally established structure to be rebuilt to its
permitted size at that location if the structure is destroyed or damaged.

General Counsel Joseph Pannone further clarified that the City can only approve projects that are
consistent with the General Plan, and currently the General Plan Designation for this area is Low
Density Residential which will not allow for a multi-family structure.

Council reviewed and discussed Zone Change requests on Maps 1 through 12 and agreed with a
general consensus, without final action to accept and approve the recommended General Plan
zone changes, and to continue the public hearing for the General Plan Update to the City Council
Meeting on October 5, 2010.
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Final Minutes Approved 11/02/10

MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc

City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday, October 5, 2010

OPEN SESSION - 6:00 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council Members Present: Tony Durham, Ann Ruhge, Bob Lingl, Mayor Pro Tempore Cecilia
Martner, and Mayor Siminski.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

1. John Silva spoke against the proposed expansion of the Bailey Avenue
Area.

2. Art Hibbits asked if it is the Council’s intent to complete the Public
Hearing on the General Plan Update during this Council Meeting.

3. Bill Cummings spoke about living wage rates.

4. Joy Browder requested the reconsideration of the Bailey Avenue
Expansion be moved to the beginning of the Public Hearing.

5. Ed Wineman, Nancy Wineman-Hanson, and Harry Keim spoke against
the reconsideration of the Bailey Avenue Expansion area.

6. David Pierce spoke about health risks connected to pesticides.
7. Joe Tripe reiterated Ms. Browder’s request to move the Bailey Avenue

Expansion item to the beginning of the Public Hearing and asked about the
June Code Enforcement Workshop.

8. Mia (last name not provided) spoke in support of the Bailey Avenue
Expansion.
9. Connie Barlow gave suggestions on how to improve the City of Lompoc.
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PUBLIC HEARING:

CITY 6. General Plan Update — (Continued from City Council Meeting of
September 21, 2010)

Mayor Siminski moved that the Reconsideration of the Bailey Avenue Expansion Area be placed
in the beginning of the Public Hearing.

Council Member Durham spoke about his request to reconsider the Bailey Avenue Expansion
Area and the recommendations of how to protect a land owner’s request to keep their property in
agricultural use within this proposed expansion area.

Council Member Ruhge asked for clarification of the proposed Urban Limit Line (ULL).
Council Member Durham discussed his suggestion for separating the Wineman property from
the rest of the proposed Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.

Council Member Martner asked if a new Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would need to be
prepared if the Wineman property is segregated from the Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.
Richard Daulton of Rincon Consultants, stated that the original EIR would not need to be re-
written.

Council Member Ruhge requested Mr. Daulton clarify if Council is being asked to decide on a
change to the ULL as described in the EIR or to redraw the ULL. Mr. Daulton explained that
Council has been requested to decide on allowing the ULL to remain as it is shown in the current
General Plan or move it east to the current City Limit Line, further stating that Council could
direct Staff to make any other changes as it sees necessary, but that could require an analysis to
confirm that the EIR is still complete.

City Attorney Joe Pannone affirmed that the EIR has reviewed the options of moving the ULL to
the current City Limit Line or leaving the ULL where it now stands and that if the ULL is moved
in between these two lines, the EIR should still be sufficient in its review of the area.

Council Member Martner asked Staff to confirm that if the ULL remains as shown in the current
General Plan, and a Bailey Avenue property owner wanted their property to be designated
agriculture and continue farming on that property, that there would be no interference by
neighboring property owners or the City. Staff stated that if Council approves Alternative No. 1
of the Bailey Avenue Expansion Area, this would move the ULL to the current city limit line and
exclude the Bailey Avenue Area from the future of the General Plan; if Council wishes to retain
the ULL along Bailey Avenue, the EIR Project or Alternative No. 2 would need to be approved
by Council, and allowing property owners to be considered for development or annexation, or
continue existing agriculture use of their property if they so choose.

Public Comment:

1. Joyce Howerton, Charles Schermerhorn, Carol Benham, Charles Blair, Jesse
Vineyard, Fred Terranova, Rosemary Holmes, Richard Quandt, Lawrence
Barbosa, Barry Weaver, Connie Barlow, Jan Keller, Butch Browder, Ralph
Harmon, Art Hibbits, Joy Browder, David Pierce, and Joe Tripe spoke against the
proposed Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)

2. Brian Segee and Christina McGinnis spoke against the Council’s decision to
change the word “shall”” to “should” in the Land Use Element of the General Plan
Update and then spoke against the proposed Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.

3. Carrie Mcfarlough, Seendy Anzora, John Armstrong, Isaac Garay, Cassie Clark,
Brad Woomer, Jack Bodger, Kim Bodger, Eugene Huseman, Jim Huseman,
David Schwartzman, Will Schuyler, Marc Annotti, and Carlos Yanez spoke in
support of the proposed Bailey Avenue Expansion Area.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Mayor Siminski/Durham. By a 3 to 2 vote, (Council Members
Lingl and Martner voted No), the City Council directed Staff to include the Bailey Avenue
Expansion Area A, as described in the EIR project description.

COUNCIL/REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY REQUESTS, COMMENTS, AND MEETING
REPORTS:

Council Member Martner requested Council discuss the proposed text changes in the Land Use
and Circulation Elements of the Draft General Plan Update, asking Staff if the word change in
these Elements of “shall” to “should” would now require the General Plan Update be returned to
the Planning Commission for review. Upon Council’s inquiry, City Attorney Joe Pannone
advised the proposed changes do not require a return to the Planning Commission. No action
was taken and the meeting was adjourned.
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Final Minutes Approved 11/02/10
MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01
Regular Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency

Tuesday, October 19, 2010

OPEN SESSION - 6:00 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council Members Present: Tony Durham, Bob Lingl, Ann Ruhge, Mayor Pro Tempore Cecilia
Martner, and Mayor Mike Siminski.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

1. Dennis Trimble thanked Council for pulling Agenda Item No. 9.

2. Art Hibbits spoke about the General Plan Update and gave suggestions
about making changes to the Policies in the General Plan Update.

3. Mary Leach spoke against Agenda Item No. 9 and thanked Council for
postponing the item to a future Council Meeting.

4. lan Beckley spoke against the proposed zone changes in the General Plan
Update.

5. Lynn Whittmore requested that Agenda Item No. 12 be postponed to a
later date.

6. David Karys-Schiff, Rani Kokatnur, David Winchell, John Linn, and John
Thermos spoke against the proposed zone changes in the General Plan
Update.

7. Nicholas Gonzales and R.A. Stoll spoke against the proposed zone
changes in the General Plan Update.

8. Shawn McCarthy spoke against Agenda Item No. 12, the proposed
Ordinance No. 1571(10) relating to Unhitched Trailers.

0. Christina McGinnis and Brian Segee spoke against certification of the
General Plan Final Environmental Review.

10.  Warren Culberson asked Council to be diligent and thoughtful when
making decisions.

11. Ralph Harman commented on proposed Ordinance No. 1571(10),
requesting Council make revisions to the proposed ordinance.
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12, Joe Tripe thanked Council Member Lingl for requesting a discussion
regarding the possible Council vacancy, asked about the June 8, 2010
Code Enforcement Workshop and commented on applause from the
audience.

PUBLIC HEARING:

Council Member Martner requested the proposed zoning changes be placed in the front of the
Public Hearing and to revisit each previous approved zone change.

CITY 10.  General Plan Update — (Continued from City Council Continued
Meeting of October 5, 2010)

Council Member Lingl began to review Map 13 of the Existing General Plan Land Use
Designation.

Council Member Martner asked Staff to provide the date of purchase for each property proposed
for down zoning, stating she does not feel comfortable making a decision on proposed zone
changes without this information. Staff stated the purchase date of individual property has not
been researched.

Mayor Siminski explained the current zoning on specific properties is inconsistent with the
current General Plan and that the proposed changes are to bring the zoning into conformity with
the General Plan.

Council Members Lingl and Ruhge expressed concern about moving forward and requested
more information before proceeding with any final action on the proposed zoning changes.

City Attorney Joe Pannone informed Council of the options available to proceed.

Council Member Ruhge discussed the possibility of added costs if the proposed General Plan is
revised.

Mayor Siminski suggested the item be suspended and requested Staff to return with alternatives.
Staff asked for specific direction from Council regarding changes and requests for revisions to
the proposed General Plan.

Council discussed the budget of the proposed General Plan, the possibility of revising the
document with a group of volunteers, and the timeline of the 1997 General Plan that was
completed with a volunteer group.

Council Member Lingl requested Staff return with recommendations on proceeding with
revisions to the General Plan Update with a volunteer group; changing the word “should” to
“shall” in the policies of the Land Use and Circulation Elements; and a schedule to proceed with
the proposed General Plan.

Staff stated the purchase dates of each property affected by the proposed zone changes could be
provided and then asked for clarification on any other information Council wants presented at a
later date regarding revisions to the proposed General Plan.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 10

Council Member Martner replied she wants Staff to review the Final EIR and then report back
with any inconsistencies or deficiencies and wants to see more information regarding pesticide
exposure.

City Attorney Joe Pannone expressed concern with not proceeding with the certification of the
Final EIR, a State mandated deadline for an approved Housing Element and he presented options
to Council on how to move forward.

Council Member Ruhge spoke in favor of certifying the Final EIR as it pertains to the Housing
Element.

Council Member Martner spoke against approving the Final EIR in any form and requested Staff
to return at a later date with a condensed EIR addressing only the Housing Element.

City Attorney Joe Pannone explained Council options.
Mayor Siminski moved to certify the Final EIR; Council Member Ruhge seconded the motion.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Mayor Siminski/Ruhge. By a 3 to 2 vote (Council Members
Lingl and Martner voted NO) Council adopted Resolution No. 5668(10)
certifying the Final Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan Phase |
Update, including CEQA Findings of Fact, Statement of Overriding
Considerations and Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program, and direct staff to
file a Notice of Determination (NOD).

Mayor Siminski asked Staff to summarize the process regarding the Housing Element. Staff
stated the Housing Element is reviewed by the State, and recommended Council adopt the
Housing Element, continuing the Public Hearing to March 1, 2011.

Council Member Lingl asked about the deadline for approving the Housing Element. Staff
stated that the deadline was in July 2010.

Council Member Durham commented he would like to continue the rest of the General Plan
Update to a future date.

Council Member Martner asked if there are any fines associated to not having an adopted
Housing Element.

Staff explained that the City may be penalized by loss of Redevelopment allotment and CDBG
Funds.

ACTION: Motion/Second: Ruhge/Mayor Siminski. By a 4 to 1 vote (Council Member
Martner voted NO) Council adopted Resolution No. 5673(10) adopting the 2030
General Plan Housing Element as recommended by the Planning Commission.
Continue the Public Hearing for the Housing Element only to March 1, 2011.
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PUBLIC HEARING: (cont’d)
Item No. 10

ACTION: Motion/Second: Mayor Siminski/Durham. By a 5 to 0 vote Council continued to
a date uncertain to review the Land Use Element, Circulation Element, any
Zoning Changes; and directed Staff to return with research of the purchase dates
of any property that would be affected by proposed zone changes, and an analysis
of the General Plan Update and the Final EIR to look for any inconsistencies or
deficiencies; and recommendations on the use of a volunteer committee to revise
the General Plan Update.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:

1. Joyce Howerton and Nicholas Gonzales spoke about the General Plan
Update.

2. Joe Tripe requested information on the June 8, 2010, Code Enforcement
Workshop.

Council Member Lingl asked if the June 8, 2010, Code Enforcement Workshop was televised
and was advised it had been recorded.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of February 23, 2011

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

2) The Planning Commission will consider recommendations to the City
Council:

a) That the Commission schedule future review of the General Plan in
2011; and
Page 1 of 3

Commissioner Fink indicated that he attended the recent City Council budget hearings and
noted that Phase 1 of the General Plan Update was approximately 95% complete, but the
Council would not work on it again until completion of the budget process. Ms. Pelster
advised the Commission that the State Department of Housing and Community Development
had certified the Housing Element. Commissioner Fink suggested that the Commission
request the City Council return the General Plan Update to the Commission so that work can
continue concurrently. He noted the Attorney was probably concerned with the lack of
consistency between the General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance and Ms. Ailin concurred.
Commissioner Gonzales concurred that the Zoning Consistency could be reviewed again by
the Commission and resolved. Ms. Pelster advised that the project is on budget and no
additional funds would be required.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Gonzales and seconded by Commissioner Fink
that staff forward a request to the Council to return the remaining two (2)
Phase 1 General Plan Elements to the Commission for additional review.

Commissioner Hain asked about incorporating an Economic Development Element in the
future Commissioner Leach concurred. Ms. Pelster explained the direction that the Council
provided on incorporating the Economic Development language in the Land Use Element
and that it was intended for implementation to proceed following the Economic Development
Manager position being filled.

The Commission discussed a schedule for completion of the General Plan Update and agreed
to add a schedule to the request. Commissioner Gonzales amended his motion and
Commissioner Fink amended his second to include the work on Phase 1 to be completed
within six (6) months, with Phase 2 following in the succeeding six (6) months with work on
the Zoning Ordinance proposed for the next 12 month period.

VOTE: The motion passed on a voice vote 4-0, with Commissioner Griffith absent.

b) That the Commission initiate a Text Amendment to update the Zoning Ordinance
and Zoning Map.
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Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of February 23, 2011

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

2) The Planning Commission will consider recommendations to the City
Council:

b) That the Commission schedule future review of the General Plan in
2011; and
Page 2 of 3

Commissioner Fink noted that during the budget hearing there was discussion of a “Zoning
Administrator” being created in the Zoning Ordinance to facilitate a more streamlined
process for minor use permits. Commissioner Leach inquired if this would be a new position
in the City. Ms. Pelster explained that existing staff would act as the Zoning Administrator
and how the process works in other jurisdictions. It is intended to make the development
process for minor permits more efficient and economical for the customer.

The Commission and staff discussed the type of projects that currently require a Conditional
Use Permit (CUP); the length of time to process a CUP; the number of CUPs that are
processed, the need for criteria and/or thresholds in case of a concentration of uses
developing; the need to establish standards in the Text Amendment language; and the
ability to revoke a CUP.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales
that staff is directed to research language for a Text Amendment establishing a
Zoning Administrator.

VOTE: The motion passed on a voice vote 4-0, with Commissioner Griffith absent.

Commissioner Fink asked the Commission to initiate a Text Amendment to consolidate the
appeal process in the Zoning Ordinance. Currently there are different appeal processes in
different sections of the Zoning Ordinance which is confusing and not user-friendly.
Commissioner Leach asked if the appeal process was the same throughout the Ordinance
and Ms. Ailin indicated it was similar but not the same throughout.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Hain that
staff is directed to return with a Text Amendment consolidating the appeal
process throughout the Zoning Ordinance.

VOTE: The motion passed on a roll call vote 4-0, with Commissioner Griffith absent.

Page 390 of 394



Excerpt from the Lompoc Planning Commission Meeting
of February 23, 2011

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM:

2) The Planning Commission will consider recommendations to the City
Council:

c) That the Commission schedule future review of the General Plan in
2011; and
Page 3 of 3

Commissioner Fink asked the Commission to initiate a Text Amendment to clarify language
located in the Planned Commercial Development language Section 17.048.050 which seems
to require a new development plan for minor work. This clarification would make tenant
improvements more understandable to the general public.

MOTION: It was moved by Commissioner Fink and seconded by Commissioner Gonzales
that staff return with a Text Amendment to clarify Section 17.048.050 Change
in Preliminary Development Plan.

VOTE: The motion passed on a voice vote 4-0, with Commissioner Griffith absent.
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Final Minutes Approved on 4/19/2011

MINUTES EXCERPTS GENERAL PLAN UPDATE
PLANNING DIVISION FILE NOS: EIR 09-01/GP 07-04/ZC 10-01

Regular Meeting of the Lompoc
City Council and Lompoc Redevelopment Agency
Tuesday, April 5, 2011
City Hall, 100 Civic Center Plaza, Council Chambers

OPEN SESSION - 7:00 P.M. — Council Chambers

Council/Agency Members Present: Cecilia Martner, Dirk Starbuck, Ashley Costa, Mayor Pro
Tempore/Vice Chair Bob Lingl, and Mayor/Chair John Linn.

Staff Present: City Administrator/Executive Director Laurel Barcelona, City Attorney/General
Counsel Joe Pannone, City Clerk/Secretary Stacey Alvarez, Library Director Molly Gerald,
Senior Human Resource Analyst Jeanette Bartels, Police Captain Larry Ralston, Assistant Public
Works Director/City Engineer Kevin McCune, Planning Division Manager Lucille Breese,
Community Development Director Arleen Pelster, Senior Environmental Coordinator Stacy
Lawson, Aviation/Transportation Administrator Richard Fernbaugh, and Management Services
Director Brad Wilkie.

Others Present: Ellen Goodstein, Noreen Pond, Ann McCarty, and Hugh Thompson.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

CITY 8. Amend the General Plan Update Contract with Rincon Consultants to
Conduct Revised Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Impact Analysis
and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Addendum Preparation to
Address Land Use Designation and Policy Changes (Planning File No.
GP 07-04).

Planning Division Manager Lucille T. Breese presented the Staff report
and recommendations.

Council Member Lingl asked staff if the original contract with Rincon Consultants included a
contingency amount. Staff stated yes, a 10% contingency was included in the contract.

Public Comment: None

ACTION: Motion/Second: Martner/Lingl. By a 5-0 vote the City Council received the request for
an amendment to the contract with Rincon Consultants and authorized the City Administrator to
sign the amendment.
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NEW BUSINESS:

CITY 9. Planning Commission request for the Council to Return Review of
General Plan Phase 1 Elements (Land Use and Circulation) to the
Planning Commission for Additional Review and Council
Consideration of a Proposed Schedule of Review for the General Plan
(Phase 1 & 2) and the Zoning Ordinance.

Planning Division Manager Lucille T. Breese presented the staff report
and recommendations.

Public Comment: None

ACTION: Motion/Second: Martner/Lingl. By a 5-0 vote the City Council received the request
from the Planning Commission and directed staff to return the General Plan Phase 1 Elements
(Land Use and Circulation) to the Planning Commission for additional public hearings in
accordance with the proposed schedule.

ADJOURNMENT: At 11:12 P.M. Mayor/Chair Linn
adjourned the Lompoc  City
Council/Redevelopment Agency to a
Regular Meeting at 7:00 P.M. on
Tuesday April 19, 2011.

John H. Linn Mayor/Chair

City of Lompoc
Stacey Alvarez
City Clerk
April 13, 2011
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