






























































































































































[ D R A F T ] 
 

I. INTRODUCING ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT FOR THE 
GENERAL PLAN 

 
The Adaptive Management Program is being developed as part of the Plan 
Santa Barbara process to update the City’s General Plan.  It will monitor 
implementation of General Plan policies to track progress toward the Plan’s 
goals.  While evaluating performance, providing feedback and making revision 
have always been part of the planning process, more often than not, these steps 
are under funded, taken on an ad hoc basis, or delayed until a major update is 
planned.  The Adaptive Management Program, incorporating these functions, is 
proposed to complement the General Plan and planning process on an on-going 
basis.  It will be a separate document and program to allow necessary flexibility 
and timely response, and a degree of impartiality.   
 
This document serves as an introduction and guide to the Adaptive Management 
Program for set-up and initial implementation.  This section provides some 
background to explain adaptive management, and outlines the program’s 
purposes.  Section II describes the monitoring process, with emphasis on the 
objectives and indicators.  Section III discusses policy evaluation and Section IV 
covers conclusions and reporting the results of monitoring.  The last two sections 
present the proposed Adaptive Management Program and costs estimates for 
the first couple of years of implementation.  A glossary of terms is provided for 
reference. 
 
A. What is the Adaptive Management Program? 
 
What is Adaptive Management? 
Adaptive management has its origins in natural resource management, 
especially the recovery efforts of conservation agencies such as the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  Adaptive management is a systematic process for 
optimizing decisions about management techniques in the face of uncertainty or 
deficient data about the resource.  The purpose of the process is to gain 
knowledge in order to improve resource management by taking iterative steps of 
application, monitoring, evaluation and adjustment.  It is sometimes defined as 
“learning while doing”. 
 
An evaluation tool more commonly used in community improvement efforts is the 
community indicator survey.  Community indicators, first used in the early 1900’s, 
provided information about various economic sectors.  There was a resurgence 
of interest in the use of indicator surveys by communities in the 1960s and 70s to 
provide a picture of community well-being.  The indicators were expanded to 
include social and environmental factors in addition to economic ones, and the 
intention was to gain a more holistic, integrated picture of a community.  The 
most recent resurgence starting in the 1990s has been to use community 
indicators to evaluate community sustainability. 



 
In Santa Barbara County the South Coast Community Indicators Project 
sponsored by the Community Environmental Council and the UCSB Economic 
Forecast Project issued annual community indicator reports from 1998 to 2005.  
The reports included indicators for social, environmental and economic factors. 
 
Community indicators have provided valuable information, but have been a 
relatively passive tool for evaluating community status divorced from community-
wide decision-making.  In contrast, adaptive management actively tracks a 
method used for manipulating a habitat and/or a species population, setting 
precise objectives and functional parameters, evaluating results and changing 
the on-the-ground management approach based on the results. 
 
An adaptive management program for the General Plan would marry these two 
tools to actively monitor and revise the policies in the Plan to best achieve its 
goals.  Community indicators would be used to monitor the outcomes from policy 
implementation within a structured process.  The process would ensure that the 
results of monitoring would be evaluated and reported to decision makers to 
improve the decisions on policy implementation, which could lead to amendment 
of the General Plan policies. 
 
The Adaptive Management Program 
The complexity of communities, their reliance on many external resources, and 
the influence of external forces outside their control, make planning policy 
implementation a highly uncertain practice.  The purposes of the Adaptive 
Management Program are to monitor how Santa Barbara is doing as a 
sustainable community, and to monitor the effectiveness of the General Plan 
policies with the intention to revise ineffective policies or implementation 
measures in a timely manner.  A key use of the AMP will be to monitor growth to 
determine the effectiveness of growth management policies in the plan.  
Monitoring could allow identification of growth trends and amendment of the plan 
or ordinances in order to meet growth management goals. 
 
The AMP provides for: 

 Long term, regular and on-going monitoring 
 Evaluation of policy effectiveness 
 Research and development of alternative policies 
 Reporting to the Planning Commission, and  
 Follow through:  preparation of policy amendments or implementation 

tools 
 
The AMP is not a community indicators survey.  While it uses indicators to 
monitor general plan implementation, the range of indicators are more 
constrained than normally found in a community indicators survey. The AMP 
focuses on monitoring results that relate to the general plan policies, and for the 
most part evaluate results that relate to the physical city.  Thus, for example, in 
evaluating public health benefits of development, indicators focus on the physical 
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relationships between land uses such as proximity to parks and open space, 
rather than incidence of diseases such as diabetes, obesity and heart attacks.  
 
The City currently monitors the outcomes of some general plan policies, notably 
affordable housing and commercial growth.  Statistics about housing and 
commercial developments are provided on a yearly basis to the Planning 
Commission, and this information would be used by the AMP.  The Adaptive 
Management Program would build on this beginning to include data for other key 
policies and provide analysis, conclusions and recommendations on the 
effectiveness of the policies and any suggested amendments.  
 
B. Relationship to the General Plan 
 
The intended focus of the AMP is the effectiveness of policies relating to land use 
in the City’s General Plan.  It does not look at other City policies such as financial 
policies or operating policies that guide city administration or the provision of 
other public services.   
 
Though a separate function, the proposed Adaptive Management Program will 
exist expressly for the General Plan to ensure its policies fulfill their intended 
purpose.  Thus it completes the planning cycle to make the General Plan a more 
effective planning guide and to maintain its relevance to the community.  As a 
result of AMP, the community and decision makers should have better 
information on the results of development or of resource use to apply to 
prospective decisions.  Amendments to the plan would possibly become more 
frequent but smaller adjustments, rather than major revisions. 
 
C. How Do We Determine Success? 
 
The desired outcome from adaptive management is a General Plan that is at all 
times relevant and effective in guiding growth, development, and the use and 
protection of city resources such as land, water, air, community character, 
facilities and services.  One measure of the success of the Adaptive 
Management Program would be the results of General Plan amendments.  A city 
is a complex and dynamic structure that functions as a result of thousands of 
individual decisions made independently every day.  The General Plan attempts 
to provide cohesion for some of those decisions.  Nobody presumes that all the 
policies in the plan work perfectly.  The AMP’s role is to identify through 
consistent monitoring which policies are working and which ones aren’t.   
Improved results of policy implementation that result from incremental 
amendments to the plan made over time would indicate adaptive management is 
working.  If the indicators show an acceptable rate of progress toward objectives, 
the General Plan is working, and the AMP is doing its job.   
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[ D R A F T ] 
II. MONITORING 

 
 
Monitoring, that is, tracking the outcomes and effects of implementing the 
General Plan policies, is fundamental to adaptive management.  The process is 
an on-going cycle of data gathering or research, data analysis and record 
keeping.  
 
A. Overview of monitoring and its components 
 
Monitoring provides the data for evaluating performance and making decisions.  
Four components – objectives, indicators, time and data – are needed to perform 
monitoring.  These components define what will be measured, how and when.    
 
Objectives 
Objectives interpret the General Plan goals into achievable, measurable 
statements. 
 
The U.S. Department of Interior in its technical guide on adaptive management 
defines an objective as, “…some desired outcome or performance measure that 
can be used to guide decision making and measure success.”  It goes on to state 
that objectives should be specific, measurable, achievable, results-oriented and 
time-fixed.  
 
The California State Office of Planning and Research says that “[a]n objective is 
a specified end, condition, or state that is an intermediate step toward attaining a 
goal.  It should be achievable and, when possible, measurable and time-specific.”  
The less rigorous standards for planning objectives compared to resource 
management objectives acknowledges the less quantifiable, multi-faceted and 
ever changing nature of human communities in comparison to a carefully crafted 
scientific experiment.  But the state suggests that planners strive to define 
objectives that lend themselves to measurement, and set a timeframe.  For use 
in the Adaptive Management Program these qualities are highly desirable. 
 
Not all the objectives are readily measurable and some do not reference a target 
date.  Sometimes an objective without a measurable outcome and/or a target 
date reflects a goal that must be worked on continually.  The timeframe is 
essentially now.  The outcome is often one of maintaining the status quo, or of 
continuous improvement without any realizable target. 
 
Indicators 
An indicator is a piece of information that can give an idea of the status of a 
system, such as the GNP gives us an idea of the productivity and value of the 
entire national economy.  In combination, indicators can provide a picture of 
what’s happening in a community.  “[Indicators] tell us which direction a critical 
aspect of our community, economy, or environment is going:  forward or 
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backward, increasing or decreasing, improving or deteriorating, or staying the 
same.”  (Seattle, 1998)  
 
Indicators must be relevant, not only to the objectives, but to the General Plan, 
and meaningful to the community as well.  They must be measurable, even if 
only qualitatively, to reveal system changes.   

 
If objectives interpret goals into a measurable statement, indicators are the 
measures for the objectives.  Indicators rely on a variety of measurements or 
statistical data and almost always include the time dimension.  An indicator, 
usually displayed as a graph, can include several data points:  benchmarks, 
targets and milestones, and sometimes a graph also includes trigger points.   
 
Milestones are individual measurements representing data points in time for an 
indicator.  A benchmark is a point of reference or a standard against which 
milestone measurements can be compared.  Benchmarks for indicators in the 
AMP will usually be a beginning point.  The target represents an achievable 
milestone for the community in relation to a particular objective.  A trigger is a 
milestone that serves as an alarm or warning flag.  Triggers could also be use to 
establish an acceptable range for fluctuation of an indicator around a target.  
These terms are further explained in the Glossary.  
 
Time and timeframes 
Monitoring is a long term commitment.  Initial results provide minimal benefit; 
their value increases with time.  But even the benchmark indicators tell us 
something useful, namely, where we are, and either which way we want to go or 
that we are where we want to stay.  
 
Each objective has a monitoring timeframe and a reporting timeframe.  
Monitoring and reporting schedules could be different for different objectives, or 
even indicators.  Availability of up-to-date data often dictates the schedule for 
monitoring indicators.  Monitoring for many indicators will be conducted annually.  
For some objectives, such as those whose indicators rely on data internal to City 
operations, measuring the indicators could be done more frequently.  This could 
be particularly important for monitoring infrastructure and resource use, as well 
as residential and non-residential development. 
 
Reporting timeframes would be longer than monitoring timeframes.  Once 
benchmarks are established for each objective, the periodicity for reporting would 
in most cases be in so many years.  It is anticipated that an annual AMP 
monitoring report would be made to the Planning Commission, but not all 
objectives would be included every year. 
 
Data sources and data issues 
A viable monitoring program is dependent on obtaining relevant, quality data 
consistently over time.  A lack of data could disable the use of some indicators.    
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City sources will provide data for a broad selection of the proposed indicators, 
including statistics for water, sewer, parks, development, housing, roads and 
traffic.  Data from the City is usually available annually.  Other government 
sources include Santa Barbara County for solid waste, SBCAG and Caltrans for 
traffic, and the US Census Bureau.  US Census data are particularly useful for 
population data, housing and job statistics.  Next year’s 2010 Census will be an 
ideal time to update many indicators and benchmarks.  The major drawback is 
that the census is conducted only every 10 years.  Inter-census estimates may 
be available from either the Census Bureau, or from the California Department of 
Finance, but may be in a lot less detail.  The UCSB Economic Forecast for the 
South Coast Region is another reliable source, although data may not be specific 
to the city.  Other private sources may include industry association such as the 
Santa Barbara association of realtors, and local utilities.  
 
The validity of data is affected by its age, geographic coverage, method of 
collection and manipulation.  Most data sources report data by either calendar or 
fiscal year that could be 6 months to 2 years past.  The greatest challenge may 
be finding data specific to the city.  If the best data or the only data available for 
an objective is reported for the South Coast Region or the County, then its 
relevance to the city would need to be evaluated.  Data recorded electronically 
would likely be of the highest quality; less so if recorded manually.  Surveys are 
expensive but may be the best way to obtain qualitative information about human 
behavior or preferences, but its quality can be affected by sample size, wording 
of questions, and how the survey is administered.  An in-depth study such as 
research for a dissertation or thesis may provide highly useful and detailed data.  
But its utility is diminished if it is not repeated periodically.   
 
The US Decennial Census and various City Departments are possibly the most 
dependable sources of relevant data for Santa Barbara.  The American 
Community Survey which is updated each year by the US Census Bureau, 
provides regular updates of selected statistics between decennial censuses.  
Other good sources include state departments such as Transportation and 
Finance, Santa Barbara County, the South Coast Economic Forecast and local 
business associations.   
 
Lack of data may necessitate using a different indicator, or even rephrasing or 
selecting a different objective.        
 
B. Objectives and Indicators for the Proposed General Plan 
 
The initial list of objectives for monitoring progress toward the goals of the 
General Plan were included in the report sent to City Council in December 2008 
and revised in January 2009, entitled Draft Policy Preferences Report.  They 
were included to demonstrate the link between the goals (and policies) of the 
General Plan and the proposed AMP.  The initial objectives only reflected the 
draft goals proposed for the General Plan Update’s sustainability framework.  As 
those goals evolve over the course of new and revised elements, the objectives 
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may also evolve.  New goals may add new objectives.  Certainly it remains to be 
determined if more objectives are needed to support existing General Plan goals 
that are retained.   Consequently, the list of objectives provided in Appendix A to 
this document is a starting point for conducting adaptive management, and is 
anticipated to change.  Moreover, in the first year or two, AMP monitoring is 
anticipated to focus on only a handful of those objectives.  This will allow time to 
establish the resources and procedural structure for maintaining an on-going 
monitoring program.  Table __ identifies the objectives proposed for Year 1 of the 
AMP. 
 
For each objective one or more indicators are also shown in the table, along with 
the measurement unit(s) that will be used to track each indicator.  These, too, are 
subject to change depending on the availability, relevance or timeliness of data.  
No original research or survey to acquire data for any of the indicators would be 
done in the first few years.  That possibility may be explored in the future.  The 
measurements that would be used in the monitoring program would be existing 
data produced by City departments or other agencies.   
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Land Use & Growth Management Objective II:  Improved 
balance between attainable, affordable housing and jobs by the 
Year 2020.  What does attainable mean?  
 
Why is this important? 
When the number of housing units available to employees is low compared to the number 
of jobs, it can impact the community in several negative ways.  Most obviously, it means 
that workers find housing elsewhere and must commute into the community increasing 
the daily population and resulting in increased traffic and parking demand, increased use 
of resources such as water, and contributing to air pollution.  It means that very little of 
those commuters’ income is spent in the community contributing little to the local 
economy and virtually nothing to the local tax base.  A more subtle impact is the loss of 
diversity in the community’s population and culture, and the loss of support and 
participation in community activities, schools and governance.  The imbalance also 
contributes to a vicious spiral of higher housing costs and further loss of middle income 
households.  For lower income workers, even commuting may not be an option, leading 
to overcrowding in what affordable housing is available, which can result in increased 
crime and demand for social services.  
 
Indicator 

Comparison of the number of affordable housing units in the city to the 
number of jobs, at a given point in time.  

 
This comparison is most useful expressed as a ratio – the number of units per the number 
of jobs (# units : # jobs).  Calculating this ratio periodically would indicate whether the 
number of affordable units is increasing or decreasing relative to the number of jobs. 
 
What does the indicator tell us?  
 For this objective: 

The assumption is that an adequate amount of housing affordable to employees will 
retain this population as city residents, thus reducing commuter traffic and related air 
pollution, and may help ameliorate some of the other negative impacts as well.  An 
increased number of affordable units to the number of jobs could indicate more local 
employees live in Santa Barbara. 
 
Policies addressed:  LG3; LG9; LG15  

 
 For other objectives: 

The ratio of affordable housing units to jobs also relates to objectives: 
EF II:  A greater proportion of local jobs are filled by local residents. 
EF III:  Regional cooperation has increased and progress is being made on a regional 
blueprint for land use, housing and transportation, and on a regional economic 
strategy that addresses the jobs/housing balance. 
H I: Increased housing available for all levels of affordability by the Year 2020. 
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Policies addressed:  E4; EF21; EF23; H6; H15 
 

Target 
Determining a “target” ratio could be a challenge.  For example, a 1:1 ratio would mean 
that the number of [attainable?] /affordable housing units is equal to the number of jobs 
in the city.  Many households have more than one job holder in them.  On the other hand, 
many workers hold more than one job or only work part time.  So a 1:1 ratio is not 
necessarily an optimum ratio, that is, a desirable target.  The “picture” can be further 
obscured by the data used.  For example, are jobs reported as full-time equivalents (FTE) 
or the total number of actual employees (people working regardless of whether or not 
they are full-time, part-time; permanent, temporary; consultants; seasonal; or associates 
that may not even be located within Santa Barbara)?  
 
In 2002 the overall ratio of housing to jobs for the South Coast Region was 1:1.48 (The 
Inter-Regional Partnership for Jobs, Housing and Mobility, 2004, p B-4).  Theoretically, 
that’s one housing unit for roughly every one and one half workers.  The report suggests 
that a 1:1.35 housing unit to job ratio might be a reasonable target for the urban areas in 
the South Coast Region.  Assuming the city ratio is higher than this, the 1:1.35 may be a 
reasonable initial target pending new data from the 2010 Census.  
 
The ideal target is a ratio that provides sufficient affordable housing for employees to 
minimize commuting and stabilize housing costs.  That ideal ratio may fluctuate, or may 
be unknowable.  As an option to establishing a target, it may suffice to periodically 
determine the ratio of designated affordable housing to jobs to see if and how it is 
changing, and also examine what is simultaneously happening to housing cost and 
commuter statistics.   
 
Data Required 
1. The number of jobs in the city.  Preferably use total individuals regardless of full 

or part-time; may need to use total FTE if that is the data available.   
   
2. The number of affordable/attainable units.   
 

Definition of affordable units according to :  A rental unit that cost no more than 
30% of the household’s gross income, or an owner-occupied unit where the 
mortgage costs no more than 35% of the owner’s gross income.  What about 
homes owned outright? 
 
Affordable units, therefore, are defined by their occupant’s income.  However, 
without target income groups, the result of analysis could identify very wealthy 
people as occupying affordable housing.  Since the target populations for 
affordable units are those making up to 200% of the area median income (AMI), 
affordable units are further defined as those housing units affordable by very low, 
low, moderate, above moderate and middle income households. 
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