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1 Introduction

What is a General Plan?  
A general plan serves as a city’s “constitution” or 
“blueprint” for future decisions concerning a variety of 
issues including land use, housing, mobility, health, 
safety, and resource conservation. A general plan 
represents the community’s aspiration for its future and 
expresses the community’s development and resource 
management goals. The general plan contains the 
goals and policies on which the City Council and 
Planning Commission will base their land use and natural 
resources decisions. A general plan has four defining 
features:

• General. Provides general policy guidelines for 
future land use, transportation, environmental, and 
natural resource decisions.

• Comprehensive. Addresses a range of 
topics, including land use, housing, economic 
development, infrastructure, public safety, 
recreation, and natural resources.

• Long-Range. Provides guidance for achieving a 
future envisioned 20 or more years into the future.

• Integrated and Coherent. Provides assumptions and 
projections to assess future demands for housing, 
employment, and public services. Provides policies 
and implementation programs that enable citizens 
to understand the vision of the city and how policies 
will be implemented.

About the General Plan
The General Plan is a foundational City document that sets the 
course for Solvang’s land use decisions. The process to develop 
the General Plan will integrate input from community members and 
address an extensive array of issues (i.e., traffic, sustainability, 
health, and fiscal stability). 

7
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The General Plan Process
In 2020, the City of Solvang initiated a comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan. This is the first time since 
the City’s incorporation in 1985 that the General Plan is being comprehensively updated in a single process. The 
General Plan Update for Solvang will serve as the next iteration for Solvang to define itself in the future. The General 
Plan is intended to build upon the success of the community as a national and international destination as the Danish 
Capital of America and provide guidance and policy direction to bolster sustainable economic development. It is the 
intent of the General Plan Update to refine the community vision and update policies and programs to reflect current 
statutory requirements. The cornerstone of this effort is to foster participatory community engagement, leading to a 
truly community-driven plan that reflects the goals, desires, and expectations of the residents and business owners. The 
General Plan Update for Solvang is divided into six phases, each with a unique aspect, that collectively will create a 
fully updated General Plan. The current phase of the Update is Phase 3, Alternative Choices. 

PHASE 1

PHASE 2

PHASE 3
we are here

Project Initiation
• Kick-off Meeting and City Tour

• Stakeholder Interviews

• Community Study Session 

• Newsletter #1

Existing Conditions and Trends
• Existing Conditions Workbook

• Newsletter #2

• Community Workshop #2

• General Plan Audit

• Vision and Guiding Principles
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PHASE 3
we are here

PHASE 4

PHASE 5 PHASE 6

Alternative Choices
• Community Workshop #3

• Alternatives Report 

• Parking Analysis 

• Citywide Fiscal Impact Model 

Preparing the Plan
• Administrative Draft General Plan

• Newsletter #3

• Planning Commission Study Session 

• City Council Study Session 

• Public Review Draft General Plan

Environmental Review 
• Notice of Preparation

• EIR Scoping Meeting 

• Admin Draft Program EIR

• Draft Program EIR 

Adoption
• Final EIR

• Planning Commission Hearing

• City Council Hearing 

• Final General Plan Adoption Hearing
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Alternatives Report
This report analyzes three land use alternatives. These 
alternatives do not propose to change the assigned 
land use designation of any parcel in the city. Instead, 
each alternative includes adjustments to allow increased 
density and intensity within certain residential and 
commercial land use designations. The report then 
presents a comparative analysis of the anticipated 
changes to jobs and housing capacity, and the built 
environment under each alternative.

This Alternatives Report evaluates land use alternatives 
using indicators to help community members and 
decision-makers understand the implications of each 
alternative. Decisions about future land uses will influence 
how many people will live in the city and what kind of 
jobs and businesses will locate and thrive in the city. 
The Alternatives Report also highlights potential mobility 
options that could improve circulation for not only 
vehicular traffic, but also pedestrians and bicyclists.

The mobility options presented in this report are not 
tied to a specific land use alternative, but represent a 
range of choices to be included with a preferred land 
use alternative once it is selected by the City Council 
and Planning Commission. The selected mobility options 
will form the basis for new policies and potential 
implementation programs.

Decision-makers will weigh the costs and benefits of each 
alternative presented in this report and select a “preferred 
land use alternative.” The preferred land use alternative 
may be one of the three alternatives or a combination 
of features from each alternative. The preferred land use 
alternative, along with community input and the City 
Guiding Principles (prepared during Phase 2), will then 
guide the preparation of General Plan goals, policies, 
and implementation programs.

How Did We Get to This 
Point? 

Community Engagement
The General Plan effort has included a series of 
community engagement events that align with the City 
Council’s goal to foster a participatory process for the 
community. This effort included stakeholder interviews, a 
Community Study Session (Community Workshop #1), 
Community Workshop #2, and online engagement. In 
total, over 200 community members participated in these 
outreach events. These community engagement efforts 
allowed members of the community to provide hundreds 
of comments, suggestions, and opinions for Solvang’s 
future over the next 20 years. All community feedback 
collected through these outreach events are included 
in the 2021 Community Engagement Summary on the 
General Plan website (PlanSolvang.com). The feedback 
was reviewed, synthesized, and discussed as part of the 
overall direction for the land use and mobility options 
analyzed as part of this report.



11

Public Review Draft |  January 2022

General Plan Update Advisory 
Committee (GPAC)
To help guide the update to the General Plan, the City  
formed a General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) 
composed of the 15 individuals from the community. Of 
the 15 members, two are City Council members, two 
are Planning Commissioners, two are Design Review 
Committee Members, and the remaining nine are 
residents. 

The GPAC serves as a sounding board for the discussion 
of issues, opportunities, and the General Plan.  Currently 
(2021) the GPAC has held four meetings, listening to 
community input and contributing to the preparation 
of the Vision and Guiding Principles, and Land Use 
Alternatives. The GPAC will review the results of this 
alternatives process and provide a recommendation to 
the Planning Commission on a direction for Solvang. 
Following the alternatives Phase, the GPAC will meet 
several more times to review the Policy Document. 
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Terminology

Planning Boundaries
The Solvang General Plan uses the following terms to describe the city and its planning boundaries. These planning 
boundaries are illustrated on Figure 1-1. For Solvang, the Sphere of Influence (SOI) and the Planning Area cover the 
same geographic area.

Sphere of Influence
A sphere of influence (SOI) is the probable ultimate 
boundary and service area of the city, as adopted 
by a Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). 
An SOI typically includes both incorporated and 
unincorporated areas within which the City will 
have primary responsibility for the provision of 
public facilities and services.

Planning Area
A General Plan, pursuant to State law, must address 
all areas within a jurisdiction’s Planning Area. The 
Planning Area encompasses all incorporated and 
unincorporated territory that bears a relationship to 
the long-term physical planning of the city.

Urban Growth Boundary
Cities use urban growth boundaries (UGBs) to 
establish where they intend to encourage and 
discourage land development through public-
infrastructure investments, land-use regulations, land 
acquisitions, and other actions. Solvang adopted its 
UGB in June 2020. The UGB is the same boundary 
as the Solvang city boundary.

City Boundary
The city boundary is the jurisdictional limits of the 
city (incorporated area). The city boundary includes 
the area over which the City exercises land use 
authority and provides public services. State law 
requires jurisdictions to adopt a General Plan that, 
at a minimum, addresses physical development 
within this boundary.
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1 UNIT PER ACRE

What is Redevelopment?
Redevelopment describes the construction of new buildings in an urban area, typically after substantial alterations/
remodel or demolition of existing buildings. Ideally, redevelopment aims for better use of the property that provides 
an economic return to the community. For example, a property may be redeveloped to a mixed-use development that 
combines residential and commercial uses.

What is Residential Density?
In the context of planning, density describes the amount of residential development within a given area. Standards of 
density for residential uses are typically stated as the allowable range (i.e., minimum and maximum) of dwelling units 
per gross acre (du/ac).

Density = Dwelling Units per Acre

6 UNITS PER ACRE

18 UNITS PER ACRE
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What is Floor Area Ratio?
Standards of density for residential uses are stated as the allowable range (i.e., minimum and maximum) of dwelling 
units per gross acre (du/ac). Standards of building intensity for nonresidential uses such as office, commercial, 
industrial, and institutional development are stated as floor area ratios (FARs). FAR is an indicator of how much building 
space can be constructed on a given site. In the case of mixed-use developments that include residential uses, density 
standards are applied to the residential component while FAR standards are applied to the nonresidential component. 
A site includes all contiguous parcels that will share parking or access.

While FAR provides for overall development intensity, it does not specify the form or character of the building. Different 
interpretations of the same FAR can result in buildings of different character. To encourage similar interpretations of 
allowed FARs, other City regulations such as zoning height limits, building setbacks, lot coverage, or open space 
requirements guide the form of buildings with a given FAR.

In Solvang, the existing General Plan uses a maximum square footage per acre requirement for nonresidential uses. 
This method of showing intensity is not as common as delineating a FAR. For the purposes of this Alternatives Report, 
nonresidential uses will show both the current practice of square footage per acre as well as the equivalent FAR.

FAR = Ratio of Floor Area to Lot Area

1 story
(100% lot coverage)

2 stories
(50% lot coverage)

4 stories
(25% lot coverage)

FAR = 1.0

2 story
(100% lot coverage)

4 stories
(50% lot coverage)

8 stories
(25% lot coverage)

FAR = 2.0 
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2
Population, Employment, 
and Household Projection 
Scenarios

Employment Trends
The historical growth pattern for Solvang has varied 
significantly. This is because peak in jobs occurred 
prior to 2009, with over 3,500 jobs in 2004. After 
dropping to about 3,000 jobs in 2009 during the 
Great Recession, the job totals in Solvang steadily 
grew to over 3,400 jobs in 2019. The decade 
from 2009 to 2019 shows a compounded average 
growth rate (CAGR) of 1.3 percent.

During the 2009 to 2019 period, the largest 
job growth occurred in the accommodation and 
food services category, with over 600 jobs and 
a 6.5 percent CAGR. Unfortunately, much of this 
employment gain was eliminated during 2020. 
During the same period, the largest job loss occurred 
in retail trade, with a job loss of over 100 positions. 
Most of the professional services categories also lost 
jobs during this time. Healthcare (medical services) 
is a substantial source of well-paying employment in 
Solvang, with 524 jobs in 2019. 

Table 2-2 shows the recent trends by land use 
category. Generally, most of the job growth during 
the decade between 2009 and 2019 occurred 
in the commercial categories, while office jobs 
accounted for the largest job losses. Most of the 
other categories showed virtually no net change, 
although some variances exist within these land use 
categories. For example, in the institutional category, 
both the educational services and health care/social 
assistance sectors showed job growth. However, 
this was almost entirely offset by job losses in public 
administration.

17



18

  |  General Plan Alternatives Report 

Industry NAICS 2004 2009 2014 2019

2009 TO 
2019 

Historical 
Growth

Historical
CAGR*

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and 
Hunting 11 31 50 46 57 7 1.3%

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas 21 25 18 19 16 -2 -1.3%

Utilities 22 2 3 1 0 -3 -100.0%

Construction 23 150 91 67 74 -17 -2.0%

Manufacturing 31 212 117 163 152 35 2.6%

Wholesale Trade 42 42 60 42 56 -4 -0.8%

Retail Trade 44 556 601 509 489 -112 -2.0%

Transportation and Warehousing 48 41 36 45 26 -10 -3.2%

Information 51 49 13 11 0 -13 -63.3%

Finance and Insurance 52 169 150 86 92 -58 -4.7%

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 53 77 79 87 58 -21 -3.1%

Professional, Scientific, and 
Technical Services 54 158 124 157 157 33 2.3%

Management of Companies and 
Enterprises 55 10 29 31 38 9 2.6%

Administrative and Support and 
Waste Management 56 612 120 53 64 -56 -6.1%

Educational Services 61 75 73 92 96 23 2.8%

Health Care and Social Assistance 62 366 456 462 524 68 1.4%

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 71 30 2 6 18 16 25.2%

Accommodation and Food Services 72 723 723 1,058 1,359 636 6.5%

Other Services (except Public 
Administration) 81 99 94 74 67 -27 -3.4%

Public Administration 92 114 174 140 84 -90 -7.0%

Unclassified 99 0 4 3 0 -4 -100.0%

Total - All Industries  - 3,541 3,019 3,154 3,425 406 1.3%

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

* CAGR = Compound annual growth rate

Table 2-1: Solvang Employment Trends by Sector, 2004 to 2019
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Projected Employment Growth

SBCAG Employment Projections
The Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG) provides growth projections for 
Solvang. The projections were done in 2019, prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, and shows a base 
employment total of 4,050 jobs in 2017 with a projected job total of 4,210 for 2020.  The long-
term job growth between 2020 and 2040 shows a total job growth of about 650 jobs, with a 
CAGR of 0.7 percent (Table 2-3). The employment base estimated by SBCAG is considerably higher 
than the employment estimate used by JobsEQ, as indicated in Table 2-1.

Industry 2004 2009 2014 2019

2009 TO 
2019 

Historical 
Growth

Historical
CAGR*

Industrial 448 307 319 307 0 0.0%

Office 1,076 517 425 408 -108 -2.3%

Commercial 1,408 1,421 1,648 1,933 512 3.1%

Institutional 554 702 694 704 1 0.0%

Other 56 72 68 73 1 0.1%

Total 3,541 3,019 3,154 3,425 406 1.3%

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

The industrial land use category includes utilities, construction, manufacturing, wholesale trade, and transportation/warehousing.
The office land use category includes information, finance and insurance, real estate, professional services, management, and administrative and 
support services and waste management.
Commercial uses include retail, arts/entertainment/recreation, accommodations and food service, and other services. 
Institutional uses include educational services, health care/social assistance, and public administration.
Other uses include agriculture, mining/quarrying/gas, and unclassified uses.

* CAGR = Compound annual growth rate

Table 2-2: Solvang Employment Trends by Land Use, 2004 to 2019

 SBCAG Projection 2017 2020 2040 2020 to 2040 
CAGR

City of Solvang 4,050 4,210 4,860 0.7%

Source: SBCAG

* CAGR = Compound annual growth rate

Table 2-3 SBCAG Projected Employment Total, 2017 to 2040
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JobsEQ shows that the COVID-19 pandemic reduced the 
employment in Solvang to about 3,200 jobs by 2020 
Quarter 3, and the projected employment growth shows 
a low growth of 0.4 percent through 2030. Over the 
next decade, the projected net job growth is expected 
to total about 100 jobs (Table 2-5). The largest expected 
growth occurs in the health care and social assistance 
sector, with nearly 100 jobs. Retail trade is expected to 
show a net job loss.

As shown in Table 2-4, the projected employment by 
land use shows most of the job gains projected for the 
institutional land use categories, with minimal growth in 
most of the other categories through 2030 Quarter 3.

The City’s consultant team prepared alternate job growth 
projections in order to update the employment base for 
the pandemic recession and also to provide more detail 
in terms of land use demand. The alternate projections 
produce a low and high range of possible job growth in 
Solvang, with the gain in jobs between 2020 and 2040 
ranging from 254 to 834. The SBCAG projection of 
650 jobs falls within this range. 

The lower end of the range reflects a growth forecast 
from Chmura JobsEQ, a national data vendor who 
supplies the detailed employment estimates in Table 
2-1. The JobsEQ projection is based on their 10-year 
forecast, which uses a market-based national model to 
allocate projected growth to the state and county levels. 
This growth is then allocated down to the city level by 
their modeling.

 Industry 2020 
Q3

2030 
Q3

Projected 
2020 to  

2030 
Growth

Projected 
CAGR*

Industrial 291 287 -4 -0.1%
Office 586 604 18 0.3%
Commercial 1,599 1,599 0 0.0%
Institutional 683 780 97 1.3%
Other 69 73 4 0.6%
Total 3,227 3,343 116 0.4%

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

The industrial land use category includes utilities, construction, manufacturing, wholesale trade, and transportation/warehousing.
The office land use category includes information, finance and insurance, real estate, professional services, management, administrative 
and support services, and waste management.
Commercial uses include retail, arts/entertainment/recreation, accommodations and food service, and other services. 
Institutional uses include educational services, health care/social assistance, and public administration.
Other uses include agriculture, mining/quarrying/gas, and unclassified uses.

* CAGR = Compound annual growth rate

Table 2-4 Solvang Projected Employment by Land Use, 2020 Q3 to 2030 Q3 (JobsEQ Projection)
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Industry NAICS 2020 
Q3

2030 
Q3

Projected 
2020 to  

2030 
Growth

Projected 
CAGR*

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 11 56 59 3 0.5%

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas 21 13 14 1 0.7%

Utilities 22 0 0 0 n/a

Construction 23 72 73 1 0.1%
Manufacturing 31 141 140 -1 -0.1%
Wholesale Trade 42 53 51 -2 -0.4%
Retail Trade 44 453 428 -25 -0.6%
Transportation and Warehousing 48 25 23 -2 -0.8%
Information 51 0 0 0 n/a
Finance and Insurance 52 91 91 0 0.0%
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 53 57 56 -1 -0.2%
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 54 159 180 21 1.2%
Management of Companies and Enterprises 55 38 39 1 0.3%
Administrative and Support and Waste Management 56 241 238 -3 -0.1%
Educational Services 61 94 95 1 0.1%
Health Care and Social Assistance 62 505 600 95 1.7%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 71 14 16 2 1.3%
Accommodation and Food Services 72 1,076 1,098 22 0.2%
Other Services (except Public Administration) 81 56 57 1 0.2%
Public Administration 92 84 85 1 0.1%
Unclassified 99 0 0 0 n/a
Total - All Industries - 3,227 3,343 116 0.4%

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

* CAGR = Compound annual growth rate

Table 2-5: Solvang Projected Employment by Sector, 2020 Q3 to 2030 Q3 (JobsEQ Projection)
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20-Year Employment Growth Projections (2040)
Table 2-6 shows the JobsEQ projection extended out to 2040. The growth calculations were done 
individually by sector. With this timeline, the expected job growth will total around 250 jobs by 
2040. The largest employment gains are expected to occur in health care/social assistance, while 
the largest job losses are projected in retail trade.

 Industry NAICS 2020 
Q3

2040 Q3 
(JobsEQ rates)

2020 to 2040 
Growth 

(JobsEQ rates)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 11 56 62 6
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas 21 13 15 2
Utilities 22 0 0 0
Construction 23 72 74 2
Manufacturing 31 141 139 -2
Wholesale Trade 42 53 49 -4
Retail Trade 44 453 404 -49
Transportation and Warehousing 48 25 21 -4
Information 51 0 0 0
Finance and Insurance 52 91 91 0
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 53 57 55 -2
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 54 159 204 45
Management of Companies and Enterprises 55 38 40 2
Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management 56 241 235 -6

Educational Services 61 94 96 2
Health Care and Social Assistance 62 505 713 208
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 71 14 18 4
Accommodation and Food Services 72 1,076 1,120 44
Other Services (except Public Administration) 81 56 58 2
Public Administration 92 84 86 2
Unclassified 99 0 0 0
Total - All Industries  - 3,227 3,481 254

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

Table 2-6: Projected Solvang Employment by Sector, 2020 Q3 Through 2040 Q3 (JobsEQ Projected Growth 
Rates)
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Table 2-7 shows the 2040 projection by land use category. Using these classifications, most of the 
projected job growth using the JobsEQ growth rates is expected to occur in the institutional land uses, 
with nearly all of those jobs in health care and social assistance. Most institutional land uses occupy 
specialized office space. Other office uses expect to show modest net growth, with minimal change 
for industrial and commercial land uses. For the commercial land use categories, the slow growth 
results from projected growth in accommodation and food services offset by losses in retail sectors.

Table 2-8 shows the job projection using the historical growth rates (2009 to 2019). The high growth 
rates for arts/entertainment/recreation and accommodation/food services during this period reflect 
the fact that the economy was recovering from the Great Recession in 2009 and many of the “new” 
jobs were simply those being recovered from the losses during the recession. Now, we have been 
in a new recession which has hit the tourism and retail sectors particularly hard. In order to avoid 
over-projecting demand for new commercial and visitor-serving space, the City’s consultant team 
moderated the growth rates for the tourism sector by using the  JobsEQ projected growth rate for 
the arts/entertainment sector and the combined commercial growth rate for accommodation/food 
services. Using these growth rates, the projected job growth totals just over 830 jobs through 2040. 
While the 3.1 percent growth rate for accommodations and food services produces over 900 jobs, 
it remains significantly below the growth rate of 6.5 percent for that category between 2009 and 
2019.

Table 2-9 shows the 2040 projection by land use using the historical growth rates. Using these 
growth rates, the projected office uses show a net loss of over 100 jobs, while commercial and 
institutional uses each expect to show a new gain of over 700 jobs.

Industry 2020 Q3 2040 Q3 
(JobsEQ rates)

2020 TO 
2040 Growth 

(JobsEQ rates)

Industrial 291 283 -8
Office 586 625 39
Commercial 1,599 1,601 2
Institutional 683 895 212
Other 69 77 8
Total 3,227 3,481 254

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

Table 2-7 Projected Solvang Employment by Land Use, 2020 Q3 to 2040 Q3 
(JobsEQ Projected Growth Rates)
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 Industry NAICS 2020 
Q3

2040 Q3 
(historical 

rates)

2020 to 2040 
(historical 

rates)
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 11 56 73 17
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas 21 13 10 -3
Utilities 22 0 0 0
Construction 23 72 48 -24
Manufacturing 31 141 237 96
Wholesale Trade 42 53 45 -8
Retail Trade 44 453 300 -153
Transportation and Warehousing 48 25 13 -12
Information 51 0 0 0
Finance and Insurance 52 91 34 -57
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 53 57 30 -27
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 54 159 252 93
Management of Companies and Enterprises 55 38 64 26
Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management 56 241 68 -173

Educational Services 61 94 164 70
Health Care and Social Assistance 62 505 666 161
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 71 14 18 4
Accommodation and Food Services 72 1,076 1,990 914
Other Services (except Public Administration) 81 56 28 -28
Public Administration 92 84 20 -64
Total - All Industries  3,227 4,061 834

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

Notes: The growth estimate is based on the historical growth rates by sector from 2009 through 2019. For the accommodation and food 
services category, the overall historical growth rate was used. For arts, entertainment, and recreation, the JobsEQ 10-year projected 
employment growth rate for that category was used.

Table 2-8: Projected Solvang Employment by Sector, 2020 Q3 Through 2040 Q3 (JobsEQ Projected Growth 
Rates)

Industry 2020 Q3 2040 Q3 (historical rates) 2020 TO 2040 Growth 
(historical rates)

Industrial 291 343 52
Office 586 448 -138
Commercial 1,599 2,337 738
Institutional 683 849 166
Other 69 83 14
Total 3,227 4,061 834

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ

Table 2-9 Projected Solvang Employment by Land Use, 2020 Q3 to 2040 Q3 (Historical Growth Rates)
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Potential Square Footage Demand
Even though the two growth scenarios produced similar numbers of jobs, the distribution of the jobs 
differed significantly. The JobsEQ projection is based on their 10-year forecast, which uses a market-
based national model to allocate projected growth to the state and county levels. This growth is then 
allocated to the city level by their modeling. The growth based on historical growth rates assumes that 
the jobs will continue to increase at a rate similar to the pattern shown between 2009 and 2019. 
The two approaches produce significantly different findings.

The projected demand based on historical trends is much higher, as shown in Table 2-10. The market-
based projection shows demand for nearly 71,000 square feet of institutional uses, along with about 
13,000 square feet of other office space demand, with virtually no net change for commercial uses 
and a slight loss of demand for industrial uses.

When looking at the historical rates, the square footage demand for most of the individual categories 
is higher than for the market-based projection with a net overall demand of over 278,000 square 
feet. This is predominantly driven by demand for commercial space. However, the historical growth 
pattern also shows declines in office jobs, which drive down the overall demand when looking at the 
historical patterns.

Medical services account for nearly all the growth in the Institutional land use category. The City has 
received an application for a 32,000 sq. ft. medical building and it may also be expected that the 
hospital will expand on its site. Therefore, the higher projections of 70,984 sq. ft. may be more likely 
for this category. 

Industry
2020 to 

2040 Growth 
(JobsEQ rates)

2020 to 
2040 Growth 

(historical 
rates

Square Feet 
per Job

2020 to 
2040 Square 

Footage 
(JobsEQ 
Rates)

2020 to 
2040 Square 

Footage 
(historical 

rates)

Industrial -8 52 620 -4,801 32,442
Office 39 -138 335 13,016 -46,152
Commercial 2 738 320 683 236,193
Institutional 212 166 335 70,984 55,707
Total - - - 79,882 278,190

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from JobsEQ and IFMA

Notes: The square footage calculations do not include the “other” land uses category.

Table 2-10 Projected Solvang Square Footage Demand by Land Use, 2020 Q3 to 
2040 Q3
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Population and Household Projections
According to the 2020 Decennial Census, the 2020 population in Solvang was 6,126. The count of households has 
not yet been released so we have estimated 2020 households at 2,512 based on the 2019 household size from the 
2014-2019 ACS. The growth trend between 2010 and 2020 shows a CAGR of about 1.6 percent for population 
and slightly lower for households. Applying the historical trends to the 2020 households and population shows that by 
2040, the population will increase to more than 8,300 residents with nearly 3,360 households (Table 2-11).

These growth projections are substantially higher that the growth previously projected by SBCAG, which in 2017 
estimated a population growth rate of 0.4 percent, and a 0.6 percent household growth rate. It should be noted that 
these rates were very similar to data estimated by the California Department of Finance, which is the state’s official 
agency for demographic projections. Using the SBCAG projected growth rates, Solvang would have a population of 
6,730 in 2040 with a household count of 2,850.

2010 2020

2040 
(projected 

on historical 
growth rates)

2040 
(projected 
based on 

SBCAG growth 
rates)

CAGR 
(historical 

trend)

CAGR (SBCAG 
projection)

Population 5,245 6,126 8,357 6,730 1.6% 0.4%

Households 2,173 2,512 3,357 2,850 1.5% 0.6%

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from US Bureau of the Census and SBCAG

Table 2-11 SBCAG Projected Employment Total, 2020 to 2040
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3Existing Land Use 
Designations

¬«246

¬«246

S A
lisal R

d

d
R odatni

P o
malA

N
 A

lis
al

 R
d

Chalk Hill R
d

V iborg Rd

Ballar d Canyon

R
d

At
te

rd
a g

R
d

F re
de

ns
borg

Canyo
n

Rd

La

da
n Dr

Ra
nc

ho
Alis

al
D

r

Fjord Dr

N
 A

lis
al

 R
d

Janin Wy

Fi
fth

 S
t

Fi
rs

t S
t

Oak St

Laurel Av

Pi
ne

 S
t

Third

St

Elm Av

Quail Valley Rd

Fr
ed

en
sb

o r
g

C
an

yo
n

R
d

Rebild Dr

Hill Haven

Ko
ld

in
g 

Av

Maple Av

Lark Hill

Cooper D
r

D
o ve

Meadow
Rd

Fa i r w
ay

D
r

A ar
hu

s Dr

Holly Ln

Sk
ag

en
D

r

Old Mill Rd

Hillside Dr

Willow Dr

Derm
anak Dr

Ranch Rd

Jennils a Ln

Old Mission
Dr

Vikin g
W

y

Odin Wy

Alta
Vista

Meadow Ranch Rd

Pistache
Av

Roble B lan c o Rd

Coyote Creek R
d

Fredensborg W y

r
D egairra

C

Cre ekside Dr

El
si

no
re

 D
r

Molle Wy

Vi
a

D
in

er
o

Q
uail R

idg e
Rd

Old
Ranch Rd

Juniper Av

Olesen Dr
Hol

sted Rd

Valley Oak
R

d

Su
nr

is
e

W
y

Deer Hill Dr

Sawleaf Ln

A lis
al Mesa Rd

Birch Dr

Park Wy

Ribe Rd

M
an

za
nita Dr

Riley Rd

Mesa Dr

Skytt M
es

a
Dr

Valhall a Dr

Rincon Dr

Elverhoy Wy

Elk Gro ve Rd

Freya Dr

Hans Park

Pl
G

re
en

fie
ld

 R
d

V al Verde

High Meadow Rd

Viborg Rd

V
ester Sted

Del Prado Rd

Mesa Vista Ln

K ara L n

Ivy L n Krill Rd

Fo
ur

th
 P

l

College C any
on

R
d

F
a i

rw
ay

Pl

Ringsted
Dr

Copenhagen Dr

Ac or
n

W
y

Village Ln

Al
am

o 
P

in
ta

do
 R

d

Kronen Wy

Eucalyptus Dr Hill

Hav
en

R
d

Park View Tr

Aebeltoft Wy

Deer Hill Ln

Esrom Dr

Via Reposa

Kanin Hoj

St
ad

iu
m

 P
l

M
yr

tle
 C

t

Bowl P
l

Mountain View Dr

l
P tsri F

First Ct

D
ee

r Hill D
r

Fo
ur

th
 P

l

A
lisal Creek

Santa Ynez River

Santa Ynez River

Source: City of Solvang, 2021

Date: February 4, 2021

¯ 0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Miles

Figure 4-5
Existing General Plan Land Uses
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State planning law requires general plans 
to establish “standards of population 
density and building intensity,” as well 
as allowed uses for the various land 
use designations in the plan (General 
Code Section 65302(a)). As part of the 
General Plan Update process, residents, 
business owners, and interested parties 
are given the opportunity to evaluate 
and weigh in on the appropriate land 
use types, densities, and intensities for 
different areas of the community, as 
well as on the form and design of new 
development.

To support the description of each 
alternative, this section is prepared as 
a guide for understanding the range 
of land use designations evaluated in 
the alternatives. This section includes a 
short description of each existing land 
use designation, followed by a land 
use diagram, and a table outlining the 
development standards and allowable 
uses for each designation.
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Land Use Designation Descriptions
The General Plan, and the accompanying Land Use Map (see Figure 3-1), assign each parcel in the city a specific 
land use designation. These land use designations establish broad standards that guide future development. Land 
use designations identify the types of development allowed (i.e., residential, commercial, industrial), the density for 
residential uses (how many units are permitted per acre), and the intensity for nonresidential designations (the maximum 
allowed building square footage and parcel coverage, or FAR) that is allowed on each parcel.

The existing 2008 General Plan includes 15 land use designations. These designations are described below and 
summarized on Table 3-1.

Guest Ranch 

This designation is established to recognize the 
approximately 30 acres of the Alisal Ranch located 
within the city. Allowed uses include guest lodging, 
employee housing, restaurants, and recreation and 
entertainment.

Density/Intensity 
	 15,000 square feet per acre (0.34 FAR)

Estate Residential 

This designation allows for low-density, large-
lot single-family residential development. This 
designation is characterized by estate ranchettes 
with detached single-family residences.

Density/Intensity 
	 Up to 1 dwelling unit per 3 acres

Low Density Residential 

This designation allows for single-family residential 
development. This designation is characterized by 
detached single-family residences with detached 
secondary residences on large parcels. 

Density/Intensity 
	 • Up to 1 dwelling unit per acre

Low Medium Density Residential 

This designation allows for single-family residential 
development. This designation is characterized by 
detached single-family residences with detached 
secondary residences on large parcels.   

Density/Intensity 
	 Up to 2 dwelling units per acre

Medium Density Residential 

This designation allows for single- and multi-
family residential development. This designation 
is characterized by detached single-family and 
medium-density, multi-family residences on smaller 
parcels.

Density/Intensity 
	 3 to 7 dwelling units per acre

High Density Residential 

This designation allows for single- and multi-
family residential development. This designation 
is characterized by single-family homes, duplexes, 
triplexes, row houses, and condominiums.   

Density/Intensity 
	 8 to 20 dwelling units per acre

Mobile Home Park 

This designation allows for the development of 
mobile home parks.

Density/Intensity 
	 Up to 8 dwelling units per acre

Retail Commercial 

This designation allows for commercial 
establishments intended to serve the everyday 
needs of Solvang residents. This designation is 
characterized by specialty shops, grocery stores, 
and personal service establishments.

Density/Intensity 
	 10,000 square feet per acre (0.23 FAR)
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Public/Institutional

This designation allows for a variety of public and quasi-
public uses, and is characterized by schools, places of 
assembly, hospitals, and public utility facilities.

Density/Intensity 
	  10,000 square feet per acre (0.23 FAR)

Open Space/Recreation

This designation allows for public parks, indoor and outdoor 
recreation and entertainment uses, and open space. 

Density/Intensity 
	 N/A

Agriculture

This designation reserves land for agriculture related 
land use. Development in this designation is limited to 
agriculture related uses and support facilities. 

Density/Intensity 
	 N/A

Tourist Commercial 

This designation allows for a range of visitor-serving 
commercial establishments and limited residential mixed-
use development. This designation is characterized by 
hotels, restaurants, specialty shops, and recreation and 
entertainment uses.

Density/Intensity 
	 22,000 square feet per acre (0.5 FAR)

General Commercial 

This designation allows for large scale commercial 
establishments and is characterized by wholesale and 
heavy commercial uses. 

Density/Intensity 
	 10,000 square feet per acre (0.23 FAR)

Professional Office 

This designation allows for a range of office uses and is 
characterized by medical centers and general office uses. 

Density/Intensity 
	  15,000 square feet per acre (0.34 FAR)

Light Industry

This designation allows for a range of light industrial 
land uses. This designation is characterized by light 
manufacturing, research and development facilities, 
warehouses, and processing facilities.

Density/Intensity 
	  10,000 square feet per acre (0.23 FAR)
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Land Use Designation Density/Intensity Allowed Uses Acres Percent of 
Total 

GR Guest Ranch 15,000 square feet per 
acre (0.34 FAR)

Recreation and entertainment, 
retail, employee housing

30.8 2.2%

ER Estate Residential Up to 1dwelling unit per 
3 acres

Single-family residential 15.8 1.1%

LDR Low Density Residential Up to 1 dwelling unit per 
acre

Single-family residential 255.1 20.2%

LMDR Low Medium Density 
Residential 

Up to 2 dwelling unit per 
acre

Single-family residential 218.2 15.8%

MDR Medium Density 
Residential

3-7 dwelling units per 
acre

Single-family and multi-family 
residential

248.1 18.0%

HDR High Density 
Residential

8-20 dwelling units per 
acre

Single-family and multi-family 
residential

117.6 8.5%

MHP Mobile Home Park Up to 8 dwelling units 
per acre

Mobile and manufactured 
housing

51.2 3.7%

RC Retail Commercial 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Retail and services 14.0 1.0%

TC Tourist Commercial 22,000 square feet per 
acre (0.50 FAR)

Retail and services 59.7 4.3%

GC General Commercial 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Service-oriented commercial 1.0 0.1%

PO Professional Office 15,000 square feet per 
acre (0.34 FAR)

Professional and medical offices 9.1 0.7%

LI Light Industry 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Light manufacturing, research 
and development, warehousing

9.7 0.7%

PI Public/Institutional 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Public and quasi-public uses 41.2 3.0%

OS Open Space N/A Open space and recreational 
uses

213.7 15.5%

AG Agriculture N/A Agriculture 69.7 5.1%

1,355(1) 100.0%

(1) The total acreage does not include public rights-of-way.

Table 3-1: Land Use Designations Summary
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Land Use Designation Density/Intensity Allowed Uses Acres Percent of 
Total 

GR Guest Ranch 15,000 square feet per 
acre (0.34 FAR)

Recreation and entertainment, 
retail, employee housing

30.8 2.2%

ER Estate Residential Up to 1dwelling unit per 
3 acres

Single-family residential 15.8 1.1%

LDR Low Density Residential Up to 1 dwelling unit per 
acre

Single-family residential 255.1 20.2%

LMDR Low Medium Density 
Residential 

Up to 2 dwelling unit per 
acre

Single-family residential 218.2 15.8%

MDR Medium Density 
Residential

3-7 dwelling units per 
acre

Single-family and multi-family 
residential

248.1 18.0%

HDR High Density 
Residential

8-20 dwelling units per 
acre

Single-family and multi-family 
residential

117.6 8.5%

MHP Mobile Home Park Up to 8 dwelling units 
per acre

Mobile and manufactured 
housing

51.2 3.7%

RC Retail Commercial 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Retail and services 14.0 1.0%

TC Tourist Commercial 22,000 square feet per 
acre (0.50 FAR)

Retail and services 59.7 4.3%

GC General Commercial 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Service-oriented commercial 1.0 0.1%

PO Professional Office 15,000 square feet per 
acre (0.34 FAR)

Professional and medical offices 9.1 0.7%

LI Light Industry 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Light manufacturing, research 
and development, warehousing

9.7 0.7%

PI Public/Institutional 10,000 square feet per 
acre (0.23 FAR)

Public and quasi-public uses 41.2 3.0%

OS Open Space N/A Open space and recreational 
uses

213.7 15.5%

AG Agriculture N/A Agriculture 69.7 5.1%

1,355(1) 100.0%

(1) The total acreage does not include public rights-of-way.
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FIGURE 3-1: EXISTING GENERAL PLAN LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
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4Focus Area

What is the Focus 
Area?

Purpose of the Focus Area
Since the Solvang General Plan Update process 
began in 2020, the City’s consultant team has 
been listening carefully to community members, key 
stakeholders, the General Plan Advisory Committee 
(GPAC), as well as staff. Many opportunities 
have been provided to receive feedback from the 
community and key stakeholders during this process 
as outlined in the 2021 Community Engagement 
Summary. These opportunities include stakeholder 
interviews, two community workshops that included 
activities and discussions, and an opportunity for 
online engagement through the General Plan website 
(PlanSolvang.com). These opportunities provided 
the community the ability to express their vision for 
the future of Solvang and to highlight key issues and 
opportunities that exist within the community. The 
City has taken all the feedback received so far into 
consideration and will incorporate concepts and 
ideas into the General Plan.

As outlined in the introduction of this report, a 
key step in the General Plan Update process is to 
analyze various alternatives that will eventually lead 

What is the Focus Area 
Most of Solvang is not expected to change much between now 
and 2040. The focus area shown on the following page is the 
area of Solvang where development and change is most likely to 
occur. The land use alternatives process allows the community to 
express opinions about the type of development that should be 
planned for this area.

35
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for additional housing, unless the existing densities in 
single-family residential areas were increased. The 
increasing of density in single-family neighborhoods 
was not considered as part of the alternatives analysis. 
It is assumed there will be no changes made to the 
existing zoning in these neighborhoods but will be made 
consistent with State Law to allow for ADU’s, JADU’s, and 
SB 9 eligible projects. 

Extended Boundaries/ “Fingers”
In addition, its core, the focus area includes some 
unique aspects. As identified in Figure 4-1, there are 
“fingers” that extend from the core of the focus area. 
These extensions are a direct response to GPAC direction 
that these extended boundaries be incorporated to 
highlight primary entry points or gateways into Solvang. 
While these areas are not expected to experience 
significant land use changes, the gateways may 
incorporate key goals that will be supported by policy 
in the update. Potential goals and policies could focus 
on mobility options to improve circulation for vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic, preserve land that is not suitable 
for development as open space, and incorporate 
wayfinding techniques to improve circulation. The final 
goals and policies will be derived from the preferred 
land use alternative that will be selected and approved 
by the City Council and Planning Commission. 

to the selection of a “preferred land use alternative.” This 
alternative will later be used to guide the preparation of 
the General Plan goals, policies, and implementation 
programs. A key step in creating the various alternatives 
is identifying areas in the community that are likely 
to change based on the needs and expectations of 
the community. In an alternatives process, this area is 
referred to as the “focus area.” Having a focus area is 
important as it narrows down where change will likely 
occur in the community and provides the City a starting 
point to develop policies to support the change. 

Why the Unique Boundaries? 

The Focus Area
The focus area for the Solvang General Plan Update, is 
the same for all three alternatives, as identified in Figure 
4-1. Based on community feedback, the area that has 
the most opportunity for change to meet the needs of 
the community is concentrated in the central core of the 
city. This is where most of the retail commercial, higher 
density residential, and the tourist commercial uses are 
located. This area is where Solvang has the greatest 
potential to accommodate new residential growth, since 
the existing infrastructure already supports more intense 
uses in the community. 

Residential
The General Plan land use designations of High 
Density Residential (HDR)and Tourist Commercial 
(TC), which are found within the focus area, are the 
only two designations under consideration for density 
and intensity changes. For example, the current TC 
designation does not specifically allow residential uses 
even though housing existed in the core prior to the 
incorporation of the city. The designation is proposed 
to now specifically allow residential uses as part of a 
mixed-use project. Unlike the core of Solvang, areas 
outside of the focus area are predominantly single-family 
residential. The likelihood of substantive change in these 
areas is low and is primarily focused on the limited 
amounts of vacant and underutilized land. Areas outside 
the focus area boundary provide limited opportunities 

FOCUS 
AREA
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Land Use Designations
Guest Ranch
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Rivers and Creeks

FIGURE 4-1: FOCUS AREA BOUNDARY



38

  |  General Plan Alternatives Report 

38



39

Public Review Draft |  January 2022

5Vacant and Underutilized 
Parcels

Land Available for Development

Vacant Land
As part of the General Plan Update, the City of Solvang identified vacant and underutilized parcels available for 
development within the city. The vacant parcels inventoried in the process are summarized by the following:

• Solvang has nearly 28 acres of vacant land available for development within the City Boundary (Figure 5-1 
and Table 5-1). This estimate is based on vacant parcel data from the County Assessor and ground-truthed by 
City staff.

• Most vacant land in Solvang is designated for residential development (24.49 acres).

• The remaining 3.05 acres of vacant land is designated for nonresidential uses.

Underutilized Sites
The Alternatives Report used parcel improvement value data from the Santa Barbara County Assessor to identify 
underutilized parcels. Underutilized sites are classified as parcels where the improvement value was less than half 
the land value, which suggests that the parcels are underutilized to a degree that would make them more likely to 
redevelop within the planning period (2040). Figure 5-2 shows underutilized sites in Solvang. Underutilized and 
vacant parcels are considered opportunity sites for future development or redevelopment.

Land Use Designation
Classification 

Acres
Residential Nonresidential 

LDR Low Density Residential X 8.21

LMDR Low Medium Density Residential X 14.82

MDR Medium Density Residential X 1.47

OS Open Space X 0.25

PO Professional/Office X 1.9

PI Public/Institutional X 0.9

Source: City of Solvang 2021, Santa Barbara County Assessor, 2021 27.53(1)

(1) The totals may not add due to rounding.

Table 5-1: Vacant Land by Land Use 
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FIGURE 5-1: VACANT PARCELS
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FIGURE 5-2: UNDERUTILIZED PARCELS

Note:
Alternatives B and C assume all parcels designated TC are 
underutilized since the maximum FAR is being increased from 
the existing FAR in the General Plan.
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6Citywide Land Use Alternatives

How were the 
Alternatives Developed?
This report analyzes three land use alternative concepts 
designed to accommodate future growth in Solvang. 
As part of the General Plan Update, residents, business 
owners, and interested parties have the opportunity 
to consider and weigh in on the appropriate land use 
types, densities, and intensities for different areas of the 
community. The land use alternatives presented in this 
section are a result of input received from community 
members, the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), 
the Planning Commission, and the City Council. 

This section provides detailed descriptions of the three 
alternative concepts for the General Plan Update. This 
section includes a diagram of each alternative depicting 
density and intensity ranges and a summary of the 
population, dwelling units, and employment that each 
alternative would support (i.e., the development capacity). 
See Table 6-1 for a comparison of alternatives.

Details on the methodology used to calculate the estimated 
dwelling units and population for each land use alternative is 
provided in Appendix A.

43
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Category Existing Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Residents 6,126(1) 7,027 7,500 7,830

Jobs 3,227(2) 3,292(2) 3,380(2) 3,433(2)

Dwelling Units 2,566(1) 2,928(3) 3,125(3) 3,263(3)

Net New Dwelling Units _ 274 471 609
(1) Based on 2020 Census projections.
(2)Based on data from JobsEQ
(3)Alternative totals include 88 dwelling units assumed to be created by pending and approved projects.

Table 6-1: Alternative Buildout Summary

Through the multitude of community engagement efforts to date, the Solvang community expressed the desire for smart 
growth and economic vitality without compromising the city’s small-town feel. Coupled with the city’s Urban Growth 
Boundary (UGB), which was adopted in June 2020, each alternative accommodates future growth by increasing 
density and intensity ranges of existing land use designations. Through this approach, each alternative could 
accommodate future growth without changing the land use designation of any parcel in the city.

Notes on Methodology
The only differences between each alternative are the allowed residential density and nonresidential intensity within 
the following land use designations:

• High Density Residential (HDR)

• Tourist Commercial (TC)

The alternatives in this report do not include the annexation of any land into the city. Besides the High Density 
Residential (HDR) and Tourist Commercial (TC) land use designations (see Figure 6-1), there are no assumed 
density or intensity changes to any of the remaining designations. This approach results in an increase of residential 
uses in HDR and TC land use designations and an increase in nonresidential square footage and employment in 
TC. For the TC designated parcels, this analysis assumes no net loss of existing commercial square footage and 
assumes the addition of residential square footage to the site. That is, if a commercial site is redeveloped with a 
mix of commercial and residential, the amount of commercial square footage would remain unchanged, except in 
Alternative B and Alternative C where the FAR is increased to accommodate potential residential. The increase in 
FAR for Alternative C would increase the maximum height in the TC from 35 feet to 45 feet. The additional 10 feet 
in allowable height would allow for additional on site residential capacity. Because the alternative concepts do not 
include changes to assigned land use designations, the land use map remains the same for each alternative.

Capacity at Buildout by Alternative
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Focus Area 
Boundary

Tourist 
Commercial

High Density 
Residential

FIGURE 6-1: HDR AND TC LAND USE DESIGNATIONS
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Citywide Alternative A
Alternative A is a baseline scenario consistent with the existing 2008 General Plan. This alternative is a “business 
as usual” scenario in which there is no proposed density/intensity changes to any of the existing land use 
designations. Development and zoning standards would also remain unchanged. This alternative is important to 
analyze as a point of comparison to the other alternatives as it represents what the city could  look and feel like 
if the existing General Plan land uses were carried forward to the year 2040. Alternative A assumes that all 
currently vacant and underutilized parcels (see Figures 5-1 and 5-2) in the city are to be developed/redeveloped at 
the average density/intensity of all other parcels in that land use designation. For example, if the average density 
of all Medium Density Residential in the city is five dwelling units per acre, this analysis assumes that all vacant 
and underutilized parcels would also be developed/redeveloped at five dwelling units per acre. The population, 
employment, and dwelling unit projections below include the total net new, existing, and pending and approved 
projects. See Figure 6-2 for Alternative A.

A

SF= Single-Family

MF= Multi-family

RESIDENTS
7,027

JOBS
3,292

MF UNITS
884

SF UNITS
2,044
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FIGURE 6-2: ALTERNATIVE A
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Citywide Alternative B
Alternative B is a medium density, infill-oriented alternative. This alternative proposes a modest increase to 
the maximum density for the High Density Residential designation from 20 dwellings units per acre, to 24 

dwelling units per acre. This alternative also proposes allowing multi-family residential development in the 
Tourist Commercial designation at a maximum density of 20 dwelling units per acre. As a general note, 
the existing Tourist Commercial designation does not currently allow residential uses. This change would modify 
the Tourist Commercial designation to a mixed-use designation that allows for both commercial and residential 
uses. This alternative also increases the maximum FAR in the TC from 0.5 to 0.65, with an increased maximum 

allowable height of 35 feet. Besides the proposed changes to the High Density Residential and Tourist 
Commercial designations, there are no other proposed density/intensity changes to the remaining land use 
designations. The population, employment, and dwelling unit projections below include the total net new, existing, 
and pending and approved projects. See Figure 6-3 for Alternative B.

B

SF= Single-Family

MF= Multi-family

RESIDENTS
7,500

JOBS
3,380

MF UNITS
1,081

SF UNITS
2,044
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Focus Area 
Boundary

FIGURE 6-3: ALTERNATIVE B
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Citywide Alternative C
Alternative C is a high density, infill-oriented alternative. Similar to Alternative B, this alternative includes a 
modest increase to the maximum density for the High Density Residential designation from 20 dwelling units 
per acre, to 32 dwelling units per acre. This alternative also allows multi-family residential development in 
the Tourist Commercial designation at a maximum density of 32 dwelling units per acre. As a general 
note, the existing Tourist Commercial designation does not currently allow residential uses. This alternative would 
modify the Tourist Commercial designation to a mixed-use designation that allows for both commercial and 
residential uses. This alternative also increases the maximum FAR in the TC from 0.5 to 1.00, with an increased 
maximum allowable height of 45 feet. Besides the proposed changes to the High Density Residential and 
Tourist Commercial designations, there are no other proposed density/intensity changes to the remaining land use 
designations. The population, employment, and dwelling unit projections below include the total net new, existing, 
and pending and approved projects. See Figure 6-4 for Alternative C.

C

SF= Single-Family

MF= Multi-family

RESIDENTS
7,830

JOBS
3,433

MF UNITS
1,219

SF UNITS
2,044
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Focus Area 
Boundary

FIGURE 6-4: ALTERNATIVE C
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7Mobility Options

In addition to land use changes, the determination of future mobility and circulation changes and impacts is important 
to consider in the overall General Plan Update. As part of the Alternatives Report, a series of mobility options are 
provided to further clarify different approaches to handling overall circulation within Solvang. Several of the concepts 
focus on a more comprehensive and holistic approach to viewing a circulation system beyond that of traditional 
vehicle use. This section includes several different mobility options meant to spur discussion and will not necessarily 
reflect changes to land uses within each of three land use alternatives.

It is important to note that all mobility options provided in this section can be incorporated into the General Plan based 
on community feedback and preference. Such topical areas discussed in this section include alternative forms of 
transportation including more pedestrian and bicycle-friendly networks, pedestrian-only streets, parking, and the State 
Route 246 Bypass. Future implementation of community preferred mobility options will be incorporated as new goals, 
policies, and implementation programs in the Mobility Element of the General Plan. 
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The SYBMP found that there are only two roadways with 
Class II bicycle facilities (bike lanes with striping and 
signage) and only one Class I bike facility (an exclusive, 
separate bicycle/pedestrian shared use path) which is 
along State Route (SR) 246, from the eastern boundary 
of Solvang to approximately 1.5 miles to Santa Ynez 
High School. 

One major area identified in the SYBMP as lacking in 
safe facilities is routes to and from schools and residential 
areas. These are areas of focus since school age 
children are typically bicycle riders with less experience 
than adult riders. This points out that a comprehensive 
strategy must address different groups of riders – those 
that are experienced at riding in mixed flow traffic and 
the vast majority of users who are not. 

Solvang, as a primary tourism destination, should have 
easily accessible and understandable bicycle network 
maps, visitor bicycle routes, and signage, and markings 
and wayfinding for occasional bicycle facility users.  

The SYBMP proposed several new bicycle facilities for 
the next 10 years (through 2029). The top proposals 
affecting Solvang include:

1. The Santa Ynez River Trail project, a Class I facility, 
completely dedicated to bicycles and pedestrians 
running between Buellton and Solvang along the 
Santa Ynez River.

2. The Sunny Fields Spur Class I facility is a proposed 
route approximately one-quarter to one-half miles 
long, connecting the eastern end of the existing 
Class I bicycle facility along SR 246 to Alamo 
Pintado Road. This connection would help bicyclists 
bypass and avoid unsafe conditions riding in mixed 
flow traffic along SR 246. 

Active Transportation – 
Pedestrian and Bicycle System
The Santa Ynez Bicycle Master Plan (SYBMP), which 
includes the city of Solvang, was completed in 2019. 
This plan sets forth a comprehensive vision for both 
recreational and utilitarian bicyclists and lays out five 
goals:

1. Safety – To establish a secure bicycle network 
that addresses key areas of concern including 
highways, intersections, and routes to school.

2. Infrastructure – To install, improve, and maintain 
bicycle infrastructure throughout the Santa Ynez 
Valley region.

3. Connectivity – to have a well-planned and 
coordinated network to connect users with their 
origins and destinations including schools, 
residential areas, community centers, transit stops, 
park-and-ride, and neighboring cities.

4. Equity – to provide equitable access for users of all 
ages, ability, income levels, location, and use.

5. Economic Development – To recognize the 
economic importance of bicycling in the region 
as it relates to tourism and stimulates the local 
economy.



55

Public Review Draft |  January 2022

4. Wider sidewalks should be considered along 
Mission Drive to accommodate shoppers and allow 
for limited placement of shop kiosks, tables, and 
seating;

5. Improving bicycle and pedestrian facilities with 
pavement markings and placing soft and/or 
hard barriers between bicyclists/pedestrians and 
vehicular traffic in key locations (i.e., buffered Class 
II or Class IV facilities); and

6. Creating a system of bicycle routes, trails, tourist 
routes, and other signed, striped, and/or separated 
facilities. These routes should provide attractive 
alternative parallel routes to Mission Drive for east-
west bicycle travel in Solvang.

Given Solvang’s visitor destination attractiveness and its 
existing local residents ranging from school children to 
retired persons, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities need to consider the range of users. In the 
denser activity areas along Mission Drive, Class I, Class 
II, or Class IV facilities (completely separate facilities, 
separated facilities with markings/lanes, separated by 
soft or hardscape barrier) should be the predominant 
type of facility. This is appropriate where the lesser 
experienced riders will be riding, as well as visitors who 
are familiar with Solvang. 

Bicycle circulation along roadways with low traffic 
volumes could be addressed simply with signage and 
clearly marked intersection crossings. The City should 
also consider designation of curb use for parking and 
some sections of curb for striped bicycle lanes. Parking 
needs to be integrated with plans for bicycles and 
pedestrians.

Walking and Bicycling Options
Walking and bicycling are ideal modes of transportation 
for the city of Solvang for many reasons:

• Solvang is mostly flat terrain with low or no hills 
to climb which allows for ease in use of human 
powered travel modes.

• Solvang is an attractive weekend destination and 
can provide access to many parts of the city in 
addition to activities and businesses along SR 246.

• Improved and safe routes for bicycles and 
pedestrians can offset the impact of automobile 
traffic circulating through the city for local trips and 
alleviate multiple short trips and parking searches.

The 2008 General Plan Circulation Element noted 
that the key issues affecting circulation in Solvang is 
the dependence on SR 246 for many uses, sometimes 
resulting in conflicting movement and less safe conditions. 

Travel along Mission Drive includes both through trips by 
autos and trucks, with higher speeds and fewer stops, 
combined with street parking (backing and turning), 
and adjacent to pedestrians accessing local businesses. 
This creates a speed differential that can lead to unsafe 
circumstances and potential accidents.

Solvang is not unique in circumstance of having a higher 
speed throughput-facility that is also used as access to 
local businesses and residential areas. There are several 
key alternatives for reducing speeds to address some of 
these safety concerns:

1. Infrastructure treatments that slow speeds of auto 
and truck traffic in densely commercial sections 
including (intersection control, bulb-outs, high visible 
pedestrian crossings);

2. Visual treatments that improve the awareness of 
auto and truck drivers to locations where pedestrian 
and bicyclists typically ride and walk;

3. Addressing specific crosswalk issues with pavement 
markings, signage, and signals;
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Typical rules for wayfinding signage include limiting 
placement on expressways and location separated 
enough from other safety signage and of a distinct color 
and design so as to be distinctively for use as information 
purposes only. Solvang could implement signage to 
direct drivers to parking and limit the amount of time 
required to search for available parking.  

Parking
Parking to access all of Solvang’s destinations along SR 
246 can become limited during weekends and other 
peak visitation periods. There are currently three public 
parking surface-lots in Solvang: Copenhagen Drive, 
Alisal Road, and Oak Street. The City completed the 
Downtown Solvang Parking Study in 2020, outlining 
a few alternatives to accommodate growth in demand 
for parking. The study showed that there was over 90 
percent occupancy of parking spaces during peak times 
on weekend days.

Recommendations of the Parking Study concluded that 
the City should implement a 3- hour time limit in the most 
congested parking areas to increase the turnover rate. 
The study also recommended that Solvang implement 
paid parking to help fund parking infrastructure 
improvements in the future and also to provide a 
mechanism to manage parking space use. Additionally, 
it was recommended that parking use be increased 

Parking, Wayfinding, and 
Smartphone Guidance Assistance

Wayfinding
Wayfinding is important to travel by making it easier 
for residents, commuters, and tourists to find Solvang’s 
destinations and attractions. Wayfinding aims to 
integrate a range of navigation and communication 
tools for traversing commercial areas, such as signage, 
brochures, kiosks, and smart-phone applications. 
Wayfinding explores ways to navigate from one place 
to another and focuses on highlighting the experience 
of the path and eventual arrival of the wayfinding user. 
A wayfinding system will underscore Solvang’s unique 
and eclectic beauty, as well as improve movement for 
pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists.

The figure below shows examples of wayfinding signage 
that was proposed in a Mission Drive Improvement 
Planing Study. The design in the example reinforces 
Solvang’s community brand and provides clear direction 
while 1) Entering the City, 2) Finding a place to park, 
and 3) Arriving at your destination. Having a clear and 
direct wayfinding plan enhances both the pedestrian and 
vehicular circulation experience. In many cases, having 
good wayfinding signage increases repeat visits by as 
much as 30% to primary and secondary destinations.  
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Pedestrian-Only Streets and Corridors
Pedestrian-only streets can accomplish many objectives 
including enhancing safety for pedestrians, providing 
a pollution reduced and noise reduced area to browse 
shops and restaurants, and allowing shops to place 
merchandise outdoors and restaurants to place seating 
areas outside.

Pedestrian-only streets can also enhance access to 
commercial areas, encouraging visitors to walk from 
shop to shop rather than needing to move their vehicle. 
This also reduced circling for parking and can increase 
the reach of some shops to customers. Instead of driving 
past shops and restaurants, pedestrians can access 
more activities along a pedestrian-only mall. During the 
COVID-19 pandemic, the City closed Copenhagen 
Drive to auto traffic to allow shops to continue to 
accommodate patronage with minimum separation 
requirements.

Pedestrian Scramble
Given the strong pedestrian desire lines that span corner-
to-corner along Mission Drive in the downtown core, 
pedestrian scramble phases should be considered. 
Pedestrian scramble phases improve safety by reducing 
the number of pedestrian crossings/conflicts by serving 
all the pedestrian movements at once. This in turn 
reduces the total pedestrian crossing phase times at 
intersections which allow more green time for vehicles.

The figure below illustrates a 6-way pedestrian crossing, 
also called a “pedestrian scramble” phase. This traffic 
signal phase is pedestrian only – all vehicles are 

at Veterans Memorial Hall, and that the City could 
investigate public-private partnerships to finance future 
parking facilities. 

Valet parking could also enhance visitor ability to 
quickly access tourist destinations, avoiding the search 
for parking for a small fee. It is important to integrate 
parking locations with availability of bicycle rentals 
and other micro-mobility services. Smartphone apps 
can also help users quickly access parking, indicating 
where spaces are available. Some Smartphone apps 
use crowd-sourced data directly from users, but in some 
instances, Solvang could investigate the use of Advance 
Parking Guidance Systems (APGS) with installation of 
parking sensors and indicators in the most highly used 
parking spaces.

Parking and Wayfinding Options
The following are options for the City to accommodate 
growth in parking demand:

1. Addition of parking structures with close access to 
the center of Solvang and ancillary micro-mobility, 
e-bike, and bicycle rentals and paths;

2. Implementation of Advance Parking Guidance 
System in the most used parking lots;

3. Management of parking with paid parking, limited 
times, and enforcement;

4. Valet service; and

5. Crowd sourced guidance systems provided by 
Smartphone app developers.
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Fjord Drive Extension Alternative
An extension to Fjord Drive has been in previous plans 
around the southern part of Solvang with the purpose 
of alleviating traffic concerns along Mission Drive. As 
described in the July 27, 2021, City Council meeting, 
the bypass would be to “extend Fjord Drive west from 
its existing terminus westerly across Adobe Creek and 
then north up to the intersection of Mission Drive and 
Skytt Mesa Drive.” This facility would then intersect 
with Alisal Road, where current Fjord Drive terminates 
today. In effect, this is not a complete bypass of Mission 
Drive throughout Solvang, but would provide additional 
connectivity to Mission Drive from the southern areas of 
Solvang. This extended roadway connection will likely 
require a new signal at Mission Drive and Fjord Drive/
Skytt Mesa Drive and at Fjord Drive and Alisal Road. 
These would be the first City owned and maintained 
traffic signals.

Table 7-1 and Table 7-2 provide the daily traffic 
volume on Mission Drive in the city of Solvang and the 
estimated percentage of those trips that are through 
traffic respectively. Based on these data and modeling, 
on a daily basis approximately 8,000 vehicles (33 
percent of total daily trips) pass through the Solvang 
on Mission Drive (SR 246). These trips neither start nor 
stop in the city. As stated previously, if constructed the 
Fjord Extension will not offer the requisite travel time 
savings to function as a true bypass of Mission Drive 
through downtown Solvang for thru-motorists and goods 
movement. However, it will provide greater access to 
destinations in the southern areas of the city which will 
serve to reduce some local trips on portions of Mission 
Drive and north-south collector roads that currently 
provide access to these areas. 

stopped during this phase. No vehicles are entering the 
intersection at the same time as pedestrians, thereby 
being safer with no conflicting movements between 
pedestrians and vehicles. The scramble also has the 
added benefit that pedestrians will be required to cross 
the intersection once instead of having to make two 
crossings during two separate signal phases, each 
with potential conflicting movements with right turning 
vehicles.

Pedestrian-only Options
Some pedestrian-only street alternatives could include:

1. Consider planning permanent pedestrian-only 
sections within the central Solvang commercial area 
as visitation and overnight lodging stays indicate 
growth. This includes planning for pedestrian only 
facilities which allow for additional designated 
shopping areas and a more pleasant experience. 
Pedestrian only areas could include amenities such 
as street benches, lighting, pathways, surface 
treatment, pet areas, and landscaping. 

2. Sections of roadways adjacent and near to Mission 
Drive could be considered for closure if commercial 
activity along those parallel facilities increases, such 
as extension along Copenhagen Drive.
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Route County Post Mile Location Pk Hour Back Pk Mon AADT 
Back AADT Back Pk Hour 

Ahead

Pk Mon 
AADT 
Ahead

AADT 
Ahead

246 SB 26.286
Buellton, 

JCT. 
RTE. 101

1,700 19,500 19,000 2,600 30,000 25,800

246 SB 29.233
Solvang, 

Fifth 
Street

2,400 25,500 24,700 1,900 20,300 19,800

246 SB 30.280
Alamo 
Pintado 

Road
2,000 21,200 20,700 2,000 21,500 21,000

Mission Drive in City of Solvang Trip End Outside Solvang Trip End Inside Solvang 

Trip End Outside Solvang 33% 25%

Trip End Inside Solvang 29% 13%

Table 7-1: 2019 Traffic Volumes (CalTrans)

Table 7-2: SBCAG RTDM Select Link Results (Baseline Model Run) 
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8Evaluation of Citywide 
Alternatives

The goal of the land use alternatives process is for the community to express a preference and the City Council to 
adopt a preferred land use alternative that is the basis for the 2040 General Plan Land Use Diagram. To provide 
the community and decision-makers with information on which to base their preferences and decisions, this report 
includes an evaluation of each citywide alternative using a variety of criteria. 

This section starts with an “at-a-glance” summary, a snapshot of the results of the evaluation of the three citywide 
alternatives. A more in-depth discussion follows, and a detailed description of the methodology used in each of 
the evaluation criteria can be found in Appendix A. A detailed Fiscal and Tourism Analysis is also included in this 
report in Appendix B. 
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Summary of Evaluation

Range of Housing Types
Percentage of single-family (SF) 
and multi-family (MF) dwelling units

Employment Capacity
Number of new jobs that can be 
accommodated

Land Use Efficiency
Average residential density and 
employment intensity of new 
development

Population
Total population, factoring 
redevelopment projections through 
2040 for HDR and TC

Net New Dwellings
Total net new dwelling units 
calculated from vacant and 
underutilized land

$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $

$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $

70% SF

30% MF

65% SF

35% MF

63% SF

37% MF

3,292 3,380 3,433

2.9 7.9 3.3 8.0 3.5 8.2

Housing Jobs Housing Jobs Housing JobsUnits per Acre:

B CA

7,027 7,500 7,830

274 471 609
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Housing Affordability
Relative housing affordability, ranked 
from least affordable ($$$) to most 
affordable ($)

$ $ $$ $ $$ $ $

$$ $$

Fiscal Health
The net fiscal benefit to the City 
(total revenue minus cost to provide 
services)

$125,000 $130,000

B CA

$$$

-$143,675 -$316,632 -$326,714
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Range of Housing
Single-family homes are the predominant 
housing type in Solvang. In 2019, the 
American Community Survey (ACS) 
estimated that there were approximately 
2,566 dwelling units in the city, of which 
80 percent were single-family (including 
mobile homes) and 20 percent were multi-
family. All three of the citywide alternatives 
provide capacity for increased multi-family 
dwelling compared to the current housing 
stock. This is largely because of the 
inclusion of residential in the form of mixed-
use in the TC land use designation, as well 
as increasing the allowable density for the 
HDR designation. 

Figure 8-1 shows that Alternative C 
provides capacity for the greatest amount 
and variety of housing. A buildout, 
assuming a redevelopment percentage of 
10 percent for HDR and five percent for 
TC by 2040, this would result in a total 
of about 3,263 dwelling units, of which 
about 63 percent would be single-family, 
and 37 percent multi-family.

FIGURE 8-1: Dwelling Unit Capacity by Unit Type
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Land Use Efficiency
Land use efficiency is a measure of the average number of dwelling units and jobs per acre of land 
developed land. Based on the development capacity, Alternative C averages 3.3 housing units per 
acre, higher than Alternative A and Alternative B. This is due to the increase in allowable density in 
both the HDR and TC designations. Alternative B is similar since it too increases the allowability in both 
designations. Alternative A has the lowest average residential density since it assumes no changes to any 
existing residential land use designation. The average jobs per acre increases slightly from Alternative A 
to Alternative C, based on the incremental increase of the FAR in the TC to accommodate onsite residential 
and an increased maximum allowed building height. See Table 8-1 for housing and jobs per acre projections.

Table 8-1: Housing and Jobs Per Acre

Alternative Average Housing Units/Acre Average Jobs/Acre

Alternative A 2.9 7.9

Alternative B 3.3 8.1
Alternative C 3.5 8.2

Nonresidential Development and Employment 
Capacity
This criteria measures the projected number of new jobs that each alternative can accommodate, 
assuming the buildout and redevelopment of all land designated for employment. Alternative A results 
in a projected net new employment of 65 jobs, primarily because the alternative does not include any 
changes/increase to the maximum FAR. Alternative B and Alternative C result in a higher net increase 
of jobs since both alternatives increase the maximum allowed FAR. Alternative B increases the FAR to 
0.75 and Alternative C increases the FAR to 1.00. The increase in allowable densities to Alternative 

C can accommodate the increase of allowable density and would result in a maximum building height 
of 45 feet, which is an increase in 10 feet compared to existing development standards. It is important 
to note that the projected net new employment for each alternative are included in the totals below. The 
reasoning behind the low employment numbers compared to the projections is based on the lack of vacant 
developable land and the projected low redevelopment, specifically the TC at five percent.

Employment Capacity Per Alternative

A 3,292 B 3,395 C 3,433
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Housing Affordability
The City has received a Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) for the 2023-2031 time frame as 
shown in Table 8-2. The RHNA uses the 2020 County 
median income of $87,800 to define the various 
affordability levels shown in the table. For comparison, 
the Solvang median income in 2019 was $83,431. 
All of the alternatives support development of more 
than 191 dwelling units, although Alternative A may 
result in difficulties in meeting the allocations for lower 
income levels. As discussed in the Existing Conditions 
Workbook, the median price of single-family homes 
in Solvang was about $879,000 in 2020, and has 
jumped up to as much s $925,000 as of June 2021. 
In contrast, the upper price range to meet even the 
Moderate-Income level for a family of four is about 
$668,800. The alternatives estimate that most future 
households will have 2.4 persons, meaning that the 
maximum allowable home price will be $535,200 
to $602,000 for 2-3 person households. Therefore, 
it is likely Solvang will meet its Very Low to Moderate 
Income housing target with multi-family housing rather 
than single-family units. 

The Above Moderate Category, which includes 75 
dwelling units, is more easily accommodated in single-
family housing. Alternative A includes an increase of 
over 90 multi-family units, about 75 percent of the Very 

In terms of nonresidential development, the alternatives anticipate growth between 22,490 - 67,940 square 
feet of retail and office development, supporting 65-206 new jobs. The projections of job growth (see Section 
2) show demand between 2020 and 2040 for 254-834 jobs and about 80,000 square feet to 278,200 
square feet of nonresidential building growth. The alternatives do not anticipate this level of nonresidential 
development and would only support about 80 percent of the low end of job growth in the projections. 
This in part is because the employment estimates included in the alternatives analysis are based on land 
availability and development capacity, compared to the employment projections based on market demand. If 
the community wants to accommodate job growth based on the SBCAG and JobsEQ projections, then further 
consideration of changes to nonresidential land use designations should occur, including, for example:

• Increased existing commercial building space use efficiency

• Increased building height and FAR

• Redesignating residential areas for nonresidential use, or

• Expanding the UGB 

Income Level (Based on County 
median income: $87,800)

Allocation (dwelling 
units)

Very Low (<50% - $59,500) 55

Low (50-80% - $95,300) 39

Moderate (80-120% - $105,350) 22

Above Moderate (120%+) 75
Total 191

Table 8-2: Solvang RHNA Allocation by Income Level

Low to Moderate Income RHNA target of 116 dwelling 
units. Moreover, the General Plan time horizon is 2040, 
while the RHNA goal is for 2031. Alternative B 

and Alternative C support more multi-family housing 
development and could accommodate all categories of 
RHNA affordable housing goals.
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Fiscal Heath
One important consideration for future land use is the 
impact on the City budget and the City’s ability to fund 
municipal services. The City’s consultant team have 
prepared a detailed analysis of the impact of major land 
uses on the City’s tax base and demand for services 
(see Appendix B). The analysis documents the fact 
that tourism and local serving retail businesses have a 
significant beneficial impact for City revenues and help 
support the services funded not only in the downtown 
but in the residential neighborhoods as well. In contrast, 
most residential uses require more in services than they 
generate in local taxes.

The Solvang General Plan Alternatives are primarily 
focused on new housing development. As such, they 
would be expected to generate a fiscal deficit, as shown 
in Figure 8-2. The graph shows the annual net deficit 
combined from the incremental growth of all land uses 
in each alternative at full buildout. The nonresidential 
land uses have a small positive fiscal impact of about 
$13,400 per year in Alternative A to $108,200 
in Alternative C. However, the single-family dwelling 
units have a negative impact of $152,000 per year. 
The remaining variation in fiscal impact among the 
alternatives is due to the varying amounts of multi-family 
housing, which generally has a negative fiscal impact of 
about $839 to $1,123 per dwelling unit, depending on 
proportion of affordable housing in each alternative. 

On a per unit basis, these amounts are not substantial 
and overall, the deficit in Alternative C represents 
about 4.3 percent of General Fund Revenues in FY 
2019. In that fiscal year, the City’s General Fund 
had a surplus of $458,617, more than the deficit in 
Alternative C. The City has the fiscal capacity to 
absorb additional housing in the future but must plan 
carefully to ensure that adequate revenues are available 
to fund increasing demand for services.

FIGURE 8-2: Net Annual Fiscal Impact of Land Use 
Alternatives, Solvang General Fund
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Trip Generation Analysis

Trip Generation 
Average daily weekday trip generation for the three land 
use alternatives was based on the land use assumptions 
summarized in Table 8-3 and Table 8-4. Trip generation 
was calculated using average weekday daily rates 
published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers trip 
generation web application. Representative ITE land use 
classifications were selected to represent each land use 
growth category. Pass-by trip reduction percentages were 
applied to the growth trip ends to estimate the number of 
new trips that would potentially traverse SR 246. The trip 
generation calculations are summarized in Table 3.

Traffic Assignment
The resulting new trips were assigned onto SR-246 to 
characterize the potential future traffic volumes. The new 
trips were added to the SR 246 average daily traffic 
volume published by Caltrans in 2019. The 2019 bi-
directional volumes from the Santa Ynez Valley Traffic 
Circulation and Safety Study is 21,390 on SR 246 at 
the western city limit. The directional east-west percent 
split on SR 246 based on the SBCAG 2010 baseline 
travel demand model daily assignment at this location is 
approximately 50-50.

The 2040 SBCAG scenario shows minimal growth on 
SR 246 at this location (2 percent). It is assumed that 
most traffic growth will result from the general plan land 
use alternatives.

Based on the total number of new trips projected, it is 
assumed that 80 percent of these new vehicle trips will 
be I-X X-I trips (per select link analysis) and will need to 
access SR 246. The remaining 20 percent is assumed to 
not require access to SR 246. Based on these simplifying 
assumptions, the land use alternatives are projected to 
result in increased daily traffic on SR 246 from between 
42,000 and 47,000 ADT (approximately 120 to 145 
percent compared to the 2019 AADT figures (see Table 
4). Alternative C will result in the most vehicle activity 
followed by Alternative B and then Alternative A.
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Land Use Designation Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3

Population (person per household of 2.4 and 
2020 census population of 6,126) 7,027 7,500 7,830

Estimated Existing Dwelling Units (2019)
2,566 2,566 2,566

Projected Dwelling Units

Total = 2,928 Total = 3,125 Total = 3,263
SF: 2,041 SF: 2,041 SF: 2,041
MF: 799 MF: 996 MF: 1,134

Pending/App SF: 3 Pending/App SF: 3 Pending/App SF: 3

Pending/App MF: 85 Pending/App MF: 85 Pending/App MF: 85

Single Family (ITE Code 210) growth 2044 2044 2044
Multi Family (ITE Code 220) growth

884 1081 1219

Total residential growth (dwelling units) 2928 3125 3263

Table 8-3: Growth in Residential Units by Alternative

Source: Mintier Harnish and DKS Associates,  2021

Source: Mintier Harnish and DKS Associates,  2021

Table 8-4: Non-Residential Land Use Growth by Alternative (Square Feet)

Alternative

Tourist Oriented Professional Office

Public/
Institutional Total GrowthRetail Service Retail Service

Alt A 2,640 3,720 14,890 580 21,830
Alt B 23,350 6,330 3,720 14,890 580 48,870
Alt C 39,000 9,750 3,720 14,890 580 67,940
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A
lternative A

A
lternative B

A
lternative C

ITE Code
Rate

Unit
Trip 

Reduction 
Factor

Q
uantity

Daily 
Trips

N
ew

 
Daily 
Trips

Q
uantity

Daily 
Trips

N
ew

 
Daily 
Trips

Q
uantity

Daily 
Trips

N
ew

 
Daily 
Trips

Residential

Single Fam
ily 

Residential

210 - Single 
Fam

ily Detached 
H

ousing
9.43

per 
DU

1
2,044

19,275
19,275

2,044
19,275

19,275
2,044

19,275
19,275

M
ulti Fam

ily 
Residential

220 M
ultifam

ily 
H

ousing (Low
 

Rise)
6.74

per 
DU

1
884

5,958
5,958

1,081
7,286

7,286
1,219

8,216
8,216

SUBTOTA
L

2,928
25,233

25,233
3,125

26,561
26,561

3,263
27,491

27,491

Non Residential

Tourist Retail

822 Strip Retail 
Plaza (<40k)

54.5
per 
KSF

0.5
2.64

144
72

23.35
1,271

636
39

2,124
1,062

876 Apparel Store
66.4

per 
KSF

0.5
2.64
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88

23.35
1,550
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39

2,590
1,295

Tourist 
Service

970 W
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Room
46

per 
KSF

0.65
0.66
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20

6.33
291

189
9.75

448
291

932 H
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Turnover 
Restaurant (Sit 

Dow
n)
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per 
KSF

0.65
0.66
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46

6.33
679

441
9.75

1,045
679

Retail
821 Shopping 

Plaza (40-150k)
94.5

per 
KSF

0.5
3.72
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176

3.72
352

176
3.72

352
176

O
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ce
710 G

eneral 
O

ffi
ce Bldg.

10.8
per 
KSF

0.65
14.89

161
105

14.89
161

105
14.89

161
105

Institutional
528 School 
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ffi

ce
14.4

per 
KSF

1
0.58

8
8

0.58
8

8
0.58

8
8

SUBTOTA
L

941
514

4,312
2,330

6,728
3,616

TOTA
L

26,174
25,747

30,873
28,891

34,219
31,107

Table 8-5: Trip G
eneration 

Source: ITE Trip Generation 11th Edition, DKS Associates
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Table 8-6: Daily Traffic Growth on SR 246 at Atterdag Road 

GROWTH SCENARIO SR 246 2019 AADT NEW TRIPS NEW TRIPS ON SR 246 SR 246 GROWTH

ALTERNATIVE A 21,390 25,747 20,598 41,988

ALTERNATIVE B 21,390 28,890 23,112 44,502

ALTERNATIVE C 21,390 31,107 24,886 46,276

Source: Mintier Harnish and DKS Associates,  2021

Figure 8-4: New SR246 TripsFigure 8-3: New Daily Trips
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AppendixA
This appendix describes the methodology used to determine total dwelling units, population, and employment 
for each land use alternative, then describes the methodology used in the fiscal analysis.

Development Capacity Methodology
This section describes the methodology used to determine total housing, population, and 
employment capacity for each of the land use alternatives. The methodology supports a 
“development capacity” analysis for each of the three alternatives. Development capacity, as used 
in this report, is an estimate of the total housing units, population, employment, and nonresidential 
building square footage calculated based on development assumptions. It is important to note that 
a development capacity analysis reflects a theoretical buildout of vacant land and parcels with 
redevelopment potential through 2040.

Three land use alternatives were analyzed:

The following provides an overview of the steps involved in preparing the development capacity 
analysis.

B
C

A = Existing General Plan

= Medium Density, Infill Development

= High Density, Infill Development
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Step 1: Scope of Analysis
The land use alternatives included in this evaluation were developed based on direction from 
community members, the General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC), the Planning Commission, 
and the City Council. Following these recommendations, the Consultants identified two land use 
designations that could have potential for future development and should be evaluated in this analysis. 
Out of the 15 total land use designations, the development capacity analysis focused on development 
in these two designations:

• High Density Residential (HDR)

• Tourist Commercial (TC)

The analysis included no density/intensity changes to the remaining 13 land use designations beyond 
what is currently established in the existing General Plan.

To better determine development potential, the development capacity analysis considered 
development/redevelopment of existing vacant and underutilized parcels in the city. See Steps 2 and 
3 for further information regarding how vacant and underutilized parcels were identified. 

Step 2: Vacant and Underutilized Land
To determine the development capacity more accurately for the three alternatives considered in this 
report, the analysis evaluated the potential development and redevelopment of both vacant and 
underutilized land (see Figures 5-1 and 5-2). Vacant and underutilized parcels in the city were 
identified using the following methodology:

Vacant Land
To identify vacant parcels in the city, parcel data from the Santa Barbara County Assessor’s 
Office was used. Using the geographic information system (GIS) data provided by the Assessor, 
parcels with a tax use code of “Vacant” were identified. These sites were then visually reviewed 
(ground-truthed) against aerial photography to confirm the sites vacancy status. Once verified, the 
attributes of the vacant land GIS data were exported into an Excel spreadsheet for the analysis.

Underutilized Land
The Alternatives Report used parcel improvement value data from the County Assessor (Santa 
Barbara County) to identify underutilized parcels. Underutilized sites were classified as parcels 
where the improvement value was less than half the land value, which suggested that the parcels 
were underutilized to a degree that would make them more likely to redevelop within the planning 
period (2040). Underutilized and vacant parcels are considered opportunity sites for future 
development or redevelopment.

For Alternative A, this analysis assumes that all currently vacant and underutilized parcels in the 
city will develop/redevelop at the average density/intensity of all other parcels in that land use 
designation. For example, if the average density of all Medium Density Residential in the city is five 
dwelling units per acre, this analysis would assume that all vacant and underutilized parcels would 
also be developed/redeveloped at five dwelling units per acre.
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Alternative B and Alternative C include density and intensity increases in the HDR and TC 
designations. To analyze these proposed changes, a redevelopment percentage and assumed density 
range was applied to all parcels, within the HDR and TC designations (see Steps 3 and 4 below). All 
remaining vacant and underutilized parcels not within the HDR or TC designations are assumed to be 
developed/redeveloped at the average density/intensity consistent with Alternative A.

Step 3: Redevelopment
The analysis also evaluated the potential for existing developed areas to redevelop (i.e., remove an 
existing home and replace it with more units, such as a duplex or triplex), or increase the use of a 
parcel (i.e., adding additional units on a parcel with an existing home). This potential, expressed 
as a percentage of the total area evaluated, was applied to all parcels within the HDR and TC 
designations as a part of Alternative B and Alternative C. Accessory dwelling units (ADUs) were 
not considered in this analysis, as the State does not include ADUs in dwelling unit totals. 

Step 4: Development Assumptions
All HDR and TC designated parcels in Alternative B and Alternative C, including vacant and 
underutilized, were assigned baseline development assumptions. These assumptions include:

Redevelopment Percentage
The total area under each land use designation is assumed to be redeveloped within the 2040 
planning period. For this analysis, a 10 percent redevelopment percentage was applied to HDR-
designated parcels, and a five percent redevelopment percentage was applied to TC-desiganted 
parcels. That is, by 2040, it is assumed that 10 percent of all HDR parcels and five percent of all 
TC parcels will be redeveloped at the proposed density/intensity increases in Alternative B and 
Alternative C (see Table A-1).

Land Use Designation Existing Acres Redevelopment 
Percentage

Acres to be 
Redeveloped

High Density Residential 117.6 10 11.7

Tourist Commercial 59.7 5 2.9

14.6

Table A-1 Redevelopment Acreage by Designation
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Land Use 
Designation

Typical Density = 75% of 
Maximum

Maximum Density
(dwelling units per acre) 

Typical Density
(dwelling units per acre)

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative B Alternative C

High Density 
Residential 24 DU/AC 32 DU/AC 18 DU/AC 24 DU/AC

Tourist 
Commercial 20 DU/AC 32 DU/AC 15 DU/AC 24 DU/AC

Table A-2 Typical Density Assumption

Typical Density

Step 5: Dwelling Unit Potential
After applying the development assumptions to Alternative B and Alternative C, the potential 
number of new dwelling units and population were calculated. The number of new dwelling units 
in each alternative was calculated by multiplying the typical density by the number of acres of each 
parcel being analyzed. For example, if a parcel was one acre in size and the typical density was 12 
DU/AC, then the total potential dwelling units would be 12 dwelling units.

When calculating the population, the average number of persons per household for Solvang is 2.4, 
according to the averages from the American Community Survey (2019) and Department of Finance 
(2019). This ratio was multiplied by the number of net new dwelling units projected. The following is 
a summary of the net new dwelling units and population for each alternative (see Table A-3).

Alternative
Net New

Dwelling Units Population

Alternative A 274 658

Alternative B 471 1,130

Alternative C 609 1,462

Table A-3 Dwelling Unit and Population Potential by Alternative

For development, on average, maximum density/intensity is not usually achieved. For the analysis, 
a “typical” density of  75 percent of the maximum allowed density for the land use designation was 
assumed (see Table A-2). 
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Step 6: Pending and Approved Projects
In addition to the net new housing units and population figures (from Step 5), new housing units and 
population based on pending and approved City projects were also added to the total potential. 
Currently there are no pending and approved nonresidential projects. City staff provided the 
Consultants a list of pending and approved projects earlier in 2021 to inform this process. There are 
currently 88 pending and approved dwelling units (85 multi-family, three single-family), which would 
accommodate a population increase of 211 residents. Calculating new population for pending and 
approved projects used the same process for calculating the net new population.

Step 7: Projected Employment
The assumption for this analysis is that there is no net loss of commercial square footage assumed. The 
only gain in employment and nonresidential square footage is tied to the increase of the maximum TC 
FAR in Alternative B and Alternative C and development of vacant and underutilized parcels in all 
three alternatives according to data from the Santa Barbara County Assessor.

The following terms are used in the development assumption pertaining to employment capacity:

1. Employment Acreage. This is the percentage of the vacant/underutilized acreage within each 
nonresidential land use designation that is expected to develop with employment uses.

2. Floor Area Ratio (FAR). FAR is the building intensity measurement for nonresidential uses and 
refers to the ratio of total building floor area to the square footage of the parcel.

3. Percent of Acreage by Employment Type. These assumptions are applied to calculate the 
expected job types for each nonresidential designation analyzed in this report. The following 
are the employment types used in the analysis: Retail, Service, Agriculture, Manufacturing, and 
Wholesale.

The following tables show the employment assumptions applicable to the three alternatives.

Nonresidential Land Use 
Designation Alternative Vacant Acres Underutilized Acres

Tourist Commercial

A 0 8.09

B 0 59.7

C 0 59.7

Professional/Office

A 1.9 0

B 1.9 0

C 1.9 0

Public/Institutional

A 0.9 0

B 0.9 0

C 0.9 0

Table A-4 Vacant and Underutilized Acres
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Land Use Designation Alternative Min FAR Max FAR Percent of Max 
FAR Assumed FAR Redevelopment 

Percentage

Tourist Commercial

A 0.0 0.5 0.75 0.38 5%

B 0.0 0.65 0.75 0.49 5%

C 0.0 1.0 0.75 0.75 5%

Professional/Office

A 0.0 0.3 0.75 0.23 10%

B 0.0 0.3 0.75 0.23 10%

C 0.0 0.3 0.75 0.23 10%

Public/Institutional

A 0.0 0.20 0.75 0.15 10%

B 0.0 0.20 0.75 0.15 10%

C 0.0 0.20 0.75 0.15 10%

Table A-5 Assumed Development Standards

Land Use Designation Retail Service Agriculture Manufacturing Wholesale

Tourist Commercial(1) 40% 10% 0% 0% 0%

Professional/Office 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%

Public/Institutional 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%

(1) TC includes 50 percent distributed use for multi-family development.

Table A-6 Assumed Distribution of Uses (applicable to all three alternatives)

Land Use Designation Alternative Retail Service Agriculture Manufacturing Wholesale

Tourist Commercial

A(1) 2,640 660 0 0 0

B(2) 23,350 6,330 0 0 0

C(2) 39,000 9,750 0 0 0

Professional/Office

A 3,720 14,890 0 0 0

B 3,720 14,890 0 0 0

C 3,720 14,890 0 0 0

Public/Institutional

A 0 580 0 0 0

B 0 580 0 0 0

C 0 580 0 0 0

Total

A 22,490

B 48,870

C 67,940
(1) Assumes an existing General Plan FAR of 0.5. This FAR is applied to 8.09 acres deemed underutilized.
(2) Assumes a FAR of 0.75 for Alt B and 1.00 for Alt C. These new FAR assumptions are applied to all 59.7 acres of TC since all acreage would be deemed un-
derutilized with an increase in FAR.

Table A-7 Projected Nonresidential Square Footage
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Land Use Designation Retail Service Agriculture Manufacturing Wholesale

Tourist Commercial 320 335 0 0 0

Professional/Office 320 335 0 0 0

Public/Institutional 0 335 0 0 0

Table A-8 Assumed Square Footage Per Employee (applicable to all three alternatives)

Land Use Designation Alternative Retail Service Agriculture Manufacturing Wholesale

Tourist Commercial

A(1) 8 1 0 0 0

B(2) 79 18 0 0 0

C(2) 121 29 0 0 0

Professional/Office

A 11 44 0 0 0

B 11 44 0 0 0

C 11 44 0 0 0

Public/Institutional

A 0 1 0 0 0

B 0 1 0 0 0

C 0 1 0 0 0

Total

A 65

B 153

C 206
(1) Projected employment is based on 8.09 acres of TC deemed underutilized.
(2) Projected emplyoment is based on 59.7 acres of TC deemed underutilized.

Table A-9 Projected Employment by Land Use Designation

Land Use Designation Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Employment from vacant 
and underutilized land 65 153 206

Existing Employment 3,227 3,227 3,227

Total 3,292 3,395 3,433

Table A-10 Employment Projection Total
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Step 8: Results
Total new dwellings per alternative includes net new dwellings, pending and approved projects, and existing dwelling 
units. This total provides a snapshot of the potential development capacity, assuming only a portion of the HDR and 
TC designations will redevelop by 2040. Total population is calculated by applying 2.4 persons per household to the 
total new dwelling units. Total new employment is calculated based on the employment development assumptions for 
vacant and underutilized nonresidential land use designations (see Step 7). 

Category Existing Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C

Residents 6,126(1) 7,027(1) 7,600(1) 7,830(1)

Jobs 3,227(2) 3,292 (2) 3,380(2) 3,433(2)

Dwelling Units 2,566 2,928(3) 3,167(3) 3,263(3)

(1) Based on 2020 Census.
(2)Based on data from JobsEQ
(3)Alternative totals include 88 dwelling units assumed to be created by pending and approved projects.

Table A-11 Projected Development Capacity by Alternative
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All of these analyses are generally benchmarked to 
2019, rather than 2020 or 2021. This is because 
the General Plan is a long term document and we are 
concerned with evaluating “normal” economic and fiscal 
relationships in the City that should be more characteristic 
of the long term trends after the recovery for the 
COVID-19 pandemic is complete. Part of the alternatives 
evaluation includes consideration of the deviations that 
occurred during COVID and the need to create more 
resiliency in the local economy. However, in the present 
document it is important to establish a baseline from 
which to discuss those considerations. Table B-1 shows 
the distribution of jobs by industry in Solvang for 2019. 
(The Existing Conditions Workbook showed industry of 
employment for workers living in Solvang, but this table 
shows the jobs actually located in the City.) These job 
numbers are used in the tourism and fiscal analyses 
below.

Tourism Analysis
Tourism is the largest sector in Solvang’s economy, 
accounting for one third of jobs and nearly two thirds 
of City General Fund revenue. AirSage estimates that 
Solvang received more than 1.5 million visitors in 2019, 
about 8.2 percent of the County total of 18.8 million.

Dean Runyan Associates estimates that visitors spent 
about $1.98 billion in Santa Barbara County in 2019. 
ADE estimates that visitors spent about $132.7 million in 
Solvang that year (Table B-2).

Introduction 
In preparation for the General Plan Update 
Alternatives Analysis, Applied Development 
Economics (ADE) has prepared an analysis of the 
fiscal contribution of the tourism and retail sectors in 
Solvang. In part, this analysis also updates a portion 
of the information presented in the Existing Conditions 
Workbook published in May 2021. The first section 
presents data on visitor counts and characteristics 
obtained from Airsage, Inc. In addition to providing 
new market data for Solvang, ADE is able to use this 
information to refine estimates of visitor spending. 

The second section of this report outlines a 
comprehensive analysis of retail demand and supply 
in Solvang, incorporating the new visitor spending 
estimates, along with projections of household retail 
purchasing power and business to business and 
commuter spending. 

The final section of the report estimates the sales 
tax generation of the retail spending, along with 
estimates of property tax and other revenues and 
costs to portray the fiscal impact of not only retail and 
tourism but also residential and other non-residential 
land uses in Solvang. This fiscal model has also been 
used to evaluate General Plan land use alternatives 
in the separate Alternatives Report.

AppendixB
Tourism and Retail Market Analysis and 
Fiscal Impacts of Land Use
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INDUSTRY NAICS JOBS 10 YEAR % 
CHANGE IN JOBS

10 YEAR CHANGE 
IN JOBS

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 11 57 13.9% 7

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas 
Extraction 21 16 -12.0% -2

Utilities 22 0 n/a n/a

Construction 23 74 -18.7% -17

Manufacturing 31 152 29.8% 35

Wholesale Trade 42 56 -7.5% -5

Retail Trade 44 489 -18.6% -112

Transportation and Warehousing 48 26 -28.0% -10

Information 51 0 -100.0% -13

Finance and Insurance 52 92 -38.5% -58

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 53 58 -27.2% -22

Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services 54 157 25.8% 32

Management of Companies and 
Enterprises 55 38 29.8% 9

Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management and Remediation Services 56 64 -46.9% -56

Educational Services 61 96 32.0% 23

Health Care and Social Assistance 62 524 14.8% 68

Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 71 18 843.9% 16

Accommodation and Food Services 72 1,359 87.8% 635

Other Services (except Public 
Administration) 81 67 -29.0% -27

Public Administration 92 84 -51.6% -89

Total - All Industries  - 3,425 13.4% 406

Source: Chmura JobsEQ.

Table B-1: Jobs by Industry and 10 Year Change in Solvang, 2019



87

Public Review Draft |  January 2022

Based on the AirSage data, Solvang, Buellton, and Santa Ynez attract similar shares of visitors to 
the Santa Ynez Valley (Table B-3). While Solvang has a more extensive downtown village to attract 
visitors, Buellton benefits from its visibility on SR 101 and Santa Ynez features the Chumash Resort 
Casino. Los Olivos has 1.6 percent of County visitors, at 303,500. Solvang attracted a higher share 
of County visitors during COVID (2/20-2/21), with 10.0 percent of the County total (1.4 million 
visitors). However, only 9 percent of these visitors spent the night, compared to 23 percent pre-
COVID.

SPENDING CATEGORY COUNTY SOLVANG PERCENT OF COUNTY

Accommodation $522,700,000 $37,841,667 7.2%

Food Service $560,900,000 $45,993,800 8.2%

Food Stores $59,100,000 $4,846,200 8.2%

Local Tran & Gas $229,600,000 $16,702,464 7.3%

Arts, Ent. & Rec. $231,700,000 $891,916 0.4%

Retail Sales $321,900,000 $26,395,800 8.2%

Visitor Air Tran. $50,800,000 $0 0.0%

Total $1,976,700,000 $132,671,847 6.7%

Source: County data from Dean Runyan Assc., City data estimated by ADE.

Table B-2: Visitor Spending by Category, Santa Barbara County and Solvang, 2019

JURISDICTION 2019 3/19-2.20 3/20-2/21

PERCENT 
DECLINE 
2020 TO 

2021

Santa Barbara 
County 18,800,000 100.0% 19,000,000 100.0% 14,000,000 100.0% 26.3%

Solvang 1,540,000 8.2% 1,600,000 8.4% 1,400,000 10.0% 12.5%

Santa Ynez 1,455,700 7.7% 1,516,000 8.0% 1,211,700 8.7% 20.1%

Buellton 1,698,300 9.0% 1,717,500 9.0% 1,346,600 9.6% 21.6%

Los Olivos 303,500 1.6% 312,800 1.6% 230,700 1.6% 26.2%

Source: ADE, Inc., based on AirSage data.

Table B-3: Visitor Counts for Solvang and Other Santa Ynez Valley Locations, January 2019 to 
February 2021



88

  |  General Plan Alternatives Report 

In 2019, AirSage estimates that 20 percent of visitors to Solvang stayed overnight and that the 
length of stay for all visitors was 1.75 days. The City reports that during fiscal year 2018-19, 
215,301 room nights were sold. During that 12 months, AirSage logged 290,208 overnight visitors, 
suggesting that the average party size for overnight visitors to Solvang is 1.35 persons.

About 85 percent of visitors come from California locations, with New York, Arizona, Washington, 
and Texas rounding out the top five origins for Solvang visitors. For visitors from California, in addition 
to the 20 percent staying overnight, 24 percent stayed 2- 4 hours and 56 percent less than 2 hours.

In terms of the age distribution of visitors, 41 percent are between 30 and 59 years old, while 40 
percent are younger than 30. About 19 percent are 60 years or older. While these figures are for all 
visitors, they are very similar to the California state average age distribution. 

The income distribution of visitors skews toward the middle income segments, compared to state 
averages. About 34 percent of visitors are in the $100,000 or greater household income bracket, 
compared to 40.5 percent statewide and 29 percent of visitors have between $50,000 and 
$100,000 in household income, compared to 27.8 percent for the state as a whole. Again, the 
Solvang visitor data includes 15 percent from out of state. About 69 percent of visitors are White, 12 
percent Asian, and 5 percent Black.

Figure B-1 shows the monthly distribution of visitors from January 2019 through June 2021. Based 
on the 2019 pattern, the peak visitor month is July and Solvang also gets a bump in visitors around 
the Christmas holidays. In 2020, visitor counts cratered in March and April when the stay at home 
orders became effective, but then rebounded close to 2019 levels by August. However, there was no 
Christmas boost in 2020. Visitor levels peaked again in the spring of 2021, but June appears lower 
than the 2019 levels.

FIGURE B-1: Monthly Visitors for Solvang and Other Santa Ynez Valley Locations, 2019-2021
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income goes below $70,000, the percentage of income 
going towards retail purchases increases.

Local household spending represents the single largest 
component that supports any community’s retail 
commercial sectors.  The primary factors that affect the 
demand for retail goods and services include the number 
of households living in the local market area, and the 
average income and its distribution across different 
income groups. Retail demand for Solvang households 
was calculated by estimating household spending across 
multiple store categories. The spending estimates include 
separate calculations for each income grouping in order 
to capture the distinct spending patterns that evolve as 
income increases. It is important to do this in order to 
avoid overestimating the retail spending by high income 
households. 

Retail Market Analysis
Retail establishments serve multiple roles for a 
community. They typically act as places of commerce, 
while simultaneously adding to the quality of life by 
providing goods and services to local residents, visitors, 
commuting workers, and other businesses. For Solvang, 
its uniqueness as a community and attraction as a 
visitor destination are defined by its retail businesses. 
In addition to meeting spending demand, retail stores 
also generate sales tax revenue that helps support public 
services and local government operations. 

In general, Solvang has a relatively small population 
with high household income. The community also has a 
sizable base of retail stores that is supported by the high 
volume of visitors that pass through Solvang.

Household Income
According to data from the American Community Survey, 
Solvang had an average (median) household income of 
about $83,431 in 2019, with an aggregate household 
income of over $290.5 million (Table 4).  Compared 
to Santa Barbara County ($74,624) and California 
($75,235), Solvang has a slightly higher median income 
with a total of about 2,300 households.

The distribution of income shows a broad cross-section of 
different households. About 40 percent of households in 
Solvang earn at least $100,000 annually, while about 
25 percent of households earn less than $50,000. 
The calculated mean household income of Solvang is 
$124,380.

It should be noted that even though discretionary 
income for retail spending increases as households earn 
more, the relationship between retail spending and 
income is not entirely linear. Especially in the highest 
income groups, the percentage of income that goes 
to retail purchases decreases noticeably. For example, 
households earning between $70,000 and $200,000 
annually will typically spend about 25 to 27 percent of 
their income on retail goods, while households earning 
above $200,000 will typically spend around 18 
percent of their income on retail items. As household 
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by about 0.4 percent annually over the next 10 years 
through 2031. This results in a net increase of about 
100 households during this period to just over 2,400 
total households (The growth projections will be revisited 
and possibly revised during the Alternatives Analysis). 
As shown in Table 5, this household growth results in a 
net increase of about $1.6 million in household retail 
spending. About half of this spending growth will occur 
in the food and automotive categories. 

Using a very conservative benchmark of $250 per 
square foot, this would equate to potential spending 
support for about 6,350 square feet overall. It should 
be noted that existing store vacancies and expansion of 
existing businesses can potentially absorb a portion of 
this additional demand.

In addition, the influence of e-commerce will likely 
continue to erode the proportion of retail purchases that 
go towards physical stores. Unless a community expands 
its retail support by attracting new shoppers, adding 
new residents, or increasing the household income in the 
community, the shift towards e-commerce will have the 
net effect of reducing the spending support for local retail 
stores.

INCOME RANGE HOUSEHOLDS TOTAL INCOME AVERAGE INCOME

Under $15,000 194 $1,995,772 $10,261

$15,000 to $29,999 154 $3,534,331 $22,972

$30,000 to $39,999 130 $4,277,000 $32,985

$40,000 to $49,999 107 $5,097,081 $47,455

$50,000 to $69,999 356 $22,128,475 $62,199

$70,000 to $99,999 423 $35,107,848 $82,961

$100,000 to $149,999 398 $50,765,184 $127,646

$150,000 to $199,999 235 $41,149,191 $175,000

$200,000 and Over 306 $122,393,049 $400,270

Total 2,303 $286,447,931 $124,380

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from American Community Survey (Five-Year Sample, 2013-2019) and California Department of Finance (January 2021 Estimate).

Table B-4: Solvang Household Income Distribution

Solvang Retail Spending
Household Spending

As shown in Table B-5, the household spending for 
Solvang households totals $63.0 million. It should be 
noted that this reflects household retail spending power, 
and does not necessarily represent the actual spending 
that takes place in Solvang. Because of Solvang’s 
alignment with visitor-serving retail stores,  a portion 
of the retail spending by Solvang residents will likely 
continue to leave the community.

Using an analytical model that accounts for the 
distribution of household income in Solvang, ADE 
estimated the total retail spending by local households. 
The largest demand comes from grocery stores ($9.3 
million), restaurants/eating places ($11.3 million), 
general merchandise stores ($11.0 million), car 
dealerships ($10.8 million), and gas stations ($7.4 
million). 

Projected 2031 Household Spending

Using the 2019 growth forecast from the Santa Barbara 
County Association of Governments (SBCAG), the 
number of households Solvang is only expected to grow 
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RETAIL GROUP 2021 HOUSEHOLD 
SPENDING

2031 PROJECTED 
SPENDING

2019 TO 2029 
SPENDING GROWTH

Apparel Store Group $3,325,209 $3,404,572 $79,363
  Women's Apparel $653,089 $669,293 $16,204
  Men's Apparel $112,406 $115,008 $2,602
  Family Clothing $1,864,830 $1,909,437 $44,608
  Shoe Stores $694,884 $710,834 $15,950
General Merchandise Group $11,038,366 $11,324,928 $286,563
Specialty Retail Group $3,022,573 $3,100,858 $78,285
  Gifts & Novelties $145,516 $149,276 $3,760
  Sporting Goods $496,354 $507,505 $11,152
  Florists $28,599 $29,335 $736
  Records & Music $23,596 $24,283 $687
  Books & Stationery $268,397 $275,588 $7,191
  Office Supplies/Computer Equipment $116,763 $119,894 $3,131
  Jewelry $156,987 $161,566 $4,579
  Misc. Specialty Retail $1,786,362 $1,833,412 $47,050
Food, Eating and Drinking Group $21,380,459 $21,943,095 $562,636
  Grocery Stores $9,308,610 $9,560,742 $252,132
  Specialty Food Stores $303,171 $311,444 $8,274
  Liquor Stores $472,313 $484,387 $12,074
  Eating Places $11,296,365 $11,586,522 $290,157
Building Materials and Home Furnishings Group $4,189,844 $4,298,956 $109,112
  Furniture & Home Furnishings $1,105,778 $1,134,125 $28,348
  Household Appliances & Electronics $1,068,944 $1,097,222 $28,277
  Used Merchandise $42,759 $43,902 $1,143
  Nurseries & Garden Supply Stores $340,021 $348,821 $8,800
  Lumber & Other Building Materials $1,632,341 $1,674,886 $42,544
Automotive Group $20,008,076 $20,479,928 $471,851
  New Cars & RVs $10,803,284 $11,041,865 $238,581
  Used Car Dealers $1,172,494 $1,198,218 $25,724
  Gasoline Service Stations $7,395,489 $7,587,057 $191,568
  Mobile Homes & Trailers $4,586 $4,711 $125
  Auto Parts & Accessories $371,688 $381,487 $9,800
  Other Vehicles $260,536 $266,589 $6,053
Total $62,964,526 $64,552,337 $1,587,811

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from American Community Survey (Five-Year Sample, 2015-2019), California Department of Finance (2021 Estimate), Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey, and U.S. Economic Census. 

Table B-5: Solvang Household Income Distribution
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Table B-6 shows the potential household spending 
shift towards e-commerce by 2031. This is based 
on pre-pandemic spending patterns. Even though the 
unadjusted household spending growth estimates an 
overall growth of $1.6 million between 2021 and 
2031, nearly $1 million in household spending will shift 
towards e-commerce during this period. This reduces 
the household spending growth to $610,493 when 
balancing the household growth against the e-commerce 
market shift. 

The growth in e-commerce demand varies considerably 
by retail store type. For example, food-related and 
automotive businesses will still have a net growth in 
household demand after accounting for e-commerce. 
Spending for apparel stores, specialty retail stores, and 
building materials/home furnishings stores will see net 
reductions in household spending. 

Visitor Spending

While Solvang households make a significant spending 
base for local businesses, the majority of local spending 
demand comes from visitors. According to AirSage, 
Solvang attracts for about 8.2 percent of the total 
visitors to Santa Barbara County. This is consistent with 
the accommodations spending data which shows that 
Solvang collects about 7.2 percent of the total room 
revenues (and 9.2 percent of transient occupancy 
taxes) in Santa Barbara County. Applying the visitor 
counts to the Santa Barbara County tourism spending 
estimates from Dean Runyan Associates, Solvang visitors 
annually generate about $93.9 million in retail spending 
demand. It should be noted that not all of this spending 
will occur in Solvang.

As shown in Table B-7, restaurants and other food and 
drink service establishments in Solvang account for about 
half of the total visitor spending.

Potential Shifts to E-Commerce

For decades, the retail market has seen a gradual shift in 
consumer spending towards remote retailing. Prior to the 
rising commercialization of the world wide web, remote 
retailing consisted of mail order catalog sales, phone 
ordering, and other point-of-sale transactions that resulted 
in retail goods delivery straight to a shopper’s home. 
The more recent shift towards e-commerce represents 
a continuation of this long-term trend. The COVID-19 
pandemic has dramatically accelerated these trends. 
As retail businesses reopen, it is not yet known to what 
extent consumers will return to pre-pandemic shopping 
patterns, or if the accelerated shift to e-commerce will be 
permanent.

According to the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
e-commerce accounted for about 11.4 percent of total 
retail transactions at the end of 2019. This represents a 
significant increase from less than one percent in 2000 
when the agency began tracking transactions originating 
on the internet. According to the Economic Census, 
non-store retailing, which includes the types of mail order 
shopping occurring before the internet, accounted for 
3.8 percent of all retail sales in 1997. By 2017, this 
had grown to 10.8 percent of total retail sales, which is 
consistent with the e-commerce data.

While e-commerce has generally grown at a steady 
pace at just over twice the growth rate of the overall 
retail sector, the COVID-19 pandemic has dramatically 
accelerated the growth of e-commerce for retail sales. 
By the end of the 2nd quarter of 2020, the e-commerce 
share of overall retail sales increased from 11.4 percent 
at the start of the year to 16.1 percent. According to 
Moody’s Analytics, this represents “approximately ten 
years of evolutionary change within three to four months.” 

E-commerce will likely continue to influence the retail 
market by shifting away from physical stores and more 
towards web-based ordering. While physical stores 
can be involved in the fulfillment and delivery of retail 
products, the majority of this shift results in long-term 
reductions in the number of shoppers going to retail 
stores. 



93

Public Review Draft |  January 2022

RETAIL GROUP 2021 SOLVANG 
HOUSEHOLD SPENDING

2031 PROJECTED 
SPENDING 

(E-COMMERCE 
ADJUSTED)

2021 TO 2031 
SPENDING GROWTH 

(E-COMMERCE 
ADJUSTED)

Apparel Store Group $3,325,209 $3,296,059 ($29,150)

General Merchandise Group $11,038,366 $11,122,537 $84,172 

Specialty Retail Group $3,022,573 $2,780,639 ($241,934)

Food, Eating and Drinking Group $21,380,459 $21,917,806 $537,347 

  Grocery Stores $9,308,610 $9,535,452 $226,842 

  Specialty Food Stores $303,171 $311,444 $8,274 

  Liquor Stores $472,313 $484,387 $12,074 

  Eating Places $11,296,365 $11,586,522 $290,157 

Building Materials and Home 
furnishings Group $4,189,844 $4,097,964 ($91,880)

  Furniture & Home Furnishings $1,105,778 $1,066,420 ($39,358)

  Household Appliances & 
Electronics $1,068,944 $964,582 ($104,363)

  Used Merchandise $42,759 $43,902 $1,143 

  Nurseries & Garden Supply Stores $340,021 $348,821 $8,800 

  Lumber & Other Building Materials $1,632,341 $1,674,239 $41,898 

Automotive Group $20,008,076 $20,360,015 $351,938 

  New Cars & RVs $10,803,284 $10,921,953 $118,668 

  Used Car Dealers $1,172,494 $1,198,218 $25,724 

  Gasoline Service Stations $7,395,489 $7,587,057 $191,568 

  Mobile Homes & Trailers $4,586 $4,711 $125 

  Auto Parts & Accessories $371,688 $381,487 $9,800 

  Other Vehicles $260,536 $266,589 $6,053 

Total $62,964,526 $63,575,019 $610,493 

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from American Community Survey (Five-Year Sample, 2013-2017), California Department of Finance (2019 Estimate), U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce, Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey, and U.S. Economic Census. 

Table B-6: Potential Effect of E-Commerce on future Household Spending Growth
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Retail Sales
Solvang had a retail sales total of $141.2 million in 
2019, as shown in Table B-8. The sales total comes 
from multiple data sources, including the City records, 
the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration 
(CDTFA) sales tax allocation records and the InfoUSA/
Salesgenie business database. The categorical retail 
sales includes an adjustment that estimates the sales from 
non-taxable items. In store categories where the sales 
were not disclosed due to confidentiality restrictions, the 
analysis substituted data from third-party sources. 

In Solvang, over half of the retail sales come from food 
stores and restaurants/drinking places. Building materials 
stores, general merchandise stores, and specialty retail 
stores each generated over $15 million in sales. 

Retail Leakage/Net Capture of 
Sales
Retail leakage represents an existing shortfall, where a 
community’s retail establishments generate insufficient 
sales to meet the household demand. This leakage also 

Commuter Spending

According to the U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-
Household Dynamics data, Solvang’s commute patterns 
yield a net in-commute of about 250 workers on a 
daily basis. This means that more workers commute into 
jobs located in Solvang than local residents that leave 
Solvang for jobs outside the city. As shown in Table B-7, 
this pattern adds another $964,197 to the total local 
retail spending potential for the Solvang market. The 
largest portion of spending occurs with restaurants and 
food service establishments.

Business-to-Business Spending

Local businesses make up another component of 
demand for retail businesses in Solvang. Using data 
from the JobsEQ input-output model and Solvang’s 
proportion of employment in Santa Barbara County 
by sector, the estimated retail demand by Solvang 
businesses totals about $4.8 million annually, as shown 
in Table B-7. The majority of this demand occurs with 
restaurants and food service establishments.

RETAIL GROUP HOUSEHOLD 
SPENDING

VISITOR 
SPENDING

COMMUTER 
SPENDING

BUSINESS-
TO-BUSINESS 

SPENDING

TOTAL LOCAL 
SPENDING

Building Material and Garden 
Equipment Dealers $1,972,363 $0 $42,731 $228,674 $2,283,555

Clothing and Clothing 
Accessories Stores $3,325,209 $4,592,343 $102,947 $287,527 $8,369,615

Food and Beverage Stores $10,084,093 $4,846,200 $117,949 $25,009 $15,284,279

Food Services and Drinking 
Places $11,296,365 $45,993,800 $263,387 $3,495,525 $61,273,975

Automotive $20,008,076 $16,702,464 $131,003 $210,696 $37,418,490

General Merchandise Stores $11,038,366 $11,038,886 $140,473 $64,863 $22,504,662

Home Furnishings and 
Appliance Stores $2,217,481 $0 $8,807 $197,519 $2,468,572

Other Retail Group $3,022,573 $10,764,571 $156,900 $295,871 $14,300,585

Total - All Retail Categories $62,964,526 $93,938,264 $964,197 $4,805,685 $163,903,734

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from American Community Survey (Five-Year Sample, 2015-2019), California Department of Finance (2021 Estimate), Bureau of Labor 
Statistics Consumer Expenditure Survey, U.S. Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics, U.S. Economic Census, ICSC-UW Extension, JobsEQ input-out-
put model, AirSage, and Dean Runyan Associates.

Table B-7: Components of Retail Spending in Solvang
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to-business transactions. Because the sales exceed the 
demand, Solvang businesses in this category likely attract 
spending from outside of the city. 

Clothing Stores

Clothing stores consist of stores specializing in clothing, 
accessories, bags/luggage, and shoes. Stores in 
Solvang generated a total of $6.4 million in sales. 
When compared to the total demand of $8.5 million, 
these stores generate a leakage. Over half of the 
demand comes from visitor spending. This could indicate 
that the stores in this category cater more towards visitor 
spending, while spending by local households more 
disproportionately leaves Solvang for other areas with a 
larger concentration of clothing stores.

Other Retail Group

This category includes specialty retail stores that focus 
on particular product groups, and as a group they 
encompass wide variety of different product offerings 
and store types. 

represents an opportunity, because existing retailers can 
expand or upgrade, or new retailers can locate into 
Solvang to potentially meet that demand. 

A comparison of Solvang’s retail sales against the 
$163.9 million in total local spending, the community 
has an overall retail leakage of around $22.7 million. 
Because the sales tax data provided for the analysis was 
more aggregated than those used for the household retail 
spending estimates, the findings for retail sales and sales 
leakage/net capture are presented in Table 8 by major 
store grouping.

Building Materials and Home Furnishing Group

The building materials group generally includes 
hardware stores and home improvement businesses such 
as home centers, lumber dealers, nurseries, and paint 
stores. The category will also sometimes include point-of-
sale transactions from contractors and similar businesses 
that have storefront operations. Solvang businesses 
show a net capture of $16.9 million. With the home 
improvement categories in particular, a significant portion 
of their sales come from contractors and other business-

RETAIL GROUP TOTAL LOCAL DEMAND SOLVANG RETAIL 
SALES

RETAIL LEAKAGE (NET 
CAPTURE)

Building Material and Garden 
Equipment Dealers $2,283,555 $19,198,800 ($16,915,245)

Clothing and Clothing Accessories 
Stores $8,369,615 $6,421,900 $1,947,715 

Food and Beverage Stores $15,284,279 $33,331,279 ($18,047,000)

Food Services and Drinking Places $61,273,975 $43,443,500 $17,830,475 

Automotive $37,418,490 $4,348,500 $33,069,990 

General Merchandise Stores $22,504,662 $15,436,700 $7,067,962 

Home Furnishings and Appliance 
Stores $2,468,572 $3,956,800 ($1,488,228)

Other Retail Group $14,300,585 $15,053,100 ($752,515)

Total - All Retail Categories $163,903,734 $141,190,579 $22,713,155 

Source: ADE, Inc.; data from US Census American Community Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics, US Economic Census, California Department of Tax and 
Fee Administration (CDTFA), and InfoUSA/Salesgenie.

Notes: Due to confidentiality restrictions, the automotive and general merchandise categories use sales data from third-party data sources. was com-
bined with the other retail group. Sales totals include an estimate of non-taxable goods sold at retail stores, such as groceries and prescription medica-
tions.

Table B-8: Retail Leakage in Solvang by Business Category
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For this combined category, the stores generated $15.1 
million in sales, with a slight net capture of about 
$752,515. This indicates that much of the existing 
consumer demand in this category is in balance with the 
retail stores operating in Solvang. 

General Merchandise Stores

General merchandise stores include a cross-section of 
stores that carry broad merchandise lines in multiple 
product categories. These include traditional department 
stores, discount department stores, warehouse clubs, 
variety/dollar stores, and drug stores. Solvang has a 
retail sales of about $15.4 million in this category. Most 
of Solvang’s business activity in general merchandise 
comes from drug stores. Because the community lacks 
other large format stores such as warehouse clubs and 
supercenters, a lot of the spending in this category from 
local households likely leaves Solvang. In addition, local 
drug stores can at least partially meet the demand that 
would normally go towards larger stores because they 
also carry a broad merchandise lineup. 

Food Stores and Restaurants

Food-oriented retail stores and restaurants generated a 
combined $76.8 million in retail sales in 2019, and 
have about $76.4 million in total spending demand. 
Food stores generated about $18.1 million in net 
sales capture, while restaurants and food service 
establishments had a leakage of about $17.8 million. 
This would indicate that Solvang is a destination for 
grocery shopping. With restaurants, about 76 percent 
of the demand comes from visitors. The sales leakage 
would indicate that visitors to Solvang are also dining 
out in other areas during their visits. More likely residents 
are eating elsewhere, plus groceries are selling prepared 
foods.

Automotive

The automotive retail group includes motor vehicle 
dealerships, parts stores, and gasoline service stations. 
Because Solvang does not have many establishments 
in this category, with no automobile dealerships, the 
automotive category generate a large sales leakage of 
$33.1 million. 

BUDGET CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR 
2018-2019

Revenues
Property Tax Current $847,818
Property Tax in lieu of VLF $527,486
Property Tax Prior $26,319
Sales and Use Tax $1,507,745
Transient Occupancy Tax $4,540,786
Property Transfer Tax $77,639
Intergovernmental $5,000
Fees for Service $542,474
Rental/Lease Income $41,969
Events $15,135
Miscellaneous/Donations $114,902
Overhead/Reimbursements/
Transfers $702,280

Interest $289,298
Total Revenues $9,238,851
Expenditures
City Council $303,710
Special Agency $192,200
Administrative Services $1,689,371
Parks and Recreation $910,076
Planning and Building $776,336
Marketing/Tourism $943,198
Public Safety/Law 
Enforcement $1,814,230

Library $174,501
Public Works $1,976,612
Total Expenditures $8,780,234
Total Net $458,617

Source: City of Solvang Adopted Budget, FY 2018-19

Table B-9: City of Solvang General Fund, Fiscal 
Year 2018-2019

Home Furnishings and Appliances

This retail group includes furniture, home furnishings, 
appliance, and electronics stores. This market generally 
relies more on local household demand, and generally 
does not attract much spending from visitors. Solvang 
businesses in this category generate a net capture of 
about $1.5 million.
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Fiscal Analysis
Introduction
The fiscal analysis calculates the City revenues and 
costs generated by various land uses in Solvang. It is 
benchmarked to the fiscal year 2018-19 City General 
Fund Budget (Table B-9) for reasons discussed in the 
Introduction to this document. In addition to the City 
budget, ADE has analyzed property value data to 
distribute the property taxes to various land uses. 
The analysis also integrates the previous tourism and 
retail studies to allocate sales taxes by land use. The 
cost analysis is based on a per capita average cost 
methodology. 

Land Use Inventory
Based on State Department of Finance records, Solvang 
had 2,696 housing units and a population of 5,577 at 
the beginning of 2019 (Table 10). As shown in Table 1 
above, the City also had 3,425 jobs, distributed among 
land uses as shown in Table B-10. In addition to the 
1,375 jobs in the hospitality sector, the fiscal analysis 
also includes impacts from the visitor population. This is 
discussed in more detail in the methodology section at 
the end of the paper.

RESIDENTIAL 
LAND USE

DWELLING 
UNITS POPULATION

Residential Land Use
Single Family 1,570 3,393
Multi-Family 1,126 2,184
Total 2,696 5,577
Nonresidential Land Use
Commercial  - 556
Industrial  - 324
Office  - 409
Agriculture/ 
Vacant  - 57

Hospitality  - 1,375
Public/ 
Institutional  - 704

Total Jobs - 3,425 

Source: ADE, Inc., based on CA Department of Finance E-5 Report, January 
1, 2020 and Chmura JobsEQ 2019 Employment.`

Table B-10: 2019 City of Solvang Land Use Inventory

Fiscal Analysis Results
Table B-11 shows the outcome of the fiscal analysis in 
terms of revenues and costs generated by each major 
land use type. The hospitality sector dominates the 
budget picture, generating an estimated $5.99 million 
annually in City revenue against $3.03 million in costs. 
The $2.96 million in net revenue from hospitality more 
than covers the estimated $2.57 deficit from combined 
residential uses. It should be noted that the residential 
property tax is based on existing average assessed 
value, which is lower than current market prices for new 
housing units. The average assessed value for single 
family homes in the analysis is $545,250 and for multi-
family housing it is $99,200. Single family homes sold 
in the past two years were priced 29 percent above the 
citywide average assessed value for similar units and 
condominiums were double the City average for existing 
condominiums.  Therefore, in the Alternatives Analysis, 
new residential units will likely show a better fiscal 
outcome. But in terms of the City’s existing tax base, the 
analysis underscores the importance of tourism and other 
non-residential sectors to maintain the City’s fiscal health.

The Methodology section below discusses the details 
of how these numbers are calculated. At this point it is 
important to note that the allocation of the sales tax by 
land use, in particular, understates the true importance 
of retail businesses in the City. Retail and restaurants 
produce about 75 percent of the sales tax the City 
receives. However, in Table B-11, the taxable purchases 
by City residents are allocated to the residential land 
uses and purchases by visitors are allocated to the 
hospitality sector. The sales tax amount shown for the 
commercial sector is the residual above these local 
spending sources and essentially reflects the capture of 
sales from shoppers living outside the City.
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Revenues

Property Tax
$847,818 

$562,523 
$73,392 

$64,864 
$2,243 

$24,639 
$3,996 

$83,939 
$32,223 

Property Tax in lieu 
of VLF

$527,486 
$349,984 

$45,662 
$40,356 

$1,395 
$15,330 

$2,486 
$52,224 

$20,048 

Sales Tax
$1,507,745 

$300,545 
$193,427 

$109,572 
$159,731 

$31,209 
$0

$713,261 
$0 

Transient O
ccupancy 

Tax
$4,540,786 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$4,540,786 
$0 

Property Transfer Tax
$77,639 

$51,513 
$6,721 

$5,940 
$205 

$2,256 
$366 

$7,687 
$2,951 

Intergovernm
ental

$5,000 
$3,042 

$1,958 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 

Fees for Service
$542,353 

$197,310 
$126,986 

$16,166 
$9,420 

$11,892 
$1,657 

$158,453 
$20,469 

Rental/Lease Incom
e

$41,960 
$15,265 

$9,824 
$1,251 

$729 
$920 

$128 
$12,259 

$1,584 

M
iscellaneous/

Donations
$114,876 

$41,792 
$26,897 

$3,424 
$1,995 

$2,519 
$351 

$33,562 
$4,336 

O
verhead/

Reim
bursem

ents/
Transfers

$702,124 
$255,435 

$164,395 
$20,928 

$12,195 
$15,395 

$2,145 
$205,132 

$26,499 

Interest
$287,948 

$57,455 
$20,988 

$8,485 
$6,074 

$3,367 
$360 

$187,723 
$3,495 

Total Revenues
$9,195,735 

$1,834,864 
$670,250 

$270,986 
$193,989 

$107,526 
$11,490 

$5,995,027 
$111,603 

Expenditures

G
eneral G

overnm
ent

$2,184,938 
$769,097 

$494,982 
$45,098 

$26,280 
$33,175 

$4,623 
$754,580 

$57,103 

Parks and Recreation
$910,061 

$553,704 
$356,358 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

Planning and Building
$776,163 

$282,371 
$181,731 

$23,135 
$13,481 

$17,018 
$2,372 

$226,763 
$29,293 

M
arketing/Tourism

$943,198 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$943,198 

$0 

Public Safety/Law
 

Enforcem
ent

$1,813,826 
$659,875 

$424,689 
$54,064 

$31,505 
$39,770 

$5,543 
$529,926 

$68,455 

Library
$174,498 

$106,169 
$68,329 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

$0 
$0 

Public W
orks

$1,976,172 
$718,937 

$462,700 
$58,903 

$34,325 
$43,330 

$6,039 
$577,357 

$74,582 

Total Expenditures
$8,778,856 

$3,090,153 
$1,988,789 

$181,199 
$105,591 

$133,292 
$18,576 

$3,031,824 
$229,432 

G
eneral Fund N

et 
Budget (deficit)/
Surplus

$416,879 
($1,255,289)

($1,318,539)
$89,787 

$88,398 
($25,766)

($7,086)
$2,963,203 

($117,829)

Source: ADE, Inc.

Table B-11: Fiscal Im
pact of Existing Land U

ses in Solvang: Fiscal Year 2018-2019
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residents’ expenditures are allocated to the residential 
land uses; however, it is important to recognize that 
Solvang only gets those taxes if the purchases are made 
locally, mainly in retail and restaurant establishments. At 
the top of the table, there is a category for Net Pools 
and Administrative Adjustments. The County pool is 
mainly derived from the Santa Barbara County share of 
taxes paid on internet sales. In the fiscal analysis, these 
revenues have been proportionally distributed across all 
land uses.  

Business to business sales taxes are allocated to the 
non-residential land use categories. From Table B-13, 
Business Services and Leasing have been allocated 
to the Office land use. Food Processing  equipment, 
Wholesale Building Materials, and all other Business 
to Business sales categories have been allocated to 
industrial land uses. The $109,572 in sales taxes 
allocated to commercial land uses are the residual of 
total sales not otherwise allocated to other land uses. 
However, in reality, 75 percent of all taxable sales in 
Solvang are made in retail stores and restaurants.

Methodology
This section describes the data sources and approach 
used in the analysis in more detail. The first sections 
describe the major revenues and the final section 
discusses the per capita methodology.

Property Tax

ADE accessed property data from Corelogic Listsource 
to estimate the assessed value by land use for Solvang 
(Table B-12).  The available data was for fiscal year 
2019-20, and ADE scaled the values to the 2018-19 
fiscal year based on the change in property tax between 
those years as shown in the City budgets. 

Single family homes, which include PUDs based on the 
Assessor’s land use coding, represent two-thirds of the 
City property tax base. The hospitality sector includes 
both lodging and restaurants, to the extent the latter are 
identified separately. It is likely additional restaurants 
exist in some of the larger commercial buildings. The 
institutional sector is mainly medical offices and facilities 
but also includes some churches and community 
organizations.

Comparing the assessed values to the City base property 
tax revenues, Solvang receives about 6.6 percent of 
the ad valorem one percent property tax that property 
owners pay. The balance of property tax revenues go to 
schools, Santa Barbra County and other taxing agencies. 
The City also receives property tax in lieu of vehicle 
licenses fees. This revenue is distributed by the state 
based on annual increases in the City assessed value 
and for fiscal year 2018-19 increases City property tax 
revenues by more than 62 percent. 

Sales Tax

The retail market analysis above details the purchasing 
power by market segment (households, visitors, B2B, 
etc.). About 79 percent of household retail expenditures 
are taxable and the City receives one percent of taxable 
value in sales tax from the point of sale businesses in the 
City. Table B-13 shows all the business types in Solvang 
that collected sales tax for the year ending in the third 
quarter of 2019.  In the fiscal analysis, the sales tax from 

LAND USE ASSESSED VALUE

Residential
Single Family $856,045,691
Multi-Family $111,687,120
Total Residential $967,732,811
Nonresidential
Commercial 98,709,923
Industrial 3,413,013
Office 37,495,514
Agriculture/ Vacant 6,081,444
Hospitality 127,738,046
Institutional $49,037,162
Total Non-Residential $322,475,103
Total $1,290,207,914

Source: ADE, Inc., based on data from CoreLogic Listsource.

Table B-12: Estimated Assessed Value by Land 
Use in Solvang, Fiscal Year 2018-2109



100

  |  General Plan Alternatives Report 

also supports the Santa Ynez Valley Tourism Business 
Improvement District Fund in the amount of $464,985 in 
fiscal year 2018-19. This is funded by an additional tax 
of $3.00 per bed.

Per Capita Methodology

Most of the other revenues and costs in the preliminary 
fiscal analysis are calculated using a per capita 
methodology. The per capita methodology is based on 
analysis of the service population for the City. The service 
population includes the City residents, the businesses 
in town as represented by the jobs they support, and 
the visitors to the City. Each of these segments have 
different level of service demand. Residents require the 
highest level of service, while employees are generally 
recognized to exert half the service demand of full time 
residents.  

The annual visitor counts are converted to daily 
equivalents by dividing them by 365 days. The 
290,208 overnight visitors in 2018-19 are equivalent 
to 1,391 daily visitors. For this analysis, overnight 
visitors have been assigned the same service weight 
as residents for most services, although we assume 
that visitors do not use City recreation services or the 
library. The 1,451,040 day visitors are equivalent to 
3,975 daily visitors. Their service demand is treated 
similar to the daytime employee population (one-half of 
residential demand), but is further reduced to account 
for the average amount of time spent in the City from the 
AirSage data. As discussed in the tourism section above, 
70 percent of the day visitors spend less than two hours 
in the City and 30 percent spend up to four hours on 
average (while the employee population is assumed to 
work in 8 hours shifts). Thus, the service demand from 
day visitors is 16.3% of residential demand compared to 
50% for employees. These calculations result in a service 
population of 9,327, as shown in Table B-14.

The resulting per capita revenue and cost factors are 
shown in Table B-15. In addition to the proportional 
service impacts, we assume residents are 100 percent 
responsible for any intergovernmental revenues the City 
receives and also consume 100 percent of recreation 
and library services. Also, 100 percent of marketing 
and tourism expenditures are assigned to the visitor 
population. 

CATEGORY YE 2019 Q3

Total Receipts 1,481,272
Net Pools/Admin/Adj 195,699
Local Businesses 1,285,573
General Retail 320,305

Apparel 64,219
Department Stores 1,317

Furniture/Appliance 39,568
Drug Stores 45,867

Recreation Products 5,246
Florist/Nursery 9,802

Misc. 154,285
Food Products 578,618

Restaurants 434,435

Food Markets 79,633

Liquor Stores 14,160
Food Processing Equipment 50,390

Transportation 89,074
Construction 233,818

Bldg. Matls - Whsle 57,797
Bldg. Matls - Retail 176,022

Business to Business 57,455
Office Equipment 7

Business Services 26,560
Chemical Products 1,679

Heavy Industry 24,412
Light Industry 1,916

Leasing 50

Source: City of Solvang.

Table B-13: Detailed Sales Tax Distribution by 
Business Type

Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT)

The TOT  is the single largest revenue source for the 
City and generates about half of the General Fund 
revenue in normal economic times. The tax rate is 12 
percent of room revenues. In fiscal year 2018-19, the 
City reinvested $943,198 of these funds into marketing 
and various maintenance activities to support the tourism 
market. Separate from the General Fund, the City 
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General Government Costs

The City Council, Special Agency budget allocation, and the Administrative Services Department are 
assigned to a General Government category in Table B-11. The combined budget for these functions 
are $2.18 million and represent 25 percent the General Fund expenditure budget. These costs are 
assigned proportionally to each land use in Table B-11 based on the total of other service costs each 
land use requires.

POPULATION SEGMENT FULL TIME 
EQUIVALENTS

SERVICE 
WEIGHT

SERVICE 
POPULATIONS PROPORTION

Population 5,577 100.0% 5,577 59.8%

Overnight Visitors 1,391 100.0% 1,391 14.9%

Day Visitors 3,975 16.3% 646 6.9%

Employees 3,425 50.0% 1,713 18.4%

Total 14,369 - 9,327 100.0%

Table B-14: Visitors and Service Demand

Revenues

RESIDENTIAL 
POPULATION

OVERNIGHT 
VISITORS DAY VISITORS BUSINESS-JOBS

Pro-
Portion

Per  
Capita

Pro-
Portion

Per  
Capita

Pro-
Portion

Per  
Capita

Pro-
Portion

Per  
Capita

Intergovernmental 100% $0.90 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 

Fees for Service 59.8% $58.15 14.9% $58.15 6.9% $9.45 18.4% $29.07 

Rental/Lease Income 59.8% $4.50 14.9% $4.50 6.9% $0.73 18.4% $2.25 

Miscellaneous/Donations 59.8% $12.32 14.9% $12.32 6.9% $2.00 18.4% $6.16 

Overhead/Reimb./Tfrs 59.8% $75.28 14.9% $75.28 6.9% $12.23 18.4% $37.64 

Service Costs

Parks and Recreation 100% $163.18 0.0% $0.00 0.0% $0.00 0% $0.00 

Planning and Building 59.8% $83.22 14.9% $83.22 6.9% $13.52 18.4% $41.61 

Marketing/Tourism 0% $0.00 68.3% $462.94 31.7% $75.23 0% $0.00 

Public Safety/Law 
Enforcement 59.8% $194.47 14.9% $194.47 6.9% $31.60 18.4% $97.24 

Library 100% $31.29 0.0% $0.00 0.0% $0.00 0% $0.00 

Public Works 59.8% $211.88 14.9% $211.88 6.9% $34.43 18.4% $105.94 

Source: City of Solvang.

Table B-15: Per Capita Cost and Revenue Factors




