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Land Use and Housing Committee

1+ Discussion and Action Items

BUpdate on the Mills Act Program

BConservation of Community and
Neighborhood Character

BGeneral Plan Incentives
BPermit Review Process
BLand Development Code Revisions

BHistoric Districts Status Update and
Burlingame Fee and Application Deadline




Adopted Mills Act Reforms

} Reforms to Council Policy 700 - 46 were
approved by the City Council in December
2008

. Reforms included:
BThreshold for number of applications approved
BFees
BLimited application period (January 1 to March 31)
BAllowed for tailored agreements

BModified reporting period from calendar to fiscal
year basis




FY 2009 Applications

1 12 Applications Received

BGreater Golden Hill (1); Southeastern San Diego (1);
La Jolla (1); Greater North Park (3); Uptown (6)

+ Range of savings from $533 to $16,600
1 Average tax savings is $6,000

yApproxi mate $15, 000 i mpa
General Fund, below the $200,000 threshold




Monitoring

. Oldest 200 properties notified ($492 Monitoring
Fee)

- Approximately half have remitted payment

1 Longer periods of time to pay and low income
waivers
1 Staff will be evaluating properties for three main

area
1. Visibility of the resource
2. General maintenance of resource
3. Alterations that did not receive prior approval from the
City
1+ Any necessary follow - up will occur once all of the
properties are inspected.
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Conservation Areas

1 General Plan identified as useful tool to retain
community character

1 Implementation through community plan
update process and overlay zone

} Success of conservation areas are dependent
on size, the nomination process, and
Implementation

1 Conservation areas are not historic districts




Conservation Areas

1 Compared to Historic Districts; In
conservation areas:
BTime and age Is not a consideration

BHistorical integrity is not a concern, but form,
character visual quality of streetscape, landscape,
and urban form is important

BCompliance with the Secretary of the Interior
Standards is not required, but values and
perceptions of the local citizens are important

BBoundary of the Conservation areas is not drawn by
technical surveys but consensus

BCommon architectural elements are important but
their originality Is not important.
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General Plan Incentives

1 Incentives

BENncourage use of local, state and federal tax
Incentives

BFlexibility of State Historic Building Code
BTransfer of Development Rights (TDR)

BCUP and NDP processes to support adaptive re - use
of historical resources

BArchitectural and design assistance services
;1 Incentives Subcommittee of the HRB

BHRB and public members
BDeveloping a comprehensive incentives program




General Plan Incentives

} Preservation Fund (General Plan)

1 Monetary source for local preservation
Incentives
BArchitectural assistance program
BArchaeological site protection

1 Fund may be supported through grants,
private or public donations, or other sources

; City Council established fund July 2009

+ Expenditures must be approved by Councill
through the budget process




Permit Review Process

}

Public Input Group

B 19 CPGs and 10 Historical Organizations
1,365 of reviews of Potentially Historic
Properties since April 2008

B54% within Districts 2 and 3

Reviews by Community Planning Area

BClairemont Mesa (128), Greater North Park (114), La
Jolla (108), Peninsula (167), and Uptown (142)

Outcome of reviews

BCleared non - historic 0 78%

BApproved historic 0 19%

BReport required 0 3%



Reviews by Community Plan Area




