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allocations for cities within Ventura County.  Option 3, which relied on local input from 
the RTP/SCS showed that some jurisdictions projected such low growth that they 
must have assumed they would not have another RHNA allocation ever.  The City of 
San Buenaventura provided projections based on expected, continuous RHNA 
cycles, thus our numbers ended up being notably higher than another City in the 
county with a similar population.  Therefore, use of a methodology that weighs local 
input too highly increases the potential for challenges that will distract focus away 
from updating our Housing Elements to achieve the State mandates. 

 
As referenced by the City of Oxnard’s review letter, expecting to solve the housing crisis in 
one cycle is not realistic. If the allocation SCAG is assigned remains in the ballpark of 1 
million or more units, it is essential that the State provide local jurisdictions with relief 
managing such numbers.  In recent years, legislation has been passed that made the RHNA 
process and reporting more difficult and added greater accountability.  But those laws were 
based on a paradigm where the RHNA numbers were “manageable.”   
 
Therefore, we request that SCAG lead the effort to have Sacramento revisit legislation 
related to: 
 

1. Soften the Process of Identifying Housing Sites.  Recent legislation made it more 
difficult to identify housing sites.  Nearly doubling the target, coupled with making it 
more difficult to identify sites, could lead to many communities being unable to find 
sufficient sites and not being able to get their Housing Elements certified.  That will 
focus government energies away from housing construction.   
 

2. Soften Accountability for Meeting RHNA Targets.  If the SCAG region is assigned 
1.3 M units for the 6th Cycle, most would agree that there is not enough labor and 
materials to build those units in the time period.  So laws enacted to hold jurisdictions 
accountable for making progress on RHNA targets should be revisited because now 
it is likely that few jurisdictions will be able to make meaningful progress.  We believe 
so long as jurisdictions plan for the units, and that there is no evidence that a 
jurisdiction is manipulating the system to avoid allowing these units, all established 
or implied threats of punishment should be lifted.  

 
Lastly, in examining the methodology options for jurisdictions in the Ventura County region, 
most assign the County of Ventura with an equivalent share of growth as cities within 
Ventura County.  The County is primarily rural and agricultural, and they are arguably the 
last area that should have significant housing growth.  With the State’s emphasis on infill 
development near transit, requiring the County to build the same share of units as cities 
does not make sense.  We are not suggesting they should not have an allocation, but that 
their allocation should be less than cities.  It is true that Option 3 provided the County of 
Ventura with a lower proportionate share, but Option 3 was based on the RTP/SCS 
projections which we identified earlier had a flaw in that some jurisdictions did not project 
reasonably expected growth mandates.    
 




