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From: Holly Osborne <nredschool@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 4, 2021 1:51 PM
To: ePublic Comment Group <ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov>
Subject: Speech on RHNA algorithm, March 4 2021
This is what I just said this afternoon on March 4.
This is so you can make sure your minutes are accurate. Could you just add this to the minutes..
Holly Osborne
- - - --- - - - - - - - - - Good afternoon.
This is Holly Osborne again, retired engineer, someone who is obsessive about numbers being correct, and a
resident of Redondo Beach. But, as often, I am speaking on a general matter - in this case the RHNA
algorithm
Back in November, I was working on some pie charts, and I wanted to make sure I had the latest and greatest
algorithm. I had the February 2020 version, which was very close to the final, but i wanted to use the absolute
final, and it was not posted on the web site. I wrote to SCAG staff, asking it be posted; a staffer posted the
algorithm, and called it Sept 2020.
That Sept 2020 algorithm had a major major flaw, I soon discovered. If you INCREASED the total RHNA
allocation above 1.34 million, the individual city's RHNA went DOWN, and if you decreased the total RHNA, the
individual cities went UP.
I call this the 737 MAX version of the algorithm: it crashed and burned.
I immediately emailed the staffer back; asked if they were sure they posted the correct version (because
previous algorithms did not behave that way). I got no response.
I also pointed this out in a correspondence I wrote to Mr. Rex Richardson in a Dec 24 analysis, where I had
numerous pie charts (done out of necessity with the Feb 2020 algorithm.)
There was no response.
I bring this up now because after listening to all the appeals, it seemed that the appeals committee was sure
that the SCAG people performing the analysis were always right, and the algorithm was sacred; and the cities
were always wrong, when it came to questioning numbers. In some cases staff was condescending to the
cities (although in many cases the appeals committee were sympathetic.)
Now you are engaged in a final algorithm approval. I believe it will be a major embarrassment to you if you do
not fix the Sept. 2020 "crash and burn" algorithm. It used to behave correctly before, so I do not know what
was done cause this behavior. It is also unfair to the cities to have such a flawed algorithm posted, since they
will not be able to figure out what their new RHNA should be, should they decide to join in any appeal to HCD
to decrease the allocation.
They are other instances of questionable numerical assumptions (aside from the 1.34 million total) such as how
you split "existing need" vs "future growth." I am still perplexed as to how building for a transit station that may
not be completed until well into the 7th, or even 8th RHNA cycle should have been called existing need, since
it guarantees failure to those cities. I spoke on that last time.
I urge the committee today to discuss some of these issues. Also, bring up the RHNA algorithm as posted on
the website, if you doubt anything I say.
Thank you for your time.
Holly Osborne

