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SPECIAL MEETING

REGIONAL HOUSING
NEEDS ASSESSMENT
(RHNA) APPEALS BOARD
PUBLIC HEARING

Remote Participation Only
Friday, January 8, 2021

9:00 a.m. — 3:00 p.m.

To Participate on Your Computer:
https://scag.zoom.us/j/91702781766

To Participate by Phone:
Call-in Number: 1-669-900-6833
Meeting ID: 917 0278 1766

Please see next page for detailed
instructions on how to participate in the meeting.

PUBLIC ADVISORY

Given recent public health directives limiting public gatherings due to the threat of
COVID-19 and in compliance with the Governor’s recent Executive Order N-29-20,
the meeting will be held telephonically and electronically.

If members of the public wish to review the attachments or have any questions on any
of the agenda items related to RHNA, please send an email to housing@scag.ca.gov.
Agendas and Minutes are also available at: www.scag.ca.gov/committees.

SCAG, in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), will accommodate
persons who require a modification of accommodation in order to participate in this
meeting. SCAG is also committed to helping people with limited proficiency in the
English language access the agency’s essential public information and services. You can
request such assistance by calling (213) 236-1959. We request at least 72 hours (three
days) notice to provide reasonable accommodations and will make every effort to
arrange for assistance as soon as possible.


mailto:housing@scag.ca.gov
https://scag.zoom.us/j/91702781766
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Instructions for Public Comments

You may submit public comments in two (2) ways:

1.

Submit written comments via email to: housing@scag.ca.gov by 5pm on
Thursday, January 7, 2021.

All written comments received after 5pm on Thursday, January 7, 2021 will be
announced and included as part of the official record of the meeting.

If participating via Zoom or phone, during the Public Comment Period, use
the “raise hand” function on your computer or *9 by phone and wait for
SCAG staff to announce your name/phone number. SCAG staff will unmute
your line when it is your turn to speak. Limit oral comments to 3 minutes, or
as otherwise directed by the presiding officer.

If unable to connect by Zoom or phone and you wish to make a comment, you
may submit written comments via email to: housing@scag.ca.gov.

In accordance with SCAG’s Regional Council Policy, Article VI, Section H and
California Government Code Section 54957.9, if a SCAG meeting is “willfully
interrupted” and the “orderly conduct of the meeting” becomes unfeasible, the
presiding officer or the Chair of the legislative body may order the removal of
the individuals who are disrupting the meeting.


mailto:housing@scag.ca.gov
mailto:housing@scag.ca.gov
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Instructions for Participating in the Meeting

SCAG is providing multiple options to view or participate in the meeting:

To Participate and Provide Verbal Comments on Your Computer

1.
2.

Click the following link: https://scag.zoom.us/j/91702781766

If Zoom is not already installed on your computer, click “Download & Run
Zoom” on the launch page and press “Run” when prompted by your browser.
If Zoom has previously been installed on your computer, please allow a few
moments for the application to launch automatically.

Select “Join Audio via Computer.”

The virtual conference room will open. If you receive a message reading,
“Please wait for the host to start this meeting,” simply remain in the room
until the meeting begins.

. During the Public Comment Period, use the “raise hand” function located in

the participants’” window and wait for SCAG staff to announce your name.
SCAG staff will unmute your line when it is your turn to speak. Limit oral
comments to 3 minutes, or as otherwise directed by the presiding officer.

To Listen and Provide Verbal Comments by Phone

1.

ad

6.

Call (669) 900-6833 to access the conference room. Given high call volumes
recently experienced by Zoom, please continue dialing until you connect
successfully.

Enter the Meeting ID: 917 0278 1766, followed by #.

Indicate that you are a participant by pressing # to continue.

You will hear audio of the meeting in progress. Remain on the line if the
meeting has not yet started.

During the Public Comment Period, press *9 to add yourself to the queue and
wait for SCAG staff to announce your name/phone number. SCAG staff will
unmute your line when it is your turn to speak. Limit oral comments to 3
minutes, or as otherwise directed by the presiding officer.


https://scag.zoom.us/j/91702781766

% REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT
(RHNA) APPEALS BOARD PUBLIC HEARING
SPECIAL MEETING AGENDA

RHNA APPEALS BOARD MEMBERS — RHNA 6™ CYCLE

VOTING MEMBERS

Representing Imperial County
Primary: Hon. Cheryl Viegas-Walker, El Centro
Alternate: Sup. Luis Plancarte, Imperial County

Representing Los Angeles County
Primary: Hon. Margaret Finlay, Duarte
Alternate: Hon. Rex Richardson, Long Beach

Representing Orange County
Primary: Hon. Wendy Bucknum, Mission Viejo
Alternate: CHAIR Peggy Huang, Yorba Linda, TCA

Representing Riverside County
Primary: Hon. Russell Betts, Desert Hot Springs
Alternate: Hon. Rey SJ Santos, Beaumont

Representing San Bernardino County
Primary: Hon. Deborah Robertson, Rialto
Alternate: Hon. Larry McCallon, Highland

Representing Ventura County
Primary: Hon. Carmen Ramirez, Oxnard
Alternate: Hon. Mike Judge, Simi Valley, VCTC



Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only

Friday, January 8, 2021

9:00 AM - 3:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
(The Honorable Peggy Huang, Chair)

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Members of the public are encouraged to submit written comments by sending an email to:
housing@scag.ca.gov by 5pm on Thursday, January 7, 2021. Such comments will be transmitted to
members of the legislative body and posted on SCAG’s website prior to the meeting. Written
comments received after 5pm on January 7, 2021 will be announced and included as part of the
official record of the meeting. Members of the public wishing to verbally address the RHNA Appeals
Board will be allowed up to 3 minutes to speak, with the presiding officer retaining discretion to
adjust time limits as necessary to ensure efficient and orderly conduct of the meeting. The presiding
officer has the discretion to reduce the time limit based upon the number of comments received and
may limit the total time for all public comments to twenty (20) minutes.

Click here to access the list of written Public Comments received as of 12/30/2020, or see the
attachment.

All comments submitted are posted online at https://scag.ca.gov/rhna-comments.

ACTION ITEM/S

1. Public Hearings to Consider Appeals Submitted by Jurisdictions Related to the 6th Cycle Draft
RHNA Allocations
(Kome Ajise, Executive Director)

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Review the appeals submitted by eight (8) jurisdictions regarding their respective 6th Cycle Draft
RHNA Allocations; review corresponding staff recommendations as reflected in the staff reports;
receive public comments; hear arguments by appellants and staff responses; and take action to grant,
partially grant, or deny each appeal.

The Chair has the discretion to determine the order of appeals heard.

Schedule

1.1 City of South Gate*
1.2 City of Bellflower*
1.3 City of Downey*

1.4 Citv of Pico Rivera*
1.5 City of Lakewood*
1.6 County of La Mirada*



mailto:ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov
https://scag.ca.gov/rhna-comments
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1.7 City of Huntington Park*
1.8 City of Cerritos*

* For each appeal, the general time allocation is as the following with Chair’s discretion to grant
extension as needed:
e Initial Arguments (5 min)
e Staff Response (5 min)
e Rebuttal (3 min)
For more information, please see Appeals Hearing Procedures in the Attachment.

ADJOURNMENT
The Public Hearing to hear submitted appeals to the 6th cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) Allocations will continue on January 11, 2021.




SCAG

ATTACHMENT - Appeals Hearing Procedures
(Per Adopted 6" Cycle RHNA Appeals Procedures Section G)

The hearing(s) shall be conducted to provide applicants and jurisdictions that did not file appeals but
are the subject of an appeal, with the opportunity to make their case regarding a change in their draft
regional housing need allocation or another 7 jurisdiction’s allocation, with the burden on the
applicants to prove their case. The appeals hearings will be organized by the specific jurisdiction
subject to an appeal or appeals and will adhere to the following procedures:

1. Initial Arguments

Applicants who have filed an appeal for a particular jurisdiction will have an opportunity to
present their request and reasons to grant the appeal. In the event of multiple appeals filed
for a single jurisdiction, the subject jurisdiction will present their argument first if it has filed
an appeal on its own draft RHNA allocation. Applicants may present their case either on their
own, or in coordination with other applicants, but each applicant shall be allotted five (5)
minutes each. If the subject jurisdiction did not file an appeal on its own draft RHNA
allocation, it will be given an opportunity to present after all applicants have provided initial
arguments on their filed appeals. Any presentation from the jurisdiction who did not appeal
but is the subject of the appeal is limited to five (5) minutes unless it is responding to more
than one appeal, in which case the jurisdiction is limited to eight (8) minutes.

2. Staff Response
After initial arguments are presented, SCAG staff will present their recommendation to
approve or deny the appeals filed for the subject jurisdiction. The staff response is limited to
five (5) minutes.

3. Rebuttal
Applicants and the jurisdiction who did not file an appeal but is the subject of the appeal may
elect to provide a rebuttal but are limited to the arguments and evidence presented in the
staff response. Each applicant and the subject jurisdiction that did not file an appeal on its
own draft RHNA allocation will be allotted three (3) minutes each for a rebuttal.

4. Extension of Time Allotment

The Chair of the Appeals Board may elect to grant additional time for any presentation, staff
response, or rebuttal in the interest of due process and equity.

5. Appeal Board Discussion and Determination
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After arguments and rebuttals are presented, the RHNA Appeals Board may ask questions of
applicants, the subject jurisdiction (if present), and SCAG staff. The Chair of the Appeals Board
may request that questions from the Appeals Board be asked prior to a discussion among
Appeals Board members. Any voting Board member may make a motion regarding the
appeal(s) for the subject jurisdiction.

The Appeals Board is encouraged to make a single determination on the subject jurisdiction after
hearing all arguments and presentations on each subject jurisdiction. The RHNA Appeals Board need
not adhere to formal evidentiary rules and procedures in conducting the hearing. An appealing
jurisdiction may choose to have technical staff present its case at the hearing. At a minimum,
technical staff should be available at the hearing to answer any questions of the RHNA Appeals Board.




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Name

Topic(s)

10/11/2018 City of Beverly Hills
12/2/2018 City of Mission Viejo
1/17/2019 City of Beverly Hills
2/4/2019 City of Beverly Hills
3/11/2019 City of Beverly Hills
3/30/2019 City of Beverly Hills
5/2/2019 Central Cities Association of Los Angeles
5/6/2019 City of Irvine
5/20/2019 City of Redondo Beach
5/23/2019 UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs
5/28/2019 Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG)
5/29/2019 City of Anaheim
5/31/2019 City of Yorba Linda
6/1/2019 City of Mission Viejo
6/3/2019 City of Newport Beach
6/3/2019 UCLA
6/4/2019 City of Tustin
6/4/2019
6/5/2019
6/5/2019 City of Santa Ana
6/5/2019 City of Newport Beach
6/5/2019 City of Calabasas

6/5/2019
6/5/2019
6/5/2019
6/5/2019
6/6/2019
6/5/2019
6/5/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019
6/6/2019 City of Moorpark
6/6/2019 City of La Habra
6/6/2019 County of Orange
6/18/2019
6/18/2019
6/18/2019

6/19/2019
6/21/2019
6/22/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019

Hon. John Mirisch
Gail Shiomoto-Lohr
Hon. John Mirisch
Hon. John Mirisch
Hon. John Mirisch
Hon. John Mirisch
Jessica Lall

Marika Poynter
Sean Scully

Paavo Monkkonen
Hon. Stacy Berry
Chris Zapata
David Brantley

Seimone Jurjis
Paavo Monkkonen
Elizabeth Binsack
Henry Fung

Hunter Owens
Kristine Ridge
Seimone Jurjis
Mayor David Shapiro

Vyki Englert

Juan Lopez

Louis Mirante

Carter Rubin

Hon. Meghan Sahli-Wells, City of Culver City
Andy Freeland

Eve Bachrach

Emily Groendyke

Timothy Hayes

Carter Moon

Jesse Lerner-Kinglake

Alex Fisch

Jed Lowenthal

Karen Vaughn

Jim Gomez

Supervisor Donald Wagner
Thomas Glaz

Brendan Regulinski

Chris Palencia

Henry Fung

Glenn Egelko

Donna Smith

Fred Zimmerman
Antoine Wakim

Darrell Clarke

Marcos Rodriguez Maciel

Subcommittee membership

Subcommittee charter, subregional delegation, growth forecast

Urban sprawl

Role of housing supply, single family homes, subcommittee membership
Subcommittee membership, upzoning, single family homes

Upzoning, urbanism, density

Regional Determination

Regional determination, existing need distribution, social equity adjustment
Existing housing need and zoning

Zoning, housing prices, and regulation

Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package; distribution methodology
Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

Public outreach and engagement; regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

Regional determination consultation package

RHNA methodology

Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Regional determination consultation package
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Regional determination package

Regional determination package

Proposed RHNA methodology

Proposed RHNA methodology

Proposed RHNA methodology

Action on regional determination; proposed RHNA methodology; public hearing
and outreach process

Subcommittee member remarks

Proposed RHNA methodology

Regional determination package

Regional determination package

Regional determination package

Regional determination package




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter

Organization

Name

Topic(s)

6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/24/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019
6/25/2019

Taylor Hallam

Phil Lord

Edwin Woll

Steven Guerry
Prabhu Reddy
Judd Schoenholtz
Bret Contreras
Mark Montiel
Hardy Wronske
William Wright
Nicholas Burns IlI
Brendan Regulinski
Gabe Rose

Sean McKenna
Lolita Nurmamade
Paul Moorman
Ryan Welch
Gerald Lam

Carol Gordon
Anthony Dedousis
Christopher Cooper
Colin Frederick
Joe Goldman
David Douglass-Jaimes
Liz Barillas

Andy Freeland
Grayson Peters
Andrew Oliver
Kyle Jenkins
Matthew Ruscigno
Amar Billoo
Joshua Blumenkopf
Leonora Camner
Ryan Tanaka
Partho Kalyani
Victoria Englert
Josh Albrektson
Matt Stauffer
Brooks Dunn
Nancy Barba
Sandra Madera
Gregory Dina
Brent Gaisford
Andrew Kerr
Hunter Owens
Alexander Murray
Eric Hayes

Brent Stoll
Matthew Dixon
Mark Yetter

Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization Name Topic(s)

6/25/2019 Chase Engelhardt Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Hugh Martinez Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Christopher Palencia Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Nathan Pope Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Lauren Borchard Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Shane Philips Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Alexander Naylor Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Andy May Regional determination package

6/25/2019 Jon Dearing Regional determination package

6/25/2019 David Barboza Regional determination package

6/26/2019 Sofia Tablada Regional determination package

6/26/2019 Amanda Wilson Regional determination package

6/26/2019 Mike Bettinardi Regional determination package

6/26/2019 Emily Skehan Regional determination package

6/26/2019 City of Long Beach Patrick West Proposed RHNA methodology

6/27/2019 Jesse Silva Regional determination package

6/27/2019 Ryan Rubin Regional determination package

6/27/2019 City of Garden Grove Mayor Steve Jones Regional determination package; proposed RHNA methodology
6/27/2019 County of Los Angeles Amy Bodek Proposed RHNA methodology

6/28/2019
6/28/2019
6/28/2019
6/28/2019
7/3/2019
7/3/2019
7/3/2019
7/3/2019
7/3/2019
7/5/2019
7/6/2019
7/8/2019
7/9/2019
7/9/2019 City of Ojai
7/10/2019 City of South Gate
7/11/2019 City of Malibu
7/16/2019 City of Los Angeles, 15™ District
7/17/2019 City of Culver City
7/18/2019 League of Women Voters of Los Angeles
7/18/2019 County of Riverside
7/19/2019 League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County
7/20/2019
7/23/2019 County of Ventura — Board of Supervisors
7/25/2019
7/27/2019
7/29/2019
7/29/2019
7/29/2019 Endangered Habitats League
7/31/2019 League of Women Voters Los Angeles County
7/31/2019 City of Beverly Hills
7/31/2019 City of Beverly Hills

Maggie Rattay
Brittney Hojo
Thomas Irwin
Steph Pavon

Tyler Lindberg

Ji Son

David Kitani

Chase Andre

Taily Pulido
Stephanie Palencia
Charlie Stigler
Chris Rattay

Holly Osborne
James Vega

Joe Perez

Reva Feldman
Aksel Palacios
Mayor Meghan Sahli-Wells
Sandra Trutt

Juan Perez

Marge Nichols
Therese Mufic Neustaedter
Supervisor Steve Bennett
Jose Palencia
Henry Fung

Paavo Monkkonen
Paavo Monkkonen
Dan Silver

Marge Nichols
Mayor John Mirisch
Mayor John Mirisch

Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Regional determination package
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Affordable Housing Solutions
Regional Determination

Zoning and Homelessness
Proposed RHNA allocation
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA methodology

Regional Determination; Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter

Organization

Name

Topic(s)

7/31/2019

8/1/2019 League of Women Voters Santa Monica

8/1/2019 City of Malibu

8/1/2019 People for Housing OC
8/1/2019 City of Big Bear Lake

8/2/2019
8/4/2019
8/5/2019
8/5/2019

8/7/2019

8/8/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/12/2019

Assm. Richard Bloom
Natalya Zernitskaya
Bonnie Blue
Elizabeth Hansburg
Jeff Matthieu

Donna Smith

Gary Drucker
Valerie Fontaine

Jay Ross

Miriam Cantor
Jonathan Baty

City of Yucaipa

Paul Lundquist
Leonora Camner
Ryan Tanaka

Jesse Silva

Joshua Gray-Emmer
Chase Engelhardt
Drew Heckathorn
Liz Barillas

Jonah Bliss

Angus Beverly
Gregory Dina
Eduardo Mendoza
Carol Gordon
Joanne Leavitt
Mark Yetter
Meredith Jung
Nicholas Burns IlI
Judd Scoenholtz
Lee Benson

Kate Poisson
Joshua Blumenkopf
Anthony Dedousis
Christopher Tausanovitch
Emerson Dameron
Grayson Peters
Tami Kagan-Abrams
Lauren Borchard
Alec Mitchell

Andy Freeland
Michelle Castelletto
Brent Gaisford
Rebecca Muli

Ryan Welch

Prabhu Reddy
Matthew Dixon
Richard Hofmeister
David Barboza

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology; SB 182
Regional Determination

Proposed RHNA Methodology

?

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Population growth

Proposed RHNA methodology
?

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Name

Topic(s)

8/12/2019
8/12/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/13/2019
8/14/2019
8/14/2019
8/14/2019
8/14/2019
8/14/2019
8/16/2019
8/16/2019 County of Riverside
8/17/2019
8/17/2019
8/17/2019
8/17/2019
8/19/2019
8/19/2019

8/19/2019

8/20/2019 City of Santa Monica
8/20/2019 City of Rancho Palos Verdes
8/20/2019 City of Yorba Linda
8/22/2019 City of Redondo Beach
8/22/2019 Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG)
8/23/2019

8/23/2019 Center for Demographic Research
8/23/2019

8/23/2019 City of Beverly Hills
8/24/2019

8/26/2019 City of El Segundo
8/26/2019

8/26/2019

8/26/2019

8/26/2019 City of Long Beach
8/27/2019 City of Mission Viejo
8/27/2019

8/27/2019

8/27/2019

8/27/2019

Michael Drowsky

Allison Wong

Justin Jones

Yurhe Lim

Ryan Koyanagi

William Wright

Norma Guzman

Mary Vaiden

Andy May

Gerald Lam

Kelly Koldus

Thomas Irwin

Susan Decker

Michael Busse

Rosa Flores

Pedro Juarez

Zennon Ulyate-Crow

Ron Javorsky

Robert Flores

Marianne Buchanan

Carolyn Byrnes

Sharon Willkins

Natalya Zernitskaya

Kawauna Reed

Hon. Manuel Chavez (Costa Mesa Councilmember, District 4)
Cassius Rutherford (Parks Commissioner, Costa Mesa)
Chris Gaarder (Planning Commission Chair, Fullerton)
Brandon Whalen-Castellanos (Transportation Commission Chair, Fullerton)
Luis Aleman (Parks Commission, Santa Ana)
Theopilis Hester

Rick Cole

Octavio Silva

Mayor Tara Campbell

Mayor William Brand

Marnie O. Primmer

Bruce Szekes

Laura Smith
Mayor John Mirisch
Sharon Commins

Sean McKenna
Mark Chenevey
Derek Ryder
Patrick West
Elaine Lister
Shawn Danino
Jeffery Alvarez
Claudia Vu

Laila Delgado

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

RHNA Public Outreach

Other

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Public Outreach

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Housing Distribution
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology data correction

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization Name Topic(s)
8/27/2019 Madeline Swim Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Nicholas Paganini Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 David Aldama Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Hannah Winnie Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Akif Khan Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Gianna Lum Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Bradley Ewing Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Anne Martin Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Mylen Walker Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Verity Freebern Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Ryan Oillataguerre Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Emma Desopo Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Elyssa Medina Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Judith Trujillo Proposed RHNA Methodology
8/27/2019 Kenia Agaton Proposed RHNA Methodology

8/27/2019 OC Business Council

8/27/2019 Palms Neighborhood Council

8/27/2019 County of Riverside
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/27/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/28/2019
8/29/2019 City of Fullerton
8/29/2019 City of Norco
8/29/2019 City of Signal Hill
8/29/2019 SCANPH
8/29/2019
8/30/2019
8/30/2019
8/30/2019 City of Tustin
8/30/2019 City of Menifee
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
8/31/2019
9/1/2019
9/1/2019
9/1/2019

Alicia Berhow
Eryn Block

Juan Perez

Sophia Parmisano
Anthony Castelletto
Minh Le

Carol Luong
Chitra Patel

Misha Ponnuraju
Griffin McDaniel
Lauren Walker
Robert Flores
Hailey Maxwell
Carey Kayser
Annie Bickerton
Matt Foulkes
Steve King

Mayor Lori Wood
Francisco Martinez
Ross Heckmann
Dottie Alexanian
Judith Deutsch
Elizabeth Binsack
Cheryl Kitzerow
Paavo Monkkonen
Paavo Monkkonen and 27 professors
Ryan Kelly

Hydee Feldstein
Alex Ivina

Steve Rogers

Phil Davis

Kathy Hersh

Jane Demian
Diana Stiller

Paula Bourges

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization Name Topic(s)
9/1/2019 Raymond Goldstone Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/1/2019 Christopher Palencia Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/2/2019 Doris Roach Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/3/2019 Judy Saunders Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/3/2019 Susan Ashbrook Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/3/2019 Marcelo & Irene Olavarria Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/3/2019 Margret Healy Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/3/2019 Genie Saffren Proposed RHNA Methodology

9/3/2019 City of Rancho Santa Margarita
9/3/2019 City of Corona
9/3/2019 City of Desert Hot Springs
9/3/2019

9/3/2019

9/3/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019 City of Newport Beach
9/4/2019 City of Calabasas
9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

9/4/2019

Cheryl Kuta
Joanne Coletta
Rebecca Deming
Karen Boyarsky
Nancee L.

Tracy St. Claire
Shelly Carlo

Bill Zimmerman
Mark Vallianatos
Marilyn Frost
Matthew Stevens
Georgianne Cowan
Lisa Schecter
Carol Watkins
Mark Robbins
Susan Horn
Barbara Broide
Joseph Sherwood
Linda Sherwood
Darren Swimmer
Lee Zeldin

Nancy Rae Stone
Rachael Gordon
Martha Singer
Laurie Balustein
Henry Fung

Brad Pennington
Mike Javadi
Lauren Thomas
Keith Solomon
Linda Blank
Valerie Brucker
Craig Rich
Wansun Song
Robert Seligman
Seimone Jurjis
Mayor David Shapiro
Paul Soroudi
Terrence Gomes
Kimberly Fox

Mra Tun

Laura Levine Lacter

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Housing Distribution
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Housing Distribution
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization Name Topic(s)
9/4/2019 Stephen Resnick Regional Determination
9/4/2019 Kimberly Christensen Regional Determination
9/4/2019 Rita Villa Regional Determination

9/4/2019 City of San Clemente

9/4/2019 City of Beaumont

9/4/2019 City of Hawthorne

9/5/2019 City of Murrieta

9/5/2019 City of Canyon Lake

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019 City of Moreno Valley

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019 League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019 Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG)

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019 City of Pomona

9/5/2019

9/5/2019

9/5/2019 City of Fountain Valley

9/5/2019 City of Camarillo

9/5/2019

9/6/2019 City of Sierra Madre

9/6/2019 City of Laguna Hills

9/6/2019

9/6/2019 City of Chino Hills

9/7/2019

9/9/2019 City of Azusa

9/9/2019 City of Alhambra

9/9/2019 Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce

9/9/2019 City of Ranchos Palos Verdes

9/9/2019

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments

9/9/2019 (SGVCOG)

9/9/2019

9/9/2019 City of Agoura Hills
9/10/2019 City of Redondo Beach
9/10/2019
9/10/2019 City of Redondo Beach
9/10/2019

James Makshanoff
Julio Martinez
Arnold Shadbehr
Mayor Kelly Seyarto
Jim Morrissey
Hunter Owens
Stephen Twining
Paul Callinan

C. McAlpin

Isabel Janken
Ann Hayman
Meg Sullivan
Patty Nevins
Massy Mortazavi
Fred Golan
Debbie & Howard Nussbaum
Devony Hastings
Marge Nichols
Larry Blugrind
Terry Tegnazian
M. Diane DuBois
Denson Fujikawa
Tracy Fitzgerald
Anita Gutierrez
Minhlinh Nguyen
Anita Gutierrez
Steve Nagel
Kevin Kildee
Denson Fujikawa
Gabriel Engeland
Donald White
David Oliver
Joann Lombardo
David Ting
Sergio Gonzalez
Jessica Binnquist
Maria Salinas
Octavio Silva
Kathy Whooley

Cynthia Sternquist
Matthew Hinsley
Greg Ramirez
Laura Emdee
Jessica Sandoval
Bill Brand

Yesenia Medina

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Housing Production

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
RHNA Methodology

Housing Distribution

Regional Determination
RHNA Methodology

Other

Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Other

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization Name Topic(s)
9/10/2019 Jeannette Mazul Regional Determination
9/10/2019 Jocelyne Irineo Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/10/2019 Cristina Resendez Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/10/2019 Carla Bucio Proposed RHNA Methodology
9/10/2019 City of Redondo Beach Bill Brand Proposed RHNA Methodology

9/10/2019 City of Redondo Beach
9/10/2019 City of Garden Grove
9/10/2019
9/10/2019 City of San Marino
9/10/2019 City of South Gate
9/10/2019 City of Torrance
9/10/2019 City of Rancho Cucamonga
9/10/2019
9/10/2019
9/11/2019 City of South Pasadena
9/11/2019 City of Glendora
9/11/2019 City of Ojai
9/11/2019 City of Oxnard
9/11/2019 City of Westlake Village
9/11/2019 City of Cerritos
9/11/2019 City of Hemet
9/11/2019 City of La Palma
9/11/2019 City of Bell
9/11/2019
9/11/2019
9/12/2019 City of Lomita
9/12/2019 City of Wildomar
9/12/2019 City of Aliso Viejo
9/12/2019 City of Commerce
9/12/2019 City of El Monte

South Bay Cities Council of Governments
9/12/2019 (SBCCOG)
9/12/2019 City of Huntington Beach
9/12/2019 City of Rosemead
9/12/2019 City of Dana Point
9/12/2019 City of Placentia
9/12/2019 City of Palos Verdes Estates
9/12/2019 City of Palmdale
9/12/2019 City of Hawthorne
9/12/2019 City of Irvine
9/12/2019 City of Walnut
9/12/2019 City of Maywood
9/12/2019 City of Culver City
9/12/2019 City of Buena Park
9/12/2019 City of Santa Clarita
9/12/2019 City of Temecula
9/12/2019 City of Lake Elsinore
9/12/2019 City of San Dimas
9/12/2019 City of Irwindale
9/12/2019 City of Santa Ana

Laura Emdee
Steve Jones
Henry Fung
Aldo Cervantes
Jorge Morales
Patrick Furey
John Gillison
Jeannette Mazul
Tina Kim
Stephanie DeWolfe
Jeff Kugel

John F. Johnson
Tim Flynn

Ned E. Davis

Art Gallucci
Christopher Lopez
Laurie Murray
Ali Saleh

Karen Rivera
David Coffin
Alicia Velasco
Matthew Bassi
David Doyle
Vilko Domic
Betty Donavanik

Christian Horvath
Dave Kiff

Gloria Molleda
Matt Schneider
Rhonda Shader
Carolynn Petru
Mark Oyler
Alejandro Vargas
Mayor Christina L. Shea
Rob Wishner
Jennifer Vasquez
Meghan Sahli-Wells
Joel Rosen

Thomas Cole

Luke Watson
Richard MacHott
Ken Duran

William Tam
Kristine Ridge

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Overall RHNA Process
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Affordable Housing

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination
Regional Determination
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Name

Topic(s)

9/12/2019 City of La Mirada
9/12/2019 City of Anaheim
9/12/2019 City of Costa Mesa
9/12/2019 City of Huntington Park
9/12/2019 Westside Neighborhood Council
9/12/2019 City of Eastvale
9/12/2019

9/12/2019

9/12/2019

9/12/2019

9/12/2019

9/13/2019

9/13/2019

9/13/2019

San Bernardino County Transportation
9/13/2019 Authority/Council of Governments (SBCTA/SBCOG)
9/13/2019 City of Downey
9/13/2019 City of Bellflower
9/13/2019 City of Lakewood
9/13/2019 City of Orange
9/13/2019 City of Paramount
9/13/2019 City of Rolling Hills
9/13/2019 City of San Fernando
9/13/2019 City of Mission Viejo
9/13/2019 City of Moorpark
9/13/2019 American Planning Association (CA Chapter)
9/13/2019 County of Ventura
9/13/2019 City of Chino
9/13/2019 One Step A La Vez
American Planning Association (Los Angeles
9/13/2019 Section)
9/13/2019 City of Laguna Beach
9/13/2019 Santa Monicans for Renters’ Rights
Western Riverside Council of Governments
9/13/2019 (WRCOG)
9/13/2019 City of Los Angeles
9/13/2019 City of West Hollywood
9/13/2019 City of San Juan Capistrano
9/13/2019 City of Thousand Oaks
9/13/2019 City of Newport Beach
9/13/2019 City of Laguna Niguel
9/13/2019 County of San Bernardino
9/13/2019 City of Indio
9/13/2019 City of Avalon
9/13/2019 City of Burbank
9/13/2019 City of Santa Monica Housing Commission
9/13/2019 City of Riverside
9/13/2019 City of Whittier
9/13/2019 City of San Gabriel

Jeff Boynton

Chris Zapata

Lori Ann Farrell Harrison
Sergio Infanzon
Terri Tippit

Bryan Jones

John Birkett
Lourdes Petersen
Jesse Silva

Anne Hilborn
Henry Fung

Holly Osborne
Niall Huffman
Michael Hoskinson

Darcy McNaboe
Aldo Schindler
Elizabeth Corpuz
Abel Avalos
Rick Otto

John Carver
Jeff Pieper

Nick Kimball
Dennis Wilberg
Karen Vaughn
Eric Phillips
David Ward
Nicholas Liguori
Kate English

Ryan Kurtzman
Scott Drapkin
Patricia Hoffman and Denny Zane

Rick Bishop

Mayor Eric Garcetti
Mayor John D’Amico
Joel Rojas

Mark Towne
Seimone Jurjis
Jonathan Orduna
Terri Rahhal

Kevin Snyder

Anni Marshall
Patrick Prescott
Michael Soloff

Jay Eastman

Conal McNamara
Arminé Chaparyan

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination

Regional Determination

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Housing Development

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter

Organization

Name

Topic(s)

9/13/2019 City of San Buenaventura (Ventura)
9/13/2019 City of Temple City
9/13/2019 City of Palm Desert
9/13/2019 City of Monterey Park
9/13/2019 LA Thrives Et Al. (19 total organizations)
Leadership Council for Justice and Accountability
9/13/2019 Et Al. (7 total organizations)
Southern California Business Coalition (7 total
9/13/2019 organizations)
9/15/2019
9/30/2019 Homeowners of Encino
9/30/2019
10/1/2019 City of Barstow
10/2/2019 County of Orange
10/3/2019 County of Riverside
10/4/2019 City of Irvine
10/6/2019 UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs
10/7/2019 City of Costa Mesa
South Bay Cities Council of Governments
10/8/2019 (SBCCOG)
10/9/2019 Del Rey Residents Association
10/10/2019
10/11/2019 Abundant Housing LA
10/11/2019 City of Oxnard
10/16/2019 County of Riverside
10/21/2019 City of Newport Beach

San Bernardino County Transportation

10/21/2019 Authority/Council of Governments (SBCTA/SBCOG)

10/23/2019

10/23/2019 County of Riverside
10/25/2019

10/25/2019

10/29/2019 Rancho Palos Verdes
10/28/2019

10/29/2019 City of Coachella
10/31/2019

11/1/2019

11/1/2019 City of Los Angeles, 4th District

11/4/2019 Central Cities Association of Los Angeles
11/5/2019 Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOG)
11/5/2019 City of Gardena

11/5/2019 City of Los Angeles

11/5/2019 City of Huntington Beach

11/6/2019 City of Hemet

11/6/2019 City of Chino

11/6/2019 City of Menifee

Peter Gilli

Scott Reimers

Ryan Stendell

Ron Bow

LA Thrives Et Al. (19 total organizations)

Leadership Council for Justice and Accountability Et Al. (7 total organizations)

Southern California Business Coalition (7 total organizations)
Michelle Schumacher

Eliot Cohen

Trudy Sokol

Michael Massimini

Supervisor Donald Wagner

Charissa Leach

Mayor Christina L. Shea

Paavo Monkkonen

Lori Ann Farrell Harrison

Christian Horvath
Tara Walden

Karen Davis Ferlauto
David Bonaccorsi
Mayor Tim Flynn
Charissa Leach
Seimone Jurjis

Ray Wolfe

Barbara Broide

Supervisor Kevin Jeffries

Robert Flores

Reed Bernet

Ana Mihranian

Warren Hogg

Luis Lopez

Marilyn Brown

Mayor Rusty Bailey (City of Riverside)
Supervisor Karen Spiegel (County of Riverside)
Mayor Frank Navarro (City of Colton)
Hon. Toni Momberger (City of Redlands)
Hon. David Ryu

Jessica Lall

Marnie O. Primmer

Mayor Tasha Cerda

Vincent P. Bertoni and Kevin J. Keller
Oliver Chi

Christopher Lopez

Nicholos S. Liguori

Cheryl Kitzerow

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology
Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Other

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Other

Proposed RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology
Other

Other

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Purpose of RHNA

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Topic(s)

11/6/2019 County of Los Angeles

11/6/2019 City of Newport Beach

11/6/2019 City of Fontana

11/6/2019 City of Chino Hills

11/6/2019

11/6/2019 City of Costa Mesa

11/7/2019 City of Temple City

11/8/2019 Gateway Cities Council of Governments (GCCOG)

11/20/2019 City of Huntington Beach
12/12/2019
12/12/2019 City of Tustin
12/19/2019 City of Fountain Valley
12/16/2019 City of Chino Hills
12/20/2019 City of Cerritos
1/23/2020
1/23/2020
1/27/2020
1/29/2020 City of Downey
2/4/2020 City of Cerritos
2/6/2020
2/6/2020
2/6/2020
2/10/2020 City of Irvine
2/10/2020 City of Laguna Hills
2/10/2020 City of Mission Viejo
2/10/2020 City of Santa Ana
2/10/2020 City of Oxnard (amended)
2/10/2020
2/12/2020
2/18/2020 City of Lakewood
2/18/2020 OCCOG
2/18/2020
2/18/2020
2/18/2020
2/19/2020
2/19/2020
2/19/2020 City of Yorba Linda
2/21/2020 City of Newport Beach
2/20/2020 City of Rancho Santa Margarita
2/20/2020 City of Huntington Beach
2/20/2020 City of South Gate
2/20/2020 City of West Hollywood
2/20/2020 City of Cerritos
2/22/2020
2/23/2020
2/23/2020
2/23/2020
2/20/2020 City of Irvine
2/20/2020 City of Anaheim

Sachi A. Hamai
Seimone Jurjis
Michael Milhiser
Joann Lombardo
Henry Fung
Barry Curtis
Scott Reimers
Nancy Pfeffer

Michael Gates, Mayor Erik Peterson,
and Mayor Pro Tem Lyn Semeta

Holly Osborne

Allan Bernstein
Mayor Cheryl Brothers
Joann Lombardo
Naresh Solanki

Karen Farley

Steve Stowell

Janet Chang

Mayor Blanca Pacheco
Mayor Naresh Solanki
Steve Davey

Connie Bryant

Tom Wright

Marika Poynter

David Chantarangsu
Gail Shiomoto-Lohr
Melanie McCann
Elyssa Vasquez
Jennifer Denmark
Janice and Ricardo Lim
Thaddeus McCormack
Marnie O. Primmer
Nancy Norman
Sepeedeh Ahadiat
Nas Ahadiat

Dave Latter

Vikki Bujold-Peterson
David Brantley

Will O'Neill

Cheryl Kuta

Oliver Chi

Joe Perez

John Leonard

Art Gallucci

Colleen Johnson
Nancy Pleskot

Susan Decker

Scott Nathan

Pete Carmichael

Ted White

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Regional Determination

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft Appeals Procedures
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology

Regional Determination Objection

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Other

Draft RHNA Methodology
Housing Development
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Name

Topic(s)

2/24/2020 City of Anaheim

2/25/2020

2/25/2020

2/25/2020 City of Rosemead

2/26/2020 City of Fullerton

2/26/2020

2/26/2020 City of Alhambra

2/26/2020

2/26/2020 City of La Mirada

2/26/2020 City of Garden Grove

2/26/2020

2/26/2020 City of Gardena

2/27/2020

2/27/2020 City of South Pasadena

2/27/2020 City of South Gate

2/27/2020 City of Walnut

2/27/2020 City of La Verne

2/28/2020

2/28/2020 City of Torrance

2/28/2020 City of Laguna Hills
3/1/2020
3/2/2020 City of Bradbury
3/2/2020 City of La Mirada
3/2/2020 City of Norco
3/2/2020 City of Seal Beach
3/3/2020 City of Torrance
3/3/2020 City of Cerritos
3/3/2020 City of San Dimas
3/3/2020 City of La Palma
3/3/2020 City of Newport Beach
3/3/2020 City of Rancho Palos Verdes
3/4/2020

3/4/2020 City of Riverside
3/4/2020 City of Monterey Park
3/4/2020
3/4/2020 City of La Puente
3/4/2020 City of Huntington Beach
3/4/2020 City of Eastvale
3/4/2020 City of Lake Forest
3/4/2020 City of Chino Hills
3/4/2020 City of La Puente
3/5/2020 City of Costa Mesa
3/12/2020 City of Fountain Valley
3/14/2020
4/27/2020 OCCOG
5/5/2020
5/5/2020

Trevor O'Neil
Vito Mancini
Henry Fung
Margaret Clark and Gloria Molleda
Kenneth Domer
Henry Fung
Jessica Binnquist
Holly Osborne
Jeff Boynton
Steven Jones
Mehta Sunil
Tasha Cerda
Jaimee Suh
Robert S. Joe
Michael Flad
Rob Wishner
Eric Scherer

Kari Geosano
Danny E. Santana
Janine Heft

Scott Pisano
Richard T. Hale, Jr.
Jeff Boynton
Steve King

Les Johnson
Danny E. Santana
Art Gallucci

Ken Duran

Peter Kim

Will O'Neill

Terry Rodrigue
Brian Johnson

William R. "Rusty" Bailey (City of Riverside), Frank Navarro (City of Colton),
Larry K. McCallon (City of Highland), Deborah Robertson (City of Rialto),
Carmen Ramirez (City of Oxnard), Steve Manos (City of Lake Elsinore), Karen

S. Spiegel (County of Riverside)
Ron Bow

Holly Osborne
Bob Lindsey
Oliver Chi

Bryan Jones

Neeki Moatazedi
Ray Marquez

Bob Lindsey

Barry Curtis
(unsigned)

Amy Wasson

Hon. Trevor O'Neil
Holly Osborne
Holly Osborne

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
CEHD Meeting Agenda

Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology
Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Draft RHNA Methodology

Proposed Housing Legislative Amendments
RHNA Methodology

RHNA Methodology

RHNA Methodology

RHNA Methodology (2nd letter received)




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter Organization

Name

Topic(s)

11/4/2020 City of Beverly Hills

11/9/2020 City of Lakewood
11/10/2020 City of Rosemead
11/10/2020 City of Gardena
11/11/2020 City of Cypress
11/11/2020 City of Cypress
11/12/2020 City of Torrance
11/13/2020 City of Whittier
11/16/2020 City of Rancho Santa Margarita
11/16/2020 City of Pico Rivera
11/16/2020 City of Pico Rivera
11/16/2020 City of Glendora
11/17/2020 City of Beverly Hills
11/17/2020 City of Lawndale
11/17/2020 City of Norwalk
11/17/2020 City of Redondo Beach
11/17/2020 City of San Fernando
11/17/2020 City of Fountain Valley
11/17/2020 City of Laguna Beach
11/18/2020 City of Cerritos
11/18/2020 City of Rancho Palos Verdes
11/18/2020 City of Pasadena
11/18/2020 City of Lomita
11/18/2020 City of Westminster
11/18/2020 City of Temple City
11/20/2020 South Bay Cities Council of Governments
11/24/2020 City of Calipatria
11/24/2020 City of Chino
11/30/2020 City of Irvine
11/30/2020 City of Signal Hill

12/1/2020 City of Yorba Linda

12/1/2020 Orange County Mayors

12/2/2020 City of Rancho Santa Margarita

12/3/2020 City of Long Beach

12/4/2020

12/9/2020 City of Yorba Linda
12/10/2020 City of Whittier

California Department of Housing and Community

12/10/2020 Development (HCD)
12/10/2020 City of Corona
12/10/2020 City of Santa Ana
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center

Lester J. Friedman
Todd Rogers
Sandra Armenta
Tasha Cerda

Rob Johnson

Rob Johnson
Patrick J. Furey

Joe Vinatieri
Bradley J. McGirr
Gustavo Camacho
Steve Carmona
Michael Allawos
George Chavez
Robert Pullen-Miles
Jennifer Perez
William Brand

Joel Fajardo

Cheryl Brothers
Bob Whalen

Frank Aurelio Yokoyama
Ara Michael Mihranian
Steve Mermell
James Gazeley
Sherry Johnson
Bryan Cook

Olivia Valentine

Jim Spellins
Nicholas S. Liguori
Christina Shea
Robert Copeland
Mark Pulone

21 Orange County mayors
Bradley J. McGirr
Christopher Koontz
Kevin Yang

Mark Pulone
Jeffrey S. Adams

Megan Kirkeby
Joanne Coletta
Kristine Ridge

Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker

RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Cypress

RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee
RHNA Litigation Committee

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Yorba Linda

RHNA Litigation Committee

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Rancho Santa Margarita
Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of City of Long Beach
Public comment on filed appeal:
Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Yorba Linda

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Whittier

Comment from California Department of Housing & Community Development on

filed appeal: All appeals

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Corona

Comment from Jurisdiction on filed appeal: City of Santa Ana
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:

City of Yorba Linda

Costa Mesa
County of Orange
Fountain Valley
Fullerton

Garden Grove
Irvine

La Palma

Laguna Beach
Laguna Hills




Written Comments Received on the 6th Cycle RHNA (as of 12/30/20)

Date of Letter

Organization

Name

Topic(s)

12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/10/2020 Public Law Center
12/21/2020 City of Yorba Linda
12/24/2020

Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Alexis Mondares and Richard Walker
Mark Pulone

Holly Osborne

Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:
Public comment on filed appeal:

Los Alamitos

Mission Viejo

Newport Beach

Rancho Santa Margarita
Tustin

Westminster

Yorba Linda

Response to comment from Public Law Center (12/10/20)

RHNA Methodology

All comments are posted online at https://scag.ca.gov/rhna-comments.

Comments can be submitted to: housing@scag.ca.gov
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Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only
January 8, 2021
To: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee (RHNA) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S

APPROVAL

From: Karen Calderon, Associate Regional Planner,
(213) 236-1983, calderon@scag.ca.gov

Subject: Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Deny the appeal filed by City of South Gate to reduce the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
South Gate by 1,632 units.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports the following Strategic Plan Goal 2: Advance Southern California’s policy
interests and planning priorities through regional, statewide, and national engagement and
advocacy.

SUMMARY OF APPEAL:
The City of South Gate requests a reduction of its RHNA allocation by 1,632 units (from 8,263 units
to 6,631 units) based on the following issues:

1) Application of the adopted Final RHNA Methodology for the 6™ Cycle RHNA (2021 — 2029)
2) Affirmatively furthering fair housing

RATIONALE FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff have reviewed the appeal and recommend no change to the City of South Gate’s RHNA
allocation. Regarding Issue 1, the City does not provide evidence of misapplication of the adopted
Final RHNA Methodology for the 6th Cycle RHNA (2021 - 2029). Regarding Issue 2, the jurisdiction
did not provide evidence that it has a majority of its population (over 50 percent) within areas of
high segregation and poverty or low resource areas, as defined by the California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (TCAC)/HCD Opportunity Index Scores.

BACKGROUND:

Draft RHNA Allocation

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the adoption of
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Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, all local jurisdictions received draft RHNA allocations on
September 11, 2020. A summary is below.

Total RHNA for the City of South Gate: 8,263 units
Very Low Income: 2,131 units
Low Income: 991 units
Moderate Income: 1,171 units
Above Moderate Income: 3,970 units

Additional background related to the Draft RHNA Allocation is included in Attachment 1.

Summary of Comments Received during 45-day Comment Period

No comments were received from local jurisdictions or HCD during the 45-day public
comment period described in Government Code section 65584.05(c) which specifically regard the
appeal filed for the City of South Gate. Three comments were received which relate to appeals filed
generally:

e HCD submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 delineating the statutory basis for RHNA
appeals and the requirement that any appeals granted must include written
findings regarding how revisions are necessary to further RHNA's statutory objectives.

e The City of Whittier submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 supporting
surrounding cities in their appeals but expressing concern that additional units may be
applied to Whittier if reallocated from cities which are successful in their appeals.

e The City of Long Beach submitted a comment on December 3, 2020 indicating their
view that the RHNA allocation process was fair and transparent, their support for
evaluating appeals on their merits (specifically those from the Gateway Council of
Governments), and their opposition to any action which would result in a transfer of
additional units to Long Beach.

ANALYSIS:

Issue 1: Application of the adopted Final RHNA Methodology for the 6th Cycle RHNA (2021 - 2029)
[Government Code Section 65584.05 (b)(1)].

The City of South Gate argues that it is unfairly burdened by the application of the methodology
compared to surrounding jurisdictions in the Gateway Cities COG, resulting in a required growth of
33.7 percent over existing housing stock in the next 8 year which is unobtainable for a City built in an
urban environment.
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SCAG Staff Response: SCAG’s final regional determination of approximately 1.34 million units was
issued by HCD on October 15, 2019 per state housing law. State statute outlines a very specific
process for arriving at a regional housing needs determination for RHNA. It also prescribes a specific
timeline which necessitated the completion of the regional determination step by fall 2019 in order
to allow sufficient time for the development of a methodology, appeals, and local housing element
updates. The regional determination is not a basis for appeal per adopted RHNA Appeals
Procedures as it is not within the authority of the Appeals Board to make any changes to HCD's
regional housing needs assessment. Only improper application of the methodology is grounds for
an appeal. An example of an improper application of the adopted methodology might be a data
error which was identified by a local jurisdiction.

SCAG recognizes that a 33.7 percent increase in housing units for the City of South Gate is
substantial compared to the existing housing stock. This is largely a result of the high regional
housing number of 1,341,827 called for by HCD in their regional determination for SCAG. According
to the state Department of Finance’s 2019 data the region had 6,592,458 housing units—meaning
that HCD expects the entire region to plan for a 20.4% increase in units.

Ultimately whether a city is above or below this regional average level depends on factors explained
in the RHNA methodology. While comparing a RHNA allocation versus the existing housing stock
may provide an intuitive comparison of magnitude, it is not a measure which is referenced in
statute related to the regional determination or allocation methodology. Thus, SCAG staff does not
recommend a reduction to its Draft RHNA Allocation based on this factor.

While SCAG understands that South Gate is located in an urban environment, pursuant to
Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(2)(B), SCAG “may not limit its consideration of suitable
housing sites or land suitable for urban development to existing zoning ordinances and land use
restrictions of a locality” (which includes the land use policies in its General Plan). “Available land
suitable for urban development or conversion to residential use,” as expressed in Section
65584.04(e)(2)(b), is not restricted to vacant sites; rather, it specifically indicates that underutilized
land, opportunities for infill development, and increased residential densities are a component of
“available” land. As indicated by HCD in its December 10, 2020 comment letter (HCD Letter):

“In simple terms, this means housing planning cannot be limited to vacant land, and
even communities that view themselves as built out must plan for housing through
means such as rezoning commercial areas as mixed-use areas and upzoning non-
vacant land.” (HCD Letter at p. 2).

As such, the City can consider other opportunities for development. This includes the availability of
underutilized land, opportunities for infill development and increased residential densities, or
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alternative zoning and density. Alternative development opportunities should be explored further
and could possibly provide the land needed to zone for the City’s projected growth.

Issue 2: Affirmatively furthering fair housing.

The City argues that South Gate is equally, if not more, impacted by factors such as low
income/poverty and minority concentrations compared to other DACs. However, because the
designation of “disadvantaged” is not applied at the census tract level in the RHNA methodology,
South Gate is being burdened with an additional 667 units of the residual need despite being
impacted by similar factors as other DACs in the Gateway Cities COG. The City provides a supporting
composite index and figures to demonstrate levels of low-income, poverty, and minority populations
in South Gate relative to other Gateway cities who were considered DACs.

SCAG Staff Response: The adopted RHNA methodology has a clear delineation to determine
whether a jurisdiction is identified as a disadvantaged community, or DAC. The adopted RHNA
methodology defines a DAC as a jurisdiction where more than half of its population lives in high
segregation and poverty or low resource areas as defined by the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC)/HCD Opportunity Index Scores.! Per this methodology, DACs where the
calculated projected and existing need is higher than the jurisdiction’s household growth between
2020 and 2045 are considered as having “residual” existing need. Residual need was subtracted
from jurisdictional need in these cases so that the maximum a DAC jurisdiction would receive for
existing need is equivalent to its 2020 to 2045 household growth. In other words, this household
growth is a cap on units to be allocated to DACs. Residual existing need was tabulated by county
and then redistributed within the same county to non-DAC jurisdictions. The purpose of this was to
further two of the five objectives of State housing law, avoiding an overconcentration of lower
income households where they are already located and affirmatively further fair housing. The
adopted methodology was applied consistently across all jurisdictions in the SCAG region. HCD
agrees with this:

“This cap furthers the statutory objective to affirmatively further fair housing by allocating
more units to high opportunity areas and fewer units to low resource communities, and
concentrated areas of poverty with high levels of segregation.” (HCD Letter at p.2).

1 The TCAC and HCD Opportunity mapping tool includes a total of 11 census-tract level indices to measure exposure to
opportunity based on measures of economic, environmental, and educational factors (poverty, adult education, employment,
low-wage job proximity, medium home value, CalEnviroScreen 3.0 indicators, math/reading proficiency, high school graduation
rates, and student rate poverty). Regional patterns of segregation are also identified based on this tool. Based on its respective
access to opportunity, each census tract is given a score that designates it under one of the following categories: High
segregation & poverty, Low resource, Moderate resource, High resource, and Highest resource. Tract-level indices were
summed to the jurisdictional-level by SCAG using area-weighted interpolation. Using 2013-2017 American Community Survey
population data, SCAG determined the share of each jurisdiction’s population in each of these five categories.

Packet Pg. 8




mr
!

SCAG™

Using this adopted RHNA methodology, the City of South Gate’s population in low/very low-
resource tracts is 47.88 percent, which is below the 50 percent threshold to be considered a DAC.
While SCAG recognizes there may be other ways to assess resource levels, disadvantage, and
segregation, such as the City of South Gate’s composite index and figures, alternative
methodologies to define DACs cannot be considered as part of the RHNA appeal process.
Furthermore, the City does not suggest that SCAG improperly applied the RHNA methodology with
respect to DACs. Moreover, the jurisdiction has not provided evidence that it has a majority of its
population (over 50 percent) within areas of high segregation and poverty or low resource areas, as
defined by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC)/HCD Opportunity Index Scores.
As such, it cannot be considered as a DAC under the adopted RHNA methodology (despite having
51% of the population being comprised of lower income households).

One of the five objectives of RHNA law is to ensure that the RHNA allocation plan allocates “a lower
proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction already has a
disproportionately high share of households in that income category”. (Govt. Code § 65584(d)(4)).
While SCAG staff accepts the assertion that the jurisdiction has a currently disproportionately high
percentage of lower income households in comparison to the County of Los Angeles (51% and 41%,
respectively), the RHNA methodology, as noted above, is based on the TCAC/HCD Opportunity
Index scores not just income and addresses this disparity through its social equity adjustment and
inclusion of access to resources as an influencing factor.

To further the objectives of allocating a lower proportion of households by income and affirmatively
furthering fair housing (AFFH), the RHNA methodology includes a minimum 150 percent social
equity adjustment and an additional 10 to 30 percent added in areas with significant populations
that are defined as very low or very high resource areas, referred to as an AFFH adjustment. A social
equity adjustment ensures that jurisdictions accommodate their fair share of each income category.
It does so by adjusting current household income distribution in comparison to county distribution.
The result is that jurisdictions that have a higher concentration of lower income households than
the county will receive lower percentages of RHNA for the lower income categories. For example,
for the City of South Gate, 24% of the jurisdiction’s Draft RHNA Allocation is assigned for the very
low income category, which is lower than its current 29% and lower than the county distribution of
26%. Thus, the RHNA methodology, and by extension the jurisdiction’s Draft RHNA Allocation, has
already considered this objective to ensure that there is not an overconcentration of lower income
households in these currently impacted areas. For this reason, SCAG staff does not recommend a
reduction to its draft RHNA allocation based on this factor.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work associated with this item is included in the current FY20-21 Overall Work Program (300-
4872Y0.02: Regional Housing Needs Assessment).
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ATTACHMENT(S):

1. Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate)
2. Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate)
3. Comments Received During the Comment Period (General)
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Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only

City of South Gate RHNA Appeal

January 8, 2021

Attachment 1: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation

This attachment sets forth the nature and timing of the opportunities which the City of South Gate
had to provide information and local input on SCAG’s growth forecast, the RHNA methodology, and
the Growth Vision of the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal). It also describes how the RHNA Methodology development process
integrates this information in order to develop the City of South Gate’s Draft RHNA Allocation.

1. Local Input
a. Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process

On October 31, 2017, SCAG took the first step toward developing draft RHNA allocations by initiating
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process. At the direction of the Regional Council, the
objective of this process was to seek local input and data to prepare for Connect SoCal and the 6%
cycle of RHNA.! Each jurisdiction was provided with a package of land use, transportation,
environmental, and growth forecast data for review and revision which was due on October 1, 2018.2
While the local input process materials focus principally on jurisdiction-level and Transportation
Analysis Zone (TAZ) level growth, input on specific parcels, sites, and project areas were welcomed
and integrated into SCAG’s growth forecast as well as data on other elements. SCAG met one-on-
one with all 197 local jurisdictions between November 2017 and July 2018 and provided training
opportunities and staff support. Following input from SCAG’s Technical Working Group (TWG), the
Connect SoCal growth forecast reflected precisely the jurisdiction-level growth totals provided during
this process.

Input from the City of South Gate on the growth forecast was received in November 2018. Following
input, household totals were 23,992 in 2020 and 24,621 in 2030 (growth of 629 households), for a
reduced household growth during this period of 1,781 from preliminary growth forecast data.

b. RHNA Methodology Surveys

On March 19, 2019, SCAG distributed a packet of methodology surveys, which included the local
planning factor survey (formerly known as the AB2158 factor survey), Affirmatively Furthering Fair

1 While the RTP/SCS and RHNA share data elements, they are distinct processes. The RTP/SCS growth forecast provides an
assessment of reasonably foreseeable future patterns of employment, population, and household growth in the region given
demographic and economic trends, and existing local and regional policy priorities. The RHNA identifies anticipated housing
need over a specified eight-year period and requires that local jurisdictions make available sufficient zoned capacity to
accommodate this need. A further discussion of the relationship between these processes can be found in Connect SoCal
Master Response 1 at: https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal Public-Participation-Appendix-
2.pdf.

2 A detailed list of data during this process reviewed can be found in each jurisdiction’s Draft Data/Map Book at
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/DataMapBooks.aspx

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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Housing (AFFH) survey, and replacement need survey, to SCAG jurisdictions’ Community
Development Directors. Surveys were due on April 30, 2019. SCAG reviewed all submitted responses
as part of the development of the Draft RHNA Methodology. The City of South Gate submitted the
following surveys prior to the adoption of the Draft RHNA Methodology:

Local planning factor survey

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) survey
Replacement need survey

[] No survey was submitted to SCAG

c. Connect SoCal Growth Vision and Additional Refinements

Beginning in May 2018, SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Working Group began the process of
developing growth scenarios for the SCAG region. The culmination of this work was the development
of the Connect SoCal Growth Vision, which directly uses jurisdictional-level growth projections from
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning process, and also features strategies for growth at the
TAZ-level that help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles and light trucks to
achieve Southern California’s GHG reduction target, approved by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) in accordance with state planning law. Additional detail regarding the Connect SoCal Growth
Vision, specifically the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ, or neighborhood) level projections is found
at https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/DataMapBooks/Growth-Vision-Methodology.pdf.

As a result of these strategies, in some jurisdictions growth at the TAZ-level differed from locally
anticipated growth conveyed during the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process.

As such, SCAG provided two additional opportunities for all local jurisdictions to make TAZ-level
technical refinements on the topics of general plan capacities and entitlements. During the release
of the draft Connect SoCal Plan, jurisdictions were notified on October 31, 2019 that SCAG would
accept additional refinements until December 11, 2019. Following the Regional Council’s decision to
delay full adoption of Connect SoCal for 120 days due to the COVID-19 pandemic, all jurisdictions
were again notified on May 26, 2020 that SCAG would accept additional refinements until June 9,
2020.

Connect SoCal Growth Vision data have been available to local jurisdiction staff during the entirety
of this process through SCAG’s Scenario Planning Model Data Management Site (SPM-DM) at
http://spmdm.scag.ca.gov and updates were shared with local jurisdictions on technical refinements
to the data in February 2020 and August 2020 to share the results of both review opportunities. SCAG
did not receive additional technical corrections from the City of South Gate from which differed from
the Growth Vision.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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2. Development of the Final RHNA Methodology

SCAG convened the first meeting of the RHNA Subcommittee in October 2018. In their subsequent
monthly meetings, this body reviewed and advised on the development of SCAG’s 6™ cycle RHNA
process, including the development of the RHNA methodology. Per Government Code 65584.04(a),
SCAG must develop a RHNA methodology which furthers the five statutory objectives of RHNA:

(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which
shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low
income households.

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section
65080.

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing,
including an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number
of housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.

(4) Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income
category, as compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category
from the most recent American Community Survey.

(5) Affirmatively furthering fair housing (Govt. Code § 65584(d)).

As explained in more detail below, the Draft RHNA Methodology (which was adopted as the Final
RHNA Methodology) set forth the policy factors, data sources, and calculations which would be used
to generate draft RHNA allocations for all local jurisdictions. Following extensive debate and public
comment, SCAG’s Regional Council voted to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology on November 7,
2019 and provide it to HCD for review. Per Government Code 65584.04(i), HCD is vested with the
authority to determine whether a methodology furthers the objectives set forth in Government Code
section 65584(d). On January 13, 2020, HCD found that the Draft RHNA Methodology furthers these
five statutory objectives of RHNA. Specifically, HCD noted that:

“This methodology generally distributes more RHNA, particularly lower income RHNA,
near jobs, transit, and resources linked to long term improvements of life outcomes.
In particular, HCD applauds the use of the objective factors specifically linked the
statutory objectives in the existing need methodology.” (Letter from HCD to SCAG

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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dated January 13, 2020 at https.//scaq.ca.qov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/hcd-
review-rc-approved-draft-rhna-methodology.pdf?1602190239).

On March 5, 2020, again following extensive debate and public comment, the Regional Council voted
to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology as the Final RHNA Methodology. Unlike SCAG’s 5% cycle
RHNA methodology which relies almost entirely on the household growth component of the RTP/SCS,
SCAG’s 6" cycle RHNA methodology consists of two primary elements: “projected need” which
includes the number of housing units required to accommodate anticipated population growth over
the 8-year RHNA planning period and “existing need,” which refers to the number of housing units
required to accommodate excess or unsatisfied housing demand experienced by the region’s current
population.? Furthermore, the Final RHNA methodology utilizes measures of 2045 job accessibility
and High Quality Transit Area (HQTA) population measures based on TAZ-level projections in the
Connect SoCal Growth Vision.

More specifically, the Final RHNA Methodology considers three primary factors in determining a local
jurisdiction’s total housing need which are primarily based on data from Connect SoCal’s
aforementioned Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process:

- Forecasted growth over 2020-2030 (projected need)
- Transit accessibility in 2045 (existing need)
- Job accessibility in 2045 (existing need)

The methodology is described in further detail at:
http://scag.ca.gov/programs/Documents/RHNA/SCAG-Final-RHNA-Methodology-030520.pdf.

3. Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the 120 day delay due
to the COVID-19 pandemic, SCAG adopted Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, and the City of South
Gate received its draft RHNA allocation on September 11, 2020. Application of the RHNA
methodology yields the draft RHNA allocation for the City of South Gate as summarized in the data
and calculations in the tables below.

3 Legislative changes in 2018 modified the nature of the regional housing need determination for the 6t cycle of RHNA by
adding measures of household overcrowding and housing cost burden to the list of factors to be considered by HCD for the
determination of housing need. These new measures are not included in the Connect SoCal Growth Forecast because they are
not direct inputs to the growth forecasting process and are independent of employment and population projections. In
contrast, they reflect additional latent housing needs in the current population (i.e. “existing need”) and would not result in a
change in regional population. For further discussion see Connect SoCal Master Response 1 at
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal Public-Participation-Appendix-2.pdf.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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SCAG

South Gate city statistics and inputs:

Forecasted household (HH) growth, RHNA period:
(2020-2030 Household Growth * 0.825)

Percent of households who are renting:

Housing unit loss from demolition (2009-18):

Adjusted forecasted household growth, 2020-2045:

(Local input growth forecast total adjusted by the difference
between the RHNA determination and SCAG's regional 2020-
2045 forecast, +4%)

Percent of regional jobs accessible in 30 mins (2045):
(For the jurisdiction's median TAZ)

Jobs accessible from the jurisdiction's median TAZ (2045):
(Based on Connect SoCal's 2045 regional forecast of 10.049M
jobs)

Share of region's job accessibility (population weighted):
Jurisdiction's HQTA population (2045):

Share of region's HQTA population (2045):

Share of population in low/very low-resource tracts:

Share of population in very high-resource tracts:

Social equity adjustment:

519

56%

1,666

18.20%

1,829,000

| 0.75%

95,519

| 0.93%

| 47.88%

| 0.00%

| 150%

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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SCAG

Calculation of Draft RHNA Allocation for South Gate city
Forecasted household (HH) growth, RHNA period:
Vacancy Adjustment

(5% for renter households and 1.5% for owner households)

Replacement Need

TOTAL PROJECTED NEED:

Existing need due to job accessibility (50%)

Existing need due to HQTA pop. share (50%)

Net residual factor for existing need
(Negative values reflect a cap on lower-resourced community with good job
and/or transit access. Positive values represent this amount being
redistributed to higher-resourced communities based on their job and/or

transit access.)

TOTAL EXISTING NEED

TOTAL RHNA FOR SOUTH GATE CITY

Very-low income (<50% of AMI)

Low income (50-80% of AMI)

Moderate income (80-120% of AMI)

Above moderate income (>120% of AMI)

519

1

[uny
0o

3150

3907

11

667

2131

O
o)

1

1171

T

3970

The transit accessibility measure is based on the population anticipated to live in High-Quality Transit
Areas (HQTAs) in 2045 based on Connect SoCal’s designation of high-quality transit areas and
population forecasts. With a forecasted 2045 population of 95,519 living within HQTAs, the City of
South Gate represents 0.93% of the SCAG region’s HQTA population, which is the basis for allocating
housing units based on transit accessibility.

Job accessibility is defined as the jurisdiction’s share of regional jobs accessible within a 30-minute
drive commute. Since over 80 percent of the region’s workers live and work in different jurisdictions,

REPORT

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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the RHNA methodology uses a measure based on Connect SoCal’s travel demand model output for
the year 2045 rather than assigning housing units based on the number of jobs with a specific
jurisdiction. Specifically, the share of future (2045) regional jobs which can be reached in a 30-minute
automobile commute from the local jurisdiction’s median TAZ is used as to allocate housing units
based on transit accessibility. From the City of South Gate’s median TAZ, it will be possible to reach
18.20% of the region’s jobs in 2045 within a 30-minute automobile commute (1,829,000 jobs, based
on Connect SoCal’s 2045 regional job forecast of 10,049,000 jobs).

An additional factor is included in the methodology to account for RHNA Objective #5 - Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing (AFFH). Several jurisdictions in the region which are considered disadvantaged
communities (DACs) on the basis of access to opportunity measures (described further in the RHNA
methodology document), but which also score highly in job and transit access, may have their total
RHNA allocations capped based on their long-range (2045) household forecast. This additional
housing need, referred to as residual, is then reallocated to non-DAC jurisdictions in order to ensure
housing units are placed in higher-resourced communities consistent with AFFH principles. This
reallocation is based on the job and transit access measures described above, and results in an
additional 667 units assigned to the City of South Gate.

Please note that the above represents only a partial description of key data and calculations in the
RHNA methodology.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.

Date:

10/25/20

Filing Party (Jurisdiction or HCD)

City of South Gate

Filing Party Contact Name

Paul Adams

APPEAL AUTHORIZED BY:

Name: Paul Adams

Late submissions will not be accepted.

Jurisdiction Subject to This Appeal Filing:
(to file another appeal, please use another form)
City of South Gate

Filing Party Email:

padams@sogate.org

BASES FOR APPEAL

PLEASE SELECT BELOW:

[ ™Mayor

[C] Chief Administrative Office

D City Manager
Chair of County Board of Supervisors
Planning Director

D Other:

@ Application of the adopted Final RHNA Methodology for the 6 Cycle RHNA (2021-2029)
[d Local Planning Factors and/or Information Related to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (See
Government Code Section 65584.04 (b)(2) and (e))

Sewer or water infrastructure constraints for additional development

Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use
Lands protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs
County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

Distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of comparable Regional Transportation

County-city agreements to direct growth toward incorporated areas of County
Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

Housing needs generated by the presence of a university campus within a jurisdiction

The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets

[0 Existing or projected jobs-housing balance
O
O
O
O
O
Plans
O
O
O High housing cost burdens
O The rate of overcrowding
[0 Housing needs of farmworkers
O
O Loss of units during a state of emergency
O

[0 Changed Circumstances (Per Government Code Section 65584.05(b), appeals based on change of
circumstance can only be made by the jurisdiction or jurisdictions where the change in circumstance

occurred)

FOR STAFF USE ONLY:
Date

Affirmatively furthering fair housing

Hearing Date:

Planner:

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.
Late submissions will not be accepted.

Brief statement on why this revision is necessary to further the intent of the objectives listed in
Government Code Section 65584 (please refer to Exhibit C of the Appeals Guidelines):

Please include supporting documentation for evidence as needed, and attach additional pages if you need more room.

The City of South Gate contests the inequitable distribution of the RHNA. The
application of the RHNA methodology unfairly burdens South Gate compared to
other jurisdictions in the subregion and allocates a growth rate for South Gate that is
comparable to Inland Empire communities.

South Gate is also equally, if not more, impacted by factors such as low
income/poverty and minority concentrations compared to other "Disadvantaged
Communities." However, these factors are not considered in the RHNA
redistribution of Residual Need.

These unfair and inappropriate application of the RHNA methodology results in a

RHNA allocation that requires South Gate to grow more than 33 percent in 8 years,
an absolutely unsustainable pace for the City.

Brief Description of Appeal Request and Desired Outcome:

The City of South Gate requests adjustments to the RHNA allocation that would
consider the City's similar characteristics as its surrounding neighbors and close the
substantial discrepancies in RHNA allocation among the Gateway cities.

Number of units requested to be reduced or added to the jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation (circle one):

Reduced 1.632 Added

List of Supporting Documentation, by Title and Number of Pages
(Numbers may be continued to accommodate additional supporting documentation):

1 SG_RHNA 6Cycle Appeal (12 pages)

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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October 20, 2020

RHNA Subcommittee

900 Wilshire Blvd., Ste. 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90017

RE: City of South Gate 6" RHNA Cycle Appeal

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter is an official appeal of the allocated RHNA of 8,263 units for the 2021-2029 planning period to
the City of South Gate. It is the position of the City of South Gate that the number of units is an inequitable
distribution of RHNA and respectfully submits this appeal based local planning factors and information on
affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH).

Inequitable Distribution of RHNA

The City of South Gate has been allocated a RHNA of 8,263 units for the 2021-2029 planning period. This
RHNA represents 33.7 percent of the City’s 2020 housing inventory, ranking South Gate the top 11%
jurisdiction within the SCAG region for the highest proportion of RHNA to existing housing stock. Among
the top ten communities with higher proportion of RHNA to existing housing stock, seven are located in
the Inland Empire where the availability of land for development may not be an issue. The City of South
Gate is located in an urbanized area where future development relies entirely on infill development and
recycling of existing uses. It is unimaginable that South Gate would be considered comparable to Inland
Empire communities.

South Gate ranks the highest among all Gateway cities in numeric and proportion of its RHNA to existing
housing stock. Within the Gateway Cities COG, South Gate represents only 4.5 percent of the subregion’s
existing housing inventory but is being made responsible for 10.4 percent of the subregion’s future
growth. In fact, South Gate’s RHNA (8,263 units) is close to three times the subregional average (2,942
units).

If South Gate were to have been allocated the subregion’s average of RHNA (14.6 percent of existing
housing stock), its 6™ cycle RHNA would have been 3,586 units. Even if South Gate were just to be even
with the next highest RHNA allocation within Gateway Cities COG — Montebello at 25.8 percent —its RHNA

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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would have been 6,332 units. Among South Gate and its immediate neighbors (Downey, Huntington Park,
Lynwood, Maywood, Bell Gardens, and Bell), the average RHNA allocation represents only 16.3 percent
of the existing housing inventory.

A key objective of the RHNA is to expand the supply of housing throughout the region in an equitable
manner. This magnitude of discrepancies between South Gate and other Gateway Cities and across the
entire SCAG region cannot be deemed equitable. No other community in the Gateway Cities COG receives
such a high RHNA.

The City of South Gate contests this allocation and requests a more equitable allocation. The City
proposes to at least close the gap between South Gate and Montebello, meeting the next highest
proportional allocation halfway for a reduction of 965 units.

Table 1: RHNA versus Existing Housing Stock — Gateway Cities

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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Juridiction County Total VL L M AM 2020 HUs RHNA%
South Gate city Los Angeles 8,263 2131 991 1,171 3,970 24,540 33.7%
Montebello city Los Angeles 5174 1311 705 775 2,383 20,051 25.8%
Industry city Los Angeles 17 6 4 2 5 68 25.0%
Pico Rivera city Los Angeles 3,939 1,149 562 572 1,656 17,173 22.9%
Artesia city Los Angeles 1,067 311 168 128 460 4,731 22.6%
Downey city Los Angeles 6,510 2,074 944 913 2,579 35,838 18.2%
Norwalk city Los Angeles 5,022 1,542 757 657 2,066 28,135 17.8%
Santa Fe Springs city Los Angeles 950 252 159 152 387 5,514 17.2%
Long Beach city Los Angeles 26,440 7,123 4,038 4149 11130 177,783 14.9%
Bellflower city Los Angeles 3,726 1,012 487 552 1,675 25,097 14.8%
Lakewood city Los Angeles 3914 1,293 636 652 1,333 27,598 14.2%
La Mirada city Los Angeles 1,957 633 341 319 664 15,175 12.9%
Vernon city Los Angeles 9 5 4 - - 76 11.8%
Cerritos city Los Angeles 1,903 678 344 331 550 16,204 11.7%
Whittier city Los Angeles 3431 1,022 536 555 1,318 29,721 11.5%
Signal Hill city Los Angeles 516 160 78 90 188 4,631 11.1%
Huntington Park city Los Angeles 1,601 263 196 242 900 15,228 10.5%
Lynwood city Los Angeles 1,555 376 139 235 805 15,341 10.1%
Hawaiian Gardens city Los Angeles 331 61 44 46 180 3,724 8.9%
Commerce city Los Angeles 246 55 22 38 131 3,468 7.1%
Cudahy city Los Angeles 392 80 36 53 223 5,780 6.8%
Maywood city Los Angeles 363 54 47 55 207 6,768 5.4%
Bell Gardens city Los Angeles 501 99 29 72 301 10,012 5.0%
Compton city Los Angeles 1,001 235 121 130 515 24,637 4.1%
Paramount city Los Angeles 362 91 43 48 180 14,710 2.5%
Bell city Los Angeles 228 43 23 29 133 9,298 2.5%
Avalon city Los Angeles 27 8 5 3 11 2,296 1.2%
Gateway Cities 79,445 543,597 14.6%
% of South Gate 10.4% 4.5%

Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing and Redistribution of Residual Need

The concept of affirmatively furthering fair housing involves dispersing lower income housing to high
resource areas, avoiding the concentration of minority and poverty. The practices of assigning areas with
the federal designation of Racial and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) and identifying
areas with TCAC’s Opportunity Mapping require data at the census tract level. However, in SCAG’s RHNA
methodology for the redistribution of Residual Need (excess growth), the designation of “Disadvantaged”
is not applied at the census tract level. Instead, each jurisdiction is either considered “Disadvantaged” or
not. As a result, despite the City of South Gate being impacted by similar factors as the “Disadvantaged
Communities” in the Gateway Cities COG, South Gate is being burdened for an additional 667 units in

existing needs from the redistribution of the residual need.

Page 3 of 12
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The City of South Gate has a minority population of 97 percent. Low and moderate income population
represents 42 percent of the residents and 18.8 percent of the population is living below the poverty level.
Figure 1 through Figure 4 illustrate that virtually the entire City of South Gate is impacted by high
concentrations of low income, poverty, and minority.

Furthermore, a composite index of these factors indicates that South Gate ranks top 8 among the 27
communities in the Gateway Cities COG (see Table 2). In fact, for the 14 “Disadvantaged Communities”
in the Gateway Cities COG that receive a RHNA “discount” from Residual Need, seven have lower
composite scores than South Gate. Allocating South Gate with the highest RHNA in the Gateway Cities
COG further exacerbates the high concentration of disadvantaged population in a single city.

The City of South Gate contests the methodology for designating entire jurisdictions as Disadvantaged
Communities and exempting these jurisdictions from addressing the existing needs in the region. South
Gate is similarly, if not more, impacted by low income/poverty and minority concentrations, compared
to many jurisdictions with the Disadvantaged Community designation. The City requests a reduction of
667 units from the Residual Need.

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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Table 2: Composite Index of Low Income/Poverty/Minority Populations — Gateway Cities <

IS

% % Living 8

Low/Mod Total Non-Hisp Below Combined | Disadvantaged =

City 6th RHNA Pop Low/Mod White | % Minority| Poverty Index Community Residual Redistributed <

Bell Gardens 501| 27%/19% 46% 2.7% 97.3% 29.9% 173.2% Yes 2,126 0 <
Cudahy 392| 24%/20% 44% 2.8% 97.2% 28.0% 169.2% Yes 1,409 0 %
Huntington Park 1,601| 20%/18% 38% 1.5% 98.5% 26.1% 162.6% Yes 3,364 0 o
Bell 228| 22%/21% 43% 5.5% 94.5% 23.9% 161.4% Yes 2,381 0 =
Maywood 363| 18%/18% 36% 1.3% 98.7% 25.7% 160.4% Yes 1,791 0 E
Compton 1,001 19%/20% 39% 1.2% 98.8% 21.9% 159.7% Yes 4,383 0 (@]
Lynwood 1,555| 23%/18% 41% 2.4% 97.6% 20.5% 159.1% Yes 3,824 0 g
South Gate 8,263| 22%/20% 42% 3.1% 96.9% 18.8% 157.7% No - 667 —
Hawaiian Gardens 331| 19%/20% 39% 6.2% 93.8% 23.1% 155.9% Yes 786 0 °
Commerce 246| 23%/17% 40% 1.2% 98.8% 16.3% 155.1% Yes 736 0 =
Paramount 362| 20%/20% 40% 4.8% 95.2% 18.7% 153.9% Yes 2,181 0 8_
Vernon 9| 41%/13% 54% 5.6% 94.4% 2.2% 150.6% Yes 12 0 o
Montebello 5,174| 19%/19% 38% 7.2% 92.8% 13.4% 144.2% No - 386 <
Pico Rivera 3,939] 17%/19% 36% 5.4% 94.6% 10.0% 140.6% No - 283 -
Norwalk 5,022| 16%/22% 38% 10.4% 89.6% 12.8% 140.4% No - 409 Q
Bellflower 3,726| 20%/19% 39% 16.4% 83.6% 13.8% 136.4% No - 314 8
Downey 6,510| 17%/20% 31% 14.4% 85.6% 9.9% 132.5% No - 520 =
Artesia 1,067| 14%/24% 38% 16.8% 83.2% 10.1% 131.3% No - 79 =
Santa Fe Springs 950| 12%/17% 29% 12.7% 87.3% 13.3% 129.6% Yes 187 0 o
Long Beach 26,440| 15%/17% 32% 28.1% 71.9% 18.1% 122.0% Yes 10,530 0 2]
Industry 17| 18%/20% 38% 24.4% 75.6% 5.8% 119.4% No - 1 )
Whittier 3,431 15%/16% 31% 24.7% 75.3% 10.8% 117.1% No - 209 >
Signal Hill 516| 16%/14% 30% 28.0% 72.0% 13.5% 115.5% Yes 508 0 5
Cerritos 1,903| 10%/14% 24% 14.9% 85.1% 4.9% 114.0% No - 161 ~
Avalon 27| 12%/24% 36% 39.6% 60.4% 16.2% 112.6% No - 0 g
Lakewood 3914 13%/15% 38% 35.5% 64.5% 6.4% 108.9% No - 264 =
La Mirada 1,957] 11%/16% 21% 33.0% 67.0% 6.9% 100.9% No - 130 g
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Poverty Concentrat

Figure 2

Source: HUD Low and Moderate Income Data
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Figure 3: Minority Concentrations
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Thank you for receiving and processing the City of South Gate’s RHNA 6% Cycle Appeal. Should you have
any questions regarding this matter please feel free to contact me at (323)563-9566 or
padams@sogate.org.

Sincerely,

Paul L. ms

Interim Community Development Director
City of South Gate

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of South Gate) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT
2020 W. El Camino Ave

Sacramento, CA 95833-1829

916) 263-2911 FAX: (916) 263-7453

www.hcd.ca.gov

December 10, 2020

Kome Ajise, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Executive Director Ajise:

RE: Comment on Appeals of the Draft Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA)
Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 52 appeals Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) has received regarding the draft RHNA plan. The
appeal process is an important phase in the development of a RHNA plan that ensures
that all relevant factors and circumstances are considered.

The only circumstances under which a jurisdiction can appeal are:

e 65584.05(b)(1): The council of governments failed to adequately consider the
information regarding the factors listed in subdivision (e) of section 65584.04.

e 65584.05(b)(2): The council of governments failed to determine the share of the
regional housing need in a manner that furthers the intent of the objectives listed in
subdivision (d) of section 65584.

e 65584.05(b)(3): A significant unforeseen change in circumstances occurred in the
local jurisdiction that merits a revision of the information submitted pursuant to
subdivision (e) of Section 65584.04.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) urges SCAG
to only consider appeals that meet these criteria.

Per Government Code section 65584.05(e)(1), SCAG’s final determination on whether to
accept, reject, or modify any appeal must be accompanied by written findings, including
how the final determination is based upon the adopted RHNA allocation methodology,
and how any revisions are necessary to further the statutory objectives of RHNA
described in Government Code section 65584(d).

Among the appeals based on Government Code section 65584.05(b)(1), several
appeals state that SCAG failed to consider the factor described in Government Code
section 65584.04(e)(2)(B), citing the lack of land suitable for development as a basis for
the appeal. However, this section states the council of governments may not limit its
consideration of suitable housing sites to existing zoning and land use restrictions and
must consider the potential for increased development under alternative zoning and

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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land use restrictions. Any comparable data or documentation supporting this appeal
should contain an analysis of not only land suitable for urban development, but land for
conversion to residential use, the availability of underutilized land, and opportunity for
infill development and increased residential densities. In simple terms, this means
housing planning cannot be limited to vacant land, and even communities that view
themselves as built out must plan for housing through means such as rezoning
commercial areas as mixed-use areas and upzoning non-vacant land.

With regard to appeals submitted related to Government Code section 65584.05(b)(2),
that SCAG failed to determine the RHNA in a manner that furthers the statutory
objectives, it should be noted that HCD reviewed SCAG's draft allocation methodology
and found that the draft RHNA allocation methodology furthered the statutory objectives
described in Government Code section 65584.

Among the appeals based on Government Code section 65584.05(b)(2), several contend
that the cap on units allocated to extremely disadvantaged communities (DACs) does not
further RHNA'’s statutory objectives. This cap furthers the statutory objective to
affirmatively further fair housing by allocating more units to high opportunity areas and
fewer units to low resource communities, and concentrated areas of poverty with high
levels of segregation. Due to the inclusion of this factor, as well as the use of TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Maps, SCAG’s methodology allocates 14 of the top 15 highest shares of
lower-income RHNA to jurisdictions with over 99.95 percent High and Highest Resource
areas. With the exceptions of two jurisdictions, the 31 jurisdictions with the highest share
of lower-income RHNA are all over 95 percent High and Highest Resource areas. Any
weakening of these inputs to the methodology could risk not fulfilling the statutory
objective to affirmatively further fair housing.

Several appeals argue that SCAG’s RHNA allocation methodology does not adequately
promote access to jobs and transit, as required in objectives two and three. HCD’s review
of SCAG’s RHNA methodology found the allocation does further the environmental
principles of objective two. SCAG’s overall allocation includes significant weight related to
the location of high-quality transit areas and the regional distribution of jobs that can be
accessed within a 30-minute driving commutes. Regarding objective three, HCD’s
analysis as to whether jobs-housing fit was furthered by SCAG’s draft methodology found
that across all jurisdictions there is generally good alignment between low-wage jobs and
lower-income RHNA, with all but 15 jurisdictions within a half percent plus or minus
difference between their share of lower-income RHNA for the region and their percentage
low-wage jobs for the region.

Several appeals are based upon the provision described in Government Code section
65584.05(b)(3), arguing that the COVID-19 pandemic represents a significant and
unforeseen change in circumstances that will affect future population and job growth.
Ensuring everyone has a home is critical to public health. Reducing and preventing
overcrowding and homelessness are essential concerns for every community. The
COVID-19 pandemic has only increased the importance that each community is
planning for sufficient affordable housing.

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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Lastly, several appeals state that the Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND)
HCD provided to the SCAG region is too large. SCAG submitted an objection to the
RHND at the appropriate time and through the appropriate process. HCD considered
those objections and determined the final RHND for 6" Housing Element Cycle for the
SCAG region on October 15, 2019. There are no further appeal procedures available to
alter the SCAG region’s RHND for this cycle. Government Code section 65584.05(b)
does not allow local governments to appeal the RHND during the 45-day period
following receipt of the draft allocation.

HCD acknowledges that many local governments will need to plan for more housing
than in the prior cycle to accommodate a RHND that more fully captures the housing
need and as the statutory objectives of RHNA shift more housing planning near jobs,
transit, and resources. The Southern California region’s housing crisis requires each
jurisdiction to plan for the housing needs of their community and the region. In
recognition of this effort there are more resources available than ever before to support
jurisdictions as they prepare to update their 6" cycle housing elements:

e SB 2 Planning Grants — $123 million one-time allocation to cities and counties

e SB 2 Planning Grants Technical Assistance offered to all jurisdictions

e Regional and Local Early Action Planning Grants — $238 million one-time
allocation for local and regional governments

e SB 2 Permanent Local Housing Allocation — approximately $175 million annually
in ongoing funding for local governments to increase affordable housing stock

If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you, or your staff, have any
questions, please contact Megan Kirkeby, Deputy Director, megan.kirkeby@hcd.ca.gov.

Megan Kirkeby
Deputy Director

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street, Whittier, California 90602-1716
(562) 567-9320 Fax (562) 567-2872 www.cityofwhittier.org

Electronically Transmitted to: Housing@scag.ca.gov

December 10, 2020

RHNA Appeals Committee

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Bivd, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: City of Whittier's Comments on Appeals to the Sixth Cycle Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) Allocation

Honorable Chair and Honorable Committee Members:

The City of Whittier (“City”) appreciates the challenges that are inherent in allocating
1,341,827 housing units by the thousands (a 226% increase above the baseline 412,137
unit) to cities across Southern California, especially in built-out cities. However, the City
is deeply concerned its housing allocation of 3,431 units from the State Department of
Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) and the Southern California Association
of Government's (*“SCAG”) unit distribution methodology, along with recent housing
legislation will fundamentally abridge the City’s ability to develop effective land-use
policies that are appropriate for managing the community’s actual needs. The 878 units
in the 5 cycle RHNA allocation has been increased by 290%to 3,431 units in the current
6t cycle. Particularly challenging in the 6" cycle, is the number of low and very low-
income units (1,558) which combined with the moderate and above moderate unit totals
forces unplanned and unnecessary residential densification of the community.

The affordable units are an unfunded mandate with very limited regional or State financial
support for their development. Considering the affordable housing subsidies typically
range from $50,000 to $250,000 per unit, the overall funding requirements could range
from $78,000,000 to $390,000,000 which is clearly beyond the reach of the City of Whittier
in that the City’s general fund budget is just $72,000,000 which already include
$2,000,000 annually to house the City’s unsheltered residents in transitional housing.
Additionally, the City only receives 7.5%of each property tax dollar to provide general
services including police and library services.

The City is currently in the process of updating its Housing Element as well as the
General Plan to incorporate the current RHNA allocation, so Whittier is acutely aware of
the various housing needs as well as the potential obstacles, such as aging
infrastructure and unplanned density, to creating the requisite housing within a city that

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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is essentially built out. The changes in the State’s housing laws (SB 35, SB 166 and AB
1397) have created additional constraints for the agencies and may severely impact the
City’s ability to accomplish our regional and local housing goals.

Since development in Whittier began more than 130 years ago, the City is virtually built-
out with little developable vacant land outside of its designated open space areas that are
dedicated to accommodating existing and future residents. While the City has made
significant efforts through its specific plans to densify existing corridors and districts, the
majority of Whittier's remaining single-family residential neighborhoods cannot
accommodate similar densification. Furthermore, the hills north of Whittier contain
regional open space, sensitive habitat and wildlife areas that must be preserved in
perpetuity. There are also significant infrastructure and water service constraints that
impact Whittier's ability to produce significantly more housing. Although these facts may
not be desirable, they must be pragmatically accounted for and mitigated by not further
increasing Whittier's share of housing units contained in SCAG’s 6t Cycle RHNA. The
final RHNA allocation and methodology must be fair and equitable while reflecting the
capacity for reasonable housing unit construction.

As with many other cities, the City is concerned about the current allocation, but an even
greater concern is that additional units may be applied to the City if reallocated from cities
that are successful in their appeals. To that end, the City believes the appeal process
itself was unclear as to the potential ramifications to other cities and not fully understood.
Aithough we fully support the surrounding cities in their appeals, the potential for
additional units being applied to the City would exacerbate the problems described herein
and in Whittier's September 13, 2019 letter to SCAG.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Jeffery S. Adams
Director of Community Development

File

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of South Gate)
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From: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 11:14 AM

To: Regional Housing

Subject: RHNA Appeals

Categories: Response Required, Record

Good morning,

The purpose of this email is to provide the City of Long Beach’s position in regards to pending RHNA appeals before
SCAG. The City of Long Beach seeks to meet its housing needs and obligations for the benefit of Long Beach residents
and the region. Our allocation was extremely large and presents a planning and financing challenge for the City.
Nonetheless we chose not to appeal our allocation because the allocation process was fair and transparent including
taking the City of Long Beach’s input into consideration.

We oppose and will not accept any transfer of additional allocation due to the pending appeals. We note that within our
area, the Gateway COG, appeals are pending from Bellflower, Cerritos, Downey, Huntington Park, La Mirada, Lakewood,
Pico Rivera, and South Gate. Each of these appeals should be evaluated by SCAG on the merits, however Long Beach
opposes any transfer of allocation to our City. It would be inappropriate to transfer a further burden to Long Beach
when we have already accepted a large allocation and have done more than many cities in the region to accommodate
housing growth under the current RHNA cycle, including fully meeting our market-rate RHNA allocation.

The City of Long Beach will continue to work with SCAG and our neighbor jurisdictions to address the housing needs of
our residents.

We thank you for consideration and please do not hesitate to contact the City regarding our position.

Christopher Koontz, AICP
Deputy Director

Development Services
411 W. Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor | Long Beach, CA 90802
Office: 562.570.6288 | Fax: 562.570.6068

0Ooe
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Remote Participation Only
January 8, 2021
To: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee (RHNA) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S

APPROVAL

From: Karen Calderon, Associate Regional Planner,
(213) 236-1983, calderon@scag.ca.gov

Subject: Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Deny the appeal filed by the City of Bellflower (City) to reduce the Draft RHNA Allocation for the
City by 2,726 units.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports the following Strategic Plan Goal 2: Advance Southern California’s policy
interests and planning priorities through regional, statewide, and national engagement and
advocacy.

SUMMARY OF APPEAL:
The City of Bellflower requests a reduction of its RHNA allocation [by 2,726 units (from 3,726 units
to 1,000 units)] based on the following issues:

1. Existing or projected jobs-housing balance - adding housing would exacerbate the
existing job/housing imbalance (sufficient housing but insufficient jobs) forcing
residents to commute to jobs outside of the City.

2. Sewer or water infrastructure constraints - water and sewer providers might not have
the capacity to accommodate the City’s expected growth in addition to the growth of
neighboring cities without additional infrastructure.

3. The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets - implementing their RHNA allocation
would prevent the City from achieving the GHG emission targets established by the
City's Climate Action Plan.

RATIONALE FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff have reviewed the appeal and recommend no change to the City of Bellflower’'s RHNA
allocation. SCAG’s final RHNA methodology already accounts for the issue raised in Issue 1. Based
on Issue 2, evidence from a utility service provider that would preclude the construction of new
housing was not demonstrated and costs to upgrade and develop appropriate infrastructure cannot
be considered by SCAG as a justification for a reduction. Based on Issue 3, the statutory objective of
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RHNA is to promote the achievement of the region’s GHG emissions targets as specified by ARB
(Government Code 65584(e)). Since Connect SoCal’'s modeling of regional travel indicates that
Bellflower is one of the best places in the region to access jobs, increased housing stock in
Bellflower (compared to elsewhere) would reduce regional GHG emissions.

BACKGROUND:

Draft RHNA Allocation

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the adoption of
Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, all local jurisdictions received draft RHNA allocations on
September 11, 2020. A summary is below.

Total RHNA for the City of Bellflower: 3,726 units
Very Low Income: 1,012 units
Low Income: 487 units
Moderate Income: 552 units
Above Moderate Income: 1,675 units

Additional background related to the Draft RHNA Allocation is included in Attachment 1.

Summary of Comments Received during 45-day Comment Period

No comments were received from local jurisdictions or HCD during the 45-day public
comment period described in Government Code section 65584.05(c) which specifically regard the
appeal filed for the City of Bellflower. Three comments were received which relate to appeals filed
generally:

e HCD submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 delineating the statutory basis for RHNA
appeals and the requirement that any appeals granted must include written
findings regarding how revisions are necessary to further RHNA's statutory objectives.

e The City of Whittier submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 supporting
surrounding cities in their appeals but expressing concern that additional units may be
applied to Whittier if reallocated from cities which are successful in their appeals.

e The City of Long Beach submitted a comment on December 3, 2020 indicating their
view that the RHNA allocation process was fair and transparent, their support for
evaluating appeals on their merits (specifically those from the Gateway Council of
Governments), and their opposition to any action which would result in a transfer of
additional units to Long Beach.
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ANALYSIS:

Issue 1: Existing or projected jobs-housing balance [Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(1)].

The City argues that an excessive RHNA allocation will exacerbate the job/housing imbalance the
jurisdiction is experiencing. The City calculates Bellflower’s job to housing ratio to be 0.27
demonstrating sufficient housing but insufficient jobs, which will force residents to commute to jobs
outside of the city. Adding the 3,726 RHNA units would result in a job/housing ration of 0.24 and
exacerbate the jobs/housing imbalance in the City and region. The loss of jobs will be further
worsened by COVID-19.

SCAG Staff Response: The adopted RHNA methodology includes a calculation of job accessibility as
one of the factors to determine a jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation. Job accessibility is defined as
the jurisdiction’s share of regional jobs accessible within a 30-minute commute (additional details
are found in the adopted RHNA methodology). This is not a measure of the number of jobs within a
jurisdiction; rather, it is a measure of how many jobs can be accessed by a jurisdiction’s residents,
which can include jobs located outside of the jurisdiction. Over 80 percent of SCAG region workers
live and work in different jurisdictions, which calls for an approach to the region’s job housing
relationship through the measurement of access rather than number of jobs within a certain
jurisdiction. As described in Attachment 1, from the City of Bellflower’s median TAZ, it will be
possible to reach 22.44% of the region’s jobs in 2045 within a 30-minute automobile commute
(2,255,000 jobs, based on Connect SoCal’s 2045 regional job forecast of 10,049,000 jobs). In fact,
Bellflower ranks #2 out of 197 SCAG jurisdictions in job accessibility, second only to the City of
Commerce (23.31%). While we understand that the city’s jobs housing ratio indicates that there are
more housing units than jobs in Bellflower, it remains one of the best cities in the region for
accessing jobs within a short commute which are in neighboring jurisdictions. See Attachment 2,
Map of Job Accessibility in the City of Bellflower. Limiting a jobs housing balance assessment solely
within jurisdictions can effectively worsen a regional jobs housing balance, and thus, SCAG staff
does not recommend a reduction to the jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation based on this factor.

Issue 2: Sewer or water infrastructure constraints for additional development [Government Code
Section 65584.04(e)(2)(A)].

The City calculates that the water and sewer services required to accommodate their RHNA
allocation of 3,726 units equates to 655,778 gallons per day for water and 2,235,600 gallons per day
of sewer flows. Water and sewer providers might not have the capacity to accommodate this
growth in addition to the growth of neighboring cities without additional infrastructure. Therefore,
reducing the City’s RHNA allocation would reduce the service demand on water and service
providers.
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SCAG Staff Response: For Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(2)(A) to apply in this case, the
jurisdiction must be precluded from providing necessary infrastructure for additional development
due to supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water provider other than the local
jurisdiction. For the water constraints mentioned by the jurisdiction, it is not evident that the
respective water providers have rendered a decision that would prevent the jurisdiction from
providing the necessary infrastructure. Costs to upgrade and develop appropriate infrastructure
cannot be considered by SCAG as a justification for a reduction since the RHNA allocation is not a
building quota. Rather, a jurisdiction is required to plan and zone for housing need and is not
penalized for not developing the assigned units. For this reason, SCAG staff does not recommend a
housing need reduction based upon this planning factor.

Issue 3: The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets [Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(12)].

The City argues a RHNA allocation of 3,726 new units would prevent the City from achieving the
GHG emission targets established by the City's Climate Action Plan (CAP), focusing on the year 2030
and the goal of a 38% reduction by 2030. Using a California Air Pollution Control Officers Association
(CAPCOA) formula (900 MT COZ2E/50 unit/year), the City calculates 3,726 new units would result in
67,068 MT/year, thus exceeding the City’s GHG significance threshold of 25,000 MIT CO2E/year. This
would jeopardize the City’s ability to achieve the CAP 2030 GHG emission target and increase
harmful air pollutants and energy demand/costs.

SCAG Staff Response: SCAG recognizes the forward-thinking planning of Bellflower’s CAP and
applauds the City’s commitment to GHG reduction. However, while jurisdiction-level GHG
reduction efforts are laudable, the statutory objective of RHNA is to promote the achievement of
the region’s GHG emissions targets as specified by ARB (Government Code § 65584(d)(2)).

Data from Connect SoCal (SCAG’s 2020 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Community
Strategy) was used to inform how the RHNA methodology furthers this objective. The majority of
Bellflower’s RHNA allocation stems from its location near future employment. As aforementioned,
the median Bellflower resident in 2045 can expect to be able to reach 2,255,000 jobs within a 30-
minute drive, which is the second-highest in the region. Since approximately 37% of statewide
greenhouse gas emissions are from transportation sources and 21% of travel is job/commute
related, additional residential development in places which score high on this measure is a crucial
tool toward reducing regional GHG emissions.

The City uses the CAPCOA’s CEQA & Climate Change White Paper emissions estimate of 900 metric
tons of CO2 per 50 residential units in order to determine a significant impact. However, CAPCOA’s
estimate is a suggested threshold that uses single-family housing as a basis and does not consider a
wide variety of residential types and development sizes. In fact, on page 43 of CAPCOA’s white
paper, they state: “if this threshold is preferred, it is suggested that a more robust data set be
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examined to increase the representativeness of the selected thresholds.”! Furthermore, it is not

clear whether this estimate takes into account the proximity of housing with respect to transit and
jobs.

Connect SoCal specifically provides a regional plan to reduce travel-related GHG emissions by
employing land use policies at the regional level. While SCAG acknowledges that 3,726 new units
could increase GHG emissions in the City, planning for this development in a manner that is
consistent with the development patterns in Connect SoCal would reduce region-wide GHG impacts
by placing these units in areas that are close to jobs and transit. In addition, HCD's regional
determination is based in large part on measures of existing need (e.g. overcrowding) rather than
regional population growth; as such much of the RHNA allocation intends to accommodate current
population. Since Connect SoCal’s modeling of regional travel indicates that Bellflower is one of the
best places in the region to access jobs, increased housing stock in Bellflower (compared to
elsewhere) would improve regional GHG which is a statutory objective of RHNA. For this reason,
SCAG staff does not recommend a reduction to Bellflower’s draft RHNA allocation based on this
factor.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work associated with this item is included in the current FY20-21 Overall Work Program (300-
4872Y0.02: Regional Housing Needs Assessment).

ATTACHMENT(S):

1. Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower)
2. Map of Job Accessibility in the City of Bellflower

3. Appeal and Supporting Documentation (City of Bellflower)

4. Comments Received During the Comment Period (General)

1 CAPCOA, January 2008. CEQA & Climate Change. Available at: http://www.capcoa.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/CAPCOA-
White-Paper.pdf
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Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only

City of Bellflower RHNA Appeal

January 8, 2021

Attachment 1: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation

This attachment sets forth the nature and timing of the opportunities which the City of Bellflower
had to provide information and local input on SCAG’s growth forecast, the RHNA methodology, and
the Growth Vision of the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy
(RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal). It also describes how the RHNA Methodology development process
integrates this information in order to develop the City of Bellflower Draft RHNA Allocation.

1. Local Input
a. Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process

On October 31, 2017, SCAG took the first step toward developing draft RHNA allocations by initiating
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process. At the direction of the Regional Council, the
objective of this process was to seek local input and data to prepare for the 2020 Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2020 RTP/SCS or Connect SoCal) and the 6
cycle of RHNA.! Each jurisdiction was provided with a package of land use, transportation,
environmental, and growth forecast data for review and revision which was due on October 1, 2018.2
While the local input process materials focus principally on jurisdiction-level and Transportation
Analysis Zone (TAZ) level growth, input on specific parcels, sites, and project areas were welcomed
and integrated into SCAG’s growth forecast as well as data on other elements. SCAG met one-on-
one with all 197 local jurisdictions between November 2017 and July 2018 and provided training
opportunities and staff support. Following input from SCAG’s Technical Working Group (TWG), the
Connect SoCal growth forecast reflected precisely the jurisdiction-level growth totals provided during
this process.

The local input data included SCAG’s preliminary growth forecast information. For the City of
Bellflower, the anticipated number of households in 2020 was 23,448 and in 2030 was 23,820 (growth
of 372 households). In May 2018, SCAG staff met with local jurisdiction staff to discuss the Bottom-
Up Local Input and Envisioning Process and answer questions. Input from the City of Bellflower on
the growth forecast was received in October 2018. Following input, household totals were 23,269 in

! While the RTP/SCS and RHNA share data elements, they are distinct processes. The RTP/SCS growth forecast
provides an assessment of reasonably foreseeable future patterns of employment, population, and household growth
in the region given demographic and economic trends, and existing local and regional policy priorities. The RHNA
identifies anticipated housing need over a specified eight-year period and requires that local jurisdictions make
available sufficient zoned capacity to accommodate this need. A further discussion of the relationship between these
processes can be found in Connect SoCal Master Response 1 at
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal_Public-Participation-Appendix-2.pdf.

2 A detailed list of data during this process reviewed can be found in each jurisdiction’s Draft Data/Map Book at
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/DataMapBooks.aspx

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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2020 and 23,306 in 2030 (growth of 37 households), for a reduced household growth during this
period of 335 from preliminary growth forecast data.

b. RHNA Methodology Surveys

On March 19, 2019, SCAG distributed a packet of methodology surveys, which included the local
planning factor survey (formerly known as the AB2158 factor survey), Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing (AFFH) survey, and replacement need survey, to SCAG jurisdictions’ Community
Development Directors. Surveys were due on April 30, 2019. SCAG reviewed all submitted responses
as part of the development of the Draft RHNA Methodology. The City of Bellflower submitted the
following surveys prior to the adoption of the Draft RHNA Methodology:

] Local planning factor survey

L1 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) survey
[1 Replacement need survey

No survey was submitted to SCAG

c. Connect SoCal Growth Vision and Additional Refinements

Beginning in May 2018, SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Working Group began the process of
developing growth scenarios for the SCAG region. The culmination of this work was the development
of the Connect SoCal Growth Vision, which directly uses jurisdictional-level growth projections from
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning process, and also features strategies for growth at the
TAZ-level that help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles and light trucks to
achieve Southern California’s GHG reduction target, approved by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) in accordance with state planning law. Additional detail regarding the Connect SoCal Growth
Vision, specifically the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ, or neighborhood) level projections is found
at https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/DataMapBooks/Growth-Vision-Methodology.pdf. As
a result of these strategies, in some jurisdictions growth at the TAZ-level differed from locally
anticipated growth conveyed during the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process.

As such, SCAG provided two additional opportunities for all local jurisdictions to make TAZ-level
technical refinements on the topics of general plan capacities and entitlements. During the release
of the draft Connect SoCal Plan, jurisdictions were notified on October 31, 2019 that SCAG would
accept additional refinements until December 11, 2019. Following the Regional Council’s decision to
delay full adoption of Connect SoCal for 120 days due to the Covid-19 pandemic, all jurisdictions were
again notified on May 26, 2020 that SCAG would accept additional refinements until June 9, 2020.

Connect SoCal Growth Vision data have been available to local jurisdiction staff during the entirety
of this process through SCAG’s Scenario Planning Model Data Management Site (SPM-DM) at
http://spmdm.scag.ca.gov. and updates were shared with local jurisdictions on technical refinements
to the data in February 2020 and August 2020 to share the results of both review opportunities.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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SCAG did not receive additional technical corrections from the City of Bellflower from which differed
from the Growth Vision.

2. Development of the Final RHNA Methodology

SCAG convened the first meeting of the RHNA Subcommittee in October 2018. In their subsequent
monthly meetings, this body reviewed and advised on the development of SCAG’s 6™ cycle RHNA
process, including the development of the RHNA methodology. Per Government Code 65584.04(a),
SCAG must develop a RHNA methodology which furthers the five statutory objectives of RHNA:

(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which
shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low
income households.

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section
65080.

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing,
including an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number
of housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.

(4) Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income
category, as compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category
from the most recent American Community Survey.

(5) Affirmatively furthering fair housing (Govt. Code § 65584(d)).

As explained in more detail below, the Draft RHNA Methodology (which was adopted as the Final
RHNA Methodology) set forth the policy factors, data sources, and calculations which would be used
to generate draft RHNA allocations for all local jurisdictions. Following extensive debate and public
comment, SCAG’s Regional Council voted to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology on November 7,
2019 and provide it to HCD for review. Per Government Code 65584.04(i), HCD is vested with the
authority to determine whether a methodology furthers the objectives set forth in Government Code
section 65584(d). On January 13, 2020, HCD found that the Draft RHNA Methodology furthers these
five statutory objectives of RHNA. Specifically, HCD noted that:

“This methodology generally distributes more RHNA, particularly lower income RHNA,
near jobs, transit, and resources linked to long term improvements of life outcomes.
In particular, HCD applauds the use of the objective factors specifically linked the
statutory objectives in the existing need methodology.” (Letter from HCD to SCAG

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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dated January 13, 2020 at https.//scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/hcd-
review-rc-approved-draft-rhna-methodology.pdf?1602190239).

On March 5, 2020, again following extensive debate and public comment, the Regional Council voted
to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology as the Final RHNA Methodology. Unlike SCAG’s 5% cycle
RHNA methodology which relies almost entirely on the household growth component of the RTP/SCS,
SCAG’s 6" cycle RHNA methodology consists of two primary elements: “projected need” which
includes the number of housing units required to accommodate anticipated population growth over
the 8-year RHNA planning period and “existing need,” which refers to the number of housing units
required to accommodate excess or unsatisfied housing demand experienced by the region’s current
population.? Furthermore, the Final RHNA methodology utilizes measures of 2045 job accessibility
and High Quality Transit Area (HQTA) population measures based on TAZ-level projections in the
Connect SoCal Growth Vision.

More specifically, the Final RHNA Methodology considers three primary factors in determining a local
jurisdiction’s total housing need which are primarily based on data from Connect SoCal’s
aforementioned Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process:

- Forecasted growth over 2020-2030 (projected need)
- Transit accessibility in 2045 (existing need)
- Job accessibility in 2045 (existing need)

The methodology is described in further detail at:
http://scag.ca.gov/programs/Documents/RHNA/SCAG-Final-RHNA-Methodology-030520.pdf.

3. Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the 120 day delay due
to the Covid-19 pandemic, SCAG adopted Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, and the City of
Bellflower received its draft RHNA allocation on September 11, 2020. Application of the RHNA
methodology yields the draft RHNA allocation for the City of Bellflower as summarized in the data
and calculations in the tables below.

3 Legislative changes in 2018 modified the nature of the regional housing need determination for the 6 cycle of
RHNA by adding measures of household overcrowding and housing cost burden to the list of factors to be
considered by HCD for the determination of housing need. These new measures are not included in the Connect
SoCal Growth Forecast because they are not direct inputs to the growth forecasting process and are independent of
employment and population projections. In contrast, they reflect additional latent housing needs in the current
population (i.e. “existing need””) and would not result in a change in regional population. For further discussion see
Connect SoCal Master Response 1 at
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal_Public-Participation-Appendix-2.pdf.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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Calculation of Draft RHNA Allocation for Bellflower city
Forecasted household (HH) growth, RHNA period: 31
Bellflower city statistics and inputs: Vacancy Adjustment 1]
(5% for renter households and 1.5% for owner households)
Forecasted household (HH) growth, RHNA period: 31 Replacement Need 62
(2020-2030 Household Growth * 0.825)
Percent of households who are renting: 60%
TOTAL PROJECTED NEED:
Housing unit loss from demolition (2009-18): 62
Existing need due to job accessibility (50%) 2654
Adjusted forecasted household growth, 2020-2045: 162
(Local input growth forecast total adjusted by the difference between Existing need due to HQTA pop. share (50%) 665
the RHNA determination and SCAG's regional 2020-2045 forecast,
+4%) Net residual factor for existing need 314
prcentof eionaobs sl n30mins oo [ LGB |t ke e r v ot i et
(For the jurisdiction's median TAZ) redistributed to higher-resourced communities based on their job and/or transit
Jobs accessible from the jurisdiction's median TAZ (2045): 2,255,000 Arcoce |
(Based on Connect SoCal's 2045 regional forecast of 10.049M jobs) TOTAL EXISTING NEED
Share of region's job accessibility (population weighted): 0.63%
TOTAL RHNA FOR BELLFLOWER CITY
Jurisdiction's HQTA population (2045): 16,253
Very-low i <50% of AMI 1012]
Share of region's HQTA population (2045): 0.16% ery-low income 00 )
Share of population in low/very low-resource tracts: 31.70% Low income (50-80% of AMl)lj
Share of population in very high-resource tracts: 0.00% Moderate income (80-120% of AMI) 552
Social equity adjustment: 150% Above moderate income (>120% of AMI) 1675]

The transit accessibility measure is based on the population anticipated to live in High-Quality Transit
Areas (HQTAs) in 2045 based on Connect SoCal’s designation of high-quality transit areas and
population forecasts. With a forecasted 2045 population of 16,253 living within HQTAs, the City of
Bellflower represents 0.16% of the SCAG region’s HQTA population, which is the basis for allocating
housing units based on transit accessibility.

Job accessibility is defined as the jurisdiction’s share of regional jobs accessible within a 30-minute
drive commute. Since over 80 percent of the region’s workers live and work in different jurisdictions,
the RHNA methodology uses a measure based on Connect SoCal’s travel demand model output for
the year 2045 rather than assigning housing units based on the number of jobs with a specific
jurisdiction. Specifically, the share of future (2045) regional jobs which can be reached in a 30-minute
automobile commute from the local jurisdiction’s median TAZ is used as to allocate housing units
based on transit accessibility. From the City of Bellflower’s median TAZ, it will be possible to reach
22.44% of the region’s jobs in 2045 within a 30-minute automobile commute (2,255,000 jobs, based
on Connect SoCal’s 2045 regional job forecast of 10,049,000 jobs).

An additional factor is included in the methodology to account for RHNA Objective #5 to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing (AFFH). Several jurisdictions in the region which are considered disadvantaged
communities (DACs) on the basis of access to opportunity measures (described further in the RHNA
methodology document), but which also score highly in job and transit access, may have their total

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of

Page 5 of 6
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RHNA allocations capped based on their long-range (2045) household forecast. This additional
housing need, referred to as residual, is then reallocated to non-DAC jurisdictions in order to ensure
housing units are placed in higher-resourced communities consistent with AFFH principles. This
reallocation is based on the job and transit access measures described above, and results in an
additional 314 units assigned to the City of Bellflower.

Please note that the above represents only a partial description of key data and calculations in the
RHNA methodology.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.
Late submissions will not be accepted.

Date: Jurisdiction Subject to This Appeal Filing:
(to file another appeal, please use another form)
10/26/20 SCAG, City of Bellflower

Filing Party (Jurisdiction or HCD)

City of Bellflower

Filing Party Contact Name Filing Party Email:
Elizabeth Corpuz, Planning Director ecorpuz@bellflower.org
APPEAL AUTHORIZED BY:
Name: Jeffrey L. Stewart PLEASE SELECT BELOW:
[ ™mayor
[[] Chief Administrative Office
City Manager

Chair of County Board of Supervisors
Planning Director

D Other:

BASES FOR APPEAL

[0 Application of the adopted Final RHNA Methodology for the 6" Cycle RHNA (2021-2029)
[@ Local Planning Factors and/or Information Related to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (See
Government Code Section 65584.04 (b)(2) and (e))

Existing or projected jobs-housing balance

Sewer or water infrastructure constraints for additional development

O Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use

[0 Lands protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs

[0 County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

[0 Distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of comparable Regional Transportation
Plans

[0 County-city agreements to direct growth toward incorporated areas of County

[0 Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

O High housing cost burdens

O The rate of overcrowding

[0 Housing needs of farmworkers

[0 Housing needs generated by the presence of a university campus within a jurisdiction

[0 Loss of units during a state of emergency

The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets

O Affirmatively furthering fair housing

[0 Changed Circumstances (Per Government Code Section 65584.05(b), appeals based on change of
circumstance can only be made by the jurisdiction or jurisdictions where the change in circumstance
occurred)

Attachment: Appeal and Supporting Documentation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)

FOR STAFF USE ONLY:
Date Hearing Date: Planner:
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.
Late submissions will not be accepted.

Brief statement on why this revision is necessary to further the intent of the objectives listed in
Government Code Section 65584 (please refer to Exhibit C of the Appeals Guidelines):

Please include supporting documentation for evidence as needed, and attach additional pages if you need more room.

Section 65584 states that the City “should undertake all necessary actions to encourage, promote, and
facilitate the development of housing to accommodate the entire regional housing need, and reasonable
actions should be taken by local and regional governments to ensure that future housing production
meets, at a minimum, the regional housing need established for planning purposes.” However, SCAG has
failed to consider information relating to certain local factors, as outlined in Government Code Section
65584.04(e), relating to affirmatively furthering fair housing pursuant to Government Code Sections
65584.04(b)(2) and 65584(d)(5). These factors relate to: (1) Jobs/Housing Imbalance; (2) Lack of
necessary infrastructure and utilities; and (3) Increased Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Please note that
these local factors are consistent with the development pattern described in the sustainable communities
strategy of SCAG’s “Connect SoCal Plan”, as required by Government Code Section 65080(b)(2). SCAG’s
failure to consider these foregoing factors, prevent the City from realistically and economically facilitate
future construction of residential units, thus, impeding the “affirmative furthering of fair housing” in the City
and region. Please refer to attached Appeal Letter.

Brief Description of Appeal Request and Desired Outcome:

The City of Bellflower believes that the additional 3,726 new residential units being assigned by SCAG is
excessive and will have long-term negative impacts to the City’s economic vitality and overall health; will
intensify the City’s and region’s jobs/housing imbalance; will burden those utility agencies’ ability to provide
sufficient water and sewer services to the City; and will prevent the City from achieving those GHG
emission targets established by the City’s Climate Action Plan. Accordingly, the City urges SCAG to
consider reducing Bellflower's RHNA allocated units from 3,726 to 1,000 units.

Number of units requested to be reduced or added to the jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation (circle one):

Reduced 2726 Added

List of Supporting Documentation, by Title and Number of Pages
(Numbers may be continued to accommodate additional supporting documentation):

1 City of Bellflower Appeal of 6th Cycle RHNA, October 26, 2020 (4 pages)

Attachment: Appeal and Supporting Documentation (City of Bellflower) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)

FOR STAFF USE ONLY:
Date Hearing Date: Planner:
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Section 65584 states that the City “should undertake all necessary actions to encourage, promote, and facilitate the development of housing to accommodate the entire regional housing need, and reasonable actions should be taken by local and regional governments to ensure that future housing production meets, at a minimum, the regional housing need established for planning purposes.” However, SCAG has failed to consider information relating to certain local factors, as outlined in Government Code Section 65584.04(e), relating to affirmatively furthering fair housing pursuant to Government Code Sections 65584.04(b)(2) and 65584(d)(5). These factors relate to: (1) Jobs/Housing Imbalance; (2) Lack of necessary infrastructure and utilities; and (3) Increased Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Please note that these local factors are consistent with the development pattern described in the sustainable communities strategy of SCAG’s “Connect SoCal Plan”, as required by Government Code Section 65080(b)(2). SCAG’s failure to consider these foregoing factors, prevent the City from realistically and economically facilitate future construction of residential units, thus, impeding the “affirmative furthering of fair housing” in the City and region. Please refer to attached Appeal Letter. 
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The City of Bellflower believes that the additional 3,726 new residential units being assigned by SCAG is excessive and will have long-term negative impacts to the City’s economic vitality and overall health; will intensify the City’s and region’s jobs/housing imbalance; will burden those utility agencies’ ability to provide sufficient water and sewer services to the City; and will prevent the City from achieving those GHG emission targets established by the City’s Climate Action Plan. Accordingly, the City urges SCAG to consider reducing Bellflower’s RHNA allocated units from 3,726 to 1,000 units.
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TATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINE NSUMER SERVICES AND H ING AGENCY AVIN NEWSOM. vernor

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT
2020 W. El Camino Ave

Sacramento, CA 95833-1829

916) 263-2911 FAX: (916) 263-7453

www.hcd.ca.gov

December 10, 2020

Kome Ajise, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Dear Executive Director Ajise:

RE: Comment on Appeals of the Draft Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA)
Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 52 appeals Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) has received regarding the draft RHNA plan. The
appeal process is an important phase in the development of a RHNA plan that ensures
that all relevant factors and circumstances are considered.

The only circumstances under which a jurisdiction can appeal are:

e 65584.05(b)(1): The council of governments failed to adequately consider the
information regarding the factors listed in subdivision (e) of section 65584.04.

e 65584.05(b)(2): The council of governments failed to determine the share of the
regional housing need in a manner that furthers the intent of the objectives listed in
subdivision (d) of section 65584.

e 65584.05(b)(3): A significant unforeseen change in circumstances occurred in the
local jurisdiction that merits a revision of the information submitted pursuant to
subdivision (e) of Section 65584.04.

The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) urges SCAG
to only consider appeals that meet these criteria.

Per Government Code section 65584.05(e)(1), SCAG’s final determination on whether to
accept, reject, or modify any appeal must be accompanied by written findings, including
how the final determination is based upon the adopted RHNA allocation methodology,
and how any revisions are necessary to further the statutory objectives of RHNA
described in Government Code section 65584(d).

Among the appeals based on Government Code section 65584.05(b)(1), several
appeals state that SCAG failed to consider the factor described in Government Code
section 65584.04(e)(2)(B), citing the lack of land suitable for development as a basis for
the appeal. However, this section states the council of governments may not limit its
consideration of suitable housing sites to existing zoning and land use restrictions and
must consider the potential for increased development under alternative zoning and

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)
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Kome Ajise, Executive Director
Page 2

land use restrictions. Any comparable data or documentation supporting this appeal
should contain an analysis of not only land suitable for urban development, but land for
conversion to residential use, the availability of underutilized land, and opportunity for
infill development and increased residential densities. In simple terms, this means
housing planning cannot be limited to vacant land, and even communities that view
themselves as built out must plan for housing through means such as rezoning
commercial areas as mixed-use areas and upzoning non-vacant land.

With regard to appeals submitted related to Government Code section 65584.05(b)(2),
that SCAG failed to determine the RHNA in a manner that furthers the statutory
objectives, it should be noted that HCD reviewed SCAG's draft allocation methodology
and found that the draft RHNA allocation methodology furthered the statutory objectives
described in Government Code section 65584.

Among the appeals based on Government Code section 65584.05(b)(2), several contend
that the cap on units allocated to extremely disadvantaged communities (DACs) does not
further RHNA'’s statutory objectives. This cap furthers the statutory objective to
affirmatively further fair housing by allocating more units to high opportunity areas and
fewer units to low resource communities, and concentrated areas of poverty with high
levels of segregation. Due to the inclusion of this factor, as well as the use of TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Maps, SCAG’s methodology allocates 14 of the top 15 highest shares of
lower-income RHNA to jurisdictions with over 99.95 percent High and Highest Resource
areas. With the exceptions of two jurisdictions, the 31 jurisdictions with the highest share
of lower-income RHNA are all over 95 percent High and Highest Resource areas. Any
weakening of these inputs to the methodology could risk not fulfilling the statutory
objective to affirmatively further fair housing.

Several appeals argue that SCAG’s RHNA allocation methodology does not adequately
promote access to jobs and transit, as required in objectives two and three. HCD’s review
of SCAG’s RHNA methodology found the allocation does further the environmental
principles of objective two. SCAG’s overall allocation includes significant weight related to
the location of high-quality transit areas and the regional distribution of jobs that can be
accessed within a 30-minute driving commutes. Regarding objective three, HCD’s
analysis as to whether jobs-housing fit was furthered by SCAG’s draft methodology found
that across all jurisdictions there is generally good alignment between low-wage jobs and
lower-income RHNA, with all but 15 jurisdictions within a half percent plus or minus
difference between their share of lower-income RHNA for the region and their percentage
low-wage jobs for the region.

Several appeals are based upon the provision described in Government Code section
65584.05(b)(3), arguing that the COVID-19 pandemic represents a significant and
unforeseen change in circumstances that will affect future population and job growth.
Ensuring everyone has a home is critical to public health. Reducing and preventing
overcrowding and homelessness are essential concerns for every community. The
COVID-19 pandemic has only increased the importance that each community is
planning for sufficient affordable housing.

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)
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Kome Ajise, Executive Director
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Lastly, several appeals state that the Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND)
HCD provided to the SCAG region is too large. SCAG submitted an objection to the
RHND at the appropriate time and through the appropriate process. HCD considered
those objections and determined the final RHND for 6" Housing Element Cycle for the
SCAG region on October 15, 2019. There are no further appeal procedures available to
alter the SCAG region’s RHND for this cycle. Government Code section 65584.05(b)
does not allow local governments to appeal the RHND during the 45-day period
following receipt of the draft allocation.

HCD acknowledges that many local governments will need to plan for more housing
than in the prior cycle to accommodate a RHND that more fully captures the housing
need and as the statutory objectives of RHNA shift more housing planning near jobs,
transit, and resources. The Southern California region’s housing crisis requires each
jurisdiction to plan for the housing needs of their community and the region. In
recognition of this effort there are more resources available than ever before to support
jurisdictions as they prepare to update their 6" cycle housing elements:

e SB 2 Planning Grants — $123 million one-time allocation to cities and counties

e SB 2 Planning Grants Technical Assistance offered to all jurisdictions

e Regional and Local Early Action Planning Grants — $238 million one-time
allocation for local and regional governments

e SB 2 Permanent Local Housing Allocation — approximately $175 million annually
in ongoing funding for local governments to increase affordable housing stock

If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you, or your staff, have any
questions, please contact Megan Kirkeby, Deputy Director, megan.kirkeby@hcd.ca.gov.

Megan Kirkeby
Deputy Director

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)
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City of Whittier

13230 Penn Street, Whittier, California 90602-1716
(562) 567-9320 Fax (562) 567-2872 www.cityofwhittier.org

Electronically Transmitted to: Housing@scag.ca.gov

December 10, 2020

RHNA Appeals Committee

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Bivd, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: City of Whittier's Comments on Appeals to the Sixth Cycle Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) Allocation

Honorable Chair and Honorable Committee Members:

The City of Whittier (“City”) appreciates the challenges that are inherent in allocating
1,341,827 housing units by the thousands (a 226% increase above the baseline 412,137
unit) to cities across Southern California, especially in built-out cities. However, the City
is deeply concerned its housing allocation of 3,431 units from the State Department of
Housing and Community Development (“HCD”) and the Southern California Association
of Government's (*“SCAG”) unit distribution methodology, along with recent housing
legislation will fundamentally abridge the City’s ability to develop effective land-use
policies that are appropriate for managing the community’s actual needs. The 878 units
in the 5 cycle RHNA allocation has been increased by 290%to 3,431 units in the current
6t cycle. Particularly challenging in the 6" cycle, is the number of low and very low-
income units (1,558) which combined with the moderate and above moderate unit totals
forces unplanned and unnecessary residential densification of the community.

The affordable units are an unfunded mandate with very limited regional or State financial
support for their development. Considering the affordable housing subsidies typically
range from $50,000 to $250,000 per unit, the overall funding requirements could range
from $78,000,000 to $390,000,000 which is clearly beyond the reach of the City of Whittier
in that the City’s general fund budget is just $72,000,000 which already include
$2,000,000 annually to house the City’s unsheltered residents in transitional housing.
Additionally, the City only receives 7.5%of each property tax dollar to provide general
services including police and library services.

The City is currently in the process of updating its Housing Element as well as the
General Plan to incorporate the current RHNA allocation, so Whittier is acutely aware of
the various housing needs as well as the potential obstacles, such as aging
infrastructure and unplanned density, to creating the requisite housing within a city that

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)
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City of Whittier's Comments - RHNA Allocation Appeals
December 10, 2020
Page 2

is essentially built out. The changes in the State’s housing laws (SB 35, SB 166 and AB
1397) have created additional constraints for the agencies and may severely impact the
City’s ability to accomplish our regional and local housing goals.

Since development in Whittier began more than 130 years ago, the City is virtually built-
out with little developable vacant land outside of its designated open space areas that are
dedicated to accommodating existing and future residents. While the City has made
significant efforts through its specific plans to densify existing corridors and districts, the
majority of Whittier's remaining single-family residential neighborhoods cannot
accommodate similar densification. Furthermore, the hills north of Whittier contain
regional open space, sensitive habitat and wildlife areas that must be preserved in
perpetuity. There are also significant infrastructure and water service constraints that
impact Whittier's ability to produce significantly more housing. Although these facts may
not be desirable, they must be pragmatically accounted for and mitigated by not further
increasing Whittier's share of housing units contained in SCAG’s 6t Cycle RHNA. The
final RHNA allocation and methodology must be fair and equitable while reflecting the
capacity for reasonable housing unit construction.

As with many other cities, the City is concerned about the current allocation, but an even
greater concern is that additional units may be applied to the City if reallocated from cities
that are successful in their appeals. To that end, the City believes the appeal process
itself was unclear as to the potential ramifications to other cities and not fully understood.
Aithough we fully support the surrounding cities in their appeals, the potential for
additional units being applied to the City would exacerbate the problems described herein
and in Whittier's September 13, 2019 letter to SCAG.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Jeffery S. Adams
Director of Community Development

File

Attachment: Comments Received During the Comment Period (General) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Bellflower)
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From: Christopher Koontz <Christopher.Koontz@longbeach.gov>
Sent: Thursday, December 3, 2020 11:14 AM

To: Regional Housing

Subject: RHNA Appeals

Categories: Response Required, Record

Good morning,

The purpose of this email is to provide the City of Long Beach’s position in regards to pending RHNA appeals before
SCAG. The City of Long Beach seeks to meet its housing needs and obligations for the benefit of Long Beach residents
and the region. Our allocation was extremely large and presents a planning and financing challenge for the City.
Nonetheless we chose not to appeal our allocation because the allocation process was fair and transparent including
taking the City of Long Beach’s input into consideration.

We oppose and will not accept any transfer of additional allocation due to the pending appeals. We note that within our
area, the Gateway COG, appeals are pending from Bellflower, Cerritos, Downey, Huntington Park, La Mirada, Lakewood,
Pico Rivera, and South Gate. Each of these appeals should be evaluated by SCAG on the merits, however Long Beach
opposes any transfer of allocation to our City. It would be inappropriate to transfer a further burden to Long Beach
when we have already accepted a large allocation and have done more than many cities in the region to accommodate
housing growth under the current RHNA cycle, including fully meeting our market-rate RHNA allocation.

The City of Long Beach will continue to work with SCAG and our neighbor jurisdictions to address the housing needs of
our residents.

We thank you for consideration and please do not hesitate to contact the City regarding our position.

Christopher Koontz, AICP
Deputy Director

Development Services
411 W. Ocean Blvd., 3rd Floor | Long Beach, CA 90802
Office: 562.570.6288 | Fax: 562.570.6068

0Ooe
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Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only
January 8, 2021
To: Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee (RHNA) EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S

APPROVAL

From: Karen Calderon, Associate Regional Planner,
(213) 236-1983, calderon@scag.ca.gov

Subject: Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
Deny the appeal filed by the City of Downey (City) requesting SCAG conduct an assessment to verify
the City’s projected population and job growth.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports the following Strategic Plan Goal 2: Advance Southern California’s policy
interests and planning priorities through regional, statewide, and national engagement and
advocacy.

SUMMARY OF APPEAL:
The City of Downey requests SCAG conduct an assessment to verify the City’s projected population
and job growth and, it asserts three bases for the appeal:

1. Existing and projected jobs-housing balance
Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use

3. Distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of comparable Regional
Transportation Plans

RATIONALE FOR STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff have reviewed the appeal and recommend no change to the City of Downey’s RHNA
allocation.

Regarding Issue 1, SCAG has reviewed input data and found no inconsistency between city forecasts
and SCAG’s; however, the majority of the City’s Draft RHNA Allocation is based on existing need
measures rather than projected growth. Issue 2 was not demonstrated to be an impediment since
housing legislation does not preclude consideration of all non-vacant sites or alternate zoning,
which is required to be considered. Additionally, evidence from a utility service provider that would
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preclude the construction of new housing was not demonstrated. Regarding Issue 3, the City of
Downey’s RHNA allocation was assigned in a manner consistent with the development pattern in
Connect SoCal.

BACKGROUND:

Draft RHNA Allocation

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the adoption of
Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, all local jurisdictions received Draft RHNA Allocations on
September 11, 2020. A summary is below.

Total RHNA for the City of Downey: 6,510 units
Very Low Income: 2,074 units
Low Income: 944 units
Moderate Income: 913 units
Above Moderate Income: 2,579 units

Additional background related to the Draft RHNA Allocation is included in Attachment 1.

Summary of Comments Received during 45-day Comment Period

No comments were received from local jurisdictions or HCD during the 45-day public
comment period described in Government Code section 65584.05(c) which specifically regard the
appeal filed for the City of Downey. Three comments were received which relate to appeals filed
generally:

e HCD submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 delineating the statutory basis for RHNA
appeals and the requirement that any appeals granted must include written
findings regarding how revisions are necessary to further RHNA's statutory objectives.

e The City of Whittier submitted a comment on December 10, 2020 supporting
surrounding cities in their appeals but expressing concern that additional units may be
applied to Whittier if reallocated from cities which are successful in their appeals.

e The City of Long Beach submitted a comment on December 3, 2020 indicating their
view that the RHNA allocation process was fair and transparent, their support for
evaluating appeals on their merits (specifically those from the Gateway Council of
Governments), and their opposition to any action which would result in a transfer of
additional units to Long Beach.

ANALYSIS:

Packet Pg. 63




Issue 1: Existing or projected jobs-housing balance [Govt. Code § 65584.04(¢e)(1)].

The City of Downey claims that there were inconsistencies with the City’s employment forecasting
compared to SCAG’s SED estimates and data map book. Specifically, the City provided a response
identifying that the baseline population estimate was higher than Census estimates and the
California Department of Finance (CA DOF) population estimates, and requests SCAG to conduct an
assessment that is reflective of the City’s accurate projection of population and job growth.

SCAG Staff Response: Please see staff report Attachment 1, “Local Input and Development of Draft
RHNA Allocation” which describes the extent of local engagement and review opportunities
provided to local jurisdictions on the employment job forecast. Review opportunities began in
October 2017. While the initial deadline for input was October 2018, additional review
opportunities were provided to all local jurisdictions through June 2020.

In May 2018, SCAG staff met with local jurisdiction staff to discuss the Bottom-Up Local Input and
Envisioning Process and answer questions about the RHNA and Connect SoCal process. Input from
the City of Downey on the growth forecast was received in October 2018 and SCAG revised the
preliminary population, household and employment data for the City of Downey based on that
input. The final population, household and employment data were reviewed and verified by the City
in October 2018 as shown in the City of Downey Data Input and Verification Form, attached to this
staff report. SCAG received additional technical corrections from the City of Downey and
incorporated them into the Growth Vision in late 2019. The City of Downey’s TAZ-level data utilized
in the Connect SoCal Growth Vision matches input provided during the Bottom-Up Local Input and
Envisioning Process, since that data was reflective of the policies and strategies of the Plan.
Therefore, SCAG has already reviewed and incorporated the City of Downey’s input on its projected
population, household and employment data and does not recommend a reduction to the
jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation based on this factor.

While the City attests that there are inconsistencies in forecast data, forecasted growth comprises
only one part of SCAG’s adopted 6 cycle RHNA methodology. In Downey’s case, only 480 units of
its draft allocation (7.4 percent) are due to projected need. The remainder are due to existing need
measures, namely transit accessibility and job accessibility.

The adopted RHNA methodology includes a calculation of job accessibility as one of the factors to
determine a jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation. Job accessibility is defined as the jurisdiction’s
share of regional jobs accessible within a 30-minute drive commute (additional details are found in
the adopted RHNA methodology). This is not a measure of the number of jobs within a jurisdiction;
rather, it is a measure of how many jobs can be accessed by a jurisdiction’s residents, which can
include jobs outside of the jurisdiction. Over 80 percent of SCAG region workers live and work in
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different jurisdictions, which calls for an approach to the region’s job housing relationship through
the measurement of access rather than number of jobs within a certain jurisdiction. Specifically, as
indicated in Attachment 1 of this staff report, the share of future (2045) regional jobs which can be
reached in a 30-minute automobile commute from the local jurisdiction’s median TAZ is used as to
allocate housing units based on transit accessibility. From the City of Downey’s median TAZ, it will
be possible to reach 20.94% of the region’s jobs in 2045 within a 30-minute automobile commute
(2,104,000 jobs, based on Connect SoCal’s 2045 regional job forecast of 10,049,000 jobs), as shown
in the Map of Job Accessibility in the City of Downey, attached to this staff report.

These existing need measures follow the policy direction of SCAG’s Regional Council as expressed in
the 6% cycle RHNA methodology. The RHNA methodology itself cannot be changed through the

appeals process and as such staff cannot recommend a reduction on this basis.

Issue 2: Availability of land suitable for urban development [Govt. Code § 65584.04(e)(2)(B)].

The City of Downey claims that they are a built-out urban area with limited land availability and
existing infrastructure is aged more than 50 years so any improvements to existing water and sewer
systems needed will serve as a deterrent to housing developers who are not able to bear the cost of
infrastructure improvements in addition to land and construction costs. The City of Downey also
claims that recent legislation like SB 166 and AB 1397 will hinder housing developers from wanting
to develop housing in their city due to requirements of maximizing underdeveloped or underutilized
sites.

SCAG Staff Response: Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(2)(B), SCAG “may not
limit its consideration of suitable housing sites or land suitable for urban development to existing
zoning ordinances and land use restrictions of a locality” (which includes the land use policies in its
General Plan). “Available land suitable for urban development or conversion to residential use,” as
expressed in 65584.04(e)(2)(B), is not restricted to vacant sites; rather, it specifically indicates that
underutilized land, opportunities for infill development, and increased residential densities are a
component of ‘available’ land. As indicated by HCD in its December 10, 2020 comment letter (HCD
Letter):

“In simple terms, this means housing planning cannot be limited to vacant land, and
even communities that view themselves as built out must plan for housing through
means such as rezoning commercial areas as mixed-use areas and upzoning non-
vacant land.” (HCD Letter at p. 2).

As such, the City can consider other opportunities for development. This includes the availability of
underutilized land, opportunities for infill development and increased residential densities, or
alternative zoning and density. Alternative development opportunities should be explored further
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and could possibly provide the land needed to zone for the City’s projected growth. Furthermore,
on June 10, 2020, HCD released extensive guidelines for housing element site inventories which
considers AB 1397’s changes®. A wide range of adequate sites are detailed including accessory

dwelling units (ADUs) and junior accessory dwelling units (JADUs). Specifically, the guidelines
indicate that (page 32):

“In consultation with HCD, other alternatives may be considered such as motel conversions,
adaptive reuse of existing buildings, or legalization of units not previously reported to the
Department of Finance.”

Note that while zoning and capacity analysis is used to meet RHNA need, they should not be used to
allocate RHNA need. Per the adopted RHNA methodology, RHNA need at the jurisdictional level is
determined by projected household growth, transit access, and job access. Housing need, both
existing and projected need, is independent of zoning and other related land use restrictions, and in
some cases is exacerbated by these very same restrictions. Thus, land use capacity that is restricted
by factors unrelated to existing or projected housing need cannot determine existing or projected
housing need.

In addition, costs to upgrade and develop appropriate infrastructure and comply with recent
legislation cannot be considered by SCAG as a justification for a reduction since the RHNA Allocation
is not a building quota. Rather, a jurisdiction is required to plan and zone for housing need and is
not required to develop the assigned units.

Issue 3: Distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of comparable Regional
Transportation Plans [Govt. Code § 65584.04(e)(3)].

The City of Downey claims its RHNA allocation is not consistent with its current growth projections.
The prior growth projections overestimated the City’s growth forecasts by 8.6% to 13.4 % in
different categories.

SCAG Staff Response: Each jurisdiction, including the City of Downey’s RHNA allocation has two
components: the projected need and existing need. The projected need component is primarily
based on household growth in Connect SoCal, SCAG’s 2020-2045 Regional Transportation Plan
which was fully adopted in September 2020. As described in Attachment 1, the City’s projected
need consists of 480 units. Specifically, household growth for the city during the RHNA projection
period is for 402 units. In addition, there are two adjustment factors of vacancy need (13 units) and
replacement need (65 units). The projected need for the city is the sum of household growth,
vacancy need and replacement need. As described under Issue 1, the City reviewed and verified the

1See https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/docs/sites inventory memo final06102020.pdf
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forecasted population, household and employment data (see Data Input and Verification Form,
attached).

Legislative changes in 2018 modified the nature of the regional housing need determination for the
6™ cycle of RHNA by adding measures of household overcrowding and housing cost burden to the
list of factors to be considered by HCD for the determination of housing need. As determined by
HCD, a large share of the region’s housing need is based on factors other than future household
growth and can be characterized as existing need. The existing need of the City (6,029 units) is its
share of the regional existing need based on HQTA population share (1,678 units) and job
accessibility (3,830 units), considering opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation
and existing transportation infrastructure. These new measures are not included in the Connect
SoCal Growth Forecast because they are not direct inputs to the growth forecasting process and are
independent of employment and population projections. In contrast, they reflect additional latent
housing needs in the current population (i.e., “existing need”) and would not result in a change in
regional population. SCAG’s RHNA methodology explicitly ensures that these units are allocated to
jurisdictions across the region based on measures of transit and job accessibility such that future
housing development can maximize the use of public transportation and existing infrastructure.

Ultimately, the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy is a related, but
separate process from the Regional Housing Needs Assessment. The RHNA identifies anticipated
housing need over a specified eight-year period and requires that local jurisdictions make available
sufficient zoned capacity to accommodate this need. In contrast, the Connect SoCal Growth
Forecast is an assessment of the reasonably foreseeable future pattern of growth given, among
other factors described above, the availability of zoned capacity. For further discussion see
Attachment 1 as well as Connect SoCal Master Response 1 at
https://scag.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/0903fconnectsocal public-participation-
appendix-2.pdf

In summary, the City of Downey’s RHNA allocation is consistent with the distribution of household
growth envisioned in Connect SoCal and maximizes the use of public transportation and existing
transportation infrastructure. For this reason, SCAG staff does not recommend a reduction to its
draft RHNA allocation based on this factor.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work associated with this item is included in the current FY20-21 Overall Work Program (300-
4872Y0.02: Regional Housing Needs Assessment).

ATTACHMENT(S):
1. Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey)
2. Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of Downey)
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3. SCAG's Objection to HCD's Regional Housing Need Determination
4. Embarcadero Institute Report

5. Freddie Mac Economic and Housing Research Insight

6. Data Input and Verification Form (City of Downey)

7. Map of Job Accessibility in the City of Downey

8. Comments Received During the Comment Period (General)
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Southern California Association of Governments
Remote Participation Only

City of Downey RHNA Appeal

January 8, 2021

Attachment 1: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation

This attachment sets forth the nature and timing of the opportunities which the City of Downey had
to provide information and local input on SCAG’s growth forecast, the RHNA methodology, and the
Growth Vision of the 2020 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS
or Connect SoCal). It also describes how the RHNA Methodology development process integrates
this information in order to develop the City of Downey’s Draft RHNA Allocation.

1. Local Input
a. Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process

On October 31, 2017, SCAG took the first step toward developing draft RHNA allocations by initiating
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process. At the direction of the Regional Council, the
objective of this process was to seek local input and data to prepare for Connect SoCal and the 6%
cycle of RHNA.! Each jurisdiction was provided with a package of land use, transportation,
environmental, and growth forecast data for review and revision which was due on October 1, 2018.2
While the local input process materials focus principally on jurisdiction-level and Transportation
Analysis Zone (TAZ) level growth, input on specific parcels, sites, and project areas were welcomed
and integrated into SCAG’s growth forecast as well as data on other elements. SCAG met one-on-
one with all 197 local jurisdictions between November 2017 and July 2018 and provided training
opportunities and staff support. Following input from SCAG’s Technical Working Group (TWG), the
Connect SoCal growth forecast reflected precisely the jurisdiction-level growth totals provided during
this process.

The local input data included SCAG’s preliminary growth forecast information. For the City of Downey,
the anticipated number of households in 2020 was 34,424 and in 2030 was 35,437 (growth of 1,013
households). In May 2018, SCAG staff met with local jurisdiction staff to discuss the Bottom-Up Local
Input and Envisioning Process and answer questions. Input from the City of Downey on the growth
forecast was received in October 2018. Following input, household totals were 32,840 in 2020 and
33,327in 2030 (growth of 487 households), for a reduced household growth during this period of 567
compared to the preliminary growth forecast data.

1 While the RTP/SCS and RHNA share data elements, they are distinct processes. The RTP/SCS growth forecast provides an
assessment of reasonably foreseeable future patterns of employment, population, and household growth in the region given
demographic and economic trends, and existing local and regional policy priorities. The RHNA identifies anticipated housing
need over a specified eight-year period and requires that local jurisdictions make available sufficient zoned capacity to
accommodate this need. A further discussion of the relationship between these processes can be found in Connect SoCal
Master Response 1 at https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal Public-Participation-Appendix-
2.pdf.

2 A detailed list of data during this process reviewed can be found in each jurisdiction’s Draft Data/Map Book at
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/DataMapBooks.aspx

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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b. RHNA Methodology Surveys

On March 19, 2019, SCAG distributed a packet of methodology surveys, which included the local
planning factor survey (formerly known as the AB2158 factor survey), Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing (AFFH) survey, and replacement need survey, to SCAG jurisdictions’ Community
Development Directors. Surveys were due on April 30, 2019. SCAG reviewed all submitted responses
as part of the development of the Draft RHNA Methodology. The City of Downey submitted the
following surveys prior to the adoption of the Draft RHNA Methodology:

[ Local planning factor survey

[ Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) survey
[] Replacement need survey

No survey was submitted to SCAG

c. Connect SoCal Growth Vision and Additional Refinements

Beginning in May 2018, SCAG’s Sustainable Communities Working Group began the process of
developing growth scenarios for the SCAG region. The culmination of this work was the development
of the Connect SoCal Growth Vision, which directly uses jurisdictional-level growth projections from
the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning process, and also features strategies for growth at the
TAZ-level that help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from automobiles and light trucks to
achieve Southern California’s GHG reduction target, approved by the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) in accordance with state planning law. Additional detail regarding the Connect SoCal Growth
Vision, specifically the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ, or neighborhood) level projections is found
at https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/DataMapBooks/Growth-Vision-Methodology.pdf.

As a result of these strategies, in some jurisdictions growth at the TAZ-level differed from locally
anticipated growth conveyed during the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process.

As such, SCAG provided two additional opportunities for all local jurisdictions to make TAZ-level
technical refinements on the topics of general plan capacities and entitlements. During the release
of the draft Connect SoCal Plan, jurisdictions were notified on October 31, 2019 that SCAG would
accept additional refinements until December 11, 2019. Following the Regional Council’s decision to
delay full adoption of Connect SoCal for 120 days due to the COVID-19 pandemic, all jurisdictions
were again notified on May 26, 2020 that SCAG would accept additional refinements until June 9,
2020.

Connect SoCal Growth Vision data have been available to local jurisdiction staff during the entirety
of this process through SCAG’s Scenario Planning Model Data Management Site (SPM-DM) at
http://spmdm.scag.ca.gov and updates were shared with local jurisdictions on technical refinements
to the data in February 2020 and August 2020 to share the results of both review opportunities.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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SCAG received additional technical corrections from the City of Downey and incorporated them into
the Growth Vision in late 2019. The City of Downey’s TAZ-level data utilized in the Connect SoCal
Growth Vision matches input provided during the Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process.

2. Development of the Final RHNA Methodology

SCAG convened the first meeting of the RHNA Subcommittee in October 2018. In their subsequent
monthly meetings, this body reviewed and advised on the development of SCAG’s 6™ cycle RHNA
process, including the development of the RHNA methodology. Per Government Code 65584.04(a),
SCAG must develop a RHNA methodology which furthers the five statutory objectives of RHNA:

(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which
shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low
income households.

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of
environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient
development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section
65080.

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing,
including an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number
of housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.

(4) Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a
jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income
category, as compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category
from the most recent American Community Survey.

(5) Affirmatively furthering fair housing (Govt. Code § 65584(d)).

As explained in more detail below, the Draft RHNA Methodology (which was adopted as the Final
RHNA Methodology) set forth the policy factors, data sources, and calculations which would be used
to generate draft RHNA allocations for all local jurisdictions. Following extensive debate and public
comment, SCAG’s Regional Council voted to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology on November 7,
2019 and provide it to HCD for review. Per Government Code 65584.04(i), HCD is vested with the
authority to determine whether a methodology furthers the objectives set forth in Government Code
section 65584(d). On January 13, 2020, HCD found that the Draft RHNA Methodology furthers these
five statutory objectives of RHNA. Specifically, HCD noted that:

Page 3 of 6
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“This methodology generally distributes more RHNA, particularly lower income RHNA,
near jobs, transit, and resources linked to long term improvements of life outcomes.
In particular, HCD applauds the use of the objective factors specifically linked the
statutory objectives in the existing need methodology.” (Letter from HCD to SCAG
dated January 13, 2020 at https.//scaq.ca.qov/sites/main/files/file-attachments/hcd-
review-rc-approved-draft-rhna-methodology.pdf?1602190239).

On March 5, 2020, again following extensive debate and public comment, the Regional Council voted
to approve the Draft RHNA Methodology as the Final RHNA Methodology. Unlike SCAG’s 5™ cycle
RHNA methodology which relies almost entirely on the household growth component of the RTP/SCS,
SCAG’s 6™ cycle RHNA methodology consists of two primary elements: “projected need” which
includes the number of housing units required to accommodate anticipated population growth over
the 8-year RHNA planning period and “existing need,” which refers to the number of housing units
required to accommodate excess or unsatisfied housing demand experienced by the region’s current
population.? Furthermore, the Final RHNA methodology utilizes measures of 2045 job accessibility
and High Quality Transit Area (HQTA) population measures based on TAZ-level projections in the
Connect SoCal Growth Vision.

More specifically, the Final RHNA Methodology considers three primary factors in determining a local
jurisdiction’s total housing need which are primarily based on data from Connect SoCal’s
aforementioned Bottom-Up Local Input and Envisioning Process:

- Forecasted growth over 2020-2030 (projected need)
- Transit accessibility in 2045 (existing need)
- Job accessibility in 2045 (existing need)

The methodology is described in further detail at:
http://scag.ca.gov/programs/Documents/RHNA/SCAG-Final-RHNA-Methodology-030520.pdf.

3. Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey

Following the adoption of the Final RHNA Methodology on March 5, 2020 and the 120 day delay due
to the COVID-19 pandemic, SCAG adopted Connect SoCal on September 3, 2020, and the City of
Downey received its draft RHNA allocation on September 11, 2020. Application of the RHNA

3 Legislative changes in 2018 modified the nature of the regional housing need determination for the 6t cycle of RHNA by
adding measures of household overcrowding and housing cost burden to the list of factors to be considered by HCD for the
determination of housing need. These new measures are not included in the Connect SoCal Growth Forecast because they are
not direct inputs to the growth forecasting process and are independent of employment and population projections. In
contrast, they reflect additional latent housing needs in the current population (i.e. “existing need”) and would not result in a
change in regional population. For further discussion see Connect SoCal Master Response 1 at
https://www.connectsocal.org/Documents/Adopted/0903fConnectSoCal Public-Participation-Appendix-2.pdf.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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methodology yields the draft RHNA allocation for the City of Downey as summarized in the data and
calculations in the tables below.

Calculation of Draft RHNA Allocation for Downey city

Forecasted household (HH) growth, RHNA pericd:

Downey city statistics and inputs:

Vacancy Adjustment

[ 2o
T
Forecasted househeold {HH) growth, RHNA period: 402 (5% for renter households and 1.5% for owner households)
(2020-2030 Household Growth * 0.825] Replacement Need (=]
Percent of households who are renting: 4%%
- - — TOTAL PROJECTED MEED: -
Housing unit loss from demoelition (2009-18): 65
; Existing need due to job accessibility (50%) 3830
Adjusted forecasted household growth, 2020-2045: 1,279
({Lecal input growth forecast rotal adjusted by the difference o -
between the RHNA determination and SCAG's regional 2020-2045 Existing need due to HOTA pop. share (50%) 1678
forecast, +4%)
Met residual factor for existing need 520
R . R R R | (Negative values refiect @ cap on lower-resourced community with good
Percent of regional jobs accessible in 30 mins (2045): 2094%) | . . .- . L -
Job andfor transit access. Positive values represent this amount being

(For the jurisdiction" ian TAZ]
(For the jurisdiction’s median TAZ] redistributed to higher-rescurced communities based on their job and/or

Jobs accessible from the jurisdiction’s median TAZ {2045): 2,104,000 | |irgnsit gccess.)
(Based on Connect SoCal's 2045 regional forecast of 10.045M jobs)

Share of region's job accessibility (population weighted): 0.92% TOTAL EXISTING NEED

lurisdiction's HOTA population (2045): 41029 | |TOTAL RHNA FOR DOWNEY CITY

Share of region's HOTA population {2045): |j Wery-low income (<50% of AMI) 2074
Share of population in low/very low-resource tracts: E Low income (50-80% DfAMIJ'j
Share of population in very high-resource tracts: @ Moderate income (80-120% m’AMIJ'j
Social equity adjustment: [ 150 Above moderate income (>120% of AMI) [T 2579

The transit accessibility measure is based on the population anticipated to live in High-Quality Transit
Areas (HQTAs) in 2045 based on Connect SoCal’s designation of high-quality transit areas and
population forecasts. With a forecasted 2045 population of 41,029 living within HQTAs, the City of
Downey represents 0.40% of the SCAG region’s HQTA population, which is the basis for allocating
housing units based on transit accessibility.

Job accessibility is defined as the jurisdiction’s share of regional jobs accessible within a 30-minute
drive commute. Since over 80 percent of the region’s workers live and work in different jurisdictions,
the RHNA methodology uses a measure based on Connect SoCal’s travel demand model output for
the year 2045 rather than assigning housing units based on the number of jobs with a specific
jurisdiction. Specifically, the share of future (2045) regional jobs which can be reached in a 30-minute
automobile commute from the local jurisdiction’s median TAZ is used as to allocate housing units
based on transit accessibility. From the City of Downey’s median TAZ, it will be possible to reach
20.94% of the region’s jobs in 2045 within a 30-minute automobile commute (2,104,000 jobs, based
on Connect SoCal’s 2045 regional job forecast of 10,049,000 jobs).

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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An additional factor is included in the methodology to account for RHNA Objective #5 to Affirmatively
Further Fair Housing (AFFH). Several jurisdictions in the region which are considered disadvantaged
communities (DACs) on the basis of access to opportunity measures (described further in the RHNA
methodology document), but which also score highly in job and transit access, may have their total
RHNA allocations capped based on their long-range (2045) household forecast. This additional
housing need, referred to as residual, is then reallocated to non-DAC jurisdictions in order to ensure
housing units are placed in higher-resourced communities consistent with AFFH principles. This
reallocation is based on the job and transit access measures described above, and results in an
additional 520 units assigned to the City of Downey.

Please note that the above represents only a partial description of key data and calculations in the
RHNA methodology.

Attachment: Local Input and Development of Draft RHNA Allocation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.

Late submissions will not be accepted.

Date: Jurisdiction Subject to This Appeal Filing:
(to file another appeal, please use another form)
10/22/20 City of Downey

Filing Party (Jurisdiction or HCD)

City of Downey

Filing Party Contact Name Filing Party Email:

Crystal Landavazo clandavazo@downeyca.org

APPEAL AUTHORIZED BY:

Name: Blanca Pacheco PLEASE SELECT BELOW:
[2] Mayor

[C] Chief Administrative Office

D City Manager
Chair of County Board of Supervisors
Planning Director

D Other:

BASES FOR APPEAL

[0 Application of the adopted Final RHNA Methodology for the 6 Cycle RHNA (2021-2029)
[d Local Planning Factors and/or Information Related to Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (See
Government Code Section 65584.04 (b)(2) and (e))

Existing or projected jobs-housing balance

[0 Sewer or water infrastructure constraints for additional development

Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use

[0 Lands protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs

[0 County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

Distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of comparable Regional Transportation
Plans

O County-city agreements to direct growth toward incorporated areas of County

O Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

O High housing cost burdens

O The rate of overcrowding

[0 Housing needs of farmworkers

O Housing needs generated by the presence of a university campus within a jurisdiction

O Loss of units during a state of emergency

[0 The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets

O Affirmatively furthering fair housing

[0 Changed Circumstances (Per Government Code Section 65584.05(b), appeals based on change of
circumstance can only be made by the jurisdiction or jurisdictions where the change in circumstance
occurred)

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

FOR STAFF USE ONLY:
Date Hearing Date: Planner:
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Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

All appeal requests and supporting documentation must be received by SCAG October 26, 2020, 5 p.m.
Appeals and supporting documentation should be submitted to housing@scag.ca.gov.
Late submissions will not be accepted.

Brief statement on why this revision is necessary to further the intent of the objectives listed in
Government Code Section 65584 (please refer to Exhibit C of the Appeals Guidelines):

Please include supporting documentation for evidence as needed, and attach additional pages if you need more room.

Please see Exhibit A - City of Downey Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Letter from Blanca Pacheco, Mayor of the City of
Downey

Brief Description of Appeal Request and Desired Outcome:

Please see Exhibit A - City of Downey Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Letter from Blanca Pacheco, Mayor of the City of
Downey

Number of units requested to be reduced or added to the jurisdiction’s draft RHNA allocation (circle one):

Reduced Added

List of Supporting Documentation, by Title and Number of Pages
(Numbers may be continued to accommodate additional supporting documentation):

L Exhibit A - City of Downey Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment

2. Exhibit B - SCAG's Objection to HCD's Regional Housing Need Determination,

3. Exhibit C - Embarcadero Institute Report "Double Counting in the Latest Housing

4. Exhibit D - Freddie Mac Economic and Housing Research Insight: February 2020 (11 Pages)

FOR STAFF USE ONLY:
Date Hearing Date: Planner:

Attachment: Appeal Form and Supporting Documentation (City of Downey) (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)
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) CityofDowney

CITY COUNCIL

MAYOR
BLANCA PACHECO

MAYOR PRO TEM
CLAUDIA M. FROMETA

COUNCIL MEMBERS
SEAN ASHTON
RICK RODRIGUEZ
ALEX SAAB

CITY MANAGER
GILBERT A. LIVAS

CITY CLERK
ALICIA DUARTE, CMC

CITY ATTORNEY

YVETTE M. ABICH GARCIA

October 20, 2020

RHNA Appeals Committee

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: City of Downey Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) Appeal

Honorable Chair and Honorable Committee Members:

The City of Downey is committed to promoting the development of a mix of quality
housing developments throughout the City to increase its available housing supply.
The Housing Element update process provides each community the opportunity to
thoughtfully examine its current policies and evaluate the best comprehensive
approach to address the growth that they will experience. This is a valuable process
that the City enters into with high regard for the intended objectives but desires to
produce a plan that will set forth attainable goals and outcomes. The exponential
increase in the 8" RHNA cycle allocation compared to the 5" RHNA cycle allocation
has caused significant concern to the potential for development of an achievable
housing plan. As such, the City is submitting this request for an appeal of its 6"
RHNA cycle appeal.

Brief statement on why this revision is necessary to further the intent of the
objectives listed in Government Code Section 65584 (please refer to Exhibit C
of the Appeals Guidelines):

SCAG has indicated that past Housing Element update cycles have fallen behind in
addressing the rate of growth in the area resulting in larger RHNA allocations for all
jurisdictions during this RHNA cycle. The need to reduce the discrepancy is
understood and valued; however, a community such as Downey, despite its
commitment to meeting its share of this need, faces several constraints to meeting
its exponentially larger 8" cycle RHNA allocation.

The City of Downey is a built-out urban area with limited land availability and an
existing infrastructure that is aged more than 50 years. Improvements and upgrades
to existing systems will be required throughout implementation of the eight year
housing cycle because additional units will result in additional demand on the
existing water and sewer systems. The cost of such improvements serve as a
deterrent to housing developers who are not able to able to bear the cost of
infrastructure improvements in addition to land and construction costs.
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The intent of SB 166 is to ensure that properties identified for housing development
are utilized to their full capacity throughout the housing cycle. The inadvertent
concern is that this may slow the development of housing units in the effort to
maximize the full capacity of property available for potential development. Despite
seeming counterintuitive, not all developers are interested in maximizing the number
of units on a property. This can result from various factors such as meeting parking
requirements to incurring infrastructure improvement costs, resulting in the City being
required to deny a potential project if there are no other viable properties compliant
with AB 1397 to supplement the remaining potential number of housing units from an
underdeveloped site.

These constraints are faced by many of cities struggling to address larger RHNA
allocations than they have previously been assigned. The City of Downey is ready to
plan for its share of the region’s need but, seeks assistance to ensure that it plans for
a fair share of that need. Paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) 655584 of Section 65584 of
the Government Code declares that insufficient housing in job centers hinders the
state’s environmental quality and runs counter to the state’s environmental goals. As
such, paragraph (3) of subdivision (d) of Section 65584 states one of the objectives
of regional housing needs allocation plans is to ensure that all regions promote an
intraregional relationship between jobs and housing. Achievement of this goal
requires an appropriate distribution of housing need projection that are
representative of the existing and future conditions of the region and the jurisdictions
they encompass. The revision requested by the City of Downey is to seek the
achievement of this objective by conducting as assessment that is reflective of the
City’s projected population and job growth.

The City of Downey provided Local Input on the SCAG SED Estimates/Projections
and Data/Map Book which identified several discrepancies with the maps and GIS
data as well as an overestimation of growth forecasts in the City with the greatest
being employment forecasting. The City of Downey provided a response identifying
that the baseline population estimate was higher than Census estimates and the
California Department of Finance population estimates. The overestimated baseline
multiplied the growth forecast and projections for the City of Downey. The use of
overestimated data input into the RHNA methodology for allocation could have
resulted in a larger allocation than appropriate for the City. Due to the importance of
achieving proper distribution of housing near employment centers, it would be
prudent to review and ensure representative data was used.

Brief Description of Appeal Request and Desired Outcome:

The City of Downey is requesting consideration of a revision to its 6™ RHNA cycle
allocation in an effort to ensure that the City is in a position to reasonably attain the
objectives of Government Code Section 65584. The City aims to promote an
increase in its housing supply and diversification in the type of housing availability
throughout the City; however, the limitations of a built-out urban community restrict
some of the potential to achieve these goals.
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In the prior RHNA cycle, the City promoted infill development and worked with
developers to permit 561 residential units throughout the last eight year cycle. This
development was a result of the City's focus on infill development which included the
rezoning of some commercial and manufacturing zoned properties to designate them
as residential to allow for high density residential development.

This request for a new assessment of its 6™ RHNA cycle allocation is a result of the
City’s sincere and earnest approach at developing a successful Housing Element
update. The City is aware of the existing constraints that exist for this metropolitan
community and the various factors that contribute to successful housing
developments. The City is seeking a reassessment of the data used in determining
allocation to ensure that this allocation is appropriately attributed.

In an effort to ensure that the regional need is properly distributed, an assessment to
verify that the data used in the allocation was accurate and representative of
Downey’s existing community and projected growth is reasonable. The City requests
the data sources used to input the City’s growth estimations accurately represent the
City’s current conditions and projected growth. In prior estimations provided by
SCAG, the data sets overestimated the City’s growth forecasts by 8.6% to 13.4% in
different categories. Such percentage differences can result in a skewed result that
would have significant impacts on the City’s 6™ RHNA cycle.

The City of Downey’s existing constraints and the adoption of several new housing
bills (SB35, SB166, AB1397) foster a challenge to the successful implementation of
the Housing Element update. The City is committed to promoting the development of
a mix of quality housing units throughout the community to satisfy its share of the
need for residential growth in the region but, it does want to ensure that it is planning
for its fair share of the need.

In SCAG’s September 18, 2019 letter to HCD, significant concern was expressed
over the use of a projection that was 1.32% over SCAG’s population forecast. As
further discussed in the letter, the proper use of current, accurate, and representative
data is very impactful when assessing housing needs for the region. Similarly, the
City of Downey is concerned that accurate and representative data was used in the
determination of its allocation. An overestimation in its growth potential would result
in additional burden added to the existing constraints that the City contends with in
attempting to achieve a viable Housing Element update.

This request is made with understanding of the difficult position that HCD has
created for SCAG by not accepting the September 18, 2019 letter and its valid
interpretation of Government Code 65584.01(a) and 65584.01(c)(2)(B). The City of
Downey is requesting similar consideration to ensure that appropriate data is utilized
in determining its allocation to allow the City to develop an attainable plan that
promotes quality housing development throughout the City. One goal of Government
Code Section 65584 is to promote infill and socioeconomic equity in Housing
Element updates. This is something that the City of Downey supports and seeks to
attain. However, the City’s goal is not only to promote housing but, to promote quality
housing that incorporates the mixed housing types into the community overall. The
City looks at long term incorporation of all current and future residents into the
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community through continuing to offer the same services to all residents throughout
the community. The potentially significant influx of new residents will likely result in
increased costs to the City due to required improvements and maintenance of
infrastructure as well as an increased demand of Police, Fire, and Recreation
services in order to continue to provide the same level of service to all residents. This
is a commitment that the City is willing to undertake for the quality of life for its
residents but, a fair allocation dispersal will ease the impact of this future cost.

Sincerely,

Blanca‘P’ chec
Mayor
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September 18, 2019

Mr. Doug McCauley

Acting Director

Housing & Community Development (HCD)
2020 W. El Camino Ave.

Sacramento, CA 95833

Subject: SCAG’s Objection to HCD’s Regional Housing Need
Determination

Dear Mr. McCauley,

This letter represents the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG)’s formal objection to HCD’s Regional Housing Need
Determination as submitted to SCAG on August 22, 2019 and is made in
accordance with Government Code Section 65584.01(c)(2)(A) and (B). At
the outset, please know that SCAG is fully aware that the State of California
is in the midst of a housing crisis and that resolving this crisis requires strong
partnerships with state, regional and local entities in addition to private and
non-profit sectors.

As such, SCAG desires to be an active and constructive partner with the State
and HCD on solving our current housing crisis, and this objection should not
suggest otherwise. We are in fact currently setting up a housing program that
will assist our local jurisdictions on activities and policies that will lead to
actual housing unit construction.

In the context of the 6™ cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
process, SCAG appreciates the collaboration with HCD as reflected in the
numerous consultation sessions on the regional determination and other staff
engagement on housing issues with the objective of making RHNA a
meaningful step toward addressing our housing crisis.

As you are aware, HCD transmitted its Regional Housing Needs
Determination of 1,344,740 units for the SCAG region last month. This
number reflects the housing units that local jurisdictions in the region must
plan for during the 8-year period from October 2021 to October 2029. At
the September 5, 2019 meeting, SCAG Regional Council authorized staff to
file an objection to HCD on regional housing need determination pursuant
to Government Code Section 65584.01(c¢).
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I would like to note that SCAG’s objection focuses on the process and adherence to state housing
law requirements and not necessarily to the regional housing need determination number. The
ultimate aim of this objection, as discussed at length by the Regional Council, is to ensure the most
technically and legally credible basis for a regional determination so that the 197 local
jurisdictions in the SCAG region can approach the difficult task of zoning to accommodate
regional needs with the backing of the most robust and realistic target that is possible.

One of our major concerns is that HCD did not base its determination on SCAG’s RTP/SCS
Growth Forecast, which was inconsistent with Government Code 65584.01(c)(2)(A). Another
major concern is that pursuant to Government Code 65584.01(c) (2) (B), HCD’s determination of
housing need in the SCAG region is not a reasonable application of the methodology and
assumptions described in statute. Specifically, HCD compared household overcrowding and cost-
burden rates in the SCAG region to national averages rather than to rates in comparable regions as
statutorily required. These and two additional basis for objections are described in detail in the
section below which also includes a deduction for household growth on tribal land and a concern
that the vacancy rate standards used by HCD are not substantiated by data, analysis, or literature.
In addition, the attached EXCEL worksheet and technical documentation contain SCAG’s
alternative proposed 6th cycle RHNA determination, which would consist of a range of total
housing unit need between 823,808 and 920,772.

BASIS FOR SCAG OBJECTION
Use of SCAG’s Population Forecast

HCD did not base its determination on SCAG’s RTP/SCS Growth Forecast, which was provided
in the original consultation package and via follow-up email to HCD. Government Code
65584.01(a) indicates [emphasis added]:

““(a) The department’s determination shall be based upon population projections produced by the
Department of Finance and regional population forecasts used in preparing regional
transportation plans, in consultation with each council of governments. If the total regional
population forecast for the projection year, developed by the council of governments and used
for the preparation of the regional transportation plan, is within a range of 1.5 percent of the
total regional population forecast for the projection year by the Department of Finance, then
the population forecast developed by the council of governments shall be the basis from which
the department determines the existing and projected need for housing in the region. If the
difference between the total population projected by the council of governments and the total
population projected for the region by the Department of Finance is greater than 1.5 percent, then
the department and the council of governments shall meet to discuss variances in methodology
used for population projections and seek agreement on a population projection for the region to
be used as a basis for determining the existing and projected housing need for the region. If no
agreement is reached, then the population projection for the region shall be the population
projection for the region prepared by the Department of Finance as may be modified by the
department as a result of discussions with the council of governments.”
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SCAG projects total regional population to grow to 20,725,878 by October, 2029. SCAG’s
projection differs from Department of Finance (DOF) projection of 20,689,591, which was issued
by DOF in May, 2018, by 0.18%. The total population provided in HCD’s determination is
20,455,355, reflecting an updated DOF projection, differs from SCAG’s projection by 1.32%. As
SCAG’s total projection is within the statutory tolerance of 1.5%, accordingly HCD is to use
SCAG’s population forecast.

While HCD has emphasized that consistency in approach to the 6 cycle RHNA across regions is
a priority, deference to the Council of Governments’ forecast as specified in statute is an important
aspect of regional planning. Federal requirements for SCAG’s Regional Transportation Plan
necessitate a forecast of population, households, and employment for evaluating future land use
patterns and measuring future travel demand as well as air quality conformity under the federal
Clean Air Act. In addition, under SB 375, the State requires SCAG to develop a Sustainable
Communities Strategy which is a coordination of transportation and land use in the regional
planning process to achieve State’s climate goals. Both federal and State requirements are
predicated on SCAG’s forecast of population, households and employment.

As a result, SCAG has a long-established and well-respected process for producing a balanced
forecast of population, households, and employment for the region, the details of which can be
found in each Regional Transportation Plan (e.g.
http://scagrtpscs.net/Documents/2016/final/f2016RTPSCS DemographicsGrowthForecast.pdf).
SCAG’s quadrennial growth forecast begins with a consensus on appropriate assumptions of
fertility, migration, immigration, household formation, and job growth by a panel of state and
regional experts including members of DOF’s Demographic Research Unit. In addition, SCAG
co-hosts an annual demographic workshop with the University of Southern California to keep state
and regional experts and stakeholders appraised of demographic and economic trends
(https://www.scag.ca.gov/calendar/Pages/DemographicWorkshop.aspx).

SCAG places a high priority on generating its own forecasts of population, households, and
employment and ensuring the highest possible degree of consistency and integrity of its projections
for transportation, land use, and housing planning purposes.

Use of Comparable Regions

Pursuant to Government Code 65584.01(c)(2)(B), HCD’s determination of housing need in the
SCAG region is not a reasonable application of the methodology and assumptions described in
statute. Specifically, HCD compared household overcrowding and cost-burden rates in the SCAG
region to national averages rather than to rates in comparable regions as statutorily required.

SCAG?’s initial consultation package provided an approach using comparable regions to evaluate
household overcrowding SCAG staff met with HCD staff in-person in both Los Angeles and
Sacramento to discuss adjustment criteria and how to define a comparable region to Southern
California, as our region’s size precludes a straightforward comparison. At the direction of HCD,
SCAG staff refined its methodology for identifying comparable regions and provided a state-of-
the-practice analysis supported by recent demographic and economic literature which determined
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that the most appropriate comparison to the SCAG region would be an evaluation against the San
Jose, New York, San Francisco, Miami, Seattle, Chicago, San Diego, Washington D.C., Houston,
and Dallas metropolitan areas. Despite this collaboration on the subject between HCD and SCAG,
HCD elected to reject this approach and instead used national average statistics, which include
small metropolitan areas and rural areas having little in common with Southern California.

HCD’s choice to use national averages:

e Is inconsistent with the statutory language of SB 828, which added the comparable region
standard to RHNA law in order to improve the technical robustness of measures of housing
need.

e Is inconsistent with empirical data as economic and demographic characteristics differ
dramatically based on regional size and context. For comparison, the median-sized
metropolitan region in the country is Fargo, North Dakota with a population of 207,500. That
is not a meaningful basis of comparison for the nation’s largest MPO.

e Isinconsistent with HCD’s own internal practice for the 6™ cycle of RHNA. The regional need
determination for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), issued on July 18,
2019, was the first 6" cycle RHNA determination following SB 828’s inclusion of the
comparable region standard. During their consultation process with HCD, SACOG also
produced a robust technical analysis to identify comparable regions for the purposes of using
overcrowding and cost-burden statistics to determine regional housing needs. However,
HCD’s final determination for SACOG used this analysis while the SCAG region was held to
a different and less reasonable standard.

Improved Vacancy Rate Comparison

HCD seemingly uses unrealistic comparison points to evaluate healthy market vacancy, which is
also an unreasonable application of the methodology and assumptions described in statute. While
SB 828 specifies a vacancy rate for a healthy rental housing market as no less than 5 percent,
healthy market vacancy rates for for-sale housing are not specified. HCD’s practice is to compare
actual, ACS vacancy rates for the region versus a 5 percent total vacancy rate (i.e. owner and renter
markets combined).

During the consultation process, SCAG discussed this matter with HCD staff and provided several
points of comparison including historical data, planning standards, and comparisons with other
regions. In addition, SCAG staff illustrated that given tenure shares in the SCAG region, HCD’s
suggestion of a 5 percent total vacancy rate is mathematically equivalent to an 8 percent rental
market vacancy rate plus a 2.25 percent for-sale housing vacancy rate. However, in major
metropolitan regions, vacancy rates this high are rarely experienced outside of severe economic
recessions such as the recent, housing market-driven Great Recession. Given the region’s current
housing shortage, the high volume of vacant units envisioned in HCD’s planning target would be
rapidly absorbed, making it an unrealistic standard.
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SCAG staff’s original suggestion of 5 percent rental vacancy and 1.5 percent for-sale vacancy
(resulting in a 3.17 percent total vacancy rate based on current tenure shares) is in fact higher than
the observed rate in the comparable regions defined above. It is also above Federal Housing
Authority standards for regions experiencing slow or moderate population growth. It is also above
the very liberal standard of 6 percent for for-rent housing and 2 percent for for-sale housing
suggested by the California Office of Planning and Research (equivalent to 3.90 percent total
vacancy based on SCAG tenure shares) which would also be a more reasonable application of the
methodology.!

Additional Considerations

In addition to the three key points above, SCAG’s proposed alternative includes several other
corrections to technical shortcomings in HCD’s analysis of regional housing needs.

1. HCD’s evaluation of replacement need is based on an arbitrary internal standard of 0.5 percent
to 5.0 percent of total housing units. 2010-2019 demolition data provided by DOF suggest that
over an 8.25-year period, it is reasonable to expect that 0.14 percent of the region’s total
housing units will be demolished, but not replaced. This would form the basis of a more
reasonable housing needs determination, as DOF’s survey represents the most comprehensive
and robust data available.

2. Anticipated household growth on tribal land was not excluded from the regional determination
as indicated in the consultation package and follow-up communications. Tribal entities within
the SCAG region have repeatedly requested that this estimate be excluded from the RHNA
process entirely since as sovereign nations, state law does not apply. SCAG’s proposed
approach is to subtract estimates of household growth on tribal land from the regional
determination and ensure that these figures are also excluded from local jurisdictions’ annual
progress reports (APRs) of new unit construction to HCD during the 6 cycle.

3. A refinement to the adjustment for cost burden would yield a more reasonable determination
of regional housing needs. SCAG has repeatedly emphasized the shortcomings of and overlap
across various ACS-based measures of housing need. Furthermore, the relationship between
new unit construction and cost burden is poorly understood (i.e., what will be the impact of
new units on cost, and by extension, cost-burden). Nonetheless, SCAG recognizes that the
region’s cost burden exceeds that of comparable regions and proposes one modification to
HCD’s methodology, which currently considers cost burden separately by lower and higher
income categories.

While housing security is dependent on income, it is also heavily dependent on tenure. While
spending above 30 percent of gross income on housing for renters can reflect true housing
insecurity, spending above this threshold for owners is substantially less problematic. This is
particularly true for higher income homeowners, who generally benefit from housing shortages
as it results in home value appreciation. Thus, a more reasonable application of cost burden

!'See Nelson, AC. (2004), Planner’s Estimating Guide Projecting Land-Use and Facility Needs. Planners Press,
American Planning Association, Chicago. P. 25.
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statistics would exclude cost-burden experienced by moderate and above-moderate owner
households and instead make an adjustment based on three of the four income and tenure
combinations: lower-income renters, higher-income renters, and lower-income owners.

4. From our review, HCD’s data and use of data is not current. In large metropolitan regions,
there is no reasonable basis for using 5-year ACS data, which reflects average conditions from
2013 to 2017. For cost-burden adjustments, HCD relies on 2011-2015 CHAS data. By the
beginning of the 6 cycle of RHNA, some of the social conditions upon which the
determination is based will be eight years old.

During the consultation process, SCAG staff provided HCD with Excel-version data of all
inputs needed to replicate their methodology using ACS 2017 1-year data (the most recent
available); however, this was not used. The Census bureau is scheduled to release ACS 2018
I-year data on September 26, 2019. SCAG staff would support replicating the same analysis,
but substituting 2018 data when it becomes available in order to ensure the most accurate
estimates in planning for the region’s future.

Finally, given that the manner and order in which modifications are made affects the total housing
need, the attachments demonstrate two alternatives with varying interpretations of three of the
above points (see boldface, red text in attachments):
- Vacancy rate comparison — SCAG’s originally proposed values versus an alternative which
emerged from the consultation process
- Replacement need — DOF survey value versus HCD’s current practice
- Cost burden measure — whether or not to include higher-income homeowners in this
adjustment

We appreciate your careful consideration of this objection. RHNA is a complex process and we
recognize the difficult positions that both SCAG and HCD are in but are hopeful that our agencies
can reach a reasonable conclusion with respect to the regional need determination. Please contact
me if you have questions. I look forward to continuing our close partnership to address the housing
crisis in our state.

Sincerely,

Kome Ajise
Executive Director

Attachments
1. SCAG Alternative Determination
2. Excel version: SCAG Alternative Determination and supporting data
3. HCD Letter on Regional Need Determination, August 22, 2019
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Attachment 1
SCAG Alternative Determination

Jll OPTION A: SCAG region housing needs, June 30 2021-October 1 2029 (8.25 Years)

2 |Population: Oct 1, 2029 (SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS Forecast) 20,725,878
3 | - Less Group Quarters Population (SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS Forecast) -327,879
4 [Household (HH) Population, Oct 1, 2029 20,397,998
SCAG Projected
HH Population |Headshiprate{  Projected
Household Formation Groups see Table 2 Households
20,397,998 6,668,498
under 15 years 3,812,391 n/a
15 - 24 years 2,642,548 147,005
25 - 34 years 2,847,526 864,349
35 - 44 years 2,821,442 1,304,658
45 - 54 years 2,450,776 1,243,288
55 - 64 years 2,182,421 1,116,479
65 -74 years 1,883,181 1,015,576
75 - 84 years 1,167,232 637,415
85+ 590,480 339,727
5 [Projected Households (Occupied Unit Stock) 6,668,498
6 | + Vacancy Owner Renter
Tenure Share (ACS 2017 1-year) 52.43% 47.57%
Households by Tenure 3,496,058 3,172,440
Healthy Market Vacancy Standard 1.50% 5.00%
SCAG Vacancy (ACS 2017 1-year) 1.13% 3.30%
Difference 0.37% 1.70%
Vacancy Adjustment 12,953 53,815 66,768
7 | + Overcrowding (Comparison Point vs. Region ACS %) 5.20% 9.82% 4.62% 308,264
8 | + Replacement Adj (Actual DOF Demolitions) 0.14% 9,335
- Household Growth on Tribal Land (SCAG Estimate) -2,766
9 | - Occupied Units (HHs) estimated June 30, 2021 (from DOF data) -6,250,261
10| + Cost-burden Adjustment (Comparison Point vs. Region) 23,969
6th Cycle Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) 823.808
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|l OPTION B: SCAG region housing needs, June 30 2021-October 1 2029 (8.25 Years)

2 |Population: Oct 1, 2029 (SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS Forecast) 20,725,878
3 | - Less Group Quarters Population (SCAG 2020 RTP/SCS Forecast) -327,879
4 |Household (HH) Population, Oct 1, 2029 20,397,998
SCAG Projected
HH Population Headship rate - Projected
Household Formation Groups see Table 2 Households
20,397,998 6,668,498
under 15 years 3,812,391 n/a
15 - 24 years 2,642,548 147,005
25 - 34 years 2,847,526 864,349
35 - 44 years 2,821,442 1,304,658
45 - 54 years 2,450,776 1,243,288
55 - 64 years 2,182,421 1,116,479
65 -74 years 1,883,181 1,015,576
75 - 84 years 1,167,232 637,415
85+ 590,480 339,727
5 |Projected Households (Occupied Unit Stock) 6,668,498
6 | + Vacancy Owner Renter
Tenure Share (ACS 2017 1-year) 52.43% 47.57%
Households by Tenure 3,496,058 3,172,440
Healthy Market Vacancy Standard 2.00% 6.00%
SCAG Vacancy (ACS 2017 1-year) 1.13% 3.30%
Difference 0.87% 2.70%
Vacancy Adjustment 30,433 85,540 115,973
7 | + Overcrowding (Comparison Point vs. Region ACS %) 5.20% 9.82% 4.62% 308,264
8 | + Replacement Adj (HCD minimum standard) 0.50% 33,340
- Household Growth on Tribal Land (SCAG Estimate) -2,766
9| - Occupied Units (HHs) estimated June 30, 2021 (from DOF data) -6,250,261
10| + Cost-burden Adjustment (Comparison Point vs. Region) 47,724
6th Cycle Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) 920,772
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Projection period: Gov. Code 65588(f) specifies RHNA projection period start is December 31 or June 30, whichever date most closely precedes end
of previous RHNA projection period end date. RHNA projection period end date is set to align with planning period end date. The planning period
end date is eight years following the Housing Element due date, which is 18 months following the Regional Transportation Plan adoption rounded to
the 15th or end of the month.

2-

wn

Population, Group Quarters, Household Population, & Projected Households: Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.01, projections were
extrapolated from SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan projections. Population reflects total persons. Group Quarter Population reflects persons in
a dormitory, group home, institution, military, etc. that do not require residential housing. Household Population reflects persons requiring residential
housing. Projected Households reflect the propensity of persons, by age-groups, to form households at different rates based on Census trends.

Vacancy Adjustment: Pursuant to Government Code 65584.01, a 5% minimum is considered to be healthy market vacancy in the for-rent housing
market. Vacancy rates in the for-sale market are unspecified in statute. SCAG's analysis of vacancy rates suggests a healthy market standard
of 5% for fore-rent housing and 1.5% for for-sale housing. After extensive consultation with HCD, a review of historical trends, regional
and national comparison, and various planning standards, a more liberal vacancy standard of 6% for for-rent housing and 2% for for-sale
housing may also be supported by this analysis. These standards are compared against ACS 2017 1-year data based on the renter/owner share in
the SCAG region.

Overcrowding Adjustment: In regions where overcrowding is greater than the Comparable Region Rate, an adjustment is applied based on the
amount the region's overcrowding rate (9.82%) exceeds the Comparable Region Rate (5.20%). Data is from 2017 1-year ACS.

Replacement Adjustment: A replacement adjustment is applied based on the current 10-year average % of demolitions according to local government
annual reports to Department of Finance. While these data suggest an adjustment of 0.14% is most appropriate, SCAG recognizes that
HCD's internal practice is to use an adjustment factor of 0.5%.

Occupied Units: Reflects DOF's estimate of occupied units at the start of the projection period (June 30, 2021).

Cost Burden Adjustment: A cost-burden adjustment is applied to the projected need by comparing the difference in cost-burden by income and
tenure group for the region to the cost-burden by income and tenure group for comparable regions. Data are from 2017 1-year ACS and the ACS
$50,000/year household income threshold is used to distinguish between lower and higher income groups. The lower income RHNA is increased by
the percent difference between the region and the comparison region cost burden rate for households earning approximately 80% of area median
income and below (88.89%-84.39%=4.51% for renters and 27.33%-20.97%=6.36% for owners), then this difference is applied to very low- and low-|
income RHNA proportionate to the share of the population these groups currently represent (Very Low=63% of lower, Low=37% of lower). The
higher income RHNA is increased by the percent difference between the region and the comparison region cost burden rate (67.15%-65.53%=1.62%
for renters and 23.78%-17.06%=6.72% for owners) for households earning above 80% Area Median Income, then this difference is applied to
moderate and above moderate income RHNA proportionate to the share of the population these groups currently represent (Moderate=29% of
higher, Above Moderate=71% of higher). SCAG's analysis of the cost-burden measure suggests that it may be less appropriate to apply for
higher-income owners and it may be excluded from the adjustment.

Attachment: SCAG's Objection to HCD's Regional Housing Need Determination (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)
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Option A: Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Determination

SCAG Region

June 30, 2021 through October 1, 2029

Income Cateqgory Percent Housing Unit Need
Very-Low * 25.8% 212,284
Low 15.1% 124,375
Moderate 17.1% 140,601
Above-Moderate 42.1% 346,547
Total 100.0% 823,808

* Extremely-Low

Option B: Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Determination

14.6% included in Very-Low Category

SCAG Region

June 30, 2021 through October 1, 2029

Income Category Percent Housing Unit Need
Very-Low * 25.8% 231,084
Low 15.1% 135,390
Moderate 17.1% 159,982
Above-Moderate 42.1% 394,316
Total 100.0% 920,772

* Extremely-Low

14.6% included in Very-Low Category

Income Distribution : Income categories are prescribed by California Health
and Safety Code (Section 50093, et.seq.). Percents are derived based on
ACS reported household income brackets and county median income, then
adjusted based on the percent of cost-burdened households in the region
compared with the percent of cost burdened households nationally.

Attachment: SCAG's Objection to HCD's Regional Housing Need Determination (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)
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Do the Math: The state has ordered more than
350 cities to prepare the way for more than

2 million homes by 2030.

But what 1f the math 1s wrong?

Senate Bill 828, co-sponsored by the Bay Area Council and Silicon Valley
Leadership Group, and authored by state Sen. Scott Wiener in 2018, has
inadvertently doubled the “Regional Housing Needs Assessment” in
California.

Use of an incorrect vacancy rate and double counting, inspired by SB-828, caused the state’s
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to exaggerate by more than
900,000 the units needed in SoCal, the Bay Area and the Sacramento area.

The state’s approach to determining the housing need must be defensible and reproducible if
cities are to be held accountable. Inaccuracies on this scale mask the fact that cities and
counties are surpassing the state’s market-rate housing targets, but falling far short in
meeting affordable housing targets. The innacuracies obscure the real problem and the
associlated solution to the housing crisis—the funding of affordable housing.
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Double counting (not surprisingly) doubled the assessed housing need for the four major planning regions.

Every five to eight years the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) supervises and publishes the
results of a process referred to as the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). Four regional planning agencies
cover the 21 most urban counties and account for 80% of California’s housing. All four regions saw a significant jump
in the state’'s assessment of their housing need for the years 2021 to 2030.

Housing Units Needed According to the State, (1996—2030)

[ Greater [ SanDiego [ Greater [ Six SoCal

Sacramento Region Bay Area Counties

25M Made before
COVID impact

15M
Impacted by
Great Recession
foreclosure
crisis

1

0.5M

1996-2006 2005-2014 2013-2022 2021-2030

Four Regions Contain 80% of the State’s Housing

Sacramento Area
Council of Governments
(SACOG)

Southern California
Association of
Governments

(SCAG)

Association e
of Bay Area
Governments
(ABAG)

San Diego
Association of
Governments

(SANDAG)

—
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The double count, an unintended consequence of Senate Bill 828, has exaggerated the housing
need by more than 900,000 units in the four regions below.

California plans for its housing needs in “‘cycles.” The four regions are on cycles that last roughly eight years with
staggered start dates. In the 2021-2030 housing cycle, errors introduced by language in SB-828 nearly equal the entire
1.156M units of new housing required during the 2013—-2022 “cycle.” As illustrated, Southern California and the Bay Area
are the most impacted by the state’'s methodology errors.

(1,341,827)

- I Cost burdening double-count

Overcrowding double-count

Extra units needed to replace demolished units

[72]

'g 1,000,000 I I Extra units needed to achieve healthy vacancy rate
g I Households needed as determined by the Dept. of Finance
g7 (factors in overcrowding and cost burdening)

3

e

S (651,000)

Ty

: B

S

Z 500,000 (441,176)

- (283,000)
]

(171,687) (153,512)
(112,000) R—

(122,000)

0
SB-828  Conventional SB-828 Conventional SB-828 Conventional SB-828 Conventional
Double Economist Double  Economist Double  Economist Double  Economist
Count Approach Count Approach Count Approach Count Approach
Six SoCal Counties Greater Bay Area San Diego Region Greater Sacramento

—_—
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Senate Bill 828 was drafted absent a detailed understanding of the Department of Finance's methodology for
developing household forecasts, and absent an understanding of the difference between rental and
home-owner vacancies. These misunderstandings have unwittingly ensured a series of double counts.

SB-828 MISTAKENLY ASSUMED: THE REALITY IS:

1. SB-828 wrongly assumed ‘existing 1. Existing housing need has long been incorporated in California’s planning cycles. It has been evaluated by
housing need’ was not evaluated as part comparing existing vacancy rates with widely accepted benchmarks for healthy market vacancies (rental

of California’s previous Regional Housing and owner-occupied). The difference between actual and benchmark is the measure of housing need/surplus
Need Assessments, or RHNA. There was in a housing market. Confusion about the inclusion of “existing need” may have arisen because vacancy rates
an assumption that only future need had at the time of the last assessment of housing need ("the 5th cycle”) were unusually high (higher than the
been taken into account in past assess- healthy benchmarks) due to the foreclosure crisis of 2007-2010, and in fact, the vacancy rates suggested a
ments. (In fact, as detailed in The Reality surplus of housing. So, in the 5th cycle the vacancy adjustment had the effect of lowering the total housing
section, the state’s existing housing need need. Correctly seeing the foreclosure crisis as temporary, the state Department of Finance did not apply the
was fully evaluated in previous RHNA full weight of the surplus, but instead assumed a percentage of the vacant housing would absorbed by the
assessment cycles). time the 5th cycle began. The adjustment appears in the 5th cycle determinations, not as ‘Existing Housing

Need’ but rather as “Adjustment for Absorption of Existing Excess Vacant Units.”

2. SB-828 wrongly assumed a 5% 2. While 5% is a healthy
vacancy rate in owner-occupied benchmark for rental Five Percent <
housing is healthy (as explained in the vacancies, it is.unhealthy ,
column on the right, 5% vacancy in for owner-occupied ) } State’s erroneous
owner-occupied homes is never desir- housin (which typically Annual Homeowner Vacancy Rates for the United States and Regions: 1968°2019 benchmark of 5%
able, and contradicts Government Code represents half of existing
65584.01(b)(1)(E) which specifies that a housing). Homeowner
5% vacancy rate applies only to the vacancy in the U.S. has
rental housing market). hovered around 1.5% since
the 70s, briefly reaching
3% during the foreclosure <
crisis. However, 5% is well
outside any healthy norm, Typical
and thus does not appear benchmark
on the Census chart (to the is 1.5%
right) showing Annual
Homeowner Vacancy
Rates for the United States
and Regions: 1968—2019.
3. SB-828 wrongly assumed overcrowding and 3. Unknown to the authors of SB-828, the Department of Finance (DOF) has for years factored overcrowding
cost-burdening had not been considered in and cost-burdening into their household projections. These projections are developed by multiplying
Department of Finance projections of housing estimated population by the headship rate (the proportion of the population who will be head of a household).
need. The bill sought to redress what it mistaken- The Department of Finance (DOF) in conjunction with the Department of Housing and Community
ly thought had been left out by requiring regional Development (HCD) has documented its deliberate decision to use higher headship rates to reflect optimal
planning agencies to report overcrowding and conditions and intentionally “alleviate the burdens of high housing cost and overcrowding.” Unfortunately,
cost-burdening data to the Dept. of Housing and SB-828 has caused the state to double count these important numbers.
Community Development (as explained in the
right column).
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The forced double-counting errors are significant.”

1. Incorrect use of a 5% benchmark vacancy rate for owner-occupied housing. L 229 000
The vacancy rate was incorrectly used for both existing and projected owner-occupied households.
housmg units

2. Current vacancies were assumed to exist in household projections.
This error is unrelated to SB-828, but is an accounting error introduced by HCD methodology. - 22 000

housmg units

3. Overcrowding and cost-burdening were double counted.”

In addition to the household projection methodology outlined by the Department of Finance
(shown to account for overcrowding and cost-burdening), the matter is also mentioned in
meeting notes available on the Association of Bay Area Government's (ABAG) website.™ + 7 3 4 0 0 0

Quote from ABAG's Housing Methodology Committee Agenda Packet for the 4th RHNA
Cycle, July 2006 housmg units

“There was also a lot of discussion about the headship rates used by HCD/DOF. Several
people commented that headship rates in the Bay Area are generally lower than the State’s
estimates because the region’s high housing costs limit household formation. In response,
Mr. Fassinger noted that HCD uses these higher headship rates because the RHNA process
is intended to alleviate the burdens of high housing cost and overcrowding.”

Despite this, overcrowding and cost-burdening were counted a second time as adjustment
factors required by SB-828.

oL +941,000

housmg units

*  All errors are rounded to the nearest thousand.
**  QOvercrowding measures the number of households with more than 1 person per room. Cost-burdening measures the number of households that spend more than 30% of the
household income on housing. Cost-burdening is measured by five income levels — extremely low, very low, low, moderate, above moderate

*** P-4 tables are created by the Department of Finance—Household Projection table 2020—2030 and their methodology is fully explained in ‘read me’ notes that accompany the table.
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The state’s exaggerated targets unfortunately mask the real story: Decades of overachieving in
market-rate housing has not reduced housing costs for lower income households.

The state has shown, with decades of data, that it cannot dictate to the market. The market is going to take care of
itself. The state’s responsibility is to take care of those left behind in the market’s wake. Based on housing permit
progress reports published by the Dept. of Housing and Community Development in July 2020, cities and counties in
the four most populous regions continue to strongly outperform on the state’s assigned market-rate housing targets,
but fail to achieve even 20% of their low-income housing target. In the Bay Area where permit records have been kept
since 1997, there is evidence that this housing permit imbalance has propagated through decades of housing cycles.

Permit Progress in the 5th Cycle (2013-2022) Affordable Housing Languishes as
(all 4 regions) Market-Rate Housing Overachieves
(Bay Area only)*
. gesrﬁifplé'fgg‘}g) '(5;253’3;5?313;; . Market-Rate Permits . Very-low + Low Income Permits
500K
+150%

+100% Great Recession
(2007-2010) impacted
housing. Market-rate
meets but does not
+50% exceed state target
250K ’ in the 4th cycle.

0%

-50%

- 3rd Cycle 4th Cycle 5th Cycle
Very low + Market rate 1996-2006 2007-2014 2014-2022

low income

*  Based on permit progress reports published by the Dept of Housing and Community Development and updated July 2020, reporting progress through April 2019.
**  Only the Bay Area is shown because other regions have not kept detailed records of permit progress through the 3rd and 4th cycles. =
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It's clear. Market-rate housing doesn’t need state incentives. Affordable housing needs state funding.

Cities are charged by the state to build one market-rate home for every one affordable home. But state laws, such as the density bonus law, incentivize

developers to build market-rate units at a far higher rate than affordable units. As a result, California has been building four market-rate units for every

one affordable unit for decades. And with the near-collapse of legislative funding for low-income housing in 2011, that ratio has grown to seven to eight

market-rate units to each affordable unit. Yet we need one-to-one. This worsening situation can't be fixed by zoning or incentives which are the focus of

many recent housing bills and only reinforce or worsen the ever-higher market-rate housing ratios. From the data it appears that the shortage of housing

resulted not from a failure by cities to issue housing permits, but rather a failure by the state to fund and support affordable housing. Future legislative

efforts should take note.

State Funds for Affordable Housing, 2008—-2019"

S Billion
$3.0
$2.0 —
Redevelopment
agencies
10 s'huttered
S0

2008 2010 2012 2014

2016

2018

Market-Rate to Low-Income Housing Permits in the
Bay Area has grown from aratioof4:1t07:1

(Bay Area only)**
8
Effect of reduced state funding
for affordable housing

6
4
2
0 -

The ratio 3rd Cycle 4th Cycle 5th Cycle

mandated by | 1999-2006 2006-2014 2014-2022
the state

Actual ratio

*  “The Defunding of Affordable Housing in California’, Embarcadero Institute, update June 2020 www.embarcaderoinstitute.com/reports/

**  Only Bay Area is shown because other regions have not kept detailed records of permit progress through the 3rd and 4th cycles. Data is from ABAG's permit progress

—_—

reports for 3rd and 4th cycle and Dept. of Housing and Community Development'’s 5th cycle Annual Progress Report. Packet Pg. 9



*

**  The 17 million includes estimates of self employed, private household workers, farm and nonfarm employment. Occupations with employment below 100 in 2016 are excluded.

Finally, since penalties are incurred for failing to reach state targets for housing permits,
the methodology for developing these numbers must be transparent, rigorous and defensible.

Non-performance in an income category triggers a streamlined approval process per Senate Bill 35 (2017). These
exaggerated 6th cycle targets will make it impossible for cities and counties to attain even their market-rate targets,
ensuring market-rate housing will qualify for incentives and bonuses meant for low income housing. Yet again
low-income housing will lose out. The state needs to correct the errors in the latest housing assessement, and settle

on a consistent, defensible approach going forward.

At Least Four Different Methodologies Have
Been Used Simultaneously by the State to
Discuss Housing Need: We Only Need One

1. The Conventional Economist Approach: uses goldilocks
(not too big, not too small, just right) benchmarks for
vacancies - 1.5% for owner-occupied and 5% for rental
housing.

2. SB-828 Double Count: incorrectly uses a benchmark of
5% vacancy for owner-occupied housing. It also double
counts overcrowding and cost-burdening

3. McKinsey's New York Benchmark: the over-simplified
approach generated an exaggerated housing gap of 3.5
Million for California. McKinsey multiplied California’s
population by New York'’s housing per capita to get 3.5M.
New York is not a proper benchmark for California and NY'’s
higher housing per capita is more reflective of NY’s
declining population rather than a healthy benchmark for
housing

Forecast 2030 Housing Need for the Four Regions

<€— McKinsey's 3.5 Million
Housing Gap for California
(New York as comparable)

<— McKinsey's Housing Gap
for the four regions

4. Jobs-to-housing ratio of 1.5: according to state planning 1. Conventional 2. SB-828 3. McKinsey's Jobs-to-
agencies 1.5 is the optimal benchmark. Employment in the Economist Double New York Housing
four regions is estimated to grow to 17 million by 2030 (job Approach Count Benchmark Ratio of 1.5
growth estimates prepared before COVID).”
California's Employment Development Department (EDD) estimates employment by county through 2026. Using annualized growth (2016 to 2026) as a basis for future growth -

2030 employment is estimated for the four regions.
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APPENDIX

How it Works : A multi-agency collaborative effort has generated past state housing targets. However,
in 2018, SB-828 annointed the Dept. of Housing and Community Development with final veto powers.

STEP1

The Dept. of Finance (DOF)

generates household forecasts by
county based on population growth STEP 2
and headship rates. This is the step

where overcrowding and
cost-burdening are factored in .

The Dept. of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) then takes the DOF
household projections and adds in a
healthy vacancy level (1.5% for

owner-occupied, 5% for rental housing)
Dept. of Finance (DOF) to determine the number of housing
units needed to comfortably
accommodate the DOF household
projections.

Dept. of Housing and

Community Development (HCD)A

STEP 3

The regional agencies allocate

housing targets to cities and
counties in their jurisdiction. These
‘ allocations collectively meet their

RHNA assessments, and are based

on algorithms that may include
employment, transit accessibility
Cities and Counties report and local housing patterns
annual progress on housing
permits to the Dept. of
Housing and Community

Development (HCD)

STEP 4

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

A1
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APPENDIX

SB-828 introduced errors in Step 2 (when the Dept. of Housing and Community Development made
adjustments to the Dept. of Finance’s household projections).

Southern California and the Bay Area were most impacted by the double counting. San Diego was not assessed for
cost-burdening although it is more cost-burdened than the Bay Area. It was perhaps overlooked because its
assessment cycle began in July, 2018, a few months before SB-828 passed into law.

The Department of Housing and Community and Development

1. Used a benchmark of 5% vacancy rate for BOTH owner-occupied and rental housing.

Six SoCal Counties = +126,000
Greater Bay Area = +59,000 <4

_ 228,000
San Diego Area = +23,000 hous|ng units
Greater Sacramento = +21,000

2. Assumed vacancies in household projections*

Six SoCal Counties = -13,000
Greater Bay Area = -4,000 —

_ 22,000
San Diego Area = -2,000 housmg units
Greater Sacramento = -3,000

3. Double counted overcrowding and cost-burdening

+578,000
+104,000
+39,000 + 734,000

housing units

Six SoCal Counties

Greater Bay Area

San Diego Area

Greater Sacramento +13,000

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

* P-4 tables are created by the Department of Finance—Household Projection table 2020—-2030 and their methodology is fully explained in Tead me’ notes that accompany the table
**  Qvercrowding measures the number of households with more than 1 person per room. Cost-burdening measures the number of households that spend more than 30% of the
household income on housing. Cost-burdening is measured by five income levels—extremely low, very low, low, moderate, above moderate.

A O

Packet Pg. 102




APPENDIX

Detailed explanation of the errors using SoCal Counties as an example: First—the correct approach.

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) have traditionally arrived at a number for pent-up demand or
housing shortfall by comparing vacancy rates in owner-occupied and rental housing to healthy benchmarks (1.5% for
owner-occupied” and 5% for rental housing). The largest of the four regions, six SoCal Counties (covering Imperial, Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties) is considered in the example below™.

EXISTING HOUSING: Six SoCal Counties 1 circle = 10,000 households
Occupied Housing Units Vacant Housing Units Existing Need
Home-owned (3.3 Million)

000000000000000000000000000000 Actual Vacancies (40,000) 1.2%
000000000000000000000000000000

000000000000000000000000000000 OOO00O

000000000000000000000000000000 0
000000000000000000000000000000 Healthy Benchmark (50,000) 1.5%
000000000000000000000000000006 O000® @) (10,000)
000000000000000000000000000000 ’
000000000000000000000000000000 —
000000000000000000000000000000 —

Rentals (3 Million) 0
ssssssssssssssassassassassasss o N o AT e
000000000000000000000000000000 O]000I0I0I00)0I0I00) Z
000000000000000000000000000000 D
SESSSSSIRISSSETABANNIIEIINNIE . cencrmanconno 5.0% (35,000
000000000000000000000000000000 ealthy Benchmark (150,000) w0 2,
000000000000000000000000000000 OOO0O0O0OOOOLOLOLvYY Q
000000000000000000000000000000

Seasonal Vacancies (500,000)***

000000000
0]0)0]00)0)010]0.
88@@00000

000

00000
00000
O0000O

00O

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

*  Owner-occupied has a lower healthy vacancy rate because it is usually only vacant while a house is for sale
**  All numbers are rounded to the nearest thousand.
*** Seasonal Vacancies represent second homes, coprorate housing, and short-term rentals such as AIrBnBs N
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APPENDIX

The housing need also takes into account for future growth.

The Dept. of Finance (DOF) supplies the Dept. of Housing and Community Development (HCD) with an estimate of additional
households (HH) needed by the end of the cycle. The DOF forecast the 2030 population and using an optimal household
formation rate determine the number of households needed to comfortably house that population®. The DOF also supply the HCD
with the number of existing households at the start of the cycle. The HCD adds to the base number of additional households
needed, factoring in vacancies for a healthy market, and adding a replacement adjustment (also supplied by the DOF)™.

PROJECTED HOUSING NEED: Six SoCal Counties 1 circle = 10,000 households
Additional HH by 2030 Healthy Vacancy Existing Need Replacement Total Housing Need

New Housing: Adjustment: by 2030
Home-owned (290,000) 1.5% (4,000) (10,000)

00000000 O % 651,000
00000000 housing units
00000000

00000 (34,000)

=& =5 d= O00( ==

Rentals (261,000) 5.0% (13,000) (39,000)

00000000 O
00000000 O
00000000

o0

NN
000000000

*  Households represent occupied housing units. The number of housing units is always higher as at any given time than the number of households because some housing will be vacant or
unutilized. The DOF is responsible for the base projection because they manage population projections for the state, and determine those by analyzing births, deaths and net migration.
**  Replacement represents houses that may be demolished or replaced during the cycle*.

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)
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APPENDIX

However, the Dept. of Housing and Community Development has adopted an unusual methodology in

evaluating existing need in the 6th housing cycle.

Instead of the typical 1.5% benchmark for owner-occupied housing, they used a 5% vacancy rate usually reserved for
rental housing. A 5% vacancy in owner-occupied housing is indicative of a distressed housing market. At 5%, SoCal’s
existing housing need is increased by 115,000 housing units. Existing need for rental housing is unchanged.

EXISTING HOUSING: Six SoCal Counties

1 circle =10,000 households

Occupied Housing Units

Home-owned (3.3 Million)

Rentals (3 Million)

Vacant Housing Units Existing Need
Actual Vacancies (40,000) 1.2%
O000 (125,000)
r
Healthy Benchmark (165,000) 5.0% QD

Qo020

O000vvLVVDVVDVDDD )

Actual Vacancies (110,000) 3.7%
O000O000OO000 @

Q
Healthy Benchmark (149,000) 5.0% D (38,000)
O]0]0I010]0]0I0I0Ie]eIeIZIZ171%, Z,

Seasonal Vacancies (500,000)

0]0]00]0I0[0010I0[00]00)0]0,
0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0[0]0l0]0.
0]0]0)0]0]0]0]0]00]0l0[ee

000
000

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

1
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APPENDIX

The Dept. of Housing and Community Development have also taken an unual approach in evaluating
projected housing need.

=

()

c

Again, instead of using the separate benchmark of 1.5% for owner-occupied housing, 5% was used for all housing. It 2
. L . . )

was also assumed that new projected households had existing vacancies. The full benchmark was not applied tonew
households. Instead, the difference between the benchmark and the current vacancy rate was applied. The g
replacement adjustment was applied as it has been in the past. @
S

c

9

PROJECTED HOUSING NEED: Six SoCal Counties 1 circle=10,000 households &
<

Additional HH by 2030 Healthy Vacancy Assumed Vacancy Existing Replacement <
New Housing: New Housing Need Adjustment: %

@

Home-owned o, V) =
t50.000] 5% (15,000) é:()z()o/)o (125,000) (34,000) g
000000 O¢ : WYY, £
000000 QDD 5
000000 Q022 5
000000 ¢ o =
00000 <
+ - + + 5 = 763,000 2

3.7% ~ housing units i

Rentals (261,000) 5.09% (13,000) (10,000) (39,000) 2
000000 O« o 2 z
000000 % o
000000 . g
000000 g
o0 5
‘é

£

S

8

<

o
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APPENDIX

Lastly, the Dept. of Housing and Community Development double counted by adding two new factors

that had already been factored into household forecasts made by the Dept. of Finance (DOF).

Two new factors were introduced into the 6th assessment — overcrowding and cost burdening. These factors had
already been rolled into the DOF'’s household projections. The DOF explicitly recognized that regional household
formation rates might be depressed (a symptom of overcrowding and cost-burdening) because of the affordable
housing crisis. The household formation rate used by the DOF is higher than the actual rate experienced. As such it

generates a higher housing target meant to relieve overcrowding and cost-burdening.

PROJECTED HOUSING NEED: Six SoCal Counties

1 circle =10,000 households

Additional HH by 2030

Home-owned
(290,000)

Rentals (261,000)

Projected Households
already factors in
overcrowding
and cost-burdening

From the Department of Finance
“The argument was that the Great Recession and the
affordability crisis which impact recent trends in headship
‘ should not be allowed to solely dominate the projection,

rather some return to underlying socio-cultural norms

of homeownership/fewer roommates is a beneficial assumption”

+

ADOUBLE COUNT

Overcrowding
Adjustment*

(460,000)

Cost Burdening
Adjustment**

(118,000)

*  In addition to double counting, HCD incorrectly calculated the overcrowding factor. They assumed that for every house that was overcrowded another house would be required to relieve

overcrowding. The more accurate analysis would be to assess the number of extra people to be housed and divide by the average household size.
** HCD only applied cost-burdening adjustments to future households not existing households. It is unclear why cost-burdening would only be considered an issue for future households, as

the data is for current households.

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

A2
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APPENDIX

The vacancy errors and double counting resulted in a doubling of the housing needs assessment for

the six counties of SoCal.

TYPICAL METHODOLOGY

1 circle = 10,000 households

=

)

c

=

)

o

©

Additional HH by 2030 Healthy Vacancy Existing Need Replacement Total Housing Need >

New Housing: Adjustment: by 2030 O

)

Home-owned (290,000) 1.5% (4,000) (10,000) 651 ,000 E=

:::::::: O %) housing units -

)

00000000 (34,000) 0000000000 §

- 0000000000 <

Rentals (261,000) 5.0% (13,000) (39,000) 0000000000 <Z':

000000000 o 0000000000 v

000000000 o 2000 :::::“0'0 5

00000000 a

£

©

HCD 6TH CYCLE METHODOLOGY =

)

o

Additional HH by 2030 Healthy Vacancy Assumed Vacancy Existing Replacement Overcrowding CostBurdening Total Housing Need o

New Housing: New Housing Need Adjustment: Adjustment Adjustment by 2030 3:/

Home ouned 5% (15,000) 1.2% (125,000) (34,000) (460,000) (118,000) 1,342,000 ’g_

.6.... (3,000) P, ° housing units k3

000000 OC ( 2600 44 ‘ g

Q002 000 ° 000000000000000 S

Ssess e I 111114
000000 ¢

00000 @) 000 ® 000000000000000 =

E — - ot O = 4 O == 000000000000000 o

O 000 O ™= 9000000000000000 S

o ~ 000 o 000000000000000 ®

Rentals (261,000) 5.0% (13,000 3.7% (39,000) - o 000000000000000 =

(10,000) 000 [ 4 0000000000000 o

000000 ol¢ ® P 1 ¢ G

000000 % 94 .

000000 4 000 c

000000 o £

c

o0 g

<

A O

Packet Pg. 108




END NOTES

Complete data tables: RHNA Data and Models 6th cycle, www.embarcaderoinstitute.com

References used in the analysis :
Dept. of Housing and Community Development (HCD) https:/www.hcd.ca.gov
Regional Housing Needs Allocation and Housing Elements
Regional Housing Needs
Allocations for 6th Cycle Housing Elements:
Association of Bay Area Governments Regional Housing Need Determination Plan for the Sixth Housing Element Update
Sacramento Area Council of Governments Regional Housing Need Determination for the Sixth Housing Element Update
Southern California Association of Governments Regional Housing Need Determination for the Sixth Housing Element Update
San Diego Association of Governments Regional Housing Need Determination and Plan for the Sixth Housing Element Update
Allocations for 5th Cycle Housing Elements:
Association of Bay Area Governments (February 24, 2012)
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (September 26, 2011)
San Diego Association of Governments (November 23, 2010)
Southern California Association of Governments (August 17, 2011)
Annual Progress Reports
Annual Progress Report APR: 5th Cycle Annual Progress Report Permit Summary (updated 730/2020)

Allocations for Earlier Cycles and Housing Element
RHNA 2007-2014 - Housing Methodology Committee Agenda Packet 07-27-06
Regional Housing Needs Plan 2006 to 2013 SACOG February 2008
3rd and 4th Cycle RHNA allocations (data sent in personal communication witthe Department of Housing and Comunity Development)

Department of Finance Methodology for Household Forecasts
"Read Me" P4 Tables : Household Projections 2020 to 2030
Association of Bay Area Governemnets Digital Library: RHNA Documents, Regional Housing Neeed Allocation Documents
RHNA 2007-2014 - Housing Methodology Committee Agenda Packet 07-27-06, Regional Housing Need Allocation p 2
Other Housing Assessment Methodologies
“Mckinsey & Company: A TOOL KIT TO CLOSE CALIFORNIA’S HOUSING GAP: 3.5 MILLION HOMES BY 2025", October 2016
Jobs to Housing
Employment Development Department, State of California, Employment Projections : Long Term Projections
https://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/data/employment-projections.html

Attachment: Embarcadero Institute Report (Appeal of the Draft RHNA Allocation for the City of Downey)

[ packet Pa 100 |



Freddie

Economic & Housing Research Insight

FEBRUARY 2020

The United States suffers from a severe housing shortage. In a recent

estimated that 2.5 million additional housing units will be needed to make
up this shortage. Our earlier study used national statistics, treating the
United States as a single market. What happens when we look closer,
basing the analysis at the state level?

When we account for state-level variations, the estimated

housing deficit is even greater in some states because

housing is a fixed asset. A surplus of housing in one We estimate that there are
area can do little to help faraway places. For example,

vacant homes in Ohio make little difference to the housing Currently 29 states that have a

markets in Texas. We estimate that there are currently housing deficit. and when we
29 states that have a housing deficit, and when we '
consider only these states, the housing shortage grows consider only these states, the

from 2.5 million units to 3.3 million units. .
housing shortage grows from

Unsurprisingly, the states with the most severe housing
shortage are the states that have recently attempted to
loosen zoning policy regulations. States like California,
Oregon, and others have undertaken policy action to
address this issue. California, for example, has been
working on chipping away at single-use zoning while Texas has passed a density bonus
program, an ordinance which amends the city code by loosening site restrictions and

promoting construction of more units in affordable and mixed-income housing developments.
Oregon was one of the first states to pass legislation to eliminate exclusive single-family zoning
in much of the state. The Minneapolis City Council voted to get rid of single-family zoning

and started allowing residential structures with up to three dwelling units in every neighborhood.
We took a deep dive into the supply/demand dynamics to analyze state-level variations.

2.5 million units to 3.3 million units.
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Accounting for housing supply/demand conditions

To estimate h