Sixth Cyvcle Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Appeal Request Form

Afl 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:
{ta file another appeai, please use another form)
10§22/20 City of Torrance

Filing Party (lurisdiction or HCD)

City of Torrance

Filing Party Contact Name Filing Party Email:

Danny E, Santana DSantana@TarranceCA.gov

APPEAL AUTHORIZED BY:

Name: Patrick J. Furey PLEASE SELECT BELOW:

[7] Mayor
[ Chief Administrative Office
[} city Manager
Chair of County Board of Supervisors
D Planning Diractor

] Cther:

BASES FOR APPEAL

(M 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

1 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

O County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

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

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

0 Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

0 High housing cost burdens

0 Therate of overcrowding

L1 Housing needs of farmworkers

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

B3 Loss of units during a state of emergency

O Theregion's greenhouse gas emissions targets

3 Affirmatively furthering fair housing

l 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 Hearing Date: Planner:




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@scog.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 suppaorting documentation for evidence as needed, and attach additional pages if you need more room.

See attached Appeal Letter.

Section 65584(d)(1)- The Draft RHNA Allocation for Torrance undermines this
objective as it does not assign housing unit growth need in an equitable manner.
The allocation is a marked increase in allocations from prior RHNA planning cycles
and a disproportionately higher amount of lower income need to the community,
based upon a flawed methodology that is inconsistent with regional growth forecasts
at the regicnal, state and federal level.

Section 65584(d)(2)- The Draft RHNA Allocation undermines this objective as it does
not properly consider [ands that are precluded from development and lands subject
to a variety of environmental and safety constraints. The future use of these lands
does not supportive of the efficient utilization of land to encourage and support
efficient development patterns in Torrance.

Brief Description of Appeal Request and Desired Qutcome:

See attached Appeal Letter.

The appeal is based on the following grounds: 1) Local Planning Factors- a variety of
local factors directly impact future housing production; 2) Methodology to develop
RHNA Allocations for Torrance; and 3) Changed Circumstances subsequent to the
development of the RHNA Methodology.

The City of Torrance is requesting a RHNA reduction from 4,928 units to 2,228 units.

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

Reduced 270 Added

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

1 City of Torrance Appeal of the Sixth Cycle Draft RHNA Allocation - 30 Pages

2. Attachment A - Prior RHNA Methodology Correspondence - 8 Pages

3.
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CITY OF
T O R R A N C E

PATRICK J. FUREY CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
MAYOR HEIDI ANN ASHCRAFT
GEORGE CHEN
October 20, 2020 TIM GOODRICH
MIKE GRIFFITHS
SHARON KALANI
Mr. Kome Ajise, Executive Director AURELIO MATTUCCI

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Subject: City of Torrance Appeal of the Sixth Cycle Draft Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) Allocation.

Dear Mr. Ajise:

On behalf of our residents, and in accordance with applicable Government Code Section
65584.05, the City of Torrance (City) hereby submits this appeal to the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) Draft Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Final
Allocation (Final RHNA Allocation), received September 11, 2020, for the Sixth Housing
Element Cycle (2021-2029) (referred to herein as the 6th Cycle).

A revision to the Final Draft Allocation is necessary to further the intent of the statutorily
mandated objectives listed in Government Code Section 65584(d). In addition, this appeal is
consistent with, and not to the detriment of, the development pattern in the applicable
sustainable communities strategy (SCAG’s Connect SoCal Plan) developed pursuant to
Government Code Section 65080(b)(2) as explained herein. This appeal is based on the
following grounds:

1) Local Planning Factors - SCAG failed to adequately consider the information
previously submitted by the City of Torrance that articulated a variety of local factors
that directly influence housing production;

2) Methodology- SCAG failed to determine the share of the regional housing need in
accordance with the information described in, and the methodology established pursuant
to Section 65584.04, and in a manner that furthers, and does not undermine, the intent
of the objectives listed in Government Code Section 65584(d); and

3) Changed Circumstances- A significant and unforeseen change in
circumstances has occurred that supports revisions to the information submitted
pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.04(b).

3031 Torrance Boulevard e Torrance, California 90503 ¢ 310/618-2801 ¢ FAX 310/618-5841




3) Changed Circumstances- A significant and unforeseen change in
circumstances has occurred that supports revisions to the information submitted
pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.04(b).

Grounds for the City of Torrance Appeal

L_JIL,, ,,,;,-,,,i,,,,,Q,,;A,,g,-,,.,,;, UK dfoddalit tU < S TR
Lands Preserved or Protected from Urban Development Under Federal or State
Programs, or both, designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats,
and natural resources on a long-term basis

The City has several major constraints on existing lands that severely limit or totally
restrict the city’s ability to accommodate growth to the extent identified in the Draft
Allocations.

Local planning factors demonstrate severe limitations in the City’s ability to
accommodate the Draft RHNA allocations. The City provided written correspondence to
SCAG during the RHNA Methodology process which articulated these concerns

The City of Torrance has a number of legitimate and justifiable claims to demonstrate
the SCAG'’s failure to adequately consider local factors. The failure to adequately
address these local factors further undermines Govt. Code Section 65588(d).

The following factors, pursuant to Govt. Code Section 65584.04(e), are relevant to
determine the City of Torrance’s ability to accommodate growth and were not adjusted
for in the Draft Allocation.

(a) Local Factor: Coastal Zone Limitations Not Considered in Methodology

Although SCAG is not permitted to limit its considerations of suitable housing sites to a
jurisdiction’s existing zoning and land use policies, and the cities should consider other
opportunities for development such as the availability of underutilized land or infill
development with increased residential densities, SCAG should consider a city’s ability
to rezone or increase densities for residential development when subject to jurisdiction
of other agencies, such as the California Coastal Commission. For Torrance, 123 acres
of the City, as shown in Exhibit A: Coastal Zone Boundary, is within the Coastal Zone
and is subject to the oversight by the California Coastal Commission.

A major goal of the California Coastal Act is to assure the priority for coastal-dependent

and coastal-related development over other development in the Coastal Zone, which is
a constraint on residential development, particularly in areas on or near the shoreline.
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Exhibit A
Coastal Zone Boundary

In 1972, California voters passed Proposition 20, the Coastal Zone Conservation Act.
The Coastal Zone Conservation Act to protect public access to the coast, to promote
visitor-serving uses and to limit residential development and speculation along the coast.
The Coastal Act was subsequently adopted in 1976 and the California Coastal
Commission was formed to administer Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act is umbrella legislation designed to encourage local governments to
create Local Coastal Programs (LCPs) to govern decisions that determine the short-
and long-term conservation and use of coastal resources. While the City does not
currently have an adopted LCP, it would be considered the legislative equivalent of the
City's General Plan for areas within the Coastal Zone. Local Coastal Programs are
obligated by statute to be consistent with the policies of Coastal Act and protect public
access and coastal resources. While Torrance does not have an adopted LCP, the City
must comply with the requirements or limitations imposed by the Coastal Act.

Therefore, the extraordinarily high RHNA allocations for Torrance may require pursuing
significant new high-density, muiti-family housing within the Coastal Zone and would
require Coastal Commission certification of a Local Coastal Program (LCP). The LCP
would include rezoning to allow higher density residential uses in commercial and
visitor-serving zones, increasing height, floor area ratio, and density allowances, and
reductions in off-street parking standards that would directly undermine the Coastal
Act's requirements for coastal access, coastal views, and protection of visitor-serving
uses. While SCAG is permitted to consider Torrance’s ability to change its zoning, it
cannot require members to violate other laws to do so.

(b) Local Factor: Airport Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP)

The City’s Airport Area contains approximately 369 acres of land that will be restricted
from future development, as shown in Exhibit B: Airport Lands. Lands located within
the Airport Planning Area for Zamperini Field, otherwise known as Torrance Municipal
Airport (TOA) area subject to the development restrictions of the Torrance Airport
Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) limit the ability to develop residential units. Any
amendment to the City's General Plan or zoning, including the rezoning for residential
use, requires the review by the Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). Due to
restrictions associated with noise and safety, it is unlikely the Airport influence areas will
be adjusted to accommodate the potential of residential development in the future.

Residential development of the Airport Area is restricted due to the noise impacts of
TOA. Much of the southwestern portion of the airport area is located in the TOA
Environs Land Use Plan (AELUP) 65 dBA CNEL, which is unsuitable for residential and
other “noise-sensitive” uses.
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Exhibit B
Airport Lands

Additionally, there are building restrictions and height limitations imposed by the Airport
Land Use Commission. According to the Airport Land Use Plan for TOA, there are
portions within the Torrance Airport influence area that restrict or limit the development
or any residential development. As shown in Exhibit C: Airport Safety Zones,
approximately 65 acres of additional land adjacent have restrictions for residential
development.

TORRANCE AIRPORT
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j\
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Alrport Property
Pianning BoundaryiAirport Influence Arsa

Naise Contour
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&

LOS ANGELES COUNTY

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION

AIRPORT INFLUENCE AREA

(213)874-6425
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Exhibit C
Airport Safety Zones

Requisite analysis for 6th Cycle housing elements will require review of adequacy of
sites based upon known environmental factors, including noise and safety impacts. The
limitation of the use of these sites further limit the ability for the City of Torrance to
accommodate future residential growth.

The City anticipates ALUC will oppose future rezoning efforts for increased residential
development in the Airport Area due to its inherent conflicts with residential
development project. Due to proximity to the Airport, ALUC may find future projects in
the Airport Influence area to be inconsistent due to the potential for complaints from
future residents and safety impacts within and directly outside the identifies safety
zones.

(c) Local Factor: Lands Protected and/or Precluded from Development Activity

i. Protected Natural Lands

Approximately 44.86 acres of land in the city is designated as protected land, which
contains environmentally sensitive habitat areas and cannot be utilized for residential
development. These areas are identified in Exhibit D: Protected Lands

Madrona Marsh is an important wildlife habitat area in Torrance. The distinctive vernal
marsh has been designated as a permanent ecological reserve since 1986. The
protected lands will be a preserved in perpetuity, eliminated the potential for future
residential development on the site.

Various retention and detention basins (sumps), certain parkland on other sites
preclude the development of residential development, including:

Entradero Park — significant natural open space

Henrietta Marsh — vernal marsh

Los Arboles Park — Natural areas with native landscape

Torrance Beach — shoreline and tidal systems

Walteria Detention Basin — Seasonal Lake and wetlands

Various Detention Basins — Sumps provide seasonal natural habitat

e & o o & »

Several of the natural communities that occur in Torrance are designated rare by the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and are easily disturbed or degraded
by human activity and therefore are presumed to meet the definition of Environmental
Sensitive Habitat Area (ESHA) under the Coastal Act.

7|TORRANCE APPEAL
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Exhibit D
Protected Lands

ii. Seismic Hazards, Landslide and Liquefaction Zones

Strong ground shaking can result in liquefaction. Liquefaction, a geologic process that
causes ground failure, typically occurs in loose, saturated sediments primarily of sandy
composition. Areas of Torrance, especially in areas to the southwest of the City,
possess areas susceptible to seismic hazards, liquefaction and related ground failure
including landslide. As shown in Figure E and Figure F, much of these hazard areas
also are in areas where vacant land with potential for residential development could

occur but are limited by these hazards.
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Exhibit E

Landslide and Liquefaction Hazards
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Exhibit F
Seismic Hazards
iii.Refinery and Chemical Production

Approximately 1,057 acres in Torrance are dedicated to refinery and chemical
production. As shown in Figure G: Refinery and Chemical Production, the refinery
produces gasoline, diesel, jet fuel, liquified petroleum and related products. Due to the
critical nature of this infrastructure and the innate conflicts this infrastructure has with
the development of housing, its is highly unlikely that the refinery area and supporting
facilities will accommodate residential development in the future.

TOTAL ACRES: 1057.15 AC
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Exhibit G
Refinery and Chemical Production
(d) Summary of Land Use Constraints

When the City of Torrance compiles all lands exhibiting constraints that severely limit or
restrict residential deveiopment within its jurisdiction, a considerable amount of land is
not available to accommodate the RHNA allocation of 4,928 units for the 2021-202¢
planning period. Exhibit H: Summary of Available Vacant Lands illustrates the lands
currently available to accommodate future residential growth.

The current SCAG RHNA methodology does not permit the consideration of existing
hazards as a criteria when identifying land to accommodate future growth. This would
be an important consideration in Torrance as many sites that might normally be deemed
viable are constrained by these hazard considerations. There is precedent that permits
the consideration of constraints in determining available land. The Draft Methodologies
for the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), a 10% adjustment factor is
permitted to accommodate the considerations of hazards into the determination of
RHNA Allocations. The SCAG methodology does not, but should, permit this factor as it
results in an overstated RHNA for the City of Torrance.

Table A provides a statistical summary of the acreage subject to identified constraints,
demonstrating the significant amount of land. Of the 20.53 square miles of total land in
the City of Torrance, approximately 2.74 square miles (13.3%) of these parcels are
subject to the constraints illustrated in this section.

Table A
Statistical Summary of l.and Use Constraints

ag ey Constraint Factors
Coastal Zone 123 Acres Coastal Zone Limitations
Airport Area 434 Acres Development Exclusions
Habitat Conservation Areas 44 86 Acres Protected Lands Preclusions
Refinery and Production 1,057 Acres Safety Preclusions
Seismic Hazards 100 Acres Seismic Hazards
TOTAL | 1,758.86 ACRES
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Exhibit H

‘Availability of Land Suitable for Urban Development or for Conversion to
Residential Use, the Availability of Underutilized Land, and Opportunities for Infill
Development and Increased Residential Densities

In consideration of all local factors that limit the use of land to accommodate the City’s
Draft RHNA allocations, future growth must be accommodated on lands not subject to
identified constraints. These include all residential and non-residentially designated
land including:

» Residential

» Commercial/Retalil
» Business Park

> Industrial

(a) Severe Limitations of Available Vacant Land

The City has minimal appropriate, available vacant land to accommodate future growth
anticipated in the Draft RHNA. The only remaining land considered vacant are lands
within the City's Sphere of Influence and cannot be considered when identifying
adequate sites for residential development unless they are anticipated to be
incorporated in the planning period.

Recently enacted AB 1397 modified Government Code section 65580,65583 and
65583.2. Generally, jurisdictions must demonstrate the following:

e [and Inventory Sites Must Be “Available” and May Only Include Non-Vacant Sites
with Realistic Development Potential (Govt Code Section 65583).

e Sites in the Land Inventory Must Have Demonstrated Potential for Development
(Govt Code Section 65583(a)(3))

These provisions in state law requires the City to explicitly demonstrate the availability of
vacant lands to accommodate future housing growth need.

(b) Existing Residential Land

There is approximately 29.8 acres of vacant residential land not subject to the
constraints listed in Table A. As shown in Exhibit | and Exhibit J, the majority of
existing residential land consists of currently developed properties. There is limited
vacant land currently available to provide additional opportunities for residential
development. Therefore, future residential development must be accommodated on
infill, reuse and redevelopment of these existing residential properties.
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Exhibit I
Summary of Residential Land
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Exhibit J
Summary of Available Vacant Residential

(c) Existing Commercial/Retail Lands

There is approximately 1,458 acres of commercial/retail land in Torrance. As shown in
Exhibit K and Exhibit L, much of the existing commercial and retail lands in the city
are built out and highly utilized, with only 19.75 acres currently vacant. As the primary
generator of employment in the City, these lands possess some of the most successful

and viable investments in the region.
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Exhibit K
Summary of Commercial/Retail Land
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Exhibit L
Summary of Vacant Commercial/Retail Land

Significant redevelopment of these sites to accommodate the RHNA allocations is
highly unlikely, as most of the sites consist of viable commercial space and/or possess
high land values that are not conducive to redevelopment potential.

(d) Existing Light Industrial Lands

There is approximately 336 acres of industrial land in the City of Torrance. As shown in
Exhibit M and Exhibit N, much of this land is located in areas that are experiencing
stable, economically favorable [and uses that are not likely to change significantly over
the RHNA planning periocd. Only 6.04 acres of Industrial land is considered vacant.
While the City acknowledges there will be opportunities in these areas, it does not
consider these opportunities as the most feasible or economically sound option .

(e) Comparative Analysis of Density Needed to Accommodate RHNA Growth
Analysis

As described in Table B, the City must transition up to 164 acres of existing developed
high value land to accommodate future growth need. Therefore, the City must
demonstrate that 4,928 residential land must be accommodated by transitioning existing
development for these 4,928 units over the 8-year planning period. It is unreasonable
to assume the City will be able to justify this extent of sites, pursuant to the analysis
required under AB 1397.

Table B
Comparison of Densities Versus RHNA Growth Allocation

ccommodate Growt
30 Dwelling Units/Acre 4,928 units 164.0 acres
60 Dwelling Units/Acre 4,928 units 82.1 acres
100 Dwelling Units/Acre 4,928 units 49.2 acres
150 Dwelling Units/Acre 4,928 units 32,8 acres
200 Dwelling Units/Acre 4,928 units 24 6 acres
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TOTAL ACRES: 335.92 AC
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Exhibit M

Summary of Light Industrial Land
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Exhibit N
Summary of Vacant Light Industrial Land

(f) Density Considerations and Resiliency Planning

The unique land use conditions in Torrance have historically affected the ability for the
City to effectively respond and recover from a variety of natural and human events.
These include flood, fire, sea level rise, and public health. The City has conducted
extensive analysis of threats and the proper mitigation of these threats through
resiliency planning to identify, mitigate and respond to them.

In response to the recent COVID-19 pandemic, the City must consider contingency
planning to ensure the health, safety, welfare and economic integrity of our residents
can be addressed through appropriate land use considerations. These considerations
include density and land uses. To provide for local resiliency and effective response to
future pandemics and the need for social distancing, considerations related to
development design and open space will be critical factors in future contingency
planning.

As social distancing should allow for residents, children and pets the ability to recreate,
exercise and provide a level of social interaction and movement, the provision of
adequate open spaces through parks, open space and urban spaces will have an effect
on urban densities. Coupled with the need to accommodate 4,928 dwelling units within
infill development, this will pose considerable challenges in designing development that
meets appropriate criteria.

(a) The Methodology Fails to Consider Growth Projections Consistent with the
SoCal Connect Plan

SCAG failed to adequately consider local household growth factors and utilized growth
projections inconsistent with the SoCal Connect Plan.

Using projected household growth consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP)/Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) (Connect SoCal) is consistent with
State law. However, the Draft RHNA Allocation is inconsistent with the development
patterns assumed in the Connect SoCal Plan. These forecasts are to be developed in
conjunction with local input. The City of Torrance asserts the profound inconsistency in
forecasting growth demonstrate the failure of the methodology to consider local factors
and exhibits severe inconsistencies with future growth projections.
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According to SCAG’s Connect SoCal Plan, Appendix 1- Demographics and Growth
Forecast', the City of Torrance’s household growth is forecast to reach 57,300 in 2045.
Comparatively, the American Community Survey 2018 5-year estimates the City of
Torrance currently has 54,360 households.

As shown in Table C below, forecasts for households through 2045 are expected to be
57,300 according to the SoCal Connect Plan. If this is amortized over the forecast
period (2018-2045), it equates to approximately 108 households per year of growth.

The City of Torrance draft allocation is 4,928 units for the period 2012-2029. If this is
amortized over the planning period (2021-2029), it equates to approximately 616
households per year growth.

This demonstrates the unrealistic assumption that the City of Torrance would exceed its
total 2045 forecast household growth within the 2021-2029 Housing Element planning
period. Specifically, Torrance would reach household estimate for 2045 approximately
20 years earlier than forecast.

Table C
Comparison of Household Growth Rates
SoCal Connect vs. RHNA

SoCal SoCal Average
Connect Connect Per year
Forecast Forecast growth rate
Growth Year 2018-2045
2,670 2045 108 HH/year

Source: SoCal Connect Plan, 2021-2029 Final Draft RHNA Allocations.

The City of Torrance contends that the household formation defined in the RHNA far
exceeds any reasonable projection for growth during the 2021-2029 Housing Element
planning period. SCAG’s SoCal Connect Plan’s 2045 growth forecast, stated in the
SoCal Connect Plan is inconsistent and directly undermines the validity of the
assumptions in the Draft RHNA Allocations

This discrepancy demonstrates the RHNA allocation undermines Government Code
Section 65584(d)(1) by failing to provide the distribution of units in an equitable manner.
As demonstrated by the household growth rate is increased by a factor of 570% above
SoCal Connect forecasts. The City of Torrance contends that a realistic estimate of
future growth need should be directly tied to realistic projections of household formation,
consistent with SCAG'’s own projections in the SoCal Connect Plan.

1 Connect SoCal (2020 - 2045 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy)
Appendix 1, Table 14.
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(b) The Final Draft RHNA Allocation for Torrance Directly Undermines
Government Code 65588(d}(1) and Government Code 65588(d}{2)

Government Code 65588(d) defines five specific objectives the RHNA allocation plan
shall further. In particular, 65588(d){1) objective of “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” is dependent on the
availability of suitable land to various location within the City.

The City is very limited in appropriate and available vacant land and must accommodate
almost all future growth need on infill parcels. Therefore, significant impact will occur to
the City’s non-residential land uses as these sites must be used to accommodate the
growth identified in the Draft RHNA allocations. Even at residential densities far above
historical averages for the City and the South Bay area, the amount of land necessary
to accommodate residential growth at the levels identified in the Draft RHNA allocations
would require the City to sacrifice a significant percentage of job-creating uses, retail
and industrial land. Furthermore, the majority of this land will not be justifiable as
adequate sites pursuant to the strict adequate sites requirements of AB 1397. Requisite
analysis to determine if these sites are viable is stated on the State Department of
Housing and Community Development’s “Building Blocks” website?. Considerations
include:

i. Existing Uses — “The housing element must demonstrate non-vacant and/or
underutilized sites in the inventory that can be realistically developed with residential
uses or more-intensive residential uses at densities appropriate fo accommodate the
regional housing need (by income) within the planning period.... The condition or
age of existing uses and the pofential for such uses fo be discontinued and replaced
with housing (within the planning period) are important factors in determining
“realistic” development potential....”

it is the burden of the City of Torrance to demonstrate the realistic development
potential of infill sites by income category. The ability to identify adequate acreage to
rezone to permit new residential development on land that is “... realistically developed
with residential uses or more-intensive residential uses at densities appropriate to
accommodate the regional housing need (by income) within the planning period....” will
be an insurmountable task that will be primarily influenced by current market conditions,
the viability and sustainability of existing non-residential uses and the likelihood of
existing stable investments to transition to new residential uses. Many of these existing
non-residential lands are limited by constraints imposed by lease provisions, financing
provisions and other encumbrances tied to the land that can severely limit or preclude
the the ability to transition to new uses.

2 https:/iwww.hed.ca.gov/icommunity-development/building-blocks/site-inventory-analysis/analysis-of-
sites-and-zoning.shiml#realistic.
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ii. Development Trends — “The inventory analysis should describe recent
development and/or redevelopment trends in the community. The housing element
should also include a description of the local government's track record and specific
rofe in encouraging and facilitating redevelopment, adaptive reuse, or recycling to
residential or more-intense residential uses. If the local government does not have
any examples of recent recycling or redevelopment, the housing element should
describe current or planned efforts (via new programs) fo encourage and facilitate
this type of development (e.g. providing incentives to encourage lot consolidation or
assemblage fo facilitate increased residential-development capacity)”

Development trends cannot be considered solely at the regional or state level. All
development in Torrance is affected by the local market. Due to local market
conditions, value of the land and construction costs, infill development transitioning to
affordable housing is heavily influenced by existing development activity. The general
costs to bring affordable residential development in the Torrance market area does not
justify the transition to existing developed land to transition. Torrance currently has a
limited history that can demonstrate successful transitioning of viable existing
commercial development into residential development projects.

iii. Market Conditions — “Housing market conditions also play a vital role in
determining the feasibility or realistic potential of non-vacant sites and/or
underutilized sites for residential development. The housing element should evaluate
the impact of local market conditions on redevelopment or reuse strategies. For
example, high land and construction costs, combined with a limited supply of
available and developable land may indicate conditions “ripe” for more-intensive,
compact and infill development or redevelopment and reuse”

As required by statute, the City of Torrance must demonstrate that market conditions
“...evaluate the impact of local market conditions on redevelopment or reuse
strategies...”. Local market conditions play a significant role in the feasibility of
transitioning existing viable commercial uses to residential. Due to the combination of
high construction costs, high land values and the scarcity of vacant land, residential
development projects must provide for a pro-forma that justifies and supports
redevelopment. In addition, severe limitations on the ability of existing
commercial/industrial investments fo redevelop existing investments would have
significant negative affect on project feasibility. Therefore, the ability to structure
complex, multi-tranche financing to accommodate affordable housing given these
market conditions will be almost insurmountable.

The Final Draft RHNA Allocations fail to consider the implications of existing law
governing Housing Elements. Specifically, the requirements of state law that Torrance
will be subject to in determining the adequacy of housing sites to accommodate future
housing growth directly conflict with the ability of the City to accommodate the current
draft RHNA allocation. This creates a scenario where the City cannot accommodate the
level of RHNA growth need based on the inability to justify these sites pursuant to
statutory provisions.
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In review the Housing Element for compliance with state law, the following factors
severely limit the sites that can be considered for future growth:

iv. Realistic Development Capacity - Realistic development capacity calculation
accounts for minimum density requirements, land use confrols, site improvements,
and typical densities of existing or approved projects at similar income levels, and
access fo current, or planned, water, sewer, and dry utilities. (GC 65583.2(c)(1)
and(2)).

The City of Torrance must demonstrate realistic development capacity for a large
percentage of existing viable land with existing stable [and uses in the City. This is
infeasible as the City would essentially have to consider a large portion of existing job-
generating uses to transition to residential uses and must prove these sites are a viable
to transition during the planning period.

v. Realistic Capacity of Non-Vacant Sites - The realistic capacity methodology
analyzes the extent the existing use may impede additional residential
development, the jurisdiction’s past experience converting existing uses fo higher
density residential development, current market demand for the existing use,
analysis of existing leases or other contracts that would perpetuate the existing
use or prevent additional residential development, development trends, market
conditions, and incentives or standards that encourage development. (GC
65583.2(g)(1).

Existing uses are a major impediment {o the development of future residential use in
Torrance to the extent identified in RHNA. This would require the City to analyze all
private lease agreements and contracts to determine site feasibility. This is both
impractical and infeasible. Additionally, market factors must consider the actual ability
of the site to transition during the planning period. Many of the infill sites must be
accommodated on existing commercial/industrial [ands, which have long term financing
provisions with severe penalties if they are breached. Even with incentives, by right
development and other regulatory relief, a site could not redevelop due to these
restrictions.

vi. “Substantial Evidence” Requirement - If non-vacant sites accommodate 50% or
more of the lower-income need, the housing element must describe “substantial
evidence” that the existing use does not constitute an impediment for additional
residential use on the site. Absent substantial evidence, the existing use is deemed
an impediment to additional residential development during the planning period.
(GC 65583.2(g)(2)).

As the City of Torrance has an extremely limited inventory of vacant lands available to
accommodate growth, most future development will occur on sites identified on non-
vacant sites. The substantial evidence requirement will be difficult, if not impossible to
achieve. If more than 50% of the lower income need is accommodated on sites
currently in use, before the site could be identified as one available for housing,
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Torrance must overcome the presumption by showing: 1) past experience with
converting the existing type of use to higher density residential development, 2) the
current market demand for the current use will not impede redevelopment, and 3)
existing leases or contracts would not legally prevent redevelopment of the site. Each of
these criteria could not be currently met by the City.

The COVID-19 Pandemic has had a demonstrable impact on Torrance’s economy.
The pandemic was unforeseen during the development of regional RHNA
methodology and will have lasting impacts to Torrance’s economy and housing
market. Additionally, population growth trends in California have recently been
revised to reflect a substantially lower rate of population growth in the region.

Prior to COVID-19, Torrance enjoyed a robust and diversified economy. With the
restrictions imposed and ongoing during the pandemic, these restrictions have
significantly impacted all aspects of Torrance’s economy. With many job opportunities
that existed prior to the pandemic that are now gone or severely impacted, it is
estimated it will take years to return to pre-COVID levels. Because this was an
unforeseen circumstance, the impacts to the economy of the City and consequently
to the housing market are profound and should be a consideration when evaluating
realistic growth potential over the 8-year RHNA planning period.

The state of California is also experiencing population growth rates at historically low
levels. Recent downward revisions by the Department of Finance illustrates the rate
of population growth rate throughout California is slowing and at a faster rate than
anticipated. In the last three years, the state has experienced the lowest population
growth rates on record since 1900. Population growth is directly tied to household
formation. The flattening of the population growth curve is contrary to the rate of
growth identified in the Final Draft RHNA allocation. Furthermore, according to
Freddie Mac’s February 2020 report, “The Housing Supply Shortage: State of the
States,” their research indicates that “...California has a shortage of 820,000 housing
units statewide. These statewide growth needs exceed the growth estimates for the
SCAG regional alone. History suggests that California's shortage may be grossly
overestimated if interstate migration is considered.”

3 Freddie Mac, “The Housing Supply Shortage: State of the States” February 2020, Page 6.
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Summary of Contributing Factors Justifying Modifications to the City of
Torrance’s RHNA Allocations

Based on the evidence provided herein, the Draft Allocation undermines Government
Code Section 65584(d) by failing to support the goals identified therein. Further, the
substantial growth need allocated to the City of Torrance, when applying current
statutory requirements, will preclude the City from complying with law and be unfairly
affected by the failure to enact these laws The Draft Allocation and methodology
used to develop it needs to be revised so that it fulfils the objectives identified in the
Government Code.

The City of Torrance has compiled all development contributing factors to summarize
the severe limitations the City to accommodate the Final Draft RHNA Allocation. The
City is severely limited in the availability of land of accommodate the unrealistic
growth forecast identified in the Draft RHNA allocations.

Remaining land available to accommodate future growth will be mainly focused on
infill development on parcels with existing development, including existing residential
zoned land and non-residential land that must be rezoned to accommodate
residential development

The future growth of residential will require the execution of the substantial evidence
clause in state housing law to demonstrate the viability of infill sites. This evidence
may include:

Age of Existing Structures

Developer Interest

Past Experience in Developing Infill Property
Existing Lease Provisions

Environmental and Infrastructure Constraints

The City will not be able to justify the use of these infill sites in the Housing Element
to accommodate the level of need shown in the Draft RHNA allocations.
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CONCLUSION

The City of Torrance is committed to accommodating the existing and future needs of
its residents. While we are committed to contributing to our collective local, regional
and state needs for housing, we have demonstrated that the City’s Draft RHNA
Allocation is unrealistic, excessive and based on faulty assumptions that can have
grave consequences to the City and its residents. The City, therefore, respectfully
objects to the Final Draft RHNA Allccation and methodology used and requests the
RHNA Allocation be revised so that it fulfils the abjectives identified in the
Government Code.

Pursuant to Govt. Code Section 65584.05(b), the City of Torrance states the following
revisions to the Final Draft RHNA Allocations are necessary to further the intent of the
objectives stated in Govt. Code Section 65584(d). Table D illustrates recommended
modifications.

Table D
Summary of RHNA Reductions

Section 65584(d)(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.

Reason- The Draft RHNA allocation undermines this objective as it -2540
does not assign housing unit growth need in an equitable manner. The
allocation is a marked increase in allocations from prior RHNA planning
cycles and a disproportionately higher amount of lower income need to
the community, based upon a flawed methodology that is inconsistent
with regional growth forecasts at the regional, state and federal level.

Section 65584(d)(2) - Promoting infill development and sociceconomic
equity, the profection 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.

-160

Reason- The Draft RHNA Allocation undermines this objective as it does
not properly consider lands that are designated for the protection of
natural resources, protected lands precluded from development and
lands subject o high fire severity. Furthermore, the use of these lands is
not supportive of the efficient utilization of land to encourage and
supportive efficient development patterns.
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Table E summarizes the City of Torrance’s recommended RHNA allocation by income
category: The recommended 6" Cycle RHNA allocations acknowledges the need to
accommodate future growth in the City, pursuant to consistently applied regional growth
forecasts and represents a 153% increase from 5% Cycle RHNA allocations

Table E
Summary of Recommended RHNA Allocations for Torrance

Income Category Septenl:;?aefi %CZAO?EO e Torr;::leAR:ﬁ:‘r;;rtri\::ded
RHNA Allocation
Very Low 1,617 Units 732 Units
Low 845 Units 383 Units
Moderate 851 Units 381 Units
Above Moderate 1,615 Units 732 Units
TOTAL 4,928 Units 2,228 Units

Respectfully Submitted,

Patrick”J. Furey, Ndayor
City of Torrance

cc: City Council Members, City of Torrance
Aram Chaparyan, City Manager
Patrick Q. Sullivan City Attorney
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ATTACHMENT A

Kome Ajise, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
SO0 Wilshire Bivd. Suite 1700

Los Angeles CA 90017

RE: Request to the Southern California Association of Governments to Amend the Regional Housing
Needs Assessment Methodology for the 6th Cycle.

Dear Mr. Ajise:

The City of Torrance requests that SCAG amend the RHNA methodology to reinstate local input as a
factor in the existing need calculation. The City of Cerritos recently submitted a proposal dated February
4, 202-0, which recommends that household growth forecasts be reintroduced back into the calculations
for existing need. These household growth projections are an important factor in that it takes into
consideration the unique characteristics of each jurisdiction. Moreover, these growth projections area
more closely aligns the RHNA with the development pattern established within the Connect So Cal Plan
as required by state law. Finally, as stated in the staff recommended RHNA methodology staff report for

the November 7, 2019, Regional Council meeting, the reintroduction of household growth into the
existing need would further the five objectives of state housing law,

We are also requesting that SCAF object again to the Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) in that they did not follow state law with regard to the regional determination. The
regional determination of 1.34 million housing units, combined with an inequitable RHNA methodology

are setting up local jurisdictions for failure to comply with state housing law.

G RHNA Subcommittee; Community, Economic and Human Development

We request that the SCA
ndations prior to the adoption of the

Committee; and Regional Council consider these two recomme
RHNA.
The City of Torrance recognizes the need for the accommodation of housing in areas that are physically
suitable for housing development. While we would prefer the Hybrid Methodology advocated by SCAG
staff earlier in the process, we would be willing to compromise and accept the Cerritos methodology as
it reintroduces local input. Torrance looks forward to the ability to prepare a Housing Element that
complies with state law and provides for the accommodation of housing within our community.

Sincerely,

;
(- (Eg,fpgw»—«
Danny E. Santana

%Community Development Director

g, /3 /2020
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DANNY E, SANTANA
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIRECTOR 18 February 2020

Bill Jahn, President

Kome Ajise, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1700

Los Angeles, CA 90017

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO AMEND THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT (RHNA)
METHODOLOGY FOR THE 6™ CYCLE

On February 4, 2020, the City Council of the City of Torrance adopted the attached resolution objecting
to the modified methodology adopted for allocation of dwelling units under the 6% Cycle Regional
Housing Needs Assessment process.

The modified RHNA allocation methodology, as well as the manner in which it was approved by the
SCAG Regional Council, undermine the integrity of what is mandated to be a collaborative RHNA
process, negating months of local participation, conducted in good faith. It poses a significant threat
of lasting damage to the City of Torrance if permitted to stand.

The City Council therefore publicly states its opposition to the modified RHNA allocation methodology
approved by the SCAG Regional Council and requests intervention on the part of HCD to direct SCAG
to reconsider its action given the related lack of specificity, lack of supporting documentation, lack of
vetting by SCAG staff, and near total absence of stakeholder engagement. The modified RHNA
allocation methodology approved by the SCAG Regional Council effectively sets up many
jurisdictions, including the City of Torrance, to fail to achieve compliance with State housing laws.

The City Council of the City of Torrance recommends that the &t Cycle RHNA allocation be based on
the Hybrid Methodology analyzed and advocated by SCAG staff as it was the result of a public vetting
process, allowed for local input and facilitated greater local controi of planning decisions.

The City of Torrance looks forward to working with SCAG and HCD to ensure a fair, attainable and

reasonable RHNA allocation.
™
(o~

Danny E. Santana
Community Development Director

Attachment: Resolution Dated February 4, 2020



RESOLUTION NO. 2020-07

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL. OF THE CITY OF
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, OPPOSING THE MODIFIED
REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT ALLOCATION
METHODOLOGY APPROVED BY THE SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (SCAG}
REGIONAL COUNCIL

WHEREAS, California State housing law requires that each city and county plan for existing
and future housing needs in accordance with the cutcome of the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) process; and

WHEREAS, the Southern California Asscciation of Governments (SCAG) is responsible for
developing a uniform methodology for the distribution of the RHNA allocation among member
cities and counties; and

WHEREAS, a transparent and collaborative approach to regional planning, involving
opportunity for informed stakeholder input and thoughtful deliberation, is critical to achieving
desirable and equitable cutcomes; and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff has recognized the importance of using the (Draft) Connect SoCal
regional plan, SCAG's Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable - Communities Strategy, as
informing the RHNA methodology to ensure that Connect SoCal and RHNA can proceed in
parallel; and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff also recognized that no singte jurisdiction should be over-burdened with
the region's existing needs (RHNA Subcommittee Meeting staff report - October 7, 2019); and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff examined a number of different methodologies to allocate the RHNA
numbers; and

WHEREAS, the SCAG process to develop the allocation methodology for the 6th cycle
RHNA, covering the planning period from Qstober 2021 through QOctober 2028, included
opportunities for stakeholder engagement throughout, including detailed discussion of three
draft allocation methodology options during a series of public meetings and hearings
intended to ensure robust participation by the public and affecied agencies; and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff recommended a methodology (Option 4} in the RHNA Subcommittee
Staff Report for October 7, 2019, that allocated 50 percent (50%) of the projected and existing
need based upon the household growth rate belween 2020 and 2030 for projected household
need, and between 2030 and 2045 for existing household need; and

WHEREAS, on Ocfober 7, 2019, the SCAG RHNA subcommittee specifically rejected what has
been referred to as the "Coastal Cities" methodology that greatly reduced the housing allocations
to Riverside and San Bernardino counties and recommended the staff recommendation to the
Community, Economic and Human Development (UCEHD") Committee; and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff recommended the hybrid methodology (Option 4) fo the CEHD
Committee in the Staff Report for October 21, 2018; and




WHEREAS, the CEHD Committee unanimously recommended that the Regional Councll submit
the draft RHNA methodology to HCD: and

WHEREAS, based on a request by members of the Regional Council to look at the motion that
was defeated at the RHNA subcommittee meeting, SCAG staff provided an alternative
methodology which eliminated the share of existing need based on household growth and
eliminated the cap on RHNA allocation to & jurisdiction’s 2045 household growth; and

WHEREAS, SCAG staff sfill recommended the hybrid methodology to the full Regional Board; and

WHEREAS, despite the recommendation of staff, the RHNA Subcommittee and the CEHD
Committes, the Regional Board approved the alternative methodology which eliminates
forecasted growth as a consideration; and

WHEREAS, modified RHNA allocation methodology fails completely to take into account the
first of the three major aims of the RHNA process as described by HCD: "The regional
housing needs allocation (RHNA) Plan should promote the following objectives: Increase the
housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure (rental or ownership), and affordability in
all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner"; and

WHEREAS, the City of Torrance did not receive sufficient or adequate advance notice that SCAG
would entertain a substantially modified, legally unsupported methodology. To the contrary, SCAG
had consistently and repeatedly set forth certain methodologies upon which the City of Torrance
has relied in developing its plans and position on the RHNA allocation process; and

WHEREAS, the modified methodology fails to adequately account for local input and growth
forecast data and, due to the late introduction by substitute motion, was unable to be fuily
analyzed for potential impacts by SCAG staff before a vote of the Regional Coungil; and

WHEREAS, the ramifications of this abrupt, unvetted and non-transparent methodology shift
are further compounded by and should be viewed in the context of recently passed State
housing laws with which local jurisdictions are obligated to comply. Examples include, but are
not limited to, 8B 35 streamlining requirements, which preempt full exercise of local land use
authority over development applications proposing affordable housing production for
jurisdictions that fail to make sufficient progress toward meeting their RHNA aliocations: and

WHEREAS, in sum, the modified RHNA allocation methodology approved by the SCAG
Regional Council effectively sets up many jurisdictions, including the City of Torrance, to fail
to achieve compliance with State housing laws; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Torrance recommends that the 6" Cycle RHNA
allocation be based on the Hybrid Metheodology analyzed and advocated by SCAG staff as it was
the result of a public input process, allowed for local input and facilitated greater local control of
planning decisions; and

WHEREAS, should the Coast City Methodology be approved, the City Council authorizes staff to
submit an appeal to SCAG for its RHNA calculation.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TORRANCE DOES HEREBY
RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The recitals provided in this Resolution are incorporated into the operative part of
this resolution.




SECTION 2. The City Council is a strong advocate of local control as the best means to protect
the City of Torrance, its residents and business owners, and promote the goals and priorities of
the community. The modified RHNA allocation methodology, as well as the manner in which it
was approved by the SCAG Regional Council, undermine the integrity of what is mandated to be
a collaborative RHNA process, negating months of local participation conducted in good faith and
posing a significant threat of lasting damage to the City of Torrance if permitted to stand. The City
Council therefore publicly states its opposition to the modified RHNA allocation methodology
approved by the SCAG Regional Council and requests intervention on the part of HCD to direct
SCAG to reconsider its action given the related lack of specificity, lack of supporting
documentation, lack of vetting by SCAG staff, and near total absence of stakeholder engagement.

SECTICN 3. The City Manager is hereby directed to provide notification to HCD of the City
Council's action, provided in Section 2 above, concerning the modified RHNA allocation
methodology and related SCAG Regional Councll approval process.

SECTION 4. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption by the City Council,
and the City Clerk shali certify the vote adopting the resolution.

INTRODUCED, APPROVED, and ADOPTED this 4th day of

i,

%—'/f o/ 7
Mayor Wg@
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

PATRICK Q. SULLIVAN, City Attorney ATTEST: -

Tatia Y. Strader, Assistant City Aftorney Rebectca Poirier, MMC, Cily Clerk

/

-




TORRANCE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 2020-07

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 55
CITY OF TORRANCE )

l, Rebecca Poirier, City Clerk of the City of Torrance, California, do hereby certify that the
foregoing resolution was duly introduced, approved, and adopted by the City Council of the City of
Torrance at a regular meeting of said Council held on the 4th day of February, 2020 by the
following roll call vote:

AYES: COUNCILMEMBERS Chen, Goodrich, Griffiths, Herring, Rizzo, and Mayor Furey,
NOES: COUNCILMEMBERS None.
ABSTAIN: COUNCILMEMBERS None.
AB3ENT: COUNCILMEMBERS Mattucci.

(QWM/\

, Retlecca Poirier, MMC
Date: g\\U \m} ‘?\’) Cic:y eCclg,’r‘k of the; City of Torrance




CI1TY O F

T O RR A N C E

PATRICK ). FUREY CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS
MAYOR GEORGE K. CHEN
TIM GOODRICH
MIKE GRIFFITHS
MILTON 5. HERRING, I

September 10, 2019 AURELIO MATTUCCI
' GEOFF RIZZO

Southern California Association of Governments
900 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Re: Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Methodology and Regional
' House Needs Determination

The City of Torrance appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Regional
Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)} draft methodology options for the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) region.

Before deciding on the RHNA methodology, the City of Torrance urges SCAG to appeal
the Regional Housing Needs Determination issued by California Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD) for the 6th Cycle RHNA. With a relatively low level
of housing development activity during the current housing cycle, which has occurred
during a time of improved economic conditions, it is not realistic o assume HCD's regional
need determination of 1,344,740 will be attainable, particularly if an economic slowdown
were to occur. Utilizing the methodology options provided by SCAG, the City of Torrance
may not identify enough available sites in the city to accommodate 2,392 to 9,568 housing
units in the next housing cycle. This scenario likely occurs in other jurisdictions in the
SCAG region. Therefore, the City of Torrance recommends that SCAG appeal HCD's
Regional Housing Needs Determination and that the RHNA methodology used by HCD
should be reviewed to ensure the allocation of housing units are not grossly
overestimated and concentrated in the SCAG region.

Based on our review of the three RHNA draft methodology options, the City of Torrance
supports Option 3 as the preferred option for the region. While none of the methadologies
are perfect, Option 3 utilizes local input, is the least complex, and is the most reasonable
of the three options. The City of Torrance strongly opposes Option 1 and Option 2 as
each result in unattainable allocations, and Option 2 ignores local input.

3031 Torrance Boulevard ® Torrance, California 90503 » 310/618-2801 » FAX 310/618-5841




The City of Torrance urges SCAG to adopt a RHNA allocation methodology for the 6th
Cycle RHNA that reflects local input, is reasonable, and that allows communities to have
local control over housing development. Not doing so may resuit in a RHNA allocation
that is not achievable and one that will jeopardize the region's ability to successfully
address California's housing crisis.

The City of Torrance appreciates SCAG effort and time on this complex issue and
certainly understands that creating a methodology that is fair and equitable for all
jurisdictions in the SCAG region is challenging. Thank you again for the opportunity fo
provide feedback on this process.

Sincerely,

Patrick J. Furey
Mayor, City of Torrance



