










































DRAFT REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION

Very Low

0‐50%

Low

51‐80%

Moderate

81‐120%

Above

Moderate

120%+

Total

Alameda County
Alameda 472 272 295 696 1,735 2,046
Albany 83 56 58 132 329 276
Berkeley 572 450 585 1,319 2,926 2,431
Dublin 1,088 638 621 727 3,073 3,330
Emeryville 310 244 257 747 1,559 1,137
Fremont 1,697 946 996 1,592 5,231 4,380
Hayward 1,054 602 708 2,146 4,511 3,393
Livermore 926 537 565 894 2,922 3,394
Newark 506 273 257 561 1,597 863
Oakland 1,945 1,779 2,356 6,219 12,299 14,629
Piedmont 32 19 20 9 80 40
Pleasanton 504 289 293 345 1,431 3,277
San Leandro 551 291 362 1,083 2,287 1,630
Union City 325 191 200 378 1,094 1,944
Alameda County Unincorporated 567 300 365 939 2,172 2,167

10,631 6,886 7,940 17,788 43,245 44,937

Contra Costa County
Antioch 412 247 259 862 1,780 2,282
Brentwood 225 119 120 287 751 2,705
Clayton 49 25 31 35 140 151
Concord 752 432 553 1,705 3,441 3,043
Danville 189 110 123 129 551 583
El Cerrito 108 70 77 192 447 431
Hercules 284 151 132 339 906 453
Lafayette 125 72 79 97 372 361
Martinez 149 88 97 250 585 1,060
Moraga 103 60 70 89 321 234
Oakley 330 184 185 562 1,261 775
Orinda 82 47 53 42 224 218
Pinole 81 49 42 138 310 323
Pittsburg 390 266 332 1,157 2,145 1,772
Pleasant Hill 118 72 88 191 469 628
Richmond 366 273 362 1,172 2,172 2,826
San Pablo 66 71 99 360 596 298
San Ramon 339 185 186 240 951 3,463
Walnut Creek 253 151 164 402 969 1,958
Contra Costa County Unincorporated 950 566 635 1,448 3,598 3,508

5,371 3,236 3,685 9,697 21,989 27,072

Draft 2014‐2022 RHNA 2007‐

2014

RHNA

Total

Update on March 12, 2012

Note: This draft 2014‐2022 RHNA by income category for each jurisdiction is based on the Jobs‐Housing Connection 

Scenario. Totals may not add up due to rounding.
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Marin County
Belvedere 6 4 5 7 23 17
Corte Madera 28 16 17 41 102 244
Fairfax 32 19 24 55 129 108
Larkspur 35 17 20 58 131 382
Mill Valley 80 48 52 94 274 292
Novato 96 59 67 189 411 1,241
Ross 12 7 9 9 36 27
San Anselmo 56 29 34 82 201 113
San Rafael 178 125 158 438 898 1,403
Sausalito 66 37 42 79 224 165
Tiburon 45 32 37 44 159 117
Marin County Unincorporated 216 131 157 302 806 773

849 525 622 1,398 3,395 4,882

Napa County
American Canyon 124 61 63 151 399 728
Calistoga 19 6 11 39 75 94
Napa 298 165 215 553 1,230 2,024
St. Helena 29 19 19 45 111 121
Yountville 15 7 9 24 55 87
Napa County Unincorporated 219 134 138 250 741 651

704 392 453 1,061 2,610 3,705

San Francisco County
San Francisco 5,641 4,181 4,836 10,301 24,959 31,193

5,641 4,181 4,836 10,301 24,959 31,193

Note: This draft 2014‐2022 RHNA by income category for each jurisdiction is based on the Jobs‐Housing Connection 

Scenario. Totals may not add up due to rounding.
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San Mateo County
Atherton 48 35 38 22 142 83
Belmont 107 57 65 135 364 399
Brisbane 219 119 144 320 802 401
Burlingame 285 152 168 486 1,091 650
Colma 16 7 7 30 61 65
Daly City 358 172 217 751 1,498 1,207
East Palo Alto 47 50 88 279 464 630
Foster City 143 82 66 144 435 486
Half Moon Bay 47 31 32 75 184 276
Hillsborough 59 34 42 23 157 86
Menlo Park 224 136 132 258 751 993
Millbrae 159 85 97 277 618 452
Pacifica 150 81 91 231 553 275
Portola Valley 20 14 13 16 64 74
Redwood City 717 459 556 1,440 3,172 1,856
San Bruno 253 121 160 484 1,018 973
San Carlos 193 106 111 219 628 599
San Mateo 649 360 427 1,086 2,522 3,051
South San Francisco 388 185 240 762 1,576 1,635
Woodside 29 17 19 16 81 41
San Mateo County Unincorporated 252 163 191 323 928 1,506

4,362 2,467 2,903 7,376 17,109 15,738

Santa Clara County
Campbell 201 111 130 392 833 892
Cupertino 418 256 270 396 1,340 1,170
Gilroy 196 156 213 511 1,075 1,615
Los Altos 212 131 143 149 634 317
Los Altos Hills 59 37 41 26 162 81
Los Gatos 184 106 129 193 613 562
Milpitas 672 369 381 954 2,376 2,487
Monte Sereno 29 15 17 19 80 41
Morgan Hill 362 218 264 521 1,365 1,312
Mountain View 713 433 490 1,185 2,822 2,599
Palo Alto 590 382 416 616 2,003 2,860
San Jose 6,986 4,294 5,088 13,563 29,931 34,721
Santa Clara 736 506 552 1,397 3,191 5,873
Saratoga 188 120 135 141 584 292
Sunnyvale 1,343 772 771 2,082 4,968 4,426
Santa Clara County Unincorporated 71 43 50 116 280 1,090

12,959 7,948 9,089 22,262 52,257 60,338

Note: This draft 2014‐2022 RHNA by income category for each jurisdiction is based on the Jobs‐Housing Connection 

Scenario. Totals may not add up due to rounding.
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Solano County
Benicia 127 75 80 141 423 532
Dixon 54 23 34 82 193 728
Fairfield 1,440 761 864 2,325 5,390 3,796
Rio Vista 28 20 25 83 156 1,219
Suisun City 136 54 59 180 429 610
Vacaville 504 240 289 735 1,768 2,901
Vallejo 360 227 253 739 1,580 3,100
Solano County Unincorporated 42 23 28 60 153 99

2,690 1,424 1,631 4,344 10,090 12,985

Sonoma County
Cloverdale 51 37 39 106 233 417
Cotati 45 29 20 68 161 257
Healdsburg 36 27 27 66 155 331
Petaluma 258 141 141 330 870 1,945
Rohnert Park 236 141 147 471 994 1,554
Santa Rosa 1,500 871 1,075 2,829 6,274 6,534
Sebastopol 31 20 27 62 139 176
Sonoma 37 27 37 70 171 353
Windsor 182 105 100 223 611 719
Sonoma County Unincorporated 735 406 480 1,106 2,728 1,364

3,109 1,803 2,092 5,331 12,335 13,650

REGION 46,316 28,862 33,252 79,559 187,990 214,500

Note: This draft 2014‐2022 RHNA by income category for each jurisdiction is based on the Jobs‐Housing Connection 

Scenario. Totals may not add up due to rounding.







Sabrina	
  Brennan	
  
165	
  La	
  Grande	
  Ave.	
  
Moss	
  Beach,	
  CA	
  94038	
  
	
  
February	
  14,	
  2012	
  
	
  
Kenneth	
  Kirkey,	
  Director	
  of	
  Planning	
  
Association	
  of	
  Bay	
  Area	
  Governments	
  
PO	
  Box	
  2050	
  
Oakland,	
  CA	
  94604-­‐2050	
  
	
  
Re:	
  Application	
  by	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  for	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  (PDA)	
  for	
  the	
  
unincorporated	
  Midcoast	
  
	
  
Dear	
  Mr.	
  Kirkey,	
  
	
  
For	
  the	
  reasons	
  given	
  below,	
  I	
  request	
  that	
  ABAG	
  not	
  approve	
  the	
  request	
  to	
  designate	
  the	
  
semi-­‐rural	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  PDA.	
  
	
  
I	
  appreciate	
  regional	
  development	
  and	
  conservation	
  strategies	
  that	
  limit	
  urban	
  sprawl	
  and	
  
promote	
  urban	
  open	
  space,	
  green	
  street	
  programs,	
  farmers	
  markets,	
  wetland	
  restoration,	
  parks,	
  
community	
  colleges,	
  school	
  bus	
  service,	
  food-­‐hubs	
  that	
  provide	
  professional	
  food	
  buyers	
  with	
  
fresh	
  produce	
  grown	
  by	
  local	
  farmers,	
  and	
  bicycle/pedestrian	
  safety	
  and	
  mobility	
  improvements	
  
near	
  Bay	
  Area	
  transit	
  and	
  jobs.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  live	
  in	
  Moss	
  Beach,	
  one	
  of	
  five	
  small	
  unincorporated	
  farming,	
  fishing,	
  and	
  eco-­‐tourism	
  	
  
communities	
  located	
  along	
  the	
  semi-­‐rural	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  The	
  unincorporated	
  
Midcoast	
  communities	
  of	
  El	
  Granada,	
  Miramar,	
  Princeton,	
  Montara,	
  and	
  Moss	
  Beach	
  are	
  not	
  
located	
  near	
  Bay	
  Area	
  transit	
  or	
  jobs.	
  	
  Infrastructure	
  is	
  extremely	
  limited	
  in	
  all	
  five	
  communities	
  
—	
  they	
  lack	
  sidewalks,	
  street	
  lights,	
  curbs,	
  and	
  storm	
  drainage.	
  	
  The	
  lack	
  of	
  storm	
  drainage	
  in	
  
the	
  unincorporated	
  urban	
  Midcoast	
  results	
  in	
  significant	
  flooding,	
  runoff,	
  and	
  erosion	
  during	
  the	
  
rainy	
  season.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  has	
  woefully	
  inadequate	
  transit	
  service	
  and	
  no	
  school	
  bus	
  service.	
  	
  
Chronic	
  backups	
  on	
  10	
  scenic	
  miles	
  of	
  Highway	
  1,	
  the	
  only	
  transportation	
  corridor,	
  bring	
  traffic	
  
to	
  a	
  crawl	
  on	
  a	
  daily	
  basis.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  does	
  not	
  have	
  a	
  supermarket,	
  library,	
  or	
  community	
  
center.	
  	
  The	
  Midcoast	
  lacks	
  public	
  and	
  private	
  school	
  capacity.	
  	
  We	
  do	
  have	
  one	
  small	
  hospital.	
  	
  
Most	
  voting	
  age	
  citizens	
  commute	
  daily	
  over	
  the	
  Santa	
  Cruz	
  Mountains	
  to	
  jobs	
  on	
  the	
  Bayside	
  of	
  
San	
  Francisco,	
  San	
  Mateo,	
  and	
  Santa	
  Clara	
  counties.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
I	
  am	
  concerned	
  about	
  a	
  number	
  of	
  issues	
  that	
  impact	
  ABAG	
  designation	
  of	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  
County	
  Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  (PDA).	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  is	
  located	
  entirely	
  within	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Zone.	
  	
  I	
  am	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  inherent	
  
policy	
  conflicts	
  between	
  PDA	
  designations,	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
Local	
  Coastal	
  Program	
  (LCP)	
  policies	
  for	
  the	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  I	
  have	
  not	
  been	
  able	
  to	
  find	
  any	
  
information	
  on	
  ABAG,	
  FOCUS,	
  and	
  OneBayArea	
  websites	
  as	
  to	
  how	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  LCP	
  policy	
  
conflicts	
  would	
  be	
  resolved.	
  	
  If	
  the	
  ABAG	
  Executive	
  Board	
  designates	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  
Midcoast	
  as	
  a	
  PDA,	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  could	
  become	
  a	
  target	
  for	
  state	
  mandated,	
  higher	
  density	
  
development	
  than	
  allowed	
  by	
  the	
  LCP.	
  	
  Any	
  proposed	
  Coastside	
  development	
  could	
  be	
  subject	
  



to	
  appeal	
  to	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission,	
  which	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  deny	
  it.	
  	
  
	
  	
  
A	
  PDA	
  designation	
  is	
  not	
  appropriate	
  for	
  areas	
  with	
  significant	
  constraints	
  on	
  new	
  development.	
  	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  has	
  inadequate	
  infrastructure,	
  including	
  water,	
  sewer,	
  schools,	
  and	
  highway	
  
capacity,	
  to	
  accommodate	
  planned	
  buildout.	
  	
  All	
  new	
  development	
  must	
  be	
  consistent	
  with	
  the	
  
County's	
  LCP,	
  which	
  was	
  certified	
  in	
  1980.	
  	
  An	
  update	
  to	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  LCP	
  has	
  been	
  in	
  limbo	
  for	
  
more	
  than	
  a	
  decade,	
  and	
  is	
  still	
  under	
  review	
  by	
  the	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  low-­‐lying	
  portions	
  of	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  are	
  located	
  within	
  a	
  tsunami	
  inundation	
  zone,	
  flood	
  zone,	
  
and	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  zone.	
  	
  Specifically	
  all	
  of	
  Princeton,	
  areas	
  along	
  Airport	
  Street	
  including	
  the	
  
proposed	
  Big	
  Wave	
  project,	
  and	
  the	
  Manufactured	
  Home	
  Park,	
  nearly	
  all	
  of	
  Miramar,	
  and	
  a	
  
small	
  part	
  of	
  El	
  Granada	
  are	
  within	
  the	
  mapped	
  flood	
  zone.	
  Strategies	
  for	
  coping	
  with	
  coastal	
  
erosion,	
  landslides,	
  and	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  include	
  Planned	
  Retreat.	
  	
  Designating	
  a	
  PDA	
  in	
  a	
  semi-­‐rural	
  
unincorporated	
  area	
  that	
  must	
  plan	
  for	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  impacts	
  and	
  is	
  far	
  from	
  transit	
  and	
  jobs	
  is	
  
not	
  a	
  sustainable	
  growth	
  strategy.	
  
	
  	
  
Designating	
  PDAs	
  in	
  unincorporated	
  areas	
  located	
  in	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Zone	
  that	
  are	
  far	
  from	
  
transit/jobs	
  would	
  force	
  counties	
  plagued	
  by	
  budget	
  problems	
  and	
  aggressive	
  housing	
  allocation	
  
numbers	
  to	
  change	
  zoning	
  regulations	
  to	
  maximize	
  infill	
  development.	
  Rezoning	
  the	
  Coastal	
  
Zone	
  for	
  high	
  density	
  development	
  in	
  an	
  area	
  that	
  is	
  projected	
  to	
  experience	
  sea	
  level	
  rise	
  is	
  not	
  
smart	
  planning.	
  	
  PDAs	
  are	
  envisioned	
  to	
  "support	
  focused	
  growth	
  by	
  accommodating	
  growth	
  as	
  
mixed	
  use,	
  infill	
  development	
  near	
  transit	
  and	
  job	
  centers,	
  with	
  an	
  emphasis	
  on	
  housing."	
  	
  That's	
  
an	
  urban	
  Bayside	
  strategy,	
  and	
  has	
  the	
  potential	
  to	
  conflict	
  with	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  and	
  LCP.	
  
	
  
The	
  FOCUS	
  Application	
  Guidelines	
  require	
  that	
  a	
  PDA	
  must	
  meet	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  following	
  criteria:	
  	
  (a)	
  
the	
  area	
  is	
  within	
  an	
  existing	
  community,	
  (b)	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  near	
  existing	
  or	
  planned	
  fixed	
  transit	
  (or	
  
is	
  served	
  by	
  comparable	
  bus	
  service),	
  and	
  (c)	
  the	
  area	
  is	
  planned	
  or	
  is	
  planning	
  for	
  more	
  housing.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Midcoast	
  area	
  does	
  not	
  meet	
  all	
  of	
  these	
  criteria:	
  	
  
	
  

1) There	
  is	
  no	
  plan	
  for	
  fixed	
  transit	
  and	
  SAMTRANS	
  bus	
  service	
  is	
  marginal.	
  
a. Route	
  17	
  (Montara	
  to	
  HMB)	
  90-­‐min	
  interval	
  8-­‐6	
  daily	
  (9-­‐5	
  Sun);	
  60-­‐min	
  interval	
  

6-­‐8	
  AM	
  weekdays.	
  
b. Route	
  294	
  (Pacifica	
  to	
  San	
  Mateo)	
  90-­‐min	
  interval	
  8-­‐6	
  weekdays	
  only.	
  

2) The	
  coastside	
  has	
  a	
  significant	
  surplus	
  of	
  housing	
  compared	
  to	
  jobs,	
  and	
  residents	
  must	
  
commute	
  “over	
  the	
  hill”	
  to	
  jobs	
  on	
  the	
  Bayside	
  of	
  San	
  Mateo,	
  Santa	
  Clara,	
  and	
  San	
  
Francisco	
  counties.	
  	
  

3) Housing	
  is	
  the	
  lowest	
  priority	
  land	
  use	
  under	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Act.	
  
	
  	
  
Another	
  Midcoast	
  issue	
  which	
  severly	
  impacts	
  PDA	
  growth	
  and	
  development	
  objectives	
  is	
  the	
  
inadequate	
  water	
  supply	
  and	
  delivery	
  capacity.	
  	
  Coastside	
  County	
  Water	
  District	
  (CCWD)	
  
receives	
  a	
  limited	
  supply	
  of	
  water	
  from	
  the	
  Hetch	
  Hetchy	
  system,	
  but	
  by	
  agreement	
  with	
  the	
  
City	
  and	
  County	
  of	
  San	
  Francisco,	
  cannot	
  increase	
  this	
  supply.	
  	
  Montara	
  Water	
  and	
  Sanitary	
  
District	
  (MWSD)	
  must	
  rely	
  entirely	
  upon	
  wells	
  for	
  its	
  drinking	
  water	
  supply,	
  which	
  are	
  even	
  less	
  
robust	
  than	
  CCWD's.	
  
	
  
An	
  additional	
  consideration	
  is	
  that	
  while	
  MWSD	
  issues	
  permits	
  based	
  on	
  safe	
  yield,	
  meaning	
  
how	
  much	
  water	
  they	
  can	
  reliably	
  expect	
  to	
  get	
  in	
  drought	
  years,	
  CCWD	
  issues	
  permits	
  based	
  on	
  



average	
  yield	
  (across	
  wet	
  and	
  dry	
  years).	
  	
  This	
  means	
  that	
  half	
  the	
  time,	
  CCWD	
  is	
  over-­‐
committed	
  on	
  the	
  water	
  supply,	
  and	
  every	
  new	
  connection	
  increases	
  the	
  probability	
  of	
  
mandatory	
  rationing	
  in	
  dry	
  years.	
  	
  	
  Many	
  homes	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  urban	
  Midcoast	
  are	
  on	
  
private	
  wells;	
  salt	
  water	
  intrusion	
  has	
  been	
  a	
  problem	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  and	
  is	
  an	
  on-­‐going	
  concern	
  for	
  
some	
  property	
  owners.	
  	
  There	
  are	
  hundreds	
  of	
  people	
  who	
  paid	
  in	
  the	
  1980s	
  to	
  have	
  the	
  right	
  
to	
  hook	
  up.	
  	
  All	
  they	
  have	
  to	
  do	
  is	
  go	
  to	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County,	
  pull	
  a	
  building	
  permit	
  and	
  go	
  to	
  
CCWD	
  and	
  say	
  "hook	
  me	
  up"	
  and	
  CCWD	
  has	
  to	
  do	
  it.	
  	
  If/when	
  CCWD	
  actually	
  hooks	
  up	
  all	
  of	
  the	
  
pre-­‐sold	
  water	
  connections,	
  there	
  would	
  be	
  mandatory	
  rationing	
  about	
  half	
  the	
  time.	
  	
  The	
  
bottom	
  line	
  is	
  that	
  if	
  the	
  Midcoast	
  is	
  currently	
  at	
  50%	
  buildout	
  as	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
Planning	
  Department	
  states,	
  there	
  is	
  simply	
  no	
  water	
  available	
  to	
  get	
  to	
  full	
  buildout,	
  and	
  
especially	
  not	
  for	
  increasing	
  the	
  amount	
  of	
  development.	
  
	
  
The	
  ABAG	
  memo	
  dated	
  8/30/11	
  finds	
  that	
  building	
  homes	
  in	
  the	
  right	
  places	
  ―	
  near	
  jobs	
  and	
  
transit	
  options	
  ―	
  reduces	
  the	
  need	
  to	
  drive	
  for	
  everyday	
  needs,	
  with	
  the	
  associated	
  benefits	
  of	
  
improved	
  air	
  quality	
  and	
  reduced	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions.	
  	
  SB	
  375	
  requires	
  the	
  California	
  Air	
  
Resources	
  Board	
  (CARB)	
  to	
  develop	
  regional	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emission	
  reduction	
  targets	
  to	
  be	
  
achieved	
  from	
  the	
  automobile	
  and	
  light	
  truck	
  sectors	
  for	
  2020	
  and	
  2035.	
  	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  
a	
  jobs/housing	
  imbalance,	
  which	
  leads	
  to	
  long	
  commute	
  distances	
  from	
  around	
  the	
  Bay	
  Area	
  to	
  
Bayside	
  jobs.	
  	
  The	
  county	
  needs	
  more	
  housing	
  near	
  jobs	
  and	
  transit	
  corridors	
  to	
  reduce	
  vehicle	
  
miles	
  traveled	
  (VMT)	
  and	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions.	
  The	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Coastside	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  
the	
  outlying	
  areas	
  providing	
  housing	
  for	
  Bayside	
  jobs,	
  and	
  thus	
  has	
  the	
  opposite	
  jobs/housing	
  
imbalance.	
  	
  There	
  is	
  no	
  viable	
  transit	
  connection	
  to	
  Bayside	
  jobs.	
  	
  Building	
  more	
  housing	
  on	
  the	
  
Coastside,	
  far	
  from	
  the	
  jobs	
  center	
  and	
  transit	
  corridor	
  will	
  not	
  help	
  reduce	
  VMT	
  and	
  
greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions,	
  but	
  will	
  actually	
  contribute	
  to	
  the	
  problem.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  Coastside's	
  unique	
  scenic	
  and	
  environmental	
  resources	
  are	
  a	
  treasure	
  to	
  be	
  shared	
  with	
  all	
  
Californians.	
  	
  This	
  area,	
  without	
  transit	
  connections	
  and	
  isolated	
  from	
  the	
  Bayside	
  jobs	
  centers,	
  
is	
  best	
  preserved	
  as	
  a	
  small	
  town	
  farming,	
  fishing,	
  and	
  visitor-­‐serving	
  destination,	
  and	
  the	
  jobs	
  it	
  
supports.	
  	
  Coastside	
  VMT	
  and	
  greenhouse	
  gas	
  emissions	
  can	
  be	
  reduced	
  by	
  improving	
  local	
  bus	
  
service	
  and	
  building	
  the	
  Hwy	
  1	
  multi-­‐modal	
  trail	
  and	
  safe	
  highway	
  crossings.	
  	
  Funding	
  for	
  these	
  
projects	
  should	
  come	
  from	
  Measure	
  A.	
  	
  The	
  new	
  ABAG	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Area	
  guidelines	
  
('Rural	
  Mixed-­‐Use	
  Corridor'	
  and	
  the	
  'Rural	
  Town	
  Center')	
  are	
  too	
  vague	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  grant	
  
funding	
  incentives	
  would	
  go	
  towards	
  building	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  friendly	
  projects	
  such	
  as	
  
trails.	
  	
  
	
  
Over	
  the	
  past	
  four	
  years	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  missed	
  two	
  opportunities	
  to	
  apply	
  for	
  Measure	
  
A	
  funding	
  for	
  Midcoast	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  initiatives.	
  	
  This	
  has	
  been	
  frustrating	
  for	
  residents	
  
who	
  are	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  growing	
  number	
  of	
  pedestrian	
  and	
  bicycle	
  accidents	
  and	
  fatalities	
  
on	
  Highway	
  1.	
  The	
  Route	
  One	
  pedestrian/bike	
  trail	
  from	
  Montara	
  through	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  is	
  
specifically	
  identified	
  in	
  the	
  County	
  Transportation	
  Authority's	
  Strategic	
  Plan	
  2009-­‐2013	
  as	
  
eligible	
  for	
  Pedestrian	
  and	
  Bicycle	
  Funds	
  from	
  Measure	
  A.	
  	
  Although	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  has	
  
successfully	
  applied	
  for	
  funds	
  for	
  a	
  significant	
  portion	
  of	
  the	
  Trail	
  within	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  city	
  
limits,	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  has	
  not	
  yet	
  submitted	
  an	
  application	
  for	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  Midcoast	
  
segment,	
  despite	
  two	
  calls	
  for	
  project	
  submittals	
  in	
  the	
  past	
  four	
  years.	
  	
  
	
  
The	
  ABAG	
  memo	
  dated	
  8/30/11	
  states	
  that	
  Priority	
  Development	
  Areas	
  are	
  areas	
  that	
  are	
  ripe	
  
for	
  growth.	
  	
  "PDAs	
  comprise	
  a	
  network	
  of	
  neighborhoods	
  that	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  accommodate	
  
the	
  majority	
  of	
  the	
  region's	
  population	
  and	
  employment	
  growth.”	
  	
  Though	
  ABAG	
  and	
  MTC	
  can't	
  



force	
  cities	
  to	
  accept	
  their	
  projections,	
  these	
  agencies	
  can	
  withhold	
  transportation	
  grants	
  from	
  
cites	
  and	
  counties	
  that	
  don't	
  comply.	
  	
  Development	
  of	
  these	
  areas	
  would	
  be	
  bolstered	
  by	
  state	
  
grants,	
  with	
  70%	
  going	
  to	
  PDAs.	
  	
  ABAG	
  &	
  MTC	
  propose	
  regional	
  funding	
  program:	
  OneBayArea	
  
Grant	
  to	
  support	
  SCS	
  (Sustainable	
  Communities	
  Strategy)	
  implementation.	
  	
  $211	
  million	
  for	
  Bay	
  
Area	
  counties,	
  based	
  on	
  population,	
  Regional	
  Housing	
  Needs	
  Allocation	
  (RHNA),	
  and	
  actual	
  
housing	
  production.	
  	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I'm	
  concerned	
  about	
  the	
  alarming	
  lack	
  of	
  local	
  participation	
  in	
  the	
  County's	
  recent	
  decision	
  to	
  
apply	
  for	
  a	
  PDA	
  designation	
  in	
  the	
  unincorporated	
  Midcoast.	
  	
  I	
  did	
  not	
  receive	
  adequate	
  
notification	
  about	
  the	
  County	
  PDA	
  application.	
  	
  I	
  was	
  informed	
  of	
  this	
  application	
  only	
  four	
  days	
  
before	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  meeting	
  of	
  January	
  31,	
  2012,	
  when	
  the	
  agenda	
  was	
  published	
  
online.	
  	
  I	
  receive	
  both	
  the	
  County	
  list-­‐serve	
  notifications	
  regarding	
  permit	
  and	
  planning	
  and	
  
Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  meeting	
  agendas	
  and	
  I	
  do	
  not	
  recall	
  any	
  public	
  discussion	
  or	
  public	
  
notice	
  regarding	
  a	
  proposed	
  PDA	
  in	
  my	
  community.	
  	
  I'm	
  very	
  concerned	
  that	
  this	
  item	
  was	
  put	
  
on	
  the	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  consent	
  calendar	
  without	
  first	
  vetting	
  it	
  through	
  the	
  public.	
  	
  	
  
	
  
I	
  respectfully	
  request	
  that	
  ABAG	
  not	
  approve	
  the	
  proposed	
  PDA	
  for	
  the	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  
unincorporated	
  Midcoast.	
  
	
  
	
  
	
  
Sincerely,	
  	
  
Sabrina	
  Brennan	
  
	
  
cc:	
  	
  	
   Bill	
  Kehoe,	
  Chair,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  
	
   Laura	
  Stein,	
  Vice-­‐Chair,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  
	
   Lisa	
  Ketcham,	
  Secretary,	
  Midcoast	
  Community	
  Council	
  

San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Board	
  of	
  Supervisors	
  
	
   Steve	
  Monowitz,	
  Deputy	
  Director,	
  San	
  Mateo	
  County	
  Planning	
  Division	
  
	
   Ruby	
  Pap,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
  
	
   Madeleine	
  Cavalieri,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
  
	
   Dan	
  Carl,	
  California	
  Coastal	
  Commission	
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Solano County Taxpayers Association 
Earl Heal, President 

P.O Box 31 
Dixon, CA 95620 

<solanotaxpayers@sbcglobal.net> 

 

February 29, 2012 
 

Association of Bay Area Governments 

Regional Planning Committee 

101 Eighth Street 

Oakland, California 94607 
 

Attention: Kenneth Kirkey, Planning Director 
 

Subject: Dixon Application for Priority Development Area (PDA) Adopted by Council January 24, 2012 
 

At its February 22, 2012, meeting, Solano County Taxpayers Association (SCTA) approved a resolution to 

present SCTA concerns to Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) about the large commitments of 

tax money, both past and future, required to bring a Capital Corridor train stop to Dixon.  In addition we 

believe that the Dixon City Council January 24, 2012, staff report and resolution to approve the pending 

Dixon Priority Development Area (PDA) application failed to include recent, relevant information to the 

Council and to the public regarding future ownership of the train station.  The train station was completed 

in 2007 using State redevelopment money and is central to the intent of the PDA.   
 

The State dissolution of redevelopment agencies late last year did more than just stop the flow of money 

from Sacramento; it also allows the State to appropriate redevelopment assets (buildings, parking lots and 

leases).  As the city attorney informed the Council on February 14, 2012, “. . . the City’s obligation is to 

sell (the train station).”  Although SCTA would argue that the City knew or should have known of the po-

tential sale of the train station at the time the PDA application was approved by the Council in January, it 

is but one additional reason that the Dixon PDA application is premature and should not be approved at 

this time.   
 

Contrary to the Council’s official position, the actions of the Council in these matters have been neither 

unanimous nor without significant public disagreement since before the construction of the train station.  

The unfortunate location chosen for the train station will force the City to make a number of very costly 

and disruptive changes to the historic section of downtown (Old Town).  The most costly and disruptive of 

these is the West A Street grade separation tunnel that is required to provide space to construct some fu-

ture rail passenger platform.  The City’s application for the PDA acknowledges that a funding source for 

this project has not been identified.  This project is expected to cost several tens of millions of tax dollars.   
 

In addition to the high cost, the construction of a grade separation tunnel of a major cross-town street, 

West A Street, the only east-west crossing now in the city limits, would disrupt traffic and Old Town busi-

nesses for a very long time.  Many businesses in Old Town are already struggling economically and the 

effect of this kind of disruption on these businesses is not expected to be positive.  The existing post office 

seems sure to suffer major, if not permanent, disruption of public access.   
 

What will be the effect of selling the train station?  Shouldn’t the PDA application at least be tabled until 

this question is resolved? 
 

The PDA application also states “. . . the City hopes that many of the existing buildings in Old Town . . . 

will be renovated and reused.  The City hopes that the upper floors . . . will again be used for residential.”  

The SCTA is concerned that many historic buildings in Old Town were constructed before modern earth-

quake and other building standards were in effect and that “renovation” may be extremely costly.  Instead 

of renovating the former Veterans Hall in Old Town, for example, the County recently elected to purchase 

a new facility in another location at a lower cost.  The “hopes” of the City in the PDA application may prove 

illusory and may become the taxpayer’s most costly approach to the stated goals of the PDA. 
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Again, what will be the effect on the proposed PDA of selling the train station?   
 

Another smaller, but costly related project for which money has been approved by the Council is the         

construction of a pedestrian tunnel to replace the West B Street pedestrian grade crossing near the train  

station. In addition to the high cost (over $6 million), SCTA is concerned about this project because the 

City’s portion of money required for its construction has been diverted from a development impact fund 

(intended to mitigate growth related issues) to a transit capital fund that contained less than half the money 

required for the City’s portion of this project.  In addition to not clearly identifying the method of repayment 

of the money loaned (diverted) from the development impact fund, the Council majority focused mostly on 

a purported pedestrian safety issue at the site.  A significant number of citizens and a minority of the   

Council have suggested a lower-cost alternative to address the supposed safety issue (the addition of cross-

ing arms) and repeatedly questioned the cost, need and wisdom for this project at all. Opposition to this 

project includes significant safety issues (lack of visibility, potential for loitering and crime and the attendant 

risk  particularly to students), aesthetics (odors, potentially poorly maintained lighting, dampness, vandal-

ism) and taxpayer costs.   
 

Citizens and some on the Council have repeatedly urged the Council to consider other, more suitable sites 

for a future train stop that would not be burdened by most of the mitigation measures, and costs, that the 

train station at its current location requires before any passenger train can stop.  One of these proposed 

sites is within the city limits to the northeast of the subject location (East H Street) and has been offered by 

the owner for this purpose.  This site is relatively free of development at this time and would offer a clean 

slate for future central transit development.   
 

SCTA believes that ABAG and the Council should step back from their headlong rush to spend large 

amounts of tax money on a poorly-located train station and the pending approval of the PDA application 

until effects of the likely sale of the train station are made clear.  SCTA also believes that alternative nearby 

passenger train sites exist that do not come burdened with the large costs and undesirable consequences 

for Old Town  associated with the current location. 
 

The Dixon Chapter of SCTA is currently circulating a petition stating the foregoing objections to further    

expenditures of tax money at the current train station site, and asking that the PDA application be halted at 

this time.  Copies of these petitions will be available for review after March 14, 2012.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

Earl Heal, President 

Solano County Taxpayers Association 

(707) 446-1353 



OLD TOWN DIXON NEIGHBORS

Dixon, California 95620

February 29,2012

Mr. Kenneth Kirkey, Planning Director
Regional Planning Committee
Association of Bay Area Goverrunents
PO. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604-2050

Dear Mr. Kirkey:

We are writing as representatives of a group of Dixon residents known as the Old Town
Neighbors. Our group opposes the application by the City of Dixon to designate our
downtown, core neighborhood as part of a Priority Development Area (FDA) through the
FOCUS program. We have summarized our objections for your review and consideration.

The community did not learn of the City's plan to apply for the PDA designation
until well after the fact. Even though members of the Old Town Neighbors have been
meeting with David Dowswell, Dixon's Community Development Director, since early 2009,
we were never made aware of the City's intent to turn our downtown commercial district
and the adjacent neighborhoods into a Rural Town Center/Rural Corridor. We only found
out on January 24, 2012 when the Dixon City Council adopted a resolution, by a three-to-
two vote, in support of an application that apparently had already been submitted. When we
questioned Mr. Dowswell at our meeting with him on February 8, 2012, he indicated that at
one of their weekly meetings, City staff had discussed whether to inform us ahead of time.
According to him, senior staff did not "believe" they were obligated to let us know of the
intent to designate our neighborhood as part of a PDA.

We would point out that in 2009 we submitted a neighborhood letter/petition to the local
Planning Commission that was their incentive to direct Mr. Dowswell to begin meeting with
us. In that letter we stated:

"Citizens should be actively involved in decision making that affects them and
their families. Whenever a neighborhood policy, a zoning change, a strategic
plan, or any other planning is undertaken, there must be continuous and
maximum participation by those who will be affected by the change, especially
by the residents who live in the area."



We have no doubt that you will agree that designating Old Town as a PDA has relevance to
those residents who live within its boundaries.

Our City officials are well aware that the very neighborhood that they have chosen for
a Priority Development Area has been over-developed for upwards of 30 years. In a
report presented to the Planning Commission in September of 2011, Mr. Dowswell stated:
"Staff acknowledges over the past 30 years the City has wrongly approved a number of
projects in old town that violated the General Plan by exceeding their allowable density. The
net effect is that many more units have been created in old town than should have been."
Furthermore, in a July, 2009 response by City staff to a letter from the State Department of
Transportation it was pointed out that "congestion and limited parking availability in the
RM-2 are factors making it desirable to encourage multi-family housing in other
neighborhoods."

Designating the Old Town area as a PDA will NOT help to implement the
Downtown Revitalization Plan. Fostering home ownership in the adjacent neighborhood
is a key element in the plan to revitalize the downtown. Mr. Dowswell is well aware from his
meetings with the neighborhood at large, that many homeowners question the incentive to
maintain property in an area that has for years suffered the impacts of overdevelopment.
Adding more compact housing to the area will only exacerbate the unmitigated impacts that
already exist.

In regard to the underutilized, existing buildings in the downtown commercial area,
a determination should be made as to the cost of renovating and reusing the upper
floors for residential use. Retrofitting brick buildings to make them safe for housing may
very well be cost prohibitive for the property owners.

In terms of the goal to make Dixon a more pedestrian-friendly environment, many
residents of our neighborhood and well beyond consider the undercrossing at B
Street to be a giant step in the wrong direction. We do not believe that the passage will
be safe for our children and seniors. In order to accommodate ADA requirements in terms
of slope and platforms, access at either end of the tunnel does not provide for a clear line of
sight. Residents are of the opinion that the undercrossing will discourage walking from one
side of the tracks to the other, rather than promote it.

And, there is widespread concern that in regard to public safety and traffic mitigation, the
overcrossing at Parkway Boulevard should be a higher priority. Depending on the time of
day, traffic congestion through the bottleneck of downtown Dixon necessitates the fire
department taking a very time consuming and convoluted route to respond to emergencies
in the southeastern area of Dixon. Neither the pedestrian undercrossing at B Street nor the
proposed vehicular undercrossing at West A Street will improve emergency response time to
certain parts of town.



And, last but not least, the fate of the train station in downtown Dixon is uncertain.
At the Council meeting on February 14,2012, there was discussion about the very real
possibility that, as a redevelopment asset, the property may have to be sold. Many residents
of Dixon and some members of the Council consider that to be a blessing in disguise. The
current location has many more drawbacks than benefits; and, other options should be
reexamined. One possibility is a site off of East H Street which at the present time and
certainly in the long-term will be more accessible to the goods and services that our
community has to offer.

It has been many years since our now historic downtown has been the job center for our
community. Development in the Northeast Quadrant is planned as the future center for
employment opportunities not only for Dixon but for the surrounding area as well.

We trust that you agree with us that before an area is designated for Priority
Development, more community input should take place. The public must be fully
engaged in participatory planning in order to truly determine local aspirations for
the development of a complete community.

As representatives of the Old Town Neighbors, we fully support the efforts of the local
chapter of the Solano County Taxpayers Association to circulate a petition in order to gauge
community sentiment about the proposed location of Old Town Dixon as a Priority
Development Area.

It is our understanding that you will include our letter with the report you present to the
Regional Planning Committee on March 12,2012 and to the ABAG Executive Board for
their meeting on March 15,2012. Thank you.
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February 10, 2012 
       
Ken Kirkey, Director of Planning 
ABAG 
P. O. Box 2050 
Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
 
Attn:  Jackie Reinhart, Regional Planner 
 
Re:  Application by San Mateo County for Priority Development Area (PDA) status for the 
Midcoast urban area 
 
Dear Mr. Kirkey, 
 
Committee for Green Foothills (CGF) has been interested and deeply involved in land use and 
transportation planning in San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties for the past 49 years.  CGF 
generally supports funding through FOCUS and One Bay Area Grants for Bay Area jurisdictions 
that are planning for more housing and jobs near transit, consistent with coordinated housing and 
transportation planning. 
 
However, CGF questions the appropriateness of the proposed designation of the unincorporated 
Midcoast urban area as a PDA under the Rural Corridor place type. CGF’s understanding is that 
PDAs are areas where there is a local commitment to developing housing along with amenities and 
services to meet the day-to-day needs of residents in a pedestrian friendly environment served by 
transit. 
 
The Midcoast area consists of the five small unincorporated communities of Montara, Moss Beach, 
El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar, and is located entirely within the County’s Coastal Zone.  The 
area is comprised primarily of antiquated subdivisions created in the early 1900s, and has 
significant constraints to new development, including: steep/unstable slopes, geological hazards 
associated with the active Seal Cove Fault, cliff/bluff retreat along the coast, and low lying areas in 
Moss Beach, Princeton, Miramar and El Granada that are vulnerable to hazards associated with 
flooding, tsunami, and sea level rise.   There is inadequate infrastructure, including water, sewer, 
and highway capacity, to accommodate the planned buildout of the area.  All new development 
must be consistent with the County’s Local Coastal Program, (LCP), which was certified in 1980.  
An Update to the LCP for the Midcoast area has taken 11 years to develop, and is still under review 
by the California Coastal Commission. 
  
The FOCUS Application Guidelines require that a PDA must meet all of the following criteria:  (a) 
the area is within an existing community, (b) the area is near existing or planned fixed transit (or 
is served by comparable bus service), and (c) the area is planned or is planning for more housing.  
  
The Midcoast area does not appear to meet all of these criteria.  Specifically: 
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Criterion (b), which requires the area to be near existing or planned fixed transit (or  served by 
comparable bus service), appears not to be met, as the Midcoast area has no fixed transit, and has 
only marginal SAMTRANS bus service.  While the criteria for effective bus service for Rural 
Corridors is unstated, other PDA place types must have at least one route that has minimum 20-
minute headways.  The SAMTRANS routes serving the Midcoast fall short of this requirement: 
 

*  Route 17 (Montara to HMB) 90-min interval 8-6 (9-5 Sun); 60-min interval 6- 8 AM 
weekdays 
*  Route 294 (Pacifica to San Mateo) 90-min interval 8-6 weekdays only 
 

It is notable that even this minimal SAMTRANS service has been difficult to maintain over the past 
several years due to revenues from ridership not justifying the costs. 
 
Criterion (c), which requires that the area is planned or is planning for more housing, raises several 
issues as to potential conflicts with the certified County LCP.  Housing is the lowest priority land 
use under the Coastal Act. The vast majority of new housing within the Midcoast area is planned as 
infill on scattered, already subdivided lots.   The area has two designated affordable housing sites, 
which could accommodate up to 322 units of a combination of market and below market housing.  
These two sites have not been developed since certification of the LCP in 1980, for various reasons.  
It is unlikely that more housing can be accommodated beyond what is already planned, particularly 
since the coastside has a significant surplus of housing compared to jobs, and residents must 
commute “over the hill” to jobs in San Mateo, Santa Clara, and San Francisco counties. 
 
CGF is particularly concerned about the lack of public participation in the County’s decision to 
apply for the PDA designation.  CGF is on the County list for notification of permit and planning 
matters within the County’s Coastal Zone.  Yet our organization was informed of this Application 
only four days before the Board of Supervisors meeting of January 31, 2012, when the Agenda was 
published. The County apparently did not anticipate any public interest, as the Board Resolution 
was on the Consent calendar.  The Application states that the concept of a PDA designation was 
discussed in 2011 with the Midcoast Community Council, which is advisory to the Board of 
Supervisors.  Yet none of the four members of the MCC who were on the Council during 2011 can 
recall being informed of the details and implications of the proposal, nor was there any community 
outreach at that time. 
 
CGF notes that there are existing County funding sources to implement some of the Midcoast 
pedestrian and bicycle initiatives.  For example, the Route One pedestrian/bike trail from Montara 
through Half Moon Bay is specifically identified in the County Transportation Authority’s Strategic 
Plan 2009-2013 as eligible for Pedestrian and Bicycle Funds from Measure A.  Although Half 
Moon Bay has successfully applied for funds for a significant portion of the Trail within the City, 
San Mateo County has not yet submitted an application for the unincorporated section, despite two 
calls for project submittals in the past four years. 
 
In conclusion, CGF feels that the proposed designation of the San Mateo County unincorporated 
Midcoast area as a PDA does not meet the criteria in the Application Guidelines, has not been fully 
vetted within the affected community, could potentially conflict with the certified LCP, and 
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therefore is not warranted for consideration at this time.  Therefore we respectfully request that 
ABAG not approve the proposed PDA for the San Mateo County Midcoast.  
 
Thank you for consideration of our views. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Lennie Roberts, San Mateo County Legislative Advocate 
 
cc:   San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
 Steve Monowitz, Deputy Director, San Mateo County Planning Division 
 Ruby Pap, California Coastal Commission 
 Madeleine Cavalieri, California Coastal Commission 
 Dan Carl, California Coastal Commission 
 Midcoast Community Council 
 Cynthia D’Agosta, Executive Director, Committee for Green Foothills 
  
 







 
 
 

 
 

March 8, 2012 
 
Sailaja Kurella, Regional Planner  
Association of Bay Area Governments 
101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 
 
SUBJECT: PDA Application – Downtown Danville 
  
Dear Ms. Kurella 
 
In the email you sent in early February you posed several questions.  Your generalized questions 
are repeated below and along with our corresponding responses.  Under separate cover we will 
pass on comments/questions about the determination by ABAG/MTC that the proposed 
Downtown Danville PDA application has been found to have an inadequate level of transit 
service to meet the criteria for a PDA (i.e., transit does not meet the target 20 minute headway 
during peak weekday commute periods).  You will note that some of the comments included in 
this letter address the minimum headway issue. 
 
Question Topic Area #1   
 
The Town’s PDA application notes that future residential densities in the area will include 
Residential - Multifamily - High/Medium Density (20-25 du/ac) and Residential - Multifamily -  
High Density (25-35 du/ac) zones (listed under Part 1i of the PDA application).  However, the 
General Plan zoning map shows only Residential - Multifamily - Low Density (7-12 du/ac) and 
Residential - Multifamily - Medium Density (13-21 du/ac).  Could you confirm whether the 
apparent discrepancy is a result of the fact that the General Plan map is from the 2010 General 
Plan and that the proposed 2030 General Plan will have the new designations listed in the PDA 
application?  Could you provide a zoning map of the draft 2030 General Plan? 
 
 Response   
 

The Land Use Map for the Danville 2010 General Plan (i.e., Figure 5 of the 2010 Plan) 
contained mapping errors as it did not reflect land use designation changes formalized with 
the August 1999 adoption of the 2010 Plan.  Specifically, with the 1999 action, the Town 
split the previously existing Residential - Multiple Family - Medium Density (13-21 du/ac) 
land use designation into two designations, being a Residential - Multiple Family -  
Low/Medium Density (13-17 du/ac) designation and a Residential - Multiple Family -  
High/Medium Density (18-22 du/ac) designation.  The changes were reflected within the 
body of the document (see Pages 44, 49 & 50 of the 2010 Plan).   
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Through the process of securing State of California Housing and Community Development 
Department (HCD) approval of the Danville 2007-2014 Housing Element, the Town secured 
authorization to have the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) shortfall identified in 
the Housing Element handled through the creation and application of a recalibrated 
Residential - Multiple Family - High/Medium Density (18-22 du/ac) designation and the 
creation of a new land use category covering a 25-35 units per acre density.  The recalibrated 
land use designation [retitled to “Residential - Multifamily -  High/Medium Density (20-25 
du/ac)”] and the new land use designation [preliminarily identified as “Residential - 
Multifamily -  High Density (25-35 du/ac)”] have been incorporated into the Draft Danville 
2030 General Plan.  The Draft 2030 Plan (along with the associated General Plan EIR) is 
slated to be released for public review in about two months.   
 
Enclosed please find a table that expands upon the multifamily sites table previously 
forwarded to you as part of the Town’s PDA application.  This table lists all multifamily sites 
within the Town (including proposed multifamily sites under review through General Plan 
update) and details both the current land use designations (under the 2010 Plan) and proposed 
land use designations (under consideration in the Draft 2030 Plan).  Note that to recalibrate 
the Residential - Multiple Family - High/Medium Density (18-22 du/ac) designation 
contained in the 2010 Plan, it will be necessary to recalibrate the density ranges for all the 
remaining multifamily land use designations that were included in the 2010 Plan.  A 
corresponding land use map has not been prepared to date.  We will forward a copy of the 
draft land use map for the 2030 Plan once it has been prepared. 
 
Note that the mandate for the RHNA shortfall acknowledged in the Danville 2007-2014 
Housing Element is to identify and designate at least two additional acres to a minimum 20 
units per acre land use designation (to be handled by the Residential - Multifamily -  
High/Medium Density (20-25 du/ac) designation) and to identify and designate a minimum 
of eight acres to a 25 units per acre land use designation (to be handled by the Residential - 
Multifamily -  High Density (25-35 du/ac) designation).  The Draft 2030 Plan and the 
associated EIR have been structured to allow the Town to consider the merits of changing 
roughly 2½ times the minimum acreage called for under the RHNA shortfall analysis.  Many 
of those sites would be situated within the PDA area – with the change in land use 
designation at least peripherally linked to whether the PDA is approved by ABAG/MTC. 

 
 Question Topic Area #2   
 
Is the transit service that is available to the BART stations during AM/PM commute times 
heavily utilized?  Has there been any discussion during your planning processes for the area 
about increasing transit service, particularly during AM & PM peak commute times?  As you 
note, the current bus service in the area do not quite meet our transit service requirements, but if 
the buses are heavily utilized by commuters or if service improvements have been recommended 
in the General Plan, we can make a strong case that this is a transit-oriented community. 
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Response   
 
The Town has not had an opportunity to check with The County Connection as to ridership 
since your inquiry nor have we had an opportunity to field check ridership.   
 
It needs to be noted that a total of three different County Connection bus routes pass through 
the Danville Park and Ride site, which is located within the Downtown Danville PDA.  This 
fact provides the desired transit connectivity as it allows transit riders multiple options to 
access BART-Walnut Creek, BART-Dublin and the Pleasanton ACE Train station – and the 
Downtown Danville PDA. A fourth County Connection route serves the PDA but does not 
stop at the Park and Ride (i.e., Route 321). 
 
The bus routes with a scheduled stop at the Park and Ride site include Route 21 BART-
Walnut Creek/San Ramon Transit Center; Route 92X Mitchell Drive Park and Ride to Ace 
Train Station; and Route 95X BART-Walnut Creek to San Ramon Transit Center.   In 
combination, these routes provide an average headway for weekday peak AM/PM transit 
periods of 15 to 16 minutes (see enclosed table).   
 
The combination of weekday routes for County Connection Routes 21 and 321 get the 
Danville Blvd./Hartz Ave./San Ramon Valley Blvd. corridor through the Downtown 
Danville PDA very close to the 20-minute headway target by and of themselves.  As shown 
on the enclosed map, the Downtown Danville PDA contains nine northbound and nine 
southbound County Connection bus stops.  Routes 21 and 321 make stops at all these bus 
stop locations.   
 
The enclosed tables provide a representative look at the headways for the weekday peak 
AM/PM transit periods along the Danville Blvd./Hartz Ave./San Ramon Valley Blvd. 
corridor that transects the PDA.  Per the information provided in the table, the corridor is 
served with a 22 minute average headway during weekday peak AM/PM transit periods just 
by Routes 21 and 321.  This weekday peak AM/PM transit period headway calculation is 
likely different than the previously estimated headways as it accounts for a supplementary 
bus route (i.e., Route 321) not accounted for in the PDA application packet (or in the Draft 
Danville 2030 General Plan). 
  
As discussed in the PDA application packet, the Danville Park and Ride - at 246 spaces and 
occupying over six-plus acres - represents a significant resource to the transit network.  As 
indicated in the PDA application material, the presence of private-sector bus-pooling 
operating weekdays out of the Park and Ride supplements the County Connection bus service 
described above. 
 
Supplementing bus service to the PDA is the presence of the Iron Horse Trail – which serves 
as the commute choice for numerous Danville residents and Danville employees.  It can be 
reasonably argued that the presence of this transit facility equates to the transit value of one 
or two additional County Connection buses per each commute period.  Specifically, since the 
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Iron Horse Trail reasonably sees use by some 20-40 daily commuters coming onto, or exiting 
off of, the trail facility for work-related trips – this facility has the equivalent value of another 
one or two County Connection buses traveling through the PDA.  

 
The Draft Danville 2030 General Plan includes language underscoring the value of the Iron 
Horse Trail as a part of the overall transit network.  The following is an excerpt from the 
Mobility Chapter of the Draft 2030 Plan: 
 

“Bicycling is a healthy, environmentally sustainable mode of travel. While cycling has traditionally 
been regarded as a form of recreation  in Danville,  it can also be a viable means of traveling to 
school,  shopping,  work,  and  other  destinations.  Facilities  such  as  the  Iron  Horse  Trail  are 
particularly  important,  as  they  connect  Danville  to  two  BART  stations,  major  employment 
centers,  and  the  surrounding  region.  The  Iron  Horse  Trail  also  connects  residential 
neighborhoods to one another, to Downtown, and to local schools and parks, and to cities along 
the I‐680 corridor from Dublin to Concord.” 

 
The Mobility Chapter of the Draft 2030 Plan also includes the following discussion about the 
Iron Horse Trail: 
 

“The  Iron Horse Trail Corridor, formerly the Southern Pacific Railroad, runs from Concord south 
through Pleasant Hill, Walnut Creek, Danville, San Ramon, Dublin, and Pleasanton. The Contra 
Costa County portion of the Trail is 18.5 miles long and varies in width from 30 to 100 feet. The 
right‐of‐way  is occupied by various underground utilities and a 10‐foot wide, paved multi‐use 
trail that  is managed by the East Bay Regional Park District. There are plans to extend the Trail 
north to Suisun Bay and east to Livermore, bringing the Trail’s total  length to a distance of 40 
miles. 

 
  The  Iron Horse  Trail  is  particularly  important  as  an  access  route  to Downtown Danville  and 
makes  cycling  a  viable  alternative  to  driving  Downtown  for  many  residents.  The  Trail  also 
attracts recreational bicyclists from across the region, helping to support Downtown businesses. 
A  signalized  mid‐block  crossing  was  installed  in  Downtown  Danville  in  conjunction  with 
development of the Iron Horse Plaza Shopping Center, providing safe at‐grade access across San 
Ramon Valley Boulevard. At several other street trail crossings in Danville, the trail is equipped 
with lighted in‐ground crosswalk sensors or flashing beacons. The trail continues to cross several 
major Danville thoroughfares at‐grade, including Sycamore Valley Road and Crow Canyon Road, 
just east of I‐680.”  

 
As regards general discussion of public transit service in Danville (and consideration of 
supporting enhanced transit service specifically), the Mobility Section of the Draft 2030 Plan 
includes the following language: 
 

“Public Transit Service in Danville 
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 Local bus service  is provided to Danville by Central Contra Costa Transit Authority (CCCTA), or 
“County Connection.” Service has been significantly reduced since 1999 in response to reduced 
State funding. The County Connection operates three types of bus service in Danville. 
 
 The primary service is a weekday route (Route 21) that connects the Walnut Creek BART station 
with  the  San  Ramon  Intermodal  Transit  Center  in  Bishop  Ranch  Business  Park  in  half  hour 
intervals from 7:20 A.M. to 11:20 P.M. The bus travels along Danville Boulevard, Hartz Avenue, 
and  San Ramon Valley Boulevard, with a  stop at  the Danville Park and Ride  lot on  Sycamore 
Valley Road. 
 
 Second, CCTA provides two express bus routes. The first (Route 95X) provides service between 
the Walnut Creek BART station and the San Ramon Intermodal Transit Facility. This service runs 
only on weekdays, from approximately 6:30 A.M. to 9:00 A.M. and from 4:00 P.M. to 7:00 P.M. 
The second (Route 92X) provides service from Walnut Creek to the Altamont Commuter Express 
(A.C.E.)  train station  in Pleasanton. Both bus routes stop at the Danville Park and Ride several 
times a day.  
 
 The third type of service  is a “school tripper” (Route 623) that runs on a  limited service basis, 
providing service primarily to school children. It begins at Alamo Plaza on Danville Boulevard and 
winds its way eastward and southward to the City of San Ramon.  
 
 Public transit  in Danville  is supplemented by TRAFFIX, a  local student transportation program. 
The goal of TRAFFIX  is  to  reduce peak period congestion near  school campuses. The program 
offers  subsidized  transportation  for  children  in  the most  congested  areas  of  the  San  Ramon 
Valley (see the Implementation section of this chapter for more information). 
 
 Several  privately  sponsored  vanpools  operate  from  areas  in  and  around  Danville,  providing 
guaranteed  seating  and  direct  service  on  a monthly  fee  basis.  Patrons  are  picked  up  at  the 
Sycamore Valley/  I‐680 park  and  ride  lot  (discussed below) or  at other points near  the  I‐680 
freeway ramps and are taken to major work locations throughout the Bay Area in San Francisco 
and other cities. There may be opportunities to supplement these types of services in the future 
as the mobility needs of Danville residents and workers change and travel patterns evolve.” 

 
Discussion continues later in the Mobility Chapter of the Draft 2030 Plan as follows:   

 
“Transit Service in Danville/Transportation System Management  
 
Danville will  continue  to pursue  transit  service  improvements, with  a  focus on  three primary 
user groups:  
 
•  Commuters,  including  residents commuting out of Danville  to work and  those commuting 

into Downtown Danville for work  
•  Persons without access to a motor vehicle, including students and lower income households  
•  Those with special transportation needs such as the elderly and disabled.”  
 



Ms. Sailaja Kurella 
March 8, 2012 
Page 6 
 

Because  funding  for  transit  is  very  limited,  it  is  important  that  solutions  are  practical  and 
respond to the land uses and demographics of the community.  County Connection service has 
decreased in recent years while the rate of auto ownership in Danville has increased. Reversing 
these trends will require creative approaches that redefine what we conventionally think of as 
“public transportation”.”  
 
New types of service should be explored to supplement the traditional fixed route services along 
Danville  Boulevard/  Railroad/  San  Ramon  Valley  Boulevard  and  I‐680.  These  could  include 
demand‐responsive dial‐a‐ride  services,  car‐sharing programs, and potentially a  circulator bus 
that loops from the Sycamore Valley Park‐and‐Ride through Downtown Danville.” 
 
Demographic projections suggest that a majority of Danville residents will commute to  jobs  in 
other  cities  in  the  future.  Thus,  increases  in  express  bus  service  from  Danville  to  the  BART 
stations  and  nearby  employment  centers  will  be  needed.  As  these  services  increase,  the 
adequacy of the Sycamore Valley Park and Ride lot will need to be evaluated. The lot already is 
used as an informal pick up spot for corporate vans and shuttles, and could see higher demand 
and use in the future.” 
 
The Park and Ride lot is also the point of arrival for persons taking express buses from the BART 
stations into Danville, either to go to work (in Downtown Danville) or to shop and patronize local 
businesses. Pedestrian connections from the Park and Ride to Downtown should be  improved. 
As noted above, a circulator bus or van could provide a connection from the  lot  into Old Town 
Danville and other nearby destinations.” 
 
Land use decisions will become a more important part of public transit strategies in the future. 
By  focusing  new  development  near  the  Town’s major  north‐south  transit  corridor,  ridership 
levels may  increase and transit may become more viable. Likewise, transit can become a more 
attractive option  if bus waiting areas are well designed and  located, and the buses themselves 
are  comfortable and  reliable. Bus  service  can also be  improved  if  the number of  transfers  to 
reach destinations  is reduced, and  if service  is coordinated with other modes of travel, such as 
BART.”  
 
The availability of funding continues to be the most challenging  issue facing transit operations. 
The Town of Danville will continue to advocate for the maintenance of existing transit services 
and stable sources of funding for future services. The Town should also ensure that any funds 
invested  in  transit  are  reinforced  by  land  use  decisions  which  make  the  most  of  these 
investments.  The  broadest  range  of  options  possible  should  be  considered  to  provide  the 
routing and service frequency needed to make transit a viable alternative to driving.”  
 
Public  transit  services  will  continue  to  be  supplemented  by  ridesharing  and  vanpooling 
programs,  including  those  implemented  through  the  County’s  511  program.  These  include 
employer  programs  for  telecommuting  and  flexible  work  schedules,  reduced  transit  fare 
programs,  school  ride matching  programs,  and  incentives  which  create  alternatives  to  solo 
occupancy driving.” 

 



Ms. Sailaja Kurella 
March 8, 2012 
Page 7 
 

The corresponding general plan policies within the Mobility Section of the Draft 2030 Plan 
pertaining to supporting public transit service in Danville are as follows: 

 
Multi-Modal Circulation Policy 
 
11.10  

 
 
Recognize the special needs of 
persons with mobility limitations, 
including youth, seniors, and 
persons with disabilities, in the 
planning and operation of 
Danville’s transportation system 
and services.  

 
 
• Local Transit Plan  
• Intergovernmental Coordination  
• Traffic Safety Program  

 

 
Transportation Choice Policies 
 
13.01  

 
 
Support an expanded bus transit 
system in Danville which is 
integrated with surrounding 
communities and coordinated 
through CCCTA (County 
Connection) and other transportation 
agencies in the Tri-Valley area.  

 
 
• Intergovernmental Coordination  
• Local Transit Plan  
• TRAFFIX  
 

 
13.02  

 
Encourage private and quasi-public 
transit services which complement 
the CCCTA public transit system, 
such as shuttle buses, circulators, 
deviated fixed route services, and 
corporate vanpools.  
 
Such services can effectively expand 
the reach and frequency of the 
transit system, making it more 
practical to travel without a private 
automobile. Some of these services 
operate on an on-demand basis and 
others may operate on a regular 
schedule.  

 
• Local Transit Plan  
• Intergovernmental Coordination  
 

 
13.03  

 
Support the development of 
passenger amenities which facilitate 
transit use, such as information on 
scheduled arrival times and 
appropriately located bus stops.  

 
• Local Transit Plan  
• Street Beautification Guidelines  
• Downtown Master Plan/ Ordinance 
 

 
13.04  

 
Encourage ridesharing, car and 
vanpooling, infrastructure (such as 
the Sycamore Valley Road park and 
ride lot) and other alternative modes 
to the services which reduce the need 
to travel by single-occupant 
automobile. (Editor’s Note: 
incorporates former 15.04)  

 
• Transportation Systems 
Management Measures  
• Intergovernmental Coordination  
• TRAFFIX  
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13.06  Review all planned road 

improvement projects to ensure that 
the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and persons with special needs are 
considered.  

• Capital Improvement Program  
 

 
13.07  

 
Support educational programs which 
promote bicycle and pedestrian 
safety, and the health benefits of 
bicycling and walking.  

 
• Street Smarts  
• Safe Routes to School  
 

 
13.08  

 
Support the concepts of car-sharing 
and bike-sharing as an alternative to 
private car and bike ownership.  

 
• Development Review  
• Downtown Master Plan/ Ordinance 
 

 
13.09  

 
Improve access to Downtown 
Danville for transit-dependent 
workers, seniors, and persons 
traveling without an automobile.  
 
This could include additional 
pedestrian and bicycle crossings of 
San Ramon Creek, better 
connections between the Sycamore 
Valley Road park-and-ride lot and 
Downtown, and similar 
improvements. It could also include 
improved paratransit for seniors and 
others with mobility limitations who 
rely on downtown services and 
businesses.  

 
• Capital Improvement Program  
• Grant Funding  
• Local Transit Plan  
 

 
Regional Leadership Policies 
 
16.09  

 
 
Support continued bus access from 
Danville to BART stations, 
Amtrak, Altamont Commuter 
Express, and other rail systems.  

 
 
• Intergovernmental Coordination  

 

 
Question Topic Area #3   
 
Could you please summarize the recommendations from the Downtown Parking Assessment 
Study?  Were the topics of parking standard reductions, P/TDM strategies, etc. considered or 
recommended?  
 

Response   
 

The following narrative in the Mobility Section of the Draft 2030 Plan provides a summary 
of the Downtown Parking Management Plan (followed by pertinent draft policies): 
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 “Downtown Parking Management Plan  
 
In 2010, the Town approved a plan to improve parking for Downtown business patrons by 
redirecting employee parking to the perimeter of the Downtown area. The plan is part of a 
broader Economic Development Strategy to promote Downtown Danville’s businesses. The Plan 
adjusts hourly limits on parking and modifies the Employee Permit Parking Program to apply 
higher fees for parking in high‐demand areas. The plan also addresses licensing of valet parking, 
parking enforcement, and other parking‐related topics.”  
 
Proposed Revisions or Actions  
 
The Downtown Parking Management Strategy will should be periodically revised  in response to 
future development approvals,  transportation  improvements, economic  conditions, Downtown 
business needs, changes to the Downtown Business District Ordinance, and future parking supply 
and  demand  studies.  In  the  event  that  Downtown  is  formally  designated  as  a  Priority 
Development Area (PDA), new approaches to parking management may be needed to reinforce 
the area’s role as a pedestrian district.” 

 
 Multi-Modal Circulation Policy 
 
11.09  Implement parking management 

strategies in Downtown Danville 
which meet the needs of local 
businesses, patrons, residents, and 
employees.  

• Downtown Parking Management 
Plan  
 

 
Integrating Land Use and 
Circulation Policies 
 
14.07  

 
 
 
Support the use of parking lots 
which can be shared by multiple 
users, particularly for activities with 
different peak demand times.  
 
This could include shared parking 
lots for public uses, such as local 
schools and Town parks, as well as 
private uses such as Downtown 
offices (who use the spaces during 
the day) and restaurants (who use 
the spaces in the evening). It could 
also include the designation of 
additional commuter parking 
spaces or satellite parking spaces 
within parking lots that are 
underutilized during commute 
hours.  

 
 

 
•Downtown Parking 
Management Plan  
• Development Review  
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14.08  

 
Allow reduced parking 
requirements for projects which are 
likely to have lower rates of vehicle 
use (such as senior housing) or 
which include shared parking 
facilities or other provisions which 
reduce off-street parking needs.  

 
• Zoning Regulations  
• Development Review  
 

 
Question Topic Area #4   
 
Are you anticipating that a specific plan will be developed for the area, or do you feel the 2030 
General Plan, once adopted, will be sufficient?  
 

 Response   
 

The Draft Danville 2030 General Plan strives to fully integrate the concepts of the PDA 
into Danville’s future.  We can provide you a link to the full document to allow you to 
better grasp the nature and scope of the PDA discussion.  As indicated above, the Draft 
Danville 2030 General Plan and the associate General Plan EIR are anticipated to be 
circulated for public review in the next couple of months. 

 
Questions you may have regarding this material may be directed to my attention at (925) 314-
3305 at your convenience. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kevin J. Gailey, AICP 
Chief of Planning 



Date: February 29, 2012 4:57:09 PM PST 
To: kennethk@abag.ca.gov 
Cc: jackieR@abag.ca.gov 
Subject: PDA designation for San Mateo County Midcoast "rural 
corridor" 
 

Dear Mr. Kirkey: 

San Mateo County has a jobs/housing imbalance, which leads to long commute distances 
from around the Bay Area to County Bayside jobs center. The County needs more 
housing near jobs and transit corridors to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

The San Mateo County Coastside is one of the outlying areas providing housing for 
Bayside jobs, and thus has the opposite jobs/housing imbalance. The only local transit is 
inadequate bus service. There is no transit connection to Bayside jobs. Building more 
housing on the Coastside, far from the jobs center and transit corridor will not help 
reduce VMT and greenhouse gas emissions. 

The Coastside’s unique scenic and environmental resources are a treasure to be shared 
with all Californians. This area, without transit connections and isolated from the Bayside 
jobs center, is best preserved as a small town farming, fishing, and visitor-serving 
destination, and the jobs that support that. How can this possibly be considered a Priority 
Development Area? The designation will conflict with the CA Coastal Act and the San 
Mateo County Local Coastal Program. 

Local residents were not consulted about the County’s plans to apply for PDA 
designation for the Midcoast. We learned about it only at the last minute when it 
appeared on the Board of Supervisors’ consent agenda. 

In the spirit of SB 375, Coastside VMT and greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced by 
improving local bus service and building the Hwy 1 multi-modal trail and safe highway 
crossings, not by making this a Priority Development Area. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 

Lisa Ketcham 

172 Culebra Ln. 

Moss Beach, CA 94038 

 

 



Date: Wed, Feb 29, 2012 at 4:21 PM 
Subject: Comment on Application for PDA Status for the San Mateo County Midcoast 
Urban Area 
To: kennethk@abag.ca.gov 
 
 
Dear Mr. Kirkey: As a 41 year resident of the San Mateo County Midcoast area, I have 
many concerns about the County's recent application for Priority Development Status. 
The Midcoast is an unincorporated area made up of subdivisions created over 100 years 
ago and is limited in its ability to accommodate new development. There are many 
environmental hazards like earthquake faults, erosion, flooding, tsunami zones and sea 
level rise that make many areas inappropriate for new building. In addition, the area is 
challenged by inadequate highway capacity, water availability and sewer services. 
 
As part of the Coastal Zone, the Midcoast is subject to the regulations of the California 
Coastal Act. There has been little information available about how designation as a PDA 
will affect the Coastal Act protections that a majority of Californians voted into law and 
still overwhelmingly support. Evaluating how much additional development the area can 
support is an ongoing process and projections have been consistently downgraded with 
good reason over past decades. 
 
There is a severe lack of public transportation on the Midcoast. The idea of building 
additional housing according to a model for transit-oriented development in area with 
almost no reliable public transit is absurd. Every time our local transit agency faces a 
budget shortfall, the one transit line we have on the Midcoast is threatened with 
elimination. The last time, senior citizens and those without motor vehicles who depend 
on the buses to go to and from work and school banded together and submitted a petition 
signed by over 400 desperate transit users, begging that bus service on the Midcost be 
spared. If it were not for this organized, time-intensive effort, there is a very good chance 
that we would have lost the only public transportation we have, meager and inconvenient 
though it is. 
 
While I understand the County's desire to receive funds for local planning projects, the 
Midcoast is not the appropriate place to receive the PDA designation. Investing funds 
here would be a misuse of public money that could be used far more effectively in areas 
with transit, more urban development patterns and better infrastructure. I urge you to 
remove the Midcoast from consideration for PDA designation. 
 
Thank you so much for the opportunity to make my views known, 
 
April Vargas 
PO Box 370265 
Montara, CA 94037 
650-207-2729 



 
 
 

 



 
Date: 2/6/2012 4:17:49 PM 
 
To: KennethK@abag.ca.gov 
Cc: JackieR@abag.ca.gov 
 
Subject: Priority Development Areas 
 
I am writing regarding designations of PDAs in Sonoma County. I am concerned that the 
5 PDAs in Sonoma County - Forestville, Guernville, Penngrove,The Springs and Graton 
are all in rural areas and hardly immediately adjacent to metropolitan areas. Further, the 
designations were placed on the consent calendar of the Board of Supervisors, making 
me wonder if the designations were adequately vetted by the public who live in those 
local communities. I wonder if residents of those areas would consider their communities 
as candidates for focused growth as defined in the FOCUS overview.  
It is my understanding that PDAs are to "....support focused growth by accommodating 
growth as mixed use, infill development near transit and job centers, with an emphasis 
on housing...." If that is an accurate portrayal of the purpose of PDAs, the Sonoma 
County areas proposed as PDAs do not seem to meet the criteria. Not one of them is 
located near transit - certainly not close to a proposed SMART passenger rail station - 
few if any are even served by Sonoma County Transit buses and if so are at the most 
minimal of service schedules. Neither are they located such that they could possibly 
meet the definition of infill development, being in the outlying areas far from incorporated 
city limits, with the requisite empty infill parcels that constitute the definition of a 
candidate for infill development opportunities. There certainly are no job centers in any 
of the 5 areas.  
 
I am mystified why an unincorporated county area such as Roseland, close to downtown 
Santa Rosa and adjacent to its city boundaries which would seem to better meet the 
definition was not designated. Having lost redevelopment support for a major planned 
mixed use development that would have translated into many jobs, parks and affordable 
housing, the Roseland area would seem far better suited as a PDA. And Roseland 
would be better served, having plenty of vacant and underdeveloped parcels for infill, 
mixed use development opportunities. The area has a great need and strong community 
based support for residential/affordable housing opportunities and the mixed use 
development with attendant jobs recently lost to the demise of redevelopment. And while 
not immediately adjacent to a proposed SMART station, it is a 15 minute walk from the 
Railroad Square SMART Station and an easy bike or shuttle ride w/ City Bus service.  
 
I admit to being a late comer to this process. However, having been an advocate of 
mixed use transit based development and affordable housing for many years when I 
lived and served as an elected in the East Bay, I find the designations curious to say the 
least.  
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Norma Jellison 
PO Box 1636 
Bodega Bay CA 94923  
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