
RHNA Appeal Committee and Schedule 
April 1, 2013 

9:00am to 4:00pm 
 

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 
Room 171 

101 Eighth Street 
Oakland, CA 94607 

 
 
RHNA Appeal Committee: 
 

• Palo Alto Mayor Greg Scharff, Chair 
• Oakland Councilmember Desley Brooks, Vice Chair 
• Novato Mayor Pat Eklund 
• Napa County Supervisor Mark Luce 
• Clayton Mayor Julie Pierce 
• San Francisco Supervisor Eric Mar (alternate) 

 
RHNA Appeal Schedule: 
 

• 9:15am City of Hayward 
• 10:00am City of Lafayette 
• 10:45am City of Mountain View 
• 11:30am City of Oakley 
• 1:00pm City of Palo Alto 
• 1:45pm City of San Ramon 
• 2:30pm City of Saratoga 
• 3:15pm City of Sunnyvale 

 
In order to ensure that the appeal process operates in an orderly manner, the following 
process will be implemented: 
 

• Chair invites appellant to present proposed revision to the committee 
• Appellant has up to 10 minutes to make presentation (no PowerPoint 

presentation, but handouts are fine, please make seven copies) 
• Chair asks for staff presentation (up to 5 minutes) 
• Chair asks if anyone from the public wishes to comment 
• Chair asks for committee discussion 
• Committee deliberates and makes a motion 
• Chair takes vote count on the motion made by committee 
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Hayward	 	 	 	 	 	 	

Appellant:	Fran	David,	City	Manager		
(represented	by	David	Rizk,	Director	of	Development	Services)	 	 	 	 	 		

Date:	February	15,	2013	 	 	 	 	 			

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	45.32	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	45,365	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	158	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	2,570	(1.95%)	 	 Employment:	331	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	1,061	(1.88%)	 	 Transit:	121	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	3,393	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Hayward	asserts	that	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology	because	
incorrect	housing	data	was	used	for	the	Past	RHNA	Performance	factor	in	the	RHNA	methodology.	
The	City	requests	a	revision	based	on	the	result	of	changing	the	data	included	for	Past	RHNA	
Performance,	which	would	lead	to	a	reduction	of	116*.	
	
*	The	jurisdiction	did	not	submit	a	specific	number	for	its	requested	reduction.	ABAG	staff	calculated	
the	requested	reduction	based	on	the	jurisdiction’s	basis	for	the	appeal.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. Incorrect	housing	production	data	was	
used	in	the	RHNA	methodology.	During	
the	years	1999‐2006,	Hayward	was	more	
successful	in	building	affordable	housing	
than	was	documented	in	the	ABAG	
publication	titled	“A	Place	to	Call	Home.”	
The	City	data	is	consistent	with	the	
annual	reports	that	have	been	submitted	
to	the	California	Department	of	Housing	
and	Community	Development.	

1. For	Past	RHNA	Performance,	data	for	all	
jurisdictions	was	taken	from	the	2007	
ABAG	housing	report	A	Place	to	Call	
Home.	The	data	included	in	the	report	was	
supplied	by	the	local	jurisdiction,	and	local	
staff	had	opportunities	to	review	the	
contents	of	the	report	prior	to	publication.	
	
The	RHNA	methodology	must	be	based	on	
a	data	source	that	includes	consistent	data	
for	the	entire	region.	Since	not	all	
jurisdictions	have	an	adopted	Housing	
Element	or	submit	annual	progress	reports	
to	HCD,	A	Place	to	Call	Home	was	selected	
as	the	best	available	source	of	region‐wide	
data.	
	
ABAG	staff	identified	this	report	as	the	

Draft	RHNA:		 4,021	

Requested	Reduction:		 116*	

Requested	RHNA:		 3,905*	
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source	of	data	for	calculating	the	Past	
RHNA	Performance	factor	when	
developing	and	adopting	the	final	RHNA	
methodology.	Jurisdictions	had	an	
opportunity	to	comment	on	this	source	
prior	to	adoption	of	the	methodology,	and	
ABAG	staff	does	not	support	making	
changes	to	this	self‐reported	data	now	that	
draft	allocations	have	been	issued.	

	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Hayward	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	
law,	which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 ABAG	determined	the	City’s	share	of	the	regional	need	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	
allocation	methodology.		

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Lafayette		 	 	 	 	 	

Appellant:	Steven	Falk,	City	Manager	
(represented	by	Don	Tatzin,	Vice	Mayor)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		

Date:	February	15,	2013	 	 	 	 	 			

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	15.22	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	9,223	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	48	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	259	(0.2%)	 	 Employment:	‐23	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	188	(0.33%)	 	 Transit:	‐22	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	361	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Lafayette	asserts	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology	because	the	
calculations	for	the	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	were	inconsistent	with	the	direction	from	
ABAG’s	Executive	Board.	The	City	requests	a	revision	of	its	allocation	to	399	units,	based	on	its	
calculation	of	its	proportionate	share	of	the	4,370	units	reallocated	region‐wide	as	part	of	the	
Growth	Concentration	Adjustment.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. ABAG	staff	described	the	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment	method	as	
“proportional”	at	the	July	2012	Executive	
Board	meeting,	but	it	resulted	in	very	
different	impacts	on	cities.	The	inequities	
in	the	results	indicate	the	methodology	is	
being	applied	incorrectly.	

1. The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	was	
applied	to	all	jurisdictions	in	the	region,	
outside	of	Oakland,	San	Jose,	Newark,	and	
the	North	Bay.	Units	were	reallocated	to	
subareas	within	the	region	based	on	a	
subarea’s	proportion	of	regional	growth.	
The	same	methodology	was	applied	to	
each	affected	jurisdiction.	The	differences	
in	the	results	are	related	to	the	underlying	
growth	pattern	for	each	jurisdiction	from	
the	Jobs‐Housing	Connection	Strategy.		
	
The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	
resulted	in	revised	forecasts	of	PDA	and	
non‐PDA	growth	that	are	the	initial	input	
into	the	RHNA	formula.	These	inputs	were	
then	modified	by	the	application	of	the	
RHNA	methodology	(including	Fair	Share	
factors,	40%	minimum	housing	floor,	etc.)	
	

Draft	RHNA:		 426

Requested	Reduction:	 27	

Requested	RHNA:	 399	
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Thus,	the	fact	that	the	application	of	the	
same	methodology	to	different	
jurisdictions	resulted	in	disparate	impacts	
does	not	indicate	that	the	methodology	
was	applied	incorrectly.	

2. These	disproportionate	impacts	resulted	
from	two	methodological	applications,	
neither	of	which	ABAG	staff	has	justified.	
Neither	of	these	situations	was	described	
to	the	Executive	Board,	so	the	
methodology	applied	is	inconsistent	with	
Board	direction.	

2. As	noted	in	the	City’s	appeal	request,	ABAG	
staff	and	Lafayette	elected	officials	and	
staff	engaged	in	detailed	discussions	about	
each	step	of	the	methodology	used	for	the	
Growth	Concentration	Adjustment.	The	
ABAG	Executive	Board	adopted	the	policy	
encompassed	in	the	Growth	Concentration	
Adjustment	but	staff	used	its	professional	
judgment	to	implement	it.	ABAG	staff	
acknowledge	that	there	are	many	different	
ways	in	which	the	Growth	Concentration	
Adjustment	could	have	been	carried	out.	
Based	on	its	professional	expertise,	ABAG	
staff	chose	the	approach	that	best	fit	the	
overall	direction	received	from	ABAG’s	
Executive	Board.	The	fact	that	alternative	
methodologies	exist	does	not	indicate	that	
the	methodology	selected	was	incorrect.	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Lafayette	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	
law,	which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 The	fact	that	there	is	more	than	one	professionally	acceptable	way	to	calculate	the	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment	does	not	constitute	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology.	

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Mountain	View	

Appellant:	Dan	Rich,	City	Manager	
(represented	by	Martin	Alkire,	Principal	Planner)	 		

Date:	January	15,	2013	

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	12.00	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	31,957	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	20	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	2,281	(1.73%)	 	 Employment:	88	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	610	(1.08%)	 	 Transit:	27	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	2,599	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Mountain	View	asserts	that	ABAG	failed	to	consider	information	from	the	RHNA	Factor	
Survey	related	to	the	“availability	of	land	suitable	for	urban	development	or	for	conversion	to	
residential	use”	and	that	there	was	a	significant	and	unforeseen	change	in	circumstances.	The	City	
requests	a	revision	based	on	changes	to	the	City’s	General	Plan	that	removed	residential	uses	from	
the	North	Bayshore	Priority	Development	Area	(PDA),	which	would	lead	to	a	reduction	of	371*.	
	
*	The	jurisdiction	did	not	submit	a	specific	number	for	its	requested	reduction.	ABAG	staff	calculated	a	
rough	estimate	of	the	requested	reduction	based	on	the	jurisdiction’s	basis	for	the	appeal.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. ABAG	failed	to	adequately	consider	the	
information	in	the	RHNA	survey:	the	City	
said	it	was	"studying"	residential	uses	in	
North	Bayshore,	but	no	official	General	
Plan	policy	determination	had	been	
made.	

1. ABAG	staff	used	the	most	current	
information	about	local	plans	for	growth	
that	was	available	during	development	of	
the	draft	SCS,	which	was	adopted	on	July	
19,	2012.	The	RHNA	is	based	on	the	growth	
pattern	in	the	draft	SCS.	The	growth	
assigned	to	the	North	Bayshore	PDA	was	
based	on	the	projected	housing	growth	
identified	by	the	City	in	its	PDA	application	
from	October	2011.		

2. Change	in	circumstance:	On	July	12,	2012	
the	City	Council	approved	the	new	
General	Plan,	but	without	allowing	new	
residential	uses	in	the	North	Bayshore	
area.	This	was	a	significant	departure	
both	from	the	City’s	submitted	land	use	
materials	to	ABAG	and	from	what	the	

2. The	decision	to	remove	housing	as	an	
allowable	use	in	the	North	Bayshore	area	
was	a	deliberate	action	taken	by	the	City	
Council,	and	does	not	constitute	an	
unforeseen	change	in	circumstances.	For	
RHNA,	"The	council	of	governments	may	
not	limit	its	consideration	of	suitable	

Draft	RHNA:		 2,913	

Requested	Reduction:	 371*	

Requested	RHNA:	 2,542*	
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General	Plan	and	General	Plan	EIR	had	
studied	for	the	North	Bayshore	area.	

housing	sites	or	land	suitable	for	urban	
development	to	existing	zoning	ordinances	
and	land	use	restrictions	of	a	locality,	but	
shall	consider	the	potential	for	increased	
residential	development	under	alternative	
zoning	ordinances	and	land	use	
restrictions."	[GC	65584.04(d)(2)(b)].	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Mountain	View	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	
Element	law,	which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 State	Housing	Element	law	does	not	allow	allocations	to	be	limited	by	local	land	use	
restrictions.	

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Oakley	

Appellant:	Bryan	H.	Montgomery,	City	Manager	
(represented	by	Joshua	McMurray,	Senior	Planner)	

Date:	February	6,	2013		

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	15.85	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	10,727	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	‐117	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	879	(0.67%)	 	 Employment:	‐173	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	757	(1.34%)	 	 Transit:	‐48	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	775	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Oakley	asserts	that	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology,	that	ABAG	
staff	failed	to	consider	information	from	the	RHNA	Factor	Survey	about	the	“existing	or	projected	
jobs‐housing	relationship”	and	the	“availability	of	land	suitable	for	urban	development	or	for	
conversion	to	residential	use,”	and	there	was	a	significant	and	unforeseen	change	in	circumstances.	
The	City	requests	a	reduction	in	its	allocation	of	very	low‐	and	low‐income	units.	
	
*	The	jurisdiction	did	not	submit	a	specific	number	for	its	requested	reduction.	ABAG	staff	calculated	
the	requested	reduction	based	on	the	jurisdiction’s	basis	for	the	appeal.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. Sustainability	Component	of	the	RHNA	
methodology	does	not	apply,	since	Oakley	
already	accommodates	areas	suitable	for	
residential	development	and	Oakley's	
PDAs	are	intended	for	jobs,	not	housing.	

1. During	development	of	the	SCS,	the	City	
communicated	a	desire	for	additional	
housing	growth	over	the	long	term,	
compared	to	what	ABAG	was	forecasting.	
ABAG	staff	used	that	feedback	along	with	
information	from	local	plans	to	develop	
the	housing	growth	distribution	for	
Oakley,	consistent	with	the	sustainability	
goals	of	the	SCS.	The	RHNA	is	based	on	the	
growth	pattern	in	the	draft	SCS.	In	
addition,	although	ABAG	encourages	
jurisdictions	to	plan	for	RHNA	units	in	
PDAs	to	take	advantage	of	access	to	
transit,	jurisdictions	are	under	no	
obligation	to	do	so.	RHNA	units	can	be	
accommodated	anywhere	in	the	
jurisdiction.	

RHNA	Allocation:		 1,163	

Requested	Reduction:		 314*	

Requested	RHNA:		 849*	
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2. RHNA	methodology	allocated	Oakley	the	
maximum	number	of	units	(1.5	times	the	
2007‐2014	RHNA).	This	contradicts	the	
"Fair	Share	Component,"	which	should	
have	resulted	in	lower	number	because	of	
Oakley’s	lack	of	transit	and	existing	jobs.	

2. This	is	a	comment	about	the	RHNA	
methodology,	which	was	adopted	by	the	
ABAG	Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.	

3. ABAG	should	have	used	RHNA	
performance	for	2007‐2014	since	Oakley	
did	not	incorporate	until	1999	and	did	
not	adopt	a	General	Plan	until	2005	or	
Housing	Element	until	2009.	

3. For	Past	RHNA	Performance,	data	for	all	
jurisdictions	was	taken	from	the	2007	
ABAG	housing	report	A	Place	to	Call	
Home.	The	data	included	in	the	report	was	
supplied	by	the	local	jurisdiction,	and	local	
staff	had	opportunities	to	review	the	
contents	of	the	report	prior	to	publication.	
	
The	RHNA	methodology	must	be	based	on	
a	data	source	that	includes	consistent	data	
for	the	entire	region.	Since	not	all	
jurisdictions	have	an	adopted	Housing	
Element	or	submit	annual	progress	reports	
to	HCD,	A	Place	to	Call	Home	was	selected	
as	the	best	available	source	of	region‐wide	
data.	
	
ABAG	staff	identified	this	report	as	the	
source	of	data	for	calculating	the	Past	
RHNA	Performance	factor	when	
developing	and	adopting	the	final	RHNA	
methodology.	Jurisdictions	had	an	
opportunity	to	comment	on	this	source	
prior	to	adoption	of	the	methodology,	and	
ABAG	staff	does	not	support	making	
changes	to	this	self‐reported	data	now	that	
draft	allocations	have	been	issued.	

4. The	RHNA	allocation	does	not	take	into	
account	that	Oakley	is	predominantly	
made	up	of	single‐family	residences,	and	
is	an	area	where	that	lifestyle	is	
preferred	over	high‐density	development.	

4. For	RHNA,	"The	council	of	governments	
may	not	limit	its	consideration	of	suitable	
housing	sites	or	land	suitable	for	urban	
development	to	existing	zoning	ordinances	
and	land	use	restrictions	of	a	locality,	but	
shall	consider	the	potential	for	increased	
residential	development	under	alternative	
zoning	ordinances	and	land	use	
restrictions."	[GC	65584.04(d)(2)(b)].	
	
The	decisions	about	how	to	implement	the	
RHNA	remain	under	the	control	of	the	
local	government.	Per	Government	Code	
Section	65584.05(i),	“Any	authority	of	the	
council	of	governments	to	review	and	
revise	the	share	of	a	city	or	county	of	the	
regional	housing	need	under	this	section	
shall	not	constitute	authority	to	revise,	
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approve,	or	disapprove	the	manner	in	
which	the	share	of	the	city	or	county	of	the	
regional	housing	need	is	implemented	
through	its	housing	program.”	
	
The	Income	Allocation	methodology,	which	
shifts	each	jurisdiction	toward	the	regional	
income	distribution	resulted	in	a	lower	
allocation	of	very	low‐	and	low‐income	
units	to	the	City	of	Oakley.		

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Oakley	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	law,	
which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 ABAG	determined	the	City’s	share	of	the	regional	need	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	
allocation	methodology.		

 State	Housing	Element	law	does	not	allow	allocations	to	be	limited	by	local	land	use	
restrictions.	

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Palo	Alto	

Appellant:	H.	Gregory	Scharff,	Mayor	
(represented	by	Curtis	Williams,	Director	of	Planning	
	and	Community	Environment)	

Date:	February	12,	2013		

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	23.88	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	26,493	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	‐235	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	226	(0.17%)	 	 Employment:	525	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	1,763	(3.13%)	 	 Transit:	149	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	2,860	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Palo	Alto	asserts	that	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology,	that	ABAG	
staff	failed	to	consider	information	from	the	RHNA	Factor	Survey	about	the	“housing	needs	
generated	by	the	presence	of	a	university	campus	within	a	jurisdiction,”	and	an	unforeseen	change	
in	circumstances.	The	City	requests	that	350	units	be	shifted	from	its	RHNA	to	Santa	Clara	County’s	
RHNA.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. Stanford	University's	General	Use	Permit	
allows	up	to	1500	residential	units	to	be	
built	on	Stanford	lands	within	the	RHNA	
housing	element	timeframe.	Specifically,	
there	are	plans	for	approximately	350	
planned	units	on	two	sites	on	Quarry	
Road	just	west	of	El	Camino	Real.	While	
these	units	have	not	been	otherwise	
assigned	to	Palo	Alto,	they	would	be	very	
consistent	with	goals	of	SCS.	

1. The	RHNA	is	not	site	specific.	The	
availability	of	sites	for	housing	in	Santa	
Clara	County	that	would	be	consistent	with	
the	goals	of	the	SCS	does	not	indicate	a	
misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology.		

2. It	appears	to	be	an	oversight	in	the	
designation	of	PDAs	that	these	sites	were	
not	included	in	the	Valley	Transportation	
Authority(VTA)	Cores	and	Corridors	PDA	
and	treated	as	a	PDA	under	the	RHNA	
methodology.	The	City	notes	that	
significant	areas	of	Palo	Alto,	designated	
by	VTA	in	the	Cores	and	Corridors	PDA	
have	been	treated	as	PDAs	for	the	

2. The	Palo	Alto	portion	of	the	VTA	Cores	and	
Corridors	PDA	was	not	treated	as	a	PDA	
for	the	purposes	of	RHNA	because	the	City	
did	not	agree	to	designation	of	the	areas	as	
a	PDA.	

Draft	RHNA:		 2,179	

Requested	Reduction:		 350	

Requested	RHNA:		 1,829	
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purposes	of	distributing	housing	units,	
even	though	the	City	did	not	agree	to	
their	designation	as	PDAs.	

3. While	it	is	generally	appropriate	to	focus	
more	intense	growth	in	cities	rather	than	
open	space	or	rural	unincorporated	
county	areas,	these	sites	identified	are	
different	from	others	in	unincorporated	
areas	because	they	are	located	in	an	
urban	area,	near	transit,	across	from	
shopping,	and	adjacent	to	an	extensive	
hospital	expansion;	Stanford's	expansion	
and	housing	to	support	its	growth	are	
unique	among	counties	in	the	Bay	Area	
and	ABAG	has	previously	re‐adjusted	the	
allocation	between	Palo	Alto	and	the	
County	in	previous	cycles	to	account	for	
this	anomaly;	and	a	tri‐party	agreement	
between	Santa	Clara	County,	Stanford	
University,	and	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	
precludes	the	City	from	annexing	these	
potential	housing	sites	(although	the	
sites	are	served	by	the	Palo	Alto	Unified	
school	district).	

3. The	RHNA	is	not	site	specific.	The	
availability	of	sites	for	housing	in	Santa	
Clara	County	that	would	be	consistent	with	
the	goals	of	the	SCS	does	not	indicate	a	
misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology.	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Palo	Alto	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	law,	
which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 The	information	provided	by	the	City	does	not	demonstrate	that	ABAG	failed	to	apply	the	
RHNA	methodology	correctly	or	that	an	unforeseen	change	occurred.	

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision	and	supports	the	
continued	efforts	of	the	City	of	Palo	Alto,	Santa	Clara	County,	and	Stanford	University	to	
reach	an	agreement	about	transferring	the	identified	units	prior	to	April	19,	2013.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	San	Ramon	

Appellant:	Greg	Rogers,	City	Manager	
(represented	by	Phil	Wong,	Planning/Community		
Development	Director)		

Date:	February	14,	2013		

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	18.06	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	25,284	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	‐216	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	705	(0.54%)	 	 Employment:	126	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	924	(1.64%)	 	 Transit:	‐29	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	3,463	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	San	Ramon	asserts	that	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology.	The	City	
requests	a	revision	based	on	removing	the	impact	of	the	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	and	
using	the	draft	allocation	assigned	prior	to	the	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. Staff	introduced	the	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment	in	the	July	10,	
2012	Executive	Board	report	just	seven	
days	before	the	close	of	the	public	
comment	period.	Jurisdictions	were	given	
no	information	on	the	process	and	
methodology	for	how	3500	units	would	
be	shifted	to	the	balance	of	the	region.	

1. The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	to	
the	RHNA	methodology	and	the	resulting	
allocations	were	adopted	by	the	ABAG	
Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.			
	
The	ABAG	Executive	Board	adopted	the	
policy	encompassed	in	the	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment	but	staff	used	
its	professional	judgment	to	implement	it.	

2. All	major	recipients	of	the	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment	have	light	
and/or	heavy	rail	stations	EXCEPT	San	
Ramon.	Why	is	San	Ramon	allocated	a	
10%	RHNA	increase	while	communities	
such	as	Palo	Alto,	Milpitas,	Walnut	Creek,	
and	Berkeley	(all	of	whom	are	transit‐
rich	with	similar	employment	growth	
rates)	are	receiving	less	than	4%	Growth	
Concentration	Adjustment?	
	
The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	

2. The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	was	
applied	to	all	jurisdictions	in	the	region,	
outside	of	Oakland,	San	Jose,	Newark,	and	
the	North	Bay.	Units	were	reallocated	to	
subareas	within	the	region	based	on	a	
subarea’s	proportion	of	regional	growth.	
The	same	methodology	was	applied	to	
each	affected	jurisdiction.	The	differences	
in	the	results	are	related	to	the	underlying	
growth	pattern	for	each	jurisdiction	from	
the	Jobs‐Housing	Connection	Strategy.		
	

Draft	RHNA:		 1,411	

Requested	Reduction:					 126	

Requested	RHNA:		 1,285	
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factor	was	inaccurately	applied	to	San	
Ramon	and	no	detailed	explanation	of	
ABAG's	reasoning	for	assigning	San	
Ramon	a	higher	adjustment	has	been	
given.	San	Ramon	should	not	have	been	
placed	in	the	same	category	as	highly	
transit‐accessible	locations.	While	our	
employment	growth	rate	may	be	
comparable	to	other	jurisdictions	that	
received	Growth	Concentration	increases,	
our	transit	infrastructure	certainly	is	not.	
San	Ramon’s	increase	does	not	meet	the	
stated	goal	of	directing	growth	to	
"medium	cities	with	high	job	growth	and	
transit	access."	

The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	
resulted	in	revised	forecasts	of	PDA	and	
non‐PDA	growth	that	are	the	initial	input	
into	the	RHNA	formula.	These	inputs	were	
then	modified	by	the	application	of	the	
RHNA	methodology	(including	Fair	Share	
factors,	40%	minimum	housing	floor,	etc.)	
	
Thus,	the	fact	that	the	application	of	the	
same	methodology	to	different	
jurisdictions	resulted	in	disparate	impacts	
does	not	indicate	that	the	methodology	
was	applied	incorrectly.	

3. The	175%	income	allocation	adjustment	
is	unrealistic	(especially	with	loss	of	
Redevelopment)	and	ultimately	defeats	
the	region's	goal	of	meeting	housing	
needs	in	a	sustainable	and	balanced	
approach.	Cities	are	forced	to	overzone	
for	housing	in	order	to	accommodate	
affordable	units.	

3. This	is	a	comment	about	the	RHNA	
methodology,	which	was	adopted	by	the	
ABAG	Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.	

	
	
	
	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	San	Ramon	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	
law,	which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 ABAG	determined	the	City’s	share	of	the	regional	need	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	
allocation	methodology.		

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	
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Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Saratoga	

Appellant:	Jill	Hunter,	Mayor		
(represented	by	James	Lindsay,		
Community	Development	Director)	

Date:	February	6,	2013	

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	12.38	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	10,734	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	31	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	0	(0.0%)	 	 Employment:	0	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	220	(0.39%)	 	 Transit:	‐15	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	Yes	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	292	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Saratoga	asserts	that	ABAG	staff	failed	to	consider	information	from	the	RHNA	Factor	
Survey	about	the	“existing	or	projected	jobs‐housing	relationship”	and	the	“distribution	of	
household	growth	assumed	for	the	purposes	of	the	comparable	Regional	Transportation	Plan.”	The	
City	requests	that	its	allocation	be	changed	to	204	with	no	change	to	the	percentage	of	very	low‐,	
low‐,	and	moderate‐income	units.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. 40	percent	minimum	housing	floor	is	
inconsistent	with	the	overall	objective	of	
RHNA	and	SB	375	which	is	to	better	
integrate	land	use	and	transportation.		
	
Four	cities	with	no	employment	centers	
and	poor	transit	received	allocations	
150%	higher	than	last	cycle.	While	these	
allocations	may	technically	follow	the	
approved	housing	methodology,	they	are	
not	consistent	with	Government	Code	
requirements	that	allocations	consider	a	
jurisdiction’s	jobs/housing	relationship	
and	access	to	transit.	Also	inconsistent	
with	goals	of	SB375.	

1. This	is	a	comment	about	the	RHNA	
methodology,	which	was	adopted	by	the	
ABAG	Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.	
	
The	adopted	RHNA	methodology	
emphasizes	better	integration	of	land	use	
and	transportation	while	also	meeting	the	
statutory	objectives	of	RHNA,	which	
include	“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”	
[GC	65584(d)].	The	minimum	housing	floor	
ensures	that	every	jurisdiction	is	planning	
for	housing	to	accommodate	at	least	a	
portion	of	the	housing	need	generated	by	
the	population	within	that	jurisdiction.	
However,	the	RHNA	methodology	also	caps	
a	jurisdiction’s	allocation	at	no	more	than	

Draft	RHNA:		 438	

Requested	Reduction:	 234	

Requested	RHNA:		 204	
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150%	of	its	RHNA	from	2007‐2014	as	a	
way	to	ensure	that	a	jurisdiction	is	not	
overburdened. 

2. Data	from	Census	Bureau	shows	only	
4,194	paid	employees	in	Saratoga	
whereas	RHNA	estimates	11,874	jobs	in	
the	city	for	the	same	time	period.	

2. The	difference	in	job	data	would	not	affect	
the	City’s	RHNA	allocation.	The	first	input	
into	the	RHNA	methodology	is	the	
underlying	growth	forecast	from	the	Jobs‐
Housing	Connection	Strategy,	which	was	
220	housing	units	for	Saratoga	during	the	
RHNA	period.	The	City’s	RHNA	was	
lowered	to	215	based	on	the	application	of	
the	Fair	Share	factors	(Employment,	
Transit,	and	Past	RHNA	Performance).The	
40%	minimum	housing	floor	pushes	the	
City’s	allocation	to	586.	However,	the	
RHNA	methodology	limits	a	jurisdiction’s	
allocation	to	no	more	than	1.5	times	their	
allocation	for	2007‐2014,	which	brings	the	
number	back	down	to	438.		As	a	
comparison,	the	City’s	allocation	for	the	
fourth	RHNA	cycle	was	292	and	it	was	539	
for	the	third	RHNA	cycle.	

3. The	City	clearly	stated	in	the	RHNA	
Factors	Survey	there	are	no	significant	
existing	or	planned	public	transit	or	
employment	opportunities	in	the	city.	

3. The	City’s	lack	of	transit	and	employment	
relative	to	other	jurisdictions	is	reflected	in	
its	scores	on	the	Fair	Share	factors.	The	
City’s	RHNA	was	reduced	based	on	the	
Transit	factor	and	held	constant	based	on	
the	Employment	factor.	

4. The	Past	RHNA	Performance	factor	
penalizes	small	jurisdictions	and	should	
be	based	on	percentage	of	low‐income	
allocation	met,	not	total	number	of	units	
permitted.	

4. This	is	a	comment	about	the	RHNA	
methodology,	which	was	adopted	by	the	
ABAG	Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Saratoga	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	law,	
which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 ABAG	determined	the	City’s	share	of	the	regional	need	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	
allocation	methodology.		

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	



Regional	Housing	Need	Allocation	
Appeal	Review	Form	

	
	

	
Jurisdiction:	City	of	Sunnyvale	

Appellant:	Gary	M.	Luebbers,	City	Manager	
(represented	by	Hanson	Hom,	Director	of	Community	
Development)		

Date:	February	15,	2013		

	

Jurisdiction	Background	Information:	 	 	

Size	(in	square	miles):	21.99	 	 Effect	of	Methodology	Factors:	

Households:	53,384	(2010	Census)	 	 RHNA	Performance:	85	

PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	4,013	(3.05%)	 	 Employment:	315	

Non‐PDA	Growth	/	(Share):	1,810	(3.21%)	 	 Transit:	63	

Subject	to	40%	Minimum?	No	 	 2007‐2014	RHNA:	4,426	

	
Proposed	Revision:	
The	City	of	Sunnyvale	asserts	that	there	was	a	misapplication	of	the	RHNA	methodology	because	
incorrect	housing	data	was	used	for	the	Past	RHNA	Performance	factor	in	the	RHNA	methodology.	
The	City	requests	a	revision	based	on	the	result	of	changing	the	data	included	for	Past	RHNA	
Performance,	which	would	lead	to	a	reduction	of	531*.	
	
*	The	jurisdiction	did	not	submit	a	specific	number	for	its	requested	reduction.	ABAG	staff	calculated	
the	requested	reduction	based	on	the	jurisdiction’s	basis	for	the	appeal.	
	
Issues/	Criteria	Identified	in	the	Appeal:	 	 Appeal	Evaluation:	

1. Erroneous	housing	production	data	was	
used	in	the	RHNA	methodology.	

1. For	Past	RHNA	Performance,	data	for	all	
jurisdictions	was	taken	from	the	2007	
ABAG	housing	report	A	Place	to	Call	Home.	
The	data	included	in	the	report	was	
supplied	by	the	local	jurisdiction,	and	local	
staff	had	opportunities	to	review	the	
contents	of	the	report	prior	to	publication.		

2. Staff	was	not	adequately	informed	that
ABAG	was	using	dated	and	inaccurate	
data	from	a	2007	report	which	compiled	
unofficial	staff	estimates	regarding	 local	
production	of	affordable	housing	units,	
when	the	official,	most	current	data	was	
available	in	most	jurisdictions'	adopted	
housing	elements.	

2. The	RHNA	methodology	must	be	based	on	
a	data	source	that	includes	consistent	data	
for	the	entire	region.	Since	not	all	
jurisdictions	have	an	adopted	Housing	
Element	or	submit	annual	progress	reports	
to	HCD,	A	Place	to	Call	Home	was	selected	
as	the	best	available	source	of	region‐wide	
data.	
	
ABAG	staff	identified	this	report	as	the	

Draft	RHNA:		 5,978	

Requested	Reduction:		 531*	

Requested	RHNA:		 5,447*	



source	of	data	for	calculating	the	Past	
RHNA	Performance	factor	when	
developing	and	adopting	the	final	RHNA	
methodology.	Jurisdictions	had	an	
opportunity	to	comment	on	this	source	
prior	to	adoption	of	the	methodology,	and	
ABAG	staff	does	not	support	making	
changes	to	this	self‐reported	data	now	that	
draft	allocations	have	been	issued.	

3. ABAG	adjusted	RHNA	to	significantly
reduce	the	allocations	to	San	Jose,	
Newark	and	Oakland	without	any	
detailed	explanation	of	the	reasons	for	
this	adjustment,	and	without	providing	
any	real	opportunity	for	advance	review	
by	the	public	or	other	jurisdictions.	
Sunnyvale	was	adversely	impacted	by	
this	change.	

3. The	Growth	Concentration	Adjustment	to	
the	RHNA	methodology	and	the	resulting	
allocations	were	adopted	by	the	ABAG	
Executive	Board	on	July	19,	2012.	

Staff	Recommendation:	

The	issues	cited	by	the	City	of	Sunnyvale	do	not	meet	the	requirements	of	State	Housing	Element	
law,	which	would	warrant	a	revision.	

 ABAG	determined	the	City’s	share	of	the	regional	need	in	accordance	with	the	adopted	
allocation	methodology.		

Staff	recommends	that	the	Appeal	Committee	deny	the	proposed	revision.	









CITY OF

HAYWARD
HEART OF THE BAY

September 17,2012

Ezra Rapport
Executive Director
Association ofBay Area Governments
P.O. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604-2050

Re: Request for Revision for Hayward's Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA)

Dear Mr. Rapport:

The City ofHayward requests that its RHNA be reduced. Incorrect housing production
data was used in the formula to determine the current draft RHNA. During the years
1999 - 2006, Hayward was more successful in building affordable housing than was
documented in the ABAG publication titled "A Place to Call Home".

The following table shows housing production data according to ABAG records and data
per City of Hayward records. The City data is consistent with the annual reports that
have been submitted to the California Department ofHousing and Community
Development (copy attached).

1999 - 2006

RHNA
According to ABAG Per City Records

Income Level Allocation by Permits
Percent of

Permits
Percent of

Income Level Issued
Allocation

Issued
Allocation

Permitted Permitted

Very low 625 40 6% 117 18.7%

Low 344 17 5% 24 7.0%

Moderate 834 818 98% 833 99.9%

Above
1,032 1,727 167% 1,876 181.8%

Moderate

Total RHNA 2,835 2,602 92% 2,850 100.5%

It is our understanding that as the higher numbers for affordable housing produced are
used in the formula, it will result in a lower RHNA for the City ofHayward.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT._--_ .. _-_.- .. ~ _-------_ __.

777 B STREET, HAYWARD, CA 94541-5007
TEL: 5101583-4234 • FAX: 510/583-3649 • TOO: 510/247-3340 • WEBSITE: www.hayw;;:rd-ca.gov



In addition to the RHNA, the City of Hayward is generally concerned about the mandates
coming from state and regional agencies along with the reduction in resources available
to local jurisdictions. As noted in Hayward's previous comment letters on the
development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), the State's elimination of
redevelopment agencies will make it difficult, if not impossible, to accommodate growth
envisioned in the SCS and the RHNA. This fiscal constraint created by the elimination of
redevelopment agencies must be addressed in the SCS. When the Hayward City Council
members reviewed the draft RHNA on September 11, 2012, they were particularly
frustrated with the fact that the State is requiring cities to accommodate affordable
housing, while at the same time taking away one of the most effective tools to build such
housing.

Regarding the proposed One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) program, future cycles of grant
funding should be less dependent on the production ofhousing, and recognize more the
importance ofjobs. Furthermore, it makes no sense to penalize a jurisdiction for not
producing enough housing by taking away the assistance needed to produce affordable
housing. Finally, in addition to resources for transportation infrastructure, programs that
support job creation are needed in order to realize the projected job growth. The SCS
must foster complete communities with a balance ofnew jobs and new housing.

We look forward to continuing to work with ABAG throughout the process of finalizing
the RHNA. If you have any questions, please contact me at (510) 583-4004 or bye-mail
at david.rizk@havward-ca.gov. Thank you.

David Rizk, AICP
Development Services Director

Attachments

cc: Steve Heminger, Executive Director, MTC
Ken Kirkey, Planning Director, ABAG
Doug Kimsey, Planning Director, MTC
HingWong, ABAG
Beth Walukas, Deputy Director ofPlanning, Alameda Co. Transportation Commission

Fran David, City Manager
Kelly Morariu, Assistant City Manager
Morad Fakhrai, Director ofPublic Works - Engineering and Transportation
Don Frascinella, Transportation Manager
Richard Patenaude, Planning Manager
Erik Pearson, Senior Planner
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C'ITY OF

HAYWARD
HEART OF THE BAY

December 22~ 2005

Cathy E. Cresswell~ Deputy Director
Department of Housing & Community Development
Division of Housing Policy
1800 Third Street, Suite 430
P.O. Box 952053
Sacramento~ CA 94252-2053

SUBJECT: Housing Need Production Report

Dear Ms. Cresswell:

Enclosed are the City of Hayward's Housing Need Production Reports for FY 2003 - 04 and FY
2004-05. I am also enclosing a copy of our last submission which covered FY 2002 - 03 as it is
not clear if this report reached all the required parties. If these reports should be submitted to a
different person or location, please provide us with that updated infonnation.

The City anticipates applying for the Workforce Housing Rewards Grant. We understand
through our representative Margaret Murphy that the enclosed reports can be substituted for the
"Attachment D" report.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at (510) 583-4228.

Sincerely,

/);,//~
Gail Patton
Neighborhood and Economic

Development Manager

Enclosures

cc: Margaret Murphy, Dept ofHousing & Community Dev
Gillian Adams~ ABAG

Department of Community and Economic Development
Neighborhood and Economic Development

777 8 Street, Hayward, CA 94541·5007
Tel: 510/583·4250 Fax: 510/583·3650



Housing Need Production Form

Organization: City of Hayward

Contact: David Stark Title: HOJlsing Dev· Sped a 1 rt:st

Address: 777 B Street

City: Hayward, Cailfornia Zip: 94541

Phone: (510) 583-4246

Report time period:

D Calendar Year (January 1 through December 3])

I!I Fiscal Year (Ju}y ] through]une 30)

Unit Count of Housing Produced for the
1999~2007 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Cycle

Very Low
(up to 50% AMI)

Low'
(51 - 80% AMI)

Moderate
(81 - 120% AMI)

625

..

344

834

o

o

340

o

o

144

o

o

o

o

484

Above Moderate
(greater than ] 20% AMI)

TOTAL

1,032

, 2,835

655

995

388

532

Number of units added determined by building permits.
See reverse for definitions of income categories included in this form.

·~~p*~on~l:.':~()P.~ll¥'U.aen*ifj~Jl;~fp:rlla.'l>.i~lty~Cat~gotJ~SS(~lt~rl,lfJtj.}!>~·CJJforddb!li.tJ~.:iev~l~Jt,)llifke :;"(
:i.*9t!~r?;in.lftt~~fl{~!2r·:'~i}~fi~;if1l@,~liJ:~f~fff,!·!to9i#¥1~!~~~:¥fo/i:!yq9j?;gffl?G.Cflt)lii~~tVifi~lko~rf~.Qr;Y'/l(J~;f;e};,~"~~~i;'i;:HifY':';':Z
J .mduetwnmwnoers'",or~1hes~)Zocal"aate. m;wsu.}'/.JanopmatNcl!f01:tlabr.llty' cate OIW~U1 ~ tafjle,!above&c'~'\ ~\"

(Over)



(

Housing Need Production Form

Organization: City of Hayward
Neighborhood and Economic

Contact: Gail Patton Title: Development Manager

A~dress: 777 B Street

City: Hayward Zip: 94541-5007

Email: gai1.patton@hayward.ca-gov Phone: (510) 583-4228

Report year: 2003-2004

Report time period:

CI Calendar Year (January 1- December 31) iii Fiscal Year (July 1- June 30)

Unit Count of Housing Produced

Very Low
625(up to 50% AMI) 0 0 0 0 0

Low
(51 - 80% AMI) 344 0 0 0 0 0

MDderate 834 215 484 699(81 -120% AMI) 215 0

Number ofunits added determined, by buildingpermits.
See reverse/or" definitions ofincome categories included in this/onn.



Housing Need Production Fonn

Organization: City of Hayward

Contact: __....;:G:;.;;a;:,,;:i:;.;;l:-.;;.P..;;,a..;;.,t..;;.,to_n _
Neighborhood and ~conom1C

Title: Development Manager

Ac!dress: 7_7_7_B_S_tr_e_e_t__..,...- _

City: ..:H:;;;a~yw=ar:;.,;d;:;...- Zip:__9_4_5_4_1_-_50_0_7 _

Email: .Jiig""a"",i.:!:l..!...p~a5!..t""'t!=.!o=!.l;n!li@;;t,h~au:yw~a~r:=.d-....:c~a~. g:..::o:::....:v:....-- Phone: 510-583-4228

Report year: 2_0_0_4_-2_0_0_5 _

Report time period:

[] Calendar Year (January 1- December 31) m. Fiscal Year (July 1- June 30)

Unit Count of Housing Produced

Very Low
625 0 40 40 0 40(up to 50% AMI)

Low 344 0 17 17 0 17
(51 - 80% AMI)

Moderate 834 97 22 119 699 818
(81 - 120% AMI)

Number ofunits added determined by buildingpermits.
See reverse for definitions ofincome categories included in this form.



CIT Y 0 F

HAYWARD
HEART OF THE BAY

December 19,2006

Cathy E. Cresswell, Deputy Director
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
Division of Housing Policy
1800 Third Street, Suite 430
P.O. Box 952053
Sacramento, CA 95252-2053

Dear Ms. Creswell:

Enclosed is the City of Hayward's Housing Need Production Report for FY 2005-06.

The City anticipates applying for RCD's Workforce Housing Reward Grant Program. We assume that, as
in previous years, the enclosed report is accepted as a substitute ofthe application's "Attachment D".

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (510) 583 -4246.

Sincerely,

c' .A-:ij /:P::
v~

OmarCortez
Housing Development Specialist

Enclosures (l)

cc: Janet Myles, Department ofHousing and Community Development, via e-mail
Gillian Adams, ABAG

Department of Community and Economic Development

777 B Street, Hayward. CA 94541-5007
Tel: 510/583-4250 Fax: 51 0/583-3650

- 1 -



Housing Need Production Form

Organization: City of Hayward

Contact: Omar Cortez

Address: 777 B Street, 2nd Floor

City: Hayward

Email: omar.cortez@hayward-ca.gov

Title: Housing Development Specialist

Zip: 94541

Phone: (510) 583 - 4246

Report year: 2005-2006

Report time period:

o Calendar Year (January 1- December 31) B Fiscal Year (July 1 - June 30)

Unit Count of Housing Produced

Very Low 625 0 0 40 40
(up to 50% AMI)

Low 344 7 7 17 24
(51 - 80% AMI)

Moderate 834 13 13 818 831(81 - 120% AMI)

1,032 106 1,618 1,724

Number ofunits added determined by building permits.
See reverse for definitions ofincome categories included in this form.



,iii
CITY OF

HAYWARD
HEART OF THE BAY

May12,2008

Cathy Creswell
Deputy Director
Department of Housing and Community Development
Division ofHousing Policy Development
1800 Third Street
P.O. Box 952053
Sacramento, CA 94252-2053

RE: Annual Progress Report - City ofHayward

Dear Ms. Creswell:

Enclosed is the City ofHayward Annual Element Progress Report for calendar year 2007. Also
enclosed is a report for the second part of calendar year 2006. City staff considered necessary to
report the housing units created during this latter period because they would not have been
reported otherwise - Hayward's previous reports were provided on a fiscal year basis.

Ifyou have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (510) 583 - 4246.

sm~I'4l6-
..--­

OmarCortez
Housing Development Specialist

Cc: Paul Fassinger, ABAG Research Director, via e-mail.

Enclosures (2)

Department of Community and Economic Development

777 B street, Hayward, CA 94541-5007
Tel: 510/583-4245 Fax: 510/583-3650 TDD: 510/247-3340
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SCS Regional Housing Need Allocation Feedback 
 
 
Jurisdiction:______________________________________ Date: ______________________ 

Name of Person Filling Out Survey:_________________________________________________ 

Title: _________________________________________________________________________ 

E-mail:____________________________________ Phone: ___________________________ 

 
As part of the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process, ABAG is required to survey 
local governments for information on specific factors to be considered in developing the 
allocation methodology. By law, none of the information may be used as a basis for reducing the 
total housing need established for the region. 
 
Please complete this survey for your jurisdiction. This form may be filled out using Adobe 
Acrobat or Adobe Acrobat Reader. If you have any questions, contact Hing Wong at 
hingw@abag.ca.gov or (510) 464-7966. Please send this survey back no later than February 
10, 2012 via e-mail attachment to hingw@abag.ca.gov, fax to (510) 433-5566, or postal mail to 
P.O. Box 2050, Oakland, CA 94604. Thank you! 
 
 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN JOBS AND HOUSING 
 
(1) What is the existing and projected relationship between jobs within your jurisdiction and 

housing? 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(2) What is the existing and projected relationship between jobs outside of your jurisdiction 

and housing? 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

1 



(3) What is the distribution of anticipated household growth, particularly as it relates to 
opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and existing transportation 
infrastructure? The total shares should add up to 100 percent. 

 
 Priority Development Areas (PDAs):     _____ % 

 Other parts of the jurisdiction near transit (within ½ mile of 20 minute service): _____ % 

 Other parts of the jurisdiction not near transit:    _____ % 

 
OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 
 
(4) Check off which areas include opportunities and/or constraints to the development of 

additional housing: 
 
  Opportunities Constraints Explanation 
 

Sewer Capacity   ___________________________________ 

Water Capacity   ___________________________________ 

Land Suitability    ___________________________________ 

Preserved Lands    ___________________________________ 

Schools   ___________________________________ 

Parks    ___________________________________ 

Public Services    ___________________________________ 

 
DEMAND 
 
(5) How would you characterize the market demand for housing in your jurisdiction? 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

How would you characterize the demand for jobs in your jurisdiction? 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 

2 



(6) How do you expect the market demand for housing for your jurisdiction to change 
compared to the previous 10 years?  

 
  Higher Same Lower 
 

Within the next decade (2012-2022)    

Beyond the next decade (2023-2040)     

 
(7) Has there been a loss of affordable units contained in assisted housing developments in the 

last 10 years? 
 

  No 

  Yes If yes, please explain: 

 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(8) Do you expect loss of affordable units contained in assisted housing developments in the 

next 10 years? 
 

  No 

  Yes If yes, please explain: 

 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(9) Estimate the percent of households in your jurisdictions that confront a high-housing cost 

burden: 
 
 Spend more than 30% of total income on housing: _____ % 

 Spend more than 50% of total income on housing: _____ % 
 
(10) Are there workers employed on farms in your jurisdiction? 
 

  No 

  Yes 

 

3 



4 

(11) Is there a need for farmworker housing in your jurisdiction? 
 

  No 

  Yes If yes, then explain: 

 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 _________________________________________________________________________ 
 
(12) What are the impacts of colleges and universities on your housing need? 
 

 High – major colleges within your jurisdiction 

 Medium – major colleges in adjoining jurisdictions 

 Low – major colleges not in the vicinity 

 
AGREEMENTS 
 
(13) What agreements, if any, are there in place between your county and the cities in your 

county which direct growth toward the incorporated or unincorporated areas of the 
county? 

 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
COMMENTS 
 

Are there any other factors you believe should be considered? 
 

 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 ________________________________________________________________________ 

 


























	ALL_2014-22_RHNA_Appeals_reduced.pdf
	City of Hayward Ltr to ABAG dated 09-17-12.pdf
	Attachment - Hayward Annual Reports 99-06.pdf
	Annual Progress Reports for HCD_F Ys_02-06
	Annual Progress Report for HCD_part two of_2006




	Jurisdiction: City of Saratoga
	Date: 2/9/12
	Name of Person Filling Out Survey: James Lindsay
	Title: Community Development Director
	Email: jlindsay@saratoga.ca.us
	Phone: (408) 868-1231
	housing 1: The City of Saratoga is a built out bedroom community with a very small job base. 
	housing 2: There are no meaningful opportunity sites within the City that would lead to any significant increase in jobs our housing.
	housing 3: 
	and housing 1: Several larger cities within Santa Clara County are experiencing both job and housing growth.
	and housing 2: Those cities that have increasing employment are also increasing their housing supply.
	and housing 3: 
	undefined: 0
	undefined_2: 0
	undefined_3: 100
	toggle_4_SC_O: Off
	toggle_4_SC_C: On
	Explanation 1: Sanitary district contracted capacity limits
	toggle_4_WC_O: Off
	toggle_4_WC_C: On
	Explanation 2: State-wide water supply constraints
	toggle_4_LS_O: Off
	toggle_4_LS_C: On
	Explanation 3: No meaningful vacant land left w/in the City
	toggle_4_PL_O: Off
	toggle_4_PL_C: On
	Explanation 4: Much of the City is in the hillsides with voter approved preservation policies
	toggle_4_S_O: Off
	toggle_4_S_C: On
	Explanation 5: 
	toggle_4_P_O: Off
	toggle_4_P_C: On
	Explanation 6: There are no locations to expand parks for any significant increase in population
	toggle_4_PS_O: Off
	toggle_4_PS_C: On
	Explanation 7: The City receives a much lower % of property tax to pay for public services as compared to other cities.
	How would you characterize the market demand for housing in your jurisdiction 1: Considerably lower than that of cities with a growing job base.
	How would you characterize the market demand for housing in your jurisdiction 2: 
	How would you characterize the demand for jobs in your jurisdiction 1: Low as there are no real opportunities for additional job growth.
	How would you characterize the demand for jobs in your jurisdiction 2: 
	toggle_6_W_H: Off
	toggle_6_W_S: On
	toggle_6_W_L: Off
	toggle_6_B_H: Off
	toggle_6_B_S: On
	toggle_6_B_L: Off
	toggle_7_N: On
	toggle_7_Y: Off
	If yes please explain 1: 
	If yes please explain 2: 
	toggle_8_N: On
	toggle_8_Y: Off
	If yes please explain 1_2: 
	If yes please explain 2_2: 
	Spend more than 30 of total income on housing: 
	Spend more than 50 of total income on housing: 
	toggle_10_N: On
	toggle_10_Y: Off
	toggle_11_N: On
	toggle_11_Y: Off
	If yes then explain 1: 
	If yes then explain 2: 
	toggle_12_H: Off
	toggle_12_M: On
	toggle_12_L: Off
	county 1: Santa Clara County has long standing policies that direct growth in incorporated areas.
	county 2: 
	county 3: 
	county 4: 
	Are there any other factors you believe should be considered 1: 
	Are there any other factors you believe should be considered 2: 
	Are there any other factors you believe should be considered 3: 
	Are there any other factors you believe should be considered 4: 


