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I. Summary:
Purpose: To provide input on the Housing Element Evaluation process from member jurisdictions to the HCD Focus Group.

· Audience: HMC Members & County/City Planning Departments
· Timeline: 5/15-5/25
· 21 Surveys Collected
II. Key Findings and Results Overview:

A. Opinion of the Housing Element Law and HCD Evaluation Process
· The Housing Element law is outdated. The objective and rationale of the law is still pertinent, but the requirements, RHND/RHNA methodologies, and HCD policies need to be updated to reflect current political realities of local jurisdictions, demography of the state, and development process. 
· 50% of respondents feel that the Housing Element evaluation process performed by HCD is “problematic,” 40% think it is “good” but provided conditions to their responses.
· Several responses felt that HCD continually exceeds its statutory authority and maintains an unnecessarily rigid review process. State laws are not consistent with federal and other state housing mandates that address homelessness. 
B. Top Recommendations
1. Be Proactive, Consistent and Accountable: identify all issues and concerns with the Housing Element in its first review letter. Subsequent reviews and correspondence should be limited to those issues raised in the first response. Make sure that one reviewer is assigned to an element throughout the process or have greater consistency and accountability between various analysts as comments tend to be inconsistent from one reviewer to the next. Too much weight seems to be given to outside advocates. 
2. Local Context Matters: create a flexible and adaptive set of prescriptions. It is important to understand the political and geographic differences between cities and counties. 
3. Build Trusting Relationships: approach every Housing Element review with an assumption that jurisdictions would like to build adequate housing for all income groups. Be willing to listen and learn from local knowledge.
4. Remove Costly and Time Consuming Requirements: review draft Housing Elements in light of what the state housing element law requires instead of requiring each jurisdiction to secure copious amounts of data, responses to public comments. 
C. Top Concerns
· The majority of respondents felt that all the issues brought up at the Housing Methodology Committee meeting are important. However, the vast majority of respondents feel that the Costa Hawkins, Palmer, and Patterson case extremely contract a city’s ability to use traditional planning tools to encourage affordable housing development. Many feel that the state/HCD should amend these laws or propose a way to move forward.

· Given the investment climate and loss of redevelopment, credit needs to be given to units that have been rehabilitated as well as senior and other secondary units especially when affordability restrictions are added to the units. HCD should allow a broader set of recognized housing types to represent the growing change in lifestyles and living environments.
· Evaluation process is not transparent. Explain calculations/formulas/criteria and ensure that metrics reflect the declines in staff capacity, loss of redevelopment, and market boom and bust cycles.
· The legality and function of inclusionary zoning needs to be assessed of implemented at a state level. 
· Insufficient and outdated datasets. Difficult to determine the number of households by income category. Disconnect between the analysis and the quantified objectives/RHNA.  Should be less prescriptive and more flexible and/or open-ended, allowing cities to determine housing needs. 
III. Policy and Program Recommendations:
· Provide training and educational programs in advance. Focus should be on clarifying statutes, standards and requirements. Keep jurisdictions up to date with laws and/or programs that affect housing. Provide examples of land use controls and how barriers to housing development can be removed.
· Focus on the actual barriers to producing housing and be flexible to account for variations in city type.

· Tie state-wide inclusionary housing ordinance that establishes the percentage of affordable units per income level to be constructed within new housing developments by county.

· In lieu-fees on a case-by-case basis and applied to the production of required affordable housing units. These fees could be counted as credits for RHNA production. 
· RHNA Buyout Fee - that allows a cities that received or achieved its RHNA could pay an in-lieu fee to create a regional housing fund to support the cities that are going to actually build the housing.
· In theory, it seems that RHNA should be consistent with quantified objectives. This puts the value of RHNA in question. Or this cannot be achieved than cities or the state should perform a "financial gap” analysis.

· Let the jurisdiction use existing local data. The housing needs assessment is overly complicated and relies on Census data that does not match municipal boundaries. The projections requirement is often difficult to do with any degree of accuracy. 

· HCD list of developers is outdated and must be updated annually.
· Eliminate 65583.2 (C)(3)(B) - density assignments for areas are designated metro or suburban (default density).
· Updates to Housing Elements should be exempt from CEQA review
· Many of the components of the Housing Element Review Worksheet require analysis that “feels like an academic exercise” that is often abstract and likely yields inaccurate conclusions.
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