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TO: Regional Planning Team

FROM: Athena Ullah

DATE: February 24, 2012

SUBJECT: SCS / RHNA Feedback Survey Results

I. Collection Results:
· 36% Response Rate (40 received /110 distributed).
· 9 Counties encompassing 40 jurisdictions surveyed.
The SCS/RHNA survey revealed that the proposed RHNA/SCS methodology for the upcoming cycle must clarify growth assumptions to the model and should do more to take into account exceptions (e.g. federally owned land) and constraints (e.g. topography of vacant land) to housing development. Findings from individual responses have made it apparent that the dissolution of redevelopment functions across the state is now a sizable deterrent to new housing and job growth. The majority of jurisdictions did not possess the appropriate data or were unclear on the existing and projected relationship between jobs outside their area and housing (see Survey Question 2). Across all respondents, there is a moderate to high level of concern about the feasibility of RHNA allocations in the face of the economic downturn. Respondents would like to see that allocations are commensurate to realistic opportunities and constraints. 
II. Results Overview by Survey Category:

A. Relationship between Jobs and Housing

· 35% of respondents recorded at least a 1:1 job to housing ratio. Most of which noted a stable upward growth with concerns about built out rates.
· 51% of respondents reported that at least 20% or more of the distribution of anticipated household growth, as it relates to opportunities to maximize the use of public transit and existing transit infrastructure are near/within Priority Development Areas (PDAs). Alternatively, 24% reported that 100% of the anticipated growth will not be near transit.
B. Opportunities and Constraints

· 59% of respondents identified four or more constraints of the seven categories provided by the survey. Land suitability, sewer, and water capacity were commonly selected as development deterrents. 
· The Cities of Brentwood, Campbell, Fairfield, and Healdsburg have an opportunistic capacity on multiple variables provided by the survey to welcome housing development.
C. Demand

· The majority of respondents felt that the market demand for housing is average and projected to remain the same. The demand for jobs was seen as average to significant and anticipated to remain high given the unemployment rate.
· Approximately 84% of respondents felt that there has not been a loss or project that there will be a loss in affordable housing units. However, all of the remaining 16% of respondents identified that there is a loss of affordable units that will continue to worsen due to the dissolution of redevelopment.
III. Key Findings by County (Jurisdictions Surveyed):
A. Alameda  
(Dublin, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Piedmont, Pleasanton, and San Leandro)
· City of Livermore will be re-designating industrially zoned land to residential to accommodate TOD development and to address the City’s 2007-2014 RHNA. Thus, the ratio of jobs to housing estimated in a build out will decrease. General Plan intends to channel new development within city limits near existing services and create higher density infill housing near services and transit. The City will need to re-designate/rezone additional land to facilitate Transit Oriented Development and affordable housing to meet its RHNA. The City has an Urban Growth Boundary and two Priority Conservation Areas (in North and South Livermore) that support and fulfill community and regional efforts for smart growth near services/transit and protection of agriculture and sensitive habitat and resources.
· City of Pleasanton recently rezoned 70 acres of (mostly previously commercially-zoned) land for future multi-family housing.

· City of Fremont feels that they have capacity and opportunities to receive new housing development.

· City of Fremont and the City of Hayward are concerned about the loss of affordable units. The deed on several projects that contained affordable restrictions has expired.

· The City of Hayward noted a plan that has not been finalized: “Planning directors of Alameda County have been working with the County Transportation Commission on a "Locally Preferred Scenario" which seeks to direct growth to certain areas within each city. This has been presented to ABAG for an SCS strategy.”
B. Contra Costa 

(County of Contra Costa, Brentwood, Clayton, Danville, Lafayette, Pleasant Hill, and Walnut Creek)
· Contra Costa has a ULL. Recent LAFCO review points to three-party agreement between Danville, Dan Ramon, and Contra Costa County regarding adjustments to Danville's and San Ramon's respective SOIs along the Camino Tassajara corridor east of Alamo Creek (currently partially in Danville's SOI).
· The City of Brentwood reported that the demand for higher-level jobs is very high. The city has adequate entry level min wage employment. Growth in the employment sector is a priority of the city council.

· Demand for housing across the county remains low except within the City of Lafayette. The city also reports a concern regarding affordable housing: “inventory of federally subsidized low-income rental units at risk of conversion indicated one property with 66 Section 8 units at risk of conversion in next 10 years.”

C. Marin

(Town of Corte Madera, Larkspur, Town of Ross, and Sausalito)
· City of Sausalito reported that the vacancy rate among the city's owner housing is 2.3%; 6.4% among the city's rental housing. The market demand for housing is relatively high. City also indicated that there is a growing need for workers in the marine and fish industry.
· Town of Ross indicated that housing prices are high for single family units and homes continue to sell. There have been no requests to develop sites that are zoned for multiple family housing.
D. Napa

(County of Napa)

· Sewer, water and land suitability are the biggest constraints to potential development.
· 26.20% or households spend more than 30% on their income on housing.
· Feels that affordability is not an issue, as County manages a county-wide Section 8 program.
E. San Mateo

(Daly City, Town of Hillsborough, Millbrae, and San Bruno)

· Daly City is expecting that housing supply and production will exceed job growth. But is expecting that the rate of job growth will decline.

· City of Hillsborough reported that their Site analysis for 2009 Housing Element shows finite availability for 134 new primary units. Although second units may be accommodated, the town's infrastructure and services would likely not be able to accommodate growth beyond the 134 new primary units.
· City of San Bruno expressed additional housing constraints: (1) restriction within 70dB noise contour of SFO (2) small and shallow lots with multiple ownership along transit corridors of El Camino Real and San Bruno (3) Local height limit ordinance (Ord. 1284) limiting building height.
F. Santa Clara


(Campbell, Cupertino, Town of Los Altos Hills, Milpiltas, Mountain View, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale)
· Town of Los Altos is zoned almost entirely Residential-Agricultural (R-A) with 1 acre min lot size. There is no commercial, retail, or industrial zoned land, and no PDA or GOA.
· The City of Campbell and Mountain View expressed the capacity to receive increased housing growth.

· The City of Sunnyvale has one 5-acre unincorporated area that is pre-zoned for medium density. Residential (24 du/ac). There is no specific agreement between Sunnyvale and the county for development of that land.
G. Solano


(County of Solano, Fairfield, and Vacaville)
· The City of Vacaville reported that 34% of residents are employed in Vacaville (2000 Census) The city is currently updating its General Plan and considering the addition of an employment center in a new growth area.
· County as a whole reported a low demand for housing and jobs in the area given the economic climate.

· City of Fairfield’s General Plan and County General Plan direct growth to incorporate area. The city also has an agreement with the Solano Irrigation District, which limits annexation
H. Sonoma

(County of Sonoma, Healdsburg, and Petaluma)
· County as a whole reported a low demand for housing and jobs in the area given the economic climate.
· City of Healdsburg reported that there are no formal agreements that aim to direct growth, only policies to provide community separators and urban growth boundaries.
IV. Additional Considerations:

· City of Fremont: Evaluation of available land for housing sites must not consider voter initiative restricted areas and excluded them from consideration. The City of Fremont Hill Areas has two voter initiatives that restrict development, with the most recent passed in 2002 and it has limits of minimum 20 acre lots. This was mentioned in the constraints section. Overall the City believes that in the upcoming RHNA period the most easily developed sites will be the first to develop and those are often not located in close proximity to transit. The allocations must realistically consider effects of market demand for particular housing types. Additionally, if there continues to be infrastructure investment to areas outside the core urban areas of the Bay Area then housing allocations need to consider infrastructure investments as well as social factors.
· City of San Leandro: The school districts have indicated that they are constrained and would have trouble accommodating new development. There is very little land available for development as the city is almost completely built out. Expanding development near BART or anywhere else in the city is extremely expensive and the city does not have the resources to pay for these costs.
· City of Brentwood: City has shouldered a larger proportional share of the RHNA compared to other jurisdictions, most likely due to its ability to construct units on undeveloped land. The city emphasizes having the ration of affordable housing tied to increased employment and transit opportunities which are located in jurisdictions with these amenities.
· City of Larkspur: In respect to the SCS alt scenarios; the job growths projected in all do not reflect historic or current trends. Specific to Larkspur, the scenarios present a range of job growth is between 21.2% to 30.8%. City is built out and has not developed any new commercial space of significance in the last 20 years.
· Marin County: RHNA versus actual housing development. We will zone for what RHNA provided, However it is not realistic that many new units will be developed. If we were a neighborhood in a larger community, that community would not plan for housing in our area and would plan housing near jobs and transit. Marin County does not plan new units in out SOI Kentfield)
· Town of Hillsborough: The IVS and SCS growth assumptions in city are a concern. City has no PDAs and no commercial or multi-family zoning districts. The growth presented in the IVS and SCS would change the essential character of the community. The inaccurate job numbers and growth assumptions on El Camino Real should be revised to reflect accurate growth estimates.
· Town of Los Altos: 10-20 units a year: average rate of home construction. Expected to slow down and it is impossible for the town to accommodate the draft housing allocatuion based on the 40% minimum household growth assumption and the unrealistically high job projections in the SCS alternative scenarios.
· City of Mountain View: The future RHNA allocation should not include federal areas. Since the city has higher density and multi-family housing than other cities in the county, reduced allocation is needed.
· City of Vacaville: The elimination of Redevelopment Agencies throughout the state cannot be ignored. Nearly ALL cities rely on redevelopment funding to provide affordable housing. It will be nearly impossible for any city to meet its fair share of housing allocations without a funding source. Lack of staffing will make updating the Housing Element very difficult for everyone.
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