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REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

SUBCOMMITTEE COMMITTEE

AGENDA
JUNE 24,2011

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee may consider and act upon any of the items listed
on the agenda regardless of whether they are listed as information or action items.

CALL TO ORDER & PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
(Hon. Bill Jahn, Chair)

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD — Members of the public desiring to speak on items on the agenda, or
items not on the agenda, but within the purview of the Committee, must fill out and present a speaker’s
card to the Assistant prior to speaking. Comments will be limited to three (3) minutes. The Chair may
limit the total time for all comments to (20) twenty minutes.

REVIEW AND PRIORITIZE AGENDA ITEMS

CONSENT CALENDAR | Time Page No.
Approval Item
1. Minutes of the May 27, 2011 Meeting Attachment 1
2. RHNA Subcommittee Topic Qutlook Attachment 7
Receive & File
3. Correspondence Received and Responses Attachment 9
INFORMATION ITEMS
4. Update on Draft RHNA Consultation Packet to the Attachment 5 mins.

California Department of Housing and Community
Development Department (HCD)

(Doug Williford, Deputy Executive Director, Planning &
Programs)

Staff will provide an update on the regional determination
process with HCD.

5. . Demolition Permits and the Determination of RHNA Attachment 15 mins. 22

Replacement Need
(Frank Wen, SCAG Staff/ Ma’Ayn Johnson, SCAG Staff)

Staff will provide an overview of the survey on to determine
replacement need that was distributed to local jurisdictions.

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA .
ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS 1 4



REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT
SUBCOMMITTEE COMMITTEE

AGENDA
JUNE 24,2011

6. AB 2158 Factor Survey Attachment
(Ma’Ayn Johnson, SCAG Staff)

Staff will provide an overview of the AB 2158 Factor
Survey that was distributed to jurisdictions for their input on
local planning opportunities and constraints.

ACTION ITEMS

7. RHNA Social Equity Adjustment Attachment
(Ma’Ayn Johnson, SCAG Staff/ Frank Wen, SCAG Staf})

Staff will outline options to address the social equity
adjustment required as part of RHNA methodology.

Recommended Action: Recommend that a 110% social

equity adjustment be included as part of the proposed
RHNA methodology.

CHAIR’S REPORT

STAFF REPORT
(Mark Butala, SCAG Staff)

ANNOUNCEMENTS

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT

ADJOURNMENT

The next regular meeting of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment Committee will be held on

Friday, July 29 at the SCAG downtown Los Angeles office.

..
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA i
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AGENDA ITEM # ‘

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS
REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE
MINUTES OF MEETING NO. 4
MAY 27,2011

THE FOLLOWING MINUTES ARE A SUMMARY OF ACTIONS TAKEN BY
THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE. AN
AUDIO RECORDING OF THE ACTUAL MEETING IS AVAILABLE FOR
LISTENING IN THE OFFICE OF REGIONAL COUNCIL SUPPORT.

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee (RHNA) of the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG) held its meeting at the SCAG Los
Angeles Office. The meeting was called to order by Chair Bill Jahn. There was a
quorum.

Present
Representing Los Angeles County

Hon. Margaret Finlay, Duarte, District 35 (Primary)
Hon. Steven Hofbauer, Palmdale, District 43 (Alternate)

Representing Orange County
Hon. Sukhee Kang, Irvine, District 14 (Primary) - via videoconference

Representing Riverside County
Hon. Darcy Kuenzi, Menifee, WRCOG (Primary) - via teleconference
Hon. Randon Lane, Murrieta, WRCOG (Alternate) - via videoconference

Representing San Bernardino County
Hon. Ginger Coleman, Apple Valley, District 65 (Primary)
Hon. Bill Jahn, Big Bear Lake, District 11 (Alternate); Chair

Representing Ventura County
Hon. Bryan MacDonald, Ventura, District 45 (Primary) — via videoconference

Representing Imperial County
Hon. Cheryl Viegas-Walker, El Centro, District 1 (Primary) — via teleconference

CALL TO ORDER AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Hon. Bill Jahn, Chair, called the meeting to order at 9:10 a.m.



PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

MaryAnn MacGillivray, City of Sierra Madre, inquired whether the Public Comment
period could also be held at the end of every meeting after the discussions have taken
place. Hon. Bill Jahn was agreeable to the suggestion and asked staff to add the item to
future agendas.

Ms. MacGillivary also inquired if the letter from the City of Hermosa Beach, item 3 on
today’s Consent Calendar, would be responded to only to the City or whether the
subcommittee would make comments regarding Hermosa Beaches concerns, because
most of the comments in the letter could apply in some way to the City of Sierra Madre
and also to smaller cities.

REVIEW AND PRIORITIZE AGENDA ITEMS

No comments.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Approval Items

1. Minutes of April 19, 2011 Meeting
2. RHNA Subcommittee Topic Outlook
3. Correspondence Received — City of Hermosa Beach

A motion (Finlay) was made to approve the Consent Calendar. The motion was
SECONDED (Coleman) and UNANIMOUSLY approved.

INFORMATION ITEMS

4. Draft RHNA Consultation Packet to State Housing and Community Development
Department (HCD)/Department of Finance (DOF)

Hon. Bill Jahn informed the subcommittee that staff would be sending a letter/packet to
HCD in the next few weeks regarding this item. Today’s staff report outlines key issues
to be addressed in HCD’s Regional Housing Need Determination. ‘

Huasha Liu, SCAG, stated there were three key items that SCAG needs to consult with
HCD with regard to pending issues:

1.) How the region will handle the tribal land?
Staff believes that the RHNA numbers should not reflect any household growth on
tribal land.

2.) How does the region project the replacement need as added to the total housing units?
Staff recommends using the same 0.7% replacement rate that HCD has approved



SANDAG to use. In the meantime, SCAG can collect further data and do further
analysis to refine the number.

3.) How does the region determine the vacancy rate and the total amount of housing units
for the future? ,
Staff recommends that instead of using the higher percent previously used, 1.5% be
applied for owner-occupied properties and 4.5% for rental properties.

For the last RHNA, HCD had previously given SCAG a rate to account for the healthy
market vacancies. The rate was previously 2% for owner occupied units and 5% for the
rental units. This time around when staff evaluated the current state of the housing
market, staff recommends to the HCD that 1.5% be used for owner occupied units and
4.5% for renter occupied units.

With the statistics from the 2010 census demographic and housing profiles, staff
compared so-called effective vacancy rate with the healthy market vacancy rate. The
definition of effective vacancy rate from housing planning perspective is a vacant unit
that is currently for sale or rent. These are the vacant units that are readily available to
accommodate population or household growth.

Douglas Williford, SCAG, pointed out that a lot of cities in the region currently have
very high vacancy rates compared to the more theoretical HCD assumed for healthy
vacancy rates. For example, if a city currently has a 15% vacancy rate and has a 5%
healthy city vacancy rate, there is going to be a gap of a certain number of units
depending on how big that city is. The vacant units are then able to be used by that city to
meet the first thousand units of its RHNA allocation.

Ms. Liu pointed out that the RHNA replacement need entailed two key points: 1) the
higher replacement rate SCAG has used in the past, somehow staff can not find accurate
data to justify that and, 2) this time around staff needs to be careful not to use higher
replacement rates to add additional burden on the housing units needed. Currently staff
proposes to use the same rate, 0.7%, that San Diego Association Governments
(SANDAG) is using. During the next month staff will attempt to collect the data from our
local jurisdictions to see if the rate can be refined.

The key items that staff will consult with HCD and DOF as appropriate are the following:
m  Population and household growth on tribal land
m  Replacement housing allowance and determination, including:
e Data
e Methodology to accurately estimate the appropriate replacement housing
allowance
e Household income allocation for the replacement housing allowance
m Additional vacant units that can be applied towards housing construction needs



Staff will continue to work with the sub-regions and key stakeholders on the packet in the
next one-three months to settle the consultation process so that staff can get a regional
housing need determination from HCD by August 2011.

5. RHNA Social Equity Adjustment

Ma’ Ayn Johnson, SCAG, gave an explanation on how a social equity adjustment is
applied to the RHNA methodology and household growth numbers for jurisdictions.
The social equity adjustments are divided into four income categories based on median
county income:

Very Low - 50% or less

Low — 50-80%

Moderate — 80-120%

Above Moderate — 120% and above
To apply a social equity adjustment the County averages for income categories are
looked at and is the basis of how the social equity adjustment is applied.

Ms. Johnson gave the Committee a couple of examples using the Fair Share Adjustment.
Assumed 60%, 110%, and 150% adjustment would mitigate an overconcentration of

those income groups for its RHNA allocation. Staff has not made a recommendation yet
but did want to introduce the item so the Committee would be familiar with the concept.

Ty Schuiling, SANBAG, pointed out that the statute is about inter-county fair share
adjustment but looking at Statute Section 655588.03, the program is also supposed to
improve intra-regional relationship between jobs and housing, which gets to the issue of
fair share between counties, not just within counties. If we are talking about only fair
share adjustments within counties, will SCAG address the issues of the disparities
between the coast and inland counties relative to fair cost housing?

Joann Africa, SCAG, responded that SCAG’s methodology will have a jobs housing
component to it.

ACTION ITEM

6. Subregional Delegation Guidelines

Joann Africa, SCAG Chief Counsel, stated that this was the third time the Subcommittee
discussed delegation and staff had previously presented draft guidelines for those entities
that would be interested in RHNA delegation for the fifth RHNA cycle. At the last
Subcommittee meeting it was noted that it is possible that a delegated subregion’s
allocation methodology may have a different fair share or social equity adjustment than
the region’s social equity which would create a gap. What was left pending in the
Guidelines is how to address that gap. Staff has prepared options for the Subcommittee to
address the gap. Additionally, staff has incorporated Option #4 into the Guidelines.

The four options for how to deal with the gap are:



1) The subregion chooses the same fair share adjustment as SCAG

2) An adjustment between SCAG and the subregion

3) A numerical weighting for gap distribution based on household growth

4) Requires that the subregion maintains all assigned units unless already
impacted

Mr. Williford stated that staff’s recommendation is for Option #4. The social equity
adjustment, to be discussed this summer by the Subcommittee and eventually the
Regional Council (RC), will be a fundamental policy decision for the entire region on
how much social equity adjustment it is going to choose. As an example, if the RC
chooses the 110% adjustment, the policy question is, is it a good idea or not a good idea
for cities taking delegation who choose a different social equity percentage, which the
city would do to reduce its burden, but have the effect of a bigger gap than otherwise
would have been made up by cities who are not within that delegated area? Is this fair or
appropriate because they are impacted cities, or is not fair not appropriate because it
would be over and above the gap that the RC already decided? SCAG’s judgment by
recommending #4, is that it is not appropriate. #4 states that if there was a subregional
delegation, and the result of them applying their methodology was a gap of low and very
low need over and above what the RC would have decided for that area then that
additional gap needs to be rectified within the cities of that subregional delegation and
not spread to cities outside that subregional delegation.

Recommended Action: Recommend to CEHD approval of Optlon #4 of RHNA
Subregional Delegation Guidelines.

A motion (Viegas-Walker) was made to move Staff recommendation on Option #4. The
motion was SECONDED (Coleman) and UNANIMOUSLY approved.

ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT

Ms. MacGillivray stated that when it comes to the social equity situation of the RHNA
the region seems to mathematically equivocating a process to define the way people live.
Ms. MacGillivray stated she hoped that the outcome is not homogenize all the
communities within the region. There ought to be another way to look at some of these
processes, particularly within subregional delegation, to not force the things into the
communities that we do not want.

Lauri Aylaian, City of Palm Desert, stated that there was a concern in the Coachella
Valley with regards to areas that have a large number of second homes and how those
vacancies are created. What we find is in most cases the second homes are not used by
their owners and they are rented out anywhere from six months to a couple of years and
they do serve as primary residences on a rental basis. The Coachella Valley has large
populations that are accommodated in these second homes. If the Coachella Valley is
credited for these we end up producing large amounts of housing that is not used because
new housing is not as affordable as a second home to a desperate primary homeowner
who is looking for somebody to help them share the cost of their second home. This is



relevant and important to a number of the cities in Coachella Valley and we hope that not
all cities and areas are treated identically with the process because the Coachella Valley
does operate differently from the rest of Riverside County and the rest of the SCAG
region.

CHAIR’S REPORT

None

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS

No future agenda items were discussed.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee
meeting adjourned at 11:13 a.m.

&

Huagha Liu
Director, Land Use and
Environmental Planning




Draft RHNA Schedule (February 2011 to September 2012) A TTEM# 1
Meeting | Proposed Date Subject Astion
1 | February 23, Overview of RHNA Process; review RHNA | Approve charter; approve RHNA work plan
2011 Task Force recommendations; RHNA work | and schedule; recommend to CEHD to notify
plan and schedule; subregional delegation HCD and Caltrans of RTP/SCS adoption
guidelines; evaluate issues between the date
DOF and Census projections; notification to
HCD and Caltrans of RTP/SCS adoption
date; discussion on Integrated Growth
Forecast foundation
2 March 22, 2011 | Subcommittee Charter; subregional Approve the RHNA Subcommittee Charter
delegation
3 April 19, 2011 Changes to housing element requirements;
AB 2158 factor discussion; draft RHNA
methodology framework, Subregional )
delegation agreement , ﬁiiiih
4 May 27, 2011 Regional determination update; Social Prcg e direction on subregional delegation
equity adjustment discussion; Subregional §;3 ii
. delegation agreement, .
4 June 24, 2011 Update on RHNA consultation with HCIz 4%{Recom&lgﬂ social equity adjustment to
social equity adjustment; replacement E& CEHD ﬁi!
survey; AB 2158 factor survey
5 July 29, 2011 Replacement need survey result @JB 2158 z%Recommend method L%@' application of
factor survey results; continued rcrowding, at-riskigffordable units, high
on methodology: overcrowding; at-ri (}3 { | oﬁﬁng cost burdens, and farmworker
affordable units; high housing cost bur ;{%%t housing to CEHD
farmworker housing
6 August 26,2011 | Review regional housig i E
determination from HCI) i EE o
7 September 23, Public hearing to considé preque @E Re and determine revision requests of
2011 revision of the proposed alii‘?catio? gﬁmi B;b;posed allocation for delegated subregions
delegatﬁdns&breglons ‘ Eiifﬁ iii[;
8 January 27, 2012 ' iiade and transfer'h Recommend trade and transfer agreement
INA revisions and & f)eals guidelines; recommend RHNA revisions and
elifte ;mmlw a appeals process guidelines
9 July 2012481 1 ed revisiOn'téduests
10 July 2617 revision requests Recommend to CEHD results of revision
] § requests
11 Mid
2012 i,
12 Mld-Septe be
2012
13 Mid-September *
2012
14 Mid-September Recommend to CEHD final appeals

2012

determinations

MIJ: 06/14/11




Draft RHNA Schedule (February 2011 to September 2012)
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AGENDA ITEM # 3

UAAIHI)Ad HHVIN
102 9 - NNF

City of Malibu  ovos

23825 Stuart Ranch Rd. » Malibu, CA « 90265-4816
(310) 456-2489 « fax (310) 456-7650
www.malibucity.org

June 2, 2011

Huasha Liu :
Director of SCAG Land Use and Environmental Planning
Southern California Association of Governments

818 W. Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

RE: City of Malibu Comments on SCAG’s Integrated Growth Forecast, Malibu Local
Profile and the Preliminary Land Use Scenarios

Dear Ms. Liu:

This lefter is intended to assist SCAG in preparing the 2012 Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA), and Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) by providing information regarding land use, development trends and special
circumstances related to the City of Malibu. We appreciate the opportunity to provide this
information and look forward to working with SCAG staff and the Policy Committees through
the development of these important plans.

The City of Malibu has reviewed the assigned projections to ascertain whether they are
consistent with the General Plan Land Use (LU) Element, the Malibu Municipal Code and
the Local Coastal Program (LCP).

The City offers comments on the following SCAG documents:

1. Land Use Scenario Maps and SCAG Data / Maps Guide (received by the City on
January 6, 2011), ‘

2. Draft Local Profile Report for Malibu — February 2011 (received on March 4, 2011);
and

3. Revised Integrated Growth Forecast (received on May 13, 2011).

1. L.and Use Scenarios

After reviewing the Land Use Scenario Maps provided to City staff via email, we have the
following general comments: :

"A. Two large mobile home parks are incorrectly indicated as industrial and commercial
fand uses. The City accommodates 554 housing units on the 179.7 acres which
make up these parks.




Jirie 2, 2011

B. There are isolated pockets of commercial land uses in the residential areas which we
-belieye may be home businesses. It appears that home based businesses are
changing the primary land uses from residential to commercial/industrial.

C. Large sections of designated State, County and City parklands are incorrectly
indicated as vacant land. The 2008 Land Use Map prepared by SCAG designates
763.8 acres as open space and recreation. The City’'s updated map designates
2,672.3 acres as open space and recreation, which accounts for a difference of

1,908.5 acres. _

D. Several other parcels that are shown as vacant are already part of existing residential
development and should be listed as undevelopable.

An updated Land Use Map which reflects current land uses in the City is attached with this
letter (Attachment 1). This map should replace the map entitled “Existing Land Use in City
of Malibu” in the SCAG Data / Maps Guide. Shapefiles of the updated map will be mailed
directly to Javier Minjares. Please provide direction on how the City can rectify the errors
that we have found on the land use maps.

items of note on the updated Land Use Map are:

i. There is only one parcel designated as Mixed Urban. This parcel contains an
existing legal non-conforming mixed use development comprised of single-family
residence and a mixed commercial and industrial glass business (APN 4458-027-
034);

i. A large parcel in the ClVIC Center area that contains Legacy Park has been
designated as commercial because it contains a two commercial uses at the far
corners (APN 4458-020-903). However, 15 acres of that site is a City park. Is there
any way fo designate only the portions of the site commercial and the rest as
undevelopable?

iii. When designating land use for the various residential properties, we categorized
them as follows:

a. Parcels less than 10,000 sq. ft. in size > High-Density Single Family
Residential (1111)

b. Parcels equal to or greater than 10,000 sq. ft. but less than 1 acre in size >
Low-Density Single Family Residential (1112)

c. Parcels equal to or greater than 1 acre but less than 10 acres in size > Rural
Residential, High Density (1151)

d. Parcels greater than 10 acres in size > Rural Residential, Low Density (1152)

In addition, enclosed please find the City’s specific comments on the SCAG Data / Maps
Guide (Attachment 2). '

2. Local Profile Report for Malibu

After reviewing the February 2011 Draft Local Profile Report (LPR), we have the following
comments:

A. Pg. 5 includes a bar graph of population by age. When adding the various age
groups for each of the three time periods (2000, 2010 and 2015), it appears that
there was an increase of 70 permanent residents between 2000 and 2010, which is
‘accurately reflected -on the previous page. However, when extrapolating the
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predicted growth between 2010 and 2015 (as denoted by the grey bars on the
graph), the graph predicts an approximate gain of 1,605 permanent residents during
five year period, from 12,645 to approximately 14,250. This number does not follow
any trends and seems extremely high when related to the growth of 70 permanent
residents during the ten year period between 2000 and 2010.

B. Page 11 of the LPR includes a bar graph depicting Housing Production in the City
between 2000 and 2010. The graph indicates that there were 360 building permits
issued for residential units during this time period. Staff has researched City building
permits for new residential units and provides the following annual information:

2000 - 52 permits ' 2006 — 24 permits
2001 — 47 permits 2007 — 29 permits
2002 - 53 permits 2008 — 30 pemits
2003 — 39 permits 2009 — 20 permits
2004 —~ 16 permits 2010 — 12 pemits

2005 — 7 permits

The City issued 357 permits for the period from 2000 to 2010, not 360 permits as the
LPR indicates.

C. The employment figures listed for Malibu on page 14 of the LPR show an
employment level of 8,179 jobs in 2010. Please provide additional information as to
where these jobs are originating from as the number seems unrealistically high for
the amount of commercial development in the City. Staff is concemned that
businesses which are located outside of City limits have been included in this total.
In addition, it is common practice for business owners to list the name of their
company as being in Malibu for the name cache, when the actual physical location of
the business and employees may be located outside the City limits. 1t is also likely
that some small businesses have been geocoded at the owner's address in Malibu
while many of the employees are located elsewhere.

3. Revised Integrated Growth Forecast

City staff has reviewed the revised integrated growth forecast and does not agree with the
numbers forecasted for population, households and employment based on the following
assumptions:

A. Household Growth Need and Vacation Homes

Like many jurisdictions in mountain, beach and desert resort areas, Malibu has a significant
number of vacation homes. Malibu's Local Profile highlights that as of the 2010 Census,
there were 6,864 housing units and 5,267 households; which is a difference of 1,597 units
that are not occupied by full-time households. We anticipate that many of these additional
units, which account for 23 percent of the total units in the City, are used for vacation homes
and not permanent residences.

It is important that the methodology for assigning growth take this into account. For
example, if a significant portion of new units built in the past were second homes, that

11
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portion of new units should not be included when estimating the future development rate
and capacity since second homes do not accommodate household growth need.

The full time resident population increase equaled a total of 130 new households between
2000 and 2010 (an average of 13 per year). Staff feels strongly that the City's RHNA

allocation should be commensurate to the actual growth shown in Malibu over the last ten
years. '

B. Replacement Housing Need

Units Lost in Natural Disasters

it is our understanding that the RHNA methodology for the 2006-2014 cycle included
replacement need as a component of the total construction need. It should be noted that in
some jurisdictions such as Malibu, fires or other natural disasters result in an artificially high
number of units lost as compared to the nomal process that occurs when a property owner
chooses to improve or redevelop a parcel for economic or personal reasons.

For example, the 1993 Old Topanga Fire resulted in the destruction and damage of
approximately 270 homes within the City. Applications to rebuild these sites are still being
processed through the City and may be counted towards Malibu’'s housing replacement
needs. Additionally, the firestorm of 2007 (Canyon Fire, Corral Fire and Malibu Road Fire)
resulted in the loss of 20 single-family homes plus four guest houses within the City.
Furthermore, two single-family homes were lost in the July 3, 2008 PCH Fire.

We request that this be taken into account in the new methodology, and those jurisdictions
where natural disasters have occurred not be penalized by assigning additional housing
replacement need. Such “disaster replacement” building permits should also be removed
from the calculations of the anticipated rate of new development.

income Categories for Replacement Units

A recent trend has occurred in Malibu related to the demolition of older existing residences
and replacing them with larger residences. In some cases, three or four adjacent
residences have been demolished, the lots merged and one large residence constructed in
their place. Since 2005, pemits have been issued by the City to demolish a total of 58
single-family residences and reconstruct 51 new residences in their place.

Another trend has been to convert non-conforming multi-family residences into single-family
residences. Since 1995, pemits have been issued to convert a total of 19 multi-family units
into five single-family residences in addition to decreasing 33 existing multi-family units to 24
multi-family units.

We are concerned about the methodology that will be used to assign replacement housing
units to income categories. It is our understanding that in the previous RHNA cycle,
replacement need was distributed to income categories in the same proportion as total
construction need. We are pleased to note that the agenda packet for your May 27, 2011
meeting included a brief discussion of this topic and indicated that it is SCAG's intent to
revisit this issue.

12
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We believe a strong case can be made for a different method of assigning replacement
need to income categories. For example, the methodology for distributing household growth
need based on Census data typically results in about 40% of the total need being allocated
to the very-low and low categories, with adjustments to avoid impaction. As you know,
under state Housing Element law lower-income need must be accommodated on land
zoned for high-density multi-family development. Therefore, we believe it would be more
appropriate for replacement need to be allocated to income categories based on the type of
uhits demolished rather than the jurisdiction-wide income distribution. Under this approach,
demolished multi-family buildings might be assigned to the very-low or low category while
lower-density condos or single-family detached houses would be assigned to the moderate
or above-moderate category respectively. It would clearly be an unfair application of the
RHNA process if a jurisdiction where 100 single-family homes were replaced with new
homes were allocated a replacement need of 40 high-density apartments and 60 additional
moderate and above-moderate units.

C. City-Specific Constraints on Development

The City cites Section 65584.04(d)(2) of Assembly Bill (AB) 2158 regarding the following
specific constraints on development in the City of Malibu:

1. In September 2010, the California State Water Quality Control Board amended its
Basin Plan for the Coastal Watersheds of L.os Angeles and Ventura Counties by prohibiting
onsite wastewater disposal systems in the Malibu Civic Center area. The prohibition allows
no new onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS) in the area and requires the City to
phase out commercial OWTS by 2015 and residential OWTS by 2019. The Civic Center
area supports a population of approximately 2,000 residents and is the core of the City's
business and commercial activities.

As the City is not served by a sewer system, individual or small package treatment plants
are currently the only means available for effluent disposal. The State’s prohibition of
OWTS in the Civic Center area is one factor which significantly affects the City’s ability to
provide necessary infrastructure for some of the additional development allocated during this
RHNA planning period.

2. There is a discrepancy between the amount of land suitable for development or for
conversion to residential use. As noted earlier in this letter there were an additional 1,908.5
acres of land shown as vacant, and therefore having a development potential, when in
reality those parcels are public open space owned and operated by various Federal, State
and local agencies. These sites are not available to be put towards future housing needs of
the City.

In addition, a majority of the vacant properties left in the City are undeveloped due to
unfavorable site conditions. As stated in the City of Malibu General Plan:

“Environmental constraints will limit the ultimate buildout of both residential and
commercial development in the City. For example, the City’s slope density formula will
reduce the potential for subdivision and development of larger parcels in the City... There
are practical impediments to development of many areas of the City, such as natural
constraints and the cost of infrastructure. For example, more than 50% of the vacant,
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residentially designated land in Malibu is of a slope greater than 35% and not suitable for
development.”

3. Since the last RHNA cycle, the City was legally obligated to adopt a Local Coastal
Program (LCP) as written by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) in-2002. In the LCP,
Overlay Maps were provided which designated large portions of the City as Environmentally
Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA) (refer to Attachment 3). According to the maps,
approximately 5,952 acres within the City are classified as ESHA. The LCP includes strict.
provisions for development on sites which contain or are adjacent to ESHA. These
provisions include:

a. Limits on the size of development:
i. The allowable development area on parcels where all feasible building sites are

ESHA or ESHA buffer (located within 200 feet of ESHA) shall be 10,000 square
feet or 25 percent of the parcel size, whichever is less. For parcels over 40
acres in size, the maximum development area may be increased by 500 sq. ft.
for each additional acre over 40 acres in parcel size to a maximum of 43,560-
sq. ft. in size. The development must be sited to avoid destruction of riparian
habitat to the maximum extent feasible. The development area shall be
reduced, or no development shall be allowed, if necessary to avoid a nuisance.

b. Restrictions on lot line adjustments:

i. If ESHA is present on any of the parcels involved in the lot line adjustment, the
lot line adjustment cannot increase the amount of ESHA that would be
damaged or destroyed by development on any of the parcels, including any
necessary road extensions, driveways, and required fuel modification.

¢. Restrictions on subdivisions:
i. Cannot subdivide a parcel that consists entirely of ESHA and/or ESHA buffer or
create a new parcel that consists entirely of ESHA and/or ESHA buffer.

“ii.  Cannot create any new parcels without an identified, feasible building site that is
located outside of ESHA and the ESHA and that would not require vegetation
removal or thinning for fuel modification in ESHA and/or the ESHA buffer. -

iii. Cannot result in construction of roads and/or driveways in ESHA, or ESHA
buffer. :

The designation of a property as ESHA or ESHA buffer severely limits the development
potential on properties within the City and should be taken into consideration.

City staff would like to set up a meeting with SCAG staff to discuss the 2012 RTP process.
if you have any further questions, please contact Stephanie Danner, Senior Planner, at

sdanner@malibucity.org or at (310) 456-2489 x 276.

Yours truly,

L [Brekes - 5"7@1"@/‘””’

oyce Parker Bozylinski, AICP
Planning Manager
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Local Coastal Program - City of Malibu
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Local Coastal Program - City of Malibu
ESHA Overlay Map 4:
Carbon Beach to Topanga Beach
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City of Malibu Comments on SCAG Data / Maps Guide: May 2011

June 2, 2011

1.

3.

Pg. 4

- SCAG staff should present evidence of attempts to continuously communicate with the

City of Malibu in order to obtain information starting in July 2009 up until the January 31, 2010
comments deadline.

Pg. 26 — data shown on the Socioeconomic Data bar graph contradicts pg. 8 of the Final Malibu
Local Profile Report — May 2011 (LPR) in the following ways:

a.

The value given for the number of households in 2008 is 5,355. The LPR shows that the
number of households was 5,267 in 2010, which is a decrease of 88 households. Please
rectify these statistics.

According to the LPR, between 2000 and 2010 there were a total of 130 new households
in Malibu, which breaks down to 13 new households per year. The graph shows a gain
of 439 households over the 12 year period between 2008 and 2020 (an approximate
gain of 37 households per year) and a forecasted gain of an additional 482 households
between 2020 and 2035 (an approximate gain of 32 households per year). These
numbers are more than double the gain which was demonstrated in the Census
between 2000 and 2010. What is the basis for this forecasted increase in household
growth?

In 2008, the LPR shows 8,880 jobs and the bar graph shows 8,886 jobs for 2008. Smalil
discrepancy.

The LPR shows 8,197 jobs for 2010, which accounts for a loss of 683 jobs between 2008
and 2010. What is this loss attributed to?

Pg. 28 — type.on zoning categories, should be “Multi-Family Beach Front” not Multi-Family

Bea

From”
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U
Stephen R. Burrell ,00' ><O go"' *X W ;‘g
City Manager Q 1y u& (ku . a{ . .
City of Hermosa Beach OQ ' Q - ‘5\ 04 Q
1315 Valley Drive \b‘ . \ Y O
Hermosa Beach, California 90254-3885 \ X\J" - 'v'v R

Dear Mr. Burrell,

Thank you for taking the time to share the City of Hermosa Beach’s concerns regarding
the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA). We included your letter, dated April
18, 2011, as part of the agenda packet in the May 27, 2011 RHNA Subcommittee
meeting. On June 6, 2011, we met with City staff to discuss some of the concerns
outlined in your letter.

In regards to the requirements for suitable sites, we regret that the Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) does not have the authority to address the issue
during the RHNA process since it is outlined in Housing Element Law and is reviewed
by the state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). However,
we acknowledge that a substantial portion of Hermosa Beach’s RHNA allocation is
associated with replacement housing units; and that the City is required to find suitable
sites for replacement construction regardless of the appropriate income category.

To address this situation, SCAG proposes that during its consultation with HCD,
considerations will be suggested in regards to the reasonableness of treating
replacement housing need in the same way as new housing units projected to
accommodate future household growth by income category. As a result, SCAG
proposes using a lower housing replacement rate for the entire region compared to the
rate used in the 2007 RHNA, which will lower the replacement need for each
jurisdiction for the 2012 RHNA. :

SCAG will distribute a replacement need survey. this week to all jurisdictions to
determine the types of units demolished and number of rebuilt units. This data will
assist us in our discussion with HCD for a lower replacement housing need and
appropriate income allocation. We hope that you will be able to provide us with the
information on demolition and building activity in your City that can support our
approach to the application of replacement need in the RHNA process.

If you have any other questions, please do not hesitate to contact Ma’ Ayn Johnson at
(213) 236-1975 or johnson(@scag.ca.gov. We look forward to your input and are
committed to ensuring a fair and transparent RHNA process.

Sincerely,

asan Ikhrata
Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments

HI: mj

The Regional Council is comprised of 84 elected officials representing 190 cities, six counties,

six County Transportation Commissions and a Tribal Government representative within Southern California.
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AGENDA ITEM # 5

REPORT

DATE: June 24, 2011
TO: | Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Subcommittee
FROM: Frank Wen; Manager, Research, Analysis and Information Services; 213-236-1854;

wen@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: Demolition Permits and the Determination of RHNA Replacement Need

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S APPROVAL: W M m

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
For Information Only — No action to be taken.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Consistent with the process to better estimate replacement housing needs recommended in the RHNA
consultation packet to the State Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD)/Department of Finance (DOF), staff compiled demolition data (Figure 1 & Attachment 1) for
local jurisdictions in the SCAG region from 2001 to 2011. Also provided in this report is the original DF-
HU Housing Unit Change Form (with instructions) that each local jurisdiction was instructed to use by
DOF to report the number of demolished housing units during a select time frame in 2010 (Attachment
2). Currently, staff plans to offer guidance to local jurisdictions on how to evaluate and review DOF’s
housing demolition data for accuracy and fitness in establishing a replacement housing goal for the
locality. SCAG has also sought local input to generate a figure on the fair representation of housing unit
losses during the RHNA projection period of January 1, 2011 to September 30, 2021 through the use of a
survey that was reviewed by the Subregional Coordinators Group and distributed to all cities and counties
in the SCAG region earlier this month (Attachment 3). Staff plans to review the input received from local
Jurisdictions and will complete this task by July 22, 2011.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports SCAG’s Strategic Plan, Goal 4: Develop, Maintain and Promote the Utilization of State
of the Art Models, Information Systems and Communication technologies, Objective b: Develop, maintain
and enhance data and information to support planning and decision making in a timely and effective
manner.

BACKGROUND:

Replacement Housing Allowance

SCAG staff seeks to revisit the data and methodology used in the 4% Cycle of RHNA which utilized
historical demolition data submitted by each local jurisdiction, to estimate the replacement housing
allowance for the RHNA projection period. In addition to developing and using possibly more appropriate
data (through the use of a survey of local jurisdictions) to determine the accurate number of replacement
housing allowance for the RHNA, SCAG intends to consult with HCD regarding the reasonableness in
treating replacement housing need in the same way as new housing units projected to accommodate future

>< SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS
RHNA Subcommittee June 2011
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REPORT

population/household growth, and use the same income allocation formula and subject to regional fair-
share/over-concentration shift policy. The following is background information to facilitate further
discussion and consultation.

» Background:

SCAG estimates future unit losses in the region's housing stock based on historical demolition data
from DOF which is assumed to be a fair representation of housing inventory change due to mobile home
removals, natural disasters (fires), reinvestment area recycling to higher density, age and tenure of the
housing stock, or conversions (e.g., apartments to condos, a single family house to a professional health
office, or multiple units converted into one unit., etc.)

At one time, SCAG projections utilized the replacement rates recommended by HCD: 2% per decade, or
0.2% per year. However, when this rate was applied to each jurisdiction, it resulted in unrealistic estimates
for many places, both for faster-growing areas with newer housing and in slower-growing established places
that were not experiencing the recycling levels anticipated. For this reason, SCAG adopted a more tailored
approach. '

SCAG calculates future replacement need by looking back at the last 10 years of demolition permits for
each jurisdiction, assuming that these demolished units are permanently lost and will require replacement.
However, this approach raises the question, "How well does the DOF demolition data for the 2001 to 2010
period represent the potential “net” loss rates (capacity or housing units) for the 2010 to 2020 period in each
locality?" SCAG has received many arguments from local jurisdictions that the majority of demolished or
converted units were made up with subsequent new building permits and construction and, as such, result in
net increase in both capacity and housing stock in many cases. In the 4" Cycle of RHNA, using DOF
demolition permit data, the SCAG region replacement housing allowance assumed and approved by HCD
was over 4% of total housing need. This replacement housing need and share of total construction need
seems very high compared with the following rates recently approved by HCD in determining replacement
housing allowance of total RHNA housing need for other regions: 1.39% (Butte County); 1.0% (Merced);
1.04% (San Louis Obispo) and 0.7% (SANDAG).

Moreover, SCAG staff sees the potential that jurisdictions could identify suitable sites (HCD’s suitable site
criterion is 16 units per site in built-out infill areas) for lower income affordable housing on vacant land
even though high housing demand is expected to keep older units in service longer, particularly in smaller
built out communities. This approach could point toward a lower estimate of future housing unit loss than is
currently supported by historical data.

For these reasons, SCAG is seeking input from local jurisdictions on their historical number of housing unit
demolitions and newly constructed/permitted housing units gained during the period of January 1, 2001 to
September 30, 2010. With the assistance from the Subregional Coordinators Group, staff generated a survey
with targeted questions on this matter, and distributed the material to all cities and counties in the SCAG
region earlier this month. Staff will review the responses from local jurisdictions, and will complete work on
this task by July 22, 2011.

>< SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
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REPORT

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work on the Growth Forecast is programmed in the FY 2010-2011 SCAG Overall Work Program. The
associated work elements are 11-055.SCG0133.01 and 11-055.SCG0133.05.

Attachment 1: SCAG Region Demolition and Conversion Permits by City: 2001 to 2011
Attachment 2: DOF Instructions: DF-HU Housing Unit Change Form
Attachment 3: Housing Unit Demolition Data Survey Form (Long Form and Short Form)

Reviewed by:

De%ai_f/ment Director

Reviewed by: M m q)( WM

Chief Financial Officer
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Attachment 1

SCAG Region Demolition and Conversion Permits By County: 2001 to 2011

LOS ANGELES ORANGE RIVERSIDE
COUNTY COUNTY COUNTY

SAN BERNARDINO

VENTURA
COUNTY

COUNTY
SFDU (26,182) (380) (16,950) (2,512) (1,691) (4.214) (435)
SFAU (431) (44) (249) (21) @n @ (10).
Demolished MHU (673) {21) (65) (324) (177 (75) (11)
Units Lost T24U (7,237) (25) (5:112), (1,454) (204) (419) (23)
FPU (9,962) 0 (8.611) {936) (312) (103) 0
TOTAL {44,485) (470) (30,987) (5,247) (2,461) (4,841) (479)
SFDU 2,004 0 1,369 594 3 7 31
SFAU 136: 0 93 1" 0 2 30
Converted Units MHU 432 0 28 3 2 221 178
Gained T24U 3.727 4 3632 43 31 3 14
FPU 17,828 0 17,608 220 0 0 0
Total 24427 4 22,730 871 a6 233 253
SFDU (2,076) ) (2.038) (14) [ (8) (8)
SFAU (49) o (47) ) 0 0 )
Converted Units| ~ MHU (526) 0 (14) (150) (12) (36)
Lost T24U. (1,195), 0 (1,169) (19 o Wi
FPU (2.812) 0 (2,800) (12) 0 0
Total (6,658). (1) (6,067) (195) 1(19) (49)
SFDU (640) ) 326 @) 0 (61)
SFAU {3.'7) (24) (16) () 4 _ o
Other Local MHU (2) 0 1 0 1 (3) {1
Units T24U 4 0 i e 0 10 0
FPU 8,702 0 1,901 5,367 1,396 0 8
Total 7,977 _(28) PR rea I Ry 1401 | (940) (54)
SFDU (26,394) (382) (17,293) (1,935) (1,695) (5.116) (473)
SFAU (431) (68) (219) (16) (73) (74) 19
g MHU (769) (21) ~(s0) (471) (186) (171) 130
T24U (4,701) (1) (2,648) (1,435) (173) {411) (13)
FPU 13,756 0 8,098 4,669 1,084 (103) 8
Total (19,039) (492) (12,112) 812 (1,043) (5,875) (329)

(Source! California Department of Finance)
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SCAG Region Demolition and Conversion Permits By City: 2001 to 2011
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Date of Estimate: 1/1/11
ATTACHMENT 2

INSTRUCTIONS

DF-HU HOUSING UNIT CHANGE FORM - 4/1/10 THRU 12/31/10

Please return the attached DF-HU survey form to the Department of Finance (Finance) by February 8, 2011. Attention: Demographic
Research Unit, Department of Finance, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814, Fax (916) 327-0222, Telephone No. (916) 323-4086.

INSTRUCTIONS: PLEASE READ CAREFULLY.

Section I. Housing Units Gained

Report all housing unit change information that occurred within your jurisdiction from April 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010.

1.

REPORT UNITS GAINED from newly constructed housing units within the given time frame: (Please check ONLY ONE
box on the form indicating the source of new construction). Please do NOT provide building permits issued. If you only have
building permits issued to indicate new housing construction, report them as indicated below under Adjusted Building Permits,
using the time frame: single-family unit permits issued: 10/1/09-6/30/10; and multi-family unit permits issued: 4/1/09-
12/31/09. (Refer to Section |, Line 1 of the DF-HU Housing Unit Change Form.)

Final Inspections: Report the number completed between April 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010. OR,

Certificates of Occupancy: Report the number completed between April 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010. OR,

Completed Housing Units: Report the number completed between April 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010. OR,

Utility Releases: Report the number completed between April 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010. OR,

Adjusted Building Permits: Report the number of building permits that were issued for the following time frames: single

structure units backdated 6 months were issued from October 1, 2009 to June 30, 2009, and multi-structure units backdated
12 months were issued from April 1, 2009 to December 31, 2009.

Mobile Home Units: Report mobile home unit changes on lots from April 1, 2010 to December 31, 2010 Changes in mobile

homes may be reported regardless of the source of new construction.

Contact us at (916) 323-4086 if you are unable to provide the above noted data.

2.

REPORT UNITS GAINED from conversions or moved into your jurisdiction. If your jurisdiction gained any new housing
units from converting non-residential buildings into housing units, or by converting one type of housing unit structure into a
new housing structure, (such as a duplex gained by converting a single family home) or any new housing units gained from
military conversions, report these units under “conversions” from April 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010. Also, report any
housing units moved into your jurisdiction. (Refer to Section 1, Line 2 of the DF-HU Housing Unit Change Form.)

REPORT OTHER LOCAL UNITS GAINED from non-permitted activity. Consists of Non-permitted residential units added
to college campuses; military units converted to civilian use without the issuance of a building permit; and non-permitted
residential units added illegally within your jurisdiction. An example of an illegal unit -- a secondary non-permitted unit
intended for residential occupancy added to an existing primary residence.

Section {l. Housing Units Lost

The Census Bureau no longer collects demolition data on the C-404 survey. We request local jurisdictions to report all units lost within
your jurisdiction from April 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010.

1.

REPORT UNITS LOST from fire or demolition. Report residential housing units lost within your jurisdiction from April 1,
2010 through December 31, 2010 from fire, demolition, earthquake, or flood.

REPORT UNITS LOST from conversions or moved out of your jurisdiction. Report units lost from converting housing
units into non-residential uses, or lost by converting one type of housing unit structure into a new housing structure, (such as
a single family home lost by converting it into a duplex from April 1, 2010 through December 31, 2010. Also, report any units
that moved out of your jurisdiction.

REPORT OTHER LOCAL UNITS LOST from non-permitted activity. Consists of Non-permitted residential units added to

college campuses; and non-permitted residential units added illegally within your jurisdiction. An example of an illegal unit --
a secondary non-permitted unit intended for residential occupancy added to an existing primary residence.
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Date of Estimate: 1/1/11

Section lll. Annexations and Detachments (cities only)

Cities need to list all inhabited annexations and detachments that occurred between April 1, 2010 and December 31, 2010 in this
section. For inhabited annexations and detachments, report all existing housing units within the area as of the effective date.
Report housing units built after the effective date under Section | - Housing Units Gained. Include the full name of each
annexation/detachment and its LAFCO resolution number.

Section IV. Civilian Group Quarters Change

Finance collects group quarters information for military facilities and state and federal institutional facilities. These include California
state and federal prisons, youth authority camps, state hospitals, and federal military barracks and ships. You do not need to report on
these facilities. Please report all other group quarters, including private college dorms.

Only include group quarters changes that affect the current annual population estimate. Report resident group quarters change
information for facilities that opened or closed during the year, or whose resident population significantly changed during the calendar
year. Report annexed group quarters facilities in this section. For this survey, only consider changes for facilities that have 100 or
more residents. If no significant changes occurred in the last calendar year, write “no change” in this section.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Provide documentation for any additional information that may affect your area’s population. Include the basis of the population
change and the source of the information. Finance reviews all additional population change information documented by local areas.

Definitions

Single-detached unit - a one-unit structure with open space on all four sides. The unit often possesses an attached garage.

Single-attached unit - a one-unit structure attached to another unit by a common wall, commonly referred to as a
townhouse, half-plex, or row house. The shared wall or walls extend from the foundation to the roof with adjoining units to
form a property line. Each unit has individual heating and plumbing systems.

Mobile home unit - a one-unit structure that was originally constructed to be towed on its own chassis.

2-, 3-, and 4-plex units per structure - a structure containing two, three, or four units and not classified as single-unit
attached structure. The units in the structure share attic space and heating and plumbing systems.

5 or more units per structure - a structure containing five or more housing units. The units share attic space, and heating
and plumbing systems.

Civilian Group Quarters - are non-household residential facilities. Types of Group Quarters facilities include: nursing and
convalescent homes; orphanages; shelters; convents; and local facilities for the mentally and physically disabled. Residents
living in these facilities have no permanent residence elsewhere.

Note: Condominium refers to an ownership classification, not a structural type. Report condominiums based on their structural types.

Please return the completed survey form by one of the following methods:

Internet form: URL: http://housingsurvey.dof.ca.gov/hus/index.aspx
Fax: (916) 327-0222
Web page forms: http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/surveys/2011 DFHU Survey

E-mail: Daniel.Sheya@dof.ca.gov or Doug.Kuczysnki@dof.ca.gov
Mail: (see the following mailing address)

Department of Finance
Demographic Research Unit
915 L Street, 8th Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
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California Department of Finance Date of Estimate: 1/1/2011

Demographic Research Unit DF-HU HOUSING UNIT CHANGE FORM
PLEASE READ ATTACHED INSTRUCTIONS. RETURN THIS FORM TO OUR OFFICE BY February 8, 2011.
Attention: Demographic Research Unit, Department of Finance, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814, Fax (916) 327-0222, Tele. No. (916) 323-4086.
: (Office use only)

Place Code:

City/Town: County: Postgres Code:

SECTION L. HOUSING UNITS GAINED

Please check the method you reported on this survey for newly constructed units:

O Final Inspections completed between 4/1/10 — 12/31/10. Report counts only for units that are ready for occupancy.

If you are unable to provide final inspections, report gne of the following types of counts to indicate newly constructed units:

QO Completed Housing Units, 4/1/10 — 12/31/10; QO Certificates of Occupancy, 4/1/10 — 12/31/10; QO Utility Releases, 4/1/10 - 12/31/10.
If you can only report U building permits issued, you MUST adjust the building permits to estimate completions using a different time frame:
Single unit permits issued: 10/1/09 — 6/30/10; Multiple unit permits issued: 4/1/09 — 12/31/09.

] o] =CE

SINGLE UNIT STRUCTURES MULTIPLE UNIT STRUCTURES
REPORT UNITS GAINED 2,3, or 4 -plex 5 or More TOTAL
Detached Attached Mobile Structures Units Structures Units UNITS
Units Units Homes
1. From newly constructed units
2. From conversions OR housing units moved into your jurisdiction
3. From other local units OR non-permitted activity
O
om A 010 ough Decembe 010
. REPORT UNITS LOST from fire OR demolition
. REPORT UNITS LOST from conversions OR moved out of your area
. REPORT UNITS LOST from other local units OR non-permitted activity
A A ) For Cities Only. Attach additional sheets if necessary.
om A 010 ough Decembe 010
List each boundary change separately by LAFCO resolution number and any SINGLE UNIT STRUCTURES MULTIPLE UNIT STRUCTURES
existing units.
Detached Attached Mobile 2, 3, or 4 -plex S or More TOTAL
LAFCO Res. No. Annexation Short Title & Effective Date units Units Homes Structures Units Structures Units UNITS
0 A oupP Qua Attach additional sheets if necessary.
om A 010 ough De b 010
DATE OF STATUS CHANGE PERMANENT RESIDENTS
Facility Name, address, zip Code, & Telephone Number Annexed Detached opened Closed Changed 4/1/2010 12/31/2010
(Please Print Clearly)
Reported by: Department: Title: .
Address: City: Zip Code: FAXNo.: ()
E-mail Address: Telephone No. : ( )

Page  of



Attachment 3

Housing Unit Demolition Survey
Backeround Information

The purpose of this survey is to obtain information from each local jurisdiction on the number of
demolished housing units between 2001 and 2011, and the number of housing units that were
constructed on sites with demolitions during this same period. This information will be used to
estimate ‘net” housing losses due to future demolitions, which (subject to HCD consultation and
approval) could change both the data and methodology for replacement need determination in
the 5™ cycle of the RHNA projection period (January 1, 2011 to September 30, 2021). Results
from the survey may also serve to initiate a discussion with the State Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) on an appropriate income distribution formula for allocating
replacement housing allowance.

In order to assist local jurisdictions in providing this information, SCAG is offering the option
for cities/counties to complete either a ‘short form’ or a ‘long form” for this survey.

The short form (Sheet 2 in the Survey Spreadsheet) asks cities and counties to provide feedback
on historical demolitions data between 2001 and 2011 from the California Department of
Finance (DOF), and also requests local jurisdictions to provide information on the number of
units that were constructed on sites with previous demolitions during this same period. SCAG
estimates that it will take five to six hours to complete the ‘short form’ option for this survey.
Historical demolition data from DOF is available for reference in Sheet 1 of the Survey
Spreadsheet.

The long form (Sheet 3) requests more detailed information on specific sites with historical
demolitions, including (to the extent feasible) the estimated income level of demolished housing
units. SCAG estimates that it will take two to three days to complete this form for jurisdictions
with less than 500 demolitions, and five to six days for jurisdictions with significantly higher
numbers of demolitions.

Finally, when returning the survey, please provide your best estimate of ‘replacement allowance’
that should be used in your jurisdiction for the next RHNA projection period (January 1, 2011 to
September 30, 2021) to account for ‘net’ losses in housing units or development capacity (based
on historical demolition data, assessment in this survey, and future development patterns (infill,
conversion, others).

To facilitate the consultation process with HCD in determining the SCAG region total housing
need for the 5" cycle of RHNA, please complete the survey by July15™ and submit it to SCAG
staff Javier Minjares (minjares(@scag.ca.gov).

If cities/counties choose to not participate in this survey, SCAG will not be able to calculate
“net” housing losses and will revert to the previous RHNA cycles’ practice of using historical
demolition data from DOF as the basis to calculate future replacement housing need.

Replacement Housing Allowance Backeround Information

As recommended in the RHNA consultation packet to HCD/DOF, SCAG staff seeks to revisit
the data and methodology used in the 4™ Cycle of RHNA, which utilized historical demolition
data submitted by each local jurisdiction to estimate the replacement housing allowance for the
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RHNA projection period. In addition to developing more appropriate data to determine the
accurate number of replacement housing allowance for the RHNA, SCAG intends to also consult
with HCD regarding the reasonableness in treating replacement housing needs in the same way
as new housing units (which are projected to accommodate future population/household growth),
while using the same income allocation formula (subject to regional fair-share/over-
concentration shift policy).

In the past, SCAG calculated future replacement need by looking back at the last 10 years of
demolition permits for each jurisdiction (as reported by DOF), and assumed that these
demolished units were permanently lost and required replacement. However, this approach raises
the question, "How well does DOF demolition data for the 2001 to 2010 period represent the
potential ‘net’ loss rates (capacity or housing units) for the 2011 to 2021 period in each
locality?" SCAG has received many comments from local jurisdictions that the majority of
demolished or converted units were replaced with subsequent new building permits and
construction. As such, this could potentially result in a net increase in both capacity and housing
stock in many cases. For this reason, SCAG is looking to local jurisdictions to provide
information on historical demolitions in their communities through the use of this survey.

Accessing the Survey

Electronic versions of the survey are available on SCAG’s FTP site for download. Further
instructions on completing the survey are contained within each spreadsheet. Please see the URL
below to download the appropriate spreadsheet for your jurisdiction. Once this URL is entered in
any internet browser, a zipped version of the Survey Spreadsheet will automatically start
downloading to the user’s computer.

Local Jurisdictions in Imperial County:
ftp://javierm:scagl23(@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form_ IM.zip

Local Jurisdictions in Los Angeles County:
ftp://javierm:scagl23(@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form LA.zip

Local Jurisdictions in Orange County:
fip://javierm:scagl23(@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form OR.zip

Local Jurisdictions in Riverside County:
ftp://javierm:scagl23@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form_ RV.zip

Local Jurisdictions in San Bernardino County:
ftp://javierm:scagl23@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form_ SB.zip

Local Jurisdictions in Ventura County:
ftp://javierm:scagl23(@data.scag.ca.gov/Demolition_Survey Form VN.zip
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AGENDA ITEM # 6

REPORT

DATE: June 24, 2011
TO: Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Subcommittee
FROM: Ma’ Ayn Johnson, Senior Regional Planner, 213-236-1975, johnson@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: AB 2158 Survey

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S APPROVAL: W

RECOMMENDED ACTION:
For Information Only - No Action Required.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

As part of the RHNA process, SCAG is required to conduct a survey of local planning factors that will be
used to develop the RHNA methodology by state housing law. These local planning factors, also known
as the AB 2158 factors, survey all local jurisdictions regarding their land use opportunities and
constraints. The survey for the 2012 RHNA was sent out to all SCAG jurisdictions on June 15, 2011,

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports SCAG’s Strategic Plan; Goal 1: Improve Regional Decision Making by Providing
Leadership and Consensus Building on Key Plans and Policies; Objective a: Create and facilitate a
collaborative and cooperative environment to produce forward thinking regional plans.

BACKGROUND:

Per Government Code Section 65584.04(b), SCAG is required to conduct a survey of each of its
jurisdictions regarding planning factors that will affect RHNA household distribution. These factors, also
referred to as the AB 2158 factors, provide SCAG input that may affect a jurisdiction’s forecasted
household growth and distribution in RHNA methodology. The hearing on the proposed RHNA
methodology is anticipated to be held by October 2011, and the hearing on the final RHNA methodology

will be held by December 2011.

There are thirteen (13) factors jurisdictions may consider as part of the AB 2158 factors survey, all of which

are specified in state housing law:

Existing and projected job housing balance

Lack of capacity for sewer or water service

Availability of land suitable for urban development

Lands protected from urban development under
existing programs

County policies to preserve agricultural land within an
unincorporated arca

The distribution of household growth assumed for the
Regional Transportation Plan and opportunities to
maximize existing transportation infrastructure

The loss of low-income housing units in assisted housing

developments

The market demand for housing

Agreements between a county and cities to direct growth

toward unincorporated areas

High housing cost burdens

Housing needs of farm workers

Housing needs generated by the presence of a
university
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REPORT

SCAG is required to explain how each of these factors was incorporated into the RHNA methodology.
However, per Government Code Section 65584.04 (f), SCAG cannot consider or determine a jurisdiction’s
local share using any ordinance, policy, or voter-approved measure that directly or indirectly limits the
number of residential building permits issued by a jurisdiction.

During subregional planning sessions focused on the development of the Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS), held from January through March 2011, SCAG distributed a local planning factors survey
corresponding to the AB 2158 factors survey. More than 50 jurisdictions responded to the local planning
survey.

On June 16, 2011 SCAG staff distributed the AB 2158 factor survey to all planning directors in the region.
Staff also included the results of the earlier local planning factor survey as part of the survey packet to
jurisdictions that submitted them. Surveys are due to SCAG by July 15 and will be used to develop the )
RHNA methodology. Staff will update the RHNA Subcommittee at its July meeting with survey results and
recommendations. Staff will also hold several informal sessions around the region to answer questions about
the survey and the RHNA process.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work associated with this item is included in the current FY 10-11 General Fund Budget (11-
800.0160.03:RHNA).

ATTACHMENT:
1. AB 2158 Factors Survey Packet
/
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Chief Financial Officer
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AB 2158 Factors

As part of its development of proposed RHNA allocation methodology, SCAG is required by state
housing law to consider factors that could affect a jurisdiction’s RHNA allocation. Known as the AB
2158 factors, the factors are listed under Government Code 65584.04 (d) and SCAG is required to survey
the following;:

1. Existing and projected jobs and housing relationship, i.e. the jobs and housing balance of a
jurisdiction

2. Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to external factors beyond the jurisdiction’s
control that preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for additional
development

3. Availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use, the
availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and increased density.
SCAG cannot solely consider local zoning ordinances or land use restrictions in determining
suitable available land

4. Lands protected by federal or state programs, including open space, farmland, or environmental
habitats :

5. County policies to preserve farmland within an unincorporated area

6. Household growth distribution assumed for the RTP and opportunities to maximize existing
transit infrastructure

7. The loss of low-income housing units in assisted housing developments due to contract
expirations or termination of use restrictions

8. The market demand for housing

9. Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth towards incorporated areas

10. High-housing cost burdens

11. Farmworker housing needs

12. Student housing needs generated by a university within any member jurisdiction

13. Other factors adopted by SCAG

It is important to note that these factors cannot be used to reduce the total regional need. Moreover,
SCAG cannot consider local policies or voter-approved measures that limit the number of residential
building permits issued to reduce a jurisdiction’s RHNA allocation.

If your jurisdiction submitted the corresponding local planning survey as part of the Sustainable
Communities Strategy (SCS) planning workshops earlier this year, those survey responses are attached to
this packet for confirmation. Please note that Factor #7, which might be relevant to your jurisdiction, has
been updated for the attached AB 2158 factor survey.

If you have any questions, please contact Ma’Ayn Johnson, Senior Regional Planner, at
johnson@scag.ca.gov or 213-236-1975. Please fill out the attached survey and return it no later than
Friday, July 15 to:

Southern California Association of Governments
Attn: Ma’Ayn Johnson

818 W 7™ Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017

Email: johnson@scag.ca.gov

Fax: 213-236-1963
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Southern California Association of Governments
Local Planning Factors Survey (“AB 2158 Factors”)
Per Government Code Sections 65584.04(b)(1) and (d)

City/County: Subregion:
Contact Person: Phone Number/Email:
Factor Input

1. Existing and projected job housing balance

8¢

2. Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal and
state laws, regulations or regulatory actions, or supply and
distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service provider
other than the local jurisdiction that preclude the jurisdiction from
providing necessary infrastructure for additional development
during the planning period.

3. The availability of land suitable for urban development or for
conversion to residential use, the availability of underutilized
land, and opportunities for infill development and increased
residential densities.

4. Lands preserved or protected from urban development under
existing federal and state programs, or both, designed to protect
open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural
resources on a long-term basis.

5. County policies to preserve agricultural land w1thm an
unincorporated area.

6. The distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of
a comparable period of regional transportation plans and
opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and
existing transportation infrastructure.




6€

7. The loss of low-income housing units in assisted housing
developments due to contract expirations or termination of use
restrictions.

8. The market demand for housing.

9. Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct
growth toward incorporated areas of the county.

10. High housing costs burdens.

11. Housing needs of farm workers.

12. Housing needs generated by the presence of a private

| university or a campus of the California State University or the
University of California within any member jurisdiction.

13. Other factors beyond those found in Government Code
65584.04 (d). Suggestions are welcome.




AGENDA ITEM # ;

REPORT

DATE: June 24, 2011
TO: Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Subcommittee
FROM: Ma’ Ayn Johnson, Senior Regional Planner, 213-236-1975, johnson@scag.ca.gov

Frank Wen, Manager, Research, Analysis and Information Services, 213-236-1854,
wen@scag.ca.gov

SUBJECT: RHNA Social Equity Adjustment:
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR’S APPROVAL: W

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

Recommend that the Subcommittee recommend to the Community, Economic and Human Development
Committee (CEHD that a 110% social equity adjustment be included as part of the proposed RHNA
methodology to mitigate the overconcentration of certain income categories.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

As part of the RHNA methodology, SCAG is required to address the overconcentration of income groups
JSfor communities that have a disproportionate share of certain income categories. For the 2007 RHNA
(the 4™ cycle), SCAG applied a 110% adjustment using the respective median county income. Staff
recommends that a 110% adjustment be incorporated into the 2012 RHNA (the 5™ cycle) methodology to
address the fair share goals of state housing law.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

This item supports SCAG’s Strategic Plan; Goal 1: Improve Regional Decision Making by Providing
Leadership and Consensus Building on Key Plans and Policies; Objective a: Create and facilitate a
collaborative and cooperative environment to produce forward thinking regional plans.

BACKGROUND:

The purpose of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment is to encourage, promote, and facilitate the
development of housing to accommodate the entire regional housing need at all income levels. A stated
objective is to reduce the overconcentration of income groups in a jurisdiction if that jurisdiction has a
disproportionately high share of households in a particular income category, as compared to the countywide
distribution of households.

A social equity adjustment will move a jurisdiction’s income category breakdown towards the respective
county income distribution using the median county income. At the May 27, 2011 RHNA Subcommittee
meeting, the application of social equity adjustments was discussed along with examples of different
percentage adjustments. The calculation to determine the income category breakdown for each jurisdiction
using a social equity adjustment is included in Attachment 1 to this report.

For the 2007 RHNA, the adopted SCAG methodology required that each jurisdiction reduce the gap
between their current household income distribution and the county distribution by adjusting their respective
levels to 110% of the county distribution. The county median household income benchmark was derived
from the 2000 Census. This social equity adjustment was determined to fully address the statutory planning

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
ASSOCIATION of GOVERNMENTS
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REPORT

requirement to achieve one of the statutory RHNA objectives and avoid further concentration of lower
income households in “impacted” communities.

Staff has outlined three possible social equity adjustment percentages to address the social equity
requirement of RHNA law. A summary of the social equity adjustment examples are included in
Attachment 2.

1. Apply a 100% Social Equity Adjustment
A 100% social equity adjustment would modify a jurisdiction’s income category to the county
distribution. This would satisfy the legal requirements of RHNA since it will have some impact on
areas with overconcentration of certain income categories. However, this adjustment might not be
high enough to meet the goals of avoiding overconcentration if certain areas within the county are
more heavily impacted than others.

2. Apply a 110% Social Equity Adjustment
A 110% social equity adjustment would modify a jurisdiction’s income category distribution
towards the county distribution by 110%, as was applied in the 2007 RHNA methodology. This
percentage not only progresses towards the county distribution, but also moves beyond the county
distribution to meet the diversity goals of RHNA law.

3. Apply a 125% Social Equity Adjustment
A 125% social equity adjustment would modify a jurisdiction’s income category distribution
towards the county distribution by 125%. In addition to adjusting towards the county distribution,
this percentage is more aggressive than the other two options and has the possibility of considerably
altering the current income breakdown of individual jurisdictions. -

To mitigate the overconcentration of certain income groups, SCAG staff recommends that Option 2,
applying a 110% social equity adjustment, be recommended to CEHD to be included as part of the proposed
RHNA methodology. A 110% adjustment progresses over the county distribution in order to meet the
diversity goals in state housing law but does not aggressively alter the current breakdown relative to higher
adjustment.

FISCAL IMPACT:
Work associated with this item is included in the current FY 10-11 General Fund Budget (11-
800.0160.03:RHNA).

ATTACHMENT:
1. Example: Application of Social Equity Adjustments
2. Example: Summary of Sgéial Equity Adjustm
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Attachment 1
Application of Social Equity Adjustment

Example 1: City A, high concentration of lower income groups

Countywide Distribution:
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate
24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
City A Distribution:
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate
29.5% 16.8% 16.6% 37.1%

Using a 110% adjustment, the final adjusted allocation for City A would be as follows:

Step 1: Difference between County and City A

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate
=24.7%-29.5% | =15.7% - 16.8% | =17.1%-16.6% | =42.6% -37.1%
-4.8% -1.1% +0.5% +5.5%
Step 2: Multiply by 110% ratio (1.1
=-4.8%x 1.1 =-1.1%x 1.1 =0.5%x 1.1 =55%x1.1
-5.28% -1.21% 0.55% 6.05%
Step 3: Apply to income category breakdown
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate
=295%-528% | =16.8%-1.21% | =16.6% + 0.55% | =37.1% + 6.05%
City A
Post 110% 24.2% 15.6% 17.1% 43.1%
Adjustment
Example 2: City B, high concentration of high income groups
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate
County 24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
Pre-adjustment
City B 15.2% 10.1% 13.8% 60.9%
Pre-adjustment
City B
Post 110% 25.6% 16.3% 17.4% 40.7%
adjustment
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Attachment 2

Summary of Social Equity Adjustment

Example 1: City A, high concentration of lower income groups

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

County 24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
Pre-adjustment

City A. 29.5% 16.8% 16.6% 37.1%
Pre-adjustment

100% adjustment 24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
110% adjustment 24.2% 15.6% 17.1% 43.1%
125% adjustment 23.5% 15.4% 17.2% 43.9%

In the example above, City A has a higher concentration of lower income categories
compared to the County “average”. The income distribution for each category will move
up or down in comparison to the County average, depending on whether it is higher or
lower than the County.

Example 2: City B, high concentration of high income groups

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

County 24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
Pre-adjustment

City B 15.2% 10.1% 13.8% 60.9%
Pre-adjustment

100% adjustment 24.7% 15.7% 17.1% 42.6%
110% adjustment 25.6% 16.3% 17.4% 40.7%
125% adjustment 27.1% 17.0% 17.9% 38.0%
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Income Category Percentage

Income Distribution Using
Social Equity Adjustment
City A

100%
80%
60%
40%

20% |

0%

126

o

County Pre- ‘ City A Pre- !

Adjustment || Adjustment | Adjustment

100%

110%
Adjustment

125% i
Adjustment |

1 Very Low Low & Moderate [ Above Moderate |

Income Category Percentage

Income Distribution Using
Social Equity Adjustment
City B
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