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Approval of Proposed RHNA Methodology

* Housing Methodology Committee worked collaboratively from October 2019 to September
2020 to recommend a proposed methodology for allocating units throughout the Bay Area in
an equitable manner

« September 18: HMC voted to recommend Option 8A: High Opportunity Areas Emphasis &
Job Proximity with the 2050 Households baseline allocation as Proposed RHNA Methodology

 October 1: ABAG Regional Planning Committee voted to recommend Proposed RHNA
Methodology for approval by ABAG Executive Board

 October 15: Executive Board approved Proposed RHNA Methodology and released for public
comment

 October 24 - November 27: public comment period, including public hearing held on
November 12
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Initial Staff Recommendation for
Draft RHNA Methodology

« Staff considered public comments and did not recommend adjustments to RHNA methodology; integration
of the Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint baseline data addresses some of the issues raised in public
comment period.

 Recommended baseline, factors and weights remain the same as the Proposed RHNA Methodology.

*  Whereas illustrative allocations from Proposed RHNA Methodology used baseline allocation data consistent
with the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint, the Draft RHNA Methodology integrates Future Year 2050
Households data from Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint.

« The Final Blueprint growth pattern reflects adopted revised Strategies and Growth Geographies approved
by the ABAG Executive Board and Commission in September 2020. These strategies emphasized more
household growth in transit-rich locations to enable the Bay Area to meet its GHG target from the State.

* Integrating Final Blueprint baseline data into the Draft RHNA Methodology results in changes to the
illustrative allocations to local jurisdictions. 3
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Integrating the Final Blueprint & Confirming Consistency

Plan Bay Area 2050 Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Final Blueprint Draft Methodology
Growth Pattern
35-Year Projections (2015 to 2050): 8-Year Need Estimates (2023 to 2031):

: 1.5 million : 441,000+
Regional Scale new homes Regional Scale new homes

Jurisdiction Scale

County Scale

Sub-County Scale

Modified
using:

Housing Element Law requires RHNA to be consistent with the
development pattern in Plan Bay Area 2050. Staff’s analysis
indicates that the Draft RHNA Methodology achieves this outcome. 4
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What We’re Hearing About the Draft RHNA
Methodology

 |llustrative allocations from the Draft Methodology exceed the jurisdiction’s
available infrastructure and potential development capacity.

Staff response: RHNA is required to increase housing supply and mix of
housing types for all jurisdictions in an equitable manner. In addition, the
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing emphasizes increasing
access to opportunity and overcoming segregation, which has led to
increased allocations for some jurisdictions that have historically had
smaller RHNA allocations. By law, ABAG cannot limit RHNA based on existing
zoning or land use restrictions and must consider potential for increased
residential development under alternative zoning and land use restrictions.
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What We’re Hearing About the Draft RHNA
Methodology

 The Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint’s increased emphasis on directing household
growth to transit-rich areas to meet the statutory greenhouse gas target reduces
allocations to some job-rich, high-opportunity jurisdictions in Silicon Valley too much
while increasing allocations to San Francisco and some East Bay cities too much.

« Staff response: the Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint must meet a statutory
greenhouse gas reduction target. Additional growth in San Francisco and some East
Bay cities with transit-rich and high-resource neighborhoods helps to support
critical climate and equity goals. Most of the job-rich Silicon Valley jurisdictions
continue to see very high growth rates as a result of their illustrative RHNA
allocations.
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What We’re Hearing About the Draft RHNA
Methodology

« Although integration of the Final Blueprint resulted in smaller allocations to most
unincorporated areas, there is still some concern the allocations are too high.

« Staff response: Integration of the Final Blueprint in the Draft Methodology resulted
in smaller allocations for most unincorporated counties. ABAG-MTC staff has
engaged in dialogue with local government staff in Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma
counties to explore ways to address these concerns. Housing Element Law also
includes provisions that allow a county to transfer some of its RHNA allocation to a
city later in the RHNA process.
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RPC Action: Approve Staff Recommendation with
Integration of “Equity Adjustment”

Responds to public comments supporting the equity adjustment proposed by
some HMC members.

|ldentifies 49 jurisdictions exhibiting above average racial and economic
exclusion using a composite score based on the jurisdiction’s divergence index
score (a measure of segregation) and percent of the jurisdiction’s households
above 120% AMI.

Increases lower-income RHNA units to these 49 jurisdictions, if necessary to
ensure jurisdiction receives a lower-income unit allocation at least proportional
to its share of the region’s total households in 2020.

Lower-income units are redistributed from remaining 60 jurisdictions.



Draft 2023-2031 RHNA Methodology Overview % Associaton of Bay Area Governments
Total Regional Housing Need
ST Determination (RHND) from HCD 44 1 ’ 1 76

Group RHND LOW ABOVE MODERATE
by income 11 4:442.' 72,712

Allocation Factors for Very Low- Allocation Factors for Moderate-
and Low-Income Units and Above Moderate-Income Units
STEP 2: 40% 60%
Factor weight =
units allocated
by factor
3 2 3 3 3
Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score
on factor on factor on factor on factor on factor
STEP 3:
Calculate x x x x x
jurisdiction’s JURISDICTION BASELINE ALLOCATION
units from Share of households in Year 2050 from Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint

each factor

Allocation of VERY LOW + Allocation of MODERATE and

and LOW Units ABOVE MODERATE Units

Equity Adjustment redistributes lower-income units to ensure all 49 jurisdictions identified as exhibiting above average racial and
economic exclusion receive an allocation of lower-income units that is at least proportional to its share of households in 2020
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ILllustrative Allocations by County

Proposed
Draft RHNA RHNA Draft RHNA
Methodology** EVAtkEEyIiyX [=3dgTeTa o] (o] VA0 Methodology** Bay Area Bay Area
(Final RHNA (Draft (Final Households Jobs

Blueprint) (Cycle 5) Blueprint) Blueprint) (2020) (2018)
Alameda 88,999 23% 19% 20% 21% 20%
Contra Costa 49,041 11% 10% 11% 14% 10%
Marin 14,405 1% 3% 3% 4% 3%
Napa 3,843 1% 1% 1% 2% 2%
San Francisco 82,067 15% 16% 19% 14% 19%
San Mateo 47,688 9% 11% 11% 10% 10%
Santa Clara 129,579 31% 33% 29% 23% 27%
Solano 10,992 4% 3% 2% 6% 4%
Sonoma 14,562 4% 4% 3% 7% 5%
BAY AREA 441,176 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
* Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding 10

** With Equity Adjustment integrated
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Comparison of Illustrative Methodology Results

Proposed Draft
RHNA RHNA
Methodology Methodology
(October 2020) with Equity

Adjustment
Baseline: (December 2020)
Draft Blueprint " 5 &
2050 e Baseline:
Households ’ - Final Blueprint
- 2050
Households

Jurisdiction Growth Rate (Compared to 2020 Households)
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Comparison of lllustrative Methodology Results

Proposed Draft
RHNA RHNA
Methodology Methodology
(October 2020) with Equity

Adjustment
Baseline: (December 2020)
Draft Blueprint
2050 Baseline:
Households Final Blueprint
2050
Households

Jurisdiction Growth (Compared to 2020 Households)

12
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Comparison of Performance Metrics Results

e Proposed Draft
Statutory RHNA Objectives Methodology Methodology

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

Objective 1: increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types
in an equitable manner

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

Objective 2: promote infill development, efficient development, and
GHG reduction

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

Objective 3: promote better relationship between jobs and housing,
particularly jobs-housing fit

Objective 4: balance existing disproportionate concentrations of
income categories

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

Achieves
objective

CALSAS
CASAKS

Objective 5: affirmatively further fair housing

13
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Final Subregional Shares

* Purpose: the share of the Bay Area’s Regional Housing Need Determination a subregion
must allocate to its member jurisdictions

« October 15, 2020: Executive Board releases Draft Subregional Shares for public
comment; no comments received

 December 11, 2020 - Napa Subregion members decide to dissolve subregion
 December 18, 2020 - Final Subregional Share for Solano Subregion released

* Final Subregional Share for Solano Subregion updated to incorporate equity adjustment:

Above
Subregion Very Low Low| Moderate| Moderate TOTAL

Solano County 2,803 1,612 1,832 4,745 10,992

14
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What are the Next Steps in the RHNA Process?

» Late January/February: Submission of Draft Methodology to HCD for review
after approval

« Later in 2021: Final Methodology and Draft Allocations (spring), Appeals
Process (summer/fall), Final RHNA Allocations (late 2021)

15
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Supporting Local Jurisdictions

« Over $12M in grants available to assist local jurisdictions to implement Plan Bay Area
2050 and RHNA

* Housing Element grants available to all 109 jurisdictions through the REAP Program
via non-competitive and competitive processes

* PDA Planning and Technical Assistance grants via competitive process for
jurisdictions with locally nominated PDAs

« Single, web-based application to streamline the process for local jurisdictions to
access both PDA and REAP grant funds

* Webinars held in December & January; letters of Intent to MTC/ABAG due
February 12, 2021

16
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Requested Actions

Approve submission of Draft RHNA Methodology to
Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) for review

Adopt Final RHNA Subregional Share for Solano
Subregion (Resolution 02-2021)

Disband Cycle 6 Housing Methodology Committee
(HMC), given completion of RHNA Methodology
development process

17
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Appendix 4: Draft RHNA Methodology - Results of Proposed Equity Adjustment

Jurisdictions Identified by the Composite Score Proposed by Some HMC Members as
Exhibiting Above Average Racial and Economic Exclusion

GROUP 1 - 18 Cities Subject to Increases

GROUP 2 - 31 Cities Not Subject to Increases

These jurisdictions will receive higher allocations of
very low- and low-income units from the equity
adjustment. The numbers in red are the lower-income
units needed to achieve proportionality (ie., the

These jurisdictions will NOT receive higher
allocations of very low- and low-income units from the
equity adjustment. The numbers in green show the
number of lower-income units above the proportionality

number of units added from “Other Jurisdictions”). threshold.
Units Below Units Above
Proportionality Proportionality

Jurisdiction Threshold Threshold
Gilroy -488 Milpitas 1,228
Daly City -468 Pleasanton 973
Union City -441 Sunnyvale 888
Windsor -341 Fremont 861
Hercules -258 Palo Alto 641
Unincorporated Napa -250 Cupertino 571
Pleasant Hill -179 San Ramon 526
Healdsburg -176 San Carlos 399
Half Moon Bay -138 Millbrae 375
Livermore -120 Lafayette 321
St. Helena -95 Menlo Park 311
Unincorporated Marin -60 Dublin 269
Atherton -20 Orinda 143
Mill Valley -16 Moraga 128
Portola Valley =5 Belmont 81
Hillsborough =3 Corte Madera 70
Ross =2 Larkspur 70
Monte Sereno -1 Los Altos 62
Total Units -3,061 San Anselmo 50

Tiburon 49
Since the equity adjustment was last Sausalito 44
considered at the HMC in summer and fall Fairfax 20
2020, data used in the equity adjustment has Belvedere 6
been updated from year 2019 to more Danville o
current year 2020 Department of Finance Woodside 9
baseline data. This data update, combined Saratoga 9
with the Draft RHNA Methodology's Los Gatos 8
integration of Final Blueprint data, affects Los Altos Hills 7
the list of jurisdictions, and the number of Clayton 5
units shifted under the adjustment. Foster City 5

Piedmont 2
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Other Jurisdictions

These jurisdictions were not identified as exhibiting above average racial and economic exclusion by the
composite score proposed by some HMC members. Lower-income units will be taken from these jurisdictions
and moved to the jurisdictions in Group 1 to enable those jurisdictions to meet the proportionality threshold.
Each jurisdiction in this group would have its allocation of lower-income units reduced in proportion to its
share of the total lower-income units among the “Other Jurisdictions.” The table shows the resulting
reduction for each of these jurisdictions. The equity adjustment does not affect moderate- and above
moderate-income units, so these adjustments would result in a reduction in the total allocation for each

Jurisdiction on this list.

Reduction in
Lower-Income

Reduction in
Lower-Income

Jurisdiction Allocations Jurisdiction Allocations
San Francisco -773 Petaluma -19
San Jose -559 Pittsburg -19
Oakland -241 Napa -19
Santa Clara -107 Vacaville -18
Mountain View -103 Emeryville -17
Berkeley -91 Newark -17
Unincorporated Contra Costa =77 Brentwood -14
San Mateo -66 Rohnert Park -14
Walnut Creek -61 Martinez -13
Alameda -52 El Cerrito -13
Concord -48 Albany -11
Unincorporated Alameda -46 Oakley -11
Santa Rosa -45 Brisbane -11
Redwood City -41 Morgan Hill -10
Hayward -40 Unincorporated Solano -9
Unincorporated Sonoma -38 Benicia -8
San Leandro -32 Suisun City -6
South San Francisco -32 San Pablo -6
Burlingame -32 East Palo Alto -6
San Rafael -32 Rio Vista -5
Richmond -31 Pinole -5
Antioch -30 American Canyon -5
Unincorporated San Mateo -30 Dixon -3
Unincorporated Santa Clara -30 Sonoma -3
Fairfield -29 Cloverdale -3
Campbell -28 Sebastopol -2
San Bruno -27 Colma -2
Vallejo -27 Cotati -2
Novato -21 Calistoga -1
Pacifica -20 Yountville 0
Total Units 3,061

ABAG Executive Board | Appendix 4 | January 21, 2021 | Page 2
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Appendix 2: Jurisdiction lllustrative Allocations

lllustrative Allocations by County

Draft RHNA 2015-2023 Proposed RHNA Draft RHNA Bay Area
Methodology RHNA Methodology Methodology Households Bay Area Jobs
(Final Blueprint) (Cycle 5) (i AT IR (Final Blueprint) (2020) (2018)

Alameda 88,999 23% 19% 20% 21% 20%
Contra Costa 49,041 11% 10% 11% 14% 10%
Marin 14,405 1% 3% 3% 4% 3%
Napa 3,843 1% 1% 1% 2% 2%
San Francisco 82,067 15% 16% 19% 14% 19%
San Mateo 47,688 9% 11% 11% 10% 10%
Santa Clara 129,579 31% 33% 29% 23% 27%
Solano 10,992 4% 3% 2% 6% 4%
Sonoma 14,562 4% 4% 3% 7% 5%
BAY AREA 441,176 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Jurisdiction Illustrative Allocations by Income Category
Note: the jurisdiction-specific allocations shown are for illustrative purposes only. ABAG will issue Final Allocations by the end of 2021.

Jurisdiction Share of
2050 Households*

Proposed RHNA Methodology

(Baseline: 2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Draft RHNA Methodology - Unmodified Allocation
(Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Comparison of Total RHNA

Draft RHNA Methodology - With Equity Adjustment
(Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Comparison of Total RHNA

Unit Change Percent Change
Above Above Unit Change Percent Change Above from Draft to from Draft to

Draft Final Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate from Proposed | from Proposed | Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Draft with Equity | Draft with Equity
Jurisdiction Blueprint Blueprint Income Income Income Income Total Income Income Income Income Total to Draft to Draft Income Income Income Income Total Adjustment Adjustment
Alameda 0.994% 1.100% 1,318 759 786 2,033 4,896 1,455 837 868 2,246 5,406 510 10%, 1,422 818 868 2,246 5,354 (52) -1%)
Albany 0.211% 0.206% 324 187 180 464 1,155 315 182 175 453 1,125 (30) -3% 308 178 175 453 1,114 (11) -1%)
Berkeley 1.452% 1.701% 2,148 1,237 1,211 3,134 7,730 2,504 1,441 1,416 3,664 9,025 1,295 17%, 2,446 1,408 1,416 3,664 8,934 (91) -1%|
Dublin 0.687% 0.705% 1,060 611 547 1,413 3,631 1,085 625 560 1,449 3,719 88 2% 1,085 625 560 1,449 3,719 = 0%
Emeryville 0.399% 0.493% 377 217 249 646 1,489 462 265 308 797 1,832 343 23% 451 259 308 797 1,815 (17) -1%)
Fremont 2.694% 2.434% 4,040 2,326 2,214 5,728 14,308 3,640 2,096 1,996 5,165 12,897 (1,411) -10% 3,640 2,096 1,996 5,165 12,897 = 0%
Hayward 1.393% 1.571% 980 564 726 1,880 4,150 1,100 632 817 2,115 4,664 514 12%, 1,075 617 817 2,115 4,624 (40) -1%)
Livermore 1.130% 1.269% 1,109 639 620 1,606 3,974 1,240 714 696 1,799 4,449 475 12%, 1,316 758 696 1,799 4,569 120 3%
Newark 0.578% 0.609% 453 260 303 784 1,800 475 274 318 824 1,891 91 5% 464 268 318 824 1,874 (17) -1%)
Oakland 6.503% 6.338% 6,880 3,962 4,584 11,860 27,286 6,665 3,838 4,457 11,533 26,493 (793) -3% 6,512 3,750 4,457 11,533 26,252 (241) -1%)
Piedmont 0.099% 0.098% 166 96 94 243 599 163 94 92 238 587 (12) -2% 163 94 92 238 587 = 0%
Pleasanton 0.909% 1.135% 1,405 810 717 1,855 4,787 1,750 1,008 894 2,313 5,965 1,178 25% 1,750 1,008 894 2,313 5,965 = 0%
San Leandro 0.913% 1.137% 713 411 561 1,451 3,136 882 507 696 1,802 3,887 751 24% 862 495 696 1,802 3,855 (32) -1%)
Unincorporated Alameda 1.347% 1.419% 1,221 704 726 1,879 4,530 1,281 738 763 1,976 4,758 228 5% 1,252 721 763 1,976 4,712 (46) -1%
Union City 0.702% 0.727% 565 326 370 957 2,218 582 335 382 988 2,287 69 3% 862 496 382 988 22 | 199
Alameda County 20.011% 20.942% 22,759 13,109 13,888 35,933 85,689 23,599 13,586 14,438 37,362 88,985 3,296 4% 23,608 13,591 14,438 37,362 88,999 14 0%
Antioch 1.032% 1.270% 661 380 402 1,038 2,481 811 467 493 1,275 3,046 565 23% 792 456 493 1,275 3,016 (30) -1%)
Brentwood 0.618% 0.647% 395 228 237 614 1,474 411 237 247 641 1,536 62 4% 402 232 247 641 1,522 (14) -1%
Clayton 0.115% 0.111% 176 102 87 227 592 170 97 84 219 570 (22) -4% 170 97 84 219 570 = 0%
Concord 1.306% 1.725% 1,006 579 643 1,662 3,890 1,322 762 847 2,190 5,121 1,231 32% 1,292 744 847 2,190 5,073 (48) -1%)
Danville 0.410% 0.424% 632 365 328 848 2,173 652 376 338 875 2,241 68 3% 652 376 338 875 2,241 = 0%
El Cerrito 0.339% 0.405% 289 166 203 524 1,182 342 197 241 624 1,404 222 19% 334 192 241 624 1,391 (13) -1%)
Hercules 0.240% 0.264% 164 95 115 297 671 179 104 126 327 736 65 10%, 342 199 126 327 994 258 35%
Lafayette 0.297% 0.382% 468 269 255 659 1,651 599 344 326 845 2,114 463 28% 599 344 326 845 2,114 = 0%
Martinez 0.381% 0.383% 357 205 220 569 1,351 358 206 221 573 1,358 7 1% 350 201 221 573 1,345 (13) -1%)
Moraga 0.193% 0.204% 302 174 163 422 1,061 318 183 172 445 1,118 57 5% 318 183 172 445 1,118 = 0%
Oakley 0.395% 0.450% 251 145 152 393 941 286 165 172 446 1,069 128 14%, 279 161 172 446 1,058 ) -1%)
Orinda 0.197% 0.235% 313 180 181 468 1,142 372 215 215 557 1,359 217 19%, 372 215 215 557 1,359 = 0%
Pinole 0.209% 0.183% 142 82 99 256 579 124 71 87 223 505 (74) -13% 121 69 87 223 500 (5) -1%)
Pittsburg 0.630% 0.787% 419 242 273 707 1,641 518 298 340 880 2,036 395 24% 506 291 340 880 2,017 (19) -1%)
Pleasant Hill 0.423% 0.368% 522 300 293 758 1,873 451 261 254 657 1,623 (250) -13% 564 327 254 657 1,802 179 11%
Richmond 1.403% 1.227% 988 569 731 1,891 4,179 860 496 638 1,651 3,645 (534) -13% 840 485 638 1,651 3,614 (31 -1%|
San Pablo 0.261% 0.248% 187 108 139 359 793 177 102 132 341 752 41) -5% 173 100 132 341 746 (6) -1%)
San Ramon 0.898% 0.975% 1,382 796 708 1,830 4,716 1,497 862 767 1,985 5111 395 8% 1,497 862 767 1,985 5111 = 0%
Unincorporated Contra Costa 1.658% 2.203% 1,609 928 917 2,373 5,827 2,131 1,227 1,217 3,147 7,722 1,895 33% 2,082 1,199 1,217 3,147 7,645 (77) -1%|
Walnut Creek 1.118% 1.148% 1,655 954 869 2,247 5,725 1,696 976 890 2,304 5,866 141 2% 1,657 954 890 2,304 5,805 (61) -1%)
Contra Costa County 12.124% 13.638% 11,918 6,867 7,015 18,142 43,942 13,274 7,646 7,807 20,205 48,932 4,990 11% 13,342 7,687 7,807 20,205 49,041 109 0%
Belvedere 0.033% 0.032% 49 28 23 61 161 49 28 23 60 160 Q) -1% 49 28 23 60 160 = 0%
Corte Madera 0.135% 0.138% 209 121 106 274 710 213 123 108 281 725 15 2% 213 123 108 281 725 = 0%
Fairfax 0.104% 0.098% 158 91 75 195 519 149 86 71 184 490 (29) -6% 149 86 71 184 490 = 0%
Larkspur 0.197% 0.189% 303 175 150 390 1,018 291 168 145 375 979 (39) -4% 291 168 145 375 979 = 0%
Mill Valley 0.161% 0.164% 248 142 124 320 834 252 144 126 326 848 14 2% 262 150 126 326 864 16 2%
Novato 0.669% 0.672% 582 335 332 858 2,107 583 336 332 860 2,111 4 0% 570 328 332 860 2,090 (21) -1%|
Ross 0.023% 0.022% 35 20 17 44 116 33 19 16 41 109 ) -6% 34 20 16 41 111 2 2%
San Anselmo 0.149% 0.167% 226 130 108 280 744 253 145 121 314 833 89 12%) 253 145 121 314 833 = 0%
San Rafael 0.895% 1.048% 752 433 446 1,154 2,785 877 504 521 1,350 3,252 467 17%, 857 492 521 1,350 3,220 (32) -1%)
Sausalito 0.125% 0.125% 200 115 115 296 726 200 115 114 295 724 ) 0% 200 115 114 295 724 = 0%
Tiburon 0.123% 0.126% 186 107 91 236 620 193 110 93 243 639 19 3% 193 110 93 243 639 = 0%
Unincorporated Marin 0.893% 0.822% 1,157 666 557 1,440 3,820 1,063 611 512 1,324 3,510 (310) -8% 1,101 633 512 1,324 3,570 60 2%
Marin County 3.507% 3.605% 4,105 2,363 2,144 5,548 14,160 4,156 2,389 2,182 5,653 14,380 220 2% 4,172 2,398 2,182 5,653 14,405 25 0%
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Jurisdiction Illustrative Allocations by Income Category
Note: the jurisdiction-specific allocations shown are for illustrative purposes only. ABAG will issue Final Allocations by the end of 2021.

Jurisdiction Share of
2050 Households*

Proposed RHNA Methodology
(Baseline: 2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Draft RHNA Methodology - Unmodified Allocation
(Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Comparison of Total RHNA

Draft RHNA Methodology - With Equity Adjustment
(Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Comparison of Total RHNA

Unit Change Percent Change
Above Above Unit Change Percent Change Above from Draft to from Draft to

Draft Final Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate from Proposed | from Proposed | Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Draft with Equity | Draft with Equity
Jurisdiction Blueprint Blueprint Income Income Income Income Total Income Income Income Income Total to Draft to Draft Income Income Income Income Total Adjustment Adjustment
American Canyon 0.190% 0.176% 124 72 81 209 486 115 67 75 194 451 (35) 7% 112 65 75 194 446 Bl
Calistoga 0.090% 0.052% 58 32 33 86 209 32 19 19 50 120 (89) [R5 31 19 19 50 119 (1) -1%
Napa 0.815% 0.769% 550 317 339 876 2,082 516 298 319 825 1,958 (124) -6% 504 291 319 825 1,939 (19) 1%
St. Helena 0.073% 0.068% 46 27 27 71 171 43 24 26 66 159 (12) 7% 104 58 26 66 254 95 _
Unincorporated Napa 0.288% 0.279% 218 126 125 323 792 210 121 120 312 763 (29) -4% 369 212 120 312 1,013 250 33%
Yountville 0.031% 0.029% 20 12 12 32 76 19 11 12 30 72 @) -5%, 19 11 12 30 72 = 0%
Napa County 1.487% 1.373% 1,016 586 617 1,597 3,816 935 540 571 1,477 3,523 (293) -8% 1,139 656 571 1,477 3,843 320 9%
San Francisco 12.394% 14.304%| 18,637 | 10,717 | 11,910 | 30,816 | 72,080 21,359 | 12,294 | 13,717 | 35470 | 82,840 _ 15%| 20,867 | 12,013 | 13,717 | 35470 | 82,067 _j
Atherton 0.065% 0.072% 74 43 51 130 298 81 47 56 144 328 30 10% 94 54 56 144 348 20 6%
Belmont 0.302% 0.305% 485 280 282 728 1,775 488 281 283 733 1,785 10 1% 488 281 283 733 1,785 - 0%
Brisbane 0.742% 0.423% 573 330 534 1,382 2,819 324 187 303 785 1,599 (1,220) | a5 317 183 303 785 1,588 (an 1%
Burlingame 0.572% 0.546% 926 534 555 1,434 3,449 883 509 529 1,368 3,289 (160) -5% 863 497 529 1,368 3,257 32) 1%,
Colma 0.047% 0.052% 40 24 33 86 183 45 26 37 9% 204 21 1% 44 25 37 9% 202 @ 1%,
Daly City 1.040% 0.945% 1,150 661 841 2,175 4,827 1,039 598 762 1,971 4370 457) -9% 1,336 769 762 1,971 4,838 |[NEGE 1%
East Palo Alto 0.219% 0.206% 179 104 169 437 889 169 97 159 410 835 (54) -6% 165 95 159 410 829 (6) 1%,
Foster City 0.349% 0.327% 556 320 321 831 2,028 520 299 300 777 1,896 (132) 7% 520 299 300 777 1,896 . 0%
Half Moon Bay 0.147% 0.149% 93 54 54 141 342 93 54 54 141 342 = 0% 180 105 54 141 480 138 40%
Hillsborough 0.107% 0.097% 169 97 95 245 606 153 88 87 223 551 (55) -9% 155 89 87 223 554 3 1%
Menlo Park 0.500% 0.481% 773 445 517 1,340 3,075 740 426 496 1,284 2,946 (129) -4% 740 426 496 1,284 2,946 = 0%
Millbrae 0.375% 0.350% 618 356 386 999 2,359 575 331 361 932 2,199 (160) 7% 575 331 361 932 2,199 - 0%
Pacifica 0.359% 0.356% 557 321 294 761 1,933 551 317 291 753 1,912 @1) 1% 538 310 291 753 1,892 (20) 1%
Portola Valley 0.045% 0.045% 70 41 39 101 251 70 40 39 99 248 3) 1%, 73 42 39 99 253 5 2%
Redwood City 1.102% 0.984% 1,284 739 885 2,291 5,199 1,141 658 789 2,041 4,629 (570) 1% 1,115 643 789 2,041 4,588 @1) 1%
San Bruno 0.486% 0.730% 481 278 382 989 2,130 721 415 573 1,483 3,192 1,062 50% 704 405 573 1,483 3,165 @7) 1%,
San Carlos 0.398% 0.455% 647 372 383 991 2,393 739 425 438 1,133 2,735 342 14% 739 425 438 1,133 2,735 = 0%
San Mateo 1.338% 1.419% 1,722 991 1,111 2,873 6,697 1,819 1,047 1,175 3,040 7,081 384 6% 1,777 1,023 1,175 3,040 7,015 (66) 1%
South San Francisco 0.923% 0.929% 892 513 717 1,856 3,978 892 514 720 1,863 3,989 11 0% 872 502 720 1,863 3,957 32) -1%
Unincorporated San Mateo 0.827% 0.809% 852 490 443 1,148 2,933 830 479 433 1,121 2,863 (70) 2% 811 468 433 1,121 2,833 (30) 1%
Woodside 0.057% 0.058% 90 52 51 133 326 90 52 52 134 328 2 1% 9 52 52 134 328 = 0%
San Mateo County 10.002% 9.740%| 12,231 7,045 8143 21,07 48,490 | 11,963 6,890 7937 20,531 47,321 (1,169) 2%| 12,196 7,024 7937 20,531 47,688 367 1%
Campbell 0.741% 0.563% 1,017 585 659 1,703 3,964 770 444 499 1,292 3,005 (959) -24% 752 434 499 1,292 2,977 (28) 1%
Cupertino 0.980% 0.724% 1,619 932 1,023 2,648 6,222 1,193 687 755 1,953 4,588 (1,634) -26% 1,193 687 755 1,953 4,588 = 0%
Gilroy 0.523% 0.461% 410 236 228 590 1,464 359 207 200 519 1,285 (179) -12% 669 385 200 519 1773 (s 38%
Los Altos 0.348% 0.301% 580 333 377 977 2,267 501 288 326 843 1,958 (309) -14% 501 288 326 843 1,958 - 0%
Los Altos Hills 0.084% 0.076% 139 81 91 234 545 125 72 82 210 489 (56) -10% 125 72 82 210 489 = 0%
Los Gatos 0.326% 0.335% 523 301 311 804 1,939 537 310 320 826 1,993 54 3% 537 310 320 826 1,993 - 0%
Milpitas 1.228% 1.257% 1,653 952 1,108 2,866 6,579 1,685 970 1,131 2,927 6,713 134 2% 1,685 970 1,131 2,927 6,713 = 0%
Monte Sereno 0.032% 0.032% 51 30 31 80 192 51 30 31 79 191 M -1%) 52 30 31 79 192 1 1%
Morgan Hill 0.444% 0.410% 291 168 189 488 1,136 268 155 174 450 1,047 (89) -8% 262 151 174 450 1,037 (10) 1%
Mountain View 1.772% 1.754% 2,876 1,656 1,909 4,939 11,380 2,838 1,635 1,885 4,880 11,238 (142) -1% 2,773 1,597 1,885 4,880 11,135 (103) -1%
Palo Alto 1.541% 0.935% 2,573 1,482 1,673 4,330 10,058 1,556 896 1,013 2,621 6,086 -39% 1,556 896 1,013 2,621 6,086 = 0%
San Jose 15.242% 14.426%| 16,391 9,437 11,344 29,350 66,522 15,444 8,892 10,711 27,714 62,761 -—-6% 15,089 8,688 10,711 27,714 62,202 (559) 1%
Santa Clara 2.184% 2.135% 3,020 1,739 2,031 5,257 12,047 2,940 1,692 1,981 5,126 11,739 (308) -3% 2,872 1,653 1,981 5,126 11,632 (107) 1%
Saratoga 0.343% 0.280% 556 321 341 882 2,100 454 261 278 719 1,712 (388) -18% 454 261 278 719 1,712 = 0%
Sunnyvale 2.262% 2.088% 3,227 1,858 2,206 5,707 12,998 2,968 1,709 2,032 5,257 11,966 (1,032) -8% 2,968 1,709 2,032 5,257 11,966 = 0%
Unincorporated Santa Clara 1.065% 0.815% 1,113 641 664 1,719 4,137 848 488 508 1,312 3,156 (981) -24% 829 477 508 1,312 3,126 (30) 1%
Santa Clara County 29.114% 26.591%| 36,039 | 20,752 24,185 | 62,574 | 143,550 | 32,537 | 18,736| 21,926| 56,728 | 129,927 (13,623) -9%| 32317 18608| 21,926 | 56,728 129,579 (348) 0%
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Jurisdiction Illustrative Allocations by Income Category
Note: the jurisdiction-specific allocations shown are for illustrative purposes only. ABAG will issue Final Allocations by the end of 2021.

Jurisdiction Share of Proposed RHNA Methodology Draft RHNA Methodology - Unmodified Allocation Draft RHNA Methodology - With Equity Adjustment
2050 Households* (Baseline: 2050 Households - Draft Blueprint) (Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint) Comparison of Total RHNA (Baseline: 2050 Households - Final Blueprint) Comparison of Total RHNA
Unit Change Percent Change
Above Above Unit Change Percent Change Above from Draft to from Draft to
Draft Final Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate from Proposed | from Proposed | Very Low Low Moderate | Moderate Draft with Equity | Draft with Equity

Jurisdiction Blueprint Blueprint Income Income Income Income Total Income Income Income Income Total to Draft to Draft Income Income Income Income Total Adjustment Adjustment
Benicia 0.286% 0.271% 222 127 143 370 862 208 120 135 351 814 (48) -6% 203 17 135 351 806 (8) -1%)
Dixon 0.159% 0.146% 103 58 62 159 382 93 54 57 146 350 (32) -8% 91 53 57 146 347 3) -1%)
Fairfield 1.438% 1.226% 938 540 596 1,544 3,618 796 458 508 1,314 3,076 (542) -15% 778 447 508 1,314 3,047 (29) -1%)
Rio Vista 0.098% 0.207% 62 36 36 94 228 130 75 76 197 478 250 | 127 73 76 197 473 ) -1%
Suisun City 0.242% 0.246% 158 91 101 260 610 160 92 101 264 617 7 1% 156 90 101 264 611 (6) -1%)
Unincorporated Solano 0.420% 0.381% 270 155 165 426 1,016 243 140 149 385 917 (99) -10% 237 137 149 385 908 9) -1%)
Vacaville 0.828% 0.775% 535 308 328 848 2,019 498 286 305 791 1,880 (139) -7% 487 279 305 791 1,862 (18) -1%)
Vallejo 1.190% 1.117% 794 457 535 1,385 3,171 741 426 501 1,297 2,965 (206) -6% 724 416 501 1,297 2,938 (27) -1%)
Solano County 4.662% 4.368% 3,082 1,772 1,966 5,086 11,906 2,869 1,651 1,832 4,745 11,097 (809) -7% 2,803 1,612 1,832 4,745 10,992 (105) -1%
Cloverdale 0.126% 0.120% 80 46 47 121 294 76 44 45 116 281 (13) -4% 74 43 45 116 278 3) -1%)
Cotati 0.105% 0.092% 68 39 44 116 267 61 35 39 101 236 (31) -12% 60 34 39 101 234 ) -1%|
Healdsburg 0.145% 0.121% 93 54 59 153 359 78 45 49 128 300 (59) -16% 190 109 49 128 476 176 ||
Petaluma 0.781% 0.716% 560 323 342 885 2,110 511 295 313 810 1,929 (181) -9% 499 288 313 810 1,910 (19) -1%)
Rohnert Park 0.492% 0.625% 322 186 209 541 1,258 408 235 265 686 1,594 336 27% 399 230 265 686 1,580 (14) -1%)
Santa Rosa 2.404% 1.745% 1,727 993 1,064 2,754 6,538 1,247 718 771 1,995 4,731 (1,807) -28% 1,218 702 771 1,995 4,686 (45) -1%|
Sebastopol 0.163% 0.086% 106 61 67 175 409 56 32 35 92 215 (194) [ 47| 55 31 35 92 213 @ -1%
Sonoma 0.143% 0.133% 91 53 54 140 338 85 49 50 130 314 (24) -7% 83 48 50 130 311 3) -1%)
Unincorporated Sonoma 2.058% 1.540% 1,424 820 840 2,173 5,257 1,060 610 627 1,622 3,919 (1,338) -25% 1,036 596 627 1,622 3,881 (38) -1%)
Windsor 0.283% 0.260% 184 106 118 305 713 168 97 108 279 652 (61) -9% 384 222 108 279 993

Sonoma County 6.700% 5.440% 4,655 2,681 2,844 7,363 17,543 3,750 2,160 2,302 5,959 14,171 (3.372) -19% 3,998 2,303 2,302 5,959 14,562 391 3%

100.000% 100.000% 114,442 65,892 72,712 188,130 441,176 114,442 65,892 72,712 188,130 441,176 114,442 65,892 72,712 188,130 441,176

* Jurisdiction-level forecasts from Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint are intended solely for use in crafting the RHNA baseline allocation; official Plan Bay Area 2050 growth pattern focuses on county- and subcounty-level forecasts.
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Appendix 1: Maps of Illustrative Allocations
Jurisdiction growth rate from 2023-2031 RHNA compared to 2020 households
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Jurisdiction growth rate from 2023-2031 RHNA compared to 2020 households
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Jurisdiction growth rate from 2023-2031 RHNA compared to 2020 households
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Appendix 1: Maps of Illustrative Allocations
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RPC Recommendation to ABAG Executive Board

Appendix 1: Maps of lllustrative Allocations
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REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION §.J} hssociaton f Bay Area Governments

Appendix 5: Final Subregional Shares

State Housing Element Law allows two or more neighboring jurisdictions to form a “subregion” to
conduct a parallel RHNA process to allocate the subregion’s housing need among its members.” A
subregion is responsible for conducting its own RHNA process that meets all of the statutory
requirements related to process and outcomes, including developing its own RHNA methodology,
allocating a share of need to each member jurisdiction, and conducting its own appeals process.

For the 2023-31 RHNA, subregions were formed in:

1. Napa County: includes City of American Canyon, City of Napa, Town of Yountville, and
the County of Napa (does not include City of Calistoga or City of St. Helena)

2. Solano County: includes City of Benicia, City of Dixon, City of Fairfield, City of Rio Vista,
City of Suisun City, City of Vacaville, City of Vallejo, and County of Solano

ABAG must assign each subregion a share of the Bay Area’s Regional Housing Need
Determination (RHND), which represents the total number of units, by income category, the
subregion must allocate to its member jurisdictions. Each subregion’s portion of the RHND has
been removed from the units allocated by ABAG's process for the rest of the region’s jurisdictions.

On May 21, 2020, the ABAG Executive Board adopted the methodology for assigning a
subregion its share of the RHND. The adopted methodology stipulates that the share of the
RHND for each subregion will be based on the sum of the default allocations, by income
category, from the ABAG RHNA methodology for each jurisdiction in the subregion. Using
ABAG’'s RHNA methodology as the input into the subregion shares ensures every jurisdiction
that is a member of a subregion receives the same allocation it would have received if it were
not part of a subregion. This approach ensures that formation of a subregion does not confer
any harm or benefit to member jurisdictions or to other jurisdictions in the region.

On October 15, 2020, the ABAG Executive Board approved release of the Draft Subregional
Shares.? The Draft Subregional Shares were based on the Proposed RHNA Methodology, which
reflected baseline data on 2050 households from the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint.
Applying the subregional share methodology to the Bay Area’s RHND of 441,176, the Draft
Subregional Share for the Napa County subregion was 0.78 percent of the region’s housing
needs and the Draft Subregional Share for the Solano County subregion was 2.7 percent of the
region’s housing needs. Table 1 shows each subregion’s draft share by income category.

' Government Code Section 65584.03.
2 For more information, see https://mtc.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?1D=4665721&GUID=6B565EC3-A706-
4695-8A87-277F6791A1DB&Options=&Search=
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Table 1: Draft Subregional Shares, Total Units by Income Category

Above
Subregion Very Low Low | Moderate | Moderate TOTAL
Napa County 912 527 557 1,440 3,436
Solano County 3,082 1,772 1,966 5,086 11,906

Housing Element Law requires ABAG to hold a public comment period and conduct at least one
public hearing to receive comments on the Draft Subregional Shares?® prior to adoption of the
Final Subregional Shares. The written public comment period began on October 25 and ended on
November 27 per the Notice of Public Hearing published in newspapers and an ABAG press
release. Additionally, ABAG held a public hearing at the November 12 meeting of the Regional
Planning Committee. ABAG received no comments on the Draft Subregional Shares.

The Final Subregional Shares are based on the Draft RHNA Methodology, which incorporates
updates made throughout fall 2020 to reflect the revised Strategies and Growth Geographies
approved by the ABAG Executive Board and Commission in September 2020 for the Final
Blueprint. Integrating the updated data about future year 2050 households from the Final
Blueprint into the Draft RHNA Methodology results in changes to the allocations to local
jurisdictions, and thus the subregional shares. Per the recommendation made by the ABAG
Regional Planning Committee at its January 14 meeting, the Draft RHNA Methodology
incorporates the “"equity adjustment,” which also affects the subregional shares.

In December 2020, the jurisdictions who were members of the Napa Subregion decided to
dissolve their subregion. As a result, these jurisdictions will participate in the RHNA process
ABAG is conducting and will receive allocations based on the RHNA methodology adopted by
ABAG. Accordingly, ABAG-MTC staff has only identified a Final Subregional Share for the Solano
County subregion. Applying the subregional share methodology to the Bay Area’s RHND of
441,176, the Final Subregional Share for the Solano County subregion is 2.49 percent of the
region’s housing needs. Table 2 shows the subregion’s final share by income category.

Table 2: Final Subregional Shares, Total Units by Income Category

Above
Subregion Very Low Low Moderate Moderate TOTAL
Solano County 2,803 1,612 1,832 4,745 10,992

3 California Government Code 65584.03 (c)
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Item 11.b., Attachment A

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION §.J} hssociaton f Bay Area Governments

TO: ABAG Executive Board DATE: January 21, 2021
FR: Executive Director
RE: Draft RHNA Methodology & Final Subregional Shares

Overview

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is the state-mandated’ process to identify the
share of the statewide housing need for which each community must plan. As the Council of
Governments (COG) for the Bay Area, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is
responsible for developing a methodology for allocating a share of the Regional Housing Need
Determination (RHND) the Bay Area received from the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD)? to every local government in the Bay Area.

The RHNA methodology is a formula that quantifies the number of housing units, separated into
four income categories,® that will be assigned to each city, town, and county in the region. The
allocation must meet the statutory objectives identified in Housing Element Law* and be
consistent with the forecasted development pattern from Plan Bay Area 2050.> Each local
government must then update the Housing Element of its General Plan and its zoning to show
how it can accommodate its RHNA allocation.

How was the Draft RHNA Methodology for the 2023-2031 RHNA Cycle developed?
ABAG convened an ad hoc Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) from October 2019 to
September 2020 to advise staff on the methodology for allocating a share of the region’s total
housing need to every local government in the Bay Area. The HMC included local elected
officials and staff as well as regional stakeholders to facilitate sharing of diverse viewpoints
across multiple sectors.® At its final meeting on September 18, the HMC voted to recommend
Option 8A: High Opportunity Areas Emphasis & Job Proximity with the 2050 Households
baseline allocation as the Proposed RHNA Methodology. On October 1, the ABAG Regional
Planning Committee voted to recommend this methodology for approval by the Executive
Board, and the Board approved its release as the Proposed RHNA Methodology for public
comment on October 15, 2020. Materials related to the Proposed RHNA Methodology have
been posted on ABAG's website since October 24.

1 See California Government Code Section 65584.
2In a letter dated June 9, 2020, HCD provided ABAG with a total RHND of 441,176 units for the 2023-2031 RHNA.
3 State law defines the following RHNA income categories:
e Very Low Income: households earning less than 50 percent of Area Median Income (AMI)
e Low Income: households earning 50 - 80 percent of AMI
¢  Moderate Income: households earning 80 - 120 percent of AMI
e Above Moderate Income: households earning 120 percent or more of AMI
4 See California Government Code Section 65584(d).
> See Government Code Section 65584.04(m)(1).
6 The HMC roster is available at https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/hmc roster 06 16 2020 0.pdf.
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As required by law, ABAG held a public comment period from October 25 to November 27 and
conducted a public hearing at the November 12 meeting of the ABAG Regional Planning
Committee. ABAG heard 29 oral comments and received 106 written comments on the
Proposed Methodology during the public comment period. These comments provided
perspectives from over 200 local government staff and elected officials, advocacy organizations,
and members of the public, as some letters represented multiple signatories.’

What is the Draft RHNA Methodology for the 2023-2031 RHNA Cycle?

ABAG-MTC staff considered the comments received during the public comment period and is not
proposing to make any adjustments to the baseline allocation or factors and weights in the Draft
RHNA Methodology. The components of the Draft RHNA Methodology are the same as the
Proposed RHNA Methodology (Figure 1). However, the Draft RHNA Methodology incorporates
future year 2050 households data generated from the Plan Bay Area 2050 Final Blueprint. In the
Proposed Methodology, the illustrative allocations reflected baseline data on 2050 households
from the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint, with updates slated throughout fall 2020 to reflect
the revised Strategies and Growth Geographies approved by the ABAG Executive Board and
Commission in September 2020 for the Final Blueprint. Integrating the updated data about future
year 2050 households from the Final Blueprint into the Draft RHNA Methodology results in
changes to the illustrative allocations to local jurisdictions. A detailed description of the Draft
RHNA Methodology is available in Attachment B, Draft RHNA Methodology Report.

Figure 1: Proposed RHNA Methodology Overview
Total Regional Housing Need
. oo oy ey 441,176

Group RHND ABOVE MODERATE
by income 114,442 72,712

Allocation Factors for Very Low- Allocation Factors for Moderate-
and Low-Income Units and Above ate-Income Units
STEP 2: I A 60%
Factor weight = ( (
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Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score Jurisdiction score
©//AHOAS /- )/ on factor on factor ©//AHOAs - on factor
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) , , , , TOTAL
Equity Adjustment redistributes lower-income units to ensure all 49 jurisdictions identified as exhibiting above average racial and S
~ JURISDICTION

economic exclusion receive an allocation of lower-income units that is at least proportional to its share of households in 2020

ALLOCATION

7 Copies of public comments received are available at https://abag.ca.gov/our-work/housing/rhna-regional-housing-
needs-allocation/public-comments-rhna-proposed-methodology
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How do the results from the Draft RHNA Methodology compare to those from the
Proposed RHNA Methodology?

As noted above, the Draft RHNA Methodology uses data from the Plan Bay Area 2050 Final
Blueprint. Whereas the Plan Bay Area 2050 Draft Blueprint featured 25 strategies that influenced
the location of future growth, the Final Blueprint features 35 revised strategies adopted by the
ABAG Executive Board and Commission in fall 2020. These strategies shift the regional growth
pattern, with generally small to moderate impacts on RHNA allocations.

Integrating the updated data about future year 2050 households from the Final Blueprint into
the Draft RHNA Methodology addresses many of the public comments received. Using the
Blueprint as the baseline allocation in the RHNA methodology was always a key element in
ensuring the RHNA methodology supports the Plan’s strategies to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and in addressing risks from natural hazards. The updated data from the Final
Blueprint supports increased greenhouse gas emission reductions by directing more household
growth to transit-rich, high resource places. The Final Blueprint also includes updated baseline
data based on consultation with local jurisdictions in summer and fall 2020 that helped reduce
the allocations to some unincorporated areas.

The maps in Appendix 1 show how incorporating the Final Blueprint into the Draft RHNA
Methodology affects each jurisdiction’s illustrative growth rate and total allocation and
Appendix 2 shows the illustrative allocations for each jurisdiction. Note: the allocation results for
Jurisdictions are only illustrative. Local governments will receive their final allocations in late 2021.

As noted previously, Housing Element Law requires that the RHNA methodology meet the five
statutory objectives of RHNA and that it be consistent with the forecasted development pattern
from Plan Bay Area 2050. Working with the HMC, ABAG-MTC staff developed a set of
performance metrics to evaluate how well a methodology does in meeting the RHNA objectives.
Evaluation of the Draft RHNA Methodology shows that it furthers all of the RHNA objectives.
Appendix 3 compares the results for the Draft RHNA Methodology and Proposed RHNA
Methodology.

ABAG-MTC staff also developed a framework for evaluating consistency between RHNA and
Plan Bay Area 2050. RHNA and Plan Bay Area 2050 are determined to be consistent if the 8-year
growth level from RHNA does not exceed the 35-year growth level at the county and sub-
county geographies used in the Plan. Staff evaluated the Draft RHNA Methodology using this
approach and determined that RHNA and Plan Bay Area 2050 remain consistent.®

8 The Draft RHNA Methodology and Plan Bay Area 2050 are consistent for all nine counties and in 33 of 34
superdistricts (i.e., sub-county areas) using the methodology developed during the HMC process. In the one
superdistrict flagged during the consistency check, the Final Blueprint reflects the loss of more than 1,000 homes in
wildfires since 2015. Anticipated reconstruction of these units during the RHNA period does not yield significant net
growth in housing units, making these allocations consistent with the Final Blueprint long-range projections.
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RPC Recommendation for Adding “Equity Adjustment” Proposed by HMC Members

At its meeting on January 14, the RPC voted to recommend that the ABAG Executive Board
adopt the Draft RHNA Methodology with the addition of the “equity adjustment” that was
developed and proposed by several HMC members during their deliberations last fall. The
equity adjustment uses a composite score proposed by the HMC members that identifies
jurisdictions exhibiting racial and economic exclusion based on the jurisdiction’s divergence
index score® and the percent of the jurisdiction’s households above 120 percent of Area Median
Income (AMI). The equity adjustment requires that all of the 49 jurisdictions identified using this
composite score receive an allocation of very low- and low-income units that is at least
proportional to its share of the region’s total households in 2020. This means that to have a
proportional allocation, a city with 2 percent of existing households would also get 2 percent of
the allocation of very low- and low-income RHNA units.

Appendix 4 shows the effects of the equity adjustment on each jurisdiction’s allocation of
lower-income units.'® Eighteen of the 49 jurisdictions identified as exhibiting racial and
economic exclusion (those in Group 1 in Appendix 4) will see their lower-income allocations
(and thus total allocations) increased. Thirty-one of the 49 jurisdictions (those in Group 2) will
not see any change in their allocations, since the Draft RHNA Methodology already allocated
them a share of lower-income units that is at least proportional to their share of existing
households. The other 60 jurisdictions in the region will see their lower-income allocations (and
thus their total allocations) reduced as units are shifted from them to the jurisdictions in

Group 1. Appendix 3 includes a comparison of the allocations by income category for the Draft
RHNA Methodology with and without the equity adjustment.

Final Subregional Shares

Housing Element Law allows two or more neighboring jurisdictions to form a “subregion” to
conduct a parallel RHNA process to allocate the subregion’s housing need among its
members.”” ABAG must assign each subregion a share of the Bay Area’s RHND, which represents
the total number of units, by income category, the subregion must allocate to its member
jurisdictions. The ABAG Executive Board approved the release of Draft Subregional Shares for

9 Staff has used the divergence index throughout the RHNA methodology development process to measure racial
segregation. The divergence index score is a calculation of how different a jurisdiction’s racial demographics are from
the region’s demographics. If a jurisdiction has the same racial distribution as the region, the jurisdiction’s divergence
index is scored at 0. The more a jurisdiction’s demographics diverge from the regional distribution, the higher the
divergence index score. A high score does not necessarily indicate that the jurisdiction is racially homogenous, only
that its demographic profile differs markedly from the region’s racial demographics. Given the multitude of racial and
ethnic groups in the Bay Area, the Othering and Belonging Institute at UC Berkeley has identified the Divergence
Index as the best measure of segregation in the region in part because this measure captures segregation for multiple
racial groups simultaneously.

10 Data for the Equity Adjustment has been updated since the HMC's deliberations last summer and fall to reflect the
Final Blueprint’s integration into the RHNA methodology and to update baseline conditions from year 2019 to year
2020 data.

" Government Code Section 65584.03.
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public comment on October 15, 2020. ABAG received no comments on the Draft Subregional
Shares during the public comment period. The Final Subregional Shares have been updated
based on the integration of the Final Blueprint into the Draft RHNA Methodology. Appendix 5
provides more details about the Final Subregional Shares.

RHNA Next Steps

The ABAG Executive Board is slated to take action on the Draft RHNA Methodology and Final
Subregional Shares at the January 21, 2021 meeting. After a Draft RHNA Methodology is adopted
by the Executive Board, ABAG will submit the methodology to HCD for review and then use the
State’s feedback to develop a final methodology and draft RHNA allocation in spring 2021.
Release of the draft allocation will be followed by an appeals period starting in summer 2021,
with the final RHNA allocation assigned to each of the Bay Area’s local governments in late 2021.
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Appendix 3: Performance Evaluation Metrics

The RHNA allocation methodology must meet five objectives identified in Housing Element Law.’
To help ensure that any proposed methodology will meet the statutory RHNA objectives and
receive approval from the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD),
ABAG-MTC staff developed a set of evaluation metrics to assess different methodology options.
These metrics are based largely on the analytical framework used by HCD in evaluating the draft
methodologies completed by other regions in California, as evidenced by the approval letters HCD
provided to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), San Diego Association of
Governments (SANDAG), and Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG).? Other
metrics reflect input from members of the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC).

In the evaluation metrics, each statutory objective has been reframed as a question that reflects
the language Housing Element Law uses to define the objectives. Each statutory objective is
accompanied by quantitative metrics for evaluating the allocation produced by a methodology.
The metrics are structured as a comparison between the allocations to the top jurisdictions in
the region for a particular characteristic — such as jurisdictions with the most expensive housing
costs — and the allocations to the rest of the jurisdictions in the region.

Metrics Based on Lower-Income Unit Percentage vs. Metrics Based on Total Allocation
Several of the metrics focus on whether jurisdictions with certain characteristics receive a
significant share of their RHNA as lower-income units. These metrics reflect HCD's analysis in its
letters evaluating RHNA methodologies from other regions. However, HMC members advocated
for metrics that also examine the total number of units assigned to a jurisdiction. These HMC
members asserted that it is ultimately less impactful if a jurisdiction receives a high share of its
RHNA as lower-income units if that same jurisdiction receives few units overall. Accordingly,
each metric that focuses on the share of lower-income units assigned to jurisdictions with
certain characteristics is paired with a complementary metric that examines whether those
jurisdictions also receive a share of the regional housing need that is at least proportional to
their share of the region’s households. A value of 1.0 for these complementary metrics means
that the group of jurisdictions’ overall share of RHNA is proportional relative to its overall share
of households in 2019, while a value below 1.0 is less than proportional.

Evaluation of Draft RHNA Methodology Compared to Proposed RHNA Methodology
The graphs below compare the performance of the Draft RHNA Methodology and Proposed
RHNA Methodology in achieving the five statutory RHNA objectives based on the evaluation
metrics. Per the ABAG Regional Planning Committee’'s recommendation to incorporate the
"equity adjustment” into the Draft RHNA Methodology, the charts show the performance
evaluation results both with and without the equity adjustment.

' See California Government Code Section 65584(d).
2 For copies of letters HCD sent to other regions, see this document from the January 2020 HMC meeting agenda packet.
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Although there are some variations on individual metrics, the results indicate that the Proposed
RHNA Methodology and both iterations of the Draft RHNA Methodology (with and without
equity adjustment) perform well in advancing all of the statutory objectives. The results of the
evaluation are largely the same on metrics related to the following objectives:
e Objective 1: increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types in an equitable
manner
e Objective 2: promote infill development, efficient development, and GHG reduction
e Objective 3: promote better relationship between jobs and housing, particularly jobs-
housing fit
¢ Objective 4: balance existing disproportionate concentrations of income categories

Although both iterations of the Draft RHNA Methodology meet all of the metrics for advancing
Objective 5 (affirmatively further fair housing), on several metrics the performance of the Draft
RHNA Methodology is not as strong as it was with the Proposed Methodology. The evaluation
results show small declines for the Draft Methodology on metrics related to directing RHNA
units to the jurisdictions exhibiting the most racial and economic exclusion and the jurisdictions
with the largest percentage of high-income residents (metrics 5b, 5c, and 5d). As shown in the
charts, including the equity adjustment in the Draft Methodology results in improved
performance on Metric 5b and, in particular, Metric 5d, since this is the metric designed around
the composite score and proportionality threshold that are embodied in the equity adjustment.

These performance evaluation results are related to revised strategies in the Plan Bay Area 2050
Final Blueprint that affected the forecasted development pattern for the region. The Final
Blueprint growth pattern integrated revised Strategies and Growth Geographies adopted by the
ABAG Executive Board and Commission in September 2020. These strategies emphasized more
household growth in transit-rich locations to enable the Bay Area to meet its GHG reduction
target from the State, contributing to small-to-moderate shifts in jurisdictions’ RHNA allocations.
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OBJECTIVE 1: Does the allocation increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure,
and affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the most expensive housing
costs and the rest of the region

METRIC 1a.2: Do jurisdictions with the most expensive
housing costs receive a share of the region's housing
need that is at least proportional to their share of
the region's households?

METRIC 1a.1: Do jurisdictions with the most expensive
housing costs receive a significant percentage of
their RHNA as lower—income units?

Ratio of share of total RHNA to share of

Percent of RHNA as lower income units region's households

Unmodified Allocation

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Unmodified Allocation
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OBJECTIVE 2: Does the allocation promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection
of environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient development patterns,
and the achievement of the region's greenhouse gas reductions targets?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the most jobs and the rest of
the region

METRIC 2a: Do jurisdictions with the largest share of
the region's jobs have the highest growth rates
resulting from RHNA?

Average growth rate resulting from RHNA

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation -
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OBJECTIVE 2: Does the allocation promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection
of environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient development patterns,
and the achievement of the region's greenhouse gas reductions targets?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the most transit access and the
rest of the region

METRIC 2b: Do jurisdictions with the largest share of
the region's Transit Priority Area acres have the
highest growth rates resulting from RHNA?

Average growth rate resulting from RHNA

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation -

0.000 0.050 0.100 0.150
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OBJECTIVE 2: Does the allocation promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection
of environmental and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient development patterns,
and the achievement of the region's greenhouse gas reductions targets?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the lowest VMT per resident the
rest of the region

METRIC 2c: Do jurisdictions whose residents drive the
least have the highest growth rates resulting from
RHNA?

Average growth rate resulting from RHNA

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation -

0.000 0.050 0.100 0.150
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OBJECTIVE 3: Does the allocation promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and
housing, including an improved balance between the number of low—-wage jobs and the number of housing
units affordable to low—wage workers in each jurisdiction?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the most unbalanced jobs—
housing fit and the rest of the region

METRIC 3a.2: Do jurisdictions with the most low-wage
workers per housing unit affordable to low—-wage
workers receive a share of the region's housing need
that is at least proportional to their share of the

region's households?

METRIC 3a.1: Do jurisdictions with the most low-wage
workers per housing unit affordable to low-wage
workers receive a significant percentage of their RHNA

as lower-income units?

Ratio of share of total RHNA to share of

Percent of RHNA as lower income units region’s households

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation - (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation
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OBJECTIVE 4: Does the allocation direct a lower proportion of housing need to an income category
when a jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income
category?

Comparison between the top 25 most disproportionately high—income jurisdictions
and top 25 most disproportionately low—income jurisdictions

METRIC 4: Do jurisdictions with the largest percentage
of high—-income residents receive a larger share of
their RHNA as lower—income units than jurisdictions
with the largest percentage of low—income residents?

Percent of RHNA as lower income units

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation - (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation
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OBJECTIVE 5: Does the allocation affirmatively further fair housing?

Comparison between the top 25 jurisdictions with the most access to resources
and the rest of the region

METRIC 5a.2: Do jurisdictions with the largest
percentage of households living in High or Highest
Resource tracts receive a share of the region's
housing need that is at least proportional to their
share of the region's households?

METRIC 5a.1: Do jurisdictions with the largest
percentage of households living in High or Highest
Resource tracts receive a significant percentage of

their RHNA as lower—income units?

Ratio of share of total RHNA to share of

Percent of RHNA as lower income units region’s households

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation - (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation
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OBJECTIVE 5: Does the allocation affirmatively further fair housing?

Comparison between jurisdictions that have both above—average divergence scores
and disproportionately large shares of high—income residents and the rest of the
region

METRIC 5b: Do jurisdictions exhibiting racial and
economic exclusion receive a share of the region's
housing need that is at least proportional to their
share of the region's households?

Ratio of share of total RHNA to share of
region's households

Unmodified Allocation Proposed RHNA Methodology

(2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation -

All Other Jurisdictions
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OBJECTIVE 5: Does the allocation affirmatively further fair housing?

Comparison between the top 25 most disproportionately high—income jurisdictions
and the rest of the region

METRIC 5c: Do jurisdictions with the largest
percentage of high—income residents receive a share of
the region's housing need that is at least
proportional to their share of the region's

households?

Ratio of share of total RHNA to share of
region's households

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation - (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation
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OBJECTIVE 5: Does the allocation affirmatively further fair housing?

Comparison between the top 49 jurisdictions exhibiting above average racial and
socioeconomic exclusion and the rest of the region

METRIC 5d.1: Do jurisdictions with levels of racial METRIC 5d.2: Does each jurisdiction exhibiting racial
and socioeconomic exclusion above the regional average and socioeconomic exclusion above the regional average
receive a total share of the region’s very low- and receive a share of the region's very low- and
low—income housing need that is at least proportional low—income housing need that is at least proportional
to their total share of the region's households? to its total share of the region's households?
Ratio of share of lower-income RHNA to share Jurisdictions receiving at least a
of region's households proportional lower—income allocation

Proposed RHNA Methodology

Unmodified Allocation - (2050 Households - Draft Blueprint)

Allocation With Equity Adjustment -

Draft RHNA Methodology
(2050 Households - Final Blueprint)

Unmodified Allocation
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