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From: Howard Beckman <hpb@netvista.net>
To: <paulf@abag.ca.gov>
Date: 1/16/2007 8:23 PM
Subject: (spam: 18.9314) Comments on RHNA methodology

Paul Fassinger
Research Director
ABAG

Dear Paul,

Herewith are comments on the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
Methodology.  I apologize for not submitting this sooner, in advance of the 
Jan. 18 meeting of the executive board, but it just wasn't possible.  I 
attended several of the Housing Methodology Committee's meetings and 
followed the evolution of the proposed methodology.  Unfortunately, members 
of the public did not have a meaningful opportunity to ask questions or 
comment on specific points in the committee's deliberations.

Weighted Factors:  Household Growth

This is a significant factor in allocating new housing, yet the concept is 
not clear.  The term "household" is used, rather than "dwelling unit," and 
I am not sure why.  The Census Bureau defines "household" as "all the 
people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of 
residence."  Presumably the term "household growth," as used in the 
proposed RHNA Methodology, is synonymous with "growth in housing units" (or 
dwelling units).

The flaw in this approach is that population does not grow strictly along 
lines of new families.  Particularly in the East Bay, with the explosive 
growth in immigrant Mexican population, net population growth is due to 
increases in household size, not formation of new households.  In fact, I 
recently read (but cannot substantiate) that this is the trend overall for 
the state.

Thus, do the drafters of the approach in the proposed methodology expressly 
equate new households with the need for new housing units, or is such an 
identity merely a consequence (even if huge) of the approach (i.e., a 
solipsism)?  The 4th revision (Nov. 2006) of the Draft RHNA Methodology 
(Technical Documentation) states (pg. 7):  "Household growth in ABAG's 
Projections is most influenced by local land use plans and policies, 
including planned and protected agricultural lands, open space and parks, 
city-centered growth policies, urban growth boundaries, and any physical or 
geological constraints."  As used here, "household growth" clearly means 
"growth in housing units."

Are "assisted living facilities," "halfway houses," and similar facilities 
treated as single households for purposes of population projection and 
allocation of new housing requirements?  Some neighborhoods in the East Bay 
(such as unincorporated Cherryland in Alameda County Eden Township) have a 
high density of such facilities.  If each such facility is treated as a 
single household for purposes of RHNA, what effect does this have on the 
relationship between measurements of "household growth" and net population 
growth?
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I think it begs the question to say that increases in household size have a 
direct bearing on the need for new housing units because larger families 
(due to increases in  the average number of children or increases in 
multi-generation living) require larger (i.e., new) housing units than exist.

Please consider these comments in the presentation to the executive board 
Jan. 18.

===============================================
  HOWARD PERRY BECKMAN
    Voice/Fax 510.278.7238
  California State Bar

California Anti-SLAPP Project  (www.casp.net)
Airport Noise Law  (www.netvista.net/~hpb/)
  ===============================================







January 16, 2007 
To whom this concerns at ABAG, 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your latest methodology for determining 
Berkeley’s housing fair share for the next 7 years. We would like to help develop a good 
plan for Berkeley, and would like an extension of the 60-day minimum comment period 
because there was little publicity on this process and the comment time coincided with 
Thanksgiving - Christmas - New Years holidays. Our city only began to discuss this at 
the January 10, 2007 Planning Commission meeting, which occurred the week before 
your January 17 deadline. 
Berkeley is already one of the densest populated cities in California, and the Berkeley 
flatlands, where young families and seniors find more affordable housing, are even more 
densely populated. 
Families have been leaving San Francisco because of over-development and have been 
moving to Berkeley’s sunny flatlands neighborhoods. Where will these new families and 
long-timers go if ABAG imposes such large numbers of housing units that it forces the 
destruction of our already dense but still desirable neighborhoods?  
In the last 7-year period, about one third of the new housing in Berkeley was built in our 
neighborhoods, not on commercial corridors. These units in neighborhoods should be 
considered as a part of Berkeley’s fair share. This type of development has other 
important benefits: 

* New housing and additions in neighborhoods generally do not have to be 
subsidized. 
* Remodeling in the flatlands often includes in-law or second units. 
* Berkeley has three BART stations spaced about one mile apart. So 
Berkeley flatlanders generally live within half-mile walk or roll of BART 
and do not need a car to get there. Those living in the hills, or cities like 
Albany, generally drive or bike to a BART, and they do need easy, safe 
parking or they will not use BART. BART usage would increase if simple 
security measures would be implemented. 

The Downtown BART area, most agree, would benefit from a reasonable increase in 
moderate income housing with inclusionary units. The North and South Berkeley BART 
stations need other strategies to increase BART ridership and decrease dependence on 
automobiles: 

* North Berkeley BART connects with Santa Fe Right of Way and 
Ohlone Greenway, important bike routes and paths. But bike parking is 
not secure and bikes are frequently vandalized and stolen, huge 
disincentives for biking to BART. Safety in BART parking lots and routes 
to and from BART should be greatly improved with enhanced lighting and 
extra security measures. This would encourage walking, biking, as well as 
driving by Hill-dwellers to BART. 
* In the South Berkeley BART area, most residents want a "Mainstreet" 
model of development to maintain the diversity of the inner city and to 
keep the existing community living there. Residents have a clear vision of 
rehabilitation and creative reuse of the remarkable historic structures for 
affordable apartments, homes, and community-serving businesses. 



The crime rate is very high near all Berkeley BART stations. Berkeley is 
becoming chronically short of police officers, and robberies and violent 
crime are increasing. The City of Berkeley should improve lighting, 
maintenance (remove broken glass, trash) and pruning of overgrown 
vegetation near BART. 

The City of Berkeley’s big box development on Berkeley’s transit corridors has not 
created Parisian revitalization as promised by elected officials. Instead it is creating a 
wasteland in much of Downtown and on University Ave., with dirt, litter, crime, and 
homeless encampments. Areas without the "smart growth" development, such as North 
Shattuck, Solano, and Fourth Street, thrive. These latter shopping areas have buildings no 
higher than three stories so shoppers can feel the warmth of sun and clearly enjoy 
themselves while walking about. 
The University of California sprawl is destroying the viability of Berkeley as a city. 
Fortunately the State Legislative Analyst’s report released January 11, 2007, criticizes 
UC’s long-term campus plans for expansion and how they work with the surrounding 
communities to pay their share of growth impacts.  
We would like ABAG to reconsider their own methodology for UCB to encourage 
smarter growth by the University. For example: 

* Consider the creation of clear growth boundary limits for UC, for 
example in the environmentally sensitive Strawberry Canyon / Ecological 
Study Area located east of the campus. This oak woodland could become 
a critical link in the East Bay Regional Park greenbelt, if saved in time. 
* And consider the ways UC B could modify its plans for three huge new 
parking lots, one for a new Art Museum to be built in the block across the 
street from the Downtown BART station! These parking areas will draw 
thousands of vehicles into Berkeley, increasing congestion and air 
pollution which ABAG is charged to prevent.  

We would like the opportunity to work with ABAG on smarter, sustainable, 
neighborhood friendly development. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Neighborhood Network 
Julie Dickinson, Carolyn Williams, Patrick Devaney, Martha Nicoloff 
Contact us at  anicoloff@aol.com  510- 967-4770 
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January 16, 2007 
 
 
Paul Fassinger, Research Director 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
P.O. Box 2050 
Oakland, CA  94604-2050 
 
Re: Draft Methodology for Regional Housing Needs Allocation 
 
Dear Mr. Fassinger: 
 
I have reviewed the draft methodology proposed for the upcoming Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation and I am submitting the following comments on behalf of the City of Walnut Creek. 
 
The City recognizes the need for a region-wide policy shift away from a pattern of sprawling low-
density development, and towards an infill growth model that focuses new development around 
transit nodes located within existing urbanized areas.  In fact, the City has directed its own growth 
in this fashion for much of the past twenty years, and has reaffirmed its smart growth policies with 
the adoption in 2006 of General Plan 2025, which encourages the preservation of open space, the 
preservation of existing neighborhoods, and brings residential uses and mixed-use development into 
our core commercial area.  While the City supports a regional policy of urban infill development, I 
still have some concerns regarding the specific application of this policy as it applies to the City of 
Walnut Creek. 
 
The proposed methodology appears to penalize cities, such as Walnut Creek, that have long since 
implemented smart growth policies near transit stations.  Walnut Creek has already planned for and 
built high-density development near our BART station, and can’t reasonably expect 6-story 
buildings to be torn down to build 10-story buildings, as the proposed methodology seems to 
endorse.  Therefore I ask that the proposed methodology be changed to only include opportunity 
sites that are identified by each city’s General Plan when determining the projected growth near 
transit that is then used to calculate a city’s housing allocation. 
 
Walnut Creek is also concerned with the method used in determining what areas are included in the 
calculation of housing and job growth near transit.  Specifically, the proposed methodology uses a 
simple ½ mile radius as the criteria for determining what areas are to be considered “transit 
oriented.”  However, the City of Walnut Creek has a somewhat unique situation wherein there is an 
adjacent freeway that acts as a permanent barrier placing a large portion of land within the ½ mile 
radius well outside of a ½ mile walking distance to the station.  Therefore, I ask that the 
methodology be changed to only include property that is located within a ½ mile walking distance 
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from the station fare gates when determining the projected housing and job growth near transit that 
is then used to calculate a city’s housing allocation. 
 
With regard to cities’ spheres of influence, I would like to reaffirm Walnut Creek’s strong support 
for the proposed policy of assigning 100 percent of the housing allocation for a city’s sphere of 
influence to the jurisdiction that holds land-use authority over the area (which in the case of Walnut 
Creek’s sphere of influence would be Contra Costa County). 
 
I would also like to reaffirm Walnut Creek’s support for the recommended income allocation that 
assigns the same regional average income ratio to each jurisdiction.  Walnut Creek does not support 
the Housing Methodology Committee’s recently revised recommendation for a 175 percent 
adjustment factor. 
 
Regarding below-market rate housing, the City’s allocation for affordable housing is unreasonable 
and unrealistic without additional state or federal funding for new below-market housing 
development.  Walnut Creek has worked very hard to provide new affordable housing for its 
residents, but has been unsuccessful in meeting its goals for the previous RHNA cycle.  Below-
market rate housing cannot be built without significant public investment, particularly given the 
limited availability of land and its high cost within the City of Walnut Creek.  Clearly there is a 
need for housing that is affordable to a range of income levels; however, ABAG and HCD cannot 
reasonably expect cities to require that almost 40 percent of all new housing development be 
affordable to people with low or very-low incomes, without also providing funding that matches 
this demand. 
 
Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, the regional housing allocation handed down by the state’s 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is far too high given the limitations 
imposed on development by the lack of available infrastructure, the high cost of land, traffic 
congestion, and other similar impacts, particularly in a built-out community like Walnut Creek.  The 
regional allocation must be moderated to be realistic.  ABAG Projections, which take into account 
local land-use plans as well as the regional and statewide infrastructure needs, is a more realistic 
model and I urge ABAG to continue its efforts to convince the State to assign more realistic 
numbers to the Bay Area. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed methodology, and I ask that 
these comments please be forwarded on to the ABAG Governing Board for their consideration prior 
to the January 18th meeting. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Valerie Barone 
Community Development Director 
 
Cc: Mayor & City Council 
 Gary F. Pokorny, City Manager 
 Sandra Meyer, Planning Manager 
 Andrew M. Smith, Senior Planner 
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January 17, 2007 
 
 
Association of Bay Area Government 
P.O. Box 2050 
Oakland, CA  94604 
 
Dear Executive Board Members and Staff: 
 
The City and County of San Francisco welcome the opportunity to comment on the proposed 
RHNA allocation methodology.  As we noted in our previous letter to staff, we have serious 
misgivings about the impact of the formula on housing opportunity in the region, particularly as 
it relates to Smart Growth and affordable housing. 
 
As you know, San Francisco’s share of the regional housing needs allocation is proposed to 
go from 9% of the regional total (20,000 units out of 230,000) to 18% of the total (40,468 
out of 230,00).    The three largest cities in the region (San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland) 
would go from having 54,219 units or 23% of the regional need to 90,787 homes or 39% of the 
regional total. 
 
As a participant in the Housing Methodology Committee, San Francisco joined with Oakland  
(and Berkeley) in supporting allocation methodology based on a 50/50 split between jobs and 
housing (Option #3).  We support the notion that transit-accessible housing and jobs should be a 
factor in the process, but believe that ABAG’s policy-based projection already sufficiently 
weights transit access in its forecast for job and housing creation. 
 
As an alternative, we would propose that any formula that uses TOD factors include a cap for 
those factors to enable decision makers and the public to embrace the regional vision over time 
rather than in one sudden jump.  The formula could allow the use of TOD factors but not allow 
their use to cause a jurisdiction’s share of the RHNA to grow by more than 40% over the 
previous cycle.  In other words, if the housing and jobs forecasts already result in a 30% jump, 
the TOD factor can only cause the RHNA share to rise a total of 10% more. 
 
We continue to believe that the methodology needs to provide a more realistic means to address 
the region’s twin goals of smart growth and fair share housing distribution.  Below are the main 
reasons for our view: 
 
 



 

 
1) Fails to provide a fair share distribution of affordable housing:  first and foremost, the 
RHNA and housing element processes are about affordable housing.  By any objective measure, 
San Francisco, Oakland and San Jose produce the lion’s share of affordable housing in the 
region. An allocation methodology that adds to their responsibilities while perversely taking the 
pressure to produce affordable housing off of more affluent suburban communities is simply not 
defensible. 
 
2)  The proposed allocation is unrealistic: this shift is not politically sustainable and is likely 
to produce the opposite result from what is intended.  There is a very basic political need to 
ensure that decision makers and the general public can absorb these fundamental shifts in the 
way we grow.  Around the country, policy shifts towards a Smart Growth framework do not 
begin with drastic reconfigurations of responsibility, but rather start gradually in order to help 
the public consensus grow. 
 
Ultimately the RHNA is intended to ensure that communities zone enough land for housing.  The 
proposed formulas would assign 39% of the region’s housing need to the three largest cities in 
the region – Oakland, San Francisco and San Jose.  Historically these three major cities have 
zoned more than the required amount for housing but only account for 26% of the total 
housing growth between 2000 and 2006 (an increase over the 23% achieved between 1990 
and 2000).  Increasing the number of sites required in these cities is unlikely to produce a shift 
in the location of regional housing production in the absence of other policy changes.  

 
3) Fails to provide framework for Smart Growth: The ostensible reason for the reallocation 
of responsibility is growth management or Smart Growth yet neither the RHNA process nor 
ABAG has the authority or tools to ensure that localities in the outlying counties reduce sprawl 
development. 

a) These communities have historically entitled significantly more than their share of 
low-density market-rate housing.  

b) Thus, the reallocation formula reduces requirements for higher-density zoning in 
many communities, while placing no limits on their ability to zone for and entitle 
ranchettes and low-density “executive housing.” 

c) The unintended result will be an exacerbation of sprawl, traffic congestion and air 
quality problems as development is forced to “leap-frog” over existing suburban 
areas with insufficient sites, leading to precisely the outcome that the draft RHNA 
purports to prevent. 

 
4) Fails to connect resources to responsibility: In every other region of the country that has 
attempted to promote regional growth management, communities that are expected to take more 
housing get greater resources.  The draft RHNA’s significant redistribution of responsibility is 
not accompanied by nor conditioned on a redistribution of regional resources (eg. transportation 
funding).  Put simply, ABAG’s leadership needs to secure more consensus that resources will be 
redirected towards high-growth areas.   
 
 
 



 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.  We are committed to working with 
ABAG to address these shortcomings. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Matthew O.Franklin     Dean Macris 
Director, Mayor’s Office of Housing   Director of Planning 
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From: Brian Kirking
To: Cheryl Adsit;  Kenneth Moy;  Paul Fassinger
Date: 1/18/2007 10:23 AM
Subject: Fwd: ABAG Feedback

>>> <cmohr@hlcsmc.org> 01/18/2007 10:15 AM >>>
Below is the result of your feedback form.  It was submitted by
 (cmohr@hlcsmc.org) on Thursday, January 18, 2007 at 10:15:45
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

email: cmohr@hlcsmc.org 

Name: Chris Mohr

ABAG_Comments: January 18, 2007

ABAG Executive Board
ABAG
PO Box 2050
Oakland CA 94604
Via Website Comment

I'm writing on behalf of the Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County to comment on the draft RHNA methodology 
recommended by the Housing Methodology Committee and ABAG staff.

First, the draft housing by income allocation recommended by ABAG staff  represents a significant improvement over the past RHNA 
process.  We support efforts to assign a larger share of affordable housing to jurisdictions with little existing housing for very low 
and low-income people.

Second, the final methodology should incorporate truly "smart" principles for growth and allocating a fair share of housing goals 
across the region. We appreciate ABAG's efforts to incorporate these principles in the various methodologies, and urge you to weigh 
carefully the various factors to achieve balance and equity across the region.

Third, we would like to express appreciation to ABAG staff for their support of the subregional process that San Mateo County and 
its 20 cities are collaborating on. As housing advocates, the Housing Leadership Council expects that this process will result in better 
overall performance in our county.

Sincerely yours,

Christopher Mohr
Executive Director
Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County
139 Mitchell Avenue, Suite 108
South San Francisco CA 94080
cmohr@hlcsmc.org 
(650) 872-4444

SUBMIT: SEND COMMENTS AND RETURN TO HOME PAGE

---------------------------------------------------------------------------
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January 16, 2007 
 
ABAG Executive Committee 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
P.O. Box 2050 
Oakland, CA 94604-2050 
 
Subject:  RHNA Committee allocation formula 
 
Dear ABAG Executive Committee Members; 
 
The Cupertino City Council supports the allocation formula developed by the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Committee as stated in our letter of November 6, 
2006.  However, we are concerned about the latest proposal to increase the low and very-
low income allocations to 175% of the Bay Area regional average income distribution.  
We support the allocation formula because it assigns a fair share of housing based on 
where growth is projected to occur in accordance with each city’s General Plan and 
encourages housing in areas that are creating jobs and/or have transit.   This “Smart 
Growth” component discourages suburban sprawl, reduces congestion and increases 
transit ridership.  
 
We oppose increasing the income allocations to 175% of the Bay Area regional average 
income distribution because it is simply impractical.   The cost to provide a low and very 
low income housing unit in the high land cost areas is significantly greater than more 
affordable communities and the resources to write down the cost of housing does not 
exist in the smaller suburban communities.  We do not have the large redevelopment 
agency housing set aside budgets or Community Development Block Grant allocations of 
larger cities.  Instead of encouraging affordable housing this requirement will reduce the 
number of affordable units that will be built and jeopardize the objectives of increasing 
the supply and affordability of housing. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to participate and comment on the process.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Kris Wang  
Mayor 
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January 18, 2007

ABAG Executive Board
ABAG
P.O. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604

Re:  Draft Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Methodology Process

Dear Executive Board Members:

I’m writing on behalf of the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California
(NPH) and a coalition of housing, social justice and business organizations (see list of
supporting organizations on page 3) to comment on the draft RHNA methodology
recommended by the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) and ABAG staff.

On the whole, NPH and our allies would like to commend ABAG’s staff for
conducting a fair and balanced process over the past several months.  The HMC made
several decisions that we think will promote equitable housing planning across the
region consistent with ABAG’s smart growth vision for the Bay Area.  In particular,
NPH applauds the committee’s original recommendation to assign housing needs by
income level to each jurisdiction in the region consistent with the overall regional
distribution.  We also support subsequent alternative income allocation methods
developed by staff which would promote an equitable regional income distribution by
asking jurisdictions with a low concentration of low- and very low-income households
to accept a higher share of affordable housing units over the next Housing Element
planning period.

NPH and the undersigned organizations do not, however, support the final draft
RHNA recommendation as described by ABAG staff in the memo dated October 26
and authorized for release by the Executive Board on November 16.  Although the
recommended weighting of factors purports to support smart growth goals, we believe
the recommended weighting would assign too large a share of the regional housing
need to the region’s largest cities while directing growth away from vital transit
corridors in other urbanized areas with significant infill opportunities.  As displayed in
the attached table, the recommended methodology would assign 40% of all housing
need to the three largest cities, with San Francisco receiving a total of nearly 18% of
the regional allocation.  Based on historic development trends, we believe that this is
neither fair nor realistic.



ABAG Executive Board
Re: Draft RHNA Methodology
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From a planning standpoint, such a radical shift in the RHNA is inappropriate for a seven year
planning period.  Essentially, placing such a disproportionate share of the allocation in a few
jurisdictions effectively produces a net loss in total regional capacity.  Whether intentional or
not, the proposed draft methodology amounts to a way of reducing the total regional housing
needs allocation by directing a disproportionate share to communities that under any
methodology would already be doing the most to plan for and develop housing.  A less extreme
re-balancing of the RHNA that would result in moderate increases in proposed site capacity in
the surrounding suburban job-centers would be more likely to accommodate actual housing
needs during the planning period.

Rather than the proposed methodology, NPH supports a simpler and more equitable formula
based on the household and employment growth projections in ABAG’s 2005 policy based
projections.  This formula is actually one developed by ABAG staff and was presented to the
HMC as an option.  NPH believes that this formula already incorporates TOD and smart growth
objectives and, as displayed in the attached table, still concentrates housing need in existing
urban areas.

Once again, NPH and our partners appreciate the opportunity to participate in the RHNA process
and we look forward to working closely with ABAG over the coming years to create the housing
needed for a healthy and prosperous Bay Area.

Sincerely,

Dianne J. Spaulding
Executive Director

Attachment: 2007-2014 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Background Data
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Supporting Organizations

Michael Rawson
Co-Director
California Affordable Housing Law Project

Andrew Michael
Vice President of Sustainable Development
Bay Area Council

Juliet Ellis
Executive Director
Urban Habitat Program

Amie Fishman
Executive Director
East Bay Housing Organizations

Margo Warnecke Merck
Founding Member
Sonoma County Housing Advocacy Group

David Coury
Interim Chair
Housing Leadership Alliance of Marin

Betty Pagett
Marin Representative
Nine-County Network

Rene Cazenave
Executive Director
San Francisco Council of Community Housing

Calvin Welch
Land Use Committee Co-Chair
San Francisco Housing Justice Campaign










