Planning Directors Forum
Monday, November 29, 2021
10:00-11:30 a.m.

Go To Webinar

AGENDA

https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/7542611702490711567
You must register to attend the meeting. After registering, you will receive a confirmation email

containing information about joining the webinar. You will need to download the
Go To Webinar software to attend the meeting.

1. Welcome/Roll Call (5 mins)

2. AMBAG 6" Cycle RHNA: Final Draft Methodology (Heather Adamson and Paul Hierling,
AMBAG and Beth Jarosz, PRB (60 mins)

AMBAG staff will provide an update on the final draft methodology for the 6t Cycle
RHNA. Planning Directors are asked to provide feedback and input.

3. Other Items (5 mins)

4. Next Steps/Adjourn

Staff Contact

Heather Adamson, AMBAG
(831) 264-5086
hadamson@ambag.org


https://attendee.gotowebinar.com/register/7542611702490711567

Agenda ltem #2

ASSOCIATION OF MONTEREY BAY AREA GOVERNMENTS

MEMORANDUM
TO: AMBAG Planning Directors Forum
FROM: Heather Adamson, Director of Planning
SUBJECT: 6" Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation: Final Draft
Methodology
MEETING DATE: November 29, 2021
RECOMMENDATION: DISCUSSION

The Planning Director Forum is asked to provide feedback and input on the final draft
RHNA methodology.

BACKGROUND:

California State Housing Element Law governs the process for local governments to
adequately plan to meet the housing needs of everyone within their communities. The
RHNA process is used to determine how many new homes, and the affordability of
those homes, each local government must plan for in its Housing Element to meet the
housing needs of households of all income levels.

The Housing Element Law requires AMBAG, acting in the capacity of Council of
Governments (COG), to develop a methodology for allocating existing and projected
housing needs to local jurisdictions within the AMBAG region, located in Monterey and
Santa Cruz Counties. The Housing Element Law sets forth a process, schedule,
objectives, and factors to use in the RHNA methodology. The methodology must
address allocation of housing units by jurisdiction, housing units by income group, and
must further all five statutory objectives and include consideration of 13 factors to
develop the methodology that allocates regional housing needs (Attachment 1). The
Council of San Benito County Governments (SBtCOG) performs this same function for
San Benito County.

RHNA is an estimate of additional housing units needed for all income levels in the

region from the start until the end date of the projection period. RHNA is not a

prediction of building permits, construction, or housing activity, nor is it limited due to
Planning Excellence!
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existing land use capacity or growth. A community is not obligated to provide housing to
all in need. RHNA is a distribution of housing development capacity that each city and
county must zone for in a planning period and is not a construction need allocation.

As part of the RHNA process, State law (Government Code 65584 et seq.) requires
AMBAG to develop a methodology to allocate a portion of the Regional Housing Need
Determination (RHND) need to every local government in the AMBAG Region. The RHNA
produces regional, subregional, and local targets for the amount and type of housing
needed over the planning period. AMBAG received its 6th Cycle RHND of 33,274 units
from HCD in late August 2021 for the planning period beginning June 30, 2023 and
ending December 15, 2031.

AMBAG is responsible for developing a methodology to allocate 33,274 units amongst
all the jurisdictions within the COG region. Throughout this process, the Planning
Directors Forum (PDF) representatives from member jurisdictions in Monterey and
Santa Cruz counties serve as a technical working group and assisted in the development
of the 2023-2031 RHNA methodology and plan, similar to the process used for the 2014-
2023 RHNA Plan.

RHNA methodologies are unique to every region throughout the state in response to
each region’s unique housing situation and needs. The AMBAG region is predominately
a suburban/rural region and has unique demographic and housing issues, such as a
predominance of rural jurisdictions and significant farmworker housing needs. The
AMBAG RHNA methodology focuses on furthering, supporting, and balancing between
each of the five statutory RHNA objectives and 13 RHNA factors (See Attachment 2).

Revised RHNA Schedule
AMBAG has revised the RHNA schedule as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Revised RHNA Schedule

TARGET SCHEDULE TASK

Spring - Fall 2021 Discussions with F.’Ianning Directors Forum on potential RHNA
methodology options and factors

Summer — Fall 2021 Potential RHNA methodology options discussed by AMBAG
Board

September 8, 2021 HCD presents at AMBAG Board Meeting

December 8, 2021 Approval of draft RHNA methodology by AMBAG Board

December 2021 - February 2022 | HCD Reviews Draft Methodology

March 9, 2022 Approval of final RHNA methodology by AMBAG Board

March 21, 2022 Release draft RHNA plan with RHNA allocations by jurisdiction




March 22 - May 5, 2022

Local jurisdictions and HCD may appeal RHNA allocation within
45 days of release of the draft RHNA plan/allocations

May 2022

AMBAG releases final 2045 MTP/SCS accommodating RHNA

May 6 —June 19, 2022

Local jurisdictions and HCD may comment on appeals within 45
days of the close of the appeal period (if appeal(s) are received)

June 8, 2022

Adoption of Final 2023-31 RHNA Plan with RHNA allocations by
AMBAG Board

June 8, 2022

Adoption of Final 2023-31 RHNA Plan with RHNA allocations by
AMBAG Board (if no appeals are received)

July 13, 2022

AMBAG to hold public hearing on appeals (if appeals are
received)

August 27, 2022

AMBAG makes final determination that accepts, rejects,
modifies appeals and issues final proposed allocation plan

September 14, 2022

Adoption of Final 2023-31 RHNA Plan with RHNA allocations by
AMBAG Board (if appeal(s) are received)

December 2023

Jurisdiction’s 6th Cycle Housing Elements are due to HCD

Revised Draft RHNA Methodology

For the past six months, AMBAG has been discussing with the PDF and Board potential
options for developing a RHNA methodology based on HCD’s 6th Cycle RHND. The
revised draft RHNA methodology was presented at the November 1, 2021 Planning
Directors Forum and November 10, 2021 AMBAG Board of Directors meeting for
discussion and input. Based on direction received from AMBAG Board, HCD, and public
comments received during the November 10, 2021 public hearing, AMBAG staff are
proposing changes for a final draft RHNA methodology.

Under new RHNA laws, HCD must approve each COG’s RHNA methodology and confirm
it furthers the RHNA objectives. HCD met with AMBAG staff on November 19, 2021 to
discuss their initial comments on the AMBAG revised draft methodology. AMBAG staff
has incorporated these changes into the final draft methodology. HCD staff encouraged
AMBAG to consider AFFH as an allocation factor which is proposed in the final draft
methodology. It was recommended that the housing growth from the RGF be reduced
to be more reflective of the RHNA period. The revised draft methodology included a 10-
year period of housing growth from the 2022 RGF, AMBAG staff proposes to reduce this
to an eight-year period to reflect the eight-year RHNA planning period. HCD also
encouraged AMBAG to consider a partial scale for identifying Racially Concentrated
Areas of Affluence (RCAAs). In the final draft methodology, AMBAG staff revised the
definition of RCAA+ to include jurisdictions who qualified as a partial RCAA. In addition,
HCD staff suggested considering reducing the income distribution weighting if an AFFH
allocation factor was added. Based on comments from HCD and feedback received



through public comment, AMBAG staff has reduced the income distribution weighting
from 50% to 30%.

Based on Board input, public comment, feedback from HCD, and assessment of the
data, AMBAG staff are proposing changes for a final draft RHNA methodology as
discussed below.

Summary of changes from revised draft to final draft RHNA methodology:

e Reduced the 10-year period of housing growth from the 2022 RGF to an eight-
year period to reflect the eight-year RHNA planning period

e Reduce job share to 50%, but retain percentage share of jobs from 2022 Regional
Growth Forecast for existing (2020) jobs

e Include Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) as an allocation factor using
the RCAA equity analysis

e Use RCAA+, rather than RCAA, to incorporate adjustments for jurisdictions that
meet one of the two RCAA criteria

e Shift Above Moderate units to Very Low and Moderate units to Low for the
Income Allocation

e Reduce the income allocation shift from 50% to 30%

Final Draft RHNA Methodology

Based on comments received, AMBAG staff proposes a final draft methodology as
shown in Table 1.

Table 1: AMBAG RHNA Allocation Methodology

Final Draft RHNA Units
Methodology
2022 Regional Growth 12524
Forecast ’
Employment 50%
Transit 5%
Resiliency Factor (Wildfire 10%
and Sea Level Rise) 20,750
Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing (AFFH), 35%
based on RCAA+
‘ AFFH (income shift) ‘ 30%




All data used in the development of RHNA methodology is based on the following
publicly available sources:

e Regional Growth Forecast (RGF): Housing growth from 8-year RHNA period from
the AMBAG 2022 RGF (accepted for planning purposes by the AMBAG Board in
November 2020), based on California Department of Finance (2020)

e Employment: AMBAG 2022 RGF, based on InfoUSA and California Employment
Development Department (2020)

e Transit: Existing (2020) transit routes with 15- and 30-minutes headways, based
on existing transit routes and stops from transit operators

e Resiliency: Percent not in high fire risk or 2' sea level rise risk, CALFIRE, California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), and National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA)

e Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Unit Allocation: Jurisdictions with
higher than the regional average for percentage above 200% of the poverty level
and percentage white are defined as RCAAs. Jurisdictions that qualify under one
category receive a partial allocation. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community
Survey (2015-2019) and 2020 Census

e Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Income Allocation: Redistribute a
portion of very low and low income units out of non-RCAA jurisdictions and shift
those units to RCAA jurisdictions. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community
Survey (2015-2019) and 2020 Census

First Step in RHNA Methodology: 2022 Regional Growth Forecast Base Allocation

This RHNA methodology allocates a portion of housing units (12,524) based on data for
projected housing growth for the eight-year RHNA planning period from the Regional
Growth Forecast (RGF). The 2022 RGF was used in the Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS). The use of the same data within the
RGF is important to meeting the RHNA plan statutory objectives of protecting
environmental and agricultural resources and achieving the region’s greenhouse gas
reduction targets. (Gov. Code, § 65584(d)(2).) Use of the 2022 RGF ensures that this
RHNA methodology would be consistent with the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation
Plan/SCS, which was released for public review and comment in November 2021.

The 2022 RGF is the most accurate growth forecast available for the region, is more
granular than any other available projections, included significant quality control, was
reviewed and approved by executive planning staff in all jurisdictions for accuracy, and



was accepted by the AMBAG Board. Using the 2022 RGF in this RHNA methodology
assures that large jurisdictions do not get inappropriately small allocations which do not
fulfill the needs of their populations, and small jurisdictions do not get inappropriately
large allocations that exceed the feasible capacity of developable land. This supports the
furtherance of a RHNA plan statutory objective, which focuses on promoting 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. (Gov. Code, §
65584.04(d)(2).)

The 2022 RGF allocation step is just one factor in the RHNA methodology; jobs, transit,
and resiliency are all used to allocate housing units, which go above and beyond existing
jurisdictions’ general plans. In fact, HCD’s 6th Cycle RHND of 33,274 units is higher than
the number of units that jurisdictions within the AMBAG region have planned for
through 2050, so general plan changes will be necessary and are not precluded by using
the 2022 RGF as a part of the allocation.

Second Step in RHNA Methodology: Jobs, Transit, Resiliency and AFFH

The second step in the RHNA methodology is to allocate the remaining units (20,750
units) based on jobs, transit, resiliency and AFFH factors. Existing (2020) jobs account for
50% of the remaining housing units, jurisdictions with existing (2020) transit routes with
15- and 30-minute headways account for 5%, and 10% of units is allocated those
jurisdictions who have the smallest percentages of high fire or high sea level risk. Finally,
35% of the housing units are allocated based on RCAAs. Jurisdictions qualifying as RCAAs
or partial RCAAs are shown in Attachment 3.

The final draft RHNA methodology unit allocation estimates by factor and for income
allocation are provided in Attachment 4. The final draft RHNA methodology shifts Above
Moderate units to Very Low and Moderate units to Low. After further review and
discussions with HCD, AMBAG staff recommends this option because it furthers the
RHNA obijective of allocating 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. (Gov. Code, § 65584.04(d)(4).)

Third Step in RHNA Methodology: Income Allocation

Addressing the income equity disparities of the AMBAG region’s jurisdictions was a key
focus of the income allocation methodology. Though jurisdiction level disparities cannot



be completely corrected within a single RHNA cycle, PDF and AMBAG Board members
recommended to allocate a high weight to this factor.

As a result of concerns with the TCAC data, AMBAG developed a local measure of
Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence, based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau
and a framework described by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Consensus from the PDF was that the RCAAs analysis better reflected the AMBAG
region’s areas of opportunity than the HCD/TCAC Opportunity Map data (see
Attachment 3, Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence for the AMBAG Region).

In addition to incorporating the RCAA data, the percentage of units shifted from above
moderate/moderate units to low/very low units is 30%. The final draft RHNA
methodology shown here results in RCAAs getting a higher share of their RHNA in the
lower income categories. In RCAA jurisdictions 52% of the RHNA allocation is very low or
low income. In partial RCAA jurisdictions 40% of the RHNA allocation is very low or low
income. The comparable share for non-RCAA jurisdictions is 28%.

Other Comments Received

Farmworker Housing

AMBAG received a few public comments on including a separate allocation factor for
farmworker housing. AMBAG staff does not recommend this as it would add additional
units to the following jurisdictions: Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Salinas, Soledad,
Unincorporated Monterey, Unincorporated Santa Cruz and Watsonville. The prior draft
methodology allocated a substantial number of units to the ag-oriented incorporated
cities, and HCD flagged this as a concern with the methodology, suggesting that they
expect to see a smaller proportional share of units in those cities. When AMBAG staff
raised questions about how to reconcile the competing objectives of addressing
farmworker housing needs and RHNA’s income-balancing objectives, HCD staff
suggested that other jurisdictions could address farmworker housing needs and that a
lower RHNA does not prohibit ag-oriented jurisdictions from planning for farmworker
housing. Based on these discussions, AMBAG staff do not think HCD will approve any
methodology that directs additional housing to ag-oriented jurisdictions.

Statutory Adjustments

AMBAG has received several comments and questions regarding statutory adjustments
to the RHNA methodology allocations. AMBAG issued a statutory mandated survey of



statutory factors to local jurisdictions on July 1, 2021, and survey responses were due on
August 15, 2021. AMBAG received completed surveys from all jurisdictions. The
completed surveys will be included in the draft RHNA plan. Similar to what was done in
the 5% Cycle, statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected.
Any statutory adjustments will be made and documented as part of the draft RHNA
Plan.

Next Steps

Upon approval from the Board of Directors on the final draft methodology, AMBAG will
submit the final draft methodology to HCD for review and approval. Following approval
from HCD, the AMBAG Board of Directors is scheduled to consider approval of the final
RHNA methodology and direct staff to issue the draft RHNA Plan with RHNA allocations
by jurisdiction in March 2022.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Regional Housing Needs Allocation Objectives and Factors
2. Summary of Factors for Consideration in 6" Cycle RHNA
3. Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence for the AMBGA Region
4. Final Draft Methodology RHNA Unit Allocation & Income Allocation Estimates
5. Letter from City of Pacific Grove dated November 19, 2021
6. Summary of Comments Received on RHNA Methodology



ATTACHMENT 1
REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION OBIJECTIVES AND FACTORS (§65584.04.E)

This section describes the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) objectives and
factors identified in state statute which AMBAG must consider. Objectives must be met
in all RHNA methodologies. Factors must be considered to the extent sufficient data is
available when developing its RHNA methodology.

RHNA Plan Objectives, Government Code 65584(d)

The regional housing needs allocation plan shall further all of the following objectives:

1. Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability
in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which shall result
in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very-low-income
households.

2. Promoting 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 provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section
65080.

3. Promoting 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.

4. Allocating 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, as compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category
from the most recent American Community Survey.

5. Affirmatively furthering fair housing.

RHNA Plan Factors, Government Code 65584(e)

1. Jobs and housing relationship
"Each member jurisdiction’s existing and projected jobs and housing relationship. This

shall include an estimate based on readily available data on the number of low-wage
jobs within the jurisdiction and how many housing units within the jurisdiction are
affordable to low-wage workers as well as an estimate based on readily available data,
of projected job growth and projected household growth by income level within each
member jurisdiction during the planning period." - §65584.04(e)

10



2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

"Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state laws,
regulations or regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a
sewer or water service provider other than the local jurisdiction that preclude the
jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for additional development
during the planning period." - §65584.04(e)

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

"The availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to
residential use, the availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill
development and increased residential densities. The council of governments may
not limit its consideration of suitable housing sites or land suitable for urban
development to existing zoning ordinances and land use restrictions of a locality,
but shall consider the potential for increased residential development under
alternative zoning ordinances and land use restrictions. The determination of
available land suitable for urban development may exclude lands where the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) or the Department of Water
Resources has determined that the flood management infrastructure designed to
protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk of flooding." - §65584.04(¢e)

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

"Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or
state programs, or both, designed to protect open space, farmland,
environmental habitats, and natural resources on a long-term basis, including
land zoned or designated for agricultural protection or preservation that is
subject to a local ballot measure that was approved by the voters of that
jurisdiction that prohibits or restricts conversion to non-agricultural uses." -
§65584.04(e)

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

"County policies to preserve prime agricultural land, as defined pursuant to
Section 56064, within an unincorporated and land within an unincorporated area
zoned or designated for agricultural protection or preservation that is subject to
a local ballot measure that was approved by the voters of that jurisdiction that
prohibits or restricts its conversion to non-agricultural uses." - §65584.04(e)
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3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

"The distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of a comparable period of
regional transportation plans and opportunities to maximize the use of public
transportation and existing transportation infrastructure." - §65584.04(e)

4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

"Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward
incorporated areas of the county and land within an unincorporated area zoned or
designated for agricultural protection or preservation that is subject to a local ballot
measure that was approved by the voters of the jurisdiction that prohibits or restricts
conversion to non-agricultural uses." - §65584.04(e)

5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

"The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments, as defined in paragraph
(9) of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, that changed to non-low-income use through
mortgage prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions." -
§65584.04(e)

6. High housing cost burdens

"The percentage of existing households at each of the income levels listed in subdivision
(e) of Section 65584 that are paying more than 30 percent and more than 50 percent of
their income in rent."

7. Rate of Overcrowding
Factor undefined. - §65584.04(e)

8. Housing needs of farmworkers
Factor undefined. - §65584.04(e)

9. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

"The housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the
California State University or the University of California within any member
jurisdiction." - §65584.04(e)

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness
Factor undefined. - §65584.04(e)
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11. Loss of units during an emergency

"The loss of units during a state of emergency that was declared by the Governor
pursuant to the California Emergency Services Act (Chapter 7 (commencing with Section
8550) of Division 1 of Title 2), during the planning period immediately preceding the
relevant revision pursuant to Section 65588 that have yet to be rebuilt or replaced at the
time of the analysis." - §65584.04(e)

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets
"The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets provided by the State Air Resources
Board pursuant to Section 65080." - §65584.04(e)

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

"Any other factors adopted by the council of governments, that further the objectives
listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584, provided that the council of governments
specifies which of the objectives each additional factor is necessary to further. The
council of governments may include additional factors unrelated to furthering the
objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 so long as the additional factors do
not undermine the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 and are applied
equally across all household income levels as described in subdivision (f) of Section 65584
and the council of governments makes a finding that the factor is necessary to address
significant health and safety conditions." - §65584.04(e)
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Factors for Consideration in 6th Cycle RHNA

Highlight Reflects Jurisdictions Where Factor Should be Considered

Jobs & Housing

Opportunities & Constraints to

Maximize Transit &
Transportation

Agenda ltem #2

Directing Growth
to Incorporated

High Housing

2020 Census Relationship Development Infrastructure Areas Cost Burdens

Population J/H Ratio Sg.Mi. % Resilient Resil. Sq. Mi. High Qual. Transit Agreement % Burdened

Region 709,896 1.5 41%
Monterey County 439,035 40%
Carmel-By-The-Sea 3,220 1.0 1 64% <1 no 41%
Del Rey Oaks 1,592 1.0 <1 44% <1 yes 32%
Gonzales 8,647 3.2 2 100% 2 no yes (more) 39%
Greenfield 18,937 2.0 2 100% 2 no yes (more) 50%
King City 13,332 24 4 100% 4 no 50%
Marina 22,359 0.8 10 89% 9 yes 38%
Monterey 30,218 3.0 12 63% 8 yes 43%
Pacific Grove 15,090 1.0 4 95% 4 no 36%
Salinas 163,542 1.8 24 100% 24 yes yes (more) 43%
Sand City 325 11.1 3 100% 3 yes 59%
Seaside 32,366 1.0 9 77% 7 yes 47%
Soledad 24,925 2.2 5 96% 4 no yes (more) 36%
Uninc. Monterey 104,482 1.5 3695 19% 695 yes yes (less) 33%
Santa Cruz County 270,861 41%
Capitola 9,938 2.2 2 83% 1 no 46%
Santa Cruz 62,956 1.8 16 75% 12 yes 45%
Scotts Valley 12,224 2.1 5 50% 2 yes 37%
Watsonville 52,590 2.0 7 95% 6 yes 49%
Uninc. Santa Cruz 133,153 0.8 578 13% 77 yes 37%

Sources:

Jobs: AMBAG 2022 RGF, based on InfoUSA and California Employment Development Department (2020)

Housing: AMBAG 2022 RGF, based on California Department of Finance (2020)

Area: U.S. Census Bureau TIGER geographic files (2019)
Resilience (percent not in high fire risk or 2' sea level rise risk): CALFIRE, CPUC, NOAA
High Quality Transit (has at least 30 minute headways): AMBAG 2015-2020 transit routes and stops

Directing growth: Jurisdiction survey

Cost Burden: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS)
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Factors for Consideration in 6th Cycle RHNA
Highlight Reflects Jurisdictions Where Factor Should be Considered

Housing Needs

Rate of Over- Farmworker of College Improving
Crowding  Housing needs Students Equity

% Crowded % Reg. Ag. Jobs Pov. Rate % Above 200% Pov. % White

Region 11% 13% 67% 37%
Monterey County 14% 13% 64% 27%
Carmel-By-The-Sea 6% 0% 3% 88% 87%
Del Rey Oaks 1% 0% 5% 87% 68%
Gonzales 18% 5% 10% 59% 5%
Greenfield 29% 16% 13% 56% 3%
King City 20% 2% 19% 45% 7%
Marina 12% 0% CSumMB 13% 64% 33%
Monterey 1% 0% 11% 80% 63%
Pacific Grove 8% 0% 7% 85% 71%
Salinas 19% 22% 17% 58% 11%
Sand City 10% 0% 16% 66% 50%
Seaside 12% 0% CSUMB 13% 65% 29%
Soledad 24% 5% 14% 52% 8%
Uninc. Monterey 10% 31% CSUMB 9% 72% 45%
Santa Cruz County 7% 13% 71% 54%
Capitola 7% 0% 16% 72% 65%
Santa Cruz 5% 0% UcCsC 21% 66% 58%
Scotts Valley 3% 0% 4% 87% 72%
Watsonville 21% 11% 15% 53% 12%
Uninc. Santa Cruz 5% 8% 10% 79% 66%

Sources:

Overcrowding, Poverty, Percent White: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (2015-2019) and 2020 Census
Jobs: AMBAG 2022 RGF, based on InfoUSA and California Employment Development Department (2020)

Other factors (data not available):

Loss of assisted housing units.

Housing needs of those experiencing homelessness.

Loss of units during emergency

SB 375 GHG reduction targets
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Attachment 3

Defining Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) for the AMBAG Region

Region
Monterey County
Carmel-By-The-Sea
Del Rey Oaks
Gonzales
Greenfield
King City
Marina
Monterey
Pacific Grove
Salinas
Sand City
Seaside
Soledad
Unincorp. Monterey
Santa Cruz County
Capitola
Santa Cruz
Scotts Valley
Watsonville
Unincorp. Santa Cruz

Affluent

% Population Higher Than
Above 200% of Regional

Poverty Level Average
67%
88% yes
87% yes
59%
56%
45%
64%
80% yes
85% yes
58%
66%
65%
52%
72% yes
72% yes
66%
87% yes
53%
79% yes

Racially Concentrated

% White
37%

87%
68%
5%
3%
7%
33%
63%
71%
11%
50%
29%
8%
45%

65%
58%
72%
12%
66%

Higher Than
Regional
Average

yes
yes

yes
yes

yes

yes
yes
yes

yes

yes

RCAA
Both Higher
Income and
Less Diverse

yes
yes

yes
yes

partial

yes
yes
partial

yes

yes

Data sources: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (2015-2019), and 2020 Census
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES

Housing Unit Allocation

RHNA Total
33,274

Region
Monterey County
Carmel
Del Rey Oaks
Gonzales
Greenfield
King City
Marina
Monterey
Pacific Grove
Salinas
Sand City
Seaside
Soledad
Uninc. Monterey
Santa Cruz County
Capitola
Santa Cruz
Scotts Valley
Watsonville
Uninc. Santa Cruz

Housing

8-Year
Housing
Unit
Change
12,524

10

69
1,426
550
488
790
403
98
4,333
108
649
473
510

178
789
57
1,023
570

Jobs
50%

Jobs
2020

3,566
748
6,326
7,882
8,195
6,548
40,989
8,016
78,874
2,092
10,476
9,010
60,293

12,250
43,865
10,109
28,514
45,264

%
Reg.
Share

1%
0%
2%
2%
2%
2%
11%
2%
21%
1%
3%
2%
16%

3%
11%
3%
7%
12%

Units
10,374

97
20
171
213
222
177
1,110
218
2,136
57
284
244
1,633

332
1,188
274
772
1,226

Transit
5%

Transit
Score

P O FRr P NOPFPF OOOUFEFOo

R R R RO

%
Reg.

0%
8%
0%
0%
0%
8%
8%
0%
17%
8%
8%
0%
8%

0%
8%
8%
8%
8%

Units
1,038

87

o

87
87

168
87
87

0
87

0
87
87
87
87

Resiliency (Wildfire & Sea Level Rise)

10%

% Area Not
in High Risk
Zone

64%
44%
100%
100%
100%
89%
63%
95%
100%
100%
77%
96%
19%

83%
75%
50%
95%
13%

Normalize
(% Area x
Unit Chg)

30
1,426
550
488
706
252
93
4,333
108
503
455
9%

147
594
28
969
76

%
Reg.

0%
0%
13%
5%
4%
7%
2%
1%
40%
1%
5%
4%
1%

1%
5%
0%
9%
1%

Units
2,075

272
105
93
135
48
18
829
21
96
87
18

28
113

185
15

Calculations are performed on unrounded numbers. Numbers shown here are rounded to the nearest whole number.
For example 0% in the table above may be 0.00-0.49%.

RCAA
35%

RCAA

100%
100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
100%
0%
50%
0%
0%
100%

100%
50%
100%
0%
100%

Transit Score: 1 = has transit service with 30-minute headways. 2 = has transit service with both 15- and 30-minute headways.

Statutory adjustments may be made after a methodology has been selected.
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Normalize
(% RCAA x
Unit Chg)

10
69

o O

403
98

54

510
178
395

57

570

%

Reg. Units

7,263
0% 31
3% 214
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
17% 1,249
4% 304
0% 0
2% 167
0% 0
0% 0
22% 1,579
8% 552
17% 1,223
2% 177
0% 0
24% 1,767

RHNA

Total
33,274

139
396
1,869
868
803
1,189
2,897
638
7,466
440
1,116
804
3,827

1,090
3,400

600
2,067
3,665



https://0.00-0.49

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES

Income Allocation: Shifts Units Between Above Moderate and Very Low and Between Moderate and Low
Baseline Income Allocation

Region

Monterey County
Carmel-By-The-Sea
Del Rey Oaks
Gonzales
Greenfield
King City
Marina
Monterey
Pacific Grove
Salinas
Sand City
Seaside
Soledad
Uninc. Monterey

Santa Cruz County
Capitola
Santa Cruz
Scotts Valley
Watsonville
Uninc. Santa Cruz

V... Low Mod.

7,868 5,146 6,167

33 21 26
94 61 73
442 289 346
205 134 161
190 124 149
281 184 220
685 448 537
151 99 118
1,764 1,154 1,385
104 68 82
264 173 207
190 124 149
905 592 709

258 169 202
804 526 630
142 93 111
489 320 383
867 567 679

A.M.

14,093

59
168
792
368
340
504

1,227
270
3,161
186
473
341
1,621

462
1,440
254
875
1,552

RCAA

RCAA

100%
100%
0%
0%
0%
0%
100%
100%
0%
50%
0%
0%
100%

100%
50%
100%
0%
100%

30%

Shift
V.L

-133

77

43
-147
260

30%
Shift] Very
Low Low
7,661
6 43
18 122
-87 309
-40 143
-37 133
-55 197
134 891
30 196
-346| 1,235
0 104
-52 185
-37 133
178 1,177
51 335
0 804
28 185
-96 342
170| 1,127

Low
5,011

27
79
202
94
87
129
582
129
808
68
121
87
770

220
526
121
224
737

Raw RCAA Adjustments

Mod.

Above
Mod.

6,302 14,300

20
55
433
201
186
275
403
88
1,731
82
259
186
531

151
630

83
479
509

49
140
925
430
397
588

1,021
225
3,692
186
551
398
1,349

384
1,440
211
1,022
1,292

Nov. 29, 2021

Rebalance to Income Group

Totals

Very
Low
7,868

44
125
317
147
137
202
915
201

1,268
107
190
137

1,209

344
826
190
351
1,158

Calculations are performed on unrounded numbers. Numbers shown here are rounded to the nearest whole number.

RCAA = Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence

AFFH adjustments shift units between Above Moderate and Very Low (V.L.) categories, and between Moderate and Low.
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Low
5,146

28
81
207
97
89
132
598
132
830
70
124
89
791

226
540
124
230
758

Above

Mod. Mod.
6,167 14,093
20 47
54 136
424 921
197 427
182 395
269 586
394 990
86 219
1,694 3,674
80 183
253 549
182 396
520 1,307
148 372
617 1,417
81 205
469 1,017
497 1,252

RHNA

Total
33,274

139
396
1,869
868
803
1,189
2,897
638
7,466
440
1,116
804
3,827

1,090
3,400

600
2,067
3,665




Attachment 5

CITY OF PACIFIC GROVE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
300 Forest Avenue = Pacific Grove, California 93950

November 17, 2021

Dear AMBAG Board of Directors and Planning Directors Forum Participants,

The affordable housing crisis affects all jurisdictions in Monterey County. The City of Pacific Grove (PG) is committed to
increasing the supply and choice of affordable housing within its city limits and throughout the region.

The RHNA process and the Housing Element are two fundamental tools for affordable housing planning if and when they
are properly implemented. The AMBAG region is in critical need of affordable housing. However the draft distribution
neglects to place units in locations where they have the greatest chance of being built. If units are not assigned in a more
practical and equitable way, the region risks not having units built altogether and possible state penalties for not building
the units as some jurisdictions have very real and persistent limitations.

Unique local conditions must be considered when developing the RHNA methodology. Considerations for the City of
Pacific Grove:

Compared to other jurisdictions in Monterey County, PG is very limited in its land availability as reflected in the
attached Vacant and Underutilized maps from the City’s 2015-2023 Housing Element. Based on this limitation, the
City would need to realistically determine where and how it could accommodate the proposed units within the
next eight year period. The City anticipates continuing building ADU’s and expects this would be feasible and
rezoning/upzoning parcels that could accommodate density bonus and other incentives to accommodate more
density and affordable units. Planning for high numbers of units in a city that is built-out with few vacant parcels
must be considered. The City is approximately 3.5 square miles and built out with about 6,835 households and
infill is the only form of development that could occur as confirmed in the analyses of the current Housing Element
2015-2023.

The City is implementing tools to support near-term affordable housing production such as ADUs, a local density
bonus ordinance, objective design and development standards, and identifying key opportunity sites that can be
leveraged through partnerships with affordable housing developers.

PG and other peninsula cities are subject to the State Water Resources Control Board 2009 Cease-and-Desist
Order (CDO) on water extraction from the Carmel River. As a result, jurisdictions within the Monterey Peninsula
Water Management District are prohibited from establishing or setting new meters and from changing use at
existing sites. This policy is critically limiting our ability to move forward with shovel-ready projects and planning
for future housing on the Peninsula.

The cost of construction has skyrocketed since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and now requires even higher
levels of subsidy. PG and other small jurisdictions have severely limited access to housing subsidies, land, and



related resources needed to produce lower income housing units at the numbers indicated in the draft distribution
of RHNA numbers.

RHNA Methodology

The two methodologies proposed by AMBAG include the Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) and HCD/TCAC
Opportunity Map methodology. Implementing one or the other would result in very different outcomes for PG. The table
below shows the results of the RCAA methodology that increases very low income units by 33%, a 32% increase in low
income units, a decrease of 50% in moderate income units and a 38% decrease in above moderate income units:

City of Pacific

Grove RHNA %
Numbers | TCAC RCAA | Change
Verylow 152 202 33%
Low 100 132 32%
Moderate 48 24 -50%
Above mod 150 93 -38%
Total Units

Assigned 450 | 451 0%

Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs)

The proposed RHNA methodology utilizing the Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs), which reflects areas of
advantage in the region and directs a higher share of lower-income housing to RCAA’s, results in approximately 74% of
the very low or low income RHNA allocation to those jurisdictions including the City of Pacific Grove.

This methodology puts undue burden on cities like Pacific Grove who are small, do not have federal or state direct
subsidies to develop very low, low, or moderate income housing, and do not have the land to build sufficient above
moderate units that could yield lower income units through other incentives.

Examining Tools to Build Affordable Housing and Meet RHNA Goals

Over the last year, PG examined how it would accommodate new RHNA numbers on existing sites through a robust
community engagement process for its Welcome Home initiative. The City looked at underutilized and vacant parcels as
well as examined zoning. Carefully determining eligible sites and the right tools that will yield units is part of the creativity
that needs to occur in order to squeeze higher density development on any available parcels.

City of Pacific Grove Local Water Project and ADU Development

Through great ingenuity, PG created a new water supply through the Local Water Project, a new satellite recycled water
treatment plant (SRWTP) that recycles a portion of Pacific Grove’s wastewater. If unused water meters exist on a property,
the City can sell that allocation of water and use the revenue for ADU and JADU development. In the past two years, 104
permits have been pulled for ADU’s/JADU’s and of those, 29 have received their final inspection, and 21 are in the process
of building plan review. The remaining 54 are somewhere in between. The City expects it could continue to accommodate
more ADU development even with the CDO in place.

Density Bonus

The table below details minimum scenarios to meet proposed RHNA allocations with density bonus incentives. If a density
bonus project was hypothetically proposed to meet just the very low income requirements, the development would need
to be over 400 units to yield the very low income requirement with 50% very low income affordability. Additional
developments of approximately an additional 284 units would be needed to meet the affordable units proposed. There
are no developments of that size in PG. The City would need to have many density bonus developments and upzone many
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parcels and include density bonus incentives to meet the needs of the lower income units to accommodate the number
of lower income units required by the proposed RHNA allocation. It is highly unlikely that a density bonus development
would occur with 100% affordability, so realistically, these are minimum numbers and far greater numbers would be
needed to accommodate the lower income units.

Density Bonus as a Tool to Meet Affordability

Income Level RHNA RCAA Proposed Units for PG | Minimum Density Bonus required
to yield RHNA units

Very Low income 202 404 (100% affordable
development)

Low Income 132 236 (100% affordable
development)

Moderate Income 24 48 (80% density bonus with 50%
affordability)

Above Moderate 93 93 (no subsidy just building units)

Total 451 781

Inclusionary Zoning

The City has examined implementing an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The table below details the RHNA numbers
needed to meet affordability requirements. If an inclusionary requirement comparable to the County of Monterey were
applied, after the threshold of about six or more housing units is met and a hypothetical 20% inclusionary requirement is
applied at the distribution of 6% very low income, 6% low income, and 8% moderate income units; in order to reach 202
very low income units, the City would need to develop 3,367 units, 2,200 additional units to meet the low income
requirement of 132 units, and 300 units to meet the 24 unit moderate requirement. The total number of units through an
inclusionary requirement to meet those affordability requirements alone in the RCCA model would be 5,867 units, or an
86% increase in the total housing stock of Pacific Grove.

Inclusionary Zoning Needed to Meet Draft RHNA Numbers
Income Level RHNA RCAA Proposed Units for PG | Minimum  Inclusionary  Units
Needed
6% Very Low Income 202 3,367
6% Low 132 2,200
8% Moderate 24 300
Above Moderate 93 93
Total units 451 5867

Cost to Build Lower Income Units
The latest development estimates from non-profit housing developers to build a lower income unit is approximately
$550,000/unit and this estimate is for a studio or 1-bedroom unit. The cost to build 358 subsidized units would be

approximately $196,900,000.

Very Low Income Units and Additional Subsidies

Very-low income units often require additional subsidies for supportive housing services. The cost of these services have
been estimated by the State’s No Place Like Home (NPLH) funding program to be about an additional $6,500/year/unit in
operating subsidies to support clients in retaining housing. Some estimates locally can be as high as approximately
$16,000/year/unit. In order to meet the subsidy for one year after averaging the supportive service cost estimates, an
additional $2,272,500 might be needed annually to maintain the services for very low income households.
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Limited Access to regional funds for affordable housing

Project based Section 8/Housing Choice Vouchers are significant in developing affordable housing but the city of Pacific
Grove is at a disadvantage in accessing them. The City of Salinas receives the largest investment from the County’s Housing
Authority that develops affordable housing. The Housing Authority has the majority of their low-income housing
development in the City of Salinas and owns many properties in Salinas. Additionally, other housing developers, such as
Eden, MidPen, EAH Housing, and CHISPA focus most of their development efforts in Salinas and South County. A lot of this
has to do with the availability of land, water, and subsidies. Additionally, Salinas can invest an initial subsidy from HOME
funds that makes TCAC applications more competitive.

Conclusion/Request: When it comes to the allocation of RHNA numbers, one unit of lower income housing, especially
very low and low, is not equal to one unit of above moderate housing. If AMBAG selected this methodology, the City would
require serious subsidies to ensure its share of lower income units are built. More importantly, it would require
development of additional above moderate units to yield lower income units. The RCAA methodology is technically giving
the City more above moderate units. The City proposes moving toward a methodology that more equitably and reasonably
distributes lower income units. The RCAA methodology is unrealistic for the City and needs to be adjusted based on the
City’s unique limitations to succeed in the next RHNA cycle.

Sincerely,
Alyson Hunter, AICP

Community Development Director
City of Pacific Grove
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Figure B-1: Vacant Sites
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Figure B-2: Underutilized Sites
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Attachment 5

Public Comments Received on the AMBAG 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology

Number

Agency/ Last Name
Organization

Public Lee

Public Lee

Public Lee

Santa Cruz YIMBY Sonnenfeld

Santa Cruz YIMBY Sonnenfeld

First Name

Ruckus

Ruckus

Ruckus

Rafa

Rafa

Comment Response Comment
Format
In Consideration of 5th Cycle Results and HCD provides the units by income categories as part of its Regional Housing Need Determination. Email

eHistorical exclusion of Extremely-Low Income (ELI) category from RHNA goals despite statutory objectives [Equal representation does not
necessitate an asterisk]

¢AMBAG 6th Cycle RHNA goals for the lowest-incomes: ratios of Very-Low Income (VLI) over "Above 120% AMI" (56%) and Low Income (LI)
over "Above 120% AMI" (37%), per Agenda, p8

eAvailable land historically prioritized for luxury/market-rate housing while "kicking can down the road" on "truly affordable" housing (ELI,
VLI, LI) via in-lieu fees and/or land donations without developer under contract

eSilicon Valley boundary encroachment into AMBAG counties

eAMl increase due to that encroachment, e.g., rental rates @100% AMI

1-person (only, regardless of square footage) household unit, monthly rental rate, per 2021 AMI

Santa Cruz County: $1958.75 (= $78,350/12 x 0.3); "Above 120% AMI" = above $2350.50

San Benito County: $1587.50 (= $63,500/12 x 0.3); "Above 120% AMI" = above $1905

Monterey County: $1427.50 (= $57,100/12 x 0.3); "Above 120% AMI" = above $1713

1-person (only, regardless of square footage) household unit, monthly rental rate, per 2018 AMI
Santa Cruz County: $1522.50 (= $60,900/12 x 0.3)
San Benito County: $1418.75 (= $56,750/12 x 0.3)
Monterey County: $1208.75 (= $48,350/12 x 0.3)

Either AMBAG does not have land use authority. Each local jurisdiction is responsible for preparing a housing Email
eEstablish an overriding timeline in each of the AMBAG designated areas for the lowest-income RHNA goals FOR EVERY TWO YEARS of the element and permitting housing units.

8.5-year 6th Cycle (6/30/23 — 12/15/31), similar to AMBAG 6th Cycle RHNA goal ratios of Very-Low Income (VLI) over "Above 120% AMI" (56%)

and Low Income (LI) over "Above 120% AMI" (37%), per Agenda, p8 Suspend permit approvals for "Above 120% AMI" housing units should

that timeline goal for the lowest-income-level housing units not be accomplished at the end of each two-year period. Or Require the State to

provide the funds up front (not via grant lotteries, tax credits, etc.) to fulfill the lowest-income RHNA goals. How about taxing Tech and luxury-

rate real estate developers —those purveyors of rooftop pools and bars— to contribute to that purpose?

The Hubris of Density Up in a Seismic Zone Comment noted. Email
No engineer or architect can design an "earthquake-proof" structure. That concept does not exist in reality, despite its common usage. They
design toward the goal of "earthquake-resistance" to minimize lateral movement, but they cannot guarantee that any structure they design
will be habitable... or standing... after every earthquake.

They can cite a low probability of failure based on statistical analyses, but earthquakes are unique and unpredictable.

And there are other variables, including the inherent faulty construction practices and materials that may not be discovered until after
successive ground movement has occurred to expose them.

"Earthquake design is a fuzzy proposition. You can't ask an engineer to guarantee that a building will never collapse in an earthquake. That is
not fair, and it is not the deal that society has made with the construction world. You can ask that it will behave as well as possible, meeting at
least the code requirements. Even that's a heavy responsibility." —Leonard Joseph, Principal, Seismic Performance-Based Design, Thornton
Tomasetti

Santa Cruz YIMBY advocates for more affordable housing to meet the needs of our growing population in response to the ever-increasing cost AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our Letter
of living and the housing crisis in our region. We have been closely following the RHNA methodology discussion that has been occurring this  June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was
year, and recommend the following changes to the staff-proposed RHNA allocation redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high

methodologies in order to improve the housing-construction feasibility and social equity that come out of the RHNA allocation: weight.
Use AFFH as a significant factor in allocation housing totals, not just adjusting the share of allocation for Low/Very Low Income. This will The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH
ensure that high opportunity areas receive higher numbers of both low income units as well as market rate units, instead of the proposed factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

income shift methodology that assigns more market rate units to low opportunity communities, which could exacerbate gentrification.

Use jobs access as the other major factor, and base that on jobs proximity instead of within jurisdiction jobs-housing balance. By putting more housing where the largest number of jobs are, that meets the statutory RHNA objective Letter
of improving jobs/housing balance. Objective 2 of RHNA states “Promoting 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.” ABAG's
assessment of Objective 2, recommended by HCD, was to assess RHNA's performance based on
jurisdiction-level jobs data, not job proximity.
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Date

9/7/2021

9/7/2021

9/7/2021

9/20/2021

9/20/2021

11/22/2021



Number

Agency/ Last Name First Name
Organization

Santa Cruz YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa

Santa Cruz YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa

Santa Cruz YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa
Monterey Bay Madrigal Elizabeth
Economic

Partnership

(MBEP)

Comment

Set up a strong evaluative framework to assess methodology performance (and base it primarily on the number of units allocated, not the %
at different income levels).

We find that the proposed methodologies presented in the August planning directors meeting do not adequately account for the need for
Farmworker Housing. Farmworker jobs are not necessarily accurately captured in the Census data; to ensure that homes are adequately
distributed to farmworker communities, we suggest a methodology factor that explicitly allocates approximately 900-1000 80% AMI
farmworker housing units (the number of farmworker housing units identified as feasible to construct in the Pajero/Salinas Valley
Farmworker Housing study) between the following jurisdictions: Unincorporated Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties, Watsonville, and all
Salinas Valley jurisdictions including Gonzalez, Greenfield, King City, Salinas, and Soledad.

We recommend using separate allocation methodologies for low-income units assigned to jurisdictions in Monterey County vs Santa Cruz
County: in Santa Cruz County, it is reasonable for jurisdictions in Santa Cruz County to plan for low-income

units assigned to them on the basis of AFFH high opportunity areas. However in Monterey County, the unincorporated portion of the county
has many high opportunity areas that are not good candidates for low income housing due to lack of transportation and other infrastructure
necessary to be competitive for affordable housing tax credit financing. We recommend using a methodology that results in reassigning AFFH-
based low-income units in Monterey County that would have been assigned to the unincorporated county to instead be allocated to
incorporated cities with high opportunity such as Monterey, Pacific Grove, and Carmel.

I would like to submit the attached policy brief as written comment under agenda item 10.B, 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Methodology for the 10/13 AMBAG Board of Directors meeting.

Introduction: MBEP’s housing initiative is aimed at promoting the increase of housing at all income levels in the Monterey Bay region via data
driven policies, funding solutions, and advocacy. The purpose of this brief is to bring clarity to the methodology options that are best suited to
equitably meet the housing demands of our region, as well as the intricate issues we face. MBEP’s goal is to play a proactive role in convening
housing advocates to build a common understanding and developing housing production oriented recommendations for consideration by
local government staff and elected officials

The Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) is one of the tools available to the State of California to address our state wide housing crisis.
RHNA requires that jurisdictions adequately plan for existing and future growth within their respective region. The RHNA process can be
summed up in four phases, which include: 1) Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND), 2) RHNA methodology, 3) RHNA plan, and 4)
Housing Element updates. For additional information on the Housing Element and all it entails, please refer to MBEP’s Housing Element FAQ.

The Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG) prepares the RHNA plan for Monterey and Santa Cruz counties. The Council of
San Benito County Governments (SBCOG) assumes the same role as AMBAG, but for San Benito County. As of the writing of this brief, AMBAG
isin Phase 2 - preparing a draft methodology which will be used to allocate a share of the Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND) to
each locality within AMBAG. SBCOG is recently received its Regional Housing Needs Determination from HCD, and is beginning to embark on
Phase 2.
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Response Comment
Format
AMBAG's evaluation framework is to ensure the allocation meets the five statutory objectives and Letter
addresses the 13 statutory factors. AMBAG proposes using an evaluation framework of metrics as

presented in the revised draft methodology to the Planning Directors meeting on November 1, 2021.

Evaluation of each jurisdiction’s progress towards fulfilling their RHNA allocation is done by HCD through

their Annual Progress Reporting process.

Ag jobs are included in our jobs data. We are not using “Census” jobs data—we're using address-level Letter
data from the California Employment Development Department, InfoUSA, and nearly a year of extensive
ground-truthing the data by AMBAG staff. These data sources do include agricultural jobs as well as
agricultural support jobs. If the number of ag jobs in the 2022 RGF appears low, it is not because we
missed ag jobs, it’s because of industry classifications. Within NAICS classifications, support activities for
agricultural or animal production (e.g., harvesting contractors, farm labor contractors, crop packaging,
warehousing) appear in manufacturing, transportation and warehousing, or wholesale. In addition, a
comprehensive review of AMBAG region firms listed in the agriculture NAICS sector showed many
support activities. AMBAG staff re-classified these to manufacturing, wholesale, or retail.

For these reasons, allocating by total jobs does help to ensure that housing will be planned where
farmworkers live. Perhaps more importantly: The listed jurisdictions (Gonzales, Greenfield, King City,
Salinas, Soledad, Unincorporated Monterey, Watsonville, and Unincorporates Santa Cruz) account for
nearly 2/3rds of the Very Low and Low income allocation (more than 8,000 units) under the proposed
framework. Allocating an additional 1,000 units to those jurisdictions (many of which are already lower-
income) would necessitate taking lower-income units away from high-resource jurisdictions, and thus
perpetuating existing inequalities—a principle RHNA is designed to protect against.

AMBAG receives one number for both counties. There is a process for becoming a subregion and Letter
receiving a separate determination from HCD for that subregion. The timing for that has passed.

Monterey and Santa Cruz counties share a number the same characteristics such as: a sizable inter-

county commute flow, need for farmworker and college housing, jobs/housing imbalance, a large share

of agriculture and tourism based jobs, etc.

Thank you for your comments. Letter

Date

9/20/2021

9/20/2021

9/20/2021

10/8/2021

11/22/2021



Number

10

11

12

Agency/
Organization
MBEP

MBEP

MBEP

Last Name

Madrigal

Madrigal

Madrigal

First Name

Elizabeth

Elizabeth

Elizabeth

Comment

Overview: Historically, the Monterey Bay Region has fallen short of permitting the units needed in order to fulfill the RHNA numbers
stipulated for each jurisdiction. As of the latest state reporting period ending July 2021, AMBAG has only met 58.8% of its 5th Housing
Element Cycle RHNA allocation, which spans 2014-2023. Further analysis determined that jurisdictions defined as high opportunity areas by
the California Department of Housing and Community Development were least likely to be on track to meet their very low and low income
RHNA targets. Of the six jurisdictions in AMBAG that have a minimum of three high opportunity areas within them, they were cumulatively
found to have only produced 11.94% of AMBAG's overall RHNA allocation. Of note is that between all six jurisdictions in AMBAG that have a

Response Comment
Format

AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our Letter

June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was

redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high

weight.

The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH

minimum of three high opportunity areas tracts within them, they have collectively only permitted 294 very low income and low income units factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

- 7% of AMBAG’s allocation for very low income and low income units (4,155 total very low and low income goal).We must continue to track
and evaluate the specific practices that have led to high opportunity areas within our region underperforming, especially when it comes to
very low income and low income units. As a result of HCD now taking both existing and project housing needs into account when determining
the Regional Housing Determination for each COG, the determinations under the 6th Housing Element cycle have turned out to be
significantly higher than past determinations. The final regional housing need determination for AMBAG is 33,274 units across four income
categories - very-low (extremely-low units are included within this category), low, moderate, and above-moderate. This is a 219% increase
from AMBAG's total 5th Housing Element cycle RHNA allocation of 10,430. As for SBCOG, their final regional housing need determination for
the 6th Housing Element cycle is 5,005 units across the four income categories of very-low (extremely-low units are included within this
category), low, moderate, and above-moderate. This amounts to a 128% increase from SBCOG's total 5th Housing Element cycle RHNA
allocation of 2,194,

Now that AMBAG has received its RHND from HCD, it is tasked with determining the methodology that will be utilized to allocate the
Monterey Bay Region’s housing need across jurisdictions. The priority factors AMBAG has identified in developing its methodology are:
regional growth forecast, employment, transit, resiliency, and affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH). Of note is that the AFFH allocation

approach does not affect the number of units a jurisdiction is assigned - it only adjusts the share of allocation for very low & low income units.

Methodology Approach Case Study: In order to offer a view into a comparable region in the state, the methodology the Santa Barbara County
Association of Governments (SBCAG) adopted will be broken down. Similar to AMBAG in that SBCAG is comprised of subregions that are

Objective 1 of RHNA states: Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and Letter
affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which shall result in each

distinct from one another, SBCAG chose to divide their allocation between the North County and South Coast subregions in order to focus on jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low income households. Housing law does

the region’s sub-regional jobs-housing imbalance. Afterwards, a jobs-balance allocation method was applied, which includes a 60% weighing
on current jobs, and a 40% weighing on forecasted 2020-2030 jobs from SBCAG’s Regional Growth Forecast. The result of this first step
allocated 60% of the region’s RHNA determination to South Coast jurisdictions as this subregion is host to 60% of the region’s current jobs.
The remaining 40% of the RHNA determination was allocated to North County jurisdictions. Subsequently, SBCAG elected to distribute the
subregional allocations to jurisdictions based on equal weighting (50%) for both overcrowding and cost burden. Lastly, SBCAG elected to have
the methodology adjusted per RHNA’s four income categories. This adjustment made it so that any jurisdiction with a high share of housing
from a specific income category would receive a lower proportion of units of that very income category. As a result of this strong equity
adjustment, 75% of the lower income RHNA figure was allocated towards high opportunity areas with access to jobs. The methodology
approach SBCAG opted to move forward with ought to be further explored by AMBAG as our respective regions are both distinct subregions
in which one approach would not adequately take into account the intricacies underlying each subregion. A strong equity adjustment similar
to the one SBCAG implemented should also be highly considered by AMBAG in order for high resource areas within AMBAG's jurisdiction to
build their fair share of very low and low income units.

Recommendations to Consider: Farmworker Housing - The Monterey Bay Area region is distinct from various regions in the state in that it is
comprised of a multi billion dollar agricultural industry primarily concentrated in the Salinas Valley, as well as a booming tourism industry in
the coastal regions of the Monterey Peninsula and Santa Cruz. On the point of economic drivers within the Monterey Bay Region, it is
imperative that AMBAG specifically account for the housing needs of farmworkers, especially when factoring in the significant rates of
overcrowding in our region when it comes to this special needs population. According to the Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for
Salinas Valley and Pajaro Valley, farmworker households were found to be occupied at 7 People Per Dwelling (PPD) to the average PPD of

not allow any jurisdiction to get 0 low- and very low income units. By allocating units to jurisdictions
based on their number of jobs and their access to high-quality transit, and then shifting across income
categories, the proposed methodology does funnel more very low and low income RHNA units to higher-
income areas with access to key resources. In assessing the results of the draft methodology, we have
also noted that jurisdictions with higher per capita unit allocations have current housing shortages, as
illustrated by high rates of overcrowding and high need for farmworker housing. The proposed
methodology balances existing housing needs by locating housing where it is needed, and balances
equity by shifting across income categories.

While farmworker needs must be taken into account through the RHNA process, AMBAG is mandated to Letter
allocate units based on income, not on occupant type. While the farmworker and hospitality/service

sectors are located in different places, on balance the distribution jobs across lower-wage industries (ag,

retail, services) very closely mirrors that of total jobs across the region. Thus, while it might seem counter-
intuitive, the total jobs factor results in an allocation that also distributes units to places with lower-wage
industries. Finally, AMBAG explored such an such as allocating RHNA based on type of job based on

3.23 in Monterey County, and 2.60 PPD in Santa Cruz County. It is recommended that AMBAG staff explore incorporation of a factor allocating discussions with the Planning Directors Forum. Ultimately, the consensus was that total jobs made more

very low & low income farmworker housing units throughout the Salinas Valley jurisdictions, Watsonville, and unincorporated Monterey &
Santa Cruz counties. AMBAG staff also ought to consider measures that can be taken to address the jobs-housing imbalance prevalent within
coastal areas of our region with large hospitality and service sector employees.
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sense. We also double checked the numbers and found if we did use such a factor as suggested, more
units would be allocated to lower income areas and less units allocated to higher opportunity areas. Staff
does not feel that this meets the equitable distribution factor as compared to option staff presented.

Date

10/8/2021

10/8/2021

10/8/2021

11/22/2021



Number

13

14

15

16

Agency/
Organization
MBEP

MBEP

MBEP

Public

Last Name

Madrigal

Madrigal

Madrigal

Porter

First Name

Elizabeth

Elizabeth

Elizabeth

Ed

Comment Response Comment
Format
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing - Another large question to consider is whether AMBAG’s methodology is effectively incorporating the  There is no guidance under state law that suggests total units should be reduced in lower-income Letter
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing factor. As it currently stands, the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing metric AMBAG is utilizing does  jurisdictions. Instead the law states that the RHNA plan must “(1) Increasing the housing supply and the
not affect the total number of housing units a jurisdiction is allocated - it is simply used as a shifting mechanism to adjust the share of very mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in all cities and counties within the region in an equitable
low & low income units a jurisdiction receives. Santa Cruz YIMBY has flagged this usage of the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing metric as manner, which shall result in each jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low
a concern as it would in effect assign more market rate units to low opportunity communities, which has the potential to lead to income households.” [Emphasis added.] In many cases reducing the total number of units could be
gentrification. AMBAG staff ought to review and take into consideration Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing factors other COGs in the state counter-productive for equity as lower-opportunity jurisdictions tend to have high overcrowding rates
have utilized that have been shown to produce larger lower income RHNA allocations within high opportunity areas, such as the strong AFFH and are in need of additional housing. Moreover the research on market rate housing and gentrification
factors SBCAG and SCAG developed into their methodologies. As stated on the previous page of this brief, SBCAG was able to have 75% of the is mixed at best.
lower income RHNA numbers allocated towards high opportunity areas. As for SCAG, this COG was able to allocate 95% of their lower income
RHNA figures to high and highest resource areas (with the exception of the cities of Industry and Vernon) due to their strong AFFH factor in
their methodology.
Water for Housing - Lastly, a distinct issue that AMBAG must take into consideration when developing the RHNA methodology is that of the  Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government Letter
water supply problem the Monterey Peninsula is faced with. While AMBAG chose to adjust the RHNA allocation of cities within the Monterey Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
Peninsula downwards during the 5th Housing Element cycle, we urge AMBAG to explore options that would not decrease the RHNA RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:
allocations of jurisdictions in the Monterey Peninsula, especially as most high opportunity areas within Monterey County are located within 1. Jobs and housing relationship
the Monterey Peninsula. Detailed in length in MBEP’s Study on the Impact of Water on Housing Development in the Monterey Peninsula, a 2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)
possible solution would be for AMBAG to develop an alternative distribution of the RHNA numbers in order to assign additional units to 2a. Capacity for sewer and water service
Peninsula jurisdictions once the Carmel River Cease and Desist order is lifted by the deadline the California State Water Resources Control 2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development
Board has imposed of December 31st, 2021.9 It is equally important to acknowledge that while water is often cited as a barrier to the 2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development
production of new housing in the Monterey Peninsula, it is not the main, nor the only barrier to housing development in these communities. 2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land
Such barriers include community opposition to high density housing, high costs of construction on new housing development, and there not 3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure
existing a guaranteed source of local affordable housing financing - to name a few. Establishing solutions to combat these challenges well 4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas
before a new supply of water is available must be accomplished in order for jurisdictions to be well positioned to take advantage, and partner 5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments
with developers to build housing without any delays. 6. High housing cost burdens
7. Rate of Overcrowding
8. Housing needs of farmworkers
9. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students
10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness
11. Loss of units during an emergency
12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets
13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments
Conclusion: The RHNA methodology established by AMBAG must address the housing demands of Monterey Bay residents, both existing and Thank you for your comments. Letter
projected, as well as the unique issues we face. Incorporating the considerations above including a strong Affirmatively Furthering Fair
Housing factor, adequately accounting for farmworker & hospitality service housing needs, and making production oriented adjustments
regarding the Monterey Peninsula’s water challenges are vital when equitably planning for the future of our region. Once AMBAG and SBCOG
have established their respective methodologies, they will be used to allocate a share of the Regional Housing Needs Determination to each
locality that resides within AMBAG and SBCOG. After this step has been completed, each jurisdiction will have to create a Housing Element,
which is required to detail how the allocated number of units will be accommodated, and any zoning changes that will need to be made to
account for the units stipulated under RHNA. MBEP will be involved throughout the duration of the duration of the RHNA process, and urges
advocacy groups and community members to become involved in this undertaking that directly shapes the future of our region.
This Ambag meeting is upon us with its planned big numbers of market rate homes and above. I'm hoping AMBAG Board members will realize HCD provides the units by income categories as part of its Regional Housing Need Determination. Email

that the proposed numbers are upside down. The low and very low numbers are absurdly small! (not to mention that State density bonus law
RETARDS and BLOCKS application of our legally required 20% inclusionary mandate! ) Guess who dreamed THAT up as a dishonest pretext to
get more affordable housing! It seems like the people who proposed the published schedule (below) have not read newspapers for a few
years. (haven't noticed the homeless camps?) | would challenge their methodology because it clearly delivered a ridiculous set of numbers

that do not address our true and clear needs especially for very low income units.
Very Low (0-50% AMI) = 817 units

Low (50-80% AMI) = 534 units

Moderate (80-120% AMI) = 427 units

Above Moderate (120% or more of AMI) = 1,092 units
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Date

10/8/2021

10/8/2021

10/8/2021

10/10/2021

11/22/2021



Number Agency/ Last Name
Organization
17 Public Porter Ed
18 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa
19 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa
20 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa

First Name

Comment

As far as | am concerned, the need for moderate and especially above moderate is negligible and that's clearly demonstrated by lack of
residents (vacancies) at 555 Pacific Ave. and probably at other Downtown locations like 2030 N. Pacific. Way back when | was on the SC City
Council, AMBAG was setting absolutely absurd, ridiculous numbers for the City of Santa Cruz. Fact is, we had to take AMBAG to court to get
reasonable numbers! | hope our elected friends who understand these things will put ideas something like this on the AMBAG record for the
Wednesday meeting. Is this reasonable? “The state’s requirements for the number of homes built in Santa Cruz and Monterey counties will
more than triple starting in June 2023. NO! Not reasonable. It’s bizarre! And how on Earth can they say with a straight face that the quota for
above Moderate (120% or more of AMI) = 1,092 units? THAT's what | am calling gentrification insurance. (or Gentrification guarantees!)
Regarding AMGAG methodology, | think the decline in the California 2020 US census population should send them back to their "drawing
boards"! If there was an emergency in previous years, with a population decline since, and increased housing production on record, the
emergency has ended by definition. Let's address the true deficiency especially of very low income units! THAT is a true emergency!

California YIMBY, Santa Cruz YIMBY, and YIMBY Law are submitting this letter to the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments to
provide recommendations for adopting a Regional Housing Needs Allocation methodology, based on best practices developed through
rigorous academic analysis by experts in the field of planning and housing development, of various methodologies that have already been
adopted by Councils of Governments in other regions during the 6th Housing Element Cycle. We also offer our own analysis of the ability of
the currently proposed RHNA methodology to meet the statutory requirements for the RHNA process, and make specific recommendations
for modifications to the methodology that would further the required statutory objectives, beyond what has been proposed, which we
believe to be inadequate.

Accompanying this letter we have included a copy of the RHNA Methodologies Best Practices report from the UC Berkeley Terner Center for
Housing Innovation. This report highlights some important policy considerations which we believe AMBAG have, to date, not incorporated
sufficiently into its proposed allocation methodology. There are a number of best practices COGs can use to increase the likelihood that their
allocation promotes the statutory objectives of RHNA. These are highlighted in this letter with bullet points.

Put more emphasis on strategies that promote both RHNA’s equity and environmental goals simultaneously. Allocating RHNA near existing
job centers promotes both equity and environmental goals because workers are often forced to commute long distances when adequate
housing isn’t available near jobs. COGs should put more emphasis on factors such as proximity to jobs that can simultaneously promote both
the state’s equity and environmental goals.

In an equitable distribution, we would expect to see, at the very least, no pattern of lower-income jurisdictions consistently taking on a larger
share of the RHNA allocation relative to their share of the region’s population or jobs. Ideally, given that wealthier jurisdictions have
historically used exclusionary policies to limit growth within their jurisdictional boundaries, we would see higher-income jurisdictions taking
on a larger share of the regional RHNA allocation relative to their share of the region’s population and jobs. On the following page is a chart of
AMBAG’s RHNA distribution as currently proposed in the staff’s

recommended methodology compared to existing housing stock. This chart shows the total number of housing units in each jurisdiction
according to the 2020 US Census, as well as the Attachment 5 percentage growth that the proposed allocation has, based on their 2020 total
number of housing units.

As currently proposed, AMBAG's regional methodology does an extremely poor job at promoting equity. According to the 2020 US Census,
the AMBAG region has a total of 249,976 housing units. With a determination of 33,274 units for the region, the total regional growth is
13.3%. As currently proposed, some of the wealthiest, most exclusive jurisdictions in our region, such as Carmel and Pacific Grove, are being
allocated much smaller growth rates, less than 6%, compared to the region as a whole; while less affluent, more rural communities such as
Greenfield and King City are being allocated over 25% growth rates, and two jurisdictions, Sand City and Gonzales, are each being allocated
over 100% growth rates. We strongly encourage AMBAG to adopt a more equitable allocation strategy to ensure areas of highest opportunity
and access to employment are allocated higher than average growth rates, not lower than average growth rates, as is currently the case.

Consider equity directly when determining how many total RHNA units a jurisdiction will receive. Using explicit equity-focused factors—such
as measures of segregation or opportunity—when determining each jurisdiction’s total RHNA allocation can help ensure lower-income and
racially segregated areas are not taking on more than their fair share of RHNA, while also funneling more RHNA to higher income areas with
access to key resources that promote economic mobility. We note that AMBAG’s current methodology does not consider equity directly
when determining total RHNA allocations. Instead, staff have proposed an “income-shift” approach that swaps low-income units from lower-
opportunity jurisdictions with the higher-income units from higher opportunity areas. The intended outcome of the staff approach is to
affirmatively further fair housing by increasing the percentage of low-income units planned for in higher opportunity areas, however, we
believe a better approach would be to instead allocate additional total numbers of low income units to areas of high opportunity, instead of
just shifting the percentages.
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Response Comment
Format

HCD provides the units by income categories as part of its Regional Housing Need Determination. Email

Thank you for your comments. Letter

A substantial share of the proposed RHNA allocation is based on jobs. The proposed methodology Letter

balances existing housing needs by locating housing where it is needed, and balances equity by shifting

across income categories.

AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our Letter

June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was
redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high
weight.

The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH
factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

Date

10/10/2021

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

11/22/2021



Number Agency/ Last Name
Organization

21 California YIMBY, Eckhouse
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld

22 California YIMBY, Eckhouse
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law Sonnenfeld

23 California YIMBY, Eckhouse
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law Sonnenfeld

First Name

Aaron

Rafa

Aaron

Rafa

Aaron

Rafa

Comment Response Comment
Format

ABAG calls our preferred approach the “Bottom-Up” AFFH methodology. In contrast to the Income Shift, the Bottom-Up income allocation AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our Letter

approach does not start with a total allocation assigned with a factor-based methodology. Instead, this approach builds up the total allocation June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was

by using factors to determine allocations for the four income categories separately. Factors are selected for the lower two income categories, redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high

and then for the upper two income categories, and a jurisdiction’s allocation within each income category is determined based on how the weight.

jurisdiction scores relative to the rest of the region on the selected factors. The jurisdiction’s total allocation is calculated by summing the

results for each income category. The bottom-up approach ensures that more low income units go to where they are needed most: near The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH

higher paying jobs, and in historically exclusive communities. COG planning staff in other regions argue that simply performing an income factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

shift to affirmatively further fair housing for RHNA allocation is sufficient, given that what really matters is how much lower-income RHNA

wealthier jurisdictions receive, not their total RHNA allocation. This is due to the fact that lower-income RHNA must be accommodated with a

higher zoned density (generally 30 units per acre). Therefore, if suburban or rural jurisdictions receive a large allocation of lower-income

units, they will likely accommodate the RHNA with parcels located near the urban core (given that they won’t want high density buildings

located on the outskirts of town). On the other hand, if these jurisdictions receive a large allocation of higher-income units, they may find that

the easiest way to accommodate their RHNA is to zone for single family housing on undeveloped land — which could lead to sprawl.

Consequently, some COGs argue that ensuring non-urban jurisdictions receive a high percentage of lower-income units and a relatively small

total RHNA allocation is the best strategy for promoting both RHNA's equity and environmental objectives. The proposed methodology that

AMBAG staff are recommending does not follow the recommended strategy of low total allocations to non-urban jurisdictions. In fact,

unincorporated Monterey County, the most rural jurisdiction in the region, is proposed to be allocated the second highest total number of

housing units of any jurisdiction in the region after the city of Salinas, while another relatively rural jurisdiction, Gonzales, is proposed to be

allocated over a 100% unit increase from 2020 levels, with over 66% of the proposed 2,261units being moderate or above moderate housing

units. Gonzales’ proposed total allocation is nearly as large as the proposed allocation for unincorporated Santa Cruz County, which is a much

larger, more urban, higher resourced jurisdiction with over ten times the existing housing stock. Using a bottom-up approach to affirmatively

further fair housing would not only help to reduce the likelihood of sprawl development in rural communities such as Gonzales, but would

help ensure more homes in our region will be built for people of lower incomes in areas of the highest opportunities.

Consider a jurisdiction’s connection to the regional job market, rather than the number of jobs located within a jurisdiction. There is existing Looking at any factor—including jobs--without considering jurisdiction size could lead to unreasonable Letter
data that measures how many jobs are within a 30-minute commuting distance by car of census blocks across the state. Using this data to results (such as thousands of units allocated to a city that is just a few square miles in area). Objective 2
allocate RHNA can ensure that smaller, wealthier jurisdictions that might be located adjacent to a job center, but don’t have a large number  of RHNA states “Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including
of jobs within their jurisdictional boundary, are still allocated their fair share of RHNA. an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units affordable
to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.”
Consider a jurisdiction’s connection to the regional job market, rather than the number of jobs located within a jurisdiction. There is existing  Statute, and thus the methodology, centers on jobs “in each jurisdiction.” As a legacy of Prop 13, job-
data that measures how many jobs are within a 30-minute commuting distance by car of census blocks across the state. Using this data to heavy jurisdictions have fiscal incentives to avoid planning for housing within their jurisdiction. Diluting
allocate RHNA can ensure that smaller, wealthier jurisdictions that might be located adjacent to a job center, but don’t have a large number their imbalance by looking at neighboring areas could undermine this RHNA objective.
of jobs within their jurisdictional boundary, are still allocated their fair share of RHNA.

Carefully weigh whether basing the RHNA allocation on the land use projections in the SCS is appropriate. Some SCS land use projections In the current proposal, more than half of the RHNA allocation is based on factors other than the Letter
incorporate factors—such as the speed by which jurisdictions approve housing permits and a jurisdiction’s current zoned capacity—that Regional Growth Forecast (RGF). Having the RHNA consistent with the MTP SCS is important but is not
arguably should not be considered at any point in the RHNA allocation process based on statutory guidelines. Further, allocating RHNA based the only—nor the dominant factor being proposed. Also, objective 2 of RHNA states “Promoting infill

on these land use projections can result in an allocation that does not further the statutory objectives of RHNA. In these cases, COGs should development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and agricultural resources, the
not assume they are legally required to allocate encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
RHNA based on the SCS. The AMBAG Sustainable Communities Strategy states that “All growth is consistent with General Plans and was reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.” Allocating a
based on direction from jurisdiction planning staff.” This makes it problematic to use the SCS as the primary basis for assigning RHNA when share based on the plan that underlies the RTP SCS is important to meeting the goals of protecting

RHNA may specifically require general plan amendments to implement. Relying on the SCS for a baseline allocation bakes in the constraints  environmental and agricultural resources and achieving the region’s greenhouse gas reduction targets.
from jurisdictions existing general plans, and doubles down on existing patterns of systemic segregation and inequity to the extent that those While this is not the only factor under consideration, future plans are an important consideration toward
are undressed in the existing general plans. AMBAG staff currently propose to allocate part of the RHNA, approximately half, based on the meeting this objective. Finally, your letter references the existing 2040 MTP/SCS which was adopted in
land use projections in their SCS, which is primarily designed to help the region meet its greenhouse gas reduction goals. When equity is taken June 2018. Over the past two years, AMBAG has been preparing its updated 2045 MTP/SCS in which we
into account, it is as a secondary step that only affects what percentage of a jurisdiction’s RHNA allocation falls into each of the four income  worked very closely with local jurisdictions in identifying changes in land uses out to 2045. Most current

buckets. AMBAG’s SCS gives jurisdictions that believe they are already “built out” a lower proportion of the projected population growth, general plans only go to 2030. Many jurisdictions are currently updating their general plans or conducting
even if they also have high access to jobs and other key resources. AMBAG's SCS incorporates factors—such as the speed by which other planning efforts which are being reflected in the Draft 2045 MTP/SCS which is scheduled to be
jurisdictions approve housing permits and a jurisdiction’s current zoned capacity—that should not be considered at any point in the RHNA released in November 2021.

allocation process given statutory guidelines. Further, depending on how the SCS incorporates existing zoned capacity into its growth
projections, predominantly using the SCS to allocate RHNA could result in a distribution that does not further any of the five statutory
objectives.
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Date

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

11/22/2021



Number Agency/ Last Name
Organization
24 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa
25 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa
26 California YIMBY, Eckhouse Aaron
Santa Cruz YIMBY,
and YIMBY Law  Sonnenfeld Rafa

First Name

Comment

Use publicly available data from objective, external sources. Allocating RHNA based on COGs’ internal data that incorporates local input raises
equity concerns, because it allows small, wealthy jurisdictions that have a significant political incentive to minimize local housing
development an opportunity to bias the RHNA allocation. Wherever possible, COGs should use publicly available data from external sources
within their RHNA allocation methodology. We request that all sources of data be cited and made available to the public and to the AMBAG
Directors prior to the draft methodology approval. We are particularly concerned that the data selected for the proposed draft methodology
to date does not identify the cities of Del Rey Oaks or Scotts Valley to be jurisdictions of high opportunity, despite the fact that they both have
much higher than average median incomes compared to the region as a whole. Without datasets that reflect our shared understanding of
reality, it is hard to believe the intended outcomes of the selected methodology will accurately reflect the values AMBAG emphasizes in its
allocation approach. More transparency for datasets is crucial for an informed decision-making process.

Develop strategies that allow stakeholders to meaningfully participate in discussions about how to allocate RHNA. The RHNA process is very
complex, but some COGs have developed tools that allow the public to understand more intuitively how different RHNA allocation strategies
affect the spatial distribution of RHNA. More COGs should use these tools to ensure that stakeholders can meaningfully weigh in during the
RHNA methodology development process. We are dismayed that AMBAG has not been able to produce a tool that allows the public to
understand how various allocation strategies, as determined by any proposed methodology, will result in distribution of housing units to each
of the jurisdictions. We have only been able to estimate distributions based on the calculations staff have produced for their recommended
methodology, but both the public and AMBAG Directors have not been afforded the opportunity to review calculations for alternative
methodological options to see how those options might change the distributions assigned to each city or unincorporated county in the
Monterey Bay Area. While at this stage we recognize it's unreasonable to develop a tool such as ABAG’s methodology visualization tool, we
encourage the staff to at least provide calculations for distributions of multiple methodology alternatives, including those we are
recommending in this letter. Understanding the extent to which a methodology promotes RHNA's statutory objectives requires not only
understanding the broad theoretical approach employed by a COG, but also an analysis of the plan’s actual output.

We hope that the leaders of the Monterey Bay Area region recognize the seriousness of the task at hand: planning for the region's state-
mandated future growth for the next decade. While this process may be new to some of you, or familiar to others, what differentiates RHNA
and the Housing Element now, in this current planning cycle, from previous cycles is the added legal weight that the state has placed on local
jurisdictions to ensure that the planned housing goals are actually achieved. In years past, a city or county could get away with failing to zone
for affordable housing at the required densities, or failing to facilitate the planned housing growth by falling short of its RHNA objectives; that
is no longer the case. Now that state lawmakers have beefed up the enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance with state law, with
potential fines, reductions in funding, and loss of control of local land use decision making, it is imperative that the RHNA process be executed
carefully and intentionally. Since housing growth based on RHNA allocations is now expected to actually be achieved, and since there are
serious consequences for failing to meet the requirements of the law, it’s important that the RHNA methodology be adopted with as much
care and diligence as possible. We believe the best outcomes for the Monterey Bay Area region: more affordable housing where it's needed
most, reduced greenhouse gas emissions, more opportunities for social mobility, economic growth, and improved quality of life, will be best
achieved by learning from what worked and what didn’t work in other regions, and applying those lessons to the task at hand. Please take
heed of our recommendations and review the attached RHNA Methodologies Best Practices report from the UC Berkeley Terner Center on
Housing Innovation. We also want to extend an offer to meet with any representative from any AMBAG jurisdiction who would like to discuss
our recommendations in greater detail prior to the adoption of the draft methodology at your November board meeting.
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All data used in RHNA is publicly available. Letter

The 2022 RGF was approved by the AMBAG Board of Directors through public meetings and is available
on the AMBAG website. https://www.ambag.org/sites/default/files/2020-
12/Final%20Draft%202022%20Regional%20Growth%20Forecast_PDF_A.pdf

The majority of the RHND is proposed to be allocated based on:

- Jobs (Employment), published as part of the RGF (see link above) and was based on data from the
California Employment Development Department and InfoUSA.

- Wildfire—CPUC and the Office of the State Fire Marshal

- Sea Level Rise—NOAA

- AFFH: TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Maps or RCAAs (U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey
(2015-2019), and 2020 Census)

AMBAG staff has submitted a request to EDD to allow us to share the confidential jurisdictional level EDD
employment data. The county level data is already available. In addition, AMBAG has shared the InfoUSA
data with any local jurisdiction who has requested it. Finally, the AMBAG Board could choose to direct
staff to use a different data source for jobs data.

AMBAG has limited resources as compared to other large CA COGs such as ABAG. AMBAG has worked to Letter
provide very technical information in a way that staff, elected officials, stakeholders and members of the

public can understand. AMBAG will continue to work on improving how we present this information the

RHNA plan.

Thank you for your comments. Letter

Date

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

10/15/2021

11/22/2021



Number

27

28

29

Agency/
Organization
M.R. Wolfe &
Associates, P.C.
on behalf of
LandWatch
Monterey County

M.R. Wolfe &
Associates, P.C.
on behalf of
LandWatch
Monterey County

M.R. Wolfe &
Associates, P.C.
on behalf of
LandWatch
Monterey County

Last Name

Farrow

Farrow

Farrow

First Name

John

John

John

Comment

| write on behalf of LandWatch Monterey County regarding the draft proposed RHNA methodology and to follow up on the concerns we
raised at the Planning Director’s Forum Monday. LandWatch suggests a substantial reduction in the initial allocation of 3,083 units that would
be assigned to the unincorporated area of Monterey County on the basis of the draft proposed methodology. In particular, LandWatch
recommends no units be allocated to the unincorporated area of Monterey County on the basis of its share of regional jobs because the draft
proposed methodology over-allocates units on that basis: the unincorporated area of the County does not have a jobs/housing imbalance.
LandWatch proposes that AMBAG staff recommend this reduction as an adjustment when applying the 13 statutory factors mandated by
Government Code Section 65584.04(e) because a number of these statutory factors justify such a reduction.

Over-allocation of units to unincorporated Monterey County based on jobs. The primary factors used to make the initial allocation in the
proposed draft methodology are the housing units for each jurisdiction projected in the Regional Growth Forecast from 2025-2035 (637 units
for the County) and the percentage of regional jobs for each jurisdiction (resulting in an additional 2,357 units allocated to the County).
LandWatch generally supports using jobs as a primary basis to allocate RHNA for cities. This is consistent with the statutory objective to
promote an “improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing.” (Gov. Code, § 65584(d)(3).) For cities, the focus on employment
is also consistent with the statutory objective to 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 provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.” (Gov. Code, § 65584(d)(2).) However, for the unincorporated
area of Monterey County the allocation of housing units based on the percentage of regional jobs conflicts with the objective to promote infill
development, protection of the environment and agricultural resources, efficient development patterns, and attainment of GHG reduction
targets. Although locating housing units in a city that has jobs can minimize GHG emissions by limiting commutes to the dimensions of the
city, there can be no assurance that the County can or will develop housing that is proximate to jobs. Average VMT is higher for both home-
based and employment-based trips in the unincorporated County than it is in incorporated areas, so it makes sense to concentrate new units
in cities. The zoning the County may create to respond to the County's RHNA allocation may be very distant from the available jobs, whereas
workers in jobs dispersed in the County, e.g., the 13.3% of County workers who are in agricultural work, could likely be housed in the cities
proximate to their jobs. We note almost five times as many agricultural workers in Monterey County live in cities than in unincorporated
areas.

Furthermore, allocating housing units to the unincorporated area of the County is the antithesis of supporting compact urban growth and
efficient development patterns. And allocating housing units to the County is likely to consume farmland. LandWatch is also concerned that
the draft methodology allocates so many units to the County based on jobs even though the unincorporated County does not have a
jobs/housing imbalance. This is evident from your presentation to the Planning Directors, in which the unincorporated area is not identified
as one of the seven areas in Monterey County in which the jobs/housing relationship “should be considered.” The jobs/housing ratio for
unincorporated Monterey County is 1.5, equal to the regional average and lower than the County average of 1.7.5 In short, there is no
jobs/housing problem in the unincorporated area that needs to be fixed by allocating so many housing units. Despite this, the draft
methodology assigns 2,357 additional units to the unincorporated area on the basis of a jobs/housing imbalance, almost four times as many
as the 637 units that are allocated to meet the Regional Growth Forecast. No other jurisdiction except the cities of Monterey and Carmel are
allocated more units for jobs than for their Regional Growth Forecast. However, unlike the unincorporated County, Monterey and Carmel are
clearly communities suffering huge jobs/housing imbalances, as evidenced by substantial in-commuting.6 Carmel has a net in-commute of
1,604 persons, i.e., persons living outside the city commuting into it minus persons living in the city commuting out of it. Monterey has a net
in-commute of 11,506 persons. By contrast, the unincorporated County has a net out-commute of 421 persons.

32

Response

Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government
Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:

1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

. High housing cost burdens

. Rate of Overcrowding

. Housing needs of farmworkers

. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

O 00 N O U bW

In assessing the results of the draft methodology, we have also noted that jurisdictions with higher per
capita unit allocations have current housing shortages, as illustrated by high rates of overcrowding and
high need for farmworker housing. The proposed methodology balances existing housing needs by
locating housing where it is needed, and balances equity by shifting across income categories.

Comment
Format
Letter

Letter

Part of AMBAG's high Regional Housing Need Determination from HCD was to accommodate the existing Letter

housing demand that has not been met in the region. Monterey County has a large share of agriculture
jobs and needs farmworker housing.

Date

11/2/2021

11/2/2021

11/2/2021

11/22/2021
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30

31

Agency/ Last Name
Organization

M.R. Wolfe & Farrow
Associates, P.C.

on behalf of

LandWatch

Monterey County

City of Monterey Uslar

First Name

John

Hans

Comment

Statutory factors warrant a substantial reduction in the allocation to unincorporated Monterey County. While the employment-based
allocation may work for cities, it does not work for the unincorporated area of Monterey County. Fortunately, the over-allocation to the
County can be corrected without disturbing the employment-based allocation to cities, simply by applying one or more of the 13 statutory
factors enumerated in Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(1) through (13). The AMBAG staff's proposed methodology expressly
contemplates that adjustments will be made to the initial allocation to account for the other factors set out in Government Code Section
65584.04(e). These factors mandate a substantial reduction in the allocation to unincorporated Monterey County. (Gov. Code, § 65584.04(e)
[where data available, the COG “shall include the following factors to develop the methodology that allocates regional housing needs . . .”].)
First, Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(4) mandates that the RHNA methodology shall include as one of its factors any "agreements
between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated areas of the county." The County has previously recognized the
need to focus growth in cities by entering into just such MOAs and MOUs with cities to direct growth into incorporated areas. Second,
Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(2)(D) mandates that the RHNA methodology shall include consideration of “County policies to
preserve prime agricultural land.” Monterey County General Plan Agricultural Element contains numerous policies that seek to preserve
prime agricultural land, and in particular, seek to avoid conversion of that land to non-agricultural use. For example, Policy AG-1.4 provides
that on lands classified as Prime, of Statewide Importance, Unique, or of Local Importance, agriculture uses shall be conserved and that
“agriculture shall be established as the top land use priority for guiding further economic development on agricultural lands.” Third,
Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(12) mandates that the RHNA methodology shall include consideration of the region’s greenhouse gas
targets. As noted above, VMT associated with unincorporated Monterey County housing and employment is higher than the average VMT for
the rest of the County, i.e., higher than the VMT for the cities within the County. Thus, GHG emissions are higher. Again, no fundamental
change to the initial allocation methodology is required in order to reduce the County's allocation in recognition of these statutory factors
and in recognition that jobs/housing imbalance rationale does not fit the unincorporated area the way it fits cities. Thus, in applying the
Government Code Section 65584.04(e) factors, LandWatch proposes that the units initially allocated to the unincorporated area of Monterey

County be reduced by the 2,357 units representing the over-allocation of units based on employment.

The City of Monterey requests that the AMBAG Board delay adoption of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation until AMBAG staff provides a
detailed presentation on the two sources of data that were used to develop the employment numbers (InfoUSA and State of California
Employment Development Department - EDD). Eighty-five percent of the proposed RHNA allocation is weighted on employment and
regionally we need confidence in the employment numbers for the allocation to proceed. AMBAG signed a confidentiality agreement with
EDD regarding the data, and AMBAG staff recently recommended that each City contact EDD for their own agreement to verify the
information. In our opinion, this is an inefficient and not transparent approach. We are asking that the Board direct the AMBAG staff to have
the agreement with EDD modified so they can share the data with qualified staff members from each jurisdiction so we can verify the
numbers. It would also be helpful if AMBAG shared the InfoUSA data in a format that can be verified by the local jurisdictions (versus the raw
GIS data). Alternatively, the City and other cities will need adequate time to enter into an agreement with EDD and prepare the GIS maps.

In contrast, the confidential EDD data used in the AMBAG projections estimates 40,989 jobs in Monterey in 2020. AMBAG staff explained that
the Census and publicly available EDD data is based on number of employees versus jobs. Our City, and we suspect other cities as well, needs
to understand the employment data in more detail to gain confidence in the difference between 24,926 and 40,989 jobs. In summary, the
City is urging the AMBAG Board to delay adoption of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation until clarification of the employment data can be
provided at a detailed level to qualified staff members and the Board of Directors. We hope that this clarification could occur before the end

of the calendar year.

33

Response Comment
Format
Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government Letter

Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:
1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

6. High housing cost burdens

7. Rate of Overcrowding

8. Housing needs of farmworkers

9. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

The 2022 Regional Growth Forecast (RGF) was developed over a two-year period which included multiple Letter
meetings with the Planning Directors Forum and local jurisdictions. AMBAG met with each local

jurisdiction multiple times to review all the jobs, population and housing data in 2019 and 2020. No

concerns were identified with the jobs data at that time. In November 2020, the AMBAG Board

unanimously approved the use of the 2022 RGF for planning purposes in the development of RHNA and

the 2045 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy.

It is important to note that there are multiple sources of jobs data, and multiple ways to define jobs. It
was suggested that jobs data from other sources, such as the U.S. Census Bureau LODES data, would be
better for use in the RHNA methodology. However, the U.S. Census Bureau LODES database excludes
military, self-employed, and informal jobs as well as well-documented challenges associated with
“headquartering” whereby all jobs are assigned to a headquarters location, such as a school district
office, rather than to the place of work, such as the school.

More importantly, if another jobs dataset were to be used, the distribution of jobs across jurisdictions or
percent share for each jurisdiction would largely be the same. Because the RHNA methodology is based
on the distribution of jobs or percent share, rather than total number of jobs, there would not be any
substantial changes in the RHNA allocation regardless of what jobs data was uses.

Finally, reaching an agreement with EDD to share the jobs data took nearly several years to finalize and
states “No confidential data will be disclosed to any AMBAG member cities or counties.” AMBAG has
submitted a request to EDD for disclosure of additional data, but notes that this limitation has been
imposed to protect 3rd party privacy information pursuant to Gov. Code Section 6254(c).

Date

11/2/2021

11/5/2021

11/22/2021



Number Agency/ Last Name First Name Comment Response Comment Date
Organization Format
32 SC YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa | wanted to direct your organization's attention to the proposed RHNA methodology that AMBAG staff are set to bring to the BOD for a vote  Unincorporated Monterey County is identified as a RCAA and similar to other RCAAs under the revised Email 11/5/2021
next week (Wednesday, 11/10). There was a final meeting of the AMBAG planning director's forum yesterday where staff presented a new draft methodology, additional low and very low units are shifted to RCAA jurisdictions.
preferred methodology. We have been advocating for significant changes to the methodology being considered by AMBAG, but it appears
our concerns are falling on deaf ears. Our most recent letter is included in the attached agenda packet for yesterday's meeting. Below are a
few concerns about the AMBAG approach to AFFH and 65584.04(e)(4) which are particularly problematic in how they affect the
unincorporated Monterey County, and the RHNA as a whole. According to AMBAG staff, upon conversations with HCD, they have been asked
to increase the weighting of their equity adjustment, so they have. You'll notice that there is a new category called "RCAA," which stands for
Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence, that is basically the revised equity adjustment. The proposal is now to give a 50% adjustment for
Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) after the base allocation, to shift low and very low income units into high opportunity areas and
out of low opportunity areas based on whether or not the jurisdiction has both higher than average white population and a higher than
average affluent population. This is generally good a good concept, and makes sense for most cities, but it's executed poorly and it now
highlights how inadequate the base allocation methodology is, because it results in assigning over 17% of the region's low income housing to
unincorporated Monterey County, a jurisdiction that has a legal settlement that prevents them from AFFH. Pasted below is the staff-
recommended methodology table Option B, which also changes the methodology of their AFFH income shifting within jurisdictions by
swapping VLI units for above moderate units and LI units for moderate units instead of the previous method (Option A) which swapped VLI
for moderate units and LI for above-moderate units. HCD strongly encourages the Option B approach to income shift as opposed to the
previous Option A.

33 SC YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa The Carmel Valley area of unincorporated Monterey County has a hard development cap of 190 units due to a legal settlement agreement The Board of Directors could direct staff to modify the definition of RCAA and include those jurisdictions Email 11/5/2021
with the Carmel Valley Association. That area is the reason why the unincorporated county has received so many affordable units (to further that qualify as a partial RCAA.
AFFH, which the county is legally prevented from doing--see the settlement agreement [ec2-34-221-130-80.us-west-
2.compute.amazonaws.com]; relevant section about the growth cap is pasted below). So it will be virtually impossible for the County to
achieve its AFFH requirements through its housing element process because it is legally prevented from increasing development in its highest
opportunity community. The practical effect of Monterey County's RHNA allocation will be to up-zone areas like unincorporated Castroville
for the purposes of providing affordable housing, even though that will directly conflict with the goals of AFFH; 17% of the region's very low
income housing will be directed to areas that result in exacerbation of economic segregation. My hope would be if AMBAG approves this
flawed methodology and HCD does sign off on this plan, that Monterey County commit to try to achieve their VLI RHNA through on-farm
farmworker housing programs or something else that will be a real commitment to production of affordable housing instead of a paper
pushing exercise. The other thing AMBAG staff has done is made it so that a jurisdiction loses 50% of their allocation of low and very low
income if it's not a "Racially Concentrated Area of Affluence." And their definition of RCAA is that a city has to be both above-average
wealthy, and above-average white. There is no sliding scale; it's all or nothing. Under the previously proposed income shift methodology, the
city of Santa Cruz would have had 817 VLI units and 534 LI units. But because the city is only 66% affluent and not 67% or 68% affluent, it's
getting just 424 VLI units and 278 LI units. A simple solution to this would be to give partial credit to jurisdictions like the City of Santa Cruz,
which meets 98% of AMBAG's definition of an RCAA.

34 SC YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa There was also an attorney representing LandWatch Monterey County on the call as well, who brought up an important context that seems to Theses comments are included as Comments #27-30. Email 11/5/2021
be missing from AMBAG's analysis: that Monterey County has MOUs with several cities regarding development. He forwarded me a letter he
sent to AMBAG. They are arguing for a reduction to unincorporated Monterey County's total allocation, and | agree with their reasoning. "The
County has previously recognized the need to focus growth in cities by adopting policies to limit residential development in the
unincorporated area and by entering into MOAs and MOUs with cities to direct growth into incorporated areas. (See, e.g., agreements with
Greenfield, Gonzales, and Salinas at https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/government/departments-a-h/housing-community-
development/planning-services/resources/mous [co.monterey.ca.us]). Indeed, Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(4) mandates that the
RHNA methodology "shall include" as one of its factors any policies that direct growth toward cities, including "agreements between a county
and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated areas of the county."

11/22/2021
34



Number

35

36

Agency/
Organization
SC YIMBY

SCYIMBY

Last Name

Sonnenfeld

Sonnenfeld

First Name

Rafa

Rafa

Comment

We still feel a more equitable approach to the overall methodology is to use the "bottom up" approach as outlined in our letter, that creates
a separate allocation methodology for each bucket of affordability, rather than the income-shift methodology that is on the fast track to
adoption. There will still need to be adjustments for statutory requirements, especially concerning the situation in unincorporated Monterey
County. To account for farmworker housing, which was a concern several jurisdictions, such as Soledad, feel is being overlooked, the original
idea we had was to create a farmworker housing threshold/adjustment so that we could be sure that each jurisdiction with a farmworker
housing need would be sure to get at that minimum number of units for low/very low. One way that could be done is by re-allocating the
huge number of VLI units in unincorporated Monterey County to the other farmworker jurisdictions. Monterey County will almost certainly
need to be adjusted down to fulfil the statutory requirement of directing housing to infill and AFFH.

| wanted to make sure you and your staff are aware of some of the problems with AMBAG's proposed RHNA methodology, which is being
voted on next week. I'm forwarding you an email thread raising some of our concerns. In addition to those comments, | have some additional
technical details about the problematic proposal as it relates to unincorporated Monterey County. It may be helpful to start from the
beginning of this thread (at the bottom).

Based on the allocation recommended by staff at the Monday meeting, Monterey County would have to have to find somewhere to zone for
1,370 very low and 896 low income units. Since Monterey County’s 2010 General Plan bars sprawl development (GP Policy LU-1.19), the
affordable units would have to be located in

¢ the "Community Areas" of Castroville, Chualar, Boronda, East Garrison, and Pajaro, of which Pajaro and Chualar are the highest priority (LU-
2.23)

¢ the "Rural Centers" of Bradley, Lockwood, Pine Canyon, Playto, River Road, San Ardo, and San Lucas, or

o the 3 Affordable Housing Overlay districts (see Policy LU-2.11)

0 AHO1 - 13-acre Mid-Carmel Valley - see map at
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/45880/636389941503600000 [co.monterey.ca.us]

0 AHO2 - 85-acre Airport Area AHO - see map at
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/45940/636389942172030000 [co.monterey.ca.us]

0 AHO3 - 31-acre Highway 68/Reservation Road AHO - see map at
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/45942/636389942179370000 [co.monterey.ca.us]

35

Comment
Format
Areas with the most agricultural jobs, and thus highest need for farmworker housing are Unincorporated Email
Monterey and Salinas, followed by Greenfield, Watsonville, Unincorporated Santa Cruz, Gonzales,

Soledad, and King City. Creating a separate farmworker housing factor would add units to those

jurisdictions. Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in
Government Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part

of the draft RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors

including:

1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

. High housing cost burdens

. Rate of Overcrowding

. Housing needs of farmworkers

. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

Response

O 00 N O

Comment noted. Email

Date

11/5/2021

11/5/2021

11/22/2021
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37

38

Agency/
Organization
SC YIMBY

SCYIMBY

Last Name

Sonnenfeld

Sonnenfeld

First Name

Rafa

Rafa

Comment Response

These are the only areas in which the General Plan permits Monterey County to focus future growth. (GP Policy LU-1.19.) And at this point, = Comment noted.

no additional development would be allowed in the Mid-Carmel Valley AHO in light of the 190-unit cap in the Carmel Valley Master Plan. (GP
Policy CV-1.6.) Ironically, only the Mid-Carmel Valley site actually has the resources and opportunities that are supposed to be the rationale
for allocating so many lower income units to the County.

There are various prerequisites to non-affordable project development in the Community Areas and Rural Centers, including the adoption of
a Community Plan for Community Areas (Policy LU-2.23) and adoption of a Capital Improvement and Financing Plan for Rural Centers (Policy
LU-2.29). The purpose of a Community Plan is to create a livable community by implementing General Plan Policy LU-2.22, which requires the
following elements:

LU-2.22 Community Areas shall be designed to achieve a sustainable, balanced, and integrated community offering:

a) A vision for that community

b) Various types and nature of land use designations including:

o A diverse range of residential densities and housing types.

o A mix of retail commercial businesses and offices.

o Industrial development where appropriate.

o A variety of recreational opportunities and public amenities integrating enhancement of existing natural resources into the community
where possible.

¢) Adequate public facilities and services including public water and sewer, an extensive road network, public transit, safety and emergency
response services, adequate flood control, parks, and schools.

d) Opportunities for workers to live near jobs.

To our knowledge, Monterey County has not yet adopted any community plans for Community Areas or Capital Improvement and Financing  Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government

Plans for Rural Centers. However, Community Plans and Capital Improvement and Financing Plans are not required for 100% affordable Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
projects in Rural Centers and Community Areas. (GP Policy LU-2.11 b, f, g.) The only requirement for a 100% affordable development in these RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:
areas is that it take care of its own infrastructure needs. (Policy LU -2.11,f, g.) 1. Jobs and housing relationship

If the current allocation is adopted, Monterey County's revised Housing Element will have to upzone at least 113 acres of land in the 2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

Community Areas, Rural Centers, or AHOs to high density, i.e., at least the 20 units per acre required to meet HCD’s density mandate for low 2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

income units (1370+896=2266 units, divided by 20 units per acre=113 acres). In effect, this means that the only way that Monterey County  2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development
2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure
. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments
. High housing cost burdens

. Rate of Overcrowding

. Housing needs of farmworkers

. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

could develop its Low and Very Low Income affordable housing at this point would be to locate it in

e Community Areas, but without the Community Plans that are supposed to make the areas livable,

¢ Rural Centers, but without Capital Improvement and Infrastructure Plans and far from jobs and other opportunities,

¢ in the 116 acres of AHOs at Reservation Road and Highway 68 or around the Airport, where there would be no space to develop any other
uses since essentially all of the space would be needed for the VL and L income units

This would result in isolated low income affordable units without community plans or comprehensive infrastructure plans. This segregation
without resources or opportunities is contrary to the intent to affirmatively further fair housing, and will likely make it impossible to obtain
necessary subsidies.

O 00 NO U b W
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Email

Date

11/5/2021

11/5/2021
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39

40

41

42

Agency/
Organization
SC YIMBY

SCYIMBY

SCYIMBY

SCYIMBY

Last Name

Sonnenfeld

Sonnenfeld

Sonnenfeld

Sonnenfeld

First Name

Rafa

Rafa

Rafa

Rafa

Comment

Again, this problem is a result of the over-allocation of units to the unincorporated Monterey County on the basis of its percentage of regional
employment despite the fact that there is no jobs/housing imbalance in the unincorporated County. This base allocation to the
unincorporated area is contrary to the statutory objective to 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 provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.” (Gov. Code, § 65584(d)(2).)

The over-allocation of units to the unincorporated area of Monterey County is also contrary to the Government Code Section 65584.04(e)(4)
mandate that the RHNA methodology shall include as one of its factors any "agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct
growth toward incorporated areas of the county. The County has in fact entered into agreements with cities to direct growth into
incorporated areas. These agreements are consistent with the County policies calling for City Centered Growth. (See GP Policies LU-2.14
through LU-2.17.) For example, Policy LU-2.14 requires the County to “[w]ork with AMBAG and cities to direct the majority of urban growth
including higher density housing development into cities and their spheres of influence with an emphasis on redevelopment and infill.”

Finally, it should be noted that in speaking with affordable housing developers whose job it is to try to build affordable housing in rural
communities, it's just not feasible to develop the above-listed areas, no matter the zoning: they don't have the necessary infrastructure to be
developable. If AMBAG and HCD allow the proposed methodology to proceed and give hundreds of units of our region's low income RHNA
allocation to unincorporated Monterey county, it is a plan doomed to fail, and our RHNA process will have been a wasted exercise for the

thousands of low income families who depend on this process to work to build the affordable housing we need.

1) We generally like the approach of using Racial Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAA) as the way of AFFH'ing jurisdiction's allocations, but
the all-or-nothing approach that lets the city of Santa Cruz reduce its low and very low allocation by 50% because it is only 66% affluent
instead of 68% affluent is not acceptable. AMBAG should change its methodology for determining RCAAs-based allocations for jurisdictions
that are more than 50% white by reducing the percentage of low and very low units by the relative amount of affluence compared to the

region. So for Santa Cruz, instead of a full 50% reduction to low income units, it should be a reduction of ~1%.

2) Ensure that the statutory adjustments mentioned to reduce sprawl and directing units to infill are given enormous weight for

unincorporated Monterey County, due to their legal barriers to AFFH.

3) Recommend that AMBAG implement a bottom-up approach for the allocation like ABAG did that integrates equity into the total allocation
(or at the very least, include it as an option with draft allocation numbers for the Directors to consider) rather than the income shift approach,
which is the only methodology which the directors have seen draft numbers for, and which has never been presented to them as a real

possibility.

37

Response

Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government
Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:

1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

6. High housing cost burdens

7. Rate of Overcrowding

8. Housing needs of farmworkers

9. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

The Board of Directors could direct staff to modify the definition of RCAA and include those jurisdictions
that qualify as a partial RCAA.

Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government
Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:

1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

. High housing cost burdens

. Rate of Overcrowding

. Housing needs of farmworkers

. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments
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AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our
June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was
redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high
weight.

Comment
Format
Email

Email

Email

Email

Date

11/5/2021

11/5/2021

11/5/2021

11/5/2021

11/22/2021
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44

45

Agency/ Last Name First Name
Organization
Monterey Bay
Economic
Partnership

(MBEP)

Roberts Kate

Monterey Bay Roberts Kate
Economic
Partnership

(MBEP)

Monterey Bay Roberts Kate
Economic
Partnership

(MBEP)

Comment

Monterey Bay Economic Partnership’s Housing Initiative is aimed at promoting the increase of housing at all income levels in the Monterey
Bay region via data driven policies, funding solutions, and advocacy. In coordination with other housing advocates in Santa Cruz and
Monterey counties, we have been closely tracking the AMBAG RHNA methodology process, and have some recommendations for a more
equitable distribution of housing units throughout our region:

1. Adopt a bottom-up methodology approach to result in more housing units allocated to jurisdictions with the most access to opportunity
instead of incorporating Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) via an income-shifting mechanism that does not

affect the absolute number of units a jurisdiction receives. As it currently stands, jurisdictions in the Salinas Valley are seeing the largest
growth rates, although none of these communities are designated as Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAA). While we understand
that it is difficult to balance the range of housing needs in a region as diverse as ours, we do not believe that low growth rates in Racially
Concentrated Areas of Affluence fulfill the statutory objective of AFFH that AMBAG is required to meet per Government Code Section
65584(d). The bottom-up approach results in a more equitable outcome since it not only allocates more RHNA to jurisdictions with higher
access to resources on a per capita basis, but also higher-resourced jurisdictions receive a larger amount of lower income RHNA on a per
capita basis. We recommend the bottom-up approach so that access to Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence is directly factored into the
methodology, followed by the existing priority factors that the Board of Directors choose to incorporate for each income category, which
includes employment, transit, and resiliency factors.

2. Establish a jobs-proximity factor in order to counter the jobs-housing imbalance that the proposed methodology exacerbates. The purpose
of the jobs-proximity factor is to consider the relationship between jobs and transportation with the intent of encouraging more housing in
jurisdictions either within, or with easier access to a relevant job center. One example of the methodology exacerbating the jobs-housing
imbalance are draft allocations for Watsonville and Santa Cruz. As demonstrated in the change to the existing housing stock chart that Santa
Cruz YIMBY prepared in its letter dated October 15th, the City of Watsonville is projected to have a growth rate of 18%, and the City of Santa
Cruz a growth rate of 12%.1 While this is not problematic at face value, when we take into account 28,514 existing jobs in 2020 for the City of
Watsonville versus 43,865 for the City of Santa Cruz, that’s a 54% difference in existing jobs. More housing units must be directed towards
jurisdictions in which existing job centers are located until more job centers and much needed infrastructure are developed in jurisdictions
where it is deficient. Allocating more housing units towards existing job centers will also promote RHNA’s environmental goals by way of
reducing Vehicle Miles Traveled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

3. Explicitly account for farmworker housing units. This can be achieved by ensuring that jurisdictions with a high number of farmworker jobs
have a floor number of lower income units that are available to low income farmworkers, even if other factors, such as RCAA, reduce that
total. The Farmworker Housing Study and Action Plan for Salinas Valley and Pajaro Valley found that an additional 45,560 units of farmworker
housing are needed to alleviate critical overcrowding in farmworker households that are occupied at 7.00 PPD to the average PPD of 3.23 in
Monterey County and the average PPD 2.60 in Santa Cruz County.2 The Plan includes the goal of producing 5,300 permanent affordable
farmworker housing units over the next five years across the Salinas and Pajaro Valleys. We know that this data matters greatly to the Board
of Directors given that AMBAG, along with MBEP, the Counties, and others, were funding partners of the Study and committed to the
implementation of the Action Plan. The past 20 months have

reminded us that farmworkers are essential workers in our regional economy and a safe and secure food supply requires a healthy stable
trained workforce living in safe and secure affordable housing. It is important to note that H2A farmworkers are not a part of this unit count,
given that they do not live in the region year round and are provided housing by their employer.
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Comment
Format
Letter

Response

AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our
June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was
redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high
weight.

The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH
factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

Looking at any factor—including jobs--without considering jurisdiction size could lead to unreasonable Letter
results (such as thousands of units allocated to a city that is just a few square miles in area). Objective 2

of RHNA states “Promoting 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.”

Statute, and thus the methodology, centers on jobs “in each jurisdiction.” As a legacy of Prop 13, job-

heavy jurisdictions have fiscal incentives to avoid planning for housing within their jurisdiction. Diluting

their imbalance by looking at neighboring areas could undermine this RHNA objective.

Ag jobs are included in our jobs data. We are not using “Census” jobs data—we're using address-level Letter
data from the California Employment Development Department, InfoUSA, and nearly a year of extensive
ground-truthing the data by AMBAG staff. These data sources do include agricultural jobs as well as
agricultural support jobs. If the number of ag jobs in the 2022 RGF appears low, it is not because we
missed ag jobs, it’s because of industry classifications. Within NAICS classifications, support activities for
agricultural or animal production (e.g., harvesting contractors, farm labor contractors, crop packaging,
warehousing) appear in manufacturing, transportation and warehousing, or wholesale. In addition, a
comprehensive review of AMBAG region firms listed in the agriculture NAICS sector showed many
support activities. AMBAG staff re-classified these to manufacturing, wholesale, or retail. For these
reasons, allocating by total jobs does help to ensure that housing will be planned where farmworkers
live. Perhaps more importantly: The listed jurisdictions (Gonzales, Greenfield, King City, Salinas, Soledad,
Unincorporated Monterey, Watsonville, and Unincorporates Santa Cruz) account for nearly 2/3rds of the
Very Low and Low income allocation (more than 8,000 units) under the proposed framework. Allocating
an additional 1,000 units to those jurisdictions (many of which are already lower-income) would
necessitate taking lower-income units away from high-resource jurisdictions, and thus perpetuating
existing inequalities—a principle RHNA is designed to protect against. Areas with the most agricultural
jobs, and thus highest need for farmworker housing are Unincorporated Monterey and Salinas, followed
by Greenfield, Watsonville, Unincorporated Santa Cruz, Gonzales, Soledad, and King City. Creating a
separate farmworker housing factor would add units to those jurisdictions. In addition, AMBAG had
extensive conversations with HCD about H2A, and H2A units are included in the base data that HCD used
to determine the region's existing need. An additional 11,410 was added to our RHNA number due to
overcrowding, of which is due in large part to lack of farmworker housing.
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City of Salinas

City of Salinas
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Roberts

Carrigan

Carrigan

First Name

Kate

Steve

Steve

Comment

4. Push out approval of the draft methodology until equity concerns are wholly addressed, and a presentation on the sources of employment
data is presented to jurisdictions that request them. At the Planning Directors Forum held on November 1st, several jurisdictions expressed
concerns around the lack of transparency regarding the data sources used for employment figures. All data sources utilized for purposes of
the methodology should be fully transparent and easily accessible in order for all involved decision makers to be as informed as possible

going forward.

We commend the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments for their work on the 6th Cycle Housing Element and look forward to
having a methodology in place that we can fully stand behind as our region seeks approval from the State. Thank you for your leadership. For

questions, please contact Elizabeth Madrigal at emadrigal@mbep.biz.

The City of Salinas (City) requests that the AMBAG Board delay adoption of the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Methodology until
it directly considers equity in its total unit allocation. The City of Salinas always has recognized that it would receive the largest share of units.
With the planned Future Growth Area and recent developments such as Moon Gate Plaza and Project Homekey conversion of the Good Nite
Inn, Salinas is demonstrating its commitment to increasing housing opportunities across all income levels. Throughout the process, we have
asked that the allocation be equitable and that jurisdictions with high resources have a larger role in providing future housing. AMBAG staff
have done a commendable job of meeting deadlines while breaking down a very complicated process in the creation of a fair base
methodology. We thank them and the Board of Directors for their hard work and diligence in this project. Unfortunately, because something
is fair, does not necessarily mean that it is equitable. The City feels the results of this methodology places an unequitable emphasis on Salinas
and Salinas Valley jurisdictions to shoulder future housing production, failing to further RHNA Plan Objectives (Government Code 65584(d)) of
affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH) and promoting an intraregional jobs-housing balance. The City of Salinas has the following specific

concerns:

a) While Salinas is the largest community in the region, according to AMBAG's 2022 Subregional Growth Forecast, as of 2020 it has 22.7% of
the region's (Monterey and Santa Cruz counties) population but is being given 28% (9,353 units) of the region's housing allocation. For
comparison, the next highest allocation goes to unincorporated Monterey County, which receives just over nine percent (3,083 units), but has

almost 15% of the region's population.

b) According to 2020 US Census data compiled by California YIMBY (see letter in AMBAG Memorandum to Planning Directors Forum
November 1, 2021, pages 18-25), this allocation would represent a 21 % growth in housing stock. Salinas Valley communities are being asked
to accommodate growth of 22% (Soledad), 26% (Greenfield), 29% (King City), and 108%(Gonzales). The only Monterey Peninsula communities
being allocated growth over 20% are Del Rey Oaks and Sand City, which amounts to just over 500 units. Carmel and Pacific Grove would each

only have to accommodate about a five percent change to existing housing stock.

c¢) The City appreciates the inclusion of Racially-Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) as a step toward a more equitable allocation.
However, by just shifting allocation among income groups within a jurisdiction, rather than re-allocating any total units based on affluence,
there is a missed opportunity to require jurisdictions with significant resources, including those in unincorporated areas, to contribute more

to solving the housing crisis and address regional patterns in inequity.
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Response Comment

Format
Given the feedback we’ve heard from local jurisdictions and stakeholders and the preliminary review of a Letter
draft methodology by HCD, AMBAG staff is not recommending approval from the Board tonight.

All data used in RHNA is publicly available.

The 2022 RGF was approved by the AMBAG Board of Directors through public meetings and is available
on the AMBAG website. https://www.ambag.org/sites/default/files/2020-
12/Final%20Draft%202022%20Regional%20Growth%20Forecast_PDF_A.pdf

The majority of the RHND is proposed to be allocated based on:

- Jobs (Employment), published as part of the RGF (see link above) and was based on data from the
California Employment Development Department and InfoUSA.

- Wildfire—CPUC and the Office of the State Fire Marshal

- Sea Level Rise—NOAA

- AFFH: TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Maps or RCAAs (U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey
(2015-2019), and 2020 Census)

AMBAG staff has submitted a request to EDD to allow us to share the confidential jurisdictional level EDD
employment data. The county level data is already available. In addition, AMBAG has shared the InfoUSA
data with any local jurisdiction who has requested it. Finally, the AMBAG Board could choose to direct
staff to use a different data source for jobs data.

Given the feedback we’ve heard from local jurisdictions and stakeholders and the preliminary review of a Letter
draft methodology by HCD, AMBAG staff is not recommending approval from the Board tonight.

RHNA must consider a variety of factors, including current housing need. Of the region's 33,274 unit Letter
allocation, 11,410 were allocated based on overcrowding. The highest rates of overcrowding in the

region are in the Salinas Valley jurisdictions. Based on the 2015-2019 American Community Survey data,

Salina's overcrowding rate is just over 19% compared with just under 10% in unincorporated Monterey

County.
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d) AMBAG states that it did not shift total units based on equity because it "would have resulted in lower unit total allocations to areas with
high overcrowding and high need for farmworker housing" (AMBAG Memorandum to Planning Directors Forum November 1, 2021, page 6).
There is room to consider equity directly in total allocation numbers while holding such communities accountable for addressing these needs.
For example, even a methodology shift that simply brings the City's' RHNA share in line with its population share would still allocate over

7,500 units to Salinas, which is still more than double the next highest allocation.

e) By allocating so much growth inland, this methodology also risks exacerbating regional traffic and commute struggles. Morning commutes
to the Monterey Peninsula on US 101 and Route 68 are already grueling because people cannot afford housing where they work.

f) Under SB 35 (Wiener, 2017) in communities that fail to meet RHNA production targets, developers may elect to use a ministerial process to
get project approval for certain residential projects. Building 9,353 units over the course of eight years means building over 1,000 per year.
From 2015-2020 there were 708 total units developed in Salinas. The City is not a housing developer, and while it can plan to accommodate
many units, it has much less control over the actual pace of development. Such a high unit allocation could result in loss of local control and
poor-quality housing development as the City currently allows housing in certain areas via conditional use to mitigate adverse environmental

factors. The current allocation risks punishing one of the region's most pro-housing communities.

Salinas is pursuing every opportunity possible to develop new housing. In addition to the aforementioned projects, it is in the process of
upzoning parking lots and underutilized commercial properties through SB 2, updating its general plan to facilitate more kinds of housing
throughout the city, and is constantly pursuing funding to close financing gaps. To make a true difference in the housing crisis, and to
affirmatively further fair housing, however, requires efforts from every community in the region, including those with significant resources.
The City of Salinas asks that the Board delay approval of the draft methodology until written concerns have been addressed and has the

following recommendations:

1.Directly consider equity when determining total RHNA units a jurisdiction receives and use RCAAs and AFFH as a significant factor in

allocating housing totals as well as shifting income level determinations.

2.Consider a jurisdiction's connectedness to the regional job market and commute times to jobs, in addition to job locations.

3.If the Board feels strongly about making a final decision on 11/10/21, the City of Salinas urges the selection of Option B as the more

equitable of the two.

Public Comments Received at the November 10, 2021 Public Hearing

53

City of Salians

Hunter

Megan

Thank you, my name is Megan Hunter. I'm the Community Development Director for the City of Salinas. And | just wanted to thank the Board,
and especially the staff, and listening to something that | know is not easy to do. We strongly support the allocation based on a AFFH, if you

Response Comment
Format
The Board of Directors could direct AMBAG staff to consider a population-based factor as part of the Letter

allocation methodology.

Many of the region's jurisdictions already fall, or may in the future fall, under the purview of SB 35 and
may have to rezone.

AMBAG staff presented an option to the Planning Directors Forum to do something similar to this at our Letter
June 30, 2021 meeting. Consensus was that by allocating RHNA by two AFFH-based factors was

redundant. Instead, they chose to allocate by AFFH income category only, but increased it to a high

weight.

The AMBAG Board of Directors can direct staff to modify the draft methodology to consider an AFFH
factor as an allocation factor and bring back to the Planning Directors for discussion.

Objective 2 of RHNA states “Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, Letter
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.” Statute, and thus the methodology, centers on jobs

“in each jurisdiction.” As a legacy of Prop 13, job-heavy jurisdictions have fiscal incentives to avoid

planning for housing within their jurisdiction. Diluting their imbalance by looking at neighboring areas

could undermine this RHNA objective.

Thank you for your comments. Letter

The AMBAG Board of Directors provided direction at the November 8, 2021 Board meeting to explore a  Public
methodology that considered an AFFH factor as an allocation factor and partial RCAA definitions. These  Hearing

look at the percentage of growth that is being assigned to the Salinas Valley communities, in relation to those higher resourced areas. I'm just ' modifications will be brought back to the November 29, 2021 Planning Directors Forum for discussion.

as comparison Carmel is receiving a 5% growth increase, and all of the jurisdictions in the Salinas Valley, communities are over 20%, the
highest being Gonzales. So, um, we think that that's a much fairer way of allocating resources and then | just wanted to mention, in terms of
overcrowding, why is housing overcrowded in our jurisdictions? And it really has to do with the fact that there isn't affordable housing located
in areas in tourist areas that people work in. There should be more allocations to those, and you can see it on route 68. Know, if you're driving
from Salinas to Monterey, that is a horrible commute, and that really speaks to the lack of affordable housing for working people that work
on the peninsula. So we strongly commend the allocation. And | do think it probably doesn't make sense to have a partial AFFH. First hand
City in Santa Cruz, given that they're so close to being on the edge and then Sand City, although it doesn't affect our allocation, per se. | think

that's probably fairer for the region. And that concludes my comments. Thank you.
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54 M.R. Wolfe & Farrow John Land Watch has two basic concerns. First we think that the units have been substantially over allocated to the unincorporated county based
Associates, P.C. on using percentage of regional jobs. Is the primary factor, 2400 units were allocated to county even though the county is doesn't have a jobs
on behalf of housing imbalances. And the purpose of the jobs allocation methodology is to make sure there is an imbalance that the county has a better
LandWatch jobs housing balanced the average. So it just doesn't make sense to allocate tons units to the county unincorporated area on bases. That it's
Monterey County also conflicts with the statutory objectives to promote in sale, protect ag, protect the environment, and to minimize transit and greenhouse

gas, transportation, greenhouse gas emissions.

We think that there should be a substantial downward adjustment to the county if they're going to continue to use the jobs allocation, and
there are a couple of statutory factors that would warrant that, including me, presence of agreements with cities, to direct growth toward
them, County has those agreements. County policies to preserve Prime Ag land, county has those clauses, and also consideration of VMT.
With regard to the RCAA versus TCC Opportunity areas, if you're going to re-allocate based on affirmatively further fair housing, | really
recommend you go back to TCC. There may be some little glitches and it can be fixed, but Monterey County only has 10% of its area in high
resource areas. And to treat it as if it is RCAA, based on income and race factors will result in allocating a tremendous number of units, too. It
basically isn't, it doesn't present the opportunity areas. It's an unincorporated territory. It doesn't have the amenities that would justify

moving a large allocation. So, we'd like you to revisit the county allocation.

55 SC YIMBY Sonnenfeld Rafa First, | wanted to appreciate that staff seems to be moving in the right direction on tweaking the equity allocation. I'm encouraged by the
direction with RCAA+, but | think there are still some tweaks that need to be made. What | wanted to point out is that the City of Santa Cruz
has the highest poverty rate of any jurisdiction in the region, but at the same time it is or should be a regional, racially concentrated area of
affluence. The methodology should not be taking away needed, affordable units from Santa Cruz, because it's only 1% less affluent than the
region as a whole, according to poverty rates. On the, Santa Cruz is the average rent, according to the 2019 American Community survey for
two bedroom apartment minutes, $2,112 a month. Carmel Valley, which is also a recent, racially concentrated area of affluence, is $1,763. So,
you know, how does it affirmatively further fair housing to take away affordable units from a jurisdiction that has a 20% higher market rent
than the jurisdiction that's supposedly more affluent? Santa Cruz rates are higher than six of the eight cities in our region, except for Carmel
and Del Rey Oaks. The other thing | wanted to mention is, you know, to look at this bottom-up approach, again, staff's argument has been
that we shouldn't use the bottom-up approach, because it might take away units from jurisdictions with overcrowding problems. Well, think
about this for a minute. Under the current approach, a city like Greenfield does, which is the most overcrowded city in our region at 29% of
households, is being assigned 1,085 units using the allocation methodology based on the SCS, jobs, transit, resiliency. And there are 425
lower, very low units using that methodology. But then, with the, the income shift, those units are being reduced to a total of 265 low-income

units. So, if is using a bottom-up approach?

56 Monterey Bay Madrigal Elizabeth Now, along with other public commenters, we just really wanted to commend and thanks, for the work that they've put into this
Economic methodology, especially extending the Board out until December 8th. We think it's a good amount of time to be able to incorporate
Partnership recommendations that would make the methodology as well as it can be for our region. And they really want to recommend and that staff
(MBEP) and the board of directors to incorporate AFFH into the methodology, as it will result in a fair allocation of units on the lines of permanently

affirmatively furthering fair housing in all communities within our region. And | also want to make the case for another one of our
recommendations, which is for the methodology to explicitly account for farmworker housing units. This can be achieved as a set aside. |
know you all are aware of that farm workers in our region, are one of the populations that face the most acute housing needs and travels, so
we want to ensure that. But then this methodology, this thing that can be solved for. And that's a part of our farm worker housing study,
actually makes it, we make the case for the goal of producing 5,300 permanent affordable farmworker housing units over the next five years,
across the Salinas and Pajaro Valleys. And | think if this were to be incorporated within the methodology, we'd be able to tackle that goal

directly. And serve one of our neediness populations in the region. Thank you very much.

Public Comments Received after the November 10, 2021 Public Hearing

41

Response

Statutory adjustments will be considered after a methodology is selected as included in Government
Code Section 65584.04(e). . Statutory adjustment(s) will be made and documented as part of the draft
RHNA Plan. Statutory adjustments can be made according to the 13 RHNA plan factors including:

1. Jobs and housing relationship

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing (see below)

2a. Capacity for sewer and water service

2b. Availability of land suitable for urban development

2c. Lands preserved or protected from urban development

2d. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

3. Opportunities to maximize transit and existing transportation infrastructure

4. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas

5. Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments

6. High housing cost burdens

7. Rate of Overcrowding

8. Housing needs of farmworkers

9. Housing needs of UC and Cal State students

10. Individuals and families experiencing homelessness

11. Loss of units during an emergency

12. SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets

13. Other factors adopted by Council of Governments

The AMBAG Board of Directors provided direction at the November 8, 2021 Board meeting to explore a
methodology that considered an AFFH factor as an allocation factor and partial RCAA definitions. These
modifications will be brought back to the November 29, 2021 Planning Directors Forum for discussion.

The AMBAG Board of Directors provided direction at the November 8, 2021 Board meeting to explore a
methodology that considered an AFFH factor as an allocation factor and partial RCAA definitions. These
modifications will be brought back to the November 29, 2021 Planning Directors Forum for discussion.

Areas with the most agricultural jobs, and thus highest need for farmworker housing are Unincorporated

Monterey and Salinas, followed by Greenfield, Watsonville, Unincorporated Santa Cruz, Gonzales,
Soledad, and King City. Creating a separate farmworker housing factor would add units to those
jurisdictions. In addition, AMBAG had extensive conversations with HCD about H2A, and H2A units are
included in the base data that HCD used to determine the region's existing need. An additional 11,410

was added to our RHNA number due to overcrowding, of which is due in large part to lack of farmworker

housing.
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City of Pacific
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City of Pacific
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Hunter

Hunter

First Name

Alyson

Alyson

Comment

The affordable housing crisis affects all jurisdictions in Monterey County. The City of Pacific Grove (PG) is committed to increasing the supply
and choice of affordable housing within its city limits and throughout the region. The RHNA process and the Housing Element are two
fundamental tools for affordable housing planning if and when they are properly implemented. The AMBAG region is in critical need of
affordable housing. However the draft distribution neglects to place units in locations where they have the greatest chance of being built. If
units are not assigned in a more practical and equitable way, the region risks not having units built altogether and possible state penalties for
not building the units as some jurisdictions have very real and persistent limitations.

Unique local conditions must be considered when developing the RHNA methodology. Considerations for the City of Pacific Grove:

compared to other jurisdictions in Monterey County, PG is very limited in its land availability as reflected in the attached Vacant and
Underutilized maps from the City's 2015-2023 Housing Element. Based on this limitation, the City would need to realistically determine where
and how it could accommodate the proposed units within the next eight year period. The City anticipates continuing building ADU's and
expects this would be feasible and rezoning/upzoning parcels that could accommodate density bonus and other incentives to accommodate
more density and affordable units. Planning for high numbers of units in a city that is built-out with few vacant parcels must be considered.
The City is approximately 3.5 square miles and built out with about 6,835 households and infill is the only form of development that could
occur as confirmed in the analyses of the current Housing Element 2015-2023.

* The City is implementing tools to support near-term affordable housing production such as ADUs, a local density bonus ordinance, objective
design and development standards, and identifying key opportunity sites that can be leveraged through partnerships with affordable housing
developers.

* PG and other peninsula cities are subject to the State Water Resources Control Board 2009 Cease-and-Desist Order (CDO) on water
extraction from the Carmel River. As a result, jurisdictions within the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District are prohibited from
establishing or setting new meters and from changing use at existing sites. This policy is critically limiting our ability to move forward with
shovel-ready projects and planning for future housing on the Peninsula.

¢ The cost of construction has skyrocketed since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and now requires even higher levels of subsidy. PG and
other small jurisdictions have severely limited access to housing subsidies, land, and related resources needed to produce lower income
housing units at the numbers indicated in the draft distribution of RHNA numbers.

RHNA Methodology - The two methodologies proposed by AM BAG include the Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) and
HCD/TCAC Opportunity Map methodology. Implementing one or the other would result in very different outcomes for PG. The table below
shows the results of the RCAA methodology that increases very low income units by 33%, a 32% increase in low income units, a decrease of
50% in moderate income units and a 38% decrease in above moderate income units.

Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) - The proposed RHNA methodology utilizing the Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence
(RCAAs), which reflects areas of advantage in the region and directs a higher share of lower-income housing to RCAA's, results in
approximately 74% of the very low or low income RHNA allocation to those jurisdictions including the City of Pacific Grove. This methodology
puts undue burden on cities like Pacific Grove who are small, do not have federal or state direct subsidies to develop very low, low, or
moderate income housing, and do not have the land to build sufficient above moderate units that could yield lower income units through
other incentives.

Examining Tools to Build Affordable Housing and Meet RHNA Goals - Over the last year, PG examined how it would accommodate new RHNA
numbers on existing sites through a robust community engagement process for its Welcome Home initiative. The City looked at underutilized
and vacant parcels as well as examined zoning. Carefully determining eligible sites and the right tools that will yield units is part of the
creativity that needs to occur in order to squeeze higher density development on any available parcels.

City of Pacific Grove Local Water Project and ADU Development - Through great ingenuity, PG created a new water supply through the Local
Water Project, a new satellite recycled water treatment plant (SRWTP) that recycles a portion of Pacific Grove's wastewater. If unused water
meters exist on a property, the City can sell that allocation of water and use the revenue for ADU and JADU development. In the past two
years, 104 permits have been pulled for ADU's/JADU's and of those, 29 have received their final inspection, and 21 are in the process of
building plan review. The remaining 54 are somewhere in between. The City expects it could continue to accommodate more ADU
development even with the CDO in place.
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Response

Comments noted.

RHNA methodologies must address affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH). Feedback from HCD
indicates that including AFFH as a factor to allocate units as well as shifting income units based on AFFH is
a priority. The final draft methodology proposes to reduce the income shift percentage from 50% to 30%.
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Alyson
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Density Bonus - The table below details minimum scenarios to meet proposed RHNA allocations with density bonus incentives. If a density
bonus project was hypothetically proposed to meet just the very low income requirements, the development would need to be over 400
units to yield the very low income requirement with 50% very low income affordability. Additional developments of approximately an
additional 284 units would be needed to meet the affordable units proposed. There are no developments of that size in PG. The City would
need to have many density bonus developments and upzone many parcels and include density bonus incentives to meet the needs of the
lower income units to accommodate the number of lower income units required by the proposed RHNA allocation. It is highly unlikely that a
density bonus development would occur with 100% affordability, so realistically, these are minimum numbers and far greater numbers would
be needed to accommodate the lower income units.

Inclusionary Zoning - The City has examined implementing an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance. The table below details the RHNA numbers
needed to meet affordability requirements. If an inclusionary requirement comparable to the County of Monterey were applied, after the
threshold of about six or more housing units is met and a hypothetical 20% inclusionary requirement is applied at the distribution of 6% very
low income, 6% low income, and 8% moderate income units; in order to reach 202 very low income units, the City would need to develop
3,367 units, 2,200 additional units to meet the low income requirement of 132 units, and 300 units to meet the 24 unit moderate
requirement. The total number of units through an inclusionary requirement to meet those affordability requirements alone in the RCCA
model would be 5,867 units, or an 86% increase in the total housing stock of Pacific Grove.

Cost to Build Lower Income Units - The latest development estimates from non-profit housing developers to build a lower income unit is
approximately $550,000/unit and this estimate is for a studio or 1-bedroom unit. The cost to build 358 subsidized units would be
approximately $196,900,000.

Very Low Income Units and Additional Subsidies - Very-low income units often require additional subsidies for supportive housing services.
The cost of these services have been estimated by the State's No Place Like Home (NPLH) funding program to be about an additional
$6,500/year/unit in operating subsidies to support clients in retaining housing. Some estimates locally can be as high as approximately
$16,000/year/unit. In order to meet the subsidy for one year after averaging the supportive service cost estimates, an additional $2,272,500
might be needed annually to maintain the services for very low income households.

Limited Access to regional funds for affordable housing - Project based Section 8/Housing Choice Vouchers are significant in developing
affordable housing but the city of Pacific Grove is at a disadvantage in accessing them. The City of Salinas receives the largest investment from
the County's Housing Authority that develops affordable housing. The Housing Authority has the majority of their low-income housing
development in the City of Salinas and owns many properties in Salinas. Additionally, other housing developers, such as Eden, Mid Pen, EAH
Housing, and CHISPA focus most of their development efforts in Salinas and South County. A lot of this has to do with the availability of land,
water, and subsidies. Additionally, Salinas can invest an initial subsidy from HOME funds that makes TCAC applications more competitive.

Conclusion/Request: When it comes to the allocation of RHNA numbers, one unit of lower income housing, especially very low and low, is not
equal to one unit of above moderate housing. If AM BAG selected this methodology, the City would require serious subsidies to ensure its
share of lower income units are built. More importantly, it would require development of additional above moderate units to yield lower
income units. The RCAA methodology is technically giving the City more above moderate units. The City proposes moving toward a
methodology that more equitably and reasonably distributes lower income units. The RCAA methodology is unrealistic for the City and needs
to be adjusted based on the City's unique limitations to succeed in the next RHNA cycle.
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Format

It is expected that many jurisdictions in the AMBAG region and across the California will need to modify  Letter
its zoning to meet the new requirements of the 6th Cycle RHNA.

RHNA methodologies must address affirmatively furthering fair housing (AFFH). Feedback from HCD Letter
indicates that including AFFH as a factor to allocate units as well as shifting income units based on AFFH is
a priority. The final draft methodology proposes to reduce the income shift percentage from 50% to 30%.

AMBAG agrees that it will be important for the state to identify and provide more affordable housing
funding in order to implement and build the housing units proposed in the 6th Cycle RHNA.

Date
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