
SOLANO 

City-County Coordinating Council 

SPECIAL MEETING 

AGENDA | November 18, 2021 

ZOOM Meeting Connection Information: 
Click HERE to join the Zoom Meeting on a phone, computer or tablet device 

Meeting ID: 841 0327 7869 / Passcode: 097036 

AND/OR Call (408) 638-0968, Meeting ID: 841 0327 7869 / Passcode: 097036 

*** 7:00 P.M. start time ***

This meeting will be conducted consistent with Assembly Bill 361 and Government Code section 

54953(e) which suspends certain requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act and provides the use of 

teleconferencing to make public meetings accessible by phone or computer, and guidance from the 

California Department of Public Health on gatherings. Remote public participation is allowed in the 

following ways: 

By email / postal: 

If you wish to address any item listed on the CCCCs agenda by written comment, please submit 

comments in writing to Matthew A. Davis, Senior Management Analyst / Public Communications 

Officer by U.S. Mail or by email. Written comments must be received no later than 5:00 P.M.  on the 

Wednesday prior to the meeting.  The email address for Mr. Davis is MADavis@SolanoCounty.com. 

The mailing address is Matthew A. Davis, County Administrator's Office, 675 Texas Street, Suite 

6500, Fairfield, CA 94533. Copies of comments received will be provided to the CCCCs members and 

will become a part of the official record but will not be read aloud at the meeting. 

By telephone: 

To submit comments verbally from your phone during the meeting, you may do so by dialing (408) 

638-0968, Meeting ID number 841 0327 7869.  Once entered, you will be able to hear the meeting and

will be called upon to speak during the public speaking period.

 

PURPOSE STATEMENT – City County Coordinating Council 
“To discuss, coordinate, and resolve City/County issues including but not necessarily limited to land 

use, planning, duplication of services/improving efficiencies, as well as other agreed to topics of 

regional importance, to respond effectively to the actions of other levels of government, including the 

State and Federal government, to sponsor or support legislation at  the State and Federal level that is of 

regional importance, and to sponsor or support regional activities that further the purpose of the Solano 

City-County Coordinating Council.” 

ITEM 

I. CALL TO ORDER

Roll Call

II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA ACTION ITEM 

III. CONFIRMATION OF VIRTUAL MEETING ACTION ITEM 

(1) Discussion: Consider adopting a resolution of the City-County Coordinating Council

authorizing remote teleconference meetings for the period November 18, 2021

through December 18, 2021 as a result of the continuing COVID-19 pandemic state

of emergency.
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IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
This is the public’s opportunity to address the Committee on a matter not listed on the agenda

but under the subject matter jurisdiction of the Committee.

V. CONSENT CALENDAR ACTION ITEM 
1. Approval of Minutes for September 16, 2021

VI. REGULAR CALENDAR ITEM ACTION ITEM 

(1) Discussion: Consider adopting a resolution to approve the final Solano Subregional

Housing Needs Allocation Plan for the 7 cities and unincorporated Solano County.

Presenters: Bill Emlen, Assistant County Administrator, Solano County, Matt Walsh,

Principal Planner, Solano County, Andrea Howard, Placeworks

VII. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS

(1) Presentation: Receive a presentation from the Regional Impact Council on the

Regional Action Plan.

Presenters: Ken Kirkey, Chief Partnership Officer and Gail Gilman, Chief Strategy

Officer at All home

(2) Presentation: Receive an update from the Solano Transportation Authority on the

County Collaborative on Housing.

Presenter: Robert Guerrero, Director of Planning, Solano Transportation Authority

(3) Presentation: Receive a presentation from the Solano Economic Development

Corporation on Moving Solano Forward III.

Presenter: Sean Quinn, Interim President / CEO of Solano EDC

VIII. ANNOUNCEMENTS

IX. CCCC CLOSING COMMENTS

ADJOURNMENT 
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A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY-COUNTY COORDINATING COUNCIL OF THE COUNTY 

OF SOLANO AUTHORIZING REMOTE TELECONFERENCE MEETINGS FOR THE 

PERIOD OF NOVEMBER 19, 2021 THROUGH DECEMBER 18, 2021 AS A RESULT OF THE 

CONTINUING COVID-19 PANDEMIC STATE OF EMERGENCY 

  

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2020, Governor Newsom issued a Proclamation of State of 

Emergency in response to the COVID-19 pandemic; and, 

 

WHEREAS, the proclaimed state of emergency remains in effect; and, 

 

WHEREAS, on March 17, 2020, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-29-20 

that suspended the teleconferencing rules set forth in the California Open Meeting law, 

Government Code section 54950 et seq. (the “Brown Act”), provided certain requirements were 

met and followed; and,  

 

WHEREAS, on June 11, 2021, Governor Newsom issued Executive Order N-08-21 that 

clarified the suspension of the teleconferencing rules set forth in the Brown Act, and further 

provided that those provisions would remain suspended through September 30, 2021; and, 

 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2021, Governor Newsom signed AB 361 that provides 

that a legislative body subject to the Ralph M. Brown Act (“Brown Act”) may continue to meet 

without fully complying with the teleconferencing rules in the Brown Act provided the 

legislative body determines that meeting in person would present imminent risks to the health or 

safety of attendees, and further requires that certain findings be made by the legislative body 

every thirty (30) days; and, 

 

WHEREAS, California Department of Public Health (“CDPH”) and the federal Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention (“CDC”) caution that the Delta variant of COVID-19, 

currently the dominant strain of COVID-19 in the country, is more transmissible than prior 

variants of the virus, may cause more severe illness, and that even fully vaccinated individuals 

can spread the virus to others resulting in rapid and alarming rates of COVID-19 cases and 

hospitalizations (https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/variants/delta-variant.html); and,  

 

WHEREAS, the CDC has established a “Community Transmission” metric with 4 tiers 

designed to reflect a community’s COVID-19 case rate and percent positivity; and, 

 

WHEREAS, Solano County currently has a Community Transmission metric of “high” 

which is the most serious of the tiers; and, 

 

WHEREAS, in the interest of public health and safety, as affected by the emergency 

caused by the spread of COVID-19, this committee deems it necessary to find that meeting in 

person would present imminent risks to the health or safety of attendees, and thus intends to 

invoke the provisions of AB 361 related to teleconferencing provided that all teleconferenced 

meetings are conducted in such a manner that protects the statutory and constitutional rights of 

the parties and the public appearing before this legislative body; 

 

 

https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/variants/delta-variant.html
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, as follows: 

 

1. The recitals set forth above are true and correct. 

 

2. This committee finds that meeting in person would present imminent risks to the 

health or safety of attendees and therefore, shall conduct its meetings in accordance 

with Government Code section 54953(e) and all other applicable provisions of the 

Brown Act. 

 

3. This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption and shall be effective 

until the earlier of (i) December 18, 2021, or such time the Board of Directors adopts 

a subsequent resolution in accordance with Government Code section 54953(e)(3) to 

extend the time during which this committee may continue to teleconference without 

compliance with paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of section 54953. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 18th day of November 2021, by the following vote: 

 

AYES:  

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

__________________________________ 

John M. Vasquez, Chair 

Solano County Board of Supervisors 

City-County Coordinating Council 

 

 

 

 

A T T E S T :       

 

Clerk of the Board 

 

 

By: ________________________________ 

Deputy  



 

SPECIAL MEETING OF THE CITY-COUNTY COORDINATING COUNCIL 
September 16, 2021 Action Meeting Minutes 

 
The September 16, 2021 special meeting of the Solano City-County Coordinating Council 
was held via ZOOM teleconference due to COVID-19 considerations. 
 
 Roll and Call to Order 

Members Present                              
John Vasquez, Chair  Solano County Board of Supervisors (District 4) 
Lori Wilson, Vice Chair  Mayor, City of Suisun City 
Steve Young   Mayor, City of Benicia 
Jim Ernest   Vice Mayor, City of Dixon 
Harry Price   Mayor, City of Fairfield 
Ron Rowlett   Mayor, City of Vacaville 
Rozzana Verder-Aliga  Vice Mayor, City of Vallejo 
Erin Hannigan   Solano County Board of Supervisors (District 1) 
Monica Brown   Solano County Board of Supervisors (District 2) 
Jim Spering   Solano County Board of Supervisors (District 3) 
Mitch Mashburn   Solano County Board of Supervisors (District 5) 
 
Members Absent 
Ronald Kott   Mayor, City of Rio Vista 
 
Staff to the City-County Coordinating Council Present: 
Birgitta Corsello   County Administrator, Solano County 
Nancy L. Huston   Assistant County Administrator, Solano County 
Bill Emlen    Assistant County Administrator, Solano County 
Michelle Heppner  Legislative Officer, CAO, Solano County 
Matthew Davis   Senior Management Analyst/PCO, Solano County 
Daryl Halls   Executive Director, STA 
Robert Guerrero  Director of Planning, STA 
 
Guest Speakers and Other Staff Present 
Matt Walsh  Principal Planner, Solano County, Dept of Resource 

Management 
David Early  Senior Advisor, PlaceWorks 
Andrea Howard  Associate, PlaceWorks 
James Bezek  Assistant Director, Solano County, Dept of Resource 

Management 
  

I. Meeting Called to Order 
The meeting of the City-County Coordinating Council was called to order at 6:30 pm. 
 

II. Approval of Agenda 
A motion to approve the Agenda was made by Mayor Young and seconded by 
Supervisor Hannigan. Agenda approved by 10-0 vote. (Vice Chair Wilson had not yet 
joined the meeting.) 

 
III. Opportunity for Public Comment 

No public comments were received 
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IV. Consent Calendar 

A motion to approve the April 22, 2021 Minutes was made by Mayor Rowlett and 
seconded by Mayor Price.  Minutes approved by vote of 10 – 0.  (Vice Chair Wilson 
had not yet joined the meeting.) 
 

V. Discussion Calendar 
 

1. Consideration and adoption of a resolution approving the Final Solano 
Subregional RHNA Methodology and Allocation of dwelling units for the 
seven cities and unincorporated County. 
Matt Walsh, Principal Planner, Solano County, Dept of Resource Management 
gave a brief overview of the RHNA subregion process to date.  The RHNA 
Allocation Methodology approved at the March 2021 CCCCs meeting 
(Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (15%), Jobs (15%), Transit (35%) and 
Development Capacity (35%)) was forwarded to HCD for review, however, HCD 
would not approve Development Capacity as a factor, due to interpretation of 
statute.  Placeworks brought forward a new RHNA Allocation Methodology 
(Opportunity (30%), Jobs (25%), Regional Planning (25%) and Transit 
Connectivity (20%)) with similar distribution of units to the approved Methodology.  
The new methodology increased the number of units for Benicia (38) and Fairfield 
(77) and reduced the number of units to the other cities and the county.  The draft 
methodology was vetted by the city managers and planning directors, submitted 
to HCD for methodology review and approved. If the motion is approved, staff will 
publish the resolution and begin the 45-day appeal period for local jurisdictions.  
After the 45-day period ends, the Final Sub RHNA Allocation and Methodology will 
return to the CCCCs for final approval.  The Housing Elements are due in January 
2023. 

    
Questions and some discussion followed regarding encouraging developers to 
build affordable units and meeting RHNA Unit Allocations. 
 

  PowerPoint on file. 
  

Action:  A motion to adopt a resolution approving the Final Solano Subregional 
RHNA Methodology and Unit Allocation and direct staff to proceed with the next 
steps in the subregional process for the seven cities and unincorporated County 
was made by Mayor Rowlett and seconded by Mayor Wilson. Motion approved 
by 11-0 vote.   
 

VI.  Informational Item 
 

1.   The CCCCs Steering Committee will be asked to convene to discuss the 
direction of upcoming meetings for 2022, including the meeting 
format/platform, dates, and subject matter. 
Birgitta Corsello, County Administrator, Solano County spoke regarding the 
CCCCs Steering Committee, number of CCCCs meetings per year, dates/times 
of meetings, platform for the meetings (virtual or in-person) and subjects the 
members would like presented.  Supervisor Spering requested that a presentation 
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from All Home be brought to the CCCCs as soon as possible to discuss their 
Regional (9 Bay Area counties) Plan to Reduce Homelessness, reducing up to 
75% of unsheltered homeless within the next three years.  He noted that All Home 
will be a conduit for Federal and State homeless funding, which is becoming 
available now. 

VII. Announcements
There were no announcements.

VIII. CCCC Closing Comments
There were no closing comments.

ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 6:55 p.m. The next meeting is TBD. Due 
to COVID-19 concerns, the meeting may be held via teleconference.   



SOLANO 
City-County Coordinating Council Staff Report 

TITLE / SUBJECT 
Adopt a resolution approving the Final Solano Subregional Housing Needs Allocation Plan for the 
seven cities and unincorporated County. 

Summary: 
The 4Cs formed a subregion for the purpose of dispersing ABAG’s countywide RHNA housing 
allocation to each jurisdiction in the County for the 2022-2030 planning cycle.  The 4Cs has 
convened meetings multiple times to discuss and review methodology options for allocating the 
units on a countywide level.  In August 2021, the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) determined that the Solano Subregion’s proposed methodology met the 
statutory requirements. On September 16, 2021, the 4Cs met and approved the final proposed 
subregional methodology and allocation which commenced a 45-day appeal period, ending on 
November 8, 2021.  No appeals were submitted. The 4Cs is now requested to approve the Final 
Subregional Housing Needs Allocation Plan, which incorporates the previously approved 
methodology and allocation without changes.      

BACKGROUND 
Under State Housing Element law, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process is the 
procedure for allocating a “fair share” of housing units, in all income categories, to each city and 
county in California, including the Bay Area.  Under State law, the Association of Bay Area 
Governments (ABAG) is responsible for formulating the methodology and allocating the housing 
units to each jurisdiction.  The RHNA planning period addresses an 8-year planning cycle.  The 
jurisdictions then incorporate the unit allocation into the update to the General Plan’s Housing 
Element.  The Housing Element update for each jurisdiction must identify sufficient sites to 
accommodate its share of the assigned housing allocation.  

Under State law, contiguous cities and counties may choose to come together and form a 
subregion.  Under this process, a subregion is allocated a total number of units, and the subregion 
itself must develop its own internal methodology for distributing those units among its agencies. 
The methodology must comply with California housing law, which has undergone statutory 
revisions in the last two years.  Once the allocation is final, each agency must then update its 

Meeting of November 18, 2021 

Agenda Item No. VI.1 

Staff / Agency: Bill Emlen, Asst. County 
Administrator; Matt Walsh, Principal 
Planner; Andrea Howard, Placeworks 



Housing Element to incorporate those units into its next planning period for the years 2023 – 
2030. 

For background purposes, for the 2007-2014 RHNA cycle, Solano County was allocated a 
combined total of 12,985 housing units.  For the 2014-2022 cycle, jurisdictions in the County 
elected to form a subregion for the first time.  In this cycle, there was a countywide allocation of 
6,977 total units. The lower number reflected that the region was just beginning to recover from 
the economic downturn of 2008-2012, in addition to the fact that the region was trying to 
disperse housing development to Priority Development Areas and employment centers, most of 
which are in the inner Bay Area.  For 2023-2030, the allocation for the cities and unincorporated 
Solano County is 10,992 as discussed in more detail below. 

2023-2030 RHNA Cycle 

In August 2019, similar to the 2014-2022 cycle, the 4Cs agreed to form a subregion as provided 
for in state Housing Element law and to act as the decision-making body for the Solano Subregion. 
To implement the Subregion, it is required that each participating agency in the Subregion adopt 
a resolution, agreeing to be included in the Subregion and agreeing to have the 4Cs act on behalf 
of each agency in the SubRHNA allocation process.  The required Delegation Agreement was 
approved by the 4Cs on March 12, 2020, and the Resolutions adopted by all seven cities and the 
County were submitted to ABAG.    

In June 2020, ABAG was assigned a regional unit allocation of 441,176 from the State Department 
of Housing and Community Development (HCD), which, by statute, is required to be allocated 
among all Bay Area jurisdictions.  Utilizing its regional allocation methodology, developed with 
guidance from the regional Housing Methodology Committee, ABAG ultimately assigned the 
Solano Subregion a total of 10,992 units out of this regional allocation.  The 10,992 units is further 
broken down by affordability level:  Very Low, Low, Moderate, and Above Moderate.  The final 
Solano Subregional allocation of 10,992 units is required to be allocated among the County and 
its cities in a manner that meets the objectives of Housing Element Law and HCD. 

In March 2021, the 4Cs held a public hearing to accept public comment and approved the 
proposed draft allocation and methodology.  The 4Cs approved individual jurisdictional 
allocations are noted in the table below.  The factors and weighting used were:  Transit (35%), 
Development Capacity (35%), Fair Housing (15%), and Jobs (15%).      

Subsequent to the 4Cs meeting, staff and consultants were informed by HCD staff that it would 
likely not accept Development Capacity as a factor, based on HCD’s interpretation of the statute. 
In response to direction from 4Cs staff (inclusive of all jurisdictions),  Placeworks, the housing 
consultant hired to assist the subregion, developed a revised methodology that removed 
Development Capacity as a factor while still attempting to keep the allocation to the agencies as 
close as possible to the allocation that the 4Cs approved in March, and while still utilizing factors 
that meet the required objectives.  The revised factors and weighting reflect:  Fair 



Housing/Opportunity (30%), Jobs (25%), Regional Planning (25%), and Transit Connectivity (20%). 
The revised methodology primarily affects the Cities of Benicia and Fairfield, as Benicia’s total 
allocation increases by 38 units and Fairfield’s total allocation increases by 77 units.    

This revised methodology was vetted with the City Managers and Planning Directors and, with 
their authorization, was submitted to HCD for its formal 60-day review period.  That review 
period ended on August 31, 2021.  On August 31, 2021, HCD issued a determination, approving 
the methodology and allocations, and finding that the subregional methodology furthered the 
required objectives under State law. 

On September 16, 2021, the 4Cs unanimously approved the proposed final Subregional 
Methodology and Allocation of units to the cities and the unincorporated County. The 
methodology and allocation were incorporated into the required proposed Final Solano 
Subregional Housing Needs Plan and was posted on the County’s website which commenced a 
45-day appeal period.  The appeal period closed on November 8, 2021.  No appeals were
submitted.  The 4Cs must now act to finalize the Solano Subregional Housing Needs Plan.

The proposed Final Solano Subregional Housing Allocation Plan is attached.  The following table 
shows the overall allocation resulting from the approved methodology for each of the 
subregion’s member agencies. 

Next Steps 
Should the 4Cs approve the final plan, Subregion staff will submit the Final Solano Subregional 
Housing Needs Allocation Plan to HCD.  The housing unit allocation, resulting from the approved 
methodology, will then need to be incorporated into each agency’s Housing Element update, 
which is due to be completed by January 2023. 

RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the 4Cs adopt a resolution approving the Final Solano Subregional 
Housing Needs Allocation Plan for the seven cities and unincorporated County. 

Jurisdiction Final Allocation 

Benicia 750 

Dixon 416 

Fairfield 3,069 

Rio Vista 327 

Suisun City 620 

Vacaville 2,595 

Vallejo 2,900 

Uninc. 315 

Total 10,992 



Comparison of 4Cs Approved Draft Allocation from March 2021 and Revised 
Allocation Submitted to HCD in June 2021, and approved by the 4Cs as the Final 
Methodology and Allocation: 

Jurisdiction 4Cs Approved draft 
Allocation (March 2021) 

Revised Allocation 
submitted to HCD (June 

2021) 

Benicia 712 750 

Dixon 429 416 

Fairfield 2,992 3,069 

Rio Vista 369 327 

Suisun City 629 620 

Vacaville 2,626 2,595 

Vallejo 2,921 2,900 

Uninc. 314 315 

Total 10,992 10,992 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process is mandated by California law and requires all local 
jurisdictions to plan for their ‘fair share’ of housing units at all affordability levels. This Final RHNA Methodology 
is part of the Solano Subregion’s 6th Cycle RHNA, covering the period from January 2023 through December 
2030, and assigning housing need allocations to the Cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun, Vacaville, 
and Vallejo, and unincorporated Solano County. 

Typically, a region’s council of governments prepares the RHNA methodology for all its member jurisdictions, 
however, Government Code Section 65584.03 allows for “…at least two or more cities and a county, or counties, 
to form a subregional entity for the purpose of allocation of the subregion’s existing and projected need for 
housing among its members…” For the 6th Cycle RHNA, all seven incorporated cities and unincorporated Solano 
County chose to form a subregional entity for which they designated the City County Coordinating Council (4Cs) 
to serve as the representative body. 

The RHNA process for a subregion consists of several key steps. First, the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) allocates a specified number of housing units to the region (in the Bay Area, the 
regional allocation is administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments, or ABAG), segmented into four 
income affordability levels: very low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and above moderate-income. 
Then the council of governments (ABAG) assigns a share of its allocation to any subregions that form—in the 
ABAG region, the Solano County Subregion is the only subregion preparing its own methodology for the 6th 
Cycle RHNA. For this 6th Cycle RHNA, the Solano County Subregion received an allocation of 10,992 units. Next, 
the Solano County Subregion develops a methodology to allocate units by income level to each jurisdiction 
within the subregion and incorporates the approved methodology into a RHNA Plan. When the RHNA Plan is 
complete, local jurisdictions must plan to accommodate the development of their respective allocation of units 
in each income group through the Housing Element of their General Plans, as required by State law. 

California Government Code requires the RHNA methodology to further five specific objectives and incorporate 
a series of factors. These objectives and factors primarily serve to further fair housing goals and overcome 
historical income segregation patterns across the state by directing new units in relatively job-rich and high-
amenity areas within each region. This Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) summarizes Solano County 
Subregion RHNA process, describing the planning process, methodologies, and outcomes. Table 1 shows the 
final RHNA allocation across jurisdictions in the Solano County Subregion, using the State-approved allocation 
methodology that incorporates the required objectives and factors. 
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TABLE 1  FINAL SOLANO COUNTY JURISDICTIONAL ALLOCATION BY INCOME TIER 

Jurisdiction 
Affordability Tier 

Total 
Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate 

City of Benicia 212  127   123   288   750  

City of Dixon 113  62   62   179   416  

City of Fairfield 792  464   539   1,274   3,069  

City of Rio Vista 79  41   50   157   327  

City of Suisun 160  95   98   267   620  

City of Vacaville 677  404   409   1,105   2,595  

City of Vallejo 690  369   495   1,346   2,900  

Unincorporated Solano County 80  50   56   129   315  

 Total 2,803  1,612   1,832   4,745   10,992  

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW OF CALIFORNIA STATE LAW, REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS, AND THE 
RHNA PROCESS 

State law requires that all regional governing bodies, counties, and cities work with the California Department 
of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to participate in the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
process. A central goal of the RHNA process is to meet the housing needs of people at all income levels through 
effective planning at the State, regional, and local levels.  

The following describes the RHNA process and the respective duties at the State, regional, subregional, and local 
levels for the Solano County Subregion:  

1. HCD Provides a Regional Determination 

HCD calculates the regional housing needs assessment, segmented into four income affordability tiers, 
to accommodate regular growth in the region (in this case the nine-county Bay Area Region). The 
determination is largely based on regional projections of new household growth from the California 
Department of Finance (DOF) and consultation with the local council of governments, in this case, the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).  

2. Regional Government Develops Allocation Methodology—OPTIONAL: Local jurisdictions form a 
Subregion within the Region 

Once HCD provides its determination of regional housing needs, the council of governments (ABAG) 
normally works in coordination with its member jurisdictions to develop a methodology for allocating 
the housing needs amongst the region’s jurisdictions by income level. Government Code Section 
65584.03 allows for “…at least two or more cities and a county, or counties, to form a subregional entity 
for the purpose of allocation of the subregion’s existing and projected need for housing among its 
members…” For the 6th Cycle RHNA, all seven incorporated cities and unincorporated Solano County 
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chose to form a subregional entity for which they designated the City County Coordinating Council (4Cs) 
to serve as the representative body. As a result, the Solano County Subregion is responsible for 
developing the methodology that allocates units by income level to each incorporated jurisdiction in 
Solano County and the unincorporated County. However, as a subregion, Solano County’s subregional 
housing need determination (the units to be allocated by the subregion, segmented into the four 
income tiers) is determined by the regional council of governments (ABAG) and those units allocated to 
the subregion are subtracted from the council of governments regional housing need determination.  

3. Local Jurisdictions Adopt Housing Element Policies based on RHNA Allocations 

Once local jurisdictions receive their allocation of units, they must update the Housing Element of their 
General Plans to accommodate their respective allocations over the eight-year RHNA cycle. When each 
Housing Element is complete, it is submitted to HCD for certification and confirmation that it meets all 
legal requirements and will accommodate the assigned RHNA. 

1.2 RHNA FACTORS AND OBJECTIVES 

The role of the Solano County Subregion is the same as that of regional planning agencies in the RHNA, which is 
to, “develop, in consultation with the department [HCD], a proposed methodology for distributing the existing 
and projected regional housing needs to cities…and counties within the region...” according to California 
Government Code Section 65584.04. While the Solano County Subregion is ultimately responsible for shaping 
the overall methodology used to allocate the regional housing needs determination and can use considerable 
discretion when doing so, the allocation methodology must further specific objectives and consider specific 
factors established by State law. 

Objectives 

California Government Code identifies five objectives that adopted allocation methodologies must “further.” 
These objectives are copied from Section 65584(d) of the Government Code: 

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 California 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. 
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5. Affirmatively furthering fair housing, which for the purposes of this process means ‘taking meaningful
actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster
inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected
characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions that,
taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing
segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining
compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.’

Section 4, Methodology, of this report details how these objectives are furthered by the Solano County 
Subregion’s adopted methodology for the 6th Cycle RHNA.  

Factors 

While the Government Code’s objectives are goals for the methodology to achieve, factors are specific 
considerations that must be evaluated when developing the allocation methodology and incorporated in the 
adopted methodology, where appropriate. There are 15 factors the methodology must consider, outlined in 
Government Code Section 65584.04(e) and summarized herein. The full text appearing in the Government Code 
is provided in Appendix 1: 

1. Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to decisions outside jurisdiction’s control

2. Availability of land suitable for urban development

3. Lands protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs

4. County policies to preserve prime agricultural land

5. Distribution of household growth in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and opportunities to
maximize use of transit and existing transportation infrastructure

6. Jurisdictional agreements to direct growth toward incorporated areas

7. Loss of deed-restricted affordable units

8. Housing needs of farmworkers

9. Housing needs generated by a university within the jurisdiction

10. Existing and projected jobs and housing relationship, particularly low-wage jobs and affordable housing

11. Households paying more than 30 percent and more than 50 percent of their income in rent

12. The rate of overcrowding

13. Housing needs of individuals and families experiencing homelessness

14. Units lost during a state of emergency that have yet to be replaced

15. The region’s greenhouse gas targets

Items 11 through 15, and the clause in item 10 calling for special consideration of the balance between low-
wage jobs and affordable housing, are new requirements for the 6th Cycle RHNA. All other required factors have 
been carried forward from the 5th Cycle RHNA.  
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LOCAL JURISDICTION SURVEY ON FACTORS   

Government Code Section 65584.04(b) stipulates that the region must survey all member jurisdictions for 
information regarding the required factors, specifically to “…review and compile information that will allow the 
development of a methodology based upon the issues, strategies, and actions that are included, as available, in 
an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice or an Assessment of Fair Housing…” prepared for any 
jurisdictions in the region. The ABAG region conducted a survey in early 2020. Respondents included half of the 
Solano subregion: the Cities of Benicia, Fairfield, and Vacaville, and Solano County. The results of the survey are 
included in Appendix 2. 

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT 

The following sections of this report describe the 6th Cycle RHNA process specific to the Solano County 
Subregion: 

• Section 1 provides an overview of State law, RHNA factors and objectives, and the organization of this 
report. 

• Section 2 details the process by which HCD calculated the 6th Cycle subregional housing needs 
determination for the ABAG Region and the process by which ABAG calculated the share of its allocation 
to attribute to the Solano County Subregion. 

• Section 3 details the Solano County Subregion’s oversight of the methodology development and public 
engagement. 

• Section 4 details the adopted methodology with which the Solano County Subregion is allocating the 
assigned units, segmented by income tier, among each member jurisdiction, including the Cities of 
Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun, Vacaville, and Vallejo, and unincorporated Solano County. 

2. REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS DETERMINATION 

The final Solano County Subregional Housing Needs Determination for the 6th Cycle RHNA is 10,992 units. As is 
typical, the Determination includes an allocation of units by affordability tier, detailed in Table 2. 

 
In June 2020, HCD issued a final Regional Housing Need Determination for the ABAG region, included in Appendix 
3. The ABAG region received a total of 441,176 units overall, distributed across the four income tiers (25.9% or 
114,442 Very Low-, 14.9% or 65,892 Low-, 16.5% or 72,712 Moderate-, and 42.6% or 118,130 Above Moderate-
income units).  The 441,176-unit Determination was calculated by HCD using American Community Survey (ACS) 

TABLE 2 SOLANO COUNTY SUBREGIONAL INCOME TIER ALLOCATION 
Income Level Unit Percent Unit Total 

Very low 25.5% 2,803 

Low 14.7% 1,612 

Moderate 16.7% 1,832 

Above Moderate 43.2% 4,745 

Total 100.0% 10,992 

Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not total precisely.  
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estimates of the current ABAG region population in residential housing (not living in group quarters, such as 
dorms) and projections of population and household growth, adjusted based on the following ACS indicators of 
current unmet housing need: vacancy rates, overcrowding rates, replacement need for decommissioned 
housing, and cost burden rates of households paying greater than 30 and 50 percent of household income 
toward housing.  

On January 21, 2021, the ABAG Executive Board approved the Final Subregional Share for the Solano Subregion. 
To distribute units to the Solano Subregion, ABAG followed the same methodology used to distribute units 
region-wide. This methodology resulted in an allocation by income tier to each individual jurisdiction in the 
Solano Subregion, which was combined to yield the Final Subregional Share. ABAG’s methodology established a 
base allocation (similar to the methodology followed by the Solano Subregion) using each jurisdictions’ share of 
total projected households for the year 2050. The methodology then adjusted each jurisdiction using weighted 
factors through a two-part process to distribute units to the Low- and Very Low-income tiers using a different 
set of factors from those used to distribute units to the Moderate- and Above Moderate-income tiers. The ABAG 
factor weighting is summarized in Table 3. Additional information about ABAG’s RHNA Plan is available in the 
ABAG Draft RHNA Plan document.  

TABLE 3 ABAG SUBREGIONAL SHARE METHODOLOGY FACTORS 

Very Low- and Low-Income Units Moderate- and Above Moderate-Income Units 

70% Access to High Opportunity Areas 40% Access to High Opportunity Areas 

15% Job Proximity-Auto 60% Job Proximity-Auto 

15% Job Proximity-Transit   

  

https://abag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/documents/2021-05/ABAG_2023-2031_Draft_RHNA_Plan.pdf
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3. 6TH CYCLE RHNA OVERSIGHT AND OUTREACH 

The 6th Cycle RHNA methodology for the Solano Subregion was informed by input from stakeholders and 
developed in close coordination with the Solano Planning Directors Group; with guidance and oversight from 
the City County Coordinating Council, Solano County Planning Directors, Solano Transportation Authority (STA) 
staff, and County of Solano staff; and in consultation with HCD.  

3.1 STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH 

STA and County staff, in consultation with member jurisdictions, identified stakeholders to engage in the 6th 
Cycle RHNA. On December 11, 2020, the Subregion held a RHNA Stakeholder Workshop to review the process 
and goals of the RHNA and engage in a thoughtful discussion of the factors to be incorporated in the RHNA 
methodology.  

3.2 SOLANO PLANNING DIRECTORS 

The Solano Planning Directors served as the technical advisory group for the 6th Cycle RHNA. The Planning 
Directors convened several times over the two-year RHNA process to review data and draft materials and 
provide critical input on the RHNA methodology, offering valuable insights and feedback to inform the RHNA 
Plan throughout its development.  

  

SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTORS MEMBERS 

Brad Misner, City of Benicia 

Raffi Boloyan, City of Dixon 

David Feinstein, City of Fairfield 

Paul Junker, City of Rio Vista 

John Kerns, City of Suisun City 

Tyra Hays, City of Vacaville 

Gillian Hayes, City of Vallejo 

Bill Emlen, County of Solano 

Richard Seithel, Solano County LAFCo 

Robert Guerrero, Solano Transportation Authority (STA) 
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3.3 SOLANO CITY COUNTY COORDINATING COUNCIL (4CS) 

The City County Coordinating Council, whose membership includes at least one elected representative from 
each jurisdiction in the Solano Subregion, served as the Subregional entity and decision-making body for the 
Subregion. The 4Cs therefore served to approve the Draft and Final RHNA methodology. The 4Cs was engaged 
throughout the methodology development, representing the interests of constituents and working 
collaboratively to achieve an equitable and mutually agreeable methodology that fulfills all legal requirements.   

 

3.4 HCD REVIEW 

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 65584.04(i), HCD is required to review draft RHNA 
methodologies to determine whether the methodology furthers the statutory objectives described in 
Government Code Section 65584(d). On July 2, 2021, the Solano Subregion submitted the Draft Methodology 
for 60-day review by HCD. On August 31, 2021, HCD responded, finding that “the draft Solano Subregion RHNA 
Methodology furthers the statutory objectives described in Government Code 65584(d).” HCD’s finding letter is 
included in Appendix 4.  

  

CITY COUNTY COORDINATING COUNCIL MEMBERS 

John Vasquez, Chair, Supervisor, Solano County, District 4 

Lori Wilson, Vice-Chair, Mayor, City of Suisun 

Steve Young, Mayor, City of Benicia 

Steve Bird, Mayor, City of Dixon 

Harry Price, Mayor, City of Fairfield 

Ronald Kott, Mayor, City of Rio Vista 

Ron Rowlett, Mayor, City of Vacaville 

Robert McConnell, Mayor, City of Vallejo 

Erin Hannigan, Supervisor, Solano County, District 1 

Monica Brown, Supervisor, Solano County, District 2 

Jim Spering, Supervisor, Solano County, District 3 

Mitch Mashburn, Supervisor, Solano County, District 5 



SOLANO COUNTY SUBREGION 
6TH CYCLE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION FINAL METHODOLOGY 

Page 9 

4. METHODOLOGY

This section describes the Final Methodology to allocate housing units by income tier among the participating 
jurisdictions of the Solano County Subregion for the 6th Cycle RHNA, the process for developing the 
Methodology, and how the Methodology addresses the statutory requirements for furthering the five RHNA 
objectives identified in Government Code Section 65584(d). The Methodology consists of two primary 
components: the spatial allocation of units to each jurisdiction and the distribution of units by income tier. 
Following is an overview of the methodology for each component. 

4.1 UNIT ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY 

The unit allocation methodology applies four weighted factors to distribute the Subregional Share across the 
Solano Subregion’s eight jurisdictions. To distribute the allocation among the jurisdictions, the methodology 
starts with assigning a base allocation, which is the jurisdictions’ percent share of the subregion’s 2019 
household distribution, multiplied by the total Subregion Share of 10,992 units. The 2019 households 
distribution is based on the 2019 California Department of Finance (DOF) Table E-5 data.  

The base allocation establishes a foundational allocation that recognizes the significant capacity differences 
between jurisdictions and provides for an allocation that is suitable for each jurisdiction’s existing size. The 2019 
share of the households in the subregion reflects these differences. The base allocation is shown in Table 4. 
Note, the tables in this Final Methodology document may not sum to the exact totals displayed due to rounding. 

TABLE 4 BASE ALLOCATION 
Jurisdiction Jurisdiction’s Share of 2019 Household Distribution Base Allocation 

City of Benicia 7.2% 791 

City of Dixon 4.2% 458 

City of Fairfield 25.2% 2,768 

City of Rio Vista 2.9% 320 

City of Suisun 6.1% 676 

City of Vacaville 22.3% 2,456 

City of Vallejo 27.5% 3,019 

Unincorporated Solano County 4.6% 505 

Total 100% 10,992 

ALLOCATION FACTORS 

Using the base allocation as a foundation, the Final Methodology adjusts each jurisdiction’s regular growth 
allocation using four weighted factors.  

In preparation for choosing the allocation factors, the Solano County Subregion collected and analyzed more 
than 20 data layers, including:  

• High Resource Areas

• Access to High Opportunities

• Cost-burdened Households

• Overcrowded Households



SOLANO COUNTY SUBREGION  
6TH CYCLE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION FINAL METHODOLOGY 

Page 10 

• Racial Diversity 

• Divergence Index 

• TCAC/HDC Opportunity Score 

• Child Poverty Status 

• Educational Attainment 

• Existing Jobs 

• Future Jobs 

• Jurisdiction Job Access 

• Jobs-Housing Balance 

• Jobs-Housing Fit 

• Jobs Proximity-Auto 

• Jobs Proximity-Transit 

• Priority Development Areas 

• Transit Connectivity 

• Transit Access 

• Future Transit Access 

• Vehicle Miles Traveled 

• Natural Hazards 

• Future Household Growth 

• Development Capacity 

• ABAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation

After thoughtful consideration of all data sets, the Solano Subregion agreed to use six factors in four 
categories:  

• Opportunity:  

• TCAC/HCD Opportunity Score 

• Jobs:  

• Jobs-Housing Balance, and  

• Total Future Jobs 

• Regional Planning:  

• ABAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation  

• Transit Connectivity:  

• AllTransit Performance Score, and  

• Transit Connectivity (as measured by ABAG) 

Each of these measures is shown in Table 5 and described in more detail herein. 
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TABLE 5 FACTORS AND SCALED SCORES 

Jurisdiction 
TCAC/HCD 

Opportunity 
Score 

Jobs-Housing 
Balance 

Total Future 
Jobs 

AllTransit 
Performance 

Score 

ABAG Transit 
Connectivity 

ABAG Draft 
RHNA 

Allocation 

City of Benicia 1.50 0.83 0.80 1.00 0.50 0.67 

City of Dixon 1.47 0.71 0.85 0.68 0.50 0.50 

City of Fairfield 0.87 0.81 1.50 1.32 1.25 1.50 

City of Rio Vista 1.48 0.51 0.50 0.86 0.50 0.55 

City of Suisun 1.38 0.50 0.51 1.44 1.04 0.60 

City of Vacaville 1.28 0.77 1.17 1.48 0.50 1.06 

City of Vallejo 0.50 0.67 1.02 1.50 1.50 1.46 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

1.22 1.50 0.53 0.50 1.30 0.71 

OPPORTUNITY  
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Score 

HCD and the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) calculate opportunity scores at the census tract 
and block group level using 21 indicators: Income, Adult Educational Attainment, Labor Force Participation, Job 
Proximity, Median Home Value, 12 environmental health/pollution indicators, 4th Grade Math Proficiency, 4th 
Grade Reading Proficiency, High School Graduation Rate, and Students Living Above the Federal Poverty Level. 
According to HCD and TCAC, the Opportunity Scores offer “a way to measure place-based characteristics linked 
to critical life outcomes, such as educational attainment, earnings from employment, and economic mobility”. 
The Opportunity Score was selected for inclusion in the RHNA methodology to direct more housing to 
jurisdictions better equipped to support its residents. The Subregional Methodology uses data from the 2020 
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map.  

JOBS 
Jobs-Housing Balance 

The number of jobs in a community relative to the population or number of housing units impacts the economic 
opportunity available to residents and the likelihood of residents needing to travel longer distances to reach 
their places of employment, which has implications for quality of life and greenhouse gas emissions. As part of 
the regional RHNA development, ABAG produced scores for each Solano County jurisdiction measuring the ratio 
of jobs to housing units, using data from the U.S. Census American Community Survey (2014-2018) and U.S. 
Census Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (LEHD) (2017). This factor is used to direct more housing 
units to jurisdictions with a high number of existing jobs, relative to existing housing units.  



SOLANO COUNTY 
6TH CYCLE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS PLAN 

Page 12 

Future Jobs 

The availability of jobs in a community is an important consideration in siting housing, since residents need 
access to jobs for economic reasons, and the proximity of jobs to residents minimizes travel time and vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT). The Future Jobs factor data is derived from each jurisdiction’s share of the ABAG region’s 
total future jobs, based on year 2050 projections from Plan Bay Area 2050.  

REGIONAL PLANNING 
ABAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation 

In May 2021, ABAG released its Draft RHNA Plan with its Final RHNA Methodology. Though the jurisdictions in 
Solano County formed a Subregion, ABAG’s Methodology includes an allocation for each jurisdiction in the 
Subregion. Each jurisdiction’s allocation under the ABAG Methodology was used as a factor to distribute units 
in a fashion consistent with the ABAG region.  

TRANSIT CONNECTIVITY 

Availability of transit service is a key consideration in siting housing because transit allows residents to access 
jobs and services without being dependent on a personal vehicle or generating vehicle trips. The Solano 
Subregion considered different measures of Transit Connectivity and found that none accurately represented 
connectivity as experienced locally. As a result, the Subregion elected to include measures of Transit Connectivity 
from two different sources: AllTransit and ABAG, to achieve a combined score that was more agreeable locally.  

Both measures ranked the Cities of Fairfield and Vallejo highest and the Cities of Benicia, Dixon, and Rio Vista 
lowest. However, there was more discrepancy between each source’s scores of the Cities of Suisun City and 
Vacaville and Unincorporated Solano County. The Final Subregional Methodology includes both scores as Factors 
weighted equally, effectively resulting in a combined score that more closely matches the local perception of 
Transit Connectivity. This pair of factors works to direct more housing units to jurisdictions with better transit 
connectivity. 

AllTransit Performance Score 

AllTransit Performance Scores, prepared by the Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT), consider 
connectivity, access to jobs, and frequency of service.  

ABAG Transit Connectivity 

The Connectivity Score produced by ABAG considers each jurisdiction’s percentage of the region’s total acres 
within Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). ABAG defines TPAs, following the California Public Resources Code (Section 
21099), as areas within 1/2 mile of a Major Transit stop, which could be any of the following: existing rail stations, 
planned rail stations in an adopted regional transportation plan (RTP), existing ferry terminals with bus or rail 
service, planned ferry terminals with bus or rail service in an adopted RTP, or intersection of at least two existing 
or planned bus routes with headways of 15 minutes or better during both the morning and evening peak periods. 
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FACTOR NORMALIZATION 

Each of these six selected factors is normalized on a scale of 0.5 to 1.5 (as shown in Table 2). The normalized 
scale serves to support ease of computation and comparison of factors among each other, and the range of the 
scale (0.5 to 1.5) is large enough to impact the distribution of housing units by adjusting them up (any score 
between 1 and 1.5) or down (any score between 0.5 and 1) from the base allocation, but not so large that the 
base allocation becomes insignificant.   

FACTOR WEIGHTING 

Following selection of the factors, the methodology assigns weights to each. These weights establish what 
percentage of the total allocation will be distributed based on that factor. The Solano County Subregion choose 
to place the greatest weight on Opportunity to prioritize fair housing goals. The next highest weighting was 
assigned to the Jobs (Jobs-Housing Balance and Future Jobs) and Regional Planning categories to address the 
current imbalance of jobs and housing units in the subregion and support alignment with regional planning 
efforts. Finally, though it was assigned a slightly lesser weight than other categories, Transit Connectivity 
(AllTransit Performance Score and ABAG Transit Connectivity score) was assigned a 20 percent weighting 
recognizing the link between transit connectivity and greenhouse gas emissions reduction, quality of life, and 
equity. The weights assigned to each category and individual factor are shown below: 

• Opportunity—30%: TCAC/HCD Opportunity (30%)

• Jobs—25%: Jobs-Housing Balance (13%), Total Future Jobs (12%)

• Regional Planning—25%: ABAG 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation (25%)

• Transit Connectivity—20%: AllTransit Performance Score (10%), ABAG Transit Connectivity (10%)

Table 6 shows the resulting factor-adjusted allocations for each jurisdiction. 

TABLE 6 BASE ALLOCATION AND FACTOR ADJUSTMENT 

Jurisdiction Base Allocation Factor Adjusted Allocation Net Change 

City of Benicia 791 750 (41) 

City of Dixon 458 395 (63) 

City of Fairfield 2,768 3,069 301 

City of Rio Vista 320 262 (58) 

City of Suisun 676 604 (72) 

City of Vacaville 2,456 2,543 87 

City of Vallejo 3,019 2,865 (154) 

Unincorporated Solano 
County 

505 504 (1) 

Total 10,992 10,992 -
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MANUAL ADJUSTMENTS 

Local agreements and practices in Solano County work to concentrate development in incorporated cities, rather 
than the Unincorporated County as a means of protecting important farmland, reducing sprawl, and only 
growing in locations with the infrastructure to support added population. To that end, the Subregion made 
additional adjustments to reduce the Unincorporated County’s allocation to 315 units, reducing the Factor 
Adjusted Allocation by 189 units and redistributing these among select incorporated jurisdictions, namely Dixon, 
Rio Vista, Suisun, Vacaville, and Vallejo. The resultant allocations by jurisdiction are shown in Table 7. 

TABLE 7 FACTOR AND MANUAL ADJUSTED ALLOCATION 

Jurisdiction Factor Adjusted Allocation Manual Adjustments Revised Unit Allocation 

City of Benicia 750 - 750 

City of Dixon 395 21 416 

City of Fairfield 3,069 - 3,069 

City of Rio Vista 262 65 327 

City of Suisun 604 16 620 

City of Vacaville 2,543 52 2,595 

City of Vallejo 2,865 35 2,900 

Unincorporated Solano County 504 (189) 315 

Total 10,992 - 10,992 

4.2 INCOME ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY 

The Subregional Share of housing determined by ABAG includes both a total number of housing units and a 
distribution of those units across four affordability tiers: very low-income, low-income, moderate-income, and 
above-moderate income. Once the overall allocation for each jurisdiction is set, each jurisdiction’s housing unit 
allocation must be distributed among the four income tiers and the sum allocation in each income tier across all 
jurisdictions must equal the total amount set by ABAG for the subregion. The Solano County Subregional Share 
by income tier, as assigned by ABAG, is shown in Table 8. 
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TABLE 8  SOLANO SUBREGIONAL INCOME TIER ALLOCATION 

Very Low Low Moderate Above Mod Total Units 

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

25.5% 14.7% 16.7% 43.2% 100.0% 
Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not total precisely. 

The methodology uses the following process to distribute the units by income tier to each jurisdiction. Each 
numbered step is accompanied by a bulleted description of the justification and relevant background to that 
step, where appropriate. 

1. Determine the current distribution of household income tiers for each jurisdiction.

» This step uses data from the 2014–2019 ACS.

2. Set the Income Adjustment Factor to calculate the percentage of each jurisdiction’s total allocation to
be distributed across each income tier, such that the subregion makes progress toward an equal
distribution of income tiers over the long-term.

» The region aims to move toward an equal housing unit income distribution across all jurisdictions.
To achieve this, jurisdictions with the greatest percent of units in any one tier would receive a lesser 
allocation of units in that tier and vice-versa.

» An income adjustment factor set equal to 100% would result in all jurisdictions receiving the same
percent allocation of units in each income tier, equal to the percent assigned by ABAG (e.g. 25.5%
in the very low-income tier). The higher the Income Adjustment Factor, the greater the shift in
income allocations toward a more equal distribution of housing units by income tier.

» The Solano County Subregion selected an income adjustment factor of 150%.

3. Adjust the allocations by income tier to ensure that the total of all jurisdictions’ allocations in each
income tier is equal to the total assigned in Subregional Share from ABAG.

» Step 2 results in an excess of units assigned in the very low- and above moderate-income tiers and
a shortage of units in the low- and moderate-income tiers.

» To adjust the total very low- and moderate-income allocations, those jurisdictions whose originally
assigned percent allocations exceeded the percent allocation of Subregional Share assigned for that 
tier, received proportional adjustment down based on the following formula: (original tier
allocation)-((original tier allocation/sum of all tier allocations to be adjusted)*total excess allocation 
for the income tier).

» To adjust the moderate-income allocations, those jurisdictions whose very low-income allocations
were reduced receive increases proportionate to the jurisdictions very low-income reduction.

» Finally, the moderate-income allocations were adjusted by simply subtracting the new allocations
in the very low-, low-, and above moderate-income tiers from the jurisdiction’s total unit allocation. 
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The final distribution of units across all income tiers is shown in Table 9. 

TABLE 9 INCOME DISTRIBUTIONS BY JURISDICTION 

Jurisdiction 

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total 
Housing 

Units % 
Housing 

Units 
% 

Housing 
Units 

% 
Housing 

Units 
% 

Housing 
Units 

City of Benicia 28.3% 212 16.9% 127 16.4% 123 38.4% 288 750 

City of Dixon 27.2% 113 14.9% 62 14.9% 62 43.0% 179 416 

City of Fairfield 25.8% 792 15.1% 464 17.6% 539 41.5% 1,274 3,069 

City of Rio Vista 24.2% 79 12.5% 41 15.3% 50 48.0% 157 327 

City of Suisun 25.8% 160 15.3% 95 15.8% 98 43.1% 267 620 

City of Vacaville 26.1% 677 15.6% 404 15.8% 409 42.6% 1,105 2,595 

City of Vallejo 23.8% 690 12.7% 369 17.1% 495 46.4% 1,346 2,900 

Unincorporated 
Solano County 

25.4% 80 15.9% 50 17.8% 56 41.0% 129 315 

HCD Requirement 25.5% 2,803 14.7% 1,612 16.7% 1,832 43.2% 4,745 10,992 

4.3 STATUTORY OBJECTIVES 

In compliance with California law, the methodology furthers all statutory objectives, as outlined herein. 

Objective 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. 

As described above, the methodology for allocating units in each income tier supports a redistribution of units, 
such that the jurisdictions that currently have a lesser share of low- and very low-income units receive a larger 
allocation. The methodology allocates units in all four income tiers to each of the subregion’s eight jurisdictions. 
The distribution of units overall follows a data-driven process informed by regional priorities to co-locate housing 
where there is Opportunity (30% weighting for TCAC Opportunity Score), Jobs (25% combined weighting for 
Jobs-Housing Balance and Future Jobs), alignment with regional planning (25% weighting for the ABAG 6th Cycle 
RHNA Allocation) and Transit (20% combined weighting for the AllTransit Performance score and ABAG Transit 
Connectivity score). 

Objective 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 California Air Resources Board pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65080. 

The methodology allocates a greater share of units to incorporated, urbanized cities. Moreover, 45% of factor 
weighting prioritizes Transit Connectivity, proximity to Future Jobs, and Jobs-Housing Balance to encourage 
efficient development patterns and support efforts to minimize vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas 
emissions.  



SOLANO COUNTY 
6TH CYCLE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS PLAN 

Page 17 

Objective 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. 

The methodology concentrates the majority of housing in the jobs-rich cities of Fairfield, Vacaville, and Vallejo 
and includes both Jobs-Housing Balance and Future Jobs as factors in the methodology to support an 
appropriate balance of jobs and housing units.  

Objective 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. 

The methodology’s distribution of housing units by income tier allocates a lower proportion of housing units by 
income category to jurisdictions whose existing share of units in that income tier is larger than the regional 
average. Similarly, the methodology allocates a greater proportion of units by income category to those 
jurisdictions whose existing share of units in that income tier is smaller than the regional average. As a result, all 
jurisdictions are assigned housing units by income tier at levels that would move their share of units by income 
tier closer to the regional average, once constructed.  

Objective 5. Affirmatively furthering fair housing. 

The Solano County Subregion addresses the objective of affirmatively furthering fair housing by including the 
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Score as its highest weighted factor (30%) in the methodology. According to the State 
of California, this objective is also concerned with overcoming “patterns of segregation and fostering inclusive 
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity.” The methodology’s use of a 150% Income 
Adjustment Factor makes great strides to address any existing concentrations of poverty and move the 
subregion toward a balanced integration of residents of all income levels, thereby enabling better access to 
opportunities for all residents. 
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Appendix 1 

Select Excerpts from California Government Code 

Section 65584 



GOVERNMENT CODE - GOV 
TITLE 7. PLANNING AND LAND USE [65000 - 66499.58] 
  (Heading of Title 7 amended by Stats. 1974, Ch. 1536.) 

DIVISION 1. PLANNING AND ZONING [65000 - 66301] 
  (Heading of Division 1 added by Stats. 1974, Ch. 1536.) 

CHAPTER 3. Local Planning [65100 - 65763] 
  (Chapter 3 repealed and added by Stats. 1965, Ch. 1880.) 

ARTICLE 10.6. Housing Elements [65580 - 65589.11] 
  (Article 10.6 added by Stats. 1980, Ch. 1143.) 

 65584. 
(a) (1) For the fourth and subsequent revisions of the housing element pursuant to Section 65588, the
department shall determine the existing and projected need for housing for each region pursuant to this
article. For purposes of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, the share of a city or county of the regional
housing need shall include that share of the housing need of persons at all income levels within the area
significantly affected by the general plan of the city or county.
(2) It is the intent of the Legislature that cities, counties, and cities and counties should undertake all
necessary actions to encourage, promote, and facilitate the development of housing to accommodate
the entire regional housing need, and reasonable actions should be taken by local and regional
governments to ensure that future housing production meets, at a minimum, the regional housing need
established for planning purposes. These actions shall include applicable reforms and incentives in
Section 65582.1.
(3) The Legislature finds and declares that insufficient housing in job centers hinders the state’s
environmental quality and runs counter to the state’s environmental goals. In particular, when
Californians seeking affordable housing are forced to drive longer distances to work, an increased
amount of greenhouse gases and other pollutants is released and puts in jeopardy the achievement of
the state’s climate goals, as established pursuant to Section 38566 of the Health and Safety Code, and
clean air goals.
(b) The department, in consultation with each council of governments, shall determine each region’s
existing and projected housing need pursuant to Section 65584.01 at least two years prior to the
scheduled revision required pursuant to Section 65588. The appropriate council of governments, or for
cities and counties without a council of governments, the department, shall adopt a final regional
housing need plan that allocates a share of the regional housing need to each city, county, or city and
county at least one year prior to the scheduled revision for the region required by Section 65588. The
allocation plan prepared by a council of governments shall be prepared pursuant to Sections 65584.04
and 65584.05.
(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the due dates for the determinations of the department
or for the council of governments, respectively, regarding the regional housing need may be extended
by the department by not more than 60 days if the extension will enable access to more recent critical
population or housing data from a pending or recent release of the United States Census Bureau or the
Department of Finance. If the due date for the determination of the department or the council of
governments is extended for this reason, the department shall extend the corresponding housing
element revision deadline pursuant to Section 65588 by not more than 60 days.
(d) The regional housing needs allocation plan shall further all of the following objectives:
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(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.
(e) For purposes of this section, “affirmatively furthering fair housing” means taking meaningful actions,
in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected characteristics.
Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions that, taken together,
address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living
patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically
concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with
civil rights and fair housing laws.
(f) For purposes of this section, “household income levels” are as determined by the department as of
the most recent American Community Survey pursuant to the following code sections:
(1) Very low incomes as defined by Section 50105 of the Health and Safety Code.
(2) Lower incomes, as defined by Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety Code.
(3) Moderate incomes, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code.
(4) Above moderate incomes are those exceeding the moderate-income level of Section 50093 of the
Health and Safety Code.
(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, determinations made by the department, a council of
governments, or a city or county pursuant to this section or Section 65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.03,
65584.04, 65584.05, 65584.06, 65584.07, or 65584.08 are exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code).
(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 989, Sec. 1.5. (AB 1771) Effective January 1, 2019.)

65584.01. 
For the fourth and subsequent revision of the housing element pursuant to Section 65588, the 
department, in consultation with each council of governments, where applicable, shall determine the 
existing and projected need for housing for each region in the following manner: 

(a) The department’s determination shall be based upon population projections produced by the
Department of Finance and regional population forecasts used in preparing regional transportation
plans, in consultation with each council of governments. If the total regional population forecast for the
projection year, developed by the council of governments and used for the preparation of the regional
transportation plan, is within a range of 1.5 percent of the total regional population forecast for the
projection year by the Department of Finance, then the population forecast developed by the council of
governments shall be the basis from which the department determines the existing and projected need
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for housing in the region. If the difference between the total population projected by the council of 
governments and the total population projected for the region by the Department of Finance is greater 
than 1.5 percent, then the department and the council of governments shall meet to discuss variances in 
methodology used for population projections and seek agreement on a population projection for the 
region to be used as a basis for determining the existing and projected housing need for the region. If 
agreement is not reached, then the population projection for the region shall be the population 
projection for the region prepared by the Department of Finance as may be modified by the department 
as a result of discussions with the council of governments. 
(b) (1) At least 26 months prior to the scheduled revision pursuant to Section 65588 and prior to
developing the existing and projected housing need for a region, the department shall meet and consult
with the council of governments regarding the assumptions and methodology to be used by the
department to determine the region’s housing needs. The council of governments shall provide data
assumptions from the council’s projections, including, if available, the following data for the region:
(A) Anticipated household growth associated with projected population increases.
(B) Household size data and trends in household size.
(C) The percentage of households that are overcrowded and the overcrowding rate for a comparable
housing market. For purposes of this subparagraph:
(i) The term “overcrowded” means more than one resident per room in each room in a dwelling.
(ii) The term “overcrowded rate for a comparable housing market” means that the overcrowding rate is
no more than the average overcrowding rate in comparable regions throughout the nation, as
determined by the council of governments.
(D) The rate of household formation, or headship rates, based on age, gender, ethnicity, or other
established demographic measures.
(E) The vacancy rates in existing housing stock, and the vacancy rates for healthy housing market
functioning and regional mobility, as well as housing replacement needs. For purposes of this
subparagraph, the vacancy rate for a healthy rental housing market shall be considered no less than 5
percent.
(F) Other characteristics of the composition of the projected population.
(G) The relationship between jobs and housing, including any imbalance between jobs and housing.
(H) The percentage of households that are cost burdened and the rate of housing cost burden for a
healthy housing market. For the purposes of this subparagraph:
(i) The term “cost burdened” means the share of very low, low-, moderate-, and above moderate-
income households that are paying more than 30 percent of household income on housing costs.
(ii) The term “rate of housing cost burden for a healthy housing market” means that the rate of
households that are cost burdened is no more than the average rate of households that are cost
burdened in comparable regions throughout the nation, as determined by the council of governments.
(I) 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 data request.
(2) The department may accept or reject the information provided by the council of governments or
modify its own assumptions or methodology based on this information. After consultation with the
council of governments, the department shall make determinations in writing on the assumptions for
each of the factors listed in subparagraphs (A) to (I), inclusive, of paragraph (1) and the methodology it
shall use and shall provide these determinations to the council of governments. The methodology
submitted by the department may make adjustments based on the region’s total projected households,
which includes existing households as well as projected households.



(c) (1) After consultation with the council of governments, the department shall make a determination
of the region’s existing and projected housing need based upon the assumptions and methodology
determined pursuant to subdivision (b). The region’s existing and projected housing need shall reflect
the achievement of a feasible balance between jobs and housing within the region using the regional
employment projections in the applicable regional transportation plan. Within 30 days following notice
of the determination from the department, the council of governments may file an objection to the
department’s determination of the region’s existing and projected housing need with the department.
(2) The objection shall be based on and substantiate either of the following:
(A) The department failed to base its determination on the population projection for the region
established pursuant to subdivision (a), and shall identify the population projection which the council of
governments believes should instead be used for the determination and explain the basis for its
rationale.
(B) The regional housing need determined by the department is not a reasonable application of the
methodology and assumptions determined pursuant to subdivision (b). The objection shall include a
proposed alternative determination of its regional housing need based upon the determinations made
in subdivision (b), including analysis of why the proposed alternative would be a more reasonable
application of the methodology and assumptions determined pursuant to subdivision (b).
(3) If a council of governments files an objection pursuant to this subdivision and includes with the
objection a proposed alternative determination of its regional housing need, it shall also include
documentation of its basis for the alternative determination. Within 45 days of receiving an objection
filed pursuant to this section, the department shall consider the objection and make a final written
determination of the region’s existing and projected housing need that includes an explanation of the
information upon which the determination was made.
(d) Statutory changes enacted after the date the department issued a final determination pursuant to
this section shall not be a basis for a revision of the final determination.
(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 497, Sec. 146. (AB 991) Effective January 1, 2020.)

65584.02. 
(a) For the fourth and subsequent revisions of the housing element pursuant to Section 65588, the
existing and projected need for housing may be determined for each region by the department as
follows, as an alternative to the process pursuant to Section 65584.01:
(1) In a region in which at least one subregion has accepted delegated authority pursuant to Section
65584.03, the region’s housing need shall be determined at least 26 months prior to the housing
element update deadline pursuant to Section 65588. In a region in which no subregion has accepted
delegation pursuant to Section 65584.03, the region’s housing need shall be determined at least 24
months prior to the housing element deadline.
(2) At least six months prior to the department’s determination of regional housing need pursuant to
paragraph (1), a council of governments may request the use of population and household forecast
assumptions used in the regional transportation plan. This request shall include all of the following:
(A) Proposed data and assumptions for factors contributing to housing need beyond household growth
identified in the forecast. These factors shall include allowance for vacant or replacement units, and may
include other adjustment factors.
(B) A proposed planning period that is not longer than the period of time covered by the regional
transportation improvement plan or plans of the region pursuant to Section 14527, but a period not less
than five years, and not longer than six years.
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(C) A comparison between the population and household assumptions used for the Regional 
Transportation Plan with population and household estimates and projections of the Department of 
Finance. 
(b) The department shall consult with the council of governments regarding requests submitted 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a). The department may seek advice and consult with the 
Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance, the State Department of Transportation, a 
representative of a contiguous council of governments, and any other party as deemed necessary. The 
department may request that the council of governments revise data, assumptions, or methodology to 
be used for the determination of regional housing need, or may reject the request submitted pursuant 
to paragraph (2) of subdivision (a). Subsequent to consultation with the council of governments, the 
department will respond in writing to requests submitted pursuant to paragraph (1) of subdivision (a). 
(c) If the council of governments does not submit a request pursuant to subdivision (a), or if the 
department rejects the request of the council of governments, the determination for the region shall be 
made pursuant to Sections 65584 and 65584.01. 
(Amended by Stats. 2008, Ch. 728, Sec. 9. Effective January 1, 2009.) 

65584.03. 
(a) At least 28 months prior to the scheduled housing element update required by Section 65588, at 
least two or more cities and a county, or counties, may form a subregional entity for the purpose of 
allocation of the subregion’s existing and projected need for housing among its members in accordance 
with the allocation methodology established pursuant to Section 65584.04. The purpose of establishing 
a subregion shall be to recognize the community of interest and mutual challenges and opportunities for 
providing housing within a subregion. A subregion formed pursuant to this section may include a single 
county and each of the cities in that county or any other combination of geographically contiguous local 
governments and shall be approved by the adoption of a resolution by each of the local governments in 
the subregion as well as by the council of governments. All decisions of the subregion shall be approved 
by vote as provided for in rules adopted by the local governments comprising the subregion or shall be 
approved by vote of the county or counties, if any, and the majority of the cities with the majority of 
population within a county or counties. 
(b) Upon formation of the subregional entity, the entity shall notify the council of governments of this 
formation. If the council of governments has not received notification from an eligible subregional entity 
at least 28 months prior to the scheduled housing element update required by Section 65588, the 
council of governments shall implement the provisions of Sections 65584 and 65584.04. The delegate 
subregion and the council of governments shall enter into an agreement that sets forth the process, 
timing, and other terms and conditions of the delegation of responsibility by the council of governments 
to the subregion. 
(c) At least 25 months prior to the scheduled revision, the council of governments shall determine the 
share of regional housing need assigned to each delegate subregion. The share or shares allocated to 
the delegate subregion or subregions by a council of governments shall be in a proportion consistent 
with the distribution of households assumed for the comparable time period of the applicable regional 
transportation plan. Prior to allocating the regional housing needs to any delegate subregion or 
subregions, the council of governments shall hold at least one public hearing, and may consider requests 
for revision of the proposed allocation to a subregion. If a proposed revision is rejected, the council of 
governments shall respond with a written explanation of why the proposed revised share has not been 
accepted. 
(d) Each delegate subregion shall fully allocate its share of the regional housing need to local 
governments within its subregion. If a delegate subregion fails to complete the regional housing need 
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allocation process among its member jurisdictions in a manner consistent with this article and with the 
delegation agreement between the subregion and the council of governments, the allocations to 
member jurisdictions shall be made by the council of governments. 
(Added by Stats. 2004, Ch. 696, Sec. 6. Effective January 1, 2005.) 

65584.04. 
(a) At least two years before a scheduled revision required by Section 65588, each council of 
governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall develop, in consultation with the department, a 
proposed methodology for distributing the existing and projected regional housing need to cities, 
counties, and cities and counties within the region or within the subregion, where applicable pursuant 
to this section. The methodology shall further the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. 
(b) (1) No more than six months before the development of a proposed methodology for distributing the 
existing and projected housing need, each council of governments shall survey each of its member 
jurisdictions to request, at a minimum, information regarding the factors listed in subdivision (e) that 
will allow the development of a methodology based upon the factors established in subdivision (e). 
(2) With respect to the objective in paragraph (5) of subdivision (d) of Section 65584, the survey shall 
review and compile information that will allow the development of a methodology based upon the 
issues, strategies, and actions that are included, as available, in an Analysis of Impediments to Fair 
Housing Choice or an Assessment of Fair Housing completed by any city or county or the department 
that covers communities within the area served by the council of governments, and in housing elements 
adopted pursuant to this article by cities and counties within the area served by the council of 
governments. 
(3) The council of governments shall seek to obtain the information in a manner and format that is 
comparable throughout the region and utilize readily available data to the extent possible. 
(4) The information provided by a local government pursuant to this section shall be used, to the extent 
possible, by the council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, as source information for 
the methodology developed pursuant to this section. The survey shall state that none of the information 
received may be used as a basis for reducing the total housing need established for the region pursuant 
to Section 65584.01. 
(5) If the council of governments fails to conduct a survey pursuant to this subdivision, a city, county, or 
city and county may submit information related to the items listed in subdivision (e) before the public 
comment period provided for in subdivision (d). 
(c) The council of governments shall electronically report the results of the survey of fair housing issues, 
strategies, and actions compiled pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (b). The report shall describe 
common themes and effective strategies employed by cities and counties within the area served by the 
council of governments, including common themes and effective strategies around avoiding the 
displacement of lower income households. The council of governments shall also identify significant 
barriers to affirmatively furthering fair housing at the regional level and may recommend strategies or 
actions to overcome those barriers. A council of governments or metropolitan planning organization, as 
appropriate, may use this information for any other purpose, including publication within a regional 
transportation plan adopted pursuant to Section 65080 or to inform the land use assumptions that are 
applied in the development of a regional transportation plan. 
(d) Public participation and access shall be required in the development of the methodology and in the 
process of drafting and adoption of the allocation of the regional housing needs. Participation by 
organizations other than local jurisdictions and councils of governments shall be solicited in a diligent 
effort to achieve public participation of all economic segments of the community as well as members of 
protected classes under Section 12955. The proposed methodology, along with any relevant underlying 
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data and assumptions, an explanation of how information about local government conditions gathered 
pursuant to subdivision (b) has been used to develop the proposed methodology, how each of the 
factors listed in subdivision (e) is incorporated into the methodology, and how the proposed 
methodology furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (e) of Section 65584, shall be distributed to all 
cities, counties, any subregions, and members of the public who have made a written or electronic 
request for the proposed methodology and published on the council of governments’, or delegate 
subregion’s, internet website. The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall 
conduct at least one public hearing to receive oral and written comments on the proposed 
methodology. 
(e) To the extent that sufficient data is available from local governments pursuant to subdivision (b) or
other sources, each council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall include the
following factors to develop the methodology that allocates regional housing needs:
(1) 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.
(2) The opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing in each member jurisdiction,
including all of the following:
(A) 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.
(B) 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.
(C) 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 nonagricultural uses.
(D) County policies to preserve prime agricultural land, as defined pursuant to Section 56064, within an
unincorporated area 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 nonagricultural uses.
(3) 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.
(4) 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 nonagricultural uses.



(5) 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. 
(6) 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) The rate of overcrowding. 
(8) The housing needs of farmworkers. 
(9) 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. 
(10) The housing needs of individuals and families experiencing homelessness. If a council of 
governments has surveyed each of its member jurisdictions pursuant to subdivision (b) on or before 
January 1, 2020, this paragraph shall apply only to the development of methodologies for the seventh 
and subsequent revisions of the housing element. 
(11) 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. 
(12) The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant 
to Section 65080. 
(13) 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. 
(f) The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall explain in writing how each of 
the factors described in subdivision (e) was incorporated into the methodology and how the 
methodology furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The methodology may 
include numerical weighting. This information, and any other supporting materials used in determining 
the methodology, shall be posted on the council of governments’, or delegate subregion’s, internet 
website. 
(g) The following criteria shall not be a justification for a determination or a reduction in a jurisdiction’s 
share of the regional housing need: 
(1) Any ordinance, policy, voter-approved measure, or standard of a city or county that directly or 
indirectly limits the number of residential building permits issued by a city or county. 
(2) Prior underproduction of housing in a city or county from the previous regional housing need 
allocation, as determined by each jurisdiction’s annual production report submitted pursuant to 
subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 65400. 
(3) Stable population numbers in a city or county from the previous regional housing needs cycle. 
(h) Following the conclusion of the public comment period described in subdivision (d) on the proposed 
allocation methodology, and after making any revisions deemed appropriate by the council of 
governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, as a result of comments received during the public 
comment period, and as a result of consultation with the department, each council of governments, or 
delegate subregion, as applicable, shall publish a draft allocation methodology on its internet website 
and submit the draft allocation methodology, along with the information required pursuant to 
subdivision (e), to the department. 



(i) Within 60 days, the department shall review the draft allocation methodology and report its written
findings to the council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable. In its written findings the
department shall determine whether the methodology furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of
Section 65584. If the department determines that the methodology is not consistent with subdivision (d)
of Section 65584, the council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall take one of the
following actions:
(1) Revise the methodology to further the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 and adopt
a final regional, or subregional, housing need allocation methodology.
(2) Adopt the regional, or subregional, housing need allocation methodology without revisions and
include within its resolution of adoption findings, supported by substantial evidence, as to why the
council of governments, or delegate subregion, believes that the methodology furthers the objectives
listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 despite the findings of the department.
(j) If the department’s findings are not available within the time limits set by subdivision (i), the council
of governments, or delegate subregion, may act without them.
(k) Upon either action pursuant to subdivision (i), the council of governments, or delegate subregion,
shall provide notice of the adoption of the methodology to the jurisdictions within the region, or
delegate subregion, as applicable, and to the department, and shall publish the adopted allocation
methodology, along with its resolution and any adopted written findings, on its internet website.
(l) The department may, within 90 days, review the adopted methodology and report its findings to the
council of governments, or delegate subregion.
(m) (1) It is the intent of the Legislature that housing planning be coordinated and integrated with the
regional transportation plan. To achieve this goal, the allocation plan shall allocate housing units within
the region consistent with the development pattern included in the sustainable communities strategy.
(2) The final allocation plan shall ensure that the total regional housing need, by income category, as
determined under Section 65584, is maintained, and that each jurisdiction in the region receive an
allocation of units for low- and very low income households.
(3) The resolution approving the final housing need allocation plan shall demonstrate that the plan is
consistent with the sustainable communities strategy in the regional transportation plan and furthers
the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584.
(Amended (as amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 990, Sec. 3.7) by Stats. 2019, Ch. 335, Sec. 4. (AB 139) Effective January
1, 2020.)

65584.05. 
(a) At least one and one-half years before the scheduled revision required by Section 65588, each
council of governments and delegate subregion, as applicable, shall distribute a draft allocation of
regional housing needs to each local government in the region or subregion, where applicable, and the
department, based on the methodology adopted pursuant to Section 65584.04 and shall publish the
draft allocation on its internet website. The draft allocation shall include the underlying data and
methodology on which the allocation is based, and a statement as to how it furthers the objectives
listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. It is the intent of the Legislature that the draft allocation
should be distributed before the completion of the update of the applicable regional transportation
plan. The draft allocation shall distribute to localities and subregions, if any, within the region the entire
regional housing need determined pursuant to Section 65584.01 or within subregions, as applicable, the
subregion’s entire share of the regional housing need determined pursuant to Section 65584.03.
(b) Within 45 days following receipt of the draft allocation, a local government within the region or the
delegate subregion, as applicable, or the department may appeal to the council of governments or the
delegate subregion for a revision of the share of the regional housing need proposed to be allocated to

javascript:submitCodesValues('65584.05.','10.1.9.11','2019','634','4',%20'id_18d47ede-1c72-11ea-b366-4d5a39f643ad')


one or more local governments. Appeals shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected 
jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and supported by adequate documentation, and shall 
include a statement as to why the revision is necessary to further the intent of the objectives listed in 
subdivision (d) of Section 65584. An appeal pursuant to this subdivision shall be consistent with, and not 
to the detriment of, the development pattern in an applicable sustainable communities strategy 
developed pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080. Appeals shall be limited to any 
of the following circumstances: 
(1) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, failed to adequately consider the 
information submitted pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 65584.04. 
(2) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, failed to determine the share of the 
regional housing need in accordance with the information described in, and the methodology 
established pursuant to, Section 65584.04, and in a manner that furthers, and does not undermine, the 
intent of the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. 
(3) A significant and unforeseen change in circumstances has occurred in the local jurisdiction or 
jurisdictions that merits a revision of the information submitted pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 
65584.04. Appeals on this basis shall only be made by the jurisdiction or jurisdictions where the change 
in circumstances has occurred. 
(c) At the close of the period for filing appeals pursuant to subdivision (b), the council of governments or 
delegate subregion, as applicable, shall notify all other local governments within the region or delegate 
subregion and the department of all appeals and shall make all materials submitted in support of each 
appeal available on a publicly available internet website. Local governments and the department may, 
within 45 days, comment on one or more appeals. If no appeals are filed, the draft allocation shall be 
issued as the proposed final allocation plan pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (e). 
(d) No later than 30 days after the close of the comment period, and after providing all local 
governments within the region or delegate subregion, as applicable, at least 21 days prior notice, the 
council of governments or delegate subregion shall conduct one public hearing to consider all appeals 
filed pursuant to subdivision (b) and all comments received pursuant to subdivision (c). 
(e) No later than 45 days after the public hearing pursuant to subdivision (d), the council of governments 
or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall do both of the following: 
(1) Make a final determination that either accepts, rejects, or modifies each appeal for a revised share 
filed pursuant to subdivision (b). Final determinations shall be based upon the information and 
methodology described in Section 65584.04 and whether the revision is necessary to further the 
objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The final determination shall be in writing and shall 
include written findings as to how the determination is consistent with this article. The final 
determination on an appeal may require the council of governments or delegate subregion, as 
applicable, to adjust the share of the regional housing need allocated to one or more local governments 
that are not the subject of an appeal. 
(2) Issue a proposed final allocation plan. 
(f) In the proposed final allocation plan, the council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, 
shall adjust allocations to local governments based upon the results of the appeals process. If the 
adjustments total 7 percent or less of the regional housing need determined pursuant to Section 
65584.01, or, as applicable, total 7 percent or less of the subregion’s share of the regional housing need 
as determined pursuant to Section 65584.03, then the council of governments or delegate subregion, as 
applicable, shall distribute the adjustments proportionally to all local governments. If the adjustments 
total more than 7 percent of the regional housing need, then the council of governments or delegate 
subregion, as applicable, shall develop a methodology to distribute the amount greater than the 7 
percent to local governments. The total distribution of housing need shall not equal less than the 
regional housing need, as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01, nor shall the subregional 



distribution of housing need equal less than its share of the regional housing need as determined 
pursuant to Section 65584.03. 
(g) Within 45 days after the issuance of the proposed final allocation plan by the council of governments
and each delegate subregion, as applicable, the council of governments shall hold a public hearing to
adopt a final allocation plan. To the extent that the final allocation plan fully allocates the regional share
of statewide housing need, as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01 and has taken into account all
appeals, the council of governments shall have final authority to determine the distribution of the
region’s existing and projected housing need as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01. The council
of governments shall submit its final allocation plan to the department within three days of adoption.
Within 30 days after the department’s receipt of the final allocation plan adopted by the council of
governments, the department shall determine if the final allocation plan is consistent with the existing
and projected housing need for the region, as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01. The
department may revise the determination of the council of governments if necessary to obtain this
consistency.
(h) Any authority of the council of governments to review and revise the share of a city or county of the
regional housing need under this section shall not constitute authority to revise, approve, or disapprove
the manner in which the share of the city or county of the regional housing need is implemented
through its housing program.
(i) Any time period in subdivision (d) or (e) may be extended by a council of governments or delegate
subregion, as applicable, for up to 30 days.
(j) The San Diego Association of Governments may follow the process in this section for the draft and
final allocation plan for the sixth revision of the housing element notwithstanding such actions being
carried out before the adoption of an updated regional transportation plan and sustainable
communities strategy.
(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 634, Sec. 4. (AB 1730) Effective January 1, 2020.)



 

 

 

APPENDIX 2 
ABAG RHNA Summary of Local Jurisdiction Survey Results 
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Item 6, Attachment A 

TO: Housing Methodology Committee DATE: March 12, 2020 
FR: Deputy Executive Director, Policy 
RE: Summary of Local Jurisdiction Survey Results 

Overview 
Housing Element Law requires each Council of Government (COG) to survey its member 
jurisdictions during the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process to gather information 
on factors that must be considered for inclusion in the methodology.1 Recent legislation also 
requires ABAG to collect information on jurisdictions’ fair housing issues and strategies for 
achieving fair housing goals.2 ABAG staff presented the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) 
with a draft of the survey in November 2019. Staff revised the survey to incorporate feedback from 
HMC members, local jurisdiction staff, and other stakeholders, and the ABAG Regional Planning 
Committee approved the survey in December 2019. The survey became available online on 
January 8, 2020. A survey link was emailed to city managers, county administrators, community 
development and planning directors, and housing staff in all 109 ABAG jurisdictions. The deadline 
for completing the survey was February 5, 2020, at which point ABAG received 71 responses, a 
response rate of 65%. Table 1 shows the response rates for each of the nine Bay Area counties. 

Table 1. Local jurisdictions survey response rate by county. 

County Responses Response Rate
Alameda 9 60% 

Contra Costa 14 70% 
Marin 8 73% 
Napa 3 50% 

San Francisco 1 100% 
San Mateo 14 67% 
Santa Clara 13 81% 

Solano 4 50% 
Sonoma 6 60% 

Survey Responses 
The survey consisted of 53 questions in two sections. This memo summarizes the responses to 
the first section, which contained questions related to the statutory housing and land use 
factors. This section included 36 questions divided into four topics: Relationship Between Jobs 
and Housing, Housing Opportunities and Constraints, Housing Affordability and Overcrowding, 
and Housing Demand. ABAG Staff will present responses for the second section of the survey, 
which focused on fair housing issues, goals, and actions, at a future HMC meeting. 

1 See State of California Government Code Section 65584.04(b)(1). 
2 See State of California Government Code Section 65584.04(b)(2). 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65584.04.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=GOV&sectionNum=65584.04.
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Topic 1: Relationship Between Jobs and Housing 
The six questions in this topic area centered on jurisdictions’ issues related to jobs-housing fit, 
which measures the relationship between a jurisdiction’s low-wage jobs and homes affordable 
to low-wage workers. The first question presented each jurisdiction’s jobs-housing fit ratio and 
included a data visualization comparing a jurisdiction’s jobs-housing fit ratio to other 
jurisdictions throughout the region. Respondents were asked to reflect on the jobs-housing fit in 
their community using both their own perceptions and the data provided. Additionally, 
respondents had the opportunity to consider the impacts of this balance or imbalance, and they 
could comment on what strategies might be helpful for addressing issues related to an 
imbalance between low-wage workers and affordable housing. 
 
Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Suggestions for measuring jobs-housing fit: Several jurisdictions commented the rent 
threshold the survey used for units affordable to low-wage workers excludes many of the deed-
restricted affordable units that currently exist in their communities or are in the development 
pipeline. Multiple respondents provided data on the number of deed-restricted affordable units 
in their jurisdictions. It is worth noting that, for the jobs-housing fit factor presented to the HMC 
for the March 2020 meeting, the thresholds for low-wage jobs and low-cost rental units were set 
higher than the values used for the survey.3 However, staff and the HMC will take these survey 
comments into account when deciding how to define the jobs-housing fit ratio and what data 
sources to use if this factor is selected for the RHNA methodology. 
 
Imbalance between low-wage jobs and affordable housing in the region: 60 jurisdictions 
(85%) stated the ratio between low-wage jobs and affordable homes in their jurisdiction is 
imbalanced or very imbalanced, while only 10 (14%) indicated their jurisdiction is balanced (see 
Figure 1). Responses varied by county, as no jurisdictions in Marin, San Mateo, or Santa Clara 
Counties reported a balance in their jobs-housing fit ratios. These same counties also contained 
all of the jurisdictions who stated their jobs-housing fit ratio is very imbalanced. 

 
Figure 2. How would you rate the balance between low-wage jobs and the number of homes 
affordable to low-wage workers in your jurisdiction? (Question 2) 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
3 For the proposed jobs-housing fit factor, the threshold for a low-wage job is set at $3,333 per month and low-cost 
rental units are defined as those renting for less than $1,500 per month. 
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Reasons for imbalance in local jobs-housing fit ratio: Respondents mentioned a lack of rental 
housing, state policy limiting deed restrictions for ADUs, high land prices, a lack of land available 
for development, and limited resources for producing affordable housing due to the end of 
redevelopment agencies as reasons for the jobs-housing fit imbalance. Multiple jurisdictions noted 
that, while their jobs-housing fit ratio suggested an imbalance, it was comparable to many other 
jurisdictions in the region, suggesting a broader regional problem. Lastly, some respondents noted 
potential for future improvements in their jobs-housing fit ratio based on recent rent stabilization 
policies, ongoing ADU production, or affordable housing units in the development pipeline. 

Impacts of imbalance in local jobs-housing fit ratio: Jurisdictions indicated that the most 
common impact of an imbalance between low-wage workers and affordable housing is high 
housing cost burden for residents (see Figure 2). The majority of respondents also noted 
impacts on employers and workers in their jurisdictions, with 38 respondents (53%) stating that 
the imbalance between low-wage workers and affordable housing results in long commutes into 
the jurisdiction and hinders employers’ ability to hire or retain workers.  Beyond the options 
listed on the survey, respondents wrote that displacement and overcrowding are also local 
issues related to an imbalance in jobs-housing fit. 

Figure 2. Which of the following impacts does the balance or imbalance of low-wage workers to 
homes affordable to low-wage workers have on your jurisdiction? (Question 4) 

Usefulness of jobs-housing fit data: 51% of respondents indicated their jurisdiction uses jobs-
housing fit data to inform policy decisions, including: 

• Updating Housing Elements, General Plans, and other long-range plans
• Revising land use policies, such as industrial zoning
• Approving development projects
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• Recruiting new businesses
• Designing affordable housing policies such as inclusionary zoning, commercial linkage

fees, and rent stabilization

Jurisdictions that do not use jobs-housing fit data explained why this data is not as relevant to 
their communities. Some noted a jobs-housing balance metric is more useful, particularly in 
communities where there is more housing relative to jobs. Others noted that more data collection 
is needed to examine jobs-housing fit issues in their jurisdiction. Lastly, some felt other data are 
more relevant for housing affordability issues, such as comparing overall housing cost and wage 
data. The HMC can take these comments into account when considering jobs-housing fit as a 
factor in the RHNA methodology. The survey results indicate using jobs-housing fit as a RHNA 
factor would align with policymaking in many jurisdictions, but there are also other data sources 
that could potentially be a factor for the relationship between jobs, housing, and affordability. 

Strategies for addressing jobs-housing fit imbalance: Jurisdictions focused on policies to 
produce and preserve affordable housing to address a jobs-housing fit imbalance (see Figure 3). 
Increased funding for affordable housing received the most support from respondents (76%) 
followed by inclusionary zoning (41%) and community land trusts (23%). Beyond the options listed 
on the survey, jurisdictions commented that they support the following strategies: 

• Policies to encourage production of ADUs and allow for rent-restrictions in ADUs
• Increased housing density
• Policies to incentivize affordable housing production, such as density bonuses
• Funding to acquire and preserve affordable housing that currently exists on the market

without subsidy

Figure 3. If your jurisdiction experiences an imbalance in the jobs-housing fit for low-wage 
workers, which of the following policies, programs, or strategies would be most helpful for your 
jurisdiction to implement to help address this imbalance? (Question 6) 
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Topic 2: Relationship Between Jobs and Housing 
The seven questions within this topic area focused on factors within jurisdictions that create 
opportunities or constraints for developing more housing. These questions also focus 
specifically on opportunities and constraints for encouraging jobs and housing near transit, 
developing housing near job centers, and minimizing greenhouse gas emissions. 

Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Opportunities and constraints for developing housing: Jurisdictions’ constraints for 
developing new housing centered on issues related to costs and land. Nearly all respondents 
(87%) cited construction costs as a constraint (see Figure 4). Other constraints reported by more 
than 50% of jurisdictions were the availability of vacant land, funding for affordable housing, 
availability of construction workforce, land suitability, and availability of surplus public land. There 
was less of a regional consensus around opportunities for developing housing, with no single 
factor being cited as an opportunity by most respondents. Factors considered to be opportunities 
related largely to infrastructure and community amenities, with the most common opportunities 
being the availability of schools, availability of parks, water capacity, and sewer capacity. These 
four factors were also the only factors listed more commonly as opportunities than as constraints. 

Figure 4. Which of the following apply to your jurisdiction as either an opportunity or a constraint for 
development of additional housing by 2030? (Question 7) 

Opportunities and constraints for encouraging housing near transit and jobs: 57 
jurisdictions (80%) stated they encounter opportunities or constraints in encouraging jobs and 
housing near existing transportation infrastructure, while 50 (70%) reported having opportunities 
or constraints for encouraging housing near job centers. In their responses to these questions, 
jurisdictions reported a mix of both opportunities and constraints for developing housing near 
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jobs and transit, with some respondents noting that both opportunities and constraints exist 
simultaneously in their jurisdictions. Jurisdictions in Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, and San 
Mateo counties noted that specific plans for areas around bus and rail transit centers provide 
opportunities for greater density and mixed-use development near transportation infrastructure, 
which can encourage housing near jobs and transit. Similarly, jurisdictions in Santa Clara County 
discussed how rezoning efforts near job centers can create opportunities for more housing near 
jobs. Some of the obstacles listed by jurisdictions echo what was mentioned in the previous 
questions related to opportunities and constraints for developing housing in general: limited 
vacant land, high construction costs, and construction labor shortage. Additionally, jurisdictions 
throughout the region stated that a lack of existing transit service prevents them from 
encouraging jobs and housing near public transportation infrastructure. Likewise, respondents 
across the region also noted that their jurisdictions lack job centers, which prevents them from 
locating housing near jobs. Lastly, some jurisdictions noted that while they do have job centers, 
the land near these jobs is not zoned to allow for residential construction.  
 
Strategies for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions: Seven of the policies listed in this 
question have been adopted by a majority of respondents. The most widespread strategy (94% of 
respondents) is investing in active transportation infrastructure to support biking and walking (see 
Figure 5). Other popular strategies for reducing GHG emissions include encouraging mixed-use 
development and density near transit, adopting energy efficiency standards for new construction, 
designating Priority Development Areas, and changing parking requirements. This information 
could potentially assist staff and the HMC in designing a RHNA methodology that satisfies the 
statutory objective to encourage efficient development patterns and achieve GHG reduction 
targets. 
 
Figure 5. What land use policies or strategies has your jurisdiction implemented to minimize 
greenhouse gas emissions? (Question 13) 
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Topic 3: Housing Affordability and Overcrowding 
The eight questions within this topic area discussed issues jurisdictions face related to high 
housing costs, data jurisdictions use to assess these issues, and barriers that jurisdictions face in 
meeting their RHNA targets for lower-income households. 
 
Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Policymaking related to housing costs and overcrowding: 51 respondents (72%) have 
considered impacts of housing costs and high rates of rent burden4 on residents. However, only 
33 respondents (46%) stated they have considered the impacts of overcrowding on residents. 
Specifically, jurisdictions noted they examine issues related to housing costs and overcrowding 
when updating their Housing Elements, completing Consolidated Planning processes required by 
HUD, and creating affordable housing policies such as inclusionary zoning and rent stabilization. 
 
Data collection on housing costs and homelessness: Jurisdictions largely rely on Census 
Bureau data (65 respondents, 92%) and online real estate databases, such as Zillow or Trulia (51 
respondents, 72%), to examine housing costs (see Figure 6). 30% of jurisdictions reported using 
publicly available data sources in addition to Census Bureau data, which included the county 
assessor’s database, California Department of Finance data, HUD’s CHAS dataset, and data 
provided by ABAG. Approximately 30% of respondents also reported using locally collected data 
such as building permit records, local rental registries, and local surveys of landlords, apartment 
communities, and first-time homebuyers. Lastly, about 15% of respondents use proprietary data 
sources to examine housing costs, which include products like CoStar, RealQuest, DataQuick, and 
Axiometrics. The vast majority of respondents noted that housing costs in their jurisdiction are 
increasing. However, a few jurisdictions stated that prices have been stabilizing in the past year 
after increasing sharply in recent years, while two jurisdictions reported that rental prices declined 
in the past year. Also, a few jurisdictions stated that prices of for-sale homes have leveled off 
while rents continue to rise. In terms of data collection on homelessness, 40 respondents (56%) 
indicated their jurisdictions collect data on the occurrence of homelessness within their 
boundaries. Nearly all these jurisdictions noted their data collection on homelessness is a part of 
bi-annual countywide efforts related to the Point-in-Time counts required by HUD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                           
4 HUD defines households as rent-burdened if they spend more than 30% of their income on rent. For more 
information on this measure, see https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_article_092214.html.  

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/pdredge/pdr_edge_featd_article_092214.html
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Figure 6. What data sources does your jurisdiction use to examine local trends in housing costs? 
(Question 16) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Barriers to meeting lower-income RHNA goals: The most common barriers to affordable 
housing production identified by survey respondents were gap financing and land availability. 
Both of these obstacles were selected by 50 respondents (70%), while no other barrier was 
selected by the majority of respondents (see Figure 7). Other barriers identified by respondents 
were similar to factors mentioned in earlier questions related to obstacles to housing 
development generally, such as construction costs and high prices for land, materials, and labor. 
Respondents also mentioned a lack of funding and staff resources for the implementation of 
affordable housing programs, particularly due to the dissolution of redevelopment agencies.  
 
Additionally, 20 respondents provided an estimate for how many affordable units could be built 
in their jurisdictions if ample gap financing was available. In total, these 20 jurisdictions 
estimated that 12,000 units of housing affordable to low- and very low-income households 
could be built if they had the necessary funding. Similarly, multiple jurisdictions stated that they 
would be able to accommodate their entire low- and very low-income RHNA if given the gap 
financing to enable construction of these affordable units. Jurisdictions’ estimates for the 
funding needed to build these units ranged from $200,000 to $500,000 per unit.  
 
Similarly, jurisdictions indicated financing for constructing new affordable housing was the support 
they would most desire from the Bay Area Housing Finance Authority, with 65 jurisdictions (92%) 
selecting this option (see Figure 8). Financing for preservation of both subsidized affordable 
housing and affordable housing that exists on the market without subsidy were the next most 
popular options for financial support from BAHFA. Most jurisdictions also noted they would like 
technical assistance with complying with HCD’s pro-housing designation and other state 
regulations, as well technical assistance for Housing Element outreach. ABAG staff may be able use 
the information provided from local jurisdictions for designing the technical assistance programs 
that will be provided as part of the Regional Early Action Planning grants program. 
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Figure 7. What are the primary barriers or gaps your jurisdiction faces in meeting its RHNA goals for 
producing housing affordable to very low- and low-income households? (Question 19) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 8. What types of support would your jurisdiction like to see the Bay Area Housing Finance 
Authority (BAHFA) provide to help your jurisdiction meet its RHNA goals and comply with the 
requirement to affirmatively further fair housing? (Question 21) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Topic 4: Housing Demand 
The 15 questions within this topic area focused on demand for housing created in jurisdictions 
by farmworkers, nearby postsecondary educational institutions, the loss of subsidized housing 
units due to expiring affordability contracts, and state-declared emergencies. 
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Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Housing needs for the region’s farmworkers: Only 16 respondents (23%) identified a need for 
farmworker housing in a typical year. Of those, six provided an estimate of local housing need 
for farmworkers, which totaled approximately 5,000 units. Data sources for estimates included 
interviews with farmworkers and farm owners, the USDA Census of Agriculture, Napa County 
Farmworker Housing Needs Assessment, Santa Clara County Planning Department survey, and 
the California Employment Development Department. The most common barriers to meeting 
demand for farmworker housing are similar to barriers to developing affordable housing 
generally. Among the 16 respondents with a need for farmworker housing, the most common 
barriers are a lack of financing and limited availability of land (see Figure 9).  

Figure 9. If your jurisdiction is not currently meeting the demand for farmworker housing, what are 
the main reasons for this unmet demand?? (Question 24) 

Housing demand created by postsecondary educational institutions: Responses to questions 
about housing demand created by postsecondary educational institutions indicate a need for 
better data collection on this issue. Only 8 respondents (11%) were able to provide an estimate for 
this housing need. Several more jurisdictions indicated there is significant housing demand 
created by nearby postsecondary educational institutions, but the number of housing units 
needed to meet this demand is unknown. The three jurisdictions that were able to estimate the 
housing demand created by postsecondary educational institutions stated that the data for their 
estimates came from surveys conducted by these institutions, but several more jurisdictions 
indicated they have not been able to obtain this information from local colleges and universities. 

Loss of subsidized affordable housing: 19 respondents (27%) stated their jurisdictions had lost 
subsidized affordable housing units in the past 10 years due to expiring affordability contracts or 
other issues facing at-risk affordable housing units. Most of the data for these responses came 
from internal sources. Jurisdictions noted their awareness of affordable housing built with 
redevelopment funds that converted to market-rate due to expiring regulatory agreements, and 
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respondents also stated they were aware of below-market-rate units built through inclusionary 
housing programs that had lapsing affordability requirements.  
 
A larger number of respondents expected to lose affordable housing units in the next 10 years, 
with 23 respondents (32%) noting that they anticipated these future losses. These respondents 
also referred to internal city records that indicated the pending expiration of regulatory 
agreements. Notably, one jurisdiction stated that 68% of existing below-market-rate rental units in 
its Below Market Rate Housing Program are set to expire in 10 years. Additionally, another 
respondent commented that the number of affordable units owned by for-profit owners in their 
jurisdiction is high according to research by the California Housing Partnership, which indicates a 
high risk for losing these affordable units in the future.5 These survey responses indicate that 
helping cities prevent the loss of affordable housing because of expiring affordability 
requirements could be a potential focus of ABAG’s Regional Early Action Planning grants program. 
Additionally, the variety of data on at-risk affordable units collected by both individual jurisdictions 
and the California Housing Partnership points to a need to compile this data if the HMC were to 
consider using the loss of affordable units as a RHNA methodology factor. 
 
Loss of housing units due to state-declared emergencies: Only six respondents (8%) stated 
their jurisdiction had lost housing units during a state-declared emergency (such as a fire or other 
natural disaster) that have not been rebuilt. These jurisdictions are in Napa, San Mateo, Santa 
Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties. Two jurisdictions in Sonoma County were able to provide 
precise data on the number of units lost in recent fires. Another Sonoma County jurisdiction noted 
that they did not lose any housing in the fire but have experienced increased demand in housing 
because of lost units in surrounding communities. Additionally, two jurisdictions in Marin County 
noted that, while they have not lost units recently, they expect that units lost in the future due to 
sea level rise and increased flooding may not be replaced. 
 
Next Steps 
As the HMC continues its process to develop the RHNA methodology, HMC members and ABAG 
staff can consider what they have learned from the local jurisdiction survey. The themes that 
emerged from the survey may point to which factors have readily available data across the 
region or which factors best align with current policy concerns in local jurisdictions. Additionally, 
information from the survey may be relevant beyond the RHNA process and shape how ABAG 
designs technical assistance and grant programs in the future to better respond to local 
concerns. 
 

                                                           
5 For more information on the California Housing Partnership’s research on at-risk affordable housing in California, 
see https://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Affordable-
Homes-at-Risk_CHPC-Final.pdf.  

https://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Affordable-Homes-at-Risk_CHPC-Final.pdf
https://1p08d91kd0c03rlxhmhtydpr-wpengine.netdna-ssl.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/2020-Affordable-Homes-at-Risk_CHPC-Final.pdf
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TO: Housing Methodology Committee DATE: April 27, 2020 
FR: Deputy Executive Director, Policy   
RE: Fair Housing Issues, Strategies, and Actions in the Bay Area 

 
Background 
Housing Element Law requires each Council of Governments (COG) to survey its member 
jurisdictions during the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process to gather 
information on the statutory housing and land use factors.1 Recent legislation also requires 
ABAG to collect information on jurisdictions’ fair housing issues and strategies for achieving fair 
housing goals.2 In addition to surveying local jurisdictions on these topics, ABAG staff reviewed 
the fair housing reports that jurisdictions submit to the federal government if they receive block 
grant funding from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). Appendix A 
contains a summary of responses to the fair housing section of the Local Jurisdiction Survey, 
while Appendix B discusses common themes from Bay Area jurisdictions’ fair housing reports. 
 
Issues 
The data and information collected in the Local Jurisdiction Survey can help Bay Area 
jurisdictions understand the framework needed for assessing fair housing issues, which state law 
now requires for the next Housing Element update in 2022. Notably, several jurisdictions 
reported in the survey that they lack data on segregation patterns and have not previously set 
goals in their Housing Elements related to removing barriers to housing choice. However, this 
type of analysis will likely be needed for the upcoming Housing Element update. Accordingly, 
the survey results can help ABAG staff identify assistance that they can offer through the 
Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) grants program to help local jurisdictions comply with 
new Housing Element requirements. Additionally, both the Local Jurisdiction Survey and the 
review of Bay Area jurisdictions’ fair housing reports to HUD identified regional themes 
regarding both barriers to fair housing choice and strategies to further fair housing. This 
knowledge can inform how ABAG designs technical assistance and grant programs in the future 
to help local jurisdictions implement successful fair housing strategies. 
 
  

 
1 See State of California Government Code Section 65584.04(b)(1). 
2 See State of California Government Code Section 65584.04(b)(2). 
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Appendix A. Summary of Survey Responses 
Overview 
ABAG staff presented the Housing Methodology Committee (HMC) with a draft of the Local 
Jurisdiction survey in November 2019. Staff revised the survey to incorporate feedback from 
HMC members, local jurisdiction staff, and other stakeholders, and the ABAG Regional Planning 
Committee approved the survey in December 2019. The survey became available online on 
January 8, 2020, and city managers, county administrators, community development and 
planning directors, and housing staff in all 109 jurisdictions were notified by email.  

The deadline for completing the survey was February 5, 2020, at which point ABAG received 72 
responses, a response rate of 66%.3 Table 1 shows the response rates for each of the nine Bay 
Area counties. 

Table 1. Local jurisdiction survey response rate by county. 

County Responses Response Rate 
Alameda 9 60%

Contra Costa 14 70% 
Marin 8 73%
Napa 3 50%

San Francisco 1 100% 
San Mateo 14 67% 
Santa Clara 13 81% 

Solano 4 50%
Sonoma 7 70%

Survey Responses 
The survey consisted of 53 questions in two sections. At the HMC’s March 2020 meeting, staff 
presented a summary of the first survey section, which contained questions related to housing 
and land use factors.4 The following is a summary of responses to the second survey section, 
which collected information on local jurisdictions’ fair housing issues as well as strategies and 
actions for achieving fair housing goals. This section included 14 questions divided into three 
topics: Fair Housing Planning and Data Sources; Diversity/Segregation, Access to Opportunity, 
and Housing Needs; and Fair Housing Goals and Actions.  

3 The summary of survey results presented at the HMC’s March 2020 meeting reported 71 responses to the survey. 
However, an additional printed survey response was received via mail after the March 2020 summary was prepared. 
This response was postmarked before the survey deadline, and its responses are included in this summary. 
4 See http://mtc.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=6b572dad-e960-4c4f-8bff-27a5650bc534.pdf for the memo 
containing this summary. 
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Topic 1: Fair Housing Planning and Data Sources 
The eight questions in this topic area centered on jurisdictions’ processes for assessing fair 
housing issues in their communities. Federal law obligates jurisdictions receiving block grant 
funding from HUD to submit a Consolidated Plan to HUD every five years, and this process 
requires jurisdictions to assess local fair housing issues (see Appendix B for more details on 
federally mandated fair housing reporting). While the Local Jurisdiction Survey did ask whether 
jurisdictions currently submit fair housing reports to HUD, all questions on the survey could be 
applicable to jurisdictions regardless of whether they participate in federal fair housing reporting. 
This portion of the survey also asked about the data jurisdictions use for fair housing planning and 
the efforts they have made to elicit public participation in their fair housing planning processes. 

Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Fair housing reporting to HUD: According to the results of the local jurisdiction survey, 37 
respondents (51%) have submitted a fair housing report to HUD. Because these reports are 
submitted as part of five-year planning cycles, most of these jurisdictions recently submitted a 
report for the years 2020-2025 or are currently working on a report for this cycle, though a few 
jurisdictions’ Consolidated Plans are on a different timeline. While some reports are submitted 
to HUD by individual jurisdictions, this reporting can also be completed as a collaborative effort 
between a county government and local jurisdictions within the county. 

Data sources for fair housing planning processes: Jurisdictions primarily rely on publicly 
available datasets (e.g. data from the Census Bureau) to assess fair housing issues, with 74% of 
respondents indicating they use this data source. The other data source that a majority of 
respondents reported using was data provided by HUD (see Figure 1). In addition to the options 
listed on the survey, respondents noted that they collect and maintain various data sources to 
inform fair housing planning, including rental vacancy surveys, inventories of affordable housing, 
landlord registries, code enforcement complaints, surveys of residents, and data from 
community outreach. Beyond the data collected by jurisdictions themselves, respondents also 
discussed using data collected by local nonprofits providing fair housing services as well as 
analyses prepared by county governments and Public Housing Agencies. 

Figure 2. Which of the following data sources does your jurisdiction maintain or use to assess fair 
housing issues in the community? (Question 39) 
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Community participation in fair housing processes: Jurisdictions were most likely to use 
public forums to incorporate community participation in their fair housing planning, with open 
house community meetings (54%) and public hearings (49%) being the most common outreach 
activities reported by respondents. Respondents were also likely to solicit information directly 
from residents, with 46% using resident surveys and 39% using resident focus groups. 
Additionally, 40% of respondents reported consulting with stakeholder groups during fair 
housing planning processes (see Figure 2). Based on information respondents shared in their 
surveys, jurisdictions most often worked with the following types of stakeholder groups: 

 School districts 
 Faith-based groups 
 Community-based organizations and neighborhood associations 
 Advocacy organizations representing the following constituencies: 

o People of color 
o People with disabilities 
o Immigrants and people with limited English proficiency 
o Seniors 
o Youth   

 Affordable housing providers and residents 
 Homelessness services providers 
 Housing Choice Voucher applicants 
 Nonprofits providing fair housing services 
 Legal aid organizations 
 Healthcare and social services providers 

 
15 respondents noted that they collected demographic information for community members 
who participated in the fair housing planning process. This demographic data typically included 
data on participants’ racial/ethnic background, English language proficiency, age, income, 
household size, and housing situation. 
 
Figure 2. Which of the following outreach activities has your jurisdiction used to encourage 
community participation in planning processes related to fair housing? (Question 40) 
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The survey also provided respondents with an opportunity to discuss their goals for the 
community outreach process and their success with achieving these goals. According to the 
survey responses, jurisdictions’ goals for community outreach during fair housing planning can 
be summarized as the following: 

 Gather input from a broad and diverse range of residents and community groups.
 Encourage participation from those most impacted by fair housing issues.
 Engage community members who may face barriers to participation, such as those with

limited English proficiency.
 Build trust with community members and encourage future participation in planning

processes.
 Ensure that federal fair housing reports and other housing planning processes reflect

community conditions.
 Obtain data to effectively assess fair housing barriers.
 Develop targeted and feasible fair housing goals and strategies for achieving them.

Respondents indicated that they were largely successful in achieving their goals for community 
outreach during fair housing planning (see Figure 3). Notably, one-third of respondents did not 
answer this question, which could indicate a hesitancy to comment on the success of community 
outreach efforts. It is also possible that jurisdictions who do not engage in planning processes 
explicitly focused on fair housing skipped this question rather than selecting “N/A.” Respondents 
who did answer also described the reasons their jurisdictions were able to achieve their goals for 
the community outreach process as well as the factors that inhibited success with these goals. 
Table 2 below provides a summary of these reasons. 

Figure 3. How successful was your jurisdiction in achieving its goals for the process to elicit 
community participation for fair housing planning? (Question 43) 
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Table 2. Describe the reasons for the success or lack of success of your jurisdiction’s community 
engagement efforts. (Question 44) 
Factors enabling success in achieving 
community outreach goals: 

Factors preventing success in achieving 
community outreach goals: 

 Reaching out to a diverse group of
community stakeholders

 Effective marketing efforts that
broadly distributed information
throughout the community

 Dedicated staff and resources for the
outreach and engagement process

 Multiple opportunities to participate
throughout engagement process

 Variety of ways to participate in
multiple settings (online surveys,
community meetings, small group
discussions, etc.)

 Partnerships with nonprofit
organizations providing fair housing
services

 Event attendees disproportionately
from certain segments of the
community, such as long-term
homeowners

 Difficulty engaging populations with
less housing stability, such as renters
or people experiencing homelessness

 Outreach does not reflect opinions of
those who have been excluded from
the community due to high cost of
housing

 Lack of housing staff and resources
 Need for a variety of participation

formats as well as more outreach
online and using social media

 Limited time for completing a robust
outreach process

 Residents lacking time and resources
to participate in community meetings

 Lack of childcare provided at
meetings

 Confusion about the fair housing
topics discussed at meetings

Topic 2: Diversity/Segregation, Access to Opportunity, and Housing Needs  
The two questions within this topic area focused on the conditions that restrict fair housing 
choice and access to opportunity in Bay Area jurisdictions. These questions focused on four fair 
housing issues: limited access to housing in a jurisdiction, segregated housing patterns and 
concentrated areas of poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, and disparities in housing 
cost burdens and overcrowding. The survey sought to contextualize respondents’ answers by 
providing each respondent with data specific to their jurisdiction on geographic concentrations 
of poverty and race-based disparities in access to opportunity, housing cost burden, 
overcrowding, and segregated housing patterns. For more information on the impediments to 
fair housing that Bay Area jurisdictions have described in their fair housing reports to HUD, see 
Appendix B. 
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Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Factors contributing to fair housing issues: Respondents most commonly reported that fair 
housing issues in their jurisdictions stem from factors related to displacement, affordable 
housing, and barriers to development (see Table 3, which shows how many respondents 
indicated whether a factor contributes to each of the four fair housing issues). When the factors 
are ranked in terms of which were selected by the most jurisdictions for each fair housing issue, 
there are three factors among the five most selected across all four fair housing issues: 
community opposition to development, displacement due to increased rents, and displacement 
of low-income and/or person-of-color (POC) residents. Two other factors ranked in the top five 
for three out of four of the fair housing issues: availability of larger affordable units and land 
use/zoning laws. These five factors are highlighted in Table 3 below. 

The survey results show the most consensus around factors contributing to limited access to 
housing in jurisdictions as well as disparities in housing cost burdens and overcrowding. 32 
respondents (44%) indicated that the availability of larger affordable units contributes to a lack 
of access to housing in their jurisdiction. Additionally, displacement due to increased rents, 
displacement of low-income residents and/or residents of color, and community opposition to 
development were all listed by more than one-third of jurisdictions as contributing to limited 
housing access. These same four factors were also the most commonly indicated causes of 
disparities in housing cost burdens and overcrowding, with 42% of respondents stating that 
displacement due to increased rents contributes to these disparities.  

For the issues of segregated housing patterns/concentrated areas of poverty and disparities in 
access to opportunity areas, no contributing factor was selected by more than 12 respondents 
(17%). However, respondents did report similar causes for these fair housing issues: 
displacement due to increased rents, displacement of low-income residents and/or residents of 
color, community opposition to development, location of affordable housing, and availability of 
larger affordable units. 
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Table 3. Which of the following factors contribute to fair housing issues in your jurisdiction? Check 
all that apply. (Question 45) 
  

Fair Housing Issues 
*Factors highlighted in bold with asterisks (**) are 
among the five most commonly selected across fair 
housing issues. 

Limited access to 
housing in a 
jurisdiction 

Segregated 
housing patterns 
or concentrated 
areas of poverty 

Disparities in 
access to 
opportunity 
areas 

Disparities in 
housing cost 
burdens and 
overcrowding Factors Contributing to Fair Housing Issues 

Access to financial services 5 1 1 1 
Access to grocery stores and healthy food options 3 4 7 2 
Access to healthcare facilities and medical services 3 2 2 2 
**Availability of larger affordable units 32 9 9 18 
Availability, frequency, and reliability of public transit 20 5 8 6 
CEQA and the land use entitlement process 14 4 6 6 
**Community opposition to development 24 10 9 15 
Creation and retention of high-quality jobs 8 0 5 7 
Deteriorated/abandoned properties 2 2 0 3 
**Displacement due to increased rents 30 11 9 30 
Displacement due to natural hazards 3 1 1 4 
**Displacement of low-income/POC residents 25 12 11 24 
Foreclosure patterns 2 3 2 4 
Impacts of natural hazards 8 1 2 3 
Lack of community revitalization strategies 2 3 2 3 
Lack of private investments in low-income/POC 
communities 6 6 6 5 

Lack of public investments in low-income/POC 
communities 4 3 4 2 

Lack of regional cooperation 7 2 6 6 
**Land use and zoning laws 20 10 7 9 
Lending discrimination 2 2 2 4 
Location of affordable housing 16 11 8 7 
Location of employers 8 2 3 8 
Location of environmental health hazards 2 2 0 2 
Location of proficient schools and school assignment 
policies 3 5 6 4 

Occupancy standards limiting number of people per 
unit 

4 0 0 3 

Private discrimination 4 2 2 3 
Range of job opportunities available 7 0 5 5 
Other 2 0 1 1 
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Respondents were also asked to select the top three factors contributing to fair housing issues 
in their jurisdiction and to describe the reason for these selections. Below are the factors most 
commonly listed by jurisdictions as the main contributors to fair housing issues as well as a 
summary of why respondents selected these factors. The factors appear in order of how 
frequently they were cited by respondents as top contributors to fair housing issues, with the 
most frequently listed factors first. 

 Displacement: Respondents noted that displacement disproportionately affects low-
income residents and residents of color, which can result in disproportionate 
overcrowding for these populations. Additionally, the rising housing costs in 
communities affected by displacement limit opportunities for racial and socioeconomic 
diversity and integration. 

 Community opposition to development: Respondents reported that residents 
commonly oppose denser housing, affordable housing, or housing with supportive 
services for formerly homeless residents. This opposition can significantly increase the 
time to approve new development and drives up costs for both affordable and market-
rate projects. 

 Lack of affordable housing, especially larger units: Respondents described how rising 
housing costs and a limited supply of affordable housing cause the displacement of low-
income residents and prevent low-income households from moving into communities. 

 Land use and zoning laws: Some respondents noted that their jurisdictions are zoned 
primarily or entirely for single-family housing, and respondents also mentioned 
restrictions on multi-family development created by minimum lot sizes, density caps, 
height limits, and/or minimum parking requirements. These respondents reported that 
low-density zones cannot accommodate affordable housing, and current land use 
restrictions result in limited sites for multi-family projects. Consequently, affordable 
development is nearly impossible in some jurisdictions, while in other jurisdictions 
affordable developments are concentrated in the few areas with denser zoning. As a 
result, current land use and zoning codes perpetuate the segregation created by 
decisions of the past.   

 Barriers to development: In addition to community opposition and land use laws, 
respondents described other barriers to development such as the availability of land 
suitable for development, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the land 
use entitlement process, and the high cost of construction. Respondents discussed how 
their jurisdictions’ approval processes for development and CEQA inhibit housing 
production. These respondents noted that CEQA slows down the entitlement process 
and enables groups opposed to development to threaten litigation and create additional 
delays. The project costs created by CEQA and lengthy entitlement processes can make 
housing development financially infeasible, particularly for affordable projects. Survey 
responses indicated that these barriers to development inhibit access to these 
communities generally and especially for lower-income populations.  

 Location of employers: Respondents discussed how limited job options within their 
jurisdictions and lack of access to job centers increase the costs of living there, as 
residents need to travel farther for work. Additionally, some mentioned that a lack of 
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high-quality jobs within the jurisdiction prevents local jobholders from affording the high 
cost of housing. 

 Public transit availability: Respondents suggested that a lack of public transit options
inhibits those living in their jurisdiction from accessing jobs and services if they do not
own a car, which makes the jurisdiction less accessible to a diverse range of households.

Topic 3: Fair Housing Goals and Actions 
The four questions within this topic area discussed the actions jurisdictions have taken to 
remove barriers to equal housing opportunity and prevent the displacement of low-income 
households. Respondents were also asked to reflect on their goals for fair housing policies and 
whether the strategies they have implemented achieve these goals. For more information on the 
strategies to further fair housing that Bay Area jurisdictions have detailed in their fair housing 
reports to HUD, see Appendix B. 

Key Takeaways from Respondents’ Comments 
Policies and initiatives to further fair housing: The survey results indicate that there are eight 
actions that a majority of respondents have taken to address existing segregation and enable 
equal housing choice (see Figure 4). Most of these actions center on increasing the number of 
affordable housing units. For example, 69% of respondents have supported the development of 
affordable housing for special needs populations such as seniors, people with disabilities, people 
experiencing homelessness, and/or those with mental health issues. The survey responses also 
indicate that most respondents have sought to increase the supply of affordable housing 
through inclusionary zoning, land use changes, developing affordable housing near transit, 
encouraging the construction of larger affordable units, using publicly owned land for affordable 
development, and establishing local funding sources for affordable housing construction. Other 
common strategies to advance fair housing focus on low-income homeownership, with 53% of 
respondents funding home rehabilitation and improvements for low-income homeowners and 
49% of respondents providing resources to support low-income homebuyers. 
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Figure 4. What actions has your jurisdiction taken to overcome historical patterns of segregation or 
remove barriers to equal housing opportunity? (Question 47) 

 

 
 
 
 

Goals for fair housing policies: Many of the jurisdictions’ survey responses noted that a goal of 
their fair housing policies is facilitating equal housing opportunities by removing barriers to 
affordable housing. Specifically, respondents discussed the following objectives for their fair 
housing policies related to increasing the affordable housing supply:  

 Financing affordable housing development through linkage fees and dedicated funding
sources.

 Creating new affordable units and mixed-income development using inclusionary
requirements for market-rate development.

 Providing support for nonprofit affordable housing developers.
 Preserving the existing affordable housing stock.

Additionally, respondents mentioned the following goals related to overcoming historic patterns 
of segregation and eliminating barriers to equal housing choice: 

 Expanding affordable housing and homeownership opportunities for those who have
been directly affected by the historic legacies of housing inequities and discrimination.

 Ensuring that affordable housing is spread throughout all communities.
 Creating affordable housing options in high opportunity neighborhoods.
 Increasing the diversity of housing types throughout all neighborhoods through land use

changes.
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 Reducing barriers to mobility for low-income households and residents of publicly-

supported housing. 
 Making fair housing resources more readily available online and coordinating with fair 

housing services nonprofits to disseminate information and reduce discrimination. 
 
Respondents reported that their jurisdictions’ policies and actions were mostly successful for 
achieving goals related to furthering fair housing (see Figure 5). Notably, one-third of 
respondents did not answer this question, which could indicate a hesitancy to comment on the 
success of efforts to further fair housing. It is also possible that jurisdictions who do not engage 
in planning processes explicitly focused on fair housing skipped this question rather than 
selecting “N/A.” Respondents who did answer also discussed the reasons their jurisdictions were 
able to achieve fair housing goals as well as the factors that hindered the success of these 
efforts. Table 4 below provides a summary of these reasons. 
 
Figure 5. How successful were your jurisdiction’s past actions in achieving goals for overcoming 
historical patterns of segregation or removing barriers to equal housing opportunity? (Question 49) 
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Table 4. Describe the reasons for the success or lack of success of your jurisdiction’s actions to 
overcome historical patterns of segregation or remove barriers to equal housing opportunity. 
(Question 49) 

Factors enabling success in achieving fair 
housing policy goals: 

Factors preventing success in achieving fair 
housing policy goals: 

 Creation of new local funding sources
for affordable housing

 Construction of 100% affordable
housing developments with local
financial support

 Streamlined approvals processes for
development, particularly for
affordable housing and ADUs

 Production of new affordable housing
through inclusionary zoning

 Affordable housing opportunities are
not limited to low-income
neighborhoods

 Rezoning and other policies
implemented through Housing
Element updates resulting in
increased development of both
market-rate and affordable units

 Ongoing funding for fair housing
services providers

 Strong leadership, political will, and
community support for policies that
advance fair housing goals

 Available funding inadequate for
meeting the demand for affordable
housing and other housing services

 Land prices, land availability, and
construction costs hamper affordable
housing construction

 Development of affordable housing
cannot keep pace with the need

 Longer timeframe required to see the
effects of efforts to deconcentrate
poverty and make affordable housing
available throughout all
neighborhoods

 Lack of private investment, particularly
in historically marginalized
communities

 Lack of staff to work on policy
development and implementation

 Community opposition to policies
related to furthering fair housing

Anti-displacement policies and initiatives in local jurisdictions: Jurisdictions throughout the 
region have adopted a variety of policies to prevent or mitigate the displacement of their low-
income residents. The most common strategies focus on the production of affordable units as 
well as policies and programs to help low-income tenants remain in their current housing (see 
Figure 6). 78% of respondents indicated that their jurisdictions promote streamlined processing 
for ADU construction. Other policies enacted by the majority of respondents include inclusionary 
zoning and condominium conversion regulations. Additionally, more than 40% of respondents 
assess affordable housing fees on residential and/or commercial development, while a 
comparable number of respondents provide support for fair housing legal services and/or 
housing counseling. It is worth noting that efforts to preserve subsidized and unsubsidized 
affordable units have been made by few jurisdictions, but these two strategies were selected by 
the most respondents as being of potential interest to the councils/boards in their jurisdictions. 
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In addition to the options listed on the survey, respondents reported that the following anti-
displacement policies and programs have been implemented by their jurisdictions: 

 Relocation assistance for tenants displaced due to code enforcement actions, condo
conversion, and demolition of housing units for redevelopment

 Programs and land use regulations to preserve affordable housing in mobile home parks
 Just cause eviction protections
 Downpayment assistance programs for residents
 Partnering with land trusts to acquire foreclosed homes and other for-sale properties to

make them available for low- and moderate-income homebuyers
 Assisting landlords with low-cost loans and grants for property improvements in return

for keeping long-time residents in place

Figure 6. Which of the following policies, programs, or actions does your jurisdiction use to prevent 
or mitigate the displacement of low-income households? (Question 50) 
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Appendix B. Summary of Bay Area Local Fair Housing Reports 
Federally Mandated Fair Housing Reports 
Federal law obligates state and local jurisdictions receiving block grant funding from the HUD to 
submit a Consolidated Plan every five years, and this process requires conducting an Analysis of 
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI).5 In 2015, HUD released a final rule on affirmatively 
furthering fair housing (AFFH), which provided updated guidelines for assessing fair housing 
issues and created a new Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) tool to replace the AI process. HUD’s 
intent for this new process was to improve community planning around fair housing issues, as 
this new tool required public participation and increased data analysis.6 In 2018, however, HUD 
suspended the AFH tool and reinstated the previous requirement to complete an AI report.7 In 
response to HUD’s decision, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 686 in 2018, which 
states that AFFH obligations must be interpreted in a manner consistent with HUD’s 2015 AFFH 
rule, regardless of subsequent amendments to or suspensions of the rule.8 As a result, some 
reports submitted by Bay Area jurisdictions for the 2020-2025 cycle are labeled AFH reports, 
while others are AI reports, but the content and format of reports submitted since the passage of 
Assembly Bill 686 are likely to be similar, regardless of whether the report is labeled an AI or AFH. 

Bay Area Reports 
Currently, 41 Bay Area cities and counties participate in the Consolidated Plan process and have 
submitted AI or AFH reports to HUD. Because these reports are submitted as part of five-year 
planning cycles, most of these jurisdictions recently submitted a report for the years 2020-2025 
or are currently working on a report for this cycle, though reporting in some jurisdictions occurs 
on a different timeline. While some reports are submitted to HUD by individual jurisdictions, this 
reporting can also be completed as a collaborative effort between a county government and 
local jurisdictions within the county.  

Below is a summary of the 16 AI and AFH reports, which are the most recently submitted fair 
housing documents from Bay Area jurisdictions available to the public. These reports cover the 
following jurisdictions:  

 Alameda County collaborative report: the cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin,
Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San
Leandro, and Union City as well as Alameda County

 Contra Costa County collaborative report: the cities of Antioch, Concord, Pittsburg, and
Walnut Creek as well as Contra Costa County

 Marin County
 City and County of San Francisco

5 See https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/consolidated-plan/consolidated-plan-process-grant-programs-and-
related-hud-programs/ or more information on the Consolidated Plan process. 
6 See https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/AFFH-Fact-Sheet.pdf and 
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/affh/overview/ for more information on the 2015 AFFH rule and AFH tool. 
7 See https://files.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/FR-Notice-AFFH-AI-Notice.pdf for the 2018 HUD notice. 
8 See https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB686 for text of Assembly Bill 686. 
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 San Mateo County collaborative report: the cities of Daly City, San Mateo, South San 
Francisco, Redwood City, as well as San Mateo County 

 Santa Clara County 
 Sonoma County collaborative report: cities of Santa Rosa and Petaluma as well as 

Sonoma County 
 City of Cupertino 
 City of Fairfield 
 City of Milpitas 
 City of Mountain View 
 City of Napa 
 City of San Jose 
 City of Sunnyvale 
 City of Vacaville 
 City of Vallejo 

 
Reported Fair Housing Impediments, Strategies, and Actions 
This summary focuses on common impediments to fair housing experienced by Bay Area 
jurisdictions, and it also lists specific strategies proposed and actions taken in response to these 
obstacles. While each AI or AFH report contains extensive city/county demographic information, 
housing equity history, and details on how the report was produced, including community 
engagement efforts, this summary does not focus on the individual circumstances of each 
jurisdiction. Rather, it collates these jurisdictions’ most significant barriers to affirmatively 
furthering fair housing, as self-reported, and lists the strategies they have taken to overcome 
them, in an attempt to draw out common themes at the regional level. 
 
The top themes to emerge at the regional level are: 
 

1. There is a severe lack of affordable housing amidst already-high housing costs regionwide.  
2. The lack of affordable housing leads to displacement and gentrification, impacting 

access to employment, transportation, and education for low-income people. 
3. Communities often oppose new housing construction, especially when it is dense, 

affordable housing. While framed as an issue of “local control,” in some circumstances 
this opposition to housing may be rooted in implicit discrimination based on race and 
class/income.  

4. Jurisdictional zoning and approval policies and practices reflect this community 
opposition and contribute to the lack of affordable housing supply. 

5. Lack of investment in specific neighborhoods is the result of longstanding explicit 
housing segregation, leading to racially-concentrated areas of poverty that persist today. 

6. Outreach, education, and enforcement of fair housing activities are contracted out to 
nonprofits with insufficient resources.  

7. There are significant accessibility barriers to housing for disabled, non-English-speaking, 
formerly incarcerated, formerly homeless, and other specific populations. 
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8. Discrimination in the private housing market is prevalent, both in the rental market and
in lending policies and practices that impede home ownership.

9. There is much room for improvement in coordination and cooperation regionwide, both
between jurisdictions and among different housing advocacy groups.

Below are more details on these highly interrelated obstacles to fair housing in the Bay Area, as 
well as actions and strategies that may offer solutions. Nearly all of the reports considered each 
of the following nine impediments, but they were inconsistent in clarifying whether the 
strategies noted have actually been implemented or are simply being considered. This high-level 
summary includes all strategies that local fair housing reports listed as potential solutions to 
these nine impediments. However, ABAG staff could not determine from these reports how 
many jurisdictions had implemented each strategy versus how many were considering the 
strategy but had not yet adopted it. The following list orders both the impediments and the 
strategies by approximate frequency and importance to the collective jurisdictions (i.e., the most 
frequently reported, most important ideas across reports are listed first), as interpreted by ABAG 
staff who compiled the summary after reviewing the reports. 

IMPEDIMENT 1: Lack of Affordable Housing 
A lack of affordable housing means a lack of racially and ethnically integrated and balanced 
communities. Every Bay Area jurisdiction examined in this summary reports a shortage of 
affordable housing for those who need it, in both rental and ownership markets. The inadequate 
supply of affordable housing creates a severe housing shortage for communities of color, which 
are disproportionately economically disadvantaged.9  

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
1. Seek funding for new affordable housing construction

 Pursue dedicated sources of funding for affordable housing (citywide, countywide, or
regionwide), including:

o Affordable housing bonds
o Local sales tax, transit occupancy tax, or vacant home tax
o Housing trust funds for affordable housing development

 Explore state and national funding, such as CA Senate Bill 2
 Increase in-lieu fees10 to reflect actual cost of affordable housing development
 Pool in-lieu fees among cities
 Adopt inclusionary housing policies to bolster funds to support affordable housing

9 For more information on economic disparities across racial/ethnic groups in the Bay Area, see An Equity Profile of 
the Nine-County San Francisco Bay Area Region, by PolicyLink and PERE, the Program for Environmental and Regional 
Equity at the University of Southern California. Read at: 
https://nationalequityatlas.org/sites/default/files/Final_9_County_BayAreaProfile.pdf.  
10 In-lieu fees are fees paid by developers of market rate housing to satisfy affordable housing requirements in 
jurisdictions with inclusionary housing ordinances. The fee is paid in-lieu of providing on-site affordable housing, and 
jurisdictions typically use the fee to finance affordable housing development at a different site. 
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2. Identify new sites for affordable housing 

 Prepare and publicize available and easily obtainable maps of all incorporated and 
unincorporated vacant and underutilized parcels 

 Create a public database of potential sites that can be updated regularly 
 
3. Incentivize developers to build new affordable units 

 Prioritize the production of affordable housing units in sizes appropriate for the 
population and based on family size 

 Reduce developer fees for affordable housing 
 Encourage market rate housing to include affordable units, such as by promoting use of 

density bonuses  
 Identify underutilized parcels to acquire, convert and develop into affordable housing 
 Award higher points in housing developer applications to projects that offer units of 3+ 

bedrooms 
 Support Project-Based Voucher (PBV) developments11 
 Promote objective development and design standards for housing development projects 

that qualify for streamlined permit review  
 Provide assistance to developers to secure entitlements and county funding for 

extremely low-income/special needs units  
 Coordinate use of housing subsidies to build affordable housing in high-opportunity 

areas in order to increase low-income households’ access to designated opportunity 
areas with low poverty rates, healthy neighborhoods, and high-performing schools 

 Explore the production of units that are affordable by design, such as Accessory Dwelling 
Units (ADUs) and micro-units  

 
4. Consider existing units: Protect currently affordable housing from becoming market-
rate, and/or convert currently market-rate housing to affordable housing 

 Provide technical assistance and funding application assistance to retain affordable units 
at risk of converting to market rate  

 Develop and implement a small site acquisition and rehabilitation program that 
effectively channels fees paid to the city, leveraged with other public and private 
resources, to the preservation of small buildings serving low-income tenants 

 Leverage financial resources from state and federal programs to rehabilitate existing 
affordable housing projects nearing the end of their affordability restrictions and extend 
their subsidy into the future 

 Donate municipally-owned, tax-foreclosed properties to nonprofit community land trusts 
to be rehabilitated, as needed, and preserved for long-term affordable housing  

 
11 Under the Project-Based Voucher program, a Public Housing Agency enters into an assistance contract with a 
development owner. This assistance subsidizes the rents for up to 25% of the units in the development for a specified 
term. Households living in units subsidized by PBVs pay 30% of their income toward rent, and the Public Housing 
Agency pays the development owner the difference between the rent the household pays and the gross rent for the 
unit. PBVs can enable an affordable housing development to charge more deeply affordable rents and better serve 
extremely low-income households. 
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IMPEDIMENT 2: Displacement and Gentrification 
As defined by the Urban Displacement Project at UC Berkeley, gentrification is a process of 
neighborhood change in a historically disinvested neighborhood that includes both economic 
and demographic change. These changes occur as a result of both real estate investment and 
new higher-income residents moving in, which results in corresponding changes in the 
education level or racial makeup of residents.12 Gentrification often causes displacement, which 
prevents long-term residents from benefitting from new investments in their neighborhood. 
Moreover, when low-income families are displaced from their homes, they typically move to 
lower-income neighborhoods, which generally lack options for high-quality employment, 
transportation, and schools.13 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
1. Adopt tenant protections

 Adopt tenant protections, such as relocation costs, increased noticing, just cause for
eviction, and rent control ordinances

 Promote new fair housing laws, including AB 1482,14 including posting information on
jurisdiction websites

 Collaborate with regional efforts such as established countywide homeless action
plans/goals/programs that may provide one-time rent assistance to low-income people
in jeopardy of being evicted due to life emergency or hardship

 Commission market-based rent surveys to seek adjustments to the fair market rents
(FMRs) for the federal Housing Choice Voucher program

 Use eminent domain to block home foreclosures
 Fund and support multi-agency collaborative efforts for legal services, including

organizations that do not receive Legal Services Corporation funding (federal funds) and
are able to represent undocumented residents

2. Prioritize existing and new affordable housing, specifically in gentrifying areas
 Develop displacement mitigation or replacement requirements for any rezoning activities

that could displace existing residents
 In tandem with investments in affordable housing development in low-poverty areas,

provide funds for the preservation of affordable housing in areas that are undergoing
gentrification or are at risk of gentrification, in particular in areas of high environmental
health

 Donate municipally-owned, tax-foreclosed properties to nonprofit community land trusts
to be rehabilitated, as needed, and preserved for long-term affordable housing

12 For more information on gentrification, see https://www.urbandisplacement.org/gentrification-explained.  
13 For more information on the impacts of displacement, see https://www.urbandisplacement.org/pushedout.  
14 For more information on the statewide rent caps and just cause for eviction protections instituted by AB 1482, see 
https://sfrb.org/article/summary-ab-1482-california-tenant-protection-act-2019.  
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 Explore the development of policy that will allow a set-aside in affordable housing
developments that prioritizes residents who are being displaced from low-income
neighborhoods undergoing displacement and/or gentrification

 Offer minor home repair grants to help homeowners remain in their homes

IMPEDIMENT 3: Community Opposition to New Housing 
Communities often prefer single-family homes in their neighborhoods, which residents typically 
describe as based on fear of lowered property values, overcrowding, or changes in the character 
of the neighborhood. When communities resist new housing, it often results in the exclusion of 
people of color and low-income households. 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
 Develop growth management programs intended to concentrate urban development

and preserve agriculture and open space
 Provide ongoing community engagement to educate, include and inform residents

about the challenges with housing, and to highlight the jurisdiction’s prior achievements
in developing affordable housing and addressing racial disparities in housing choice

 Develop strategies and talking points to address topics cited in opposition to housing
development, including the impact on schools, water, transportation and traffic

 Include and expand the number of participants who engage in discussions about barriers
to fair housing and disparities in access and opportunities, and provide opportunities to
advance recommendations to address housing challenges

IMPEDIMENT 4: Zoning Practices and Building Approvals 
Local land use controls, zoning regulations, and impact fees are major impediments to 
constructing and preserving affordable housing. Unlike many other impediments to fair housing, 
jurisdictions have the authority to directly address these issues. 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
1. Evaluate and update zoning

 Evaluate and update existing zoning to ensure compliance with state-mandated
streamlining requirements

 Rezone and repurpose underdeveloped areas
 Modify current zoning and other local policies regulating housing development that

pose a direct or indirect constraint on the production of affordable housing
 Update zoning and programs to incentivize accessory dwelling units (ADUs)
 Explore revisions to building codes or processes to reduce the costs of ADU construction

and/or allow a greater number of ADUs
 Encourage mixed-use transit-oriented development for affordable housing sites that are

located near transportation facilities and employment centers by appropriately zoning
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for higher density residential and mixed-use developments, maximizing the linkages 
between employers and affordable housing 

 Consider rezoning sites for affordable housing outside of racially segregated areas that 
are predominantly residents of color 

 Consider reduced development standards, specifically parking requirements, to 
incentivize the development of specific housing types, including units with affordability 
covenants, units for special needs individuals, higher density residential development, 
and developments near public transit 

 
2. Evaluate and update fees, processing times, ordinances 

 Review existing inclusionary housing in-lieu fees, housing impact fees, and jobs-housing 
linkage fee programs to maximize number of units, as consistent with current housing 
market conditions and applicable law  

 Evaluate options for streamlined processing of affordable housing developments 
 Discourage or eliminate live/work preferences in inclusionary ordinances  

 
IMPEDIMENT 5: Segregation, Lack of Investment in Specific Areas, 
Racially/Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
Public and private disinvestment in certain areas has resulted in racially/ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty (R/ECAPs). In these neighborhoods, lack of tax revenue and funds for services 
has led to deteriorated and abandoned properties and areas where communities of color cannot 
access amenities needed for a healthy life.  
 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
1. Target economic investment opportunities in R/ECAPS while protecting against 
displacement 

 Fund home-based childcare projects and microenterprise projects with Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds 

 Provide Family Self-Sufficiency program participants with job training referrals and career 
networking15 

 Explore financially supporting economic development activities and initiatives in and 
around R/ECAPs 

 Prioritize economic development expenditures in and around R/ECAPs  
 Prioritize funding for job training programs in and around R/ECAPs, including industrial 

jobs  
 Prioritize infrastructure and streetscaping improvements in R/ECAPs in order to facilitate 

local retail development  
 Engage with small business incubators to expand to R/ECAPs or to provide technical 

assistance to start-up incubators  
 

15 Family Self-Sufficiency is a program that enables HUD-assisted families to increase their earned income and reduce 
their need for welfare assistance and rental subsidies. 
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 Explore methods for providing low-interest loans and below-market leases for tax-
foreclosed commercial properties to low-income residents seeking to start businesses
within R/ECAPs

2. Improve access to home renting and buying for residents in R/ECAPS
 Work with communities to develop a community land trust for low-income residents that

creates opportunities for affordable housing and home ownership, with specific inclusion
for residents of color with historic connections to the area

 Build affordable housing projects in middle- and upper-income neighborhoods to the
maximum degree possible

 Create more standardized screening policies and procedures for city-sponsored
affordable housing

 First-time homebuyer down payment assistance programs

IMPEDIMENT 6: Outreach, Education, Enforcement 
Nearly all jurisdictions report contracting with nonprofit organizations (partly funded by city and 
county grants) to provide local fair housing services and education, including counseling, 
language services, and handling of fair housing complaints. Despite these efforts, the region 
lacks sufficient housing search assistance, voucher payment standards, landlord outreach, 
mobility counseling, and education about fair housing rights. Inadequate funding and 
organizational capacity of the nonprofits providing services plays a role. 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
1. Better fund all fair housing services

 Allocate more federal, state, and local funding for nonprofit organizations providing fair
housing services

 Fund and support multi-agency collaborative efforts for legal services, including
organizations that do not receive Legal Services Corporation funding (federal funds) and
are able to represent undocumented residents

2. Promote better fair housing outreach and education services
 Continue to contract with fair housing service providers to educate home seekers,

landlords, property managers, real estate agents, and lenders regarding fair housing law
and recommended practices, including the importance of reasonable accommodation
under the Americans with Disabilities Act; to mediate conflicts between home seekers,
landlords, property managers, real estate agents, and lenders; and to continue fair
housing testing and audits

 Implement annual training programs for property managers and residents
 Seek ways to increase resident access to fair housing services, such as improved

marketing of services, improved landlord education, and improved tenant screening
services to avoid owner bias

 Educate tenants and landlords on new fair housing laws
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 Provide financial literacy and homebuyer education classes
 Continue to fund housing placement services for people with disabilities to assist them in

finding accessible housing
 Develop and distribute informational brochure on inclusionary leasing practices,

including with licenses where applicable
 Continue and increase outreach and education activities for all protected classes
 Include education on new requirements of Assembly Bill 2413 (Chiu), the Right to a Safe

Home Act, in outreach activities to both landlords and the public16

 Explore alternative formats for fair housing education workshops such as pre-taped
videos and/or recordings, which could serve persons with more than one job, families
with young children and others who find it difficult to attend meetings in person

3. Better advertise affordable housing opportunities
 Create a database of all restricted housing units citywide/countywide/regionwide that

could be posted online to provide user-friendly information about the location and
application process for each development

 Advertise the availability of subsidized rental units via the jurisdictions’ websites and or
apps, the 2-1-1 information and referral phone service, and other media outlets

IMPEDIMENT 7: Accessibility for Specific Populations 
Many jurisdictions report a lack of accessible housing for persons with disabilities, non-English-
speaking people, formerly incarcerated people, formerly homeless people, seniors, and other 
specific populations—all direct fair housing issues. 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
 Fund housing placement services for people with disabilities to assist them in finding

accessible housing
 Offer landlord incentives, such as leasing bonuses, for specific populations
 Conduct a research effort in collaboration with an academic institution to better

understand the landlord population and create more evidence-based policy initiatives
 Increase marketing efforts of affordable housing units to people that typically face

barriers and discrimination in fair housing choice, such as persons with disabilities,
people of color, low-income families, seniors, new immigrants, and people experiencing
homelessness

 To the extent practicable, use affordable housing funds for the construction of
permanent supportive housing in developments in which 10-25% of units are set aside
for persons with disabilities. Affirmatively market units to individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities, their families, and service providers

16 The Right to a Safe Home Act (Assembly Bill 2413) was passed by the California legislature in 2018 and protects 
victims of crime or abuse, as well as individuals in emergencies, from being evicted or otherwise penalized for calling 
law enforcement or emergency assistance. 
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 Explore methods for nonprofit partners to assist in purchasing or master leasing 
affordable units within inclusionary market-rate developments, and set a portion of 
those units aside for persons with disabilities 

 Develop and disseminate a best practices guide to credit screening in the rental housing 
context in order to discourage the use of strict credit score cut-offs and overreliance on 
eviction records 

 For publicly-supported housing, develop protocols to ensure responsiveness to 
reasonable accommodation requests 

 
IMPEDIMENT 8: Discrimination in Home Ownership and Rental Markets 
Over time explicit, legal discrimination has given way to implicit, unwritten biases in mortgage 
access and lending policies and practices for people of color—specifically in high rates of denial 
of mortgages for African American and Hispanic households. In the rental housing market, 
discrimination against low-income people, minorities, immigrants, and LGBTQ people is also 
prevalent. People using Housing Choice Vouchers also face discrimination for their source of 
income. 
 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
 Work with communities to develop a community land trust for low-income residents that 

creates opportunities for affordable housing and home ownership, with specific inclusion 
for residents of color with historic connections to the area 

 Explore creating incentives for landlords to rent to Housing Choice Voucher holders, such 
as a leasing bonus, damage claim reimbursement, security deposit and utility assistance 

 Streamline Housing Choice Voucher administration so participation is easy for landlords 
 Increase outreach to LGBTQ and immigrant stakeholder groups to provide “know your 

rights” materials regarding housing discrimination 
 Emphasize bilingual fair housing services and activities to ensure all members know their 

housing rights and the benefits 
 Proactively enforce source of income discrimination laws17  
 Contract with local service providers to conduct fair housing testing in local apartment 

complexes 
 Modify and standardize screening criteria to ensure access to housing for otherwise 

qualified applicants with credit challenges or criminal histories 
 Educate landlords on criminal background screening in rental housing (using HUD fair 

housing guidance) and explore the feasibility of adopting ordinances 
 
  

 
17 Senate Bill 329, enacted in 2019, prohibits landlords from discriminating against tenants who use Housing Choice 
Vouchers or other government assistance to pay their rent. 
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IMPEDIMENT 9: Coordination and Cooperation 
There is fragmentation among jurisdictions and among fair housing advocacy groups. More 
regional cooperation is needed to address disproportionate housing needs and the jobs-
housing balance across the region. 

Strategies and Actions for Overcoming this Impediment 
 Expand ongoing interagency connections to support weatherization, energy efficiency,

and climate adaptation for low-income residents
 Create a shared list of lenders countywide/regionwide that can help buyers access

below-market-rate loans and sponsor down payment and mortgage assistance programs
 Collaborate on cross-jurisdictional informational databases or other resources for all

aspects of housing
 Consider a sub-regional approach to share resources and possibly units to increase

collaboration and production
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ABAG Final Regional Housing Need Determination 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY  GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
(916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453
www.hcd.ca.gov

June 9, 2020 

Therese W. McMillan, Executive Director 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
375 Beale Street. Suite 700 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Therese W. McMillan, 

RE: Final Regional Housing Need Determination 

This letter provides the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) its final Regional 
Housing Need Determination. Pursuant to state housing element law (Government 
Code section 65584, et seq.), the Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD) is required to provide the determination of ABAG’s existing and projected 
housing need.  

In assessing ABAG’s regional housing need, HCD and ABAG staff completed an 
extensive consultation process from March 2019 through May 2020 covering the 
methodology, data sources, and timeline for HCD’s determination of the Regional 
Housing Need. HCD also consulted with Walter Schwarm with the California 
Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit.  

Attachment 1 displays the minimum regional housing need determination of 441,176 
total units among four income categories for ABAG to distribute among its local 
governments. Attachment 2 explains the methodology applied pursuant to Gov. Code 
section 65584.01. In determining ABAG’s housing need, HCD considered all the 
information specified in state housing law (Gov. Code section 65584.01(c)). 

As you know, ABAG is responsible for adopting a methodology for RHNA allocation and 
RHNA Plan for the projection period beginning June 30, 2022 and ending December 31, 
2030. Pursuant to Gov. Code section 65584(d), the methodology to prepare ABAG’s 
RHNA plan must further the following objectives:  

(1) Increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability
(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protecting environmental

and agricultural resources, and encouraging efficient development patters
(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing
(4) Balancing disproportionate household income distributions
(5) Affirmatively furthering fair housing

Pursuant to Gov. Code section 65584.04(d), to the extent data is available, ABAG shall 
include the factors listed in Gov. Code section 65584.04(d)(1-13) to develop its RHNA 
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plan, and pursuant to Gov. Code section 65584.04(f), ABAG must explain in writing how 
each of these factors was incorporated into the RHNA plan methodology and how the 
methodology furthers the statutory objectives described above. Pursuant to Gov. Code 
section 65584.04(h), ABAG must submit its draft methodology to HCD for review.  

Increasing the availability of affordable homes, ending homelessness, and meeting 
other housing goals continues to be a priority for the State of California. To support 
these goals the 2019-20 Budget Act allocated $250 million for all regions and 
jurisdictions for planning activities through the Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) 
and Local Early Action Planning (LEAP) Grant programs. ABAG has $ 23,966,861 
available through the REAP program and HCD applauds ABAG’s efforts to engage 
early on how best to utilize these funds and HCD looks forward to continuing this 
collaboration. All ABAG jurisdictions are also eligible for LEAP grants and are 
encouraged to apply to support meeting and exceeding sixth cycle housing element 
goals.  While the SB 2 Planning Grant deadline has passed, ongoing regionally tailored 
technical assistance is still available through that program.  

In addition to these planning resources HCD encourages local governments to consider 
the many other affordable housing and community development resources available to 
local governments that can be found at https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-
funding/nofas.shtml 

HCD commends ABAG and its leadership in fulfilling its important role in advancing the 
state’s housing, transportation, and environmental goals. ABAG is also recognized for 
its actions in proactively educating and engaging its board and committees on the 
RHNA process and the regional housing need, as well as creating tools to aid the public 
understanding in the process. HCD especially thanks Paul Fassinger, Gillian Adams, 
Aksel Olsen, Dave Vautin, Bobby Lu, Matt Maloney, and Elizabeth Bulgarin for their 
significant efforts and assistance. HCD looks forward to its continued partnership with 
ABAG and its member jurisdictions and assisting ABAG in its planning efforts to 
accommodate the region’s share of housing need.  

If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you, or your staff, have any 
questions, please contact Megan Kirkeby, Acting Deputy Director, at  
megan.kirkeby@hcd.ca.gov or Tom Brinkhuis, Housing Policy Specialist at (916) 263-
6651 or tom.brinkhuis@hcd.ca.gov.  

Sincerely, 

Megan Kirkeby 
Acting Deputy Director 

Enclosures 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas.shtml
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas.shtml


ATTACHMENT 1 

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION 
ABAG: June 30, 2022 through December 31, 2030 

Income Category Percent Housing Unit Need 

Very-Low* 25.9% 114,442 

Low 14.9% 65,892 

Moderate 16.5% 72,712 

Above-Moderate 42.6% 188,130 

Total 100.0% 441,176 
* Extremely-Low 15.5% Included in Very-Low Category 
Notes: 
Income Distribution:  
Income categories are prescribed by California Health and Safety Code 
(Section 50093, et. seq.). Percents are derived based on Census/ACS 
reported household income brackets and county median income, then adjusted 
based on  the percent of cost-burdened households in the region compared 
with the percent of cost burdened households nationally. 



ATTACHMENT 2 

HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION: 
ABAG June 30, 2021 through December 31, 2030 

Methodology 
ABAG: PROJECTION PERIOD (8.5 years) 

HCD Determined Population, Households, & Housing Unit Need 
Reference 
No. 

Step Taken to Calculate Regional Housing Need Amount 

1. Population: December 31 2030 (DOF June 30 2030 
projection adjusted + 6 months to December 31 2030) 

8,273,975 

2. - Group Quarters Population: December 31 2030 (DOF June
30 2030 projection adjusted + 6 months to December 31 2030)

-169,755

3. Household (HH) Population 8,159,280 
4. Projected Households 3,023,735 
5. + Vacancy Adjustment (3.27%) +98,799
6. + Overcrowding Adjustment (3.13%) +94,605
7. + Replacement Adjustment (.50%) +15,120
8. - Occupied Units (HHs) estimated June 30, 2022 -2,800,185
9. + Cost-burden Adjustment +9,102
Total 6th Cycle Regional Housing Need Assessment (RHNA) 441,176 

Detailed background data for this chart is available upon request. 

Explanation and Data Sources 
1-4. Population, Group Quarters, Household Population, & Projected Households: Pursuant

to Gov. Code Section 65584.01, projections were extrapolated from DOF projections. 
Population reflects total persons. Group Quarter Population reflects persons in a 
dormitory, group home, institute, military, etc. that do not require residential housing. 
Household Population reflects persons requiring residential housing. Projected 
Households reflect the propensity of persons within the Household Population to form 
households at different rates based on American Community Survey (ACS) trends. 

5. Vacancy Adjustment: HCD applies a vacancy adjustment (standard 5% maximum to
total projected housing stock) and adjusts the percentage based on the region’s current
vacancy percentage to provide healthy market vacancies to facilitate housing
availability and resident mobility. The adjustment is the difference between standard
5% vacancy rate and regions current vacancy rate based (1.73%) on the 2014-2018
ACS data. For ABAG that difference is 3.27%.

6. Overcrowding Adjustment: In regions where overcrowding is greater than the
comparable region’s overcrowding rate, or in the absence of comparable region the
national overcrowding rate. HCD applies an adjustment based on the amount the
regions overcrowding rate (6.73%) exceeds the comparable region’s rate (3.60%). For
ABAG that difference is 3.13%. Data is from the 2014-2018 ACS.

7. Replacement Adjustment: HCD applies a replacement adjustment between .5% and
5% to the total housing stock based on the current 10-year annual average percent of
demolitions the region’s local government annual reports to Department of Finance
(DOF). For ABAG the 10-year annual average multiplied by the length of the projection
period is .40%, and the minimum .50% adjustment is applied.



8. Occupied Units: This figure reflects DOF’s estimate of occupied units at the start of the
projection period (June 30, 2022).

9. Cost Burden Adjustment: HCD applies an adjustment to the projected need by
comparing the difference in cost-burden by income group for the region to the cost-
burden by income group for the comparable regions, as determined by ABAG. The
very-low and low income RHNA is increased by the percent difference (66.64%-
66.00%=.64%) between the region and the comparable region cost burden rate for
households earning 80% of area median income and below, then this difference is
applied to very low- and low-income RHNA proportionate to the share of the population
these groups currently represent. The moderate and above-moderate income RHNA is
increased by the percent difference (16.25%-13.10%=3.15%) between the region and
the comparable region cost burden rate for households earning above 80% Area
Median Income, then this difference is applied to moderate and above moderate
income RHNA proportionate to the share of the population these groups currently
represent. Data is from 2012-2016 CHAS.



 

 

 

APPENDIX 4 
RHNA Methodology Consistency Determination from HCD 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
(916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453 
www.hcd.ca.gov  
 

August 31, 2021 
 
Birgitta E. Corsello, County Administrator 
Solano County Department of Resource Management 
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500 
Fairfield, CA 94533 
 
 
Dear Birgitta E. Corsello: 

 
RE: Review of Draft Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Methodology 
 
Thank you for submitting the draft Solano Subregion Sixth Cycle Regional Housing Need 
Allocation (RHNA) Methodology. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.04(i), the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is required to 
review draft RHNA methodologies to determine whether a methodology furthers the 
statutory objectives described in Government Code Section 65584(d). 
 
The draft RHNA methodology begins with the total ABAG regional determination provided 
by HCD of 441,176 units. Of those units, ABAG allocated 10,992 to the Solano County 
Subregion. The methodology then provides a base allocation according to each 
jurisdiction’s percent share of the subregion’s 2019 household distribution based on 
Department of Finance (DOF) Table E-5 data. Next, the methodology adjusts that base 
allocation using four weighted factors: opportunity, jobs, ABAG’s initial allocation for each 
jurisdiction, and transit. Lastly, the methodology applies a manual adjustment that shifts 
189 units from the unincorporated county to five of its seven cities. The resulting increase 
to the cities ranges from 21 units (Dixon) to 65 units (Rio Vista). In terms of percent 
increase, the range is from 1.2 percent (Vallejo) to 24.8 percent (Rio Vista). Fairfield and 
Benicia do not receive additional units. 
 
The final step in the methodology is to divide each jurisdiction’s allocation by the four 
income categories: very low, low, moderate, and above moderate. Here, the methodology 
employs a three-step process. First, the methodology uses American Community Survey 
(ACS) data to determine the current distribution of households by income tiers. Second, 
the methodology multiplies the current distribution by a 150 percent income factor to 
promote jurisdictions within the county moving towards a more equal distribution of 
households by income. Third, another adjustment is applied to ensure that the total of all 
jurisdictions’ allocations is equal to the total assigned Subregional RHNA.  
 

 
--continued on next page--  

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/
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HCD has completed its review of the methodology and finds that the draft Solano 
Subregion RHNA Methodology furthers the statutory objectives described in 
Government Code 65584(d).1 HCD commends the subregion for including factors in the 
draft methodology that direct units toward jurisdictions with better job access and lower 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The methodology also directs more lower income units into 
high resource areas. In the interest of furthering RHNA statutory objective four (balancing 
income distributions), the draft methodology makes adjustments that increase the number 
of lower income units going to higher income areas as a percentage of their total 
allocation. 

HCD encourages regions to limit the factors included in their methodology to those which 
support furthering the statutory objectives and cautions against the use of non-formula-
based factors. HCD is generally supportive of the subregion’s decision to reduce the share 
of RHNA assigned to the unincorporated county to further statutory objectives. However, 
the redistribution of those units could be based on factors included in other steps of the 
methodology, such as opportunity, location of jobs, or transit. HCD’s analysis found that 
allocating those 189 units to the cities based on the existing formula and policy-based 
methodology, instead of the manual adjustment, would result in a more equitable 
distribution of those units throughout the subregion and would have done more to further 
objective five, affirmatively furthering fair housing. 

Below is a brief summary of findings related to each statutory objective described within 
Government Code Section 65584(d): 

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.

On a per capita basis, the methodology allocates roughly the same shares of RHNA to 
jurisdictions with more low-income households and those with more high-income 
households. However, due to the income adjustment, these higher income jurisdictions 
generally receive greater lower income RHNA allocations relative to their existing share 
of low-income households. On average, higher income cities receive a share of lower 
income RHNA that is greater than their share of existing lower income households. Lower 
income cities receive a smaller share of lower income RHNA relative to their existing 
lower income households.  

--continued on next page-- 

1 While HCD finds this methodology furthers statutory objectives, applying this methodology to another region or 
cycle may not necessarily further the statutory objectives as housing conditions and circumstances may differ. 



 

 

--continued from previous page-- 
 

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. 
 
The draft methodology encourages a more efficient development pattern due to its 
weighted jobs and transit factors that direct more housing units to areas with lower per 
capita VMT. Jurisdictions with the lowest VMT per capita receive more RHNA per capita 
than those with the highest per capita VMT. Additionally, the 189-unit reduction of the 
unincorporated county’s allocation encourages more efficient development as the 
unincorporated area has the second highest per capita VMT, and jobs access – both by 
car and transit – than most of the subregion’s cities. 
 
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. 
 
Most cities in the subregion have a jobs/housing fit between 0.7 and 1.5 and the draft 
methodology generally maintains these balances with the three largest RHNA allocations 
going to the three largest job centers. Unincorporated Solano County has the subregion’s 
highest imbalance at 2.7 jobs for every housing unit, but other policy considerations result 
in allocating more units to cities rather than unincorporated areas. Redistributing the 189-
unit adjustment from the unincorporated county to the cities based on the jobs factor 
included in the overall allocation methodology could have done more to further this 
objective. 
 
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. 
 
On average, cities with a larger existing share of lower income units receive smaller 
allocations of low- and very low-income units as a percentage of their total RHNA. For 
cities with higher shares of lower income units, the average lower income allocation is 38 
percent of total RHNA. The average lower income allocation for cities with smaller 
percentages of lower income units is 42 percent.  
  
5. Affirmatively furthering fair housing, which means taking meaningful actions, in addition 
to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive 
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected 
characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful 
actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access 
to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced  
 
--continued on next page-- 
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living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into  
areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair 
housing laws. 

Jurisdictions with more access to opportunity receive larger lower income allocations on a 
per capita basis. Jurisdictions where more than 50 percent of households live in low-
resource and high-segregation areas receive a share of the lower income RHNA that is, 
on average, 93 percent of their share of lower income households, compared to 116 
percent for higher resourced jurisdictions. The draft methodology allocates less total 
RHNA to jurisdictions with higher access to resources on a per capita basis. Using the 
AFFH factor included in the overall allocation methodology to redistribute the 189-unit 
manual adjustment could help allocate more total RHNA to higher resource jurisdictions. 

HCD appreciates the active role of PlaceWorks and local government staff in providing 
data and input throughout the draft Solano Subregion RHNA methodology development 
and review period. HCD especially thanks Andrea Howard, David Early, Matt Walsh, 
Robert Guerrero, Daryl Hall, and the subregion participants for their significant efforts and 
assistance.  

HCD looks forward to continuing our partnership with Solano governments to assist them 
with meeting and exceeding the planning and production of the county’s housing need.  

Support opportunities available for the Solano region this cycle include, but are not limited 
to: 

• SB 2 Planning Grants Technical Assistance: Ongoing regionally tailored
technical assistance will also remain available throughout the housing
element development timeline. Technical assistance information is
available at https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/planning-
grants-ta.shtml.

• HCD also encourages all Solano’s local governments to consider the
many other affordable housing and community development resources
available to local governments, including the Permanent Local Housing
Allocation program. HCD’s programs can be found at
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas.shtml.

• Prohousing Designation Program – Ongoing awards distributed over-the-counter
to local jurisdictions with compliant Housing Elements and prohousing policies.
Those awarded receive additional points or application processing preference
when applying to housing and non-housing funding programs including the
Affordable Housing & Sustainable Communities (AHSC), Infill Infrastructure Grant
(IIG), and Transformative Climate Communities (TCC).

--continued on next page-- 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/planning-grants-ta.shtml
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/planning-grants-ta.shtml
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas.shtml
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If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you, or your staff, have any 
questions, please contact Tom Brinkhuis, Housing Policy Specialist at (916) 
263-6651 or tom.brinkhuis@hcd.ca.gov.

Tyrone Buckley 
Assistant Deputy Director of Fair Housing 

cc: 

City of Benicia: Erik Upson, City Manager 
City of Dixon: Jim Lindley, City Manager 
City of Fairfield: Stefan Chatwin, City Manager 
City of Rio Vista: Robert Hickey, City Manager 
City of Suisun City: Greg Folsom, City Manager 
City of Vacaville: Aaron Busch, City Manager 
City of Vallejo: Anne Cardwell, Interim City Manager 

mailto:tom.brinkhuis@hcd.ca.gov


RESOLUTION OF THE SOLANO COUNTY CITY-COUNTY COORDINATING COUNCIL (4C’s) 
APPROVING THE FINAL SOLANO COUNTY SUB-REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS 

ALLOCATION PLAN 

WHEREAS, in August 2019, the cities of Solano County and the County of Solano all agreed to 
form a “Subregion” for the purpose of allocating the Solano County’s subregional housing need 
(“SubRHNA”) among its member jurisdictions for the 6th Housing Element cycle, as allowed by 
Government Code section 65584.03; and 

WHEREAS, the cities and the County further designated the Solano County City-County 
Coordinating Council (the “4C’s”) to act as the subregional entity (“Subregional Entity”) for the Solano 
Subregion pursuant to Government Code section 65584.03; and 

WHEREAS, in June 2020, the Association of Bay Area Governments (“ABAG”) and the 4C’s 
entered into a Subregional Delegation Agreement that set forth the process, timing, and other terms 
and conditions of the delegation or responsibilities by the council of governments to the subregion; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to both the Subregion Delegation Agreement and subdivision (h) of 
Government Code section 65584.04, the 4C’s published a draft Solano Subregion RHNA Methodology 
and an estimate of the number of housing units that will be assigned to each of the County’s cities and 
to unincorporated Solano County on February 25, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed methodology uses factors described in section 65584.04 of the 
Government Code; and 

WHEREAS, on August 31, 2021, the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) issued its findings that the draft Solano Subregion RHNA Methodology furthers 
the statutory objectives described in subdivision (d) of Government Code section 65584; and  

WHEREAS, the Subregional RHNA increases 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; and 

WHEREAS, the RHNA promotes 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 prov ided by the State Air 
Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080; and 

WHEREAS, the Subregional RHNA promotes 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; and 

WHEREAS, the Subregional RHNA allocates 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; and 

WHEREAS, the Subregional RHNA affirmatively furthers fair housing, which means taking 
meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and 
foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected 
characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful actions that, 



Resolution 
4C’s SubRHNA Plan Resolution 
Page 2 of 2 

taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing 
segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and 
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining 
compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws; and 

WHEREAS, the Subregional RHNA is based in part on the 6th Cycle RHNA allocations 
promulgated by ABAG, which are consistent with 2050 housing projections contained in the Plan Bay 
Area 2050 Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) in the Regional Transportation Plan, and also in 
part on projected 2050 jobs contained in the SCS, so the Subregional RHNA is therefore consistent 
with the SCS; and 

WHEREAS, on September 16, 2021, the 4Cs adopted a resolution approving the final Solano 
Subregion RHNA Methodology and draft Solano County Subregional Housing Needs Allocation Plan; 
and 

WHEREAS, the approved final Solano Subregion RHNA Methodology was submitted to the 
subregion’s member agencies and to HCD, and the draft Solano Subregional Housing Needs 
Allocation Plan was posted on the County’s website for a 45 day appeal period, ending on November 
8, 2021; and 

WHEREAS, no appeals have been submitted.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED as follows: 

1. The draft Solano County Subregional Housing Needs Allocation Plan is adopted as the Final
Solano Subregional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Passed and adopted by the Solano County City-County Coordinating Council on November 18, 
2021, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 

 John Vasquez, Chair 
 Solano County City-County Coordinating Council 

ATTEST: 
Birgitta E.Corsello, Clerk 

By: 



SOLANO 
City-County Coordinating Council Staff Report 

TITLE / SUBJECT 
All Home | Presentation to the Solano City County Coordinating Council to review the Regional 
Action Plan launched in April of 2021 by All Home and the Regional Impact Council 

DISCUSSION 
The Regional Impact Council (RIC) convened by All Home is composed of stakeholders including 
policy makers; affordable housing, economic and social equity stakeholders; housing service 
providers; and business and philanthropic groups from all nine Bay Area Counties to tackle the 
regional housing insecurity and homelessness crisis. Complementing existing efforts around 
homelessness and housing, the RIC brings together key stakeholders across a diversity of 
communities and sectors to achieve population-level regional outcomes. 

The RIC put forth a Regional Action Plan (RAP) in April 2021 aimed at reducing unsheltered 
homelessness by 75% in three years. A key component of the Regional Action Plan is the “1-2-
4 Framework” that aligns jurisdictions around a concurrent investment strategy: for every (1) 
investment in interim housing units, there should be (2) investments in permanent housing 
solutions and (4) investments in homelessness prevention interventions. 

The presentation to the Solano City County Coordinating Council will include an overview of the 
main components of the RAP, preliminary cost modeling, using Solano County PIT count data, 
related to the 1-2-4 framework and potential engagement process with your team to 
implement the RAP. 

See attached PowerPoint presentation and Regional Action Plan report. 

RECOMMENDATION 
For informational purposes, only. 

Meeting of: November 18, 2021

Agenda Item No. VII.1 

Staff / Agency:  
Ken Kirkey, Chief Partnership Officer, All 
Home and Gail Gilman, Chief Strategy 
Officer, All Home 
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A PROBLEM WE CAN SOLVE 
The Bay Area’s homelessness crisis is a chronic problem, arguably the region’s greatest and most serious challenge. 
The scale and complexity of this challenge is undeniably daunting. As a region we have fought to solve this crisis for 
decades, to limited avail. However, the problem can and will be solved. We need a new approach to homelessness, 
marked by new levels of regional cooperation. The Regional Impact Council (RIC) envisions a Bay Area that is united 
and coordinated against homelessness: a Bay Area that is organized to seamlessly share best practices, data 
systems, advocacy efforts, and resources. In the Bay Area we envision homelessness is a rare, brief, and non-
recurring situation for those who experience it. In this future vision, we have closed racial and economic disparities 
and created an equitable, stable, and prosperous region. The path to this future will not be easy. It will require action and 
commitment from all levels of government and community. The RIC believes that we can and must do the work to make this 
vision real. The first step is to acknowledge that homelessness is an emergency requiring immediate action. 

A REGION IN CRISIS 
The longstanding homelessness crisis in the Bay Area— described by a global expert as “systemic cruelty”1— is 
particularly tragic because the crisis expanded during an economic boom in the wealthiest region in North America. 
In 2020, the homelessness crisis further deepened as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic: without sizable, 
coordinated action and investment, it will continue to destabilize our region as time, and the pandemic, goes on. 

In our nine-county Bay Area today, more than 35,0002 of our neighbors, a population larger than many of the region’s 
suburban cities and towns, lack housing or even the prospect of securing it - despite many working full-time. 
Seniors, people with disabilities and many people working demanding jobs live out of their vehicles, in tents, and in 
other situations not fit for human habitation because they simply cannot afford housing in the region that they call 
home. For some, this problem continues for generations. Many “essential” workers (e.g., home health aides, grocery 
store clerks, cleaning staff at medical facilities) are literally homeless, with tens of thousands more of these workers 
at-risk of becoming homeless. In particular, extremely low income (ELI) renters face significant housing insecurity: 
50% receive neither housing subsidies nor rent protection, and another 34% have controlled rents which are still 
unaffordable without subsidy. 

Doing nothing to address the Bay Area homelessness crisis is enormously costly, in economic as well as moral terms. 
Many of these costs to our society are in plain sight, and many are hidden. Confronted by human suffering on a daily 
basis, residents and businesses are leaving the region. In a recent Silicon Valley Leadership survey, 47% of 
respondents said that they had considered leaving the region as a result of the homelessness situation. As a result 
of the impacts that homelessness has on individuals and the community as a whole, the indirect costs of 
homelessness on healthcare, criminal justice, and social services are nearly $2 billion annually, based on estimates 
using real costs from Santa Clara county. We must think holistically as a region about our response to this crisis, and 

 
1 Leilani Farha, United Nations Special Rapporteur, 2018.  
2 Given the lack of PIT count in 2021, we created an estimate of the total unsheltered homelessness in the Bay Area. If we apply 
the unsheltered homelessness growth rate from 2017-2019 in the Bay Area (~17%) to the unsheltered population in 2019, we 
estimate unsheltered homelessness to be ~30K. However, given the known impacts of COVID-19 on shelter capacity in the Bay 
Area and early evidence supporting a growth in homelessness, we estimated that unsheltered homelessness is likely closer to 
35K in the Bay Area. 
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recognize that the investment required to address unsheltered homelessness is small compared to the long-term 
social and economic costs of our current course. 

 

Figure 1: Breakdown of ELI Renter Households; Source: Terner Center for Housing Innovation 

COVID-19 has made the region’s limited supply of congregate shelter unusable due to its primarily communal living 
arrangements, placing our most vulnerable neighbors at heightened risk of exposure. Housing is healthcare, a fact 
further underscored by the COVID pandemic. A person is unable to “shelter in place” when there is an inadequate 
supply of shelter and housing. The homelessness and COVID crises disproportionately harm Black, brown and 
Indigenous people of color (BIPOC). For example, African Americans comprise only 6% of San Francisco’s general 
population but make up 37% of the city’s homeless population. As these groups are also more vulnerable to becoming 
seriously ill or dying from COVID-19, the current situation puts our region’s low-income BIPOC population at ‘double 
jeopardy’ of becoming homeless and gravely ill as COVID cases surge across California and job losses continue to 
mount, disproportionately for BIPOC communities. 

In our region of unparalleled ingenuity, creativity, and affluence for many, a failure to address the homelessness 
crisis – a crisis that existed years before the COVID pandemic, will weaken our communities, drive people and 
business away from the region, exacerbate existing labor market instabilities, and altogether undermine the 
prospects for a vibrant, prosperous future for the Bay Area. 

Homelessness is no longer a challenge faced by a handful of Bay Area cities, it's a regional crisis. Similar to our 
pandemic response, we must act together as a region. We must lift up what works. We’ve witnessed communities 
rapidly and creatively providing interim and permanent housing options for unsheltered households in response to 
the COVID-19 outbreak. We know given the will and coordinated action displayed by County Public Health Directors 
in response to the pandemic, that rapid and meaningful regional action is possible, and we must harness that 
momentum to fix our systems—systems that are clearly broken and that have failed to stop the tidal wave of people 
who have had no option but to live on the streets.  

 

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED MEMBERS OF THE REGIONAL IMPACT COUNCIL (RIC), URGE IMMEDIATE ACTION. THE 

BAY AREA’S EPIDEMIC OF UNSHELTERED HOMELESSNESS MUST BE ADDRESSED AS AN EMERGENCY. 
 
WE CALL UPON THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, OUR CITIES AND COUNTIES, THE REGION’S BUSINESS AND 

PHILANTHROPIC COMMUNITIES, AND OUR FEDERAL PARTNERS TO ACT WITH UNPRECEDENTED URGENCY AND 

COORDINATED ACTION, AS IF LIVES ARE AT STAKE - BECAUSE THEY ARE. 
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SIGNATURES 

RIC Statement of Emergency Signatories 

Name Signature 

Andreas Cluver (Secretary-Treasurer, Alameda 
County Building Trades Council) 

David Chiu (California State Assembly member) 

Diana Reddy (City Councilmember, Redwood 
City) 

Erin Connor (Manager, Cisco Crisis Response) 

Hydra Mendoza (Chief of Strategic 
Relationships, Salesforce) 

CALL TO ACTION: SUMMARY
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THE UNDERSIGNED MEMBERS OF THE REGIONAL IMPACT COUNCIL CALL FOR THE FOLLOWING 
EMERGENCY ACTIONS: 

 

ADDRESS THE UNSHELTERED CRISIS 
We must accelerate work to bring 75% of the unsheltered indoors by 2024 by improving existing systems & investing 
in the 1-2-4 system flow model, described below (see the sidebar on page 9 for details): 

(1) Fund the interim housing needed to bring unsheltered people indoors immediately and ensure that those who 
were temporarily housed during COVID-19 have a safe permanent housing option 

(2) Fund 2 housing solutions for every interim housing unit added to the homelessness system  

(4) Fund 4 preventative interventions for every interim housing unit added to the homelessness system 

 

To deliver on this ambitious goal, we will need to improve our existing systems and policies and secure more funding. 
This model is underpinned by our strategic pillars, which will guide our implementation of the 1-2-4 system flow 
model 

 

 
Figure 2: RIC strategic pillars underpins the 1-2-4 system flow model 
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LEAD WITH RACIAL EQUITY

This plan and its proposed actions - including the priorities for implementation outlined below - must be grounded 
in closing racial disparities - currently reflected by the disproportionately high percentage of Black, brown, and 
Indigenous peoples who are homeless or at-risk of becoming homeless. In particular: 

• The State of California should establish standards and best practices for measuring current racial equity
levels and for demonstrating progress; the State should increase accountability for outcomes by tying
funding to demonstrated progress toward closing racial disparities.

• Private and philanthropic partners should actively prioritize funding interventions targeted to BIPOC
experiencing homelessness or at risk of becoming homeless.

• All Counties should operationalize equity-based prioritization schemes, service provision, and rental
assistance programs in the most vulnerable communities. Geographic targeting based on area deprivation
index, high rates of poverty, lack of home ownership, high rates of eviction, rental burden, zip codes or some
combination could be considered as possible ways to operationalize prioritized services.

CALL FOR FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP 
These actions will require expanded Federal funding and partnership. The $1.9 trillion Biden-Harris Administration 
“American Rescue Act” coronavirus relief package was a positive first step. We call upon Congress to act 
immediately on the following:  

• Pass the Biden-Harris “American Jobs Plan,” an approximately $2 trillion infrastructure and recovery package
that includes $213 billion “to produce, preserve, and retrofit more than two million affordable and sustainable
places to live

• Provide HUD-Housing Choice Vouchers to every eligible household, prioritizing people who are experiencing
or are at-risk of homelessness. Currently, only 1 out of 4 eligible households receive a Housing Choice
Vouchers

• Allocate $44 billion annually to the Housing Trust Fund to help states and localities, which responded quickly
and creatively to move individuals experiencing homelessness into non-congregate settings, to now acquire
and convert available properties, including hotels, motels, and other opportunity sites, into permanent
housing solutions so that no one is returned to living outdoors

• Invest $70 billion to repair and rehabilitate existing public housing
• Create innovative new funding strategies that facilitate cross-discipline investment and cross-jurisdictional 

collaboration 
• Expand Medicaid funding to include stable housing as part of holistic treatment plans

In addition to these immediate actions, we call on the Federal government, in close coordination with the State, to 
provide new funding needed to ensure all local jurisdictions are able to implement plans to house 75% of our 
unsheltered population by 2024 by implementing a full range of prevention and housing options.  

We commit to working with Congress and the Biden-Harris Administration to identify and develop innovative, 
scalable solutions to homelessness and poverty. We look forward to quickly turning our attention to “Housing as 
Infrastructure” and working with our California Congressional delegation to achieve the requisite scale of federal 
investment in affordable housing to truly make homelessness in the United States an experience that is rare and 
brief, not one that persists for decades. 

LEAD WITH RACIAL EQUITY 
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OPERATIONALIZING THIS WORK 
The total 5-year cost of sheltering 75% of the Bay Area’s unsheltered population, while investing in the 
comprehensive system flow outlined by the 1-2-4 framework, is estimated at $6.5 billion, with $1.6 billion needed in 
2021. Existing resources can (and are) being used to fund this approach. New resources may be required in 
jurisdictions where current plans are not consistent with the 1-2-4 approach; that is, where resources are 
insufficient to fund prevention, interim housing, and permanent housing solutions simultaneously and at scale. 

• The State of California should condition existing and new funds on implementing the three-pronged 1-2-4
framework, starting with a pilot project in the Bay Area in 2021

• The State should provide expanded technical assistance to local jurisdictions, to enable seamless
implementation of the 1-2-4 framework in our region

• Local jurisdictions will be provided with assistance from All Home that recognizes the unique local
circumstances as they work to activate the 1-2-4 framework. All Home will also provide support for inter-
jurisdictional coordination within and between the region’s counties

• If new funds are required, this coalition will work to raise the necessary resources from the state and federal
governments

Our funding estimates reflect the cost of adding intervention capacity in a 1:2:4 ratio across interim housing, 
permanent housing solutions, and homelessness prevention interventions over time. Based on our high-level 
analysis, approximately $6.5 billion in total investment is required over 5 years, split roughly evenly between capital 
and operating costs. The cost estimates are designed using Bay Area (9-county) averages, and assume limited 
interim capacity is available to shelter the currently 35,000 unhoused individuals living in the region. We put forward 
the estimate with an understanding that the number of unsheltered people— and the costs to serve them— will 
continue to grow until we significantly reduce the inflow of individuals and households to homelessness. 

PRIORITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION 
We have identified eight priorities for focus as we implement this work, expanded on in the Additional Detail section: 

House & Stabilize 
Strategic Priority #1: Secure Shelter-In-Place (SIP) housing locations  

Strategic Priority #2: Streamline State funds and applications for housing and homeless services 

Strategic Priority #3: Prioritize extremely low income (ELI) households for housing resources 

Strategic Priority #4: Extend covenants of affordability to preserve affordable housing supply and fund ELI tenancy 

Prevent 
Strategic Priority #5: Extend eviction moratoriums   

Strategic Priority #6: Accelerate cash payments to people impacted by COVID-19  

Strategic Priority #7: Provide targeted rental assistance to those impacted by COVID-19, who are most vulnerable to 
homelessness 

Strategic Priority #8: Accelerate targeted, data-informed regional homelessness prevention model  

OPERATIONALIZING THIS WORK 
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PLAN DETAILS 
THE COMPREHENSIVE 1-2-4 FRAMEWORK 
To ensure we can realize on our ambitions to reduce unsheltered 
homelessness, we need a model to operationalize across the Bay 
Area. The model outlined below will enable the region to move 
expeditiously toward disrupting homelessness and reducing the 
current level of unsheltered homelessness by 75% before 2024. We 
call for actions that accelerate progress toward this goal, which 
includes an interim target of housing 30% of today’s unsheltered 
population in 2021. 

Figure 3: Unsheltered homelessness reduction ambitions by year, ‘21- ‘24 

Successfully housing the unsheltered population and bringing them 
to a permanent exit from homelessness requires designing and 
investing commensurately in an expansion of permanent affordable 
housing or housing subsidy options to create “system flow,” which is 
the movement of people off the streets and into stable housing (in 
particular, housing with requisite, needs-based services attached). A 
comprehensive “system flow” includes: 

• homelessness prevention,
• interim housing options (as needed),
• supportive housing,
• and a broad set of flexible subsidies or deeply affordable

housing options for those who do not need permanent
supportive housing.

We propose a flow that calls for capacity additions in the following 
ratio: 1 additional interim housing unit, 2 permanent housing 
solutions, and 4 prevention interventions. This model will add the 
capacity necessary to address the crisis in the near term. 

1-2-4 FRAMEWORK

Before the current pandemic conditions, 
several Bay Area counties were already 
exhibiting dramatic increases in their 
unsheltered homeless PIT counts from 
2017-2019. Continuing on that trajectory 
is unacceptable. Our communities must 
do better at providing the dignity of a safe 
housing option, interim or permanent, for 
those who are living outdoors. The 1-2-4 
Framework is an acknowledgement that 
an effective and sustainable plan to do 
better requires investment in multiple 
strategies at once – homelessness 
prevention, interim or emergency 
housing, permanent deeply affordable or 
permanent supportive housing, and 
housing subsidies. It is not enough to 
simply provide emergency shelter if there 
are (a) insufficient long-term housing 
options (“exits”) to provide outflow, and (b) 
insufficient focus on reducing inflow. 

We live in a region with a large population 
of highly rent-burdened low-income 
households, who lack access to an 
available supply of more affordable 
housing. We will never break the cycle of 
unsheltered homelessness without a 
significant investment in homelessness 
prevention (short-term interventions to 
assist households experiencing a crisis 
that may cause them to lose housing). 

“1-2-4” is not a prescription or a one-size-
fits-all solution. It’s a ratio that illustrates 
proportionate investment in three 
strategies simultaneously. In order to 
reduce unsheltered homelessness 
rapidly, most cities or counties will need 
to frontload investment into interim 
housing options, such as leasing or 
purchasing motels, tiny homes, mobile 
homes or other temporary housing 
options. 

Our recommendation is that for every
unit of interim housing that is created (“1”), 
two permanent housing options (“2”) such
as a housing subsidy that can write down
the cost of a market rate apartment or a 

PLAN DETAILS
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The RIC workgroups have established a high-level cost assessment of 
the resources required to meet our goal of sheltering 75% of 
unsheltered people by 2024. We put forward the estimate with an 
understanding that the number of unsheltered people will continue to 
grow until we significantly reduce the inflow and increase the outflow, 
or exits. The estimate draws on cost and flow assumptions 
triangulated from various county-level sources and are taken as Bay 
Area (9-county) averages. These estimates reflect the cost of adding 
intervention capacity in a 1:2:4 ratio across interim shelter, 
permanent housing solutions, and homelessness prevention 
interventions over time. Based on these assumptions and analyses, 
approximately $6.5 billion in total investment is required across five 
years, split roughly evenly between capital and operating costs. 

 
Figure 4: Comprehensive System Flow Model  

 

Figure 5: 1-2-4 Framework Cost Outlook (30%/30%/15% scenario shown) 

 

 

 

 

 

Our recommendation is that for every 
unit of interim housing that is created (“1”), 
two permanent housing options (“2”) such 
as a housing subsidy that can write down 
the cost of a market rate apartment or a 
newly acquired or created affordable unit 
must be planned, so that people don’t 
linger for extended periods of time in 
interim housing. It is critical that people 
move from interim to permanent housing 
quickly, so that the interim options can be 
made available to others who still remain 
unhoused. Simultaneously, we 
recommend that each unit of interim 
housing should be matched with 
sufficient homelessness prevention 
investment to serve four households (“4”).  

Again, while we are rapidly moving people 
who are unsheltered either directly to 
permanent housing, perhaps with a 
subsidy, or first to interim and then as 
quickly as possible to permanent 
housing, the prevention investment will 
slow down the rate at which people are 
becoming homeless, and over time reach 
equilibrium once the correct balance of 
interim and permanent housing options 
is available in the community. 

Some cities or counties, may need very 
little investment in interim housing, e.g., 
if their unsheltered population is 
relatively small or if they have already 
made marked investment in emergency 
housing options. Those communities 
could choose to focus on rental subsidies 
and permanent housing to house people 
quickly and homelessness prevention to 
stop people from becoming homeless. 
The bottom line is that each community 
can right-size the ratio to reach 
equilibrium, but investing in only one 
option will not be sufficient to reduce 
homelessness in any community in the 
short-term given the high cost of rental 
housing and the time and cost of 
construction and acquisition of 
affordable housing in the Bay Area. 
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STRATEGIC PILLARS FOR A COMPREHENSIVE RESPONSE 
These efforts are grounded in the RIC’s strategic pillars: to House and Stabilize, Prevent, and enable the region’s 
most vulnerable populations to Thrive (see figure 2). COVID-19 has only highlighted the urgency and action needed to 
address this widening gap. The process of convening the RIC has already yielded results, forging connections and 
building alliances among our members. We will work to identify, recognize, and scale best practices and successful 
models across the region, and propose bold regional solutions. These priorities work in concert with the 1-2-4 
framework to improve the foundations of a healthy, responsive Bay Area homeless services system—one that will 
continue to evolve after addressing the urgent crisis of more than 35,000 Bay Area residents living outdoors. 

PRIORITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION: HOUSE & STABILIZE 

Strategic Priority #1: Secure Shelter-In-Place (SIP) housing locations 

Counties across the Bay Area have put in place measures for temporarily housing their at-risk and unhoused 
populations in Shelter-in-Place (SIP) housing, to provide shelter and safety during the COVID-19 pandemic. There is 
broad agreement that individuals who found shelter through these programs should remain housed, be entered into 
Coordinated Entry Systems (CES), and guided first to non-congregate interim and then to permanent housing (in 
some cases these individuals may go directly from SIP hotels to permanent housing if it is available and situationally 
appropriate). Some counties have already begun this process, but others lack a plan for these residents to remain 
housed. In many counties, the lack of interim and permanent housing options will pose a major barrier in achieving 
this goal, pointing to the need to expand housing voucher availability. 

Priority #1 aims to develop a framework for all Bay Area counties that provides a pathway for those who moved 
indoors during the pandemic to transition from interim housing into a range of suitable permanent housing 
solutions. 

Detailed call to action 

• The State of California and the region’s Cities and Counties, with Federal funding and partnership, should
seek to retain as much of the Shelter-in-Place (SIP) housing (established in response to COVID-19) as
possible, to be converted post-pandemic into interim housing for unsheltered individuals/households,
while assisting people to transition quickly to permanent housing (Immediate, Ongoing).

• The State must recognize that for Project Homekey (acquisition and conversion of hotels to house
vulnerable populations) to be successful, bond financing for acquisition and rehabilitation projects is
essential. Therefore, we call for a $10 billion state investment in affordable housing through passage of a
new bond (SB 5).

• All Home, in collaboration with regional partners and local jurisdictions, will identify and advocate for
funding for housing vouchers or other housing solutions at all levels of government, ensuring funds meet
the demand from each county for interim housing options, flexible rental subsidies, and permanent housing
solutions needed to prevent people from returning to the streets.

• Counties should identify locations or acquisition sites and make plans to implement interim housing
options for individuals who cannot move directly into permanent housing, leveraging recent CEQA
exemptions for emergency shelters and navigation centers, albeit non-congregate models.
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Strategic Priority #2: Streamline State funds & applications for housing 
& homeless services  

Four key state agencies contribute to the State's basic housing efforts, but there is not a well-coordinated plan to 
effectively use their collective financial resources to support affordable housing acquisition and development. 
Applicants for state funds for housing and homeless services are overburdened by duplicative application processes 
with varying timelines, eligibility criteria, and application requirements. The State Auditor commented on this 
complexity in November 2020, calling for the State to simplify its funding pools and award processes.  

Detailed call to action 

• The State of California should consolidate and streamline all affordable housing funding and application 
processes, coordinating between the California Debt Limit Allocation Committee (CDLAC), the Tax Credit 
Allocation Committee (TCAC), the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), and the 
California Housing Finance Authority (CalHFA) to eliminate waste and inefficiencies and to reduce the time 
needed to access funding (no later than July 2021).  

• Existing state programs that fund services for people experiencing homelessness should, where possible, 
be consolidated into a joint funding pool with a single application process. This process should be jointly 
administered by California’s Departments of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and Social 
Services (DSS). In cases where consolidation into a single pool is not possible, agencies should align 
standards and funding processes as much as possible, in coordination with HCD and DSS.  

• CDLAC should avoid over-emphasizing cost containment in formulas affecting new construction projects 
especially through its inclusion in both the tiebreaker and as its own category, as it disadvantages 
Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) housing projects, ELI housing projects, and projects located in areas 
with higher construction costs, such as the Bay Area. While we fully support cost-containment and urge 
the State to creatively incentivize lower cost construction, this formula disadvantages housing production 
in parts of the state with some of the highest rates of homelessness. 

• The State should revise the opportunity map methodology to ensure that it does not de-prioritize BIPOC 
communities which tend to be overwhelmingly represented as “low resource” in HCD’s opportunity maps, 
that map high opportunity communities, defined by income, school performance and other factors. While 
we support the concept of encouraging new development in high opportunity areas, communities that have 
suffered historic underinvestment should not be left behind as there are longstanding housing needs that 
must be met. 

 

Strategic Priority #3: Prioritize ELI for housing resources 
 

In its well-intended efforts to serve all Californians, the state’s agencies, with increasing momentum, are targeting 
higher AMI categories, resulting in less funding for housing that is desperately needed to house ELI households. As 
a state and a region where all housing has been under-produced for decades, we must stop pitting the needs of one 
income group against another. What we do know is this – our 9-county Bay Area has produced only 9% of the housing 
units needed for very low income (VLI) households (below 50% AMI) based upon the current Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA). This coalition calls for a reversal of this trend and a prioritization of ELI households (below 30% 

   

   



 

REGIONAL ACTION PLAN | 13 
 

AMI) in funding for housing. We support appropriate market reforms to increase production at other affordability 
levels including expanding the supply of “missing middle” housing. 

Detailed call to action 

• The State of California should ensure that a significant portion of all publicly funded affordable housing 
projects are inclusive of people with extremely low incomes given that they are at the highest risk of 
becoming homeless, particularly in the San Francisco Bay Area. The State should reverse its trend 
emphasizing an average of 60% of AMI in projects using State funds and ensure that at least 20% of new 
units are reserved for 30% of AMI or below and 20% are reserved for 50% of AMI or below. (Ongoing). 

• In particular, CDLAC should make new housing construction for extremely (ELI) and very-low income (VLI) 
households a priority. It should adjust its current stated preference of 60% of AMI and instead require that 
at least 20% of the units are 30% of AMI or below and 20% are at 50% of AMI or below. 

• Within the Homeless Set-Aside (provision of allocated units) - CDLAC should require that 25% of total units 
(minimum of 15) meet the homeless definition, not just the tax credit units. 
 

Strategic Priority #4: Extend covenants of affordability to preserve 
affordable housing supply and fund ELI tenancy 

A significant portion of the Bay Area’s affordable housing units are not permanently affordable. Instead these units 
have covenants, that if not extended, expire and the housing resets to market rate. This phenomenon displaces 
lower income tenants and puts them at risk of homelessness. Thousands of once affordable units have been lost in 
the Bay Area because affordable covenants were not renewed.  

In addition to the loss of existing affordable housing units, most affordable housing is not designed to be affordable 
by Bay Area residents with extremely low incomes (below 30% AMI). Given our region’s exorbitant housing costs, 
affordable housing developments typically house tenants with household incomes at higher levels (e.g. a 
development’s tenants have incomes that average 60% AMI). Because their incomes are lower, households at or 
below 30% of AMI require deeper subsidies. Similarly, formerly homeless individuals or families may have extremely 
low incomes and may also need supportive services (either short-term or longer-term) to remain housed and 
successfully thrive after having endured the hardship of being homeless for an extended time.  

Detailed call to action 

• The State of California should, with Federal funding and partnership, provide funding to secure affordable 
housing properties for which covenants of affordability are expiring and provide funding for existing 
complexes to more deeply subsidize rents and fund supportive services to serve ELI and formerly homeless 
individuals and families (no later than July 2021). 
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PRIORITIES FOR IMPLEMENTATION: PREVENT 

Strategic Priority #5: Extend eviction protections 
 

In 2020, the COVID-19 crisis devastated the region, with a disproportionate impact on the lowest income individuals 
and families, particularly BIPOC households. The rent burden – already high –on the low income (< 50% AMI) and 
extremely low income (<30% AMI) populations was exacerbated by COVID-related job losses and financial hardship 
this year. To prevent a massive eviction crisis, eviction moratoriums were enacted at the local and state levels, 
including California’s AB 3088 in September 2020. In late January 2021, the California Legislature passed SB 91 to 
extend the state-wide eviction protection until June 30, 2021. Keeping people in their existing homes is critical to 
reducing spread of the coronavirus. Research led by Dr. Kathryn Leifheit of UCLA estimates that our current 
statewide emergency eviction protection law has already prevented 186,000 COVID-19 cases and 6,000 deaths, so 
we recommend minimally that eviction protections remain in place until at least 60 days after the end of the public 
health emergency is lifted. However, we also know that higher rates of COVID-19 related income and job loss have 
disproportionately impacted ELI households, particularly African American and Latinx households. These impacts 
are likely to linger for some time after the pandemic subsides and the economy begins to stabilize. If history is an 
example, homelessness began to increase three years after the 2008 Great Recession “ended” as unemployment 
remained stubbornly high for Blacks and Latinos. 

Detailed call to action 

• The State extended eviction protections for California’s renters and enacted a framework for its rental 
assistance program with SB 91. The State Legislature should monitor COVID-19 infection rates and rates of 
unemployment for the highest impacted groups. If both remain high that should be taken into account 
before allowing the current state-wide eviction protection to expire on June 30, 2021. The State should 
also take action to close loopholes in the current eviction protections and prevent landlords from evicting 
tenants for lease expirations or minor lease violations until the pandemic health emergency ends.  

• The Biden-Harris Administration acted by Executive Order to direct the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) 
to extend the national eviction moratorium, which it did until March 31, 2021. The CDC later extended that 
eviction protection until June 30, 2021. We call on the CDC to further extend and improve the national 
eviction moratorium. The moratorium must be extended through the duration of the public health 
emergency, and it should be improved to address the shortcomings that have prevented some renters from 
making use of its protections. The moratorium should provide an automatic, universal protection to keep 
more renters throughout the U.S. in their homes and it should apply to all stages of eviction. Federal 
agencies must also actively enforce its protections. An extension to the CDC order could prove to be vital 
to Californians if the CA Legislature fails to extend the state-enacted eviction protections beyond June 30, 
2021. 

• All Counties should enact a universal eviction protections that last until at least 60 days after the County 
lifts its COVID-19 public health emergency (Immediate). Tenants should not be evicted during the pandemic 
for any reason, except for the protection of health and safety. Evictions for lease expirations, minor lease 
violations, move-in or Ellis Act evictions, or anything short of personal safety should not be permitted 
during the pandemic. 

• Counties and cities should consider imposing fines or penalties on property owners that continue to send 
Notices to Pay or Quit or 3-Day eviction notices to tenants for non-payment of rent, if the property owner 
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is knowingly using notices to intimidate or confuse tenants in an effort to encourage them to move out, 
despite the fact that non-payment of rent is not currently permissible as a grounds for eviction at this time. 

Strategic Priority #6: Accelerate cash payments to people impacted by 
COVID-19 

While high-wage workers have experienced a 4.3 percent decrease in employment during the pandemic, low-wage 
workers have suffered a 26.9 percent decrease, a historically unprecedented divide during a recession. With the 
pandemic wearing on and economic recovery slow, ELI and minority households are being hit hardest, many with 
insufficient income to cover their basic needs as a result of pandemic-related job loss. Substantial evidence shows 
that direct cash assistance is the most effective, responsive, and targeted way to support ELI households and 
prevent them from becoming homeless. Priority #6 advocates for recurring cash payments and enhanced 
unemployment benefits for ELI households at the federal level. In the absence of further federal intervention, 
Priority #6 intends to highlight a path for California to expand and enhance refundable tax credits to provide 
additional income to ELI households. This priority also acknowledges the major intersection between ELI 
households and the unbanked population (individuals not served by banks due to financial or identity barriers) in 
California and aspires to address barriers to households claiming their benefits, so they have the resources needed 
to weather the pandemic. 

Detailed call to action 

• RIC Coalition joins income security advocates, in coalition with the Economic Security Project (initiative
aimed at bolstering economic security for all Americans), calling for federal recurring cash payments of
$2,000 quarterly through 2021 or until the employment rate stabilizes.

• The State of California should approve the Governor's proposed Golden Gate Stimulus of $600 for California
residents who qualify for the state Earned Income Tax Credit on their 2019 tax returns.

• Federal government should extend emergency unemployment insurance programs through September
2021 while providing a $600 per week unemployment insurance supplement.

• If the Federal effort described above is unsuccessful, state legislators should pass legislation to extend
and expand refundable tax programs to maximize income for ELI households. Refundable tax programs are
specifically highlighted because they do not impact household income eligibility for public benefit
programs. This may include:

o Removing the earnings requirement and age parameters for the Child Tax Credit (tax credit for
parents with dependent children)

o Doubling the California Earned Income Tax Credit (refundable cash back credit for qualified low-to-
moderate income working Californians) for workers without children

• Address the barriers faced by under- and un-banked populations in accessing benefits by offering no-fee
checking accounts or other distribution methods.
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Strategic Priority #7: Provide targeted rental assistance to those 
impacted by COVID-19, who are most vulnerable to homelessness 

 
Priority #7 aims to prevent the impending wave of evictions that could occur when the moratoriums eventually are 
lifted. We must ensure that the number of people becoming homeless in the Bay Area does not accelerate due to 
pandemic-related income loss and the inability to keep up with rent. SB 91 averted an immediate crisis by extending 
eviction protections until June 30, 2021. California also received $2.6 billion in federal rental assistance from the in 
the form of U.S. Treasury Emergency Rental Assistance Program (ERAP) funds. Counties and cities with populations 
of >200,000 received roughly $1.1 billion and the State received roughly $1.5 billion. But still, millions of California 
renters will be burdened by amassed rental arrearages, small claims court judgments and lingering unemployment 
that will hobble them financially for an extended period of time.  

Detailed call to action 

• The State of California created a block grant program to distribute its $1.5 billion portion in new COVID-
response rental assistance. Although the framework for the State’s program is complex, for tenants who 
have cooperative landlords it offers an opportunity not only to have the program pay the landlord 80% of the 
rent arrearage, but to have the other 20% forgiven if the landlord wishes to participate. However, for tenants 
whose landlords refuse to participate, it permits only 25% of their arrearage to be paid. The State has made 
an effort to prioritize based on equity and to households earning at or below 50% AMI. The recent Biden-
Harris “American Rescue Act” package included an additional $30 billion in ERAP funds. We urge the State to 
improve upon its current framework for rental assistance (enacted in SB 91) to ensure equal outcomes for all 
tenants and to implement the targeting strategies outlined below. 

• The statutory language that authorized the ERAP allocation allows assistance to be provided to households 
earning up to 80%AMI, but indicates that households at or below 50% of AMI as well as those which have a 
household member who has been unemployed for 90 days or more should be prioritized. With hundreds of 
thousands of Californians behind on rent, there will be a gravitational pull to assist people at the full range of 
allowable income levels. However, in order to prevent a massive surge in homelessness later in 2021-2022, 
rental assistance must be targeted to those most at risk of homelessness. Local rental assistance programs 
should prioritize the following: 

o ELI households (<30% AMI)  

o Households with severe rent burden (>50% of income spent on rent) 

o Households or individuals who have had a previous experience of homelessness  

o Census tracts or zip codes with high rates of housing insecurity or homelessness, high rates of 
eviction, high rates of COVID-19 infection, high rates of poverty and/or a high area deprivation index 

o Hard to reach communities (e.g., those who have language barriers and people who are in informal 
living arrangements); and  

o Groups that don’t have access to other benefit programs (e.g., undocumented immigrants) 

• Any new or expanded rental assistance program should include the following elements: 

o Low-barrier flexible cash assistance, including acceptance of self-certifications regarding income, 
housing and, employment status. Programs should permit payment directly to the household if the 
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landlord refuses to accept rental payment from the program or fails to respond within the prescribed 
time period 

o Access to landlord mediation or legal services as needed 

o Effective and culturally relevant outreach: 

▪ Partner with, and build capacity of, BIPOC led community organizations located in and serving 
impacted communities while expanding the ecosystem of organizations providing program 
services 

▪ Co-design outreach processes with CBOs that serve the hardest hit communities and offer 
access at common intersections with people at-risk of homelessness including food 
pantries, schools/day care, housing court, community health clinics, institutional 
discharging or correctional system release. Coordinate with COVID-19 vaccination outreach 
efforts to maximize efficiency. 

▪ Work with community groups representing tenants and people who have experienced 
homelessness, to inform prioritization and policies.  

• Tackle racial disparity 

o Collect and publicly report disaggregated data on households served by race, ethnicity, and zip code. 

o Remove barriers that disproportionately impact BIPOC: accept applications by all methods - online, 
phone, in-person; do not limit assistance to one-time only; be explicit on all materials that 
information regarding immigration status will not be asked for nor shared at any time during the 
process. 

• Fill gaps caused by ERAP funding constraints with other sources of public (e.g., CDBG-CV or ESG-CV) or 
private funds to offer more holistic housing stabilization plans to families and individuals. 

See “Local Strategies to Protect Tenants and Prevent Homelessness in Bay Area COVID-19 Emergency Rental 
Assistance Programs (ERAPs)” for more detailed recommendations. 

Strategic Priority #8: Accelerate targeted, data-informed regional 
prevention model 

Prior to the pandemic, the Bay Area had the distinction of having more than 35,000 people who were homeless. With 
massive job and income loss among low wage workers due to the pandemic, many of whom were severely rent-
burdened, we can expect that poverty and homelessness will rise in 2021. In 2019, two to three people were becoming 
homeless for every one person who was successfully assisted to move from homelessness to housing in the Bay 
Area. We desperately need a regional homelessness prevention system to slow down the rate at which people are 
becoming homeless; this starts by coordinating resources and services within the region. Priority #8 aims to build 
upon prevention efforts and infrastructure that already exist and to create a program for coordinated service 
delivery. All Home has launched a pilot in three cities - Oakland, Fremont and San Francisco - to facilitate a research 
and data-informed approach that focuses on using new federal ERAP funding to target those who are most 
vulnerable to homelessness. The pilot is intended to extend into Contra Costa County later in 2021, in advance of full 
implementation and coverage of all nine Bay Area counties within three years. Ultimately, the goal is to blend public 
and private funds and bring about a higher degree of coordination among anti-eviction/displacement, rental subsidy, 
homelessness prevention, diversion, and rapid-rehousing programs in the region. 

     

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zc0JbB00JoNhH9rR8j7FLO9D2y9tLnDQ/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1zc0JbB00JoNhH9rR8j7FLO9D2y9tLnDQ/view?usp=sharing
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Detailed call to action 

• Since September 2021, All Home in partnership with RIC members and others has embarked on a consensus-
building design process to launch its homelessness prevention pilot. In order to maximize the opportunity to 
align federal ERAP funding with homelessness prevention efforts, All Home accelerated its regional 
homelessness prevention efforts to launch by April 2021. The pilot is a work in progress to build consistency 
in best practices for risk assessment and service delivery, using a common data platform and evaluation 
framework. Initially the regional homelessness prevention program model will include the following services: 

o Financial assistance – flexible cash assistance, rental arrears, rental assistance, security deposit, 
move-in expenses, reunification or relocation expenses, transportation expenses 

o Eviction prevention/legal assistance 

o Utility assistance 

o Housing problem-solving  

o Landlord mediation and connecting residents to advocacy organizations  

o Linkages to other community resources and public benefit programs 

• As the program reaches its full implementation, the following services will also be provided: 

o Assistance with housing search, placement, and stabilization, including limited term rental subsidies 
and case management 

o Financial counseling 

o Income stabilization through workforce development partnerships 

• Implement a three-county pilot regional homelessness prevention system that is rolled out with an eye 
toward regional expansion to all nine Bay Area counties. The pilot offers the following elements: 

o Emphasis on reducing racial and ethnic disparities among households that are experiencing 
homelessness for the first time through targeted financial assistance and program design:  

▪ Targeting resources to racial/ethnic groups facing high rates of homelessness (in the Bay 
Area, Black, Indigenous, Latinx and Pacific Islander communities) and groups that don’t have 
access to other benefit programs. 

▪ Meeting non-traditional needs, for instance offering interventions that stabilize support 
networks or kinship networks, as defined by marginalized communities, to include chosen 
families. 

▪ Addressing funding/program gaps that exist for undocumented immigrants. 

▪ Ensure effective and culturally relevant outreach as described above in Strategic Priority #7. 

▪ Reducing barriers to long-term success by connecting households to economic mobility 
programs and eliminating limitations on “one-time only” assistance because an ELI 
household may encounter one or more periods of economic shock on the way to getting back 
on their feet. 

o Common program elements as discussed above. 

o New, web-based data platform for applicants and service providers which includes: 

▪ Online financial assistance application portal 
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▪ Evidence-based risk assessment tool that promotes effective and efficient targeting of
services to those who are at highest risk3 of homelessness.

o Back-end service provider module for case management, management approvals and fund
disbursements.

o Consistency in staff training in housing problem-solving/diversion techniques and learning
collaboratives to promote cross- county collaboration and sharing of useful resolution ideas.

• Evaluate program efficacy of the initial three-county level programs and adapt as necessary to expand to the
regional scale within three years.

• All Home, in collaboration with regional partners and local jurisdictions, will work to identify and collaborate
with a regional entity with the capacity to manage a regional homelessness prevention system for the long-
term. In 2020, the Bay Area Housing and Financing Authority (BAHFA) was established by the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC. BAHFA is positioned
to provide a powerful new set of financing and policy tools to improve housing affordability and may be well
suited to play this role in the future.

• Combine public and private funding streams to maximize the prevention system’s function and flexibility At
the federal, state and local levels, there are many programs that support homelessness prevention, each
having slightly different eligibility and other requirements – Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG and ESG-CV),
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG and CDBG-CV), new U.S. Treasury Emergency Rental
Assistance Program (ERAP), State Homeless, Housing, Assistance and Prevention (HHAP), CalWorks
Homeless Assistance Program, local tax measure funds that are required to be spent on homelessness
prevention. These funding streams should be streamlined so that they can be used more flexibly and
holistically to keep people housed. Currently, private and philanthropic funds are used to fill gaps and provide
the flexibility for the program to meet each household’s needs. The goal of a regional homelessness
prevention program is to leverage these funds in the creation of a public-private partnership that weaves
together a stronger, more viable safety net that is truly available and capable of preventing a household from
becoming homeless or quickly assisting with the resources necessary to find alternative housing, regardless
of where one lives in the Bay Area.

3 Female Head of Household, pregnancy, child younger than two, history of public assistance, eviction threat, high mobility in 
last year, history of protective services, high conflict in household, disruptions as a child (e.g. foster care, shelter history as 
youth), shelter history as an adult, recent shelter application, seeking to reintegrate into community from an institution, high 
number of shelter applications. 
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IMPACT METRICS & TRACKING 
We have developed a series of impact metrics to track progress against our 8 strategic priorities, while 
systematically advancing All Home’s vision and informing forthcoming work. These metrics will be reviewed on a 
regular cadence and progress will be shared back to counties, stakeholders, and RIC members.  

• Overall- Reduce unsheltered homelessness by 75% by 2024, overall homelessness by 75% by 2030  

• System flow– % of new episodes, PIT count, eviction rate, # of days between shelter and permanent exits 

• Availability- # of interim housing units, # of permanent housing solution units, # of prevention interventions 
by 2024 and 2030, utilization rate over time (match of resources available to interventions needed in each 
category  

• Diversity- Homelessness population segmentation and population comparison by race/gender/age to 
reduce disparity  

• Employment- ELI unemployment rate, income levels 

• Data- Consistency in format and metrics across region, clear indicators of coordinated efforts among Bay 
Area counties 

• Revenue- Match of funding available with needs to implement priorities 

Furthermore, we will track stakeholder perceptions of progress through an annual survey to RIC members to 
measure the extent to which they believe goals are being met. We will also convene counties on a quarterly basis, 
and other stakeholder groups on an ad hoc basis, to review progress and identify barriers to be mitigated. We will 
also draw on those with lived experience to understand their perceptions of system efficacy (access to resources, 
employment opportunities, etc.) and provide real-time tracking. 

HomeBase research finds that a regional data sharing system would enhance the ability of jurisdictions and care 
providers to conduct local planning, measure outcomes and investment impacts, and support care and support 
coordination. Data enrichment options that allow identifiable client-level data sharing across jurisdictions would 
have an even greater impact by creating opportunities to coordinate across systems of care—ensuring individuals 
have continuity without having to restart the process of seeking help every time they transition to a new location.  

Therefore, it may be helpful to establish a regional data sharing system utilizing existing research and tools 
developed by Homebase to enhance the ability of jurisdictions and care providers to conduct local planning, measure 
outcomes and investment impacts, and support care and support coordination across cities and counties. 

Cumulatively, advancement across these metrics will enable the broader social change we are committed to 
enacting: increasing racial equity, inclusivity of all communities, greater economic and social mobility, shifting our 
paradigm to recognize ELI people’s value, and highlighting regionalism as imperative to driving progress. 
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LETTER FROM THE CO-CHAIRS 
The Regional Impact Council (RIC) convened in 2020, when our members - from across the Bay Area - organized 
around the belief that homelessness can be rare, brief, and non-recurring for those that experience it. We believe a 
coordinated regional response is needed to advance system level changes to solve poverty, housing insecurity, racial 
inequity and homelessness crisis facing our region and state. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated the already large chasm in economic equality and mobility in the Bay Area, 
impacting vulnerable communities that are disproportionately Black, brown, Indigenous and low income. As a region 
our experience of COVID-19 is unequal. For affluent professional workers, the recession’s direct economic impact 
has been minimal. Indeed, the wealth of some in the professional class has gone up since the pandemic. For Black, 
brown and Indigenous communities and extremely low-income populations, this recession is worse than the Great 
Financial Crisis of 2008-2010. The true impact of historic unemployment, racial injustice, and the continued 
economic pressure on small businesses will be an uphill challenge. The magnitude of these changes has forced us 
to explore systemic solutions previously deemed too bold. We must seek new solutions and advance them more 
quickly than what the Bay Area’s jurisdictions have tried before. 

The RIC complements existing efforts around homelessness and housing by bringing together key stakeholders, and 
policymakers across a diversity of communities and sectors including representatives from the state legislature, 
local government, non-profit organizations ’s the business community and private philanthropy with their collective 
assets to achieve population-level regional outcomes. 

The urgency has never been greater, and we are eager to get to work. We view the Bay Area’s regional response to 
the COVID-19 pandemic as an example of what our region can accomplish when we join together to address a shared 
challenge. After the current public health crisis, we will remain committed to our goals: house and stabilize those 
experiencing or at risk of homelessness, prevent future episodes of homelessness, and create economic prosperity 
across the region so that ELI individuals and families can thrive in the Bay Area. 

 

 
 
Derecka Mehrens 
Chief Executive Officer, 
Working Partnerships USA 

 
 
Jonathan Fearn 
Senior Development Director, 
Greystar 

 
 
Joshua Simon 
Chief Executive Officer, East 
Bay Asian Location 
Development Corporation 

 
 
Sherilyn Adams 
Executive Director 
Larkin Street Youth Services 

 

  

 
INTRODUCTION TO THE REGIONAL IMPACT COUNCIL 
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RIC MEMBERS 

 
  
.  

Amie Fishman, Executive Director, Non-Profit Housing  
Association of Northern California 
Andreas Cluver, Secretary-Treasurer, Alameda County  
Building Trades Council 
Ariane Hogan, Associate Director of Local  
Government Affairs, Genentech 
Belia Ramos, Supervisor, Napa County 5th District 
Candace Andersen, Supervisor, Contra Costa County  
Cindy Chavez, Supervisor, Santa Clara County  
Dave Cortese, State Senator, California 
David Chiu, State Assemblymember, California 
Diana Reddy, City Councilmember, Redwood City 
Diane Burgis, Chair, Board of Supervisors,  
Contra Costa County 
Eddy Zheng, Founder & President, New Breath Foundation 
Erin Connor, Manager, Cisco Crisis Response 
Hydra Mendoza, VP, Chief of Strategic Relationships  
Office of the Chair and CEO, Salesforce 
Jake MacKenzie, Board Member, Greenbelt Alliance 
Jennifer Loving, Chief Executive Officer, Destination Home 
Jesse Arreguin, Mayor, City of Berkeley; President,  
Association of Bay Area Governments 
Jim Spering, Supervisor, Solano County 
Jim Green, Senior Vice President, Government Affairs  
and Public Policy, Salesforce 
Jim Wunderman, CEO, Bay Area Council 

REGIONAL IMPACT COUNCIL MEMBERS

Derecka Mehrens, Chief Executive Officer, Working Partnerships USA 

Jonathan Fearn, Senior Development Director, Greystar 

Joshua Simon, Chief Executive Officer, EBALDC 

Sherilyn Adams, Executive Director, Larkin Street Youth Services 

The RIC is a coalition across the nine-county Bay Area. The council includes 85 leaders that work in state and local 
legislation, direct service provision, affordable housing, labor, economic mobility, racial equity and private sector 
businesses. 

Our collective goal: Share, develop and mobilize against regional solutions to House and Stabilize, Prevent, and 
enable our most vulnerable populations to Thrive. 

Keith Carson, Supervisor, Alameda County District 5 
Ken Cole, Director, Human Services Agency, San Mateo 
County 
Libby Schaaf, Mayor, City of Oakland 
Liz Ortega-Toro, Executive Secretary-Treasurer, 
Alameda Labor Council 
London Breed, Mayor, City and County of San Francisco 
Matt Franklin, President, MidPen Housing Corporation 
Melissa Jones, Executive Director, Bay Area Regional 
Health Inequities Initiative 
Nicole Taylor, President & CEO, Silicon Valley 
Community Foundation 
Robert Powers, General Manager, BART 
Rosanne Foust, President & CEO, San Mateo County 
Economic Development Association (SAMCEDA) 
Sam Liccardo, Mayor, City of San Jose 
Scott Weiner, State Senate, California 
Susan Gorin, Supervisor, Sonoma County  
Therese McMillan, Executive Director, Association of 
Bay Area Governments (ABAG)/Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC) 
Warren Slocum, Supervisor, San Mateo County  

CO-CHAIRS 

STEERING COMMITTEE 
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Angela Jenkins, Director of Strategic Initiatives, Kaiser Permanente 
Lindsay Haddix, Housing Initiatives Program Manager, Facebook 
Marc Trotz, Consultant 
Margot Kushel, MD, UCSF Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative 
Ophelia Basgal, Vice-Chair, San Francisco Foundation Board 
Tramecia Garner, Associate Director for Housing and residential Programs, Swords to Plowshares 
Will Dominie, Impact Manager, BARHII 
William Rogers, CEO, SF-Marin-San Mateo Goodwill 
 
 

WORKGROUP CO-MODERATORS 

Adrian Covert, Vice President of Public Policy, Bay Area Council 
Alan Dones, Managing Partner, Strategic Urban Development Alliance 
Amy Sawyer, Policy Advisor on Homelessness. Office of Mayor London Breed 
Brandy Jenkins-League, Program Manager, Bay Area Community Services (BACS) 
Bruce Ives, CEO, LifeMoves 
Carolina Reid, Assistant Professor, Department of City and Regional Planning, UCBerkeley 
Cynthia Nagendra, Executive Director, UCSF Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative 
Daniel Saver, Assistant Director for Housing and Local Planning, MTC/ABAG 
Darnell Cadette, Director, Community, Chan Zuckerberg Initiative 
David Low, Policy & Communications Director, Destination Home 
Donna Allen, Pastor, New Revelation Church 
Heather Hood, Vice President and Market Leader -Northern California, Enterprise Community Partners 
Jackie Downing, Executive Director, Crankstart 
Jacky Morales-Ferrand, Director of Housing, City of San José 
Jamie Almanza, Executive Director, Bay Area Community Services 
Katherine Harasz, Executive Director, Santa Clara County Housing Authority 
Kelly Dearman, Executive Director, SF in Home Supportive Services Public Authority 
Kerry Abbott, Director, Homeless Care and Coordination, Alameda County 
Kris Stadelman, Director, NOVA Workforce Board 
Lavonna Martin, Director, Health, Housing, and Homeless Services, Contra Costa County 
Louise Rogers, Chief, San Mateo County Health System 
Malcolm Yeung, Executive Director, Chinatown Community Development Center 
Maryann Leshin, Deputy Director, Housing and Community Development Department, City of Oakland 
Michael Gause, Ending Homelessness Program Manager, Sonoma County  
Nevada Merriman, Director of Policy, MidPen Housing Corporation 
Pedro Galvao, Policy Director, Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH) 
Peter Radu, Homeless Policy Director, Office of the Mayor, City of Oakland 
Randy Tsuda, President & Chief Executive Officer, Alta Housing 
Shola Olatoye, Director, Housing & Community Development, City of Oakland 
Sparky Harlan, CEO, Bill Wilson Center 
Tim Chan, Group Manager - Station Area Planning, BART 
Vaughn Villaverde, Associate Director of Health Policy, Working Partnerships USA 
Vivian Wan, Chief Operating Officer, Abode Services 
William Pickel, Chief Executive Officer, Brilliant Corners 
Zak Franet, Youth Policy & Advisory Committee Member, City and County of San Francisco 

TECHNICAL COMMITTTEE  
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Tomiquia Moss, Chief Executive Officer 
Ken Kirkey, RIC Project Lead, Chief Partnership Officer 
Charlie Sun, Chief of Staff  
Gail Gilman, Chief Strategy Officer 
Jay Banfield, Chief Economic Mobility Officer 
Joanne Karchmer, Chief Impact Officer 
Terrance Thompson, Director, Regional Homelessness Prevention System 

ALL HOME STAFF 



 

REGIONAL ACTION PLAN | 25 
 

 
The Co-Chairs wish to acknowledge the invaluable contributions of everyone that has contributed to 
developing the Regional Action Plan and that continue to support the Regional Impact Council. 
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AB – 15 - COVID-19 relief: Tenancy: Tenant Stabilization Act of 2021 

This bill would extend the definition of “COVID-19 rental debt” as unpaid rent or any other unpaid financial obligation of 
a tenant that came due between March 1, 2020, and December 31, 2021. The bill would also extend the repeal date of the 
act to January 1, 2026. The bill would make other conforming changes to align with these extended dates. By extending 
the repeal date of the act, the bill would expand the crime of perjury and create a state-mandated local program. (CA 
legislature) 

AB – 16 - Tenant, Small Landlord, and Affordable Housing Provider Stabilization Act of 2021 

This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact the Tenant, Small Landlord, and Affordable Housing Provider 
Stabilization Act of 2021 to address the long-term financial impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on renters, small 
landlords, and affordable housing providers, ensure ongoing housing stability for tenants at risk of eviction, and 
stabilize rental properties at risk of foreclosure. This bill would include legislative findings and declarations in support 
of the intended legislation. (CA legislature) 

AB – 3088 - Tenancy: rental payment default: Mortgage forbearance: state of emergency: COVID-19 

This bill, the Tenant, Homeowner, and Small Landlord Relief and Stabilization Act of 2020, would, among other things, 
until January 1, 2023, additionally apply those protections to a first lien mortgage or deed of trust that is secured by 
residential real property that is occupied by a tenant, contains no more than four dwelling units, and meets certain 
criteria, including that a tenant occupying the property is unable to pay rent due to a reduction in income resulting from 
the novel coronavirus. (CA legislature) 

AMI - Average Monthly Income 

Most federal and State housing assistance programs set maximum incomes for eligibility to live in assisted housing, 
and maximum rents and housing costs that may be charged to eligible residents, usually based on their incomes. HUD’s 
limits are based on surveys of local area median income (AMI) 

CA BCSHA - California Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency 

The Business, Consumer Services and Housing Agency assists and educates consumers regarding the licensing, 
regulation, and enforcement of professionals and businesses in California. 

CalHFA – California Housing Finance Agency 

Established in 1975, CalHFA was chartered as the state's affordable housing lender. The Agency's Multifamily Division 
finances affordable rental housing through partnerships with jurisdictions, developers and more, while its Single Family 
Division provides first mortgage loans and down payment assistance to first-time homebuyers. 

CEQA – CEQA – California Env. Quality Act 

CEQA, or the California Environmental Quality Act, is a statute that requires state and local agencies to identify the 
significant environmental impacts of their actions and to avoid or mitigate those impacts, if feasible. 

GLOSSARY 
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The purpose of CEQA is to: Disclose to the public the significant environmental effects of a proposed discretionary 
project, through the preparation of an Initial Study (IS), Negative Declaration (ND), or Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

(CA Office of Planning and Research) 

CDBG-CV – CARES Relief Community Development Block Grants 

Congress provided $5 billion in the CARES Act for the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program to states, 
metropolitan cities, urban counties, and insular areas. (HUD) 

CDLAC – California Debt Limit Allocation Committee 

CDLAC’s programs are used to finance affordable housing developments for low-income Californians, build solid waste 
disposal and waste recycling facilities, and to finance industrial development projects (CA State Treasurer’s Office) 

ESG-CV – CARES Relief Emergency Solutions Grants 

These special ESG-CV funds are to be used to prevent, prepare for, and respond to the coronavirus pandemic (COVID-
19) among individuals and families who are homeless or receiving homeless assistance. The funds will also support 
additional homeless assistance and homelessness prevention activities to mitigate the impacts of COVID-19. (HUD) 

HCD - California Department of Housing and Community Development 

The California Department of Housing and Community Development awards loans and grants to public and private 
housing developers, nonprofit agencies, cities, counties, state and federal partners. This money supports the 
construction, acquisition, rehabilitation, and preservation of affordable rental and ownership homes, provides 
permanent supportive housing options as well as stable, safe shelter for those experiencing homelessness. (HCD) 

HUD – US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

LI, VLI, ELI – Low Income, Very Low Income and Extremely Low Income 

Low-income applicants earn less than 80% of the area median 

Very low-income applicants earn less than 50% of the area median 

Extremely low-income earn less than 30% of the area median 

NGO – Non-government Organization 

PHA – Public Housing Authority 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) administers Federal aid to local housing agencies (HAs) 
that manage the housing for low-income residents at rents they can afford. HUD furnishes technical and professional 
assistance in planning, developing and managing these developments. (HUD) 

PSH – Permanent Supportive Housing 

Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) is a model that combines low-barrier affordable housing, health care, and 
supportive services to help individuals and families lead more stable lives. PSH typically targets people who are 
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homeless or otherwise unstably housed, experience multiple barriers to housing, and are unable to maintain housing 
stability without supportive services. (National Health Care for the Homeless Center) 

TCAC – California Tax Credit Allocation Committee 

The California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) administers the federal and state Low-Income Housing Tax 
Credit Programs. Both programs were created to promote private investment in affordable rental housing for low-
income Californians. (CA State Treasurer’s Office) 

Section 8 / HCV – Section 8 Housing Vouchers 

The housing choice voucher program is the federal government's major program for assisting very low-income families, 
the elderly, and the disabled to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. Since housing 
assistance is provided on behalf of the family or individual, participants are able to find their own housing, including 
single-family homes, townhouses and apartments. Expanded rental assistance like the Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) 
program is a substantial component of any strategy to address the severe housing shortage and instability faced by ELI 
renters. Seventy-three percent of current HCV recipients are extremely low-income (HUD, 2018). 
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All Home - who we are

All Home is a Bay Area organization advancing regional solutions that disrupt the cycle 

of poverty and homelessness, redress the disparities in outcomes as a result of race, 

and create more economic mobility opportunities for extremely low-income (ELI) 

individuals and families within the Bay Area.

We are working across regions, sectors, and silos to advance coordinated, innovative 

service delivery and build coalition-supported momentum to challenge the long-standing 

systems that perpetuate homelessness.
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Solano County
Homeless Population

Solano County PIT count, sheltered vs. unsheltered

Sheltered

Unsheltered

Racial inequities persist: 

below are homeless demographics by 

race/ethnicity:

• Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander: 

5%

• Multi-racial: 14%

• Black: 37%

• White:  39%

Of total, 16% are Hispanic/Latinx

73%
795

74%
917

81%
932

27%
287

26%
315

19%
219

2015 2017 2019

1,082

1,232
1,151



3

Phase I (Regional Action Plan)

First-of-its-kind regional plan tackling homelessness 

and housing insecurity (Spring 2021)

Phase 2

Regional goals for systems change to truly disrupt 

homelessness and improve economic and social 

mobility for ELI individuals (early 2022)

A roundtable of policymakers, key 

affordable housing, social equity and 

economic mobility stakeholders, 

housing and homelessness service 

providers, and business and 

philanthropic partners

The Regional Impact Council
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2022Today 2021 20242023

-10K

-10K~35K

-5K
<10K

-75%

The RAP aims to dramatically 

reduce the number of people 

experiencing unsheltered 

homelessness over next three 

years

The Regional Action Plan lays out a 

roadmap for reaching this goal through:

Implementing a 1-2-4 Framework: a new, integrated 

approach to allocating scarce housing resources

Leading a coalition to advocate for policies, programs 

and funding to achieve this goal

Regional Action 
Plan: Reduce 
unsheltered 
homelessness by 
75% by 2024
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Currently housed
Stemming inflow

Unsheltered
Increasing outflow

Permanent Housing Solutions

Examples:
• Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH)

• Flexible subsidy pools / shallow subsidies

• Housing Choice Vouchers

• Group or shared housing

• Modular multi-unit projects

• Permanent mobile home parks

1-2-4 Framework

Homelessness Prevention

A holistic system includes:
• Financial assistance – for rent/utilities,

move-in expenses, housing stabilization

• Tenant education/counseling (“know your

rights”), tenant advocacy

• Access to legal services (when needed) –

limited or full scope representation/eviction

defense, landlord mediation, addressing

habitability issues

• Household support – connection to benefits

and community support, direct linkage to

employment, housing replacement

+4x

+1x

Interim Housing
(i.e., short-term / temporary solution on the path 

towards permanent exit)

Examples:
• Navigation centers (non-congregate preferred)

• Tiny homes/modular units

• Shelter beds/units (non-congregate preferred)

• Managed RV/ Mobile home parking

• Managed safe parking

• Rapid resolution

+2x

To achieve a 75% reduction, we must simultaneously invest in 3 interventions:



6

Three steps to implement the 1-2-4 Framework

Evaluate how each county 

allocates existing resources

Advocate for new resources 

to fill gaps and scale 

interventions commensurate 

with the need

Advocate

Identify opportunities to align 

existing resources with the 

1-2-4 framework

AlignEvaluate
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1-2-4 Framework | Illustrative modeling for
Solano County

Total brought indoors until 
2024

~1,151

Total new prevention 
interventions

20242023

# New interventions (HHs served)

2021 2022 2025

~806 ~806

~403

No new capacity added in 

2024 and 2025

Prevention interventions

Permanently housed

Interim shelter

Brought 

indoors

Illustrative top down model: 

Solano County view

~863
(75% of 
today)

Note: "Brought indoors" defined as brought from unsheltered to housing in interim housing or housing solutions (including subsidies); 

Sources: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa County documents and experts; Bay Area Council Economic Institute Homelessness 

Report
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~$216M

5-year
cumulative cost

1-2-4 Framework | Illustrative cost modeling 
for Solano County

2021 2022 2023

~$53M

2024 2025

~$64M

~$47M

~$26M ~$26M

Operating

Capital required

No new capacity added in 

2024 and 2025

Illustrative top down model: 

Solano County view

Note: Cost estimates based on ranges from various Bay Area sources; capital costs include construction costs and assume no land 

costs; operating costs include services provided and subsidies; no discounting applied; scenario modeled is 30%/30%/15% scenario

housing 75% of unsheltered before 2024; construction timelines and funding pools assumed flexible to timeline shown; Sources: San 

Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa County documents and experts; Bay Area Council Economic Institute Homelessness Report
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· https://housingequityframework.org

Prevention: Differentiating Interventions on the Prevention Continuum
Reducing new episodes of homelessness requires a suite of prevention intervention strategies deployed such that each 
household gets what they need at the time they need it

Eviction Prevention

Eligible Population:

● Future risk of homelessness

● Leaseholders

● 0-50% Area Median Income 

(AMI)

Targeting criteria:

● HHs with severe rent burden

● Active eviction, landlord 

harassment or habitability 

issues

● Highly impacted communities 

and neighborhoods

Homelessness Prevention

Eligible Population:

● Imminent risk of 

homelessness

● Doubled up or leaseholders

● 0-30% Area Median Income 

(AMI)

Targeting criteria:

● HHs with a previous episode of 

homelessness

● Highly impacted communities 

and neighborhoods

Homelessness Diversion

Eligible Population:

● Lost housing and either 

seeking shelter or in shelter 

● Presenting for 

homelessness assistance

● Doubled up

● 0-30% Area Median Income 

(AMI)

Targeting criteria:

● HHs with a previous episode of 

homelessness

● Highly impacted communities 

and neighborhoods

https://housingequityframework.org/
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Why is a regional approach important?

▪ The lack of affordable housing and increasing homelessness, as a result, is a regional

problem that no one city or county can solve on its own.

▪ A regional approach works– e.g., public health orders were effective because Bay Area

counties acted together and at the same time.

▪ Current practices are already crossing city and county borders



Q&A



www.allhomeca.org

To get in touch with us, please reach out to Nahema Washington at: 
nwashington@allhomeca.org



SOLANO 
City-County Coordinating Council Staff Report 

TITLE / SUBJECT 

County Collaborative on Housing Update 

BACKGROUND 

In March 2021, the County Board of Supervisors designated the Solano Housing Investment 

Partnership (SolHIP) as the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) County Collaborative 

on Housing and authorized the Solano Transportation Authority to serve as the fiscal agent for the 

administration of Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) funds for countywide housing 

opportunities.  This action was the result of coordination efforts by the STA, the County of Solano 

and the seven cities to further link transportation and land use planning in 2018 as the Bay Area 

region began developing the Housing CASA compact and the State began to develop funding 

programs to address the State housing crisis.  The STA formed the SolHIP in 2019 by providing 

transportation planning funds to match planning fund contributions from the local agencies as part 

of the State’s SB 2 and Local Early Action Planning (LEAP) grant funds for housing.  The funds 

provided technical assistance for each jurisdiction to identify potential housing projects to advance, 

particularly affordable housing located in Priority Development Areas (PDA) near regional and 

local transit services.  

The SolHIP was recognized by MTC/ABAG and the State Housing and Community Development 

(HCD) as a model for other counties given our collaborative planning process and technical 

assistance provided to each agency.  In 2020, the STA, with strong support from MTC 

Commissioner and County Board of Supervisor Jim Spering, was successful in developing the 

Suburban Housing Incentive Pool (SubHIP) pilot program with MTC to leverage transportation 

funding for affordable housing developments within PDAs.   The SubHIP pilot program ultimately 

provided $4 million to advance affordable housing projects near the Fairfield Vacaville Hannigan 

Station and the Vacaville Transportation Center that will result in over 380 affordable housing 

units which were not initially planned to be implemented as part of market rate housing 

developments.  The affordable housing project located in Fairfield is currently under construction 

and the City of Vacaville is working with an affordable housing developer to advance the project 

in Vacaville.   

Building on the success of the STA’s SolHIP and the SubHIP efforts, the County Board of 

Supervisors’ action for the County Collaborative on Housing enabled the STA to coordinate with 

Meeting of November 18, 2021 

Agenda Item No. VII.2 

Staff / Agency: 
Robert Guerrero, Director of Planning, 
Solano Transportation Authority 



ABAG on the use of State REAP funding to assist in funding the current Regional Housing Needs 

Allocation effort and the update of the cities and the County of Solano’s Housing Elements. The 

cities of Benicia, Dixon, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville and Vallejo and the County of Solano 

opted to participate with STA in obtaining the necessary consultant support and leveraging the 

REAP 1.0 funding to update the seven agencies’ housing elements.  The City of Fairfield was the 

only agency that opted not to participate in the Housing Element Partnership because they had 

already selected a separate consultant to complete their General Plan Update and their Housing 

Element; however, they will still get the benefit of the collaborative through information/data 

collection and sharing.   

Status Update: 

The STA assisted the County of Solano in administering the RHNA process by managing the 

selected consultant contract (Placeworks) and coordinating planning staff discussions at meetings 

of the Solano County Planning Directors group.  A detailed update on this is planned as a separate 

topic for discussion on the City County Coordinating Council’s (4Cs) agenda.  In summary, this 

effort is close to completion with the State’s Housing and Community Development response and 

the 4Cs approval of the draft RHNA methodology.   

The Housing Element update effort has begun with most of the participating agencies having kick 

off meetings in September/October months.   The STA’s role is to administer the funding and 

consultant contract for the participating agencies and to report back to MTC/ABAG on the 

progress of the collaboration.  It was a substantial effort at the staff level to coordinate with each 

participant in establishing budgets, selecting a consultant, developing funding agreements and 

organizing kick off meetings for each participating city and county. This effort results in cost 

savings for portions of the Housing Elements that require the same data and reporting, and it 

provides a countywide standard for reporting the information.  In addition, the County 

Collaborative was proactive by initiating the consultant procurement process early at a time when 

consultant services are in high demand for Housing Element updates statewide.  Solano County is 

much further ahead in this process as a result.   

Next Steps: 

Through the SolHIP and County Collaborative, the STA will continue to coordinate with 

MTC/ABAG to identify and obtain additional funding resources to assist in the implementation of 

housing projects in Solano County, particularly affordable housing projects located in PDAs 

adjacent to regional and local transit services.  This includes coordinating on the next round of 

State REAP 2.0 funding and potentially leveraging One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) funding for 

transportation infrastructure projects with development projects planned in PDAs as part of a 

continuation of the previous SubHIP pilot program.    

RECOMMENDATION 
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Grant approved by the U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA)
in April of 2021

$600,000 Budget, with $480,000 from EDA and $120,000 local match

All seven (7) cities, Solano County, Solano Transportation Authority
and Solano EDC provided the local match



MSF III

MSF III is a two-phased approach to responding to the economic impacts  
of the Covid-19 pandemic

The first phase is focused on near-term triage, analyzing risk, impacts
and opportunities from the Covid-19 pandemic on vulnerable industries
that had high rates of pandemic-induced job loss

The second phase is the long-term resiliency phase. This phase focuses on 
the evaluation of specific opportunity sites, development of business
attraction and diversification strategies, updating industry cluster analysis,
and building resilience to future economic shocks



MSF III

Workforce issues, both now and in the future, will be evaluated and 
recommendations developed 

The intent of the project is to create jobs and investment

Specific programs and projects that can be implemented on a regional or
community-wide basis that leads to jobs saved, jobs regrown and new jobs
created, along with new investment will be identified or developed 

Implementation of specific projects and programs is a key outcome of MSF III 



MSF III

A Request for Proposal (RFP) was issued on September 14, 2021. Thirty-two 
firms were sent the RFP

Social media and a press release were also used to publicize the availability
of the RFP. The RFP was also provided to all the members of the Solano EDC’s 
Economic Development Task Force for them to distribute to their contacts

Four firms submitted proposals in response to the RFP. The firms are:

Bay Area Economics
Newmark Global Corporate Services
TIP Strategies
Hickey Global Economic Development Consulting



MSF III

A Selection Committee reviewed the responses to the RFP and interviewed
the consulting teams 

The recommendation of the Steering Committee was forwarded to Solano
EDC’s Executive Committee for final selection

The work is anticipated to start in December of 2021 and will be completed
by March of 2023



MSF III

The Solano EDC’s Task Force, which included staff from all seven (7)
cities, Solano County, Solano Transportation Authority and other 
organizations will serve as MSF III’s Steering Committee

The Solano EDC Executive Committee and Board of Director’s, which 
many of you sit on, will serve as the Oversight Committee

There will be interviews, focus groups, surveys and group presentations 
throughout the project to provide input, feedback and direction



MSF III

Being involved will ensure a successful effort, encourage your staff
to be engaged, to provide feedback and to insist on projects and programs
that can be implemented

QUESTIONS



SEAN QUINN
Interim 

President/CEO
Solano EDC

sean@solanoedc.org
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