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Memorandum 
October 15, 2020 

From: Michael Becker, Director of Planning 

To: RHNA Project Development Team 

Re: Meeting #5 (October 19, 2020) 

Dear RHNA Project Development Team: 

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process occurs periodically as part of Housing 
Element and General Plan updates at the local level.  The RHNA process quantifies the need for 
housing by income group within each jurisdiction. The 6th cycle planning period is February 2023 to 
February 2031.   
 
This memorandum provides context for items included on the meeting agenda. 
 
Regional Methodology Discussion 
 
One of the primary roles of SBCAG in the RHNA process is the development of a methodology to 
distribute the regional determination of housing needs across the region to each of the nine local 
governments.  While SBCAG is provided flexibility in developing a methodology that “fits” the SBCAG 
region, there are several constraints that must be considered:  consistency with the region’s Sustainable 
Communities Strategy and demonstrated support for advancing the five statutorily defined RHNA 
objectives.  The consistency requirement is also included within the second RHNA objective, see below. 
 
RHNA Objectives: 
 

1. Increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure (rental or ownership), 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. Promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and 
agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the 
achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas reductions targets provided by the Air Resources 
Board pursuant to Section 65080. 

3. Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an 
improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units 
affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction. 
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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 (See Attachment A:  Opportunity Map). 
 
Senate Bill 828 (2018) provides HCD with the authority to review a proposed methodology against the 
five objectives.  Note that the SBCAG role in RHNA can only seek to satisfy the objectives on a broad 
scale; as each jurisdiction accommodates its RHNA allocation the objectives will become fully satisfied. 
 
During the September 14, 2020 Project Development Team meeting it was expressed that a clearer 
explanation of proposed methodologies and how those methodologies seek to satisfy the objectives 
was requested.  Three methodology alternatives are presented below and are described in greater 
detail on the coming pages.  All three methodology alternatives are based on a two-step process. 
 
Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 is the SBCAG staff recommendation presented during the September 14, 2020 meeting.  
Alternative 1 coalesces (averages) recommendations from project development team members that 
provided input in early September.   
 
This is a two-step methodology that in its first step seeks to address the region’s jobs-housing 
imbalance by allocation of housing need by region in the South Coast and North County and then in its 
second step seeks to address overcrowding and cost burden by allocating housing need to the local 
jurisdictions within the two regions. 
 
Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 was initially presented as SBCAG Scenario 5 during the September 14, 2020 meeting and 
several project development team members indicated support for the methodology.  
 
This is a two-step methodology that in its first step seeks to address the region’s jobs-housing 
imbalance and then in its second step seeks to address overcrowding and cost burden.  The primary 
difference between this alternative and Alternative 1 is that it reduces focus on existing jobs and 
reassigns that focus to past and future forecasted job growth trends. 
 
Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 is similar to the first two alternatives, though it more directly seeks to address the region’s 
jobs-housing imbalance.  Somewhat similar to the other two alternatives, except this alternative more 
directly focuses on jobs.  60 percent of the allocation is based on existing jobs and 40 percent is focused 
on where forecasted jobs are expected. 
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Table 1:  Methodology Alternative Factors 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

First Step Second Step First Step Second Step First Step Second Step 
20%:  Existing 
Jobs 

50%:  
Overcrowding 

10%: existing 
jobs 

50%:  
Overcrowding 

60%: existing 
jobs 

50%:  
Overcrowding 

20%:  2000-
2017 job 
growth 

50%:  Cost 
burden 

30%:  2000-
2017 job 
growth 

50%:  Cost 
burden 

40%:  
Forecasted 
job growth 

50%:  Cost 
burden 

20%:  
Forecasted 
job growth 

 30%:  
Forecasted 
job growth 

   

40%:  
Forecasted 
household 
growth 

 30%:  
Forecasted 
household 
growth 

   

 
The following table provides draft RHNA allocations for each of the three alternatives, using the draft 
HCD determination for the SBCAG region (29,313 units). 
 
Table 2:  Draft RHNA Allocations for Alternative Methodologies 
 Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 
Jurisdiction % # % # % # 
South Coast 56.0 16,427 54.5 15,967 59.9 17,549 
Carpinteria 3.4 995 3.3 967 3.6 1,063 
Santa Barbara 30.1 8,832 29.3 8,584 32.2 9,435 
Goleta 6.9 2,028 6.7 1,971 7.4 2,166 
Unincorporated 15.6 4,572 15.2 4,444 16.7 4,885 
Lompoc Valley 12.2 3,578 12.6 3,706 11.1 3,266 
Lompoc 9.9 2,904 10.3 3,088 9.0 2,652 
Unincorporated 2.3 674 2.4 698 2.1 615 
Santa Maria Valley 29.0 8,488 30.0 8,791 26.4 7,749 
Santa Maria 23.9 7,000 24.7 7,250 21.8 6,390 
Guadalupe 1.9 556 2.0 576 1.7 508 
Unincorporated 3.2 932 3.3 965 2.9 851 
Santa Ynez Valley 2.8 820 2.9 849 2.6 749 
Solvang 0.8 246 0.8 225 0.8 225 
Buellton 0.7 213 0.8 220 0.7 194 
Unincorporated 1.2 361 1.3 374 1.1 330 
County Total 100.0 29,313 100.0 29,313 100.0 29,313 
Total 
Unincorporated 

22.3 6,539 22.1 6,481 22.8 6,680 

Total incorporated 77.7 22,774 77.9 22,832 77.2 22,633 
North County 44.0 12,886 45.5 13,346 40.1 11,764 
South Coast 56.0 16,427 54.5 15,967 59.9 17,549 

 
 
There are more similarities than differences in the alternative methodologies.  Following is a discussion 
on how the methodologies seek to satisfy the five RHNA objectives.  Considering they are similar, a full 
narrative is provided for Alternative 1 and differences are noted, if applicable, for the remaining two 
alternatives. 
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Objective 1:  Increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure (rental or ownership), 
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. 

Alternative 1 
The methodology provides the largest shares of housing to the jurisdictions with the highest housing 
costs.  To balance this, and to promote a mix of housing types, the methodology, by adjusting 
jurisdictions allocations by income levels, subsequently seeks to provide larger shares of very-low and 
low-income categories to these jurisdictions.  Jurisdictions such as Guadalupe and Lompoc, which 
already contain a disproportionate share of very-low and low-income housing are provided higher 
proportions of moderate and above-moderate housing allocations. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 
No changes. 
 
Objective 2:  Promote infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental 
and agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the 
achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas reductions targets provided by the Air Resources Board 
pursuant to Section 65080. 
 
Alternative 1 
This methodology directly complements the region's sustainable communities strategy which seeks to 
reduce greenhouse gases emitted by light-duty vehicles.  In excess of 77% of the region's determination 
is allocated to incorporated cities, thereby advancing this objective.  In addition, the allocation provided 
to the unincorporated county could reasonable be assumed to be accommodated within currently 
developed areas.  Much of the existing development in the unincorporated county is indistinguishable 
to the cities it abuts; therefore, it is not assumed to place demand on transportation inefficient parcels 
of land. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 
No changes. 

 

Note on Objective 2:   
Objective 2 provides the nexus to the region’s sustainable communities strategy.  SBCAG staff 
expects the SBCAG Board to continue with the strategy adopted into the 2013 and 2017 regional 
transportation plans.  For the 2020-2035 analysis period, the sustainable communities strategy 
assumes 57.1 percent of new households will be located along the South Coast.  Though none of 
the alternatives perfectly align with the sustainable communities strategy, there are two things to 
consider:  1) the 6th cycle RHNA period and the 2020-2035 sustainable communities strategy period 
do not consider identical timespans, and 2) the sustainable communities strategy assumes new 
households and RHNA assumes accommodation for new and existing households.  Staff is confident 
that any of the three alternative methodologies enables consistency between RHNA and the 
sustainable communities strategy. 
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Objective 3:  Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an 
improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units affordable 
to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction. 
 
Alternative 1 
In seeking consistency with the region's sustainable strategy, which reduced greenhouse gases by 
narrowing the jobs-housing imbalance, the first step of the methodology seeks to directly provide higher 
housing allocations to locations with the most jobs.  However, the methodology also recognizes the 
geographic disposition of economic opportunity is not static and also accounts for forecasted job 
growth.  As was mentioned in the narrative for the first objective, higher shares of very-low and low-
income units are allocated to areas within the region with high jobs numbers. 
 
Alternative 2 
This alternative provides a slight decrease in allocation to the South Coast, 56.0% vs. 54.5%, as 
compared to Alternative 1.  This, in effect, slightly reduces the correction of the region’s jobs-housing 
imbalance. 
 
Alternative 3 
This alternative provides a higher allocation to the South Coast, 59.9% vs. 56.0% and 54.5%, 
respectively, than the other two alternatives.  This, in effect, more aggressively seeks to address the 
region’s jobs-housing imbalance. 
 
The following table provides detail on the degree to which each alternative advances correction of the 
region’s jobs-housing imbalance.  Note that the table is intended to highlight the magnitude of change.  
Jobs are represented by 2017 values for the existing condition and the 2017 values plus the forecasted 
2020 – 2030 jobs increase from the Regional Growth Forecast.  Housing units are determined by the 
existing units plus the allocation for each of the three alternative methodologies, respectively. 
 
Table 3:  Jobs-Housing Imbalance 

  Existing Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 3 
  Ratio Ratio Ratio Ratio 
North County 1.28 1.18 1.18 1.20 
South Coast 1.77 1.59 1.60 1.58 
         
Santa Maria Valley 1.23 1.12 1.12 1.14 
Lompoc Valley 1.17 1.08 1.07 1.10 
Santa Ynez Valley 1.75 1.75 1.75 1.76 
South Coast 1.77 1.59 1.60 1.58 
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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. 
 
Alternative 1 
The income strata distribution seeks to address existing discrepancies in the balance of shares of 
housing meant to satisfy the needs of the four income groups.  Allocations are weighted to progress 
toward parity. 
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 
No changes. 
 
Objective 5:  Affirmatively furthering fair housing. 
 
Alternative 1 
Approximately 62% of the total RHNA allocation is assigned to jurisdictions with the high and highest 
resource zones.  A combined total of 68% or 72%, depending on the income distribution methodology, 
of the very-low income and low-income units are assigned within those same areas.   
 
Alternative 2  
Approximately 60% of the total RHNA allocation is assigned to jurisdictions with the high and highest 
resource zones.  A combined total of 67% or 71%, depending on the income distribution methodology, 
of the very-low income and low-income units are assigned within those same areas. 
 
Alternative 3 
Approximately 65% of the total RHNA allocation is assigned to jurisdictions with the high and highest 
resource zones.  A combined total of 72% or 75%, depending on the income distribution methodology, 
of the very-low income and low-income units are assigned within those same areas. 
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Public Input 
SBCAG conducted two virtual public workshops on September 24, 2020 to inform the public and seek 
input on the regional transportation plan and sustainable communities strategy, as well as RHNA.  In 
addition, an online survey collected additional input and was available through October 9, 2020.  The 
following table summarizes the results to the RHNA-related survey questions. 
 
Table 4:  Public Survey Results 
As more housing is built in the region, I think it should go: Responses % 
In cities, close to jobs and where there are transit, biking, and walking options 
(urban) 

63 83% 

On undeveloped land outside of cities (exurban) 5 7% 
Around cities, in areas where there is only housing (suburban) 6 8% 
Away from current development (rural) 2 3% 
As more housing is built in the region, I think it should be: 

  

Condos or apartments 28 36% 
Single-family detached homes 5 6% 
A mix 45 58% 
New residential development should go: 

  

Favored to the South Coast 18 30% 
Favored to North County 7 12% 
Balanced 35 58% 
The primary factor in a regional allocation should be: 

  

Consistent with the locations of existing jobs 10 17% 
Consistent with forecasted job growth 30 50% 
Proportional to existing population 8 13% 
Consistent with forecasted population growth 12 20% 
In general and regarding North County, I feel lately there has been: 

  

Too much new housing 7 13% 
The right amount of new housing 23 43% 
Not enough new housing 23 43% 
In general and regarding the South Coast, I feel lately there has been: 

  

Too much new housing 5 8% 
The right amount of new housing 10 17% 
Not enough new housing 45 75% 

 
Income Stratification Methodology Discussion 
 
Objectives 4 and 5 are largely addressed through the distribution of the various income-group housing 
need allocations.  Over time the income groups become unbalanced across the region.  This can be 
due to not delivering enough housing for low and low-income groups or delivering an overabundance 
of units for moderate and above-moderate income groups.  SBCAG is seeking input on two 
methodologies for the income-group distribution.  Whichever methodology is selected will be applied to 
the distribution of the region’s RHNA determination through the associated methodology.  The following 
table provides the HCD income distributions which are based on the most recent American Community 
Survey and represent the countywide distribution. 
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Table 5:  HCD Income Distributions 
Income Category Percent Units 
Very-Low 24.5 7,174 
Low 15.8 4,629 
Moderate 17.3 5,063 
Above-Moderate 42.5 12,477 

 
The two options provide for varying degrees in which the parity is sought to be rebalanced.  Note that 
Objective 5 seeks to connect very-low and low-income groups with high opportunity areas.  These are 
provided on Attachment A. 
 
Attachment B 
Attachment B provides the number of units assigned per income level for the two alternatives for the 
allocation methodology Alternative #1.  In addition, the percent of the total by jurisdiction for each 
income level is also provided. 
 
Attachment C 
Attachment C shows the end result, assuming all units are constructed, for the two alternatives.  It also 
highlights how the existing disproportionate shares of housing in the various income levels narrow 
toward parity.   
 
The two alternatives use the difference between the regional averages and each jurisdiction’s existing 
units per income level as the primary factor.  A one times and 1.5 times the factor alternatives are 
included.  Going higher than 1.5 times will result in negative allocations. 
 
SBCAG-HCD Consultation Update 
 
SBCAG and other regions have pointed out several issues with the HCD formula that include the use 
of a high vacancy rate for owner units (5%) and applying existing overcrowding and cost burden rates 
to future household growth. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) had several 
similar issues related to its determination, including the overlap between overcrowding and cost 
burdened households.  Despite SCAG’s objections, it received a regional determination more than 
three times higher (1,300,000) than its previous RHNA cycle.  SCAG’s analysis of comparable regions 
was also not accepted by HCD. SANDAG (San Diego), SACOG (Sacramento) and ABAG (Bay Area) 
regions accepted their allocations with SACOG and ABAG developing a comparable regions analysis 
for overcrowding and cost burden that was accepted by HCD, thus lowering their initial determinations.   

Based on conversations with other regions and HCD staff, the likelihood of the HCD modifying its 
methodology based on issues raised by SBCAG and others is unlikely. The methodology is to a large 
extent supported by legislation and it has been applied to other regions, thereby setting a defensible 
precedent. SBCAG staff recommends submitting an analysis of comparable regions for comparison of 
the overcrowding and cost burden portion of the HCD formula and accepting the remainder of the 
methodology.    
 
Next Steps 
 
This memorandum complements the 5th meeting of the RHNA project development team which have 
been conducted over a nine-month period going back to February 2020.  Staff proposes the 5th meeting 
is the final meeting of this group and future actions will go before the Technical Planning Advisory 
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Committee (TPAC).  TPAC is a standing advisory committee of the SBCAG Board, has representation 
from all jurisdictions, is subject to the Brown Act, and can make formal recommendations to the SBCAG 
Board.   TPAC meets on the first Thursday of each month, as needed, currently via Zoom. 
 
SBCAG staff proposes to bring three RHNA-related items to TPAC:  1) recommendation of a RHNA 
methodology, 2) recommendation of an income-stratification methodology, and 3) recommendation to 
file or not to file a formal objection to HCD on the region’s determination.  The first two items can go to 
TPAC as soon as its November 5, 2020 meeting.  The objection item can go to TPAC following the 
consultation period.       
 
Statutory Deadlines of Note: 

• 2/15/21:  HCD-SBCAG Consultation Period ends 
• 2/15/21:  HCD issuance of final determination 
• Determination +30 days:  deadline to file an objection 
• Objection +45 days:  HCD makes final determination after considering the objection 
• 2/15/21:  Methodology submittal to HCD (requires 60-day review period) 
• 4/15/21:  Adoption of final methodology 
• 8/15/21:  Adoption of RHNA plan, issuance of RHNA allocations, begin 45-day appeal period 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 


