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2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
 

The Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) is the official document that allocates to cities and 
counties a “fair share” of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) region’s 
projected housing needs over the five-year planning period of each jurisdiction’s housing 
element.  The RHNP also divides a jurisdiction’s “fair share” into four income categories of 
housing affordability.  This RHNP supercedes the prior RHNP, which covered the 2000-2007 
planning period.   
 
The state-mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process requires SACOG to 
develop a methodology that determines the number of housing units that each jurisdiction must 
zone for when updating its housing element.  The California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) determined that the regional housing need in the SACOG area 
for January 1, 2006, through June 30, 2013, would be 118,652 housing units.  The RHNA 
methodology which SACOG developed distributed these units to each city and county within El 
Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties, including the Tahoe Basin of El 
Dorado and Placer Counties. 
 
As the RHNP tables demonstrate, each jurisdiction received one “overall” allocation, which was 
then divided into four income categories of housing affordability.  By distributing the overall 
allocation into four income categories, which are defined by state law, the methodology reduces 
the over-concentration of lower income households in one community versus another.   
 
There are two key components of the RHNP:  (1) the RHNA methodology, and (2) the resulting 
allocation tables which indicate the projected new housing targets by income group, and the 
distribution of housing needs for each income group.   
 
SACOG staff consulted extensively with the Planner’s Committee in developing the RHNA 
methodology.  The Planners Committee was comprised of planning staff from each of SACOG’s 
28 member cities and counties.  The public and advocacy groups also had the opportunity to 
comment on the methodology during the sixty-day public comment period.  
 
In summary, the foundation for each jurisdiction’s overall allocation is the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) projections that SACOG developed in collaboration with each 
jurisdiction. The methodology takes each jurisdiction’s draft percentage share of the growth 
forecasted in the MTP for the period from 2005 to 2013, and multiplies that percentage by the 
overall regional housing needs determination provided by HCD.  The allocations to each income 
group are based on trending each jurisdiction towards a long-term (50-year) regional average in 
each income category.  This methodology was approved by SACOG’s Board of Directors on 
July 12, 2007. Following Board approval, the housing unit allocations for each jurisdiction were 
calculated and released for public review.  Several requests for revision to the proposed 
allocation were submitted, but the SACOG Board denied each request.  After denying the 
proposed revisions, the Board established a date to file appeals.  No appeals were submitted 
within the appeals period mandated by state law. Once the Board adopts this RHNP, following 
the public hearing on the proposed final allocation plan, it shall be submitted to HCD for final 
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approval.  Should HCD determine that the RHNP is consistent with the existing and projected 
housing need for the region, it shall become the official RHNP for the 2006 – 2013 planning 
period.   
 
By June 30, 2008, each jurisdiction must amend its Housing Element, which describes how it 
will ensure that adequate sites and zoning are made available to address anticipated housing 
demand during the planning period and that market forces are not inhibited in addressing the 
housing needs of all economic segments of a community.  The California Department of 
Housing and Community Development reviews each jurisdiction’s housing element update for 
compliance with state law.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE
Overall Distributions and Income Category Distributions by Jurisdiction
For Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Period Jan. 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Adopted RHNA Methodology - 2006-2013 Housing Units Distribution Using 2013 MTP distribution of total units and CHAS-based allocation method for income 
levels

2006-2013 TOTAL RHNA ALLOCATION 
Total Units Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

Jurisdiction/SOI/Subarea # % # % # % # % # %
REGIONAL GOAL
Placerville 388 100.0% 50 12.9% 56 14.4% 75 19.3% 207 53.3%
South Lake Tahoe3 218 100.0% 9 4.0% 9 4.0% 9 4.0% 191 88.0%
El Dorado Uninc Tahoe Basin3 570 100.0% 171 30.0% 130 22.8% 100 17.5% 169 29.7%
El Dorado Uninc 7,474 100.0% 2,242 30.0% 1,466 19.6% 1,412 18.9% 2,354 31.5%
El Dorado County total 8,650 100.0% 2,472 28.6% 1,661 19.2% 1,596 18.5% 2,921 33.8%

Auburn 307 100.0% 78 25.4% 52 16.9% 51 16.6% 126 41.1%
Colfax 69 100.0% 11 15.9% 10 14.4% 12 17.3% 36 52.3%
Lincoln 10,095 100.0% 2,184 21.6% 1,651 16.4% 1,972 19.5% 4,288 42.5%
Loomis 148 100.0% 44 30.0% 25 16.9% 26 17.6% 53 35.4%
Rocklin 2,238 100.0% 671 30.0% 487 21.8% 484 21.6% 596 26.6%
Roseville 8,933 100.0% 2,680 30.0% 1,817 20.3% 1,662 18.6% 2,774 31.1%
Placer Uninc Tahoe Basin3 375 100.0% 113 30.0% 113 30.0% 67 17.9% 82 22.1%
Placer Uninc 5,854 100.0% 1,425 30.0% 1,065 22.1% 1,164 19.3% 2,200 28.6%
Placer County total 28,019 100.0% 7,206 25.7% 5,220 18.6% 5,438 19.4% 10,155 36.2%

Citrus Heights 262 100.0% 78 29.8% 20 7.6% 10 4.0% 154 58.6%
Elk Grove2 11,314 100.0% 3,394 30.0% 2,240 19.8% 2,047 18.1% 3,633 32.1%
Folsom 3,601 100.0% 1,073 29.8% 766 21.3% 810 22.5% 952 26.4%
Galt 635 100.0% 137 21.6% 66 10.4% 93 14.7% 339 53.2%
Isleton 77 100.0% 4 5.2% 11 14.3% 11 14.3% 51 66.2%
Rancho Cordova2 10,395 100.0% 2,107 20.3% 1,595 15.3% 1,991 19.2% 4,702 45.2%
Sacramento 17,649 100.0% 2,472 14.0% 2,582 14.6% 3,603 20.4% 8,992 50.9%
Sacramento Uninc 15,160 100.0% 3,339 22.0% 2,293 15.1% 2,700 17.8% 6,828 45.1%
Sacramento County total 59,093 100.0% 12,604 21.3% 9,573 16.2% 11,265 19.1% 25,652 43.4%

Live Oak 625 100.0% 140 22.4% 104 16.6% 141 22.6% 240 38.4%
Yuba City 4,740 100.0% 900 17.8% 718 14.6% 1,102 24.6% 2,020 43.1%
Sutter Uninc 313 100.0% 85 27.2% 58 18.5% 73 23.3% 97 30.9%
Sutter County total 5,678 100.0% 1,125 19.8% 880 15.5% 1,316 23.2% 2,357 41.5%

Davis 498 100.0% 31 6.2% 119 23.9% 163 32.7% 185 37.1%
West Sacramento 5,347 100.0% 912 17.1% 829 15.5% 1,075 20.1% 2,531 47.3%
Winters 403 100.0% 96 23.8% 64 15.9% 68 16.9% 175 43.4%
Woodland 1,871 100.0% 425 22.7% 266 14.2% 238 12.7% 942 50.4%
Yolo Uninc 1,403 100.0% 284 21.1% 233 14.9% 298 20.4% 588 43.6%
Yolo County total 9,522 100.0% 1,748 18.4% 1,511 15.9% 1,842 19.3% 4,421 46.4%

Marysville 137 100.0% 5 4.0% 5 4.0% 52 38.0% 75 54.0%
Wheatland 916 100.0% 192 15.1% 151 16.0% 194 28.4% 379 40.6%
Yuba Uninc 6,636 100.0% 1,261 19.0% 966 14.6% 1,382 20.8% 3,027 45.6%
Yuba County total 7,689 100.0% 1,458 19.0% 1,122 14.6% 1,628 21.2% 3,481 45.3%

0
REGIONAL TOTAL 118,652 100.0% 26,613 22.4% 19,966 16.8% 23,086 19.5% 48,987 41.3%
RHNA TARGET 118,652 26,613 19,966 23,086 48,987
difference 0 0 0 0 0
Note: Explanations and footnotes associated with these allocations may be found on Tables 1 and 2 of the RHNP.   
Source: SACOG APPROVED RHNA METHODOLOGY July 19, 2007
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2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 
 
 
Below are some Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) and responses that provide 
additional background information about the RHNP, the RHNA timeline and process, 
and the methodology and proposed allocation.   
 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
1.  What is SACOG’s role in the RHNP? 
State law mandates that councils of governments develop and adopt a RHNP every five 
years.  The Sacramento Area Council of Governments is responsible for developing the 
RHNP for the six counties and 22 cities that it serves.  The State of California also 
requires that SACOG include in the RHNP the Tahoe Basin portions of El Dorado and 
Placer counties, and city of South Lake Tahoe.  It is SACOG’s responsibility to 
coordinate with the California Department of Housing and Community Development 
(HCD) to determine a regional housing needs projection, a portion of which SACOG 
must allocate to each jurisdiction, consistent with the objectives set forth by the 
Legislature.   
 
2.  What is the overall housing needs determination for the region? 
The final regional housing needs determination issued by HCD for the 2006 – 2013 
planning period is 118,652 housing units.  This overall number was developed by HCD 
based on population forecasts produced by the California Department of Finance.  
SACOG was originally issued a regional housing needs determination of 169,476 units.  
However, Assembly Bill 1259 was passed, which allowed HCD to revise its prior 
determination in light of a revised housing and population forecast released by the 
Department of Finance prior to the adoption of the RHNP.  On October 18, 2007, HCD 
revised its determination, lowering the projected housing units in the region from 169,476 
to 118,652.  The proportion of units to be distributed to each income category, however, 
remained the same.   
 
3.  What are the “Income Category Allocations”?  
In addition to an overall housing allocation, each jurisdiction must receive an allocation 
to four economic income categories.  HCD provided SACOG with an overall regional 
allocation to each income category, which was distributed to each jurisdiction to reduce 
the over-concentration of lower income households in one jurisdiction versus another.   
The definition and overall allocations for each economic category provided by HCD for 
the current planning period are:  
 

- Very Low Income (less than 50% median household income [MHI]): 26,613 or 
22.4% 

- Low Income (50 to 80% MHI): 19,966 or 16.8% of total allocation 
- Moderate (80 to 120% MHI): 23,086 or 19.5% 
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- Above Moderate (above 120% MHI): 48,987 or 41.3%  
 
4.  What are the implications of the RHNP for cities and counties? 
The allocations are intended to be used by jurisdictions when updating their housing 
elements as the basis for assuring that adequate sites and zoning are available to 
accommodate at least the number of units allocated under the RHNP.    Each jurisdiction 
must also ensure that adequate sites and zoning are available to accommodate the units 
allocated to each of the four income categories, particularly the very-low income and low 
income categories.  For these two categories, the state law requires that jurisdictions zone 
to accommodate enough high density housing units to meet their allocation.  The 
definition of “high density” varies within California.  However, for all jurisdictions in the 
six-county region, it means 20 dwelling units per acre, except in the City of Sacramento, 
which must meet a standard of 30 dwelling units per acre.     
 
It is important to note that while a jurisdiction must zone for these housing units; this 
does not mean that a jurisdiction must ensure that these units are built during the planning 
period. The State recognizes that the provision of affordable housing is largely market-
driven, and that funding, subsidies, and other incentives to provide affordable housing are 
very limited.  One of the few major tools available to local jurisdictions to influence the 
development of affordable housing is the power to regulate land use.  Thus, breaking 
down development barriers, such as exclusionary zoning and growth controls, are the 
major goals of State law. 
 
  

RHNA TIMELINE AND PROCESS 
 
5.  How were the allocations developed by SACOG, and what was the process? 
The first step was to develop a methodology to allocate HCD’s regional housing needs 
determination to each jurisdiction within the SACOG planning area. SACOG staff 
gathered data and held Planners Committee meetings with the planning staffs from the 
six-county region to develop the methodology.  Following the sixty-day comment period 
on the methodology, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the methodology.  
Additional information on the development of the methodology is provided in section 3, 
“Description of the Process to Develop the RHNP,” and Appendix B. 
 
Following the adoption of the methodology, the proposed allocation tables were publicly 
released on July 21, 2007.  Five requests for revisions of the draft allocation tables were 
submitted to SACOG on September 20, 2007.  Copies of these requests for revision, as 
well as SACOG staff responses are provided in Appendix C.  The Board reviewed the 
five letters that were received on the draft allocation, and SACOG staff’s response to 
each letter.  The Board denied all of the requests for revisions at its October 29, 2007, 
meeting.  (Note: Because these requests for revisions were submitted on September 20, 
2007, prior to the passage of AB 1259 and the reduction of the regional housing needs 
determination, the requested changes were based on HCD’s original housing needs 
determination of 169,476 units.)  
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After the Board denied the requests for revision of the allocation, the jurisdictions had the 
opportunity to appeal their allocation.  The Board established December 14, 2007, as the 
due date for such an appeal.  Following the hearing on the requests for revisions, HCD 
issued its revised housing needs determination of 118,652, and SACOG released the 
updated allocation tables, in accordance with AB 1259.  No appeals were filed on the 
revised draft allocation.   
 
6.  What was the effect of AB 1259?  
AB 1259 was passed by the California legislature and the Governor signed the bill into 
law in October, 2007.  The bill allowed HCD to revise its housing needs determination 
for the SACOG region in light of the updated population projections released by the 
Department of Finance (DOF) prior to the adoption of the RHNP.  DOF’s updated 
projections represented a decline of more than 30 percent from its prior projection in the 
near-term population growth for the SACOG region.  Based on this drastic reduction in 
the projection of near-term growth, HCD reduced its housing needs determination for the 
region to 118,652.   When applying SACOG’s adopted RHNA methodology to this 
revised housing needs determination, most jurisdictions (except in the Tahoe Basin) 
received a 30% reduction in their allocation.   
  
7.  How were local governments and interested parties involved in the development 
of the RHNP? 
The SACOG Planners Committee meetings served as the main forum for local 
government staff to hear and discuss the RHNA process.  This Committee is comprised 
of the Planning Directors or their assigned staff, and is primarily a technical planning 
committee. These meetings were open to all interested parties.   
 
SACOG staff met with individual jurisdictions and elected representatives as requested 
throughout the development of the RHNP.  SACOG staff also met with stakeholder 
groups, including representatives from the development industry, affordable housing 
advocates, and neighborhood groups throughout the RHNA process.   
  
A SACOG webportal was also established to facilitate an online discussion about issues 
related to RHNA.  This webpage included all drafts of the methodology and allocations, 
provided a projected timeline for the RHNA process, and other pertinent RHNA 
information. 
 
 

METHODOLOGY AND HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS 
 
8.  How does the adopted methodology calculate the overall allocation to each 
jurisdiction? 
The overall allocation is based on each jurisdiction’s projected percentage of regional 
growth between 2005 and 2013.  This projection is based on the growth forecast 
developed by SACOG and the local jurisdiction for the period from 2005 to 2013, for use 
in the 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP).  Using the MTP growth forecasts 
SACOG calculated each jurisdiction’s projected percentage of regional growth and 
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multiplied that percentage by HCD’s housing needs determination for the entire region 
during the full RHNA period.  Additional information on this calculation is available in 
the Detailed Description of the Methodology in section 4. 
 
9.   How does the methodology allocate units to each income category? 
The distribution of each jurisdiction’s overall allocation to the income categories is based 
on a “forced trend.”  Starting from a base-year income distribution in 2000, each 
jurisdiction will approach HCD’s regional average household income distribution over a 
50-year time period.  The trend line begins with 2000 Census data to determine the 
current percentage of households that a jurisdiction has in each income category.  At the 
end of the trend line, year 2050, each jurisdiction will reach the regional average for each 
income category.  This trend line is then intersected at the year 2013, to determine the 
distribution of units to each income category, moving each jurisdiction toward the 
regional average, consistent with the goals of RHNA.  A 50-year trend line was selected 
to balance the goal of reaching regional parity with the other stated goals of RHNA, 
which include promoting infill development, encouraging efficient development patterns, 
protecting environmental and agricultural resources, and promoting an improved 
intraregional relationship between jobs and housing.  Additional information on the 
income category distribution is available in the Detailed Description of the Methodology 
in section 4. 
 
10. How is the allocation for the Tahoe Basin derived?  
Because the Tahoe Basin is subject to federal law and is subject to the land use authority 
of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA), the local governments in Placer and El 
Dorado Counties have no land use authority to manage growth rates.  Thus, SACOG 
had no authority to determine the number of overall number of units allocated to the 
areas in the Tahoe Basin.    However, SACOG did apply the same income category 
distribution methodology to the overall number of units assigned to these jurisdictions.  
Additional information on the allocation to the Tahoe Basin is available in Appendix B, 
part 2.  
 
11. What comments were received on the draft methodology and how does the 
adopted methodology address those concerns?   
During the development of the methodology, jurisdictions and stakeholders raised 
concerns regarding the use of a 50-year trend line instead of a 35-year trend line, and the 
imposition of a 30% cap on low and very-low income housing units.  As stated above, 
the 50-year trend line and 30% cap were adopted to balance the goal of reaching regional 
parity with the other stated goals of RHNA, which include promoting infill development, 
encouraging efficient development patterns, protecting environmental and agricultural 
resources, and promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and 
housing.   
 
However, to address the concerns raised by the jurisdictions, the adopted RHNA 
methodology includes an Incentive Program and a Transfer Program.  The Incentive 
Program will give financial incentives to local jurisdictions that are assigned additional 
housing units as a result of the 30% cap, 4% floor and 50-year trendline.  The incentive 
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will consist of $2,000 per unit that a jurisdiction “receives” as a result of the 30% cap, 
4% floor and 50-year trendline, if that unit is built.  This incentive will be paid for in the 
form of a credit towards a jurisdiction’s federally eligible transportation project.  For 
instance, if a “receiving” jurisdiction builds 10 units of low or very-low income, and 
sends documentation to the SACOG RHNA Project Manager, then that jurisdiction will 
be credited with $30,000 towards a federally eligible transportation project.  SACOG 
will be programming these funds through the Community Design Funding Program.  The 
number of additional units assigned to jurisdictions as a result of the 30% cap, 4% floor 
and 50-year trendline, is available in Appendix B, part 4.    
 
The Transfer Program allows jurisdictions to transfer a number of low or very-low 
income units to a jurisdiction willing to accept those units.  The two jurisdictions would 
determine the terms of the transfer, but would be subject to state law restrictions and 
conditions identified in the adopted methodology narrative.  Additional information on 
these programs is available in Appendix B, part 4. 
 
12.   Are there any circumstances that may warrant a change in the RHNP after 
it is adopted?  
After adopting the RHNP, only the SACOG Board can determine the circumstances 
under which it will modify a jurisdiction’s allocation.   

8 



2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS PLAN 

 
 
State law provides guidelines for the development of a Regional Housing Needs Plan, 
including not only policy objectives that must be addressed, but procedural requirements 
that allow affected jurisdictions and stakeholders to provide input in the development of 
the methodology and resulting allocation plan.   
 
 

Policy Objectives of the RHNP 
 
Consistent with the policy objectives outlined by the Legislature in Government Code 
section 65584, the adopted methodology seeks to increase housing supply and the mix of 
housing types, tenure and affordability in all jurisdictions within the region by allocating 
units in each income category.  For each income category, each jurisdiction’s allocation 
is trended towards the long-range regional average, thus working to remove imbalances 
in the income distributions within the region.  For allocations in each category, 
jurisdictions must zone accordingly for different levels of density, thus making different 
product types available.  Higher density zoning offers the option of providing more 
affordable units.   
 
The methodology also encourages infill development, the protection of environmental 
and agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient development patterns.  As 
explained above, the combined reallocation of units and the incentive program 
encouraging building according to Smart Growth Principles encourages the development 
of housing in the urban core and along transit corridors.  As infill and higher density 
development becomes more prevalent, land will be more efficiently utilized.  In addition 
to incentives, SACOG has provided jurisdictions with a great deal of planning assistance 
and numerous educational activities to help promote infill development and to encourage 
efficient development.   
 
By utilizing the projected growth data from the MTP, as explained in Appendix B, Part 1, 
the methodology also helps to achieve an improved intraregional relationship between 
jobs and housing.  Creating a jobs/housing balance is an inherent policy objective in the 
MTP’s growth projections.   The growth assumptions in the MTP reflect the region’s 
desire to reduce imbalances by the commitment of most jurisdictions to regional planning 
goals.  By removing imbalances, there is a higher probability that people will live closer 
to where they work, thus reducing vehicle miles traveled, which is the ultimate goal of 
the MTP.  The use of MTP growth data also encourages efficient development patterns 
and promotes improved air quality. 
 
Finally, as explained in detail in section 4, below, and as depicted in the housing 
allocation tables, the methodology allocates a lower proportion of housing need to an 
income category when a jurisdiction already has a disproportionately high share of 
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households in that income category as compared to the distribution of households in that 
category in the 2000 U.S. Census.  This allocation works toward socioeconomic equity, 
moving all jurisdictions toward the regional average in each income category. 
 
 

Data Collected 
 
In developing a methodology to allocate regional housing needs, state law requires that 
each Council of Governments consider data of numerous factors to the extent that 
sufficient data on the factors is available from local governments or other sources. 
 
As explained further in Appendix B, SACOG met extensively with each jurisdiction in 
the six-county region to develop growth projections for the planning period.  All 
jurisdictions were asked to provide data on the following key factors: 
 

• Existing and projected jobs and housing balance. 
• Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to law, regulations, regulatory 

actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by service providers other than 
the local jurisdiction which preclude the development of infrastructure. 

• 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, as well as the potential for 
increased development under alternative zoning ordinance and land use 
restrictions. 

• Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing state and 
federal programs designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental 
habitats, and natural resources on a long-term basis.   

• County policies to preserve prime agricultural land within an unincorporated 
area. 

• 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. 

• The market demand for housing. 
• Agreements between cities and counties to direct growth toward incorporated 

areas of the county. 
• The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments that changed to 

non-low-income use through mortgage prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, 
or termination of use restrictions. 

• High housing cost burdens. 
• The housing needs of farmworkers. 
• The housing needs generated by a Cal State or UC campus. 

 
SACOG also considered information gathered from other available sources, including: 
HCD; housing elements; numerous advocacy groups, including, but not limited to, the 
California Housing Partnership Corporation; and various federal, state, and local 
government resources and publications. 
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Committee Meetings 
 
Having gathered the available data, SACOG began holding Planners’ Committee 
meetings during 2006 and 2007.  This Committee served as the technical review body for 
the development of the RHNA methodology.  HCD, local government planners, planning 
directors and other interested parties were invited to attend the Planners Committee 
meetings.  More than 350 stakeholders were notified of these meetings via email, and 
notice of each meeting was posted on SACOG’s website.  At the meetings, SACOG staff 
discussed alternative approaches to the methodology and technical methods for allocating 
units.   
 

Opportunities for Public Comment  
 

In addition to the opportunity to participate in the development of the methodology 
through Planners’ Committee meetings and the SACOG website, once a proposed 
methodology was developed, SACOG released the proposed methodology, along with the 
relevant data and assumptions, to all jurisdictions, organizations, and members of the 
public that had requested a copy of the proposed methodology.  This information was 
also available on SACOG’s website.  During a 60-day comment period, SACOG received 
written comments on the methodology.   The SACOG Board of Directors received oral 
comments on the proposed methodology during a public hearing before adopting the 
proposed methodology.     
 
 

Release of Draft Allocations and Requests for Revisions 
 

Once the proposed methodology was adopted, SACOG provided notice of the adoption 
of the methodology and released a draft allocation of the regional housing needs.  
Following the release of the draft allocation, SACOG accepted five written requests for 
revision to the draft allocation from affected jurisdictions and one interested member of 
the public.  The SACOG Board of Directors held a hearing and provided these parties, as 
well as any other interested parties, with the opportunity to provide oral comments on the 
proposed allocation.  Following this public hearing, the SACOG Board denied the 
requests for revision, indicating that the requested changes were not consistent with the 
regional housing need.   
 
 

Opportunity to Appeal 
 

Following the Board’s decision to deny the requests for revision, the Board established a 
date for affected jurisdictions to appeal the draft allocation.  Despite this opportunity, 
none of the affected jurisdictions chose to appeal the draft allocation. 
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2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY  
FOR 

REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION (RHNA) 
 
 
This document is the methodology that was approved for the Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA).  The SACOG Board of Directors adopted this methodology on July 19, 
2007.  The RHNA period covers January 1, 2006, to June 30, 2013.   
 
 

SUMMARY OF METHODOLOGY  
 
The key points of SACOG’s methodology are as follows: 
 

- The methodology takes each jurisdiction’s draft percentage share of the growth 
forecasted by SACOG in cooperation with local jurisdictions for use in the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan 2035 for the period from 2005 to 2013, and multiplies that 
percentage by the overall RHNA allocation mandated by HCD (118,652 minus the Tahoe 
Basin allocation).   The resulting number is the total unit allocation for each jurisdiction.  
This is similar to the process used in 2001 for the last RHNA allocation except that the 
forecasts benefit from the sophisticated tools that were developed through the Blueprint 
Project. 
 

- The distribution of the overall unit allocation into the income categories is based on a 
trend line from 2000 to 2050.  On one endpoint, the 2000 Census shows the percentage of 
households that a jurisdiction has in each income category.  On the other end, 2050, 
shows the regional average percentage of households in each income category.  The trend 
line that connects these two points is intersected at the year 2013.  That intersection has 
the jurisdiction’s 2013 allocation for that income category.  This is similar to the process 
used in 2001 for the last RHNA allocation, except for the use of 50-year rather than a 30-
year trend line.  Also, 2000 Census Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 
(CHAS) data are used to determine current household income distribution in 
jurisdictions. 
 

- Two programs are also included: (1) a financial incentive program for jurisdictions that 
receive “reallocated units” due to the income distribution methodology; and (2) a transfer 
program for any jurisdictions interested in participating.  Additional information on these 
programs is also available in Appendix B, part 2. 
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DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF METHODOLOGY  
 

Two Allocation Types 
 
There are two main components to determining each jurisdiction’s allocation under the RHNA 
process: 
 

1. Overall Allocation: SACOG receives from the California State Housing and Community 
Development Department (HCD) a total housing unit number for the 6-county SACOG 
region plus the Tahoe Regional Planning Area. SACOG is required to distribute this 
regional number among each of the 29 jurisdictions in the region.  Each jurisdiction 
receives a total new housing allocation for the period from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 
2013.   
 

2. Income Category Distributions: SACOG also receives from HCD a household income 
distribution of the total regional housing unit number.  Four income categories make up 
this distribution; these categories, as defined by state law, include very low, low, 
moderate, and above moderate.  The total housing unit number SACOG allocates to each 
jurisdiction must be further allocated into the four household income categories.   
 

1. Overall Allocation 
 
The basis of the total new housing units for each jurisdiction (i.e., the “overall allocation”) will 
be the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) land use allocation for the MTP interim year 
period 2005-2013.  Although these numbers are based on a slightly longer growth period and 
represent a slightly different amount of growth than the HCD target allocation, they do reflect the 
rate and general magnitudes of growth expected to occur in the region’s cities and counties by 
2013.  There is an important difference between the MTP and RHNA allocations.  The housing 
unit growth for the MTP is the number of units expected to be built during this time period.  The 
RHNA allocation is the number of units for which zoning capacity must be provided by the 
jurisdictions. (Please note that the Tahoe Basin, an entity outside SACOG’s MTP planning area, 
is treated differently for the overall allocation, as described in Appendix B, Part 2).  
 
The following method adjusts the MTP 2005-2013 housing unit growth projection to a 2006-
2013 Regional Housing Needs Allocation: 
 

1) Determine Percentage of Regional Growth: The MTP 2005-2013 allocation for 
each jurisdiction is divided by the total number of new housing units projected for 
the region between 2005 and 2013.   This percentage represents the jurisdiction's 
share of the projected regional growth.  The MTP allocation process is described 
in detail in Appendix B, Part 1.  
 

2) Multiply percent of regional growth by HCD’s Regional Allocation: The regional 
growth percentage for each jurisdiction is then multiplied by the overall HCD 
target allocation (the difference of 118,652 minus the Tahoe Basin allocations).  
The resulting number is each jurisdiction’s total housing unit allocation.  
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Collectively, all jurisdictions’ allocations, including those in the Tahoe Basin, 
equal 118,652 units.   

 
2. Allocation by Income Category  

 
In the previous RHNA cycle, the methodology to determine income distribution for each 
jurisdiction was a “forced trend.”  That methodology assumed that all jurisdictions 
moved toward the regional average for each of the four income categories over a thirty-
year period (from 1990 to 2020).  This meant that each jurisdiction had a trend line 
reaching the regional average distribution by the end of the thirty years.   
 
For this RHNA cycle, SACOG staff is updating that methodology with current 
projections and the 2000 census.  Starting from a base-year income distribution, each 
jurisdiction will approach HCD’s regional average household income distribution over a 
50-year time period (2000-2050).  Though a 35-year period also was considered, the 50-
year period, utilizing the housing unit forecasts from the Blueprint Project, ultimately was 
selected to balance the policy goals of RHNA. The policy goals include not only reaching 
regional parity, but also promoting infill development, encouraging efficient development 
patterns, protecting environmental and agricultural resources, and promoting an improved 
intraregional relationship between jobs and housing.  The following details the steps in 
that formula:  
 

a. Income Categories -- HCD requires SACOG to develop a RHNA methodology 
based on four income categories that are developed using California Department 
of Finance Projections and 2000 Census data.  HCD uses Median Household 
Income to define the four income categories, then assigns households in each 
jurisdiction to each income category.  The four income categories, as listed above, 
are: 

 
i. Very Low - Less than or equal to 50% of Median household income;  

ii. Low - More than 50% but less than 80% of Median household income;  
iii. Moderate - More than 80% but less than 120% of Median household 

income;  
iv. Above Moderate - More than 120% of Median household income.  

 
b. Income Distribution for Base Year (2006) – SACOG staff uses household size-

adjusted Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data to 
determine current household income distribution in jurisdictions.  The CHAS data 
are a special run of the 2000 Census data requested by HUD specifically for 
housing planners to more accurately assess issues such as affordable housing.  
SACOG staff believes this dataset would provide the best picture of current 
income distribution for two reasons: (1) it is more accurate in assessing income 
distribution because it takes into account household size and, (2), because it is 
based on Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) median incomes, it provides a 
regional picture of income distribution.  There are three MSAs within the SACOG 
6-county region.  Sutter and Yuba Counties are the Yuba City MSA; Yolo County 
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is the Yolo MSA; and El Dorado, Placer and Sacramento are in the Sacramento 
MSA.  The median household incomes for the three MSAs are:  Yuba City MSA - 
$34,658; Yolo PMSA - $40,769; Sacramento PMSA - $46,602.  The differences 
in the median incomes are a necessary compromise to a fully regional analysis, 
but this method is still much better than a county-based analysis. 

 
c. Jurisdiction household income distribution moves towards HCD-defined 

regional household income distribution – SACOG staff replicated the part of 
the 2001 RHNA Methodology described above which allocated housing units by 
income type to each jurisdiction.  SACOG then moved each jurisdiction's income 
distribution from its current (2000 Census) distribution, towards the regional 
income distribution over a period of time (2000-2050). 

 
d. Floor/Ceiling Adjustment to jurisdiction-level income distribution – These 

adjustments are carried over from the last RHNA cycle.  A minimum of 4% in 
all categories and a maximum of 30% of housing units in the very low and low-
income categories will be applied to each jurisdiction’s income distribution.  The 
minimum ensures that at least some units are allocated in all categories, as 
required by state law.  The maximum, on the other hand, is intended to balance all 
of the policy goals of RHNA.  Once the floor and ceiling are applied, SACOG 
must apply a mathematical adjustment factor to match the number of units 
required to meet the exact overall regional allocation in each income category.  
Further description below.  

 
SACOG believes that the 30% maximum is an appropriate ceiling because, 
among other things, it limits a jurisdiction’s maximum allocation of low and very-
low income units to 60% in these two combined categories.  The average 
allocation for these two categories for jurisdictions in the region is 39.2%.  Thus, 
the maximum limits a jurisdiction’s allocation in these categories to 
approximately 1.5 times the average allocation for the region.     
 

e.  Adjustment factor to meet Targets in RHNA Income Categories – After the 
floor and ceiling adjustments have been made to the income allocations, there 
may be a regional surplus or deficit of housing units in each of the income 
categories, which must be corrected in order for the total units in each income 
category to match the HCD income category targets.  That surplus or deficit will 
be corrected by applying an adjustment factor (positive or negative) to the 
housing unit number of each jurisdiction that is not constrained by a floor or 
ceiling.  The number of units aggregated in each income category must be 
mathematically adjusted to match the HCD target number in each category.  
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TABLE 1 - Adopted Overall Housing Unit Allocations by Jurisdiction
Associated Calculations with Adopted RHNA Methodology 
For Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Period from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

TOTAL HOUSING UNITS

A B C D E F

Jurisdiction/SOI/Sub-area 2000 Census 2005 MTP

2013 MTP - 
Updated 
Estimate 
072407

2005-2013 
MTP Growth 

Increment

% Regional 
Growth in 
2005-2013

2006-2013 RHNA 
ALLOCATION 

(% regional 
growth * 117,489 
- RHNA Target)

Placerville 4,242 4,400 4,899 499 0.33% 388
South Lake Tahoe1 14,005 14,150 14,368 218 0.00% 218
El Dorado Uninc 1 Tahoe Basin 8,010 8,390 8,960 570 0.00% 570
El Dorado Uninc not TB 45,021 56,471 66,081 9,610 6.36% 7,474
Total El Dorado uninc 53,031 64,861 75,041 10,180 8,044
El Dorado County total 71,278 83,411 94,307 10,896 7.21% 8,650

Auburn 5,457 6,144 6,539 395 0.26% 307
Colfax 647 718 807 89 0.06% 69
Lincoln4 4,503 10,506 23,484 12,978 8.57% 10,095
Loomis 2,277 2,304 2,494 190 0.13% 148
Rocklin 14,428 19,658 22,535 2,877 1.90% 2,238
Roseville 31,978 42,418 53,903 11,485 7.60% 8,933
Placer Uninc 1 Tahoe Basin 11,481 11,731 12,106 375 0.00% 375
Placer uninc not TB 36,469 38,089 45,616 7,527 4.97% 5,854
Total Placer uninc 46,659 48,475 51,085 2,610 2,113
Placer County total 107,240 131,568 167,484 35,916 23.78% 28,019

Citrus Heights3 34,374 34,374 34,711 337 0.22% 262
Elk Grove2 29,903 38,196 52,742 14,546 9.63% 11,314
Folsom 17,968 22,716 27,346 4,630 3.07% 3,601
Galt 6,211 6,621 7,417 796 0.53% 635
Isleton 383 374 473 99 0.07% 77
Rancho Cordova2 20,322 20,322 33,686 13,364 8.85% 10,395
Sacramento5 163,596 173,052 195,742 22,690 15.02% 17,649
Sacramento Uninc2 202,057 210,246 229,757 19,511 12.92% 15,160
Sacramento County total 474,814 505,901 581,874 75,973 50.30% 59,094

Live Oak 1,818 1,838 2,641 803 0.53% 625
Yuba City6 20,783 22,112 28,207 6,095 4.04% 4,741
Sutter Uninc 5,586 5,737 6,139 402 0.27% 313
Sutter County total 28,187 29,687 36,987 7,300 4.83% 5,679

Davis 22,733 22,733 23,373 640 0.42% 498
West Sacramento 12,133 15,448 22,323 6,875 4.55% 5,347
Winters 1,954 2,508 3,026 518 0.34% 403
Woodland 17,121 17,370 19,776 2,406 1.59% 1,871
Yolo Uninc 7,646 8,490 10,293 1,803 1.19% 1,402
Yolo County total 61,587 66,549 78,791 12,242 8.10% 9,521

Marysville 4,890 4,890 5,066 176 0.12% 137
Wheatland7 1,014 1,515 2,693 1,178 0.78% 916
Yuba Uninc 16,732 18,478 27,009 8,531 5.65% 6,636
Yuba County total 22,636 24,883 34,768 9,885 6.54% 7,689

SACOG REGIONAL TOTAL 765,742 841,999 994,211 152,212 117,489
Tahoe Basin 152,212 1,163 1,163
TOTALS 151,050 100.00% 118,652

Source: SACOG APPROVED RHNA METHODOLOGY July 19, 2007

5 - Sacramento's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI (Panhandle area) and the Greenbriar project area due to annexation and 
development applications being processed by the city for these areas.
6 - Yuba City's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city 
for this area.

F - Distribution of 2006-2013 RHNA Allocation.  Estimated growth in the Tahoe Basin is 1,163 units over the 7 1/2 year period. The remaining 
117,489 units necessary to meet HCD's target of 118,652 units is arrived at by multiplying the 117,489 by column E - the % of regional growth. 

B - 2005 DRAFT MTP housing units
C - 2013 DRAFT MTP housing units
D - 2005-2013 DRAFT MTP Growth Increment for the 8-year period is 151,505units.  Estimated growth in the Tahoe Basin is 1,163 units over the 8
year period. The total area is estimated at 152,212 units.
E - Percentage of MTP Regional Growth of 151,050 units over the 8-year period 2005-2013 that each area is projected to grow.

3 - Citrus Heights has been allocated 337 units between 2005-2013; we added this 337 on top of DOFs 2006 number as our PLACE3S 2005 
number is considerably lower and was causing a negative growth rate.

A - 2000 number of housing units from Census

1 - Due to strict regulations on building in Tahoe Basin areas, exceptions to the standard SACOG area methodology have been made.  
Referencing TRPA's Memorandum of December 6, 2006 to the TRPA Governing Board from TRPA Staff as to Recommendation to distribute 
'2007 Residental All locations':  The following distributions have been made: 29 units per year for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 76 units per year 
for the unincorporated El Dorado County Tahoe Basin and 50 units per year for the unincorporated Placer County Tahoe Basin

2 - 2000 Census Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova and unincorporated Sacramento County housing unit counts calculated from block geography of 
2000 Census. CHAS splits done for Elk Grove by combining the Elk Grove and Laguna CDPs; Rancho Cordova comes from the Rancho Cordova 
CDP.

4 - Lincoln's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city for 
this area.

7 - Wheatland's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city 
for this area.



TABLE 2 - HOUSING UNIT ALLOCATIONS BY INCOME CATEGORY
Associated Calculations with Adopted RHNA Methodology 
For Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Period from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T Z AA BB CC

Jurisdiction/SOI/Subarea

VL (<50% 
Median 

Household 
Income)

L (50-80% 
Median 

Household 
Income

M (80-120% 
Median 

Household 
Income

AM (120+% 
Median 

Household 
Income)

# % # % # % # % # %

VL (<50% 
Median 

Household 
Income)

L (50-80% 
Median 

Household 
Income

M (80-120% 
Median 

Household 
Income

AM (120+% 
Median 

Household 
Income)

REGIONAL GOAL 22.4% 16.8% 19.5% 41.3% 22.4% 16.8% 19.5% 41.3%
Placerville 30.2% 18.6% 20.3% 31.0% 388 100.0% 50 12.9% 56 14.4% 75 19.3% 207 53.3% 27.7% 18.0% 20.1% 34.3%
South Lake Tahoe3 27.9% 25.6% 22.7% 23.8% 218 100.0% 9 4.0% 9 4.0% 9 4.0% 191 88.0% 25.6% 22.2% 21.3% 31.0%
El Dorado Unincorporated Tahoe Basin3 14.8% 14.2% 20.5% 50.5% 570 100.0% 171 30.0% 130 22.8% 100 17.5% 169 29.7% 17.8% 15.4% 20.1% 46.7%
El Dorado Unincorporated  14.8% 14.2% 20.5% 50.5% 7,474 100.0% 2,242 30.0% 1,466 19.6% 1,412 18.9% 2,354 31.5% 19.6% 15.8% 19.9% 44.7%
El Dorado County total 18.0% 16.3% 20.8% 44.9% 8,650 100.0% 2,472 28.6% 1,661 19.2% 1,596 18.5% 2,921 33.8% 20.8% 16.9% 20.2% 42.1%

Auburn 19.8% 16.5% 22.0% 41.8% 307 100.0% 78 25.4% 52 16.9% 51 16.6% 126 41.1% 20.7% 16.6% 21.1% 41.6%
Colfax 29.7% 21.4% 22.2% 26.7% 69 100.0% 11 15.9% 10 14.4% 12 17.3% 36 52.3% 26.4% 19.4% 21.0% 33.2%
Lincoln4 23.4% 18.0% 23.8% 34.9% 10,095 100.0% 2,184 21.6% 1,651 16.4% 1,972 19.5% 4,288 42.5% 22.2% 16.7% 19.8% 41.2%
Loomis 13.8% 17.0% 21.2% 48.1% 148 100.0% 44 30.0% 25 16.9% 26 17.6% 53 35.4% 16.2% 16.9% 20.7% 46.2%
Rocklin 12.6% 11.8% 18.1% 57.5% 2,238 100.0% 671 30.0% 487 21.8% 484 21.6% 596 26.6% 19.4% 15.4% 19.2% 46.1%
Roseville 13.8% 13.4% 20.8% 52.0% 8,933 100.0% 2,680 30.0% 1,817 20.3% 1,662 18.6% 2,774 31.1% 20.6% 16.2% 19.8% 43.5%
Placer Unincorporated Tahoe Basin3 15.7% 14.1% 19.9% 50.4% 375 100.0% 113 30.0% 113 30.0% 67 17.9% 82 22.1% 17.9% 15.3% 19.7% 47.1%
Placer Unincorporated   15.7% 14.1% 19.9% 50.4% 5,854 100.0% 1,425 30.0% 1,065 22.1% 1,164 19.3% 2,200 28.6% 18.2% 15.2% 19.8% 46.9%
Placer County total 15.2% 13.9% 20.3% 50.6% 28,019 100.0% 7,206 25.7% 5,220 18.6% 5,438 19.4% 10,155 36.2% 19.8% 15.9% 19.8% 44.5%

Citrus Heights 19.2% 20.1% 25.4% 35.3% 262 100.0% 78 29.8% 20 7.6% 10 4.0% 154 58.6% 19.7% 19.6% 24.5% 36.2%
Elk Grove2 9.6% 12.2% 22.2% 55.9% 11,314 100.0% 3,394 30.0% 2,240 19.8% 2,047 18.1% 3,633 32.1% 19.6% 15.8% 20.1% 44.5%
Folsom 10.3% 9.7% 16.2% 63.8% 3,601 100.0% 1,073 29.8% 766 21.3% 810 22.5% 952 26.4% 17.8% 14.1% 18.3% 49.8%
Galt 22.4% 21.9% 23.9% 31.8% 635 100.0% 137 21.6% 66 10.4% 93 14.7% 339 53.2% 22.4% 20.3% 22.6% 34.7%
Isleton 34.1% 18.8% 22.9% 24.1% 77 100.0% 4 5.2% 11 14.3% 11 14.3% 51 66.2% 29.6% 18.1% 21.6% 30.7%
Rancho Cordova2 26.6% 20.1% 22.1% 31.2% 10,395 100.0% 2,107 20.3% 1,595 15.3% 1,991 19.2% 4,702 45.2% 24.2% 18.3% 21.0% 36.5%
Sacramento5 31.1% 18.9% 19.2% 30.8% 17,649 100.0% 2,472 14.0% 2,582 14.6% 3,603 20.4% 8,992 50.9% 27.9% 18.1% 19.4% 34.7%
Sacramento Unincorporated 22.2% 18.0% 21.4% 38.5% 15,160 100.0% 3,339 22.0% 2,293 15.1% 2,700 17.8% 6,828 45.1% 22.2% 17.6% 20.9% 39.3%
Sacramento County total 23.9% 17.9% 20.9% 37.3% 59,093 100.0% 12,604 21.3% 9,573 16.2% 11,265 19.1% 25,652 43.4% 23.6% 17.6% 20.4% 38.3%

Live Oak 21.5% 16.5% 16.4% 45.7% 625 100.0% 140 22.4% 104 16.6% 141 22.6% 240 38.4% 21.9% 16.6% 18.4% 43.1%
Yuba City6 25.0% 18.0% 16.8% 40.2% 4,740 100.0% 900 17.8% 718 14.6% 1,102 24.6% 2,020 43.1% 23.0% 17.1% 18.9% 41.0%
Sutter Unincorporated 15.4% 14.0% 15.5% 55.1% 313 100.0% 85 27.2% 58 18.5% 73 23.3% 97 30.9% 16.1% 14.3% 15.9% 53.7%
Sutter County total 21.5% 16.5% 16.4% 45.7% 5,678 100.0% 1,125 19.8% 880 15.5% 1,316 23.2% 2,357 41.5% 22.0% 16.7% 18.3% 43.0%

Davis 29.6% 13.5% 14.0% 42.9% 498 100.0% 31 6.2% 119 23.9% 163 32.7% 185 37.1% 26.6% 14.8% 16.3% 42.2%
West Sacramento 36.4% 19.8% 19.6% 24.3% 5,347 100.0% 912 17.1% 829 15.5% 1,075 20.1% 2,531 47.3% 27.7% 17.9% 19.7% 34.7%
Winters 19.4% 17.7% 23.9% 39.0% 403 100.0% 96 23.8% 64 15.9% 68 16.9% 175 43.4% 21.0% 17.1% 21.4% 40.4%
Woodland 21.7% 18.5% 24.6% 35.2% 1,871 100.0% 425 22.7% 266 14.2% 238 12.7% 942 50.4% 21.9% 17.8% 22.7% 37.7%
Yolo Unincorporated 24.3% 20.4% 19.0% 36.3% 1,403 100.0% 284 21.1% 233 14.9% 298 20.4% 588 43.6% 23.9% 19.7% 19.1% 37.3%
Yolo County total 27.8% 17.0% 18.9% 36.3% 9,522 100.0% 1,748 18.4% 1,511 15.9% 1,842 19.3% 4,421 46.4% 25.2% 16.9% 19.3% 38.5%

Marysville 27.5% 21.6% 16.4% 34.4% 137 100.0% 5 4.0% 5 4.0% 52 38.0% 75 54.0% 26.0% 20.4% 17.5% 36.1%
Wheatland7 27.6% 17.3% 13.1% 42.0% 916 100.0% 192 15.1% 151 16.0% 194 28.4% 379 40.6% 22.9% 16.9% 18.8% 41.4%
Yuba Unincorporated 27.5% 20.4% 18.3% 33.9% 6,636 100.0% 1,261 19.0% 966 14.6% 1,382 20.8% 3,027 45.6% 24.4% 18.2% 19.1% 38.2%
Yuba County total 27.5% 20.5% 17.6% 34.3% 7,689 100.0% 1,458 19.0% 1,122 14.6% 1,628 21.2% 3,481 45.3% 24.5% 18.4% 18.9% 38.1%

0
REGIONAL TOTAL 22.4% 16.8% 19.5% 41.3% 118,652 100.0% 26,613 22.4% 19,966 16.8% 23,086 19.5% 48,987 41.3% 22.8% 17.2% 20.1% 39.9%
RHNA TARGET 26,610 19,965 23,078 48,999 118,652 26,613 19,966 23,086 48,987 22.4% 16.8% 19.5% 41.3%
difference 0 0 0 0 0

PROGRESS TOWARDS REGIONAL GOAL
IN 2013 IF ALLOCATION APPLIED

Above Moderate

Adopted RHNA Methodology - 2006-2013 Housing Units Distribution Using 2013 MTP distribution of total units and CHAS-based allocation method for income levels

STARTING POINT - 2000 CENSUS CHAS 
DATA1 2006-2013 TOTAL RHNA ALLOCATION 

Total Units Very Low Low Moderate



G - Current % of Very Low Income Households (<50%) from 2000 Census CHAS data 1
H - Current % of Low Income Households (50-80%) 2000 Census CHAS data1
I - Current % of Moderate Income Households (80 to 120%) 2000 Census CHAS data1
J - Current % of Above Moderate Income Households (120+%) 2000 Census CHAS data1
K - 2013 DRAFT RHNA growth allocation (COLUMN F - TABLE 1)
L - 100% of total allocation per jurisdiction for 2013 (COLUMNS N+P+R+T)
M - Number of RHNA Very Low Income Units allocated for 2006-2013 
N - % of total RHNA 2006-2013 allocation in each jurisdiction allocated to the Very Low Income category
O - Number of RHNA Low Income Units allocated for 2006-2013 
P - % of total RHNA 2006-2013 allocation in each jurisdiction allocated to the Low Income category
Q - Number of RHNA Moderate Income Units allocated for 2006-2013 
R - % of total RHNA 2006-2013 allocation in each jurisdiction allocated to theModerate Income category
S - Number of RHNA Above Moderate Income Units allocated for 2006-2013 
T - % of total RHNA 2006-2013 allocation in each jurisdiction allocated to the Above Moderate Income category

Source: SACOG APPROVED RHNA METHODOLOGY July 19, 2007

2 - The cities of Elk Grove and Rancho Cordova  incorporated after the 2000 Census was conducted.  The 2000 Census CHAS data uses the Elk Grove and Laguna 
CDPs and the Rancho Cordova CDP data for each respective cities starting point.  
3 - Due to strict regulations on building in Tahoe Basin areas, exceptions to the standard SACOG area methodology have been made.  Referencing TRPA's Memorandum 
of December 6, 2006 to the TRPA Governing Board from TRPA Staff as to Recommendation to distribute '2007 Residental All locations':  The following distributions have 
been made: 29 units per year for the City of South Lake Tahoe, 76 units per year for the unincorporated El Dorado County Tahoe Basin and 50 units per year for the 
unincorporated Placer County Tahoe Basin.
4 - Lincoln's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city for this area.
5 - Sacramento's RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI (Panhandle area) and the Greenbriar project area due to annexation and development applications 
being processed by the city for these areas.
6 - Yuba City's  RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city for this area.
7 - Wheatland's  RHNA includes housing unit assumptions for its SOI due to annexation and development applications being processed by the city for this area.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor  
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT 
1800 Third Street, Suite 430 
P. O. Box 952053 
Sacramento, CA  94252-2053 
(916) 323-3177 
FAX (916) 327-2643 

 
 
 October 18, 2007 
 
 
Mr. Mike McKeever, Executive Director 
Sacramento Council of Governments 
1415 L Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Dear Mr. McKeever: 
 
RE:  Revised Regional Housing Needs Determination 
 
This letter transmits the revised Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND) for the  
six-county region of the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) as a result  
of enactment of Assembly Bill 1259 (Chapter 696, Statutes of 2007).  As you know your 
organization plays a critical part in advancing the State’s housing policies.  Pursuant to State 
housing element law (Government Code Section 65584 – 65584.01) as recently amended 
by Assembly Bill 1259, the Department of Housing and Community Development 
(Department) is authorized to provide SACOG a revised determination of the region’s 
existing and projected housing needs. This revised determination (see Attachment 1) 
updates the Department’s determination issued September 14, 2006. 
 
The attached revised determination reflects the minimum housing need for the region to 
enable SACOG to prepare its Regional Housing Needs Plan in accordance with 
Government Code Sections 65584.04-05.  This plan must be prepared to update the 
housing elements of each general plan within the region.  Housing elements are required to 
be updated by June 30, 2008 to accommodate each local government’s share of the 
regional housing need pursuant to Government Code Section 65588(e)(3).   
 
As you are aware, the Department has continued its outreach effects on the regional 
housing needs assessment process since late spring of 2006.  This included several 
meetings held with SACOG staff and member jurisdictions coordinated by Mr. Greg Chew of 
your staff.   
 
The revised RHND for the Sacramento region has been calculated from a baseline of 
January 2006 through June 2013, the end of the housing element planning period.  This 
determination projects the minimum housing need to be accommodated in the region over 
this period; however, planning for housing need above the minimum determination would be 
appropriate.  When updating housing elements, credit may be taken for housing units 
permitted since the January 2006 baseline.   



 
Mr. Mike McKeever, Executive Director 
Page 2 
 
 
 
The Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP) developed by SACOG is required to be 
consistent with the following objectives, as set forth in more detail in statute (Section 
65584(d)): 
 
(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability; 
(2) promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protection of environmental and 

agricultural resources, and encouragement of efficient development patterns; 
(3) promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing; and 
(4) balancing the distribution of households by income category. 
 
The Department is available to further discuss development and implementation of 
SACOG’s RHNP and assist counties and cities in addressing local housing needs.  If  
you should have any questions, please contact Glen Campora, Senior Policy Advisor,  
at (916) 327-2640. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Cathy E. Creswell 
Deputy Director 
 
Enclosures 

 



 
 

Attachment 1 
 

Regional Housing Need Determination 
 

SACOG Six-County Region 
 

For the Period January 2006 through June 30, 2013 
 
 

                                                                      Housing Unit  
Income Category                  Need                   Percent 
 
 
Very Low                              26,613                     22 
 
Low                                       19,966                      17 
 
Moderate                              23,086                      19 
 
Above Moderate                   48,987                      42 
                                        
Total                                    118,652                    100% 



 

Attachment 2 
    

Explanation of SACOG Six-County Regional Housing Need Determination  
For the Period January 1, 2006 through June 30, 2013 

    

Methodology, Assumptions, and Data Sources Used to Project Housing Unit Need: 
1. Household (HH) growth (baseline:  827,713 "occupied housing units" 1/1/2006):  estimate by 

California Department of Finance (DOF) in its E-5 report (Population and Housing Estimates for 
Cities, Counties and the State, 2001-2006, with 2000 Benchmark, May 2006).  Population 
projections for 7/1/2013 are based on DOF's P-3 report (Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity, 
Gender and Age for California and Its Counties 2000-2050, May 2004).  DOF 2013 projected HHs 
are derived using the cohort-component method by applying age- and ethnicity-specific HH 
formation ratios from Census 2000 to the projected population.  Projected change in household 
population257,789 reflects the change between January 1, 2006 (2,192,270: DOF, P-3 report) 
through June 30, 2013 (2,450,059).  Projected change in HH growth (114,009) also reflects the 
change between January 1, 2006 (827,713: DOF, E-5 report) through June 30, 2013 (941,722: 
derived as next explained).  Projected 2013 HH growth was derived by averaging DOF and 
SACOG 2013 household projections. 

    

2. Homeowner and Renter households (HHs):  allocation based on Census 2000 proportion of owner-
occupied HHs held constant through projection period (61.2% was derived after applying an 
individual county’s homeownership percentage against the county’s household growth).  Renter 
HHs reflect the difference in subtracting homeowner HHs from projected HH growth.   

    

3. Vacancy allowance:  rates of 1.8% (owner) and 5.0% (renter) reflect adjustments from standard 
targets of 2.0% and 6.0%, respectively, for current conditions.  Standard targets identified by Office 
of Planning and Research, Economic Practices Manual (1984:37).  

    

4. Replacement allowance:  percentage was applied to total projected housing need.  Replacement 
data was based on demolition permits reported by DOF January 2000 through 2006.  The average 
determined rate applicable to SACOG (.0405%) was adjusted by a standard multiple of 2 to 
account for missing permits and use conversions not involving demolition.  The adjusted rate was 
multiplied by 7.5 years (covering the allocation period) in deriving a .30% replacement percentage.  
The minimum replacement percentage applied was 1%.  

    

5. Income category allocation:  each income category represents the summation of calculations made 
for each county by multiplying a county’s total housing need by the proportion of HHs in each 
income category based on the county’s median income (Census 2000) and California’s income 
definitions (Health and Safety Code Sections 50079.5 and 50105, et.seq.). 

      

Housing Unit Need Projection:     
 Household growth, Census 2000 headship rates (1)  114,009   
 Homeowner HHs (2) 61.2% 69,779   
 Homeowner HH vacancy allowance (3) 1.8% 1,256   
 Renter HHs 38.8% 44,230   
 Renter HHs vacancy allowance (3) 5.0% 2,212   
 Replacement allowance (4) 1.0% 1,175   
 Total   118,652  

 



2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

APPENDIX B: 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION FOR APPROVED  
HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY 

 
Appendix B provides supplemental information regarding the RHNA methodology that was 
approved by the SACOG Board of Directors on July 19, 2007.  This appendix has four parts: 
 
Part 1:  Summary Description of Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2005-2013 

Projection 
 
Part 2:  Overall Allocation Methodology for the Tahoe Basin 
 
Part 3:   RHNA Factors 
 
Part 4: Incentive and Transfer Programs 
 
 
 

APPENDIX B – PART 1: 
 

Summary Description of Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 2005-2013 Projection 
 
The foundation for SACOG’s RHNA methodology is the projections developed for the 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). 
 
Each time SACOG adopts an MTP, it must first adopt a long-range growth forecast for the 
region and a land use allocation that specifies its best estimate of the most likely places where 
that growth will occur (i.e., how much and what type of growth will go to each city and county 
over the MTP planning period).   
 
SACOG worked in collaboration with each jurisdiction on its growth projections for the MTP 
period 2005 to 2013.  Each jurisdiction within the six-county area (excluding the Tahoe Basin) 
helped provide data on their growth projections for this timeframe.  All jurisdictions were asked 
to take into account the key factors that affect growth during this period, including: 
 

• Jobs and housing relationship; 
 

• Lack of capacity for sewer and water due to federal or state laws, regulations or 
regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service 
provider that preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for 
additional development during the planning period; 

 



• Availability of land suitability for urban development or for conversion to residential use, 
the availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and 
increased residential densities; 

 
• 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; 

 
• County policies to preserve prime agriculture lands within an unincorporated area; 

 
• Distribution of household growth assumed for a comparable period in the regional 

transportation plan and opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and 
existing transportation infrastructure; 

 
• Market demand for housing; 

 
• Loss of units contained in assisted housing developments; 
• High housing cost burdens; 

 
• Housing needs of farmworkers; 

 
• Housing needs generated by a California State or UC campus; and 

 
• Other factors that may affect growth  

 
Local government planners used their direct knowledge of how these factors relate to their 
jurisdictions, and SACOG developed growth scenarios for each jurisdiction.  Each jurisdiction 
then reviewed the MTP projection, offered modifications, and ultimately, the MTP projection 
was developed.  SACOG discussed these growth factors again during its meetings with 
individual jurisdictions at the outset of the RHNA process. 
 
In 2005, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted a long-range forecast of population, housing, 
and jobs at the outset of the 2035 MTP update and SACOG staff has developed a land use 
allocation for the MTP planning period of 2005-2035.  The land use allocation was developed 
over two years (2005-2007) using the following information: 
 

• Housing permit data collected from each jurisdiction to estimate existing conditions and 
identify a recent growth rate for each jurisdiction. 

 
• Development activity information from each jurisdiction, including at a minimum, 

information on major projects (generally specific plans).  When available, infrastructure 
constraint factors such as flood control, water supply, road capacity and sewer capacity 
were also considered in development of projections.  This information was generally 
provided at the project or sub-jurisdictional level.  In some cases, jurisdictions were able 
to provide parcel-by-parcel development activity information.  In other cases, estimates 
of capacity were provided by sub-jurisdictional geographies. 



 
Staff used the information provided on existing and anticipated growth in conjunction with the 
regional growth forecast to estimate how much growth was likely to occur in each jurisdiction by 
2035.  Local jurisdictions were asked to comment on draft allocations during the development of 
the 2035 data set. 
 
As part of the development of the MTP projections, staff has also developed several land use 
allocation data sets for interim periods between 2005 and 2035. These interim years include 
2008, 2011, 2013, 2014, 2017, 2018, 2020, and 2025.  Like the 2035 dataset, these interim 
projections must represent the best estimate of the most likely places where growth will occur, 
within the context of a regional forecast of population, housing and jobs. 
 
A 2005-2018 draft land use allocation was the first of these interim data sets to be developed.  A 
2005-2013 draft land use allocation was developed subsequently.  The 2018 data set was 
circulated for comment to cities and counties from October 2006 to August 2007 and the 2013 
data set was circulated for comment from February 2007 to August 2007.  Both data sets were 
developed using the above-specified information plus the context of the 2035 projections.   
 
An additional step of analysis was conducted to determine what areas of a jurisdiction were more 
likely to develop relative to other areas.  This was done by analyzing the amount of 2035 growth 
in a jurisdiction by four categories:  “infill,” “redevelopment,” “entitled greenfield,” and 
“planned greenfield.”  
 

• “Entitled Greenfield”:  It was assumed that entitled greenfields, or areas where new 
development was recently approved and buildings are currently being constructed, would 
build out faster than any of the other four categories.   

 
• “Infill”:  Relative to this, infill, or growth that would occur on scattered vacant parcels 

within an existing urban area, was assumed to occur at a slower rate than entitled 
greenfield growth, unless recent building activity indicated otherwise.   

 
• “Redevelopment”:  Still slower than that, “redevelopment,” or development in areas 

where buildings currently exist but may be added to or replaced, was expected to occur 
even more slowly than infill. In most places where active redevelopment is not yet 
occurring, staff did not assume any redevelopment occurs before 2018.   

 
• “Planned greenfield”:  This type of development was evaluated based on how far along 

each development was in the planning and entitlement process and relative to all other 
planned greenfield developments in the region. (Regional comparisons, or, cross-
jurisdictional comparisons, are made in the event that local governments individually 
plan for growth that when summed as a region equal less than or more than the forecasted 
regional growth for that time period.)    

  
 



APPENDIX B – PART 2 
 

Overall Allocation Methodology for the Tahoe Basin 
 
The three affected jurisdictions in the Tahoe Basin covered by this RHNA include the City of 
South Lake Tahoe and the unincorporated portions of Placer and El Dorado Counties within the 
Tahoe Basin.  The Tahoe Basin jurisdictions are treated differently in determining their “overall 
allocations” than the rest of the six-county region.  This is mainly because the Basin is regulated 
by federal laws and the three local governments do not have land use authority to manage growth 
rates.  Specifically, the basin is subject to the land use authority of the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA).  
 
Because of the federal restrictions placed on the Tahoe Basin area and due to the tight control in 
enforcing those restrictions by TRPA, the three local governments do not have any direct 
authority to determine the number of units zoned for in the Tahoe Basin area.  As such, SACOG 
made its calculations for each of these three jurisdictions’ overall growth based on historical and 
projected permit data provided by the jurisdictions. 
 
Staff reviewed the average annual permit data for each of the three jurisdictions during the 
period from 2000 to 2006.  However, the unincorporated portion of El Dorado County in the 
Tahoe Basin had some dramatic fluctuations during the time period and, therefore, a long-term 
average could not be established.  To maintain the consistent treatment of all three jurisdictions, 
SACOG deferred to TRPA’s memorandum, “Recommendation to Distribute 2007 Residential 
Allocations” (December 6, 2006), for each jurisdiction’s overall allocation.   
 
The income distribution calculations for the three jurisdictions in the Tahoe Basin used the same 
methodology as the rest of the six county region, as described in section 4, the “Description of 
the Methodology.”  
 
  



APPENDIX B – PART 3 
 

RHNA Factors 
 
In developing the methodology establishing the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), 
SACOG utilized available data on the following factors, as explained below:  
 
  Each jurisdiction’s existing and projected jobs and housing relationship. 
SACOG reviewed the jobs and housing balance of all jurisdictions, except for the Tahoe Basin 
for the reasons explained in Appendix B, part 2.  SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP) projections consider areas where there are significant imbalances in jobs and housing 
today and the likelihood of those imbalances improving in the future given the recent market 
conditions and jurisdictions’ local efforts to improve imbalances.  Since the MTP projections 
represent the most likely growth pattern to occur, it was used as the basis for the overall RHNA 
distributions.    
 
  Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state law, regulations or 
regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by service providers other 
than the local jurisdiction that preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary 
infrastructure for additional development during the planning period.   
Some jurisdictions indicated that they would be running out of sewer and/or water capacity 
during the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle.  However, the RHNA methodology by SACOG staff did not 
cap a jurisdiction’s overall allocation because of diminishing sewer or water capacity (Gov. 
Code, § 65584.04(A)(2)).  As long as a jurisdiction is able to plan for additional sewer and/or 
water capacity, no special adjustments were considered in the RHNA methodology.  The only 
case where a jurisdiction is allowed an adjustment is where federal or state regulations prohibit a 
jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for additional development.  This only 
applies in the Tahoe Basin jurisdictions, which are excluded from this methodology for the 
reasons described in Appendix B, part 2. 
 
  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, as well as the potential for increased residential 
development under alternative zoning ordinances and land use restrictions. 
The amount of land available for development varies by jurisdiction.  Some have relatively large 
amounts of vacant land available, while others have limited amounts of vacant land.  Others have 
infill opportunities from underutilized properties.  The 2013 MTP projections considered all 
jurisdictions’ land supplies.  Some jurisdictions that have relatively liberal accessory unit 
policies or other infill tools are acknowledged in the MTP projections.  The MTP projections 
also reflect slow growth rates in jurisdictions that lack developable lands and lack redevelopment 
opportunities which are driven by market forces; a relatively faster growth rate is assumed for 
jurisdictions with ample land supply and a comparatively strong residential market.   
 
Some jurisdictions noted that they have land set aside for environmental mitigation.  These 
mitigations are reflected in the 2013 MTP allocations in terms of timing of development in 
specific plan areas.  However, jurisdictions that choose to set aside some land from development 
are not precluded from the planning for potential development in other lands within its 



boundaries; therefore, jurisdictions are generally not subject to further reductions in their 
regional housing needs allocations based solely on their lack of developable lands.   
 
   Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing state/federal 
programs designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural 
resources on a long-term basis.   
The three jurisdictions within the Tahoe Basin (the city of South Lake Tahoe, and portions of 
Placer and El Dorado Counties) are heavily regulated by federal and state laws.  The SACOG 
methodology defers to the one agency responsible for growth projections in this area – the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) – for growth allocations for the RHNA.   
 
For the remaining 28 jurisdictions, lands must be officially designated as federal or state 
conservation lands before any adjustments to the RHNA methodology are considered.  Although 
discussions are taking place regarding federally designated habitat conservation lands, until these 
lands are designated as such, the RHNA methodology considers those lands eligible for potential 
residential development.  Even if federal designations are given, a jurisdiction still has the ability 
to plan for residential development on other lands within its boundaries; if there are no more 
lands available within a jurisdiction, then the RHNA will be adjusted.   
 
Jurisdictions that choose to impose their own restrictions on developable lands are not exempt 
from the RHNA methodology.  Jurisdictions with self-imposed restrictions may still allow other 
lands for residential development.  Therefore, they will still be given an allocation according to 
the RHNA methodology.  
 
  County policies to preserve prime agricultural land within an unincorporated area.   
Some counties have policies that are intended to protect against the development of agricultural 
lands.  The 2013 MTP allocations did not assume development of these identified agricultural 
lands.   
 
Some jurisdictions also identified unincorporated agricultural lands that would be developed 
only upon annexation or incorporation.  If the annexing jurisdiction agreed that agricultural land 
would only be developed upon annexation and no annexation application was in process, this 
land was not considered available for development for the 2013 MTP projection and RHNA.   
 
   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.   
As described above, the foundation of the methodology is the SACOG’s Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan (MTP) housing and employment projections.  While the RHNA cycle covers 
from January 1, 2006, through June 30, 2013, the MTP covers the period from 2005 through 
2035, with an interim projection from 2005 through 2013.  The MTP 2005-2013 projections 
were developed by collaboration and coordination with each jurisdiction.  To coordinate the two 
projection periods, SACOG took the percentage of the region’s MTP growth for each 
jurisdiction, and multiplied it by the RHNA six-county allocation (minus the Tahoe Basin). 
 



The Tahoe Basin is excluded from the MTP projection because it is not part of the federally-
designated SACOG planning area.  SACOG does not have any transportation planning authority 
within the basin and, therefore, it is not part of the MTP.  
 
   The market demand for housing.  
Several jurisdictions commented that the market demand for housing has declined significantly 
compared to the first half of the decade.  Although there are clear signs that this is the case, this 
slowdown affects all jurisdictions within the six counties and not any individuals significantly 
more than others.  In addition, the 2013 MTP projection does take into account the relatively 
weak short-term market demand for housing.  Therefore, no jurisdictions are given any special 
adjustments or treatment in this situation.  
 
   Agreements between cities and counties to direct growth toward incorporated areas of 
the county.   
Some cities and their counties have agreements in place to direct growth towards incorporated 
areas.  Where such agreements exist, SACOG considered unincorporated areas of the county to 
be unavailable for development in establishing the 2013 MTP projections. 
 
   The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments that changed to non-low-
income use through mortgage prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of 
use restrictions. 
During its meetings with individual jurisdictions, SACOG requested data on the potential loss of 
assisted units, and SACOG has made subsequent requests for data on this issue.  Though no 
jurisdiction has provided data on this issue, SACOG has looked to other available sources and 
performed an independent review of each jurisdiction’s housing elements to gather the most 
current data available on the number of federal and state subsidized housing units,  the at-risk 
status of such units, and the local inclusionary housing laws and programs for each jurisdiction.  
However, because this data is outdated, and because the myriad of programs and funding streams 
make it difficult for jurisdictions and other interest groups to compile accurate lists of the 
assisted properties in each jurisdiction, especially larger jurisdictions, SACOG determined that 
the data available is insufficient and cannot be incorporated it into the RHNA methodology in a 
consistent and rationale manner.   
 
   High-housing costs burdens.   
Unlike other metropolitan regions in California—which have not in the past provided enough 
housing for projected household growth, resulting in, among other things, high housing cost 
burdens for those households—SACOG sought to accommodate its projected household growth 
throughout the region in developing the long-range growth forecast for the MTP.  Thus, in 
developing the 2013 MTP household projections, SACOG worked with its member cities and 
counties to identify the most likely places where that housing would occur, based on local and 
regional market demand, Blueprint/Smart Growth Principles, and the planning activities of each 
jurisdiction to ensure that housing costs would not be inflated as a result of housing shortages. 
 
 



 
   The housing needs of farm workers.   
Like the data available regarding assisted units, SACOG requested data on the issue of farm 
worker housing during its individual meetings with jurisdictions, and has made subsequent 
requests for this data from each jurisdiction.  No jurisdictions have provided data on this issue.  
However, SACOG has looked to other sources and has performed an independent review of each 
jurisdiction’s housing element to gather the most current data available on farm worker housing 
needs.  Like the data on assisted units, SACOG has found that the data on farm worker housing 
is outdated, and insufficient; it cannot be incorporated into the RHNA methodology in rationale 
manner that is consistent between the jurisdictions. 
 
In reviewing the limited data available on farm worker housing, SACOG discerned that the 
majority of its member jurisdictions that have a demand for farm worker housing meet that need 
through their general affordable housing programs and low rent assistance programs.  Because 
many of the jurisdictions’ farm workers are permanent residents, they address this need in zoning 
for low and very-low income housing rather than migrant farm worker housing.   
 
In developing the MTP projections that form the basis for the growth projections, SACOG did 
receive job projections for agricultural professions, which included farm workers.  Therefore, the 
need for farm worker housing has been addressed, in part, in the allocation for low and very-low 
income housing.  Of the few jurisdictions that indicated a need for migrant farm worker housing, 
the majority either have a sufficient number of existing units, or have already zoned a sufficient 
number of acres to accommodate their need.  While this may not ensure that sufficient migrant 
farm worker housing is built, the RHNA process only ensures that lands are zoned to 
accommodate the projected housing need; it does not control where and when housing is built on 
appropriately zoned property.  To encourage the building of farm worker housing, SACOG has 
met with several jurisdictions to address farm worker housing needs outside of the RHNA 
process.  
 
   The housing needs generated by a Cal. State or UC campus within a jurisdiction.   
The plans made by California State University or University of California campuses for student 
housing are modeled into the MTP projections, and are thereby incorporated into the 
methodology.   
 
   Any other factors adopted by the COG.   
There is one other known situation that is outside the control of SACOG and local jurisdictions 
that may still affect the RHNA methodology and the associated allocations.  The Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is reviewing the flood levees and may re-designate 
and impose a federal moratorium on residential development in certain areas.  If, during the 
RHNA update process, a jurisdiction receives a FEMA designation that prohibits near-term 
development, the RHNA methodology may need to be revised. 
 
 
  



APPENDIX B – PART 4 
 

Incentive and Transfer Programs 
 
Local jurisdictions raised concerns about the impacts of the income distribution methodology.  
To recap, this methodology has all jurisdictions trending over 50 years towards the regional 
average in each income category.  The methodology also imposes a 30% cap on the units that 
can be allocated to any one jurisdiction in the low- and very low-income categories.   Local 
government planners raised three issues related to these aspects of the methodology:  
 
"Issue A":  If a 35-year trend line (from 2000-2035) was used, some jurisdictions would have to 
significantly change the composition of their income distributions in a very short time period 
from 2006 to 2013.  The methodology directly addresses this issue by using a 50-year trend line 
(from 2000-2050). 
  
"Issue B":  A 50-year trend line results in those jurisdictions that have been providing a higher 
share of affordable units in the past continuing to do so.  Some jurisdictions perceive that the 
jurisdictions that have provided a relatively lower proportion of affordable units in the past 
would only gradually elevate their share of low and very low-income units.   
  
"Issue C":  Imposing a 30% ceiling (for low and very low income categories) results in the 
reallocation of some units to jurisdictions that do not hit the 30% ceiling.  Because the 
jurisdictions reaching the 30% ceiling cannot accept more units, even if their individual trend 
line is higher than 30%, those units not allocated to jurisdictions reaching the ceiling must be re-
distributed to the other jurisdictions. The combined number of reallocated units as a result of 
Issues B and C is approximately 321.  This represents only 0.3% of the region’s low and very 
low income allocations. 
 
The SACOG Board directed staff to develop two programs to address Issues B and C.  These two 
programs are described below:  
 
1) RHNA Incentive Program:  To address Issues B and C, a dedicated funding program will be 
established.  The program will be modeled after the Housing Incentive Program (HIP) program 
from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) in the Bay Area, which gives 
financial incentives ($3000 per built residential unit) to local jurisdictions to be used for 
transportation projects that support the MTC's transportation program.  Likewise, the SACOG 
program will provide financial incentives to encourage those jurisdictions receiving the 
reallocated units to promote the building of those units in accordance with Blueprint Principles; 
furthermore, the jurisdictions receiving the reallocated units are closer to the urban core, transit 
corridors, and other essential services.  The program will pay direct funding to jurisdictions that 
actually build units that are reallocated as a result of the 30% cap, 4% floor and 50-year 
trendline. Because transportation programs are the likely sources of funding, the incentives could 
only be used for eligible transportation related projects.  The funding program would be capped, 
but dedicated to provide such incentives to these jurisdictions. 
 
The specifics of the program are: 
 



• The program only applies to jurisdictions in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba 
Counties. This is because they are eligible to receive Community Design Program 
funding, the source of funding currently identified for this incentive program.  

 
• SACOG staff will approach Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, the El 

Dorado County Transportation Commission and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency to 
discuss a possible funding partnership regarding any sub-regional inequities. 

 
• Jurisdictions “receiving” additional allocation would be awarded incentives if the 

“overage” units are built within the RHNA cycle. 
 

• Jurisdictions would need to show the number of building permits that fall into this 
category.   The program is front-loaded, meaning the jurisdiction receives the incentives 
for “extra” units first (and not after all affordable units are zoned).   

 
• Jurisdictions requesting their incentives would report to the SACOG Community Design 

Program Manager.  Jurisdictions would need to report how these units would remain 
affordable.  They would report using the same information provided for their Housing 
Element annual reports.   

 
• Jurisdictions would receive a set amount per unit built.  This program would provide 

$2,000 per unit.  The amount of “receiving units” shown later in this section is the 
maximum number of units a jurisdiction may receive incentive credits for during this 
RHNP. 

 
• The funds would come through the SACOG Community Design Program.  Jurisdictions 

receiving the incentives would be credited with federal transportation funding through 
Community Design.  The incentives may not allocated in the same fiscal year that a 
jurisdiction records its credits to SACOG.  Approximately half of the incentive funds will 
be earmarked in the Community Design Program during the 2008-2010 cycle, and the 
remainder will be in later funding cycles as needed.   

 
• Receiving jurisdictions would add the incentive amount to any of its federally eligible 

transportation projects programmed through SACOG.  Jurisdictions would not receive a 
direct check for the incentive amount. 

 
  
2) RHNA Transfer Program:  A second program to address Issues B and C would have 
allowed jurisdictions to transfer a number of units within the low and very low-income 
categories to jurisdictions willing to accept those units.  The participating jurisdictions could 
have determined the terms of the transfer prior to the adoption of the final RHNP.   
 
The following two conditions, as recommended by SACOG staff and the LUHAQ Committee, 
would have restricted such transfers:  
 



a) The jurisdiction transferring the units could not go below the regional average in its 
housing unit allocation for the low and very low-income categories combined, which is 
39.2%; and  

b) The jurisdiction receiving the units could not exceed the total number of higher density 
units in its 2035 MTP allocation.  The Southern California Associations of Governments 
(SCAG) uses a similar system. 

 
SACOG also considered, based on prior statutory language, the following additional conditions 
on such transfers: 

c) A transfer limit of 500 dwelling units; 
d) The jurisdiction must transfer its regional housing needs in the same proportion by 

income group as the jurisdiction has met its regional housing needs in the prior RHNA 
cycle;  

e) The transfer can only be between jurisdictions that are contiguously situated or between a 
receiving jurisdiction that is within 10 miles of the transferring jurisdiction, and if both 
jurisdictions are counties, they must be in the same housing market;  

f) Both jurisdictions must have adopted and be implementing a housing element;  
g) Both jurisdictions must have provided HCD an annual report, as required by section 

65400(b); and 
h) A written agreement between the jurisdictions must be submitted to SACOG.  

 
Although the SACOG Planners Committee, comprised of Planning Directors and senior planning 
staff from local governments in the SACOG region, agreed that a transfer program may be 
helpful in future RHNA cycles, it determined that using the program in this cycle was unrealistic 
given the timeframe.  If, however, two jurisdictions had worked out such a “transfer,” SACOG 
would have worked out the remaining details of this program, consistent with State law. 
 
In the event that a transfer is negotiated after the adoption of the final RHNA, transfers will only 
be permitted that are consistent with State law, which requires that the transfer meet the 
following criteria: 

a) The transfer must occur prior to the June 30, 2008, deadline for the adoption of a housing 
element; 

b) The transfer may only be from a county to a city within that county; 
c) The county’s share of low-income and very low-income housing shall be reduced only in 

proportion to the amount by which the county’s share of moderate- and above moderate-
income housing is reduced; and   

d) The county and city or cities proposing the transfer shall submit an analysis of the factors 
and circumstances, with all supporting data, justifying the revision to SACOG.  SACOG 
shall submit a copy of its decision regarding the reduction to HCD. 

 
Counties and cities that execute such transfers must amend their housing elements and submit 
them to HCD for review. 
 
 
 



Appendix B -- Part 4
ROLLOVER UNITS BASED ON METHODOLOGY

Placerville 1
South Lake Tahoe 0
El Dorado Uninc Tahoe Basin 0
El Dorado Uninc 5
El Dorado County total 6

Auburn 2
Colfax 0
Lincoln 42
Loomis 0
Rocklin 0
Roseville 0
Placer Uninc Tahoe Basin 0
Placer Uninc 0
Placer County total 44

Citrus Heights 0
Elk Grove 0
Folsom 21
Galt 2
Isleton 0
Rancho Cordova 43
Sacramento 50
Sacramento Uninc 68
Sacramento County total 184

Live Oak 3
Yuba City 18
Sutter Uninc 2
Sutter County total 23

Davis 1
West Sacramento 18
Winters 2
Woodland 8
Yolo Uninc 6
Yolo County total 35

Marysville 1
Wheatland 3
Yuba Uninc 25
Yuba County total 29

TOTAL REGION 321

This table shows the number of units that jurisdictions "received"  more housing units as a result of the 30% cap, 4% floor and 50-year time 
horizon in the low and very low income categories.  Any jurisdiction which received units as a result of the 30% cap, 4% floor and 50-year 
trendline is eligible for $2000 per low-income house that is actually built during the RHNA period, not to exceed the total number of units 
received as a result of the cap.  The program only applies to the jurisdictions in Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties. This is 
because they are eligible for Community Design Program funding, the source of funding currently identified for this incentive program.  
However, SACOG staff will discuss with EDCTC, PCTPA and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency the possibility of a funding partnership 
to resolve any sub-regional inequities.

FINAL ROLLOVER UNITS



APPENDIX C 
 

Comment Letters and Responses on Draft Housing Unit Allocations 
 
 
This appendix contains the written comments SACOG received on the draft allocation, as 
well as the responses to comments.  Each of the written comments was submitted to the 
Board for review, along with staff’s proposed responses.  The Board denied the requested 
revisions to the draft allocation of housing units.  This appendix also includes the 
response to comments received from California Rural Legal Services and Legal Services 
of Northern California.  
 
At the time these comments letters were submitted, SACOG’s overall housing unit 
allocation from the California Housing and Community Development Department was 
169,476.  After the Board denied the requests for revisions, Assembly Bill 1259 was 
passed and the Governor signed the bill into law.  As a result of AB 1259, HCD reduced 
SACOG’s regional housing needs determination to 118,652 units.  Following the hearing 
on the requests for revisions, SACOG released updated allocation tables in accordance 
with AB 1259.  No appeals were filed on the revised draft allocation.    
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APPENDIX D 
 

SPHERES OF INFLUENCE ASSUMPTIONS 
 
 
When a city annexes a Sphere of Influence (SOI), the city and county must reach an 
agreement concerning the amount of the county’s regional housing need allocation the 
city will accept as part of the annexation process.  In the past, cities and counties have 
often disagreed on the number of units that should become the city’s responsibility.  
When SACOG began the RHNP process, it began working with cities and counties to 
allocate portions of the regional housing need to SOI areas that were assumed to be 
annexed during the upcoming RHNP cycle, from January 1, 2006, to June 20, 2013, in an 
effort to avoid conflicts on this issue at the time of annexation. 
 
SACOG met with parties around the region to clarify its assumptions regarding which 
jurisdiction would receive assigned units for SOI areas.  In most cases, the parties agreed 
on the number of units to be assigned to the SOI area and which jurisdiction would be 
responsible for the allocation in the event that the annexation does not occur prior to 
2013.    
 
Since the beginning of the RHNP process for 2006-2013, the Legislature passed 
Assembly Bill 1019 (AB 1019), which provides a dispute resolution process in the event 
that a city and county cannot agree on the amount of the county’s regional housing need 
allocation to be transferred to the city in the annexation process.  This Bill contemplates 
that, in the event a city and county cannot agree on the number of units to be transferred, 
the parties will look to the council of governments to establish the number of units based 
on the assumptions made by the council of governments during the RHNP process, as 
well as the facts, data, and methodology presented by the parties at that time.  (Assem. 
Bill No. 1019, Stats. 2007, ch.165 (Blakeslee).)   
 
This appendix documents the assumptions SACOG used in developing the housing needs 
allocations for SOI areas in which the jurisdictions agreed on the number of units to be 
assigned to the SOI area and which jurisdiction would be responsible for the allocation in 
the event that the annexation does not occur prior to 2013.  
 
City of Lincoln Sphere of Influence  
During the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, the city of Lincoln plans to annex and begin urban 
development in its sphere of influence.  No other local government has expressed any 
intention to annex this area. Lincoln’s sphere of influence area has been fully 
incorporated into the methodology for the purpose of determining the City’s share of the 
regional housing need.  The sphere of influence area incorporated into the methodology 
includes the areas identified in the Lincoln General Plan as Villages #1 and #7.  Based 
on information provided by the city of Lincoln, 3,769 housing units have been assigned 
to Lincoln’s sphere of influence area.  In the event that Lincoln does not annex this area 
during the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, Lincoln will remain responsible for the 3,769 
housing units assigned to its sphere of influence area.  
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City of Wheatland Sphere of Influence 
During the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, the city of Wheatland plans to annex and begin 
urban development in its sphere of influence.  No other local government has expressed 
any intention to annex this area. Wheatland’s sphere of influence area has been fully 
incorporated into the methodology for the purpose of determining the City’s share of the 
regional housing need.  Based on information provided by the city of Wheatland, 803 
housing units have been assigned to its sphere of influence area.  In the event that 
Wheatland does not annex this area during the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, the City shall 
remain responsible for the 803 housing units assigned to its sphere of influence area. 
 
City of Yuba City Sphere of Influence 
During the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, the city of Yuba City plans to annex and begin urban 
development in its sphere of influence.  No other local government has expressed any 
intention to annex this area.  Yuba City’s sphere of influence area has been fully 
incorporated into the methodology for the purposes of determining the City’s share of the 
regional housing need.  Based on information provided by the city of Yuba City, 1,588 
housing units have been assigned to its sphere of influence area.  In the event that Yuba 
City does not annex the sphere of influence during the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle, Yuba 
City will remain responsible for the 1,588 housing units assigned to its sphere of 
influence area. 
 
UC Davis/City of Davis Sphere of Influence 
UC Davis owns land currently outside of the city of Davis, but within the Davis SOI 
area.  The university's current plan for the area called West Village, is to develop 
500 housing units, plus additional student housing that would accommodate 3,000 beds.  
This area may, or may not, be annexed before it is constructed.  If it is going to be 
annexed, the City and University would prefer to annex it before construction; if not, the 
city would not annex the area during the 2006-2013 RHNA cycle.  Another 1,600 new 
beds are planned for the area called the "Core Campus," an unincorporated area that is 
not planned for annexation.  
 
Because the University is exempt from the local land use regulations of the city and 
county,  "zoning" in the conventional, municipal sense would not take place in this area, 
although the University, in practical terms, would “zone” this area as it implements its 
Long Range Development Plan (LRDP).   In addition, though some of the housing units 
would be sold to faculty and university employees, the University would retain 
ownership of the land, enabling the University to deed restrict the amount of capital 
gains a buyer could receive if he or she were to sell the property to another party.  This 
deed restriction would continue in perpetuity. 
 
Based on the information provided by the Yolo County and the University, zoning for 
the 985 units assigned to the University area will remain the responsibility of Yolo 
County.  However, in the event that the areas described above are annexed during the 
2006-2013 RHNA cycle, the City of Davis will accept the 985 units during the 
annexation process.   
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2006-2013 Regional Housing Needs Plan 
 

APPENDIX E 
 

Methodology Challenges 
 

 
Government Code section 65584.04 requires each Council of Governments, “to the extent 
that sufficient data is available from local governments or other sources,” to consider 
several factors in the development of its RHNA methodology, including the housing needs 
of farmworkers, the loss of assisted units, and other factors enumerated in Appendix B, part 
3.   
 
SACOG staff requested information from each jurisdiction in the region on these issues, 
examined information available in each jurisdiction’s housing element, and examined 
information available from other sources.  SACOG staff also sent follow-up requests to its 
member jurisdictions for additional information to supplement the data available in their 
housing elements and from other sources.  Based on the information available, SACOG 
staff determined that it could not separately address these issues in the RHNA 
methodology.   
 
In reviewing data available on farmworker housing and loss of assisted units, SACOG 
determined that the data was insufficient and could not be incorporated into the RHNA 
methodology in a consistent and rational manner.  However, although the data available to 
SACOG was insufficient to allow SACOG to develop a consistent and rational method of 
distributing housing need in these categories on a regional basis, data is available to each 
jurisdiction and should be evaluated by each jurisdiction when analyzing its need for such 
housing on a local level.  SACOG’s inability to incorporate these factors into the overall 
RHNA is not intended to suggest that each jurisdiction should not analyze special housing 
needs, including those of the elderly, persons with disabilities, large families, farmworkers, 
families with female heads of households, and families in need of emergency shelter in 
developing their housing elements, as required by Government Code section 65583.   
 
To assist jurisdictions that are currently updating their housing element, SACOG has 
included some regional level data on farmworker housing and recommendations for 
jurisdictions to consider when analyzing farmworker housing needs.  SACOG has also 
included a summary of housing assistance programs, some regional level data on 
multifamily rental properties “at risk” in the region, and some recommendations for 
jurisdictions to consider when planning for the loss of assisted units.   
 
It should be noted that the additional information is available and should be utilized by 
jurisdictions to update their housing elements.  The information provided below is not 
necessarily complete or the most current data available.  When beginning a housing 
element update, each jurisdiction should request a copy of the latest data from HCD and 
utilize local sources of data as well.  
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INFORMATION ON FARMWORKER HOUSING NEEDS 
 
 
AGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT 
 
The following information is excerpted from California’s Deepening Housing Crisis, 
Department of Housing and Community Development, 2007: 
 
Employment in California agriculture increased 22 percent between 1985 and 2000. As of 
September 2000, California farm employment peaked at 486,000.  California’s total farmworker 
population (including family members) is estimated to exceed 900,000. Approximately 60 
percent of farmworkers are accompanied by a spouse, child or parent. The median number of 
children in families of farmworker parents is two.  Farmworkers and their families cope with 
substandard housing conditions fraught with serious health and sanitation problems. To avoid 
harassment, they often live out of sight in undeveloped canyons, fields, squatter camps, and back 
houses.  
 
Privately owned employee housing (licensed by California) has been steadily diminishing. In 
1976, employers owned 1,254 employee housing developments sheltering an estimated 45,000 
farmworkers and household members. In 2000, there were only approximately 1,000 licensed 
employee housing developments with capacity for 23,000 farmworkers and household members.  
 
 
FARMWORKERS IN CALIFORNIA 
 
The following information is excerpted from “Building Blocks for Effective Housing 
Elements, Special Needs – Farmworkers,” Department of Housing and Community 
Development: 
 
Farmworkers and day laborers are an essential component of California’s agriculture 
industry.  Farmers and farmworkers are the keystone of the larger food sector which 
includes the industries that provide farmers with fertilizer and equipment, farms to produce 
crops and livestock, and the industries which process, transport and distribute food to 
consumers.   
 
Farmworker households are often compromised of extended family members or single 
male workers and as a result many farmworker households tend to have difficulties 
securing safe, decent and affordable housing.  Far too often farmworkers are forced to 
occupy substandard homes or live in overcrowded situations.  Additionally, farmworker 
households: 
 

• tend to have high rates of poverty; 
• live disproportionately in housing which is in the poorest condition; 
• have very high rates of overcrowding; 
• have low homeownership rates; and 
• are predominately members of minority groups. 

 
 



Issues with Farmworker Data 
 
The following data is excerpted from Farmworkers in California, California Research 
Bureau, 1998:  
 
There is a serious deficiency of data about the farmworker population. Most importantly, 
this population is generally undercounted by the Census. There are probably many more 
farmworkers in California than official records suggest. Inaccurate data makes it difficult 
to determine the seriousness of housing, health and educational needs and the types of 
services required by this population. It also means that California is not receiving its fair 
share of federal funds for programs (such as the Job Training Partnership Act) which are 
allocated on a population basis.  
 
Estimates of the number of farmworkers vary significantly depending on the source of 
the data, from 470,900 (EDD, August 1997) to 900,000. The 1997 March Current 
Population Survey (CPS) estimated that there were 342,000 farm workers in the state. 
However, this yearly survey may significantly underestimate the number of farmworkers 
since many do not start work until the summer. A number of farmworkers live in unofficial 
dwellings, which are often missed by the Census Bureau, also contributing to an 
undercount. For example, according to the Parlier Health study in Fresno County, about 28 
percent of farmworkers were not counted by the U.S. Census because they lived in 
unofficial dwellings. 
 
The characteristics of many migrant and seasonal farmworkers make it difficult to collect 
data on their situation. They often do not have a fixed address and work intermittently in 
various agricultural and non-agricultural occupations during a single year, with only 
casual employer-employee links. Many live in rural, often remote, areas. Many 
farmworkers have limited English-speaking abilities, relatively low educational levels, 
and are unfamiliar with or distrustful of government agencies and agents, such as Census 
enumerators. 

 
This table was excerpted from Lessons Learned for Locating and Counting Migrant and Seasonal Farm 
Workers, U.S. General Accounting Office, July 2003. 
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ADDRESSING FARMWORKER HOUSING NEEDS 
 
In developing a housing element, each jurisdiction is required to analyze special housing 
needs, including farmworker housing.  (Gov. Code, § 65583.)  As explained above, in light 
of the known difficulties in identifying farmworkers, it is important that jurisdictions 
develop sufficient local outreach programs to identify farmworkers in their area and 
analyze the need for farmworker housing. 

 
Identifying farmworkers 
 
To identify farmworkers, jurisdictions should use multiple sources to determine the need 
for these hard to quantify groups.  In addition to census data and information available 
through HCD, HUD, USDA, the Employment Development Department, the Department 
of Finance, school districts, building departments, and other governmental sources, local 
jurisdictions should diligently seek public participation of all economic segments of the 
community by reaching out to religious organizations, housing authorities,  housing 
providers, builders and realtors, farmworker organizations, area agencies on aging, social 
service providers, emergency shelters, independent living centers, fair housing groups, 
advocacy groups, legal services, and the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  In 
light of recognized language barriers to public participation, local governments also should 
distribute public participation and housing element information in languages other than 
English. 

 
Local jurisdictions also should consider partnering with the agricultural community to 
ensure that zoning and development sites allow for a variety of housing types to meet the 
needs of permanent and migrant farmworkers.  Private, federal, and state funding 
opportunities may enable local jurisdictions to increase housing opportunities for special 
needs groups, as well as to utilize redevelopment funds expeditiously, engage in outreach, 
support local and regional housing sponsors and developers, promote density bonuses, 
prioritize funding for supportive housing, establish a local housing trust, and/or increase 
redevelopment housing set-asides above twenty percent to assist in developing housing for 
low- and very–low income groups.  

 
Analyzing the Need for Farmworkers 
 
The following information is excerpted from Building Blocks for Effective Housing 
Elements, Special Needs – Farmworkers, Department of Housing and Community 
Development:   
 
The analysis of the special needs groups helps a locality identify groups with the most 
serious housing needs in order to develop and prioritize responsive programs.  A thorough 
analysis includes the following: 

 

• A quantification of the total number of persons and households in the special housing 
needs group, including tenure where possible. 
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• A quantification and qualitative description of the need, including a description of the 
potential housing problems faced by the specials housing groups and analysis of 
unmet needs.  

• Identification of potential program or policy options and resources to address the 
need. 

 
In addition to the requisite analysis above, a thorough analysis of the special housing needs 
for farmworkers should include the following: 

 
• An estimate of the number of permanent and seasonal farmworkers within the 

community.  
• A description of different housing types (e.g., single-family, multifamily, group 

quarters) appropriate to accommodate the housing needs of permanent and seasonal 
farmworkers. 

• A description of local development standards and processing requirements, including 
any special conditions of approval imposed on farmworker housing. 

• Demonstration that zoning is consistent with Health and Safety Code Section 17021.6 
which precludes a local government from requiring a conditional use permit, zoning 
variance, and or other zoning clearance for certain agricultural employee housing. 

• Identification of zones with appropriate development standards and permit process 
procedures to encourage and facilitate the development of housing affordable to 
farmworkers (individuals and families).  

• Where there is insufficient capacity to accommodate the identified need for 
farmworker housing, the element must include a program to provide sufficient sites 
with zoning that permits farmworker housing by right. 

• A description of the local government’s role in working cooperatively with local 
growers, ag-related businesses such as packing and distribution facilities, the farm 
bureau, and advocates for farmworkers such as the California Rural Legal Assistance 
(CRLA) for the purposes of determining available resources and shortfalls. 

• As necessary, the element should include a program that commits the local 
government to collaborating with agricultural employers in identifying sites and 
pursuing funding sources available through HCD and the USDA’s Rural 
Development programs.  
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INFORMATION ON ASSISTED UNITS AT RISK OF CONVERSION 

 
 
Below is a summary of housing assistance programs, some regional level data on 
multifamily rental properties “at risk” in the region, and some recommendations for 
jurisdictions to consider when planning for the loss of assisted units.  As stated above, 
additional information is available and should be utilized by jurisdictions to update their 
housing element.  The information provided below is not necessarily complete or the most 
current data available.  When beginning a housing element update, each jurisdiction should 
request a copy of the latest data from HCD and utilize local sources of data as well.  
 
 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT RISK OF CONVERSION 
 
The following information is excerpted from California’s Deepening Housing Crisis, 
Department of Housing and Community Development, 2007: 

 
The shortage of subsidized housing and the potential loss of affordability restrictions on a 
substantial portion of the government-assisted rental housing stock estimated to house more than 
375,000 persons is one of California’s foremost housing problems.  During the 1990’s, 
thousands of federally-assisted, privately-owned rental housing developments have terminated 
affordability restrictions.  Since 1996, California has lost more than 29,000 affordable units due 
to owners electing to opt-out of subsidy contracts and prepay loans.  The risk of owners 
converting units with subsidized rents to market-rate units is greatest in the State’s highest cost 
rental markets and is both immediate and expected to continue beyond 2010.  In California, the 
number of federally-assisted units approximates 150,000.  California’s experience with market-
rate conversion of the older, assisted stock suggests that unless new incentives are created to 
retain Section 8 assistance, 15 to 20 percent of owners of Section 8 inventory are likely to opt-
out and terminate their relationship with HUD. Due to tight rental markets in many parts of 
California, the State has had a level of prepayment and conversion among older, assisted HUD 
properties that is triple the amount of any other State.  
 
FEDERAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
 
The following information is excerpted from Building Blocks for Effective Housing 
Elements, Housing Needs – Identification and Analysis of Developments At-Risk of 
Conversion, Department of Housing and Community Development: 
 
Federal housing programs are primarily administered by the US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD). Major federal housing programs include: 
 
• The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program, which provides block 
grants to local entities to fund neighborhood redevelopment, economic development, and 
community services; 
 
• The Federal Housing Administration (FHA) Multifamily and Single-Family 
Programs, which provide mortgage insurance to enhance the credit of homebuyers and 
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help them qualify for mortgages, as well as to assist privately developed multifamily 
properties; 
 
• The HOME Investment Partnerships Program, which provides block grants to local 
entities to expand the supply of affordable housing; 
 
• Homeless Assistance Grants, which provide funds for emergency shelters, supportive 
housing, rehabilitation of single-room occupancy developments, and the Shelter Plus Care 
Program; 
 
• The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit, which provides a 10-year tax credit as an 
incentive to private developers to acquire, build, or rehabilitate low-income rental housing 
(these credits are often sold to raise capital for housing development); 
 
• The Section 8 Certificate and Voucher Program, which provides vouchers to property 
owners to subsidize qualified tenants’ rent (tenants pay 30 percent of their income toward 
rent; the voucher makes up any difference between that amount and the actual rent); and 
 
• VA (Department of Veterans Affairs) Loan Guarantees, which provide incentives to 
private lenders to make mortgages to veterans by guaranteeing payment on a portion of the 
loan in case of default. 
 
 
Additional detail on the federal programs listed above is provided in the following excerpt 
from the Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing Database and Risk Assessment, 
California Housing Partnership Corporation, 2006:  

 
Project-Based Section 8:  Section 8 is a rent subsidy program in which tenants pay no more 
than 30% of their income for rent with HUD paying the difference up to the contract rent 
amount.  All Section 8 properties listed in the database are project-based, which means the 
subsidy is attached to the specific project, rather than tenant vouchers, which move with the 
individual tenant.  Many of the HUD assisted mortgage programs (Section 236, Section 
221(d)(3), Section 202, Section 811) and USDA Section 515 program have project-based 
Section 8 in addition to the assisted mortgage.  Other projects have project-based Section 8 
with financing that does not carry low-income restrictions (whether or not they are HUD 
insured).  Project-based Section 8 contracts have terms of up to 20 years, except for those 
financed by the California Housing Finance Agency, which have terms of 30 years.  
Project-based Section 8 contracts began expiring in 1997 but can generally be renewed for 
one to five years, subject to annual appropriations by Congress, and for 20 years by 
nonprofit controlled entities able to demonstrate substantial public benefit. 
 
Section 221(d)(3): This program, started in 1961, provides HUD mortgage insurance with a 
Below Market Interest Rate (BMIR) of 3%.  Loans were for 40 years and could be prepaid 
in 20 years.  Most of these loans were restructured under the Title II and Title VI 
preservation programs in the early 1990’s. 
 
Section 236: This mortgage insurance program began in 1968, providing 40-year loans that 
originated at market interest rate, which was typically 7%.  These loans could be prepaid in 
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20 years.  HUD provides a monthly Interest Reduction Payment (IRP) subsidy to reduce 
the effective mortgage interest rate paid by the owner to 1%. 
 
Section 515: USDA Rural Development (RD) administered direct mortgage program, 
which began in 1949, provides loans for rental housing in rural communities.  Loans have 
terms of up to 50 years with an interest rate of 1%.  Many of the projects have either 
Section 8 or Section 521 Rental Assistance attached to some or all of the apartments.  The 
right to prepay a 515 mortgage depends on the date of the initial subsidy.  Projects with an 
initial subsidy prior to 1980 were considered unrestricted and therefore eligible for 
prepayment at any time.  Projects with an initial subsidy between 1980 and 1989 were 
subject to 20-year Restrictive Use Provisions (RUPs).  Projects with an initial subsidy from 
1990 to present are prohibited from prepaying the mortgage.  By 2010, over 70% of 
California’s 515 portfolio – an estimated 280 projects – will be eligible to prepay, although 
there are some limitations on the ability of owners to prepay and to sell the properties. 
 
Section 521 Rental Assistance: This is RD’s equivalent of project-based Section 8 
contracts.  Tenants pay up to 30% of their income for rent with USDA paying the 
difference up to the contract rent amount.  Most contracts are for five-year terms and are 
subject to regular renewals for the duration of the Section 515 mortgage. 
 
 
CALIFORNIA ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
 
The following information is excerpted from Budget Backgrounder: Making Dollars Make 
Sense, California Budget Project, 2005: 
 
California offers more than three dozen programs designed to help families achieve 
homeownership, increase the state’s housing supply, and ensure that individuals with 
special needs have a roof over their heads. More than two-thirds of these programs are 
administered by the state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and 
the California Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA). The remainder are administered by 
other agencies, such as the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee and the 
Department of Veterans Affairs.  

 
In November 2002, California voters approved Proposition 46, the Housing and Emergency 
Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2002. This measure authorized a $2.1 billion General Obligation 
bond for state housing programs. Of this amount, most was allotted to programs 
administered by the HCD, while the remainder ($334.5 million) was allotted to programs 
administered by the Cal HFA (Table 1). According to the HCD, the funds awarded through 
December 31, 2004, will create over 58,000 housing units or shelter beds. At the current 
rate, all Proposition 46 funds administered by the HCD will be awarded by July 2007. 
 



 
 
The following tables were also provided in the Budget Backgrounder and provide a summary 
of California’s programs preserving affordable housing:  
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR JURISDICTIONS PLANNING FOR 

LOSS OF ASSISTED HOUSING UNITS 
 

Short-Term 
 
Recommendation #1: All municipalities and non-profit organizations in the SACOG 
region should file the Request and Confirmation of Eligibility form with HCD and 
should request a copy of the properties that have filed to opt out of their federal 
contracts from the Department of Housing and Community Development or California 
Housing Partnership Corporation. 
 
The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) compiles, 
maintains, and updates its list of entities that are interested in purchasing projects from 
owners that have filed to opt out. In order for an entity to be included on this list, it must 
fill out a form titled request and Confirmation of Eligibility. This form can be obtained by 
contacting HCD or can be downloaded directly from the HCD website at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/tech/presrv/hpd98-00a2.pdf. In addition to filing this 
paperwork, entities interested in preservation should contact the California Housing 
Partnership Corporation to obtain a complete list of those properties that have filed to 
prepay and opt out. 
 
Recommendation #2: ALL municipalities and non-profit organizations in the SACOG 
region should be aware and utilize the special resources available for preservation 
efforts as required in housing element law. 
 
There are a variety of sources available for preservation efforts. These sources include 
CDBG funds, redevelopment agency funds, HOME funds, local housing authority funds 
and various financing sources offered from the CHFA, funds allocated from the State of 
California’s general fund, as well as different bond financing alternatives. It is imperative 
that all entities interested in preservation not only be aware of the resources but also 
know how to access them. 
 
Recommendation #3: Action should be taken to enforce existing laws aimed at 
stemming the loss of federally-assisted units. 
 
Existing local, state, and federal laws that balance local affordable housing preservation 
needs with private owner options should be enforced. Such laws include those regarding 
parking requirements and tenant notification requirements.  Additional information on 
California preservation and notice requirements is available on the HCD website at: 
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/tech/presrv/technical_bulletin.doc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/tech/presrv/technical_bulletin.doc
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Long-Term 
 
Recommendation #1: Municipalities in Sacramento County are highly encouraged to 
create preservation task forces to address the potential loss of at-risk units in the 
region. 
 
It is highly recommended that municipalities within the county create preservation task 
forces. Such task forces would be comprised of municipal housing planners, non-profit 
developers, and for profit developers and would be responsible for developing a plan to 
stem the loss of affordable housing units. Such a plan would include identifying finance 
and policy measures that could be utilized to preserve expiring affordable housing. 
 
Recommendation #2: All other municipalities are encouraged to create preservation 
task forces. 
 
Although the largest number of at-risk units are located in Sacramento County, many 
other communities in the region may face preservation problems. Accordingly, each 
community should determine for itself whether or not it should establish a preservation 
task force. 
 
Recommendation #3: Each SACOG jurisdiction should consider the establishment of 
a dedicated financing source for housing with a set aside for preservation. 
 
In order to preserve at-risk units, municipalities and developers need financing to 
facilitate their efforts. A number of cities throughout the United States have established 
housing trust funds for the specific purpose of maintenance and development of 
affordable housing units. To the extent that similar trust funds can be established in other 
cities within the SACOG Region, some portion of funding should be set aside for 
preservation efforts. In addition to trust funds, many municipalities required exactions or 
have inclusionary housing requirements particularly in redevelopment areas for the 
purpose of affordable housing development. This strategy could also be used as a funding 
source for preservation efforts. 
 
Recommendation #4: Jurisdictions within the SACOG region should advocate for 
increasing the allocation of housing resources at the state and federal levels. 
 
A number of funding sources have been designated for preservation efforts. 
Unfortunately, the resources that exist are insufficient to address the magnitude of this 
problem. Accordingly, the SACOG region needs to advocate for increasing the total 
amount of housing resources allocated at both the state and federal levels to ensure that 
the region receives its fair share of available and future resources. To specifically 
address the preservation issue, a portion of any such resources should then be set aside 
for preservation efforts. 
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FEDERALLY-ASSISTED MULTIFAMILY  
RENTAL PROPERTIES AT-RISK 

 
The following tables on pages E-16 through E-23 were provided by the California 
Housing Partnership Corporation, and contain information on federally-assisted 
multifamily rental properties at risk. The table on pages E-24 through E-27 includes data 
from the HCD and the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  As stated above, 
additional information is available and should be utilized by jurisdictions to update their 
housing element.  The information provided below is not necessarily complete or the 
most current data available.  When beginning a housing element update, each jurisdiction 
should request a copy of the latest data from HCD, utilizing local sources of data as well. 

 



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts City of Cloverdale

City of Cloverdale
State of California County Label For Layouts

State Summary

1,013 66,338

653 43,191
24,321

297 29,086

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

83 6,154
650 65,337

64,227

74 3,057

32 1,567

8,963202

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

118,5031,895
733 71,491

308 13,587

2,293 150,379Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 39 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

1,088
2,274
2,642
1,762
1,438

10,958

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

2,874
4,716
2,726
4,683
3,195

22,066

1,4681996

1,213

359

50320021,8262002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of Yuba

50220032772003

16,529268Lost To Conversion

211996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of Yuba

County Of Yuba

County Of Yuba

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

484210

118,503

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

5,432
6,341

12,946
5,822

1,701
0

16,232

2,164

2009

39,7661997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

28,099

2013

19
35
43
34
35

206

12
12

1

10
244520052005 91

35
59
28
37
31

228

19

13
2
3
1

11,078gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 150,3792,293

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  November 2 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express written
consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of El Dorado

City of Cameron Park

City of Cameron Park
State of California County Label For Layouts

El Dorado County

9 456

3 122
67

3 208

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

2 100
2 168

165

3 105

1 48

1594

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

3576
4 268

8 312

15 745Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 0 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0
0

0

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0
0

100

1001996

3

1

0200202002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of  El Dorado

0200302003

1002Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of  El Dorado

County Of  El Dorado

County Of  El Dorado

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

00

357

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

0
47

0
54

0
0

67

0

2009

01997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

189

2013

0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0

0

0
0020052005 0

0
0
0
0
0

2

2

0
0
0
0

0gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 74515

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  February  14, 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
written consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net.



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of Placer

City of Auburn

City of Auburn
State of California County Label For Layouts

Placer County

12 667

2 112
179

1 32

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

2 112
3 154

475

2 120

1 49

2324

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

63512
5 266

7 401

20 1,142Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 0 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0

30
0

30

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

64
48

0
72

0

184

01996

8

3

0200202002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of Placer

0200302003

1843Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of PLACER

County Of Placer

County Of Placer

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

00

635

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

0
0

167
62

0
0

179

0

2009

791997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

148

2013

0
0
0
1
0

1

0
0

0

0
0020052005 0

1
1
0
1
0

3

0

0
0
0
0

30gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 1,14220

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  February  14, 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
written consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net.



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of SACRAMENTO

City of CARMICHAEL

City of CARMICHAEL
State of California County Label For Layouts

Sacramento County

51 3,167

19 1,635
707

30 2,292

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

8 804
47 3,480

3,029

0 0

0 0

00

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

6,381111
55 4,284

0 0

124 7,472Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 5 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

172
426
369

87
186

1,329

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

276
577

0
218
700

2,011

641996

64

13

19200202002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of Sacramento

02003202003

1,96341Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of SACRAMENTO

County Of Sacramento

County Of Sacramento

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

70156

6,381

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

74
434

65
137

0
0

704

60

2009

3,3151997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

1,592

2013

2
4
8
7

12

37

2
0

0

2
0020052005 0

2
8
0
3
8

25

1

0
1
2
0

1,329gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 7,472124

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  February  14, 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
written consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net.



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of Sutter

City of Live Oak

City of Live Oak
State of California County Label For Layouts

Sutter County

4 185

0 0
0

0 0

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

0 0
0 0

133

1 44

1 32

00

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

1654
0 0

2 76

7 209Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 2 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0

24

24

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0
0

0

01996

3

0

0200202002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of Sutter

0200302003

243Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of SUTTER

County Of Sutter

County Of Sutter

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

00

165

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

109
0
0
0

0
0

0

0

2009

561997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

0

2013

0
0
0
0
1

1

0
0

0

0
0020052005 0

0
0
0
0
0

0

0

0
0
0
0

24gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 2097

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  February  14, 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
written consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net.



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible FHA Insured Mortgages and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of YOLO

City of BRODERICK-BRYTE

City of BRODERICK-BRYTE
State of California County Label For Layouts

Yolo County

9 593

3 218
292

5 483

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

0 0
6 531

617

0 0

0 0

832

Inventory No. Projects No. Units

Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages w/ Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

95222
6 531

2 83

24 1,231Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 0 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0

39
52

91

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0

48

156

01996

16

5

020021082002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

State of California

County Of Yolo

0200302003

1287Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of YOLO

County Of Yolo

County Of Yolo

20042004

Bay Area Counties: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo

00

952

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

0
0
0
0

97
0

239

0

2009

3541997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

262

2013

0
0
0
3
4

7

0
0

0

0
0020052005 0

0
0
0
0
1

2

0

1
0
0
0

91gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, i.e.. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 1,23124

Section 515 properties in the State of California

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Preared:  February  14, 2006

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
written consent of the Executive Director of the California Housing Partnership Corporation.  If you have any questions about this policy, please contact Elyse Perry at CHPC at 415-433-6804 x13 or via email at eperry@chpc.net.



Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
Summary of Prepayment Eligible and Expiring Section 8 Contracts

County of Yuba
City of Linda

State of California
County Label For Layouts

6 387

1 100
153

1 120

Risk Assessment

At Risk
Lower Risk

Low Risk

 Preserved

No. Projects No. Units

1 76
1 120

321

3 148

0 0

511

Inventory No. Projects No. Units
Section 8 only
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages+ Sec. 8
Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages - No Sec. 8

Sec. 515 Mortgages & Sec. 8
Sec. 515 Mortgages & Rental Assistance
Sec. 515 - No Rental Subsidy

4395
2 196

4 199

10 716Total Federally Assisted 

Total Section 8
Total Sec. 236/221(d)(3) Mortgages
Total Sec. 515 Mortgages

Risk assessment numbers do not total as some units are in
multiple categories.

All Section 236 and 221 (d)(3) mortgages were
eligible for prepayment beginning in 1996.

Type Unknown 0 Unknown

Section 8 Opt-Outs by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0
0
0
0

0

Mortgages Prepaid by Year

1997
1998
1999
2000
2001

0
0

76
0
0

76

01996

4

2

0200202002

Total
Total

* Original contract expiration date.  Once expired, contracts
are dependent on annual renewals by Congress.

Section 8 units first began to expire in 1997.

City of Oliverhurst
State of California

County Of Yuba

0200302003

761Lost To Conversion

01996
0

Preservation Acquisition

0

County of Yuba

County Of Yuba

County Of Yuba

20042004

Northern California

00

439

Section 8 Expirations by Year 

2005
2006
2007
2008

2010
2011

2014-later

68
0
0
0

0
0

153

0

2009

01997-2004

Total Units

0

2012

218

2013

0
0
0
0
0

0

0
0

0

0
0020052005 0

0
0
1
0
0

1

0

0
0
0
0

0gtOptedOutUnits

Preserved

At Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate within 5 years.
Lower Risk indicates that a property may convert to market rate in 5 - 10 years.
Low Risk indicates that a property cannot convvert to market rate for at least 10 years.

* Non profit ownership of a property reduces its risk level, ie. a property owned
  by a non profit enitity will be classified as Lower Risk if it may convert within 5 years.

Total 71610

Note:       Risk assessment is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD data.  Assessments are intended to help target
preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable predictor of a project’s likelihood of market-rate conversion.

   Prepared by:            California Housing Partnership Corporation
   Revised:  July 2005

Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Agriculture, California Housing Partnership Corporation

The information contained herein is intended only the use of the individual or entity named as the recipient.  You are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this information is prohibited without the express
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Project Name County Juris Program Type
Primary 

Financing Is Insured Owner Type Property Category Section 8 Assisted Units Total Units Expiration Date
CHPC At-Risk 
Assessment

Diamond Sunrise Phase II El Dorado Diamond Springs PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 15 15 16 12/31/2007

4015 Panther Ln
Deer View Park Apts El Dorado Placerville 515/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 47 47 48 3/31/2008 At Risk

2880 Schnell School Rd
Eskaton Lincoln Manor El Dorado Placerville 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 54 54 55 5/31/2010

6600 Mother Lode Dr
President Abraham Lincoln Manor II El Dorado Placerville PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 45 45 45 3/31/2008

6600 Mother Lode Dr
Sunrise Gardens El Dorado Placerville HFDA/8 NC N Limited Dividend Subsidized, No HUD Financing 67 67 67 9/5/2008

1400 Woodman Cir
Bijou Woods El Dorado South Lake Tahoe Preservation N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 69 69 92 3/31/2008

3421 Spruce Ave 
Sierra Gardens Apts. El Dorado South Lake Tahoe Preservation Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 76 76 76 2/29/2008

1801 Lake Tahoe Blvd
Tahoe Senior Plaza El Dorado South Lake Tahoe PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 44 44 44 1/31/2008

1109 3rd Street

Project Name County Juris Program Type
Primary 

Financing Is Insured Owner Type Property Category Section 8 Assisted Units Total Units Expiration Date
CHPC Risk 
Assessment

Auburn Palms Placer Auburn LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 50 50 50 5/31/2008 At Risk
701 Auburn Ravine Rd
Auburn Ravine Terrace Placer Auburn Sec 8 NC Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 50 50 129 12/31/2007
750 Auburn Ravine Rd
Auburn Villa Placer Auburn Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 50 50 50 8/30/2008 At Risk
628 Mikkelsen Dr
Valley Oaks Placer Auburn PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 59 59 60 8/31/2014
600 Auburn Ravine Rd
Canyon View Apts Placer Colfax 515/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 67 67 67 5/31/2008 At Risk
205 Canyon View Rd
Golden Village Placer Lincoln 515/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 49 49 49 11/30/2008 At Risk
1650 First St
College Manor Apts Placer Rocklin LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 32 32 32 5/31/2008
4205 Racetrack Rd
Lynroc  Apts Placer Rocklin 515/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 67 67 67 9/30/2008 At Risk
6105 Sunset Blvd
Quarry Oaks Placer Rocklin PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 42 42 43 10/31/2015
3950 Evelyn Ave
Rolling Oaks Apts Placer Rocklin PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 78 78 79 12/31/2016
5725 Shannon Bay Dr
Manzanita Place Placer Roseville 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 62 62 63 11/6/2010
1019 Madden Ln

Federally Assisted Multifamily Housing
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

El Dorado County
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Project Name County Juris Program Type
Primary 

Financing Is Insured Owner Type Property Category Section 8 Assisted Units Total Units Expiration Date
CHPC Risk 
Assessment

Fairwood Sacramento Carmichael HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 86 86 86 6/18/2011 At Risk
8893 Fair Oaks Blvd
Kenneth Park Sacramento Carmichael LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 71 71 97 12/31/2007 At Risk
5945 Kenneth Ave
Sierra Sunrise Sacramento Carmichael LMSA N Limited Dividend Subsidized - Previously Insured 114 114 114 12/31/2007
4525 Manzanita Ave
Sutter Place Sacramento Carmichael HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 46 46 47 6/25/2010 At Risk
5801 Sutter Ave
The Groves at Manzanita Sacramento Carmichael LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 47 47 89 12/31/2007 At Risk
5701 Manzanita Ave
Pres John Adams Mnr III Sacramento Citrus Heights 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 27 27 50 6/30/2008
8005 Alta Vista Ln
Fairway Village Sacramento Fair Oaks HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 44 44 44 6/9/2010 At Risk
4922 Vir Mar St
Summit at Fair Oaks Sacramento Fair Oaks LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 70 70 70 12/31/2007 At Risk
4440 San Juan Ave
Folsom Gardens Sacramento Folsom LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 48 48 48 5/31/2008
613 Stafford St
Folsom Gardens Phase II Sacramento Folsom LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 48 48 48 5/31/2008
713 Stafford St
Empire Village Sacramento Galt Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 54 54 54 7/31/2008
245 Palin Ave
Palm Gardens Sacramento Galt Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 32 32 32 4/30/2008
701 A Street
Coloma Woods Sacramento Rancho Cordova Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 28 28 29 6/30/2008 At Risk
2300 Heather Glen Ln
La Loma Sacramento Rancho Cordova HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 34 34 34 5/21/2010 At Risk
2088 W La Loma Dr
Mills Tower Apts Sacramento Rancho Cordova Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 9 9 40 10/31/2007 At Risk
10499 Mills Tower Dr
Sunrise Meadows Sacramento Rancho Cordova LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 44 44 95 12/31/2007
11020 Coloma Rd
1215 D Street Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 24 24 24 2/29/2008
1215 D Street
2301 C Street Sacramento Sacramento Preservation N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 16 16 16 4/30/2008
2301 C Street
2410 C Street Apts Sacramento Sacramento Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 16 16 16 4/30/2008
2410 C Street 
2517 C Street Apts Sacramento Sacramento Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 16 16 16 4/30/2008
2517 C Street
Albert Einstein Residence Center Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 78 78 78 11/12/2008
1935 Wright St
Alcoa Boise Cascade Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Other Subsidized - Previously Insured 52 52 52 12/31/2007
701 Fairgrounds Dr
Broadway Seniors Center Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 119 119 120 8/31/2008 At Risk
2500-14 Broadway
Camelot North Sacramento Sacramento Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 20 20 20 4/30/2008 At Risk
1222 E Street
Camelot South Sacramento Sacramento Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 20 20 20 4/30/2008 At Risk
1222 E Street
Cardosa Village Sacramento Sacramento PRAC/811 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 20 20 21 5/31/2017
5710 66th Ave
Casa de Angelo Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 100 100 100 9/30/2010 At Risk
3151 Notre Dame Dr
Cascade Apts Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 SR N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 73 73 74 12/31/2016
7600 Fruitridge Rd
Countrywood Village East Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Limited Dividend Subsidized - Previously Insured 34 34 168 12/31/2007 At Risk
5500 Mack Rd
Diakonia Housing Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 48 48 48 3/1/2008
5581 Mendocino Blvd
Dillon Christiana Western Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Other Subsidized - Previously Insured 140 140 140 12/31/2007
761 Fairgrounds Dr
Eastern Gardens Coop. Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 40 40 112 12/31/2008
3045 Eastern Ave
Eskaton Jefferson Manor Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 104 104 104 12/31/2010
5959 66th Ave
Eskaton Natomas Manor Sacramento Sacramento PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 59 59 59 10/31/2008
2400 Northview Dr
Florin Gardens Apts Coop Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 55 55 72 9/30/2008 Lower Risk
6951 24th Street
Florin Gardens Coop East #1 Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 83 83 112 12/31/2007 Lower Risk
2471 57th Ave

Sacramento County
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Florin Gardens Coop East Phase II Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 52 52 52 11/30/2008
2536 Wah Ave
Florin Meadows I Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 120 120 120 5/31/2008
7301 29th St
Florin Meadows II Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 124 124 124 5/31/2008
7301 29th St
Foothill Plaza Apts I Sacramento Sacramento Preservation Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 97 97 100 11/30/2010
5324 Hemlock St
Forrest Palms Seniors Center Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 39 39 40 8/31/2008 At Risk
1825 El Monte Ave
Gloria Drive Apts Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 32 32 32 1/31/2008 At Risk
7201-4 Gloria Dr
Grand Ave Villa Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 18 18 18 6/30/2008 At Risk
3740 May St
Greenfair Towers II Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Other Subsidized - Previously Insured 194 194 194 12/31/2010
702 Fairgrounds Dr
Hellenic Seniors Center Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 70 70 70 6/30/2008
7847 Rush River Dr
Larchmont Valley Hi Sacramento Sacramento HFDA/8 NC N Non-Profit Subsidized, No HUD Financing 10 10 10 6/20/2009
5280 Meadow Park Way
Leisure Manor Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 100 100 100 9/30/2008 At Risk
2901 El Camino Ave
Mulberry Gardens Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 98 98 126 11/30/2007
655 Howe Ave
Normandy Arms Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 20 20 20 7/31/2008 At Risk
1327 E Street
Northland Village Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 44 44 44 9/30/2008 At Risk
370 Morrison Ave
Northland Village Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 SR N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 100 100 100 1/31/2008 At Risk
3730 Modell Way
Oak Park Sacramento Sacramento HFDA/8 NC N Non-Profit Subsidized, No HUD Financing 24 24 24 5/24/2009
4021 Broadway
Park Florin Sacramento Sacramento HFDA/8 NC N Limited Dividend Subsidized, No HUD Financing 72 72 72 4/7/2010 At Risk
6195 66th Ave
Park Place Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 143 143 148 9/30/2008 At Risk
1230 N Street
Parkview Sacramento Sacramento HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 97 97 97 8/27/2010 At Risk
7252 Munson Way
Pioneer Towers Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 100 100 198 2/29/2008 Lower Risk
515 P Street
Ridgewood Sacramento Sacramento HFDA/8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized, No HUD Financing 41 41 41 6/17/2010 At Risk
5412 47th Ave
River City Residences Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 SR 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 15 15 15 10/31/2007
1816 O Street
Rosswood Manor Sacramento Sacramento Preservation N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 96 96 97 3/31/2008
9400 N Kiefer Blvd
Russell Manor Sacramento Sacramento PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 65 65 66 12/31/2007
8200 Brucevile Rd
Sac PHA 8 Scattered Lots Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 SR N Non-Profit Subsidized, No HUD Financing 8 8 8 8/25/2012
7546 Skelton Way
Sherwood Court Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Non-Profit Subsidized - Previously Insured 14 14 14 5/31/2008
1218 D Street
Shiloh Arms Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 106 106 106 9/30/2011 At Risk
4009 23rd Ave
Sky Parkway Terrace Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 58 58 59 9/30/2008
5414 Sky Pkwy
Southcrest Apts Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 30 30 30 9/30/2008 At Risk
7390 24th St
St Francis Manor Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 126 126 128 10/31/2008
2515 J Street
Summerfield Plaza Sacramento Sacramento 202/8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 40 40 40 11/30/2007
2624 Traction Ave
Tamaron Ranch Sacramento Sacramento Sec 8 NC N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 26 26 128 12/18/2008 At Risk
2055 W El Camino Ave
The Greenbriar Sacramento Sacramento Preservation N Other Subsidized - Previously Insured 137 137 138 4/30/2008
2844 Wright St
Victoria Apts Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 10 10 10 5/31/2008 At Risk
1307 F Street
Washington Square III Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Non-Profit Subsidized - Previously Insured 40 40 40 5/31/2008
410 10th Street
Whispering Pines Apartments Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Limited Dividend Subsidized - Previously Insured 96 96 96 7/31/2008
1454 Meadowview Rd
Willow Tree Apartments Sacramento Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 108 108 108 5/31/2008
4300 Norwood
Wong Center Sacramento Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 187 187 187 12/31/2007 Lower Risk
331 J Street

Sacramento County (cont.)
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Butte View Estates Sutter Live Oak 515/8 NC N Non-Profit Subsidized, No HUD Financing 32 32 32 12/31/2007
9400 Larkin Rd
Live Oak Apartments Sutter Yuba City LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 35 35 88 11/30/2007 At Risk
645 Queens Ave
Sutter Village Sutter Yuba City Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 74 74 74 7/7/2008 At Risk
1200 Gray Ave

Project Name County Juris Program Type
Primary 

Financing Is Insured Owner Type Property Category Section 8 Assisted Units Total Units Expiration Date
CHPC Risk 
Assessment

Anderson Place II Yolo Davis Preservation Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 88 88 112 9/30/2008 At Risk
1850 Hanover Dr
Anderson Place  I Yolo Davis Preservation Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 96 96 128 9/30/2008 At Risk
1850 Hanover Dr
Becerra Plaza Yolo Davis PRAC/811 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 20 20 20 4/30/2008
326 Becerra Way
Davis Summer House Yolo Davis PRAC/811 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 12 12 15 7/1/2013
2525 E 8th Street
Davisville Apts. Yolo Davis Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 70 70 70 9/30/2008 At Risk
1221 Kennedy Pl
El Macero Village Apts Yolo Davis Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 21 21 104 7/31/2007 At Risk
4735 Cowell Blvd
Pinecrest Apartments Yolo Davis Preservation N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 38 38 40 5/31/2008
920 Cranbrook Ct
Shasta Point Retirement Community Yolo Davis PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 67 67 68 5/31/2008
1501 Shasta Dr
Suntree Apts Yolo Davis HFDA/8 NC N Subsidized, No HUD Financing 59 59 95 12/19/2009 At Risk
2033 F Street
Bryte Gardens Apts Yolo West Sacramento LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 11 11 108 6/30/2008
815 Bryte Ave
East Yolo Manor Yolo West Sacramento LMSA Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 66 66 66 8/31/2008 At Risk
500 6th Street
Eskaton Wilson Manor Yolo West Sacramento 202/8 NC 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 53 53 54 11/15/2012
2140 Evergreen Ave
Margaret McDowell Manor Yolo West Sacramento PRAC/202 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 72 72 72 7/31/2019
1525 Merkley Ave
Cherry Glen Yolo Woodland HFDA/8 NC N Limited Dividend Subsidized, No HUD Financing 44 44 44 11/28/2012 At Risk
762 W Lincoln Ave
Crosswood Apartments Yolo Woodland Preservation Insured Y Limited Dividend Insured-Subsidized 44 44 48 9/30/2007 At Risk
645 2nd Street
New Dimensions Yolo Woodland PRAC/811 202/811 N Non-Profit 202/811 15 15 15 10/31/2009
582 Kentucky Ave
Summertree Apts Yolo Woodland Sec 8 NC Insured Y Profit Motivated Insured-Subsidized 91 91 93 11/30/2008 At Risk
555 Community Ln
The Greenery Yolo Woodland LMSA N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 95 95 95 7/31/2008
505 W Cross Ave

Project Name County Juris Program Type
Primary 

Financing Is Insured Owner Type Property Category Section 8 Assisted Units Total Units Expiration Date
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Country Club Apts Yuba Linda Sec 8 NC Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 65 65 65 3/31/2008
5938 Lowe Ave
Buttes Christian Manor Yuba Marysville 202/8 NC Insured Y Non-Profit Insured-Subsidized 100 100 100 5/31/2008
223 F Street
College View Apts Yuba Marysville HFDA/8 NC N Other Subsidized, No HUD Financing 88 88 88 10/7/2011
2367 N Beale Rd
Marymead Park Apts Yuba Marysville Sec 8 SR N Non-Profit Subsidized - Previously Insured 68 68 68 4/30/2008
612 E 17th Street
Yuba Gardens Yuba Marysville Preservation N Profit Motivated Subsidized - Previously Insured 118 118 120 9/30/2008
1840 Hammonton Rd

Sources: HUD Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database, 7/28/07; California Housing Partnership Corporation

Note: Risk assessment done by CHPC is a subjective classification developed by CHPC based on available HUD and Market data.  Assessments are intented to help target preservation efforts, but are not necessarily a reliable 
predictor of a project's likelihood of market-rate conversion.
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APPENDIX F: 
 

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE
SECTIONS 65584, ET SEQ. 

 
 
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) While 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, it is recognized, however, that future 
housing production may not equal the regional housing need established for planning purposes. 
   (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 with the advice of the department. 
   (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 be consistent with all of the following 
objectives:  

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

(2)  Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental 
and agricultural resources, and the encouragement of efficient development patterns. 

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing. 
(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 decennial United 
States census. 
   (e) For purposes of this section, "household income levels" are as determined by the department 
as of the most recent decennial census 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. 

 F-1



(4)  Above moderate incomes are those exceeding the moderate-income level of Section 50093 
of the Health and Safety Code. 
   (f) 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).  
 
 
65584.01.  (a) 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: 
   (b) 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 planning period, developed by the council of governments and used 
for the preparation of the regional transportation plan, is within a range of 3 percent of the total 
regional population forecast for the planning period over the same time period 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 for housing in the 
region.  If the difference between the total population growth projected by the council of 
governments and the total population growth projected for the region by the Department of 
Finance is greater than 3 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 no agreement is 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. 
   (c) (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 rate of household formation, or headship rates, based on age, gender, ethnicity, or other 

established demographic measures. 
(D) 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. 
(E) Other characteristics of the composition of the projected population. 

   (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 (E), inclusive, of 
paragraph (1) and the methodology it shall use and shall provide these determinations to 
the council of governments. 
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   (d) (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 (c).  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 (b), 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 (c).  The objection shall 
include a proposed alternative determination of its regional housing need based upon the 
determinations made in subdivision (c), including analysis of why the proposed alternative would 
be a more reasonable application of the methodology and assumptions determined pursuant to 
subdivision (c). 
   (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. 
 
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.  For a housing element 
update due date pursuant to Section 65588 that is prior to January 2007, the department may 
approve a request that is submitted prior to December 31, 2004, notwithstanding the deadline in 
this paragraph.  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. 
   (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.   
 
The council of governments may include a request to extend the housing element deadline 
pursuant to Section 65588 to a date not to exceed two years, for the purpose of coordination with 
the scheduled update of a regional transportation plan pursuant to federal law. 
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   (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. 
 
 
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 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. 
 
 

 F-4



65584.04.  (a) At least two years prior to a scheduled revision required by Section 65588, each 
council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall develop 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 be consistent with the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of 
Section 65584. 
   (b) (1) No more than six months prior to 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 (d) that will allow the development of a methodology based upon the factors 
established in subdivision (d). 
   (2) 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. 
   (3) 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. 
   (4) 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 (d) 
prior to the public comment period provided for in subdivision (c). 
   (c) 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. The proposed methodology, along with any relevant underlying data and 
assumptions, and an explanation of how information about local government conditions gathered 
pursuant to subdivision (b) has been used to develop the proposed methodology, and how each of 
the factors listed in subdivision (d) is incorporated into the methodology, shall be distributed to 
all cities, counties, any subregions, and members of the public who have made a written 
request for the proposed methodology. 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. 
   (d) 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. 
   (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 
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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. 
   (D) County policies to preserve prime agricultural land, as defined pursuant to Section 56064, 
within an unincorporated area. 
   (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) The market demand for housing. 
   (5) Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated 
areas of the county. 
   (6) The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments, as defined in paragraph (8) of 
subdivision (a) of Section 65583, that changed to non-low-income use through mortgage 
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions. 
   (7) High-housing cost burdens. 
   (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) Any other factors adopted by the council of governments. 
   (e) The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall explain in writing 
how each of the factors described in subdivision (d) was incorporated into the methodology 
and how the methodology is consistent with subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The methodology 
may include numerical weighting.  
   (f) 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 shall not 
be a justification for a determination or a reduction in the share of a city or county of the regional 
housing need. 
   (g) In addition to the factors identified pursuant to subdivision (d), the council of governments, 
or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall identify any existing local, regional, or state incentives, 
such as a priority for funding or other incentives available to those local governments that are 
willing to accept a higher share than proposed in the draft allocation to those local governments 
by the council of governments or delegate subregion pursuant to Section 65584.05. 
   (h) Following the conclusion of the 60-day public comment period described in subdivision (c) 
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, each council of governments, or delegate subregion, 
as applicable, shall adopt a final regional, or subregional, housing need allocation methodology 
and provide notice of the adoption of the methodology to the jurisdictions within the region, or 
delegate subregion as applicable, and to the department. 
 
 
65584.05.  (a) At least one and one-half years prior to 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, based on the methodology adopted pursuant to Section 65584.04.  The draft allocation 
shall include the underlying data and methodology on which the allocation is based.  It is the 
intent of the Legislature that the draft allocation should be distributed prior to the completion of 
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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 60 days following receipt of the draft allocation, a local government may request 
from the council of governments or the delegate subregion, as applicable, a revision of its share of 
the regional housing need in accordance with the factors described in paragraphs (1) to (9), 
inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section 65584.04, including any information submitted by the 
local government to the council of governments pursuant to subdivision (b) of that section.  The 
request for a revised share shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected 
jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and supported by adequate documentation. 
   (c) Within 60 days after the request submitted pursuant to subdivision (b), the council of  
governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall accept the proposed revision, modify its 
earlier determination, or indicate, based upon the information and methodology described in 
Section 65584.04, why the proposed revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need. 
   (d) If the council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, does not accept the 
proposed revised share or modify the revised share to the satisfaction of the requesting party, the 
local government, may appeal its draft allocation based upon either or both of the following 
criteria: 
   (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, or a 
significant and unforeseen change in circumstances has occurred in the local jurisdiction that 
merits a revision of the information submitted pursuant to that subdivision. 
   (2) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, failed to determine its 
share of the regional housing need in accordance with the information described in, and the 
methodology established pursuant to Section 65584.04. 
   (e) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall conduct public 
hearings to hear all appeals within 60 days of the date established to file appeals.  The local 
government shall be notified within 10 days by certified mail, return receipt requested, of at least 
one public hearing on its appeal. The date of the hearing shall be at least 30 days and not more 
than 35 days from the date of the notification.  Before taking action on an appeal, the council of 
governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall consider all comments, recommendations, 
and available data based on accepted planning methodologies submitted by the appellant.  The 
final action of the council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, on an appeal shall 
be in writing and shall include information and other evidence explaining how its action is 
consistent with this article.  The final action on an appeal may require the council of governments 
or delegate subregion, as applicable, to adjust the allocation of a local government that is 
not the subject of an appeal. 
   (f) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall issue a proposed final 
allocation within 45 days of the completion of the 60-day period for hearing appeals.  The 
proposed final allocation plan shall include responses to all comments received on the proposed 
draft allocation and reasons for any significant revisions included in the final allocation. 
   (g) 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 specified in this section.  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.  
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In no event shall the total distribution of housing need 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.  Two or more local governments may agree to an alternate distribution of appealed 
housing allocations between the affected local governments.  If two or more local governments 
agree to an alternative distribution of appealed housing allocations that maintains the total 
housing need originally assigned to these communities, then the council of governments shall 
include the alternative distribution in the final allocation plan. 
   (h) Within 45 days of 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, 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.  
Within 60 days of adoption by the council of governments, the department shall determine 
whether or not 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. 
   (i) 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. 
 
 
65584.06.  (a) For cities and counties without a council of governments, the department shall 
determine and distribute the existing and projected housing need, in accordance with Section 
65584 and this section. If the department determines that a county or counties, supported by a 
resolution adopted by the board or boards of supervisors, and a majority of cities within the 
county or counties representing a majority of the population of the county or counties, 
possess the capability and resources and has agreed to accept the responsibility, with respect to its 
jurisdiction, for the distribution of the regional housing need, the department shall delegate this 
responsibility to the cities and county or counties.  
   (b) The distribution of regional housing need shall, based upon available data and in 
consultation with the cities and counties, take into consideration market demand for housing, the 
distribution of household growth within the county assumed in the regional transportation plan 
where applicable, employment opportunities and commuting patterns, the availability of suitable 
sites and public facilities, agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth 
toward incorporated areas of the county, or other considerations as may be requested by the 
affected cities or counties and agreed to by the department. As part of the allocation of the 
regional housing need, the department shall provide each city and county with data describing the 
assumptions and methodology used in calculating its share of the regional housing need. 
Consideration of suitable housing sites or land suitable for urban development is not limited to 
existing zoning ordinances and land use restrictions of a locality, but shall include consideration 
of 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) Within 90 days following the department's determination of a draft distribution of the 
regional housing need to the cities and the county, a city or county may propose to revise the 
determination of its share of the regional housing need in accordance with criteria set forth in the 
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draft distribution. The proposed revised share shall be based upon comparable data available for 
all affected jurisdictions, and accepted planning methodology, and shall be supported by adequate 
documentation. 
   (d) (1) Within 60 days after the end of the 90-day time period for the revision by the cities or 
county, the department shall accept the proposed revision, modify its earlier determination, or 
indicate why the proposed revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need. 
   (2) If the department does not accept the proposed revision, then, within 30 days, the city or 
county may request a public hearing to review the determination. 
   (3) The city or county shall be notified within 30 days by certified mail, return receipt  
requested, of at least one public hearing regarding the determination. 
   (4) The date of the hearing shall be at least 10 but not more than 15 days from the date of the 
notification.  
   (5) Before making its final determination, the department shall consider all comments received 
and shall include a written response to each request for revision received from a city or county. 
   (e) If the department accepts the proposed revision or modifies its earlier determination, the city 
or county shall use that share. If the department grants a revised allocation pursuant to 
subdivision (d), the department shall ensure that the total regional housing need is maintained. 
The department's final determination shall be in writing and shall include information explaining 
how its action is consistent with this section. If the department indicates that the proposed 
revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need, the city or county shall use the share that 
was originally determined by the department. The department, within its final determination, may 
adjust the allocation of a city or county that was not the subject of a request for revision of the 
draft distribution. 
   (f) The department shall issue a final regional housing need allocation for all cities and counties 
within 45 days of the completion of the local review period. 
 
 
65584.07.  (a) During the period between adoption of a final regional housing needs allocation 
until the due date of the housing element update under Section 65588, the council of 
governments, or the department, whichever assigned the county's share, shall reduce the share of 
regional housing needs of a county if all of the following conditions are met: 
   (1) One or more cities within the county agree to increase its share or their shares in an amount 
equivalent to the reduction. 
   (2) The transfer of shares shall only occur between a county and cities within that county. 
   (3) The county's share of low-income and very low income housing shall be reduced only in 
proportion to the amount by which the county' s share of moderate- and above moderate-income 
housing is reduced. 
   (4) The council of governments or the department, whichever assigned the county's share, shall 
approve the proposed reduction, if it determines that the conditions set forth in paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3) above have been satisfied. The county and city or cities proposing the transfer shall 
submit an analysis of the factors and circumstances, with all supporting data, justifying the 
revision to the council of governments or the department. The council of governments shall 
submit a copy of its decision regarding the proposed reduction to the department. 
   (b) (1) The county and cities that have executed transfers of regional housing needs under this 
section shall amend their housing elements and submit them to the department for review under 
Section 65585. 
   (2) All materials and data used to justify any revision shall be made available upon request to 
any interested party within seven days upon payment of reasonable costs of reproduction unless 
the costs are waived due to economic hardship. A fee may be charged to interested parties for any 
additional costs caused by the amendments made to former subdivision (c) of Section 65584 that 
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reduced from 45 to 7 days the time within which materials and data were required to be made 
available to interested parties. 
   (c) (1) If an incorporation of a new city occurs after the council of governments, or the 
department for areas with no council of governments, has made its final allocation under Section 
65584, the city and county may reach a mutually acceptable agreement on a revised 
determination and report the revision to the council of governments and the department, or to the 
department for areas with no council of governments. If the affected parties cannot reach a 
mutually acceptable agreement, then either party may request the council of governments, or the 
department for areas with no council of governments, to consider the facts, data, and 
methodology presented by both parties and make the revised determination. 
   (2) The revised determination shall be made within six months after receipt of the written 
request, based upon the methodology adopted under Section 65584.04, and shall reallocate a 
portion of the affected county's share of regional housing needs to the new city. The revised 
determination shall neither reduce the total regional housing needs nor change the previous 
allocation of the regional housing needs assigned by the council of governments or the  
department, where there is no council of governments, to other cities within the affected county. 
   (d) (1) If an annexation of unincorporated land to a city occurs after the council of governments, 
or the department for areas with no council of governments, has made its final allocation under 
Section 65584, the city and county may reach a mutually acceptable agreement on a revised 
determination and report the revision to the council of governments and the department, or to the 
department for areas with no council of governments. If the affected parties cannot reach a 
mutually acceptable agreement, then either party may request the council of governments, or the 
department for areas with no council of governments, to consider the facts, data, and  
methodology presented by both parties and make the revised determination. 
   (2) (A) Except as provided under subparagraph (B), the revised determination shall be made 
within six months after receipt of the written request, based upon the methodology adopted under 
Section 65584.04, and shall reallocate a portion of the affected county's share of regional housing 
needs, if appropriate, to the annexing city. The revised determination shall neither reduce the total 
regional housing needs nor change the previous allocation of the regional housing needs assigned 
by the council of governments or the department, where there is no council of governments, to 
other cities within the affected county. 
   (B) If the annexed land is subject to a development agreement authorized under subdivision (b) 
of Section 65865 that was entered into by a city and a landowner prior to January 1, 2008, the 
revised determination shall be based upon the number of units allowed by the development 
agreement. 
   (3) A revised determination shall not be made if all of the following apply: 
   (A) The annexed land was within the city's sphere of influence when the regional housing need 
was allocated by the council of governments under Section 65584.05 or by the department under 
Section 65584.06. 
   (B) The council of governments or the department certifies that the annexed land was fully 
incorporated into the methodology for purposes of determining the city's share of the regional 
housing need. 
   (C) The area covered by the annexation is the same as the area that was incorporated into the 
methodology. 
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Assembly Bill No. 1259

CHAPTER 696

An act to amend Section 65588 of, and to add and repeal Section 65584.7,
the Government Code, relating to local planning.

[Approved by Governor October 14, 2007. Filed with
Secretary of State October 14, 2007.]

legislative counsel’s digest

AB 1259, Caballero. Local planning: housing element.
(1)  The Planning and Zoning Law specifies the dates of revision for the

housing element and prescribes the time periods for the submission of draft
and adopted local general plan housing elements to the Department of
Housing and Community Development and for the review of those elements
by the department. That law also requires the department, based upon data
provided by the Department of Finance and in consultation with each council
of government (COG), to determine the regional share of the statewide
housing need for the subsequent revisions to the housing element, and local
governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (SACOG) are required to revise their housing elements by
June 30, 2002, for the 3rd revision, and June 30, 2008, for the 4th revision.

This bill would until January 1, 2014, authorize the Department of Housing
and Community Development, consistent with the revised population
projections released by the Department of Finance on July 9, 2007, to revise
its regional housing need determination for the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments for the 4th revision of the housing element, and prior to
the adoption of the final regional housing need allocation plan by the
Sacramento Area Council of Governments.

(2)  Existing law requires every city, county, and city and county to revise
the housing element of its general plan as frequently as is appropriate, but
not less than every 5 years, to reflect the results of the periodic review of
the housing element. Existing law further provides that specified councils
of governments must complete the 3rd and 4th revisions of the housing
elements of their general plans by specified dates. Local governments within
the regional jurisdiction of the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments are required to complete the 4th revision on June 30, 2008.

This bill would extend the date by which local governments within the
regional jurisdiction of the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments
must complete the 4th revision to June 30, 2009, and would make various
technical, nonsubstantive changes.
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The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 65584.7 is added to the Government Code, to read:
65584.7. (a)  The Legislature finds and declares all of the following:
(1)  Accurate and current data to estimate housing needs is necessary to

ensure that state, regional, and local agencies plan effectively.
(2)  The Department of Finance, which is charged with providing

demographic data to aid effective state and local planning and policymaking,
released updated population projections for the state on July 9, 2007.

(3)  The updated projections released by the Department of Finance
represent a decline of over 30 percent from the prior projection in the
near-term population growth for the area within the regional jurisdiction of
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments.

(4)  Authorizing the department to adjust its regional housing needs
determination for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments region is
allowed only because a substantially different projection was released by
the Department of Finance prior to the adoption of the Sacramento Area
Council of Governments’ final regional housing need allocation plan, and
will not alter the schedule for its adoption.

(b)  (1)  Consistent with the revised population projections released by
the Department of Finance on July 9, 2007, the department, for the fourth
revision of the housing element pursuant to Section 65588, and prior to the
adoption of the final regional housing need allocation plan by the Sacramento
Area Council of Governments, may revise its regional housing need
determination for the Sacramento Area Council of Governments. The revised
determination by the department shall be consistent with the current
population projections of the Department of Finance and with the
methodology used for the initial determination for the region.

(2)  The revision of the regional housing need determination shall not
extend the time for, or reinstate any right to, an appeal, request for revision,
or public comment or consultation period established pursuant to this article
with respect to the determination of the regional housing need and the
allocation to local government members of the Sacramento Area Council
of Governments.

(3)  This section does not change or modify the deadline established in
Section 65588 by which local governments within Sacramento Area Council
of Governments are required to adopt revised housing elements.

(c)  This section is not intended to change or modify the deadlines in
Sections 65584.01 to 65584.08, inclusive.

(d)  This section shall remain in effect only until January 1, 2014, and as
of that date is repealed, unless a later enacted statute, that is enacted before
January 1, 2014, deletes or extends that date.

SEC. 2. Section 65588 of the Government Code is amended to read:
65588. (a)  Each local government shall review its housing element as

frequently as appropriate to evaluate all of the following:
(1)  The appropriateness of the housing goals, objectives, and policies in

contributing to the attainment of the state housing goal.
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(2)  The effectiveness of the housing element in attainment of the
community’s housing goals and objectives.

(3)  The progress of the city, county, or city and county in implementation
of the housing element.

(b)  The housing element shall be revised as appropriate, but not less than
every five years, to reflect the results of this periodic review.

(c)  The review and revision of housing elements required by this section
shall take into account any low- or moderate-income housing provided or
required pursuant to Section 65590.

(d)  The review pursuant to subdivision (c) shall include, but need not be
limited to, the following:

(1)  The number of new housing units approved for construction within
the coastal zone after January 1, 1982.

(2)  The number of housing units for persons and families of low or
moderate income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and Safety
Code, required to be provided in new housing developments either within
the coastal zone or within three miles of the coastal zone pursuant to Section
65590.

(3)  The number of existing residential dwelling units occupied by persons
and families of low or moderate income, as defined in Section 50093 of the
Health and Safety Code, that have been authorized to be demolished or
converted since January 1, 1982, in the coastal zone.

(4)  The number of residential dwelling units for persons and families of
low or moderate income, as defined in Section 50093 of the Health and
Safety Code, that have been required for replacement or authorized to be
converted or demolished as identified in paragraph (3). The location of the
replacement units, either onsite, elsewhere within the locality’s jurisdiction
within the coastal zone, or within three miles of the coastal zone within the
locality’s jurisdiction, shall be designated in the review.

(e)  Notwithstanding subdivision (b) or the date of adoption of the housing
elements previously in existence, each city, county, and city and county
shall revise its housing element according to the following schedule:

(1)  Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Southern
California Association of Governments: June 30, 2006, for the fourth
revision.

(2)  Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Association
of Bay Area Governments: June 30, 2007, for the fourth revision.

(3)  Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Council of
Fresno County Governments, the Kern County Council of Governments,
and the Sacramento Area Council of Governments: June 30, 2002, for the
third revision, and June 30, 2008, for the fourth revision.

(4)  Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the Association
of Monterey Bay Area Governments: December 31, 2002, for the third
revision, and June 30, 2009, for the fourth revision.

(5)  Local governments within the regional jurisdiction of the San Diego
Association of Governments: June 30, 2005, for the fourth revision.
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(6)  All other local governments: December 31, 2003, for the third
revision, and June 30, 2009, for the fourth revision.

(7)  Subsequent revisions shall be completed not less often than at
five-year intervals following the fourth revision.

O
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STAFF

Mike McKeever
Executive Director

Peter Hathaway
Director of
Transportation Planning

Kenneth Hough
Director of Community
Planning & Operations

Karen Wilcox
Director of Finance

Gordon Garry
Director of Research
and Analysis

WHAT WE DO

The Sacramento Area Council
of Governments (SACOG) is an
association of Sacramento
Valley governments formed
from the six regional coun-
ties—El Dorado, Placer,
Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and
Yuba—and 22 member cities.
SACOG’s directors are chosen
from the elected boards of its
member governments. SACOG’s
primary charge is to provide
regional transportation plan-
ning and funding, as well as a
forum for the study and reso-
lution of regional issues. In
this role, SACOG prepares the
region’s long-range trans-
portation plan; approves dis-
tribution of affordable hous-
ing around the region; keeps
a regionwide database for its
own and local agency use;
helps counties and cities use
federal transportation funds in
a timely way; assits in plan-
ning for transit, bicycle net-
works, clean air and airport
land uses; and has undertaken
the Blueprint Project to link
transportation and land devel-
opment more closely. SACOG
has an annual operating
budget of about $12.8 mil-
lion, funded from local,
regional, state and federal
transportation funds. It has a
staff of about 50, including
employees and consultants.
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