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Plan, upon finding it consistent with HCD’s August 31, 2021 regional housing need
determination of 57,650 housing units. Please distribute the RHNA Plan to inform all local
governments of their share of new housing need to be addressed in their sixth cycle
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need. Local governments are encouraged to develop local land use strategies to
maximize land resources and encourage affordable housing and a variety of housing
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

State housing element law assigns the responsibility for preparing the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment (RHNA) for the Kern County region to Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG).
Kern COG, and other California councils of governments (COGs), undertake the RHNA process
prior to each housing element cycle. The current RHNA is for the sixth housing element cycle
and covers an eight and one-half year projection period (June 30, 2023 – December 31, 2031).
The Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan (RHNA Plan) for the Kern Council of Governments
(Kern COG) includes the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Maricopa,
McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, Wasco, and Kern County. The purpose of the
RHNA Plan is to allocate to the Cities and County their “fair share” of the region’s projected
housing need by household income group over the projection period covered by the plan. As the
RHNA Plan Table 1 demonstrates, each jurisdiction received one “overall” allocation, which was
then divided into four income categories. 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.
The plan is required by state law (Government Code Section 65584) and is based on
countywide housing projections developed by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). HCD works with regional COGs to determine the amount of
housing needed within the region. The determination of housing need is based on existing need
and estimated population growth. Need is determined for households in all income categories:
very low, low, moderate, and above moderate incomes. On August 31, 2021, HCD provided
Kern COG its RHNA determination. HCD determined Kern COG’s regional housing need to be
57,650 for the 8-1/2-year projection period. Appendix B contains a copy of the HCD
determination letter.
Once the total regional need is determined, Kern COG works with local governments to allocate
the total need to individual cities and counties (see table next page). Local governments are
then required to plan where and how the allocated housing units will be developed within their
communities. This is done through the Housing Element of each local government’s General
Plan. The Housing Element Planning Period for this cycle is June 30, 2023, to December 31,
2031. Pursuant to SB 375, the start of the planning period is 18 months from the estimated
adoption date Kern COG’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the end of the planning
period was calculated 18 months after the adoption of every second RTP update (Government
Code 65588)(e)(3)(A).
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Table 1 - 2023-2031 RHNA Allocations by Income Category

Jurisdiction
Arvin
Bakersfield
California City
Delano
Maricopa
McFarland
Ridgecrest
Shafter
Taft
Tehachapi
Wasco
Unincorporated
County Areas
Total Kern County

203
18,211
64
530
2
81
620
1,110
112
307
209

Moderate
Income
Units
268
5,317
101
369
3
45
225
603
108
164
242

AboveModerate
Income Units
703
13,933
263
967
8
117
591
1,581
284
431
635

Higher
Income
(Moderate &
Above
Moderate
Income)
971
19,250
364
1,336
11
162
816
2,185
393
595
877

987

2,539

1,852

4,852

6,704

9,328

23,986

9,299

24,365

33,664

Total RHNA
Allocation
1,174
37,461
427
1,866
13
244
1,436
3,294
504
902
1,086

Very-Low
Income Units
124
11,129
39
324
1
50
379
678
68
188
127

Low Income
Units
79
7,082
25
206
1
32
241
431
43
119
81

9,243

1,551

57,650

14,658

Lower
Income
(Very Low
& Low
Income)

Note: Table updated to include four income levels pursuant to HCD comment.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan (RHNA Plan) for the Kern Council of Governments
(Kern COG) includes the cities of Arvin, Bakersfield, California City, Delano, Maricopa,
McFarland, Ridgecrest, Shafter, Taft, Tehachapi, Wasco, and Kern County. The purpose of the
RHNA Plan is to allocate to the Cities and County their “fair share” of the region’s projected
housing need by household income group over the 8-1/2-year (June 30, 2023 – December 31,
2031) projection period covered by the plan.
The plan is required by state law (Government Code Section 65584) and is based on
countywide housing projections developed by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). HCD works with regional Councils of Governments (COGs) to
determine the amount of housing needed within the region. Kern COG is this region’s COG. The
determination of housing need is based on existing need and estimated population growth.
Need is determined for households in all income categories: very low, low, moderate, and above
moderate incomes. On August 31, 2021, HCD provided Kern COG its RHNA determination.
HCD determined Kern COG’s regional housing need to be 57,650 for the 8-1/2 -year projection
period. Appendix B contains a copy of the HCD determination letter.
Once the total regional need is determined, Kern COG works with local governments to allocate
the total need to individual cities and counties. Local governments are then required to plan
where and how the allocated housing units will be developed within their communities. This is
done through the Housing Element of each local government’s General Plan. The Housing
Element Planning Period for this cycle is June 30, 2023, to December 31, 2031. Pursuant to SB
375, the start of the planning period is 18 months from the estimated adoption date Kern COG’s
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the end of the planning period was calculated 18
months after the adoption of the second RTP (Government Code 65588)(e)(3)(A).
This RHNA Plan summarizes current housing element law, documents the process for
determining the total regional housing need, and describes the allocation methodology and the
rationale for each component of the method.

KERN COUNTY PROFILE
Kern County spans across the southern end of the Central Valley, covering 8,161 square miles.
Kern County is seen as the gateway to Southern California, the San Joaquin Valley, the Sierra
Nevada, and the Mojave Desert. The geography of the county is diverse, containing
mountainous areas, agricultural lands, and desert areas. The population of Kern County was
909,235 in 2020, making it the eleventh most populous county in the state.
Kern County was initially developed by settlers searching for gold, and the county became
known as the Golden Empire. In subsequent years, the county developed a large agricultural
base, as well as significant energy production and resource extraction industries. There is also a
strong aviation, space, and military presence, such as Edwards Air Force Base and China Lake
Naval Air Weapons Station.
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NEXT STEPS

To achieve the benefits of housing near transit and jobs, implementation of the RHNA Plan will
be key. To get started, each jurisdiction will update the housing element in its general plan to
accommodate the RHNA Plan Allocation. Permitting and constructing more housing units during
the housing element cycle will take efforts from all levels of government, housing developers,
non-profit organizations, and the public. Kern COG will continue its efforts to provide current
educational resources such as ADU Best Practices Guidebook, included as Attachment H.
In coordination with the development of the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Kern COG will embark on developing and maintaining a
publicly viewable on-line mapping application (Portal), which will allow users to view the
proposed RHNA unit allocations for each jurisdiction and to explore specific parcels to evaluate
the potential number of units a parcel could support. The Portal will assist jurisdictions in the
development and adoption of policies and process improvements to accelerate housing
production.

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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II. THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION PROCESS
STATE HOUSING ELEMENT LAW

State law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan. The general plan must contain
seven elements, including a housing element. Unlike other mandatory general plan elements,
the housing element, which is required to be updated every eight years, per Senate Bill 375, is
subject to detailed statutory requirements, housing element law, and a mandatory review by the
HCD.
Housing elements have been mandatory portions of general plans since 1969. This reflects the
statutory recognition that the availability of housing is a matter of statewide importance. The
limitation of the state’s housing supply through planning and zoning powers affects the state’s
ability to achieve its housing goal of “decent housing and a suitable living environment for every
California family.” A limited housing supply also impacts the state’s ability to remain
economically competitive.
Housing element law requires local governments to plan for their existing and projected housing
need. It is the state’s primary “market-based strategy” to increase housing supply. The law
recognizes that for the private sector to adequately address housing needs and demand, local
governments must adopt land use plans and regulations, i.e., zoning, that provide opportunities
for housing development, rather than constrain opportunities.
The state is required to allocate the region’s share of the statewide housing need to COGs
based on Department of Finance population projections and regional population forecasts used
in preparing regional transportation plans. Kern COG serves as the region’s COG. Housing
element law requires the COG to develop a RHNA Plan. The plan describes the region’s
allocation method and the actual allocation of housing need to the cities and counties within the
region. This document serves the Kern Region’s RHNA plan.
According to state housing law (Government Code Section 65584(d)), the RHNA Plan is to
promote the following objectives:
1)

Increasing the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability.

2)

Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protecting environmental and
agricultural resources, and encouraging efficient development patters

3)

Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing

4)

Balancing disproportionate household income distributions

5)

Affirmatively furthering fair housing

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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SB 375: INTEGRATING LAND USE, HOUSING, AND TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

In 2008, Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) was passed to support the State’s climate action goals that
were identified in Assembly Bill 32, to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions through
coordinated land use and transportation planning. SB 375 mandates each of the metropolitan
planning organizations (MPOs), Kern COG, to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy
(SCS) as part of its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The SCS contains land use, housing,
and transportation strategies that, if implemented, would allow the region to meet its GHG
reduction targets. Because SB 375 requires better coordination between transportation planning
with land use and housing planning, the RHNA process is now integrated to the adoption of
every two cycles of the regional RTP/SCS. As a result, RHNA Plans must be adopted every
eight years, following the adoption of the update of the RTP/SCS.

GROWTH PROJECTIONS FOR THE RTP/SCS AND RHNA
The 2022 RTP forecast serves as the basis for the RHNA methodology, allocation share, and
for the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. The 2022
forecast is a locally driven study that provides housing unit, employment, and population
projections for each jurisdiction in the Kern region through the year 2050. The RTP forecast
complies with all applicable statutes and regulations in relation to the RTP, SCS, and RHNA
from SB 375 and the California Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines. Local general
plans, specific plans and other community plans, growth trends, and jobs/housing balance were
just some of the factors that were considered in the development of RTP forecasted growth
pattern. Consultation with local jurisdiction staff, Regional Planning Advisory Committee, and
Transportation Modeling Committee was integrated in the development of the RTP forecast and
growth pattern.
There is a difference between the housing units projected in the 2022 RTP forecast and the
HCD RHNA determination because the two projections have different purposes, but still
integrate and are consistent with each other in the RHNA process. The 2022 RTP forecast is
oriented toward actual housing production, whereas the RHNA determination is focused on
planning to meet anticipated housing demands that also consider several adjustment factors
including: vacancy, overcrowding, replacement, occupied units and cost-burdened households.
The RTP forecast reflects the number of housing units that are likely to be built in the region
based on market considerations and other policy factors. Upon completing the RHNA
determination, HCD applied methodology and assumptions regarding factors from Government
Code Section 65584.01(c)(1), see Appendix B of the RHNA Plan for HCD’s Determination Letter
to Kern COG.

KERN COUNTY’S REGIONAL SHARE OF PROJECTED STATEWIDE HOUSING NEED
HCD determines the regional share of the state’s existing and projected housing needs for Kern
County.
On August 31,2021, Kern COG received its 6th cycle regional housing need assessment
determination from HCD (Appendix B). HCD is required to determine Kern COG’s existing and
projecting housing need pursuant to State housing law (Government Code Section 65584, et.
seq.). The total number of housing units for the region are further broken down by HCD into four
income categories:
Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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 VERY LOW INCOME—Four-person household does not exceed 50 percent of the
median family income of the county.
 LOW INCOME—Four-person household with income between 51 percent and 80
percent of the county median family income.

 MODERATE INCOME—Four-person household with income between 81 percent and
120 percent of the county median family income.
 ABOVE MODERATE INCOME—Four-person household with income 121 percent or
more of the county median family income.
Below Table 2, provides the Regional Housing Needs Determination by Income Category that
HCD provided to Kern COG.
Table 2 - Regional Housing Needs Determination By Income Category
Income Category

Percent

Housing Unit Need

Very Low*

25.4%

14,658

Low

16.2%

9,328

Moderate

16.1%

9,299

Above Moderate

42.3%

24,365

100.0%

57,650

Total

* Extremely Low 13.1% (included within Very Low category)

As required by state law, the county and eleven cities will have to agree to plan for this region’s
share of housing.

KERN COG REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT SCHEDULE
The development of the 6th Cycle RHNA Plan commenced in Spring 2021. Updates were
provided during Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC and the Transportation Planning
Policy Committee (TPPC) meetings. The Public Outreach section that follows provides greater
detail regarding events within this schedule and Appendix C provides links to the various
reports, surveys, meeting agendas, and minutes.

July 2021
•

Kern COG has contracted with Regional Government Services Authority (RGS), Rincon
Consultants, Inc., and Mintier Harnish Planning Consultants to assist with the development
of the 6th Cycle RHNA Plan.

August 2021
•

6th cycle RHNA introduction and development schedule discussion at the Roundtable
Stakeholders

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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Member Jurisdictional Survey August 25, 2021 – September 8, 2021
Commenced development of the Draft RHNA Methodology

September 2021
•

Presentations to RPAC and TPPC regarding the RHNA adjustment factors and objectives

October 2021
•

Presentations to RPAC and TPPC regarding the Draft RHNA Methodology

November 2021 – December 2021
•
•
•
•
•

Public Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting on Draft RHNA Methodology
November 3, 2021
Community Stakeholder Survey
Draft Kern 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology – Public Review Document Released
for Public Comment Period (November 9 – Thursday, December 9, 2021)
Public Hearing on Draft RHNA Methodology
November 18th during Kern COG Board Meeting

December 2021
•

Submitted Draft RHNA Methodology to HCD for review. December 17, 2021

February 2022
•

HCD Comments Received on Draft RHNA Methodology. February 14, 2022 (Appendix G).

March 2022
•
•

Presentations to RPAC and Kern COG Board regarding the RHNA Plan
Kern COG adopts Resolution 22-16 approving the RHNA Methodology on March 17, 2022

April 2022
•

Kern COG releases Draft Regional Housing Needs Allocation to local jurisdictions for 45-day
comment period.

July 2022
•
•

Kern COG adopts Final Regional Housing Allocation Plan
HCD reviews Proposed Final Regional Housing Allocation Plan

January 2024
•

Local Governments complete Housing Element Revisions

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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PUBLIC OUTREACH

Government Code Section 65584.04(d) states that “public participation and access shall be
required in the development of the methodology and in the process of drafting and adopting the
allocation of the regional housing needs.” Kern COG’s public outreach effort for the RHNA
process encompassed diverse opportunities to obtain public input. A summary of outreach
efforts is provided below. Appendix C contains links to meeting agendas and minutes for
working groups, stakeholders, and Kern COG Board actions.

Working Groups
Kern COG’s Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) served as the working group for
the RHNA project. The members represent the County and all the incorporated cities within
Kern County. The RPAC provided a forum to review and develop recommendations on key
activities associated with RHNA methodology and accept public/stakeholder input on the RHNA
project. Stakeholders were notified and invited to all RPAC meetings related to the RHNA
project. Additionally, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) and Kern COG
Board were kept apprised of progress on the development of the draft methodology and
ultimately held a public hearing on the draft RHNA Plan.

Stakeholder/Public Engagement and Participation
In accordance with Government Code Section 65584.04(d) community engagement was
solicited from a diverse group of over 150 stakeholders representing all economic segments of
the community as well as members of protected classes under Section 12955. Stakeholders
including housing providers, housing advocacy/fair housing groups, legal and environmental
justice organizations, business organizations, the building industry, as well as interested
community members were all invited to participate. Kern COG held three stakeholder
roundtable meetings, including an introductory overview of the RHNA process in January 2020,
a first draft review of the proposed RHNA methodology, a revised draft methodology, and
hosted a panel discussion focusing on Kern Housing Concerns and Solutions.
Kern COG also surveyed stakeholders and the public 1 regarding housing needs and issues to
help inform the methodology development and draft RHNA Plan being submitted for formal
review by the State Department of Housing and Community Development. (See Appendix E)

Kern COG Board Public Hearing and Formal Comment Period on Draft RHNA
Methodology
Finally, the Kern COG Board held a public hearing on November 18, 2021, and held open a
public comment period from November 8, 2021, through December 9, 2021, to receive input on
the draft RHNA Methodology being submitted for formal review by the State Department of
Housing and Community Development. No comments were received at the public hearing and

1

Survey provided in both English and Spanish.

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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only one comment letter in support of the methodology and draft allocations was received from
the City of Tehachapi during the comment period (See Appendix F).

Website Information
Kern COG provided a webpage for the RHNA process. The webpage includes project
background material, the RHNA development schedule, methodology report, and public
participation and contact information. The website can be found at
https://www.kerncog.org/regional-housing-needs/

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION PLAN
Prior to the approval of a Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan, specific plan
reviews and appeals must be considered. At the very minimum, a 45-day public review period
(April 22, 2022 - June 6, 2022) as outlined in subsection (b) of Government Code Section
65584.05 will be provided to local governments. If any local government disagrees with the
RHNA allocation as determined by Kern COG, a revision of its share may be considered, which
will then trigger the following actions within the time periods outlined below.
Revision Request (45 days)—A jurisdiction may propose to revise the determination of its share
of the regional housing need in accordance with the considerations set forth in Government
Code Section 65584.05 (a) within 45 days of receiving the draft allocation. The proposed
revised share shall be based upon available data and accepted planning methodology and
supported by adequate documentation. Any proposed revision to a jurisdiction’s housing need
will require a compensating adjustment to one or more of the other jurisdiction’s housings needs
to maintain the total housing need within the region. Within this period, a copy of the Draft
RHNA may be submitted to HCD requesting a review for consistency with the statewide housing
need which may result in revisions to the Draft RHNA to obtain consistency.
Kern COG Action on Revision Requests—Within 45 days of receiving a timely request for
revision to the Draft RHNA, Kern COG shall either accept the proposed revision and modify the
Draft RHNA or indicate, based upon available data and accepted planning methodology, why
the proposed revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need.
Appeal Request and Public Hearing—A jurisdiction shall have the right to appeal Kern COG’s
denial of a revision request within 45 days of the date established by Kern COG to file a timely
appeal. No later than 30 days after the close of the comment period, and after providing all local
governments at least 21 days prior notice, the Kern Council of Governments shall conduct one
public hearing to consider all appeals filed pursuant to subdivision (b) and all comments
received pursuant to subdivision (c) of Code Section 65584.05. The appealing jurisdiction shall
be notified by certified mail, return receipt requested, of at least one public hearing on its
appeal.
Jurisdictional Comments Received—Comments were received from the City of Wasco and the
City of Bakersfield (See Appendix F) during the jurisdictional review period. No appeal requests
were received. Responses to each jurisdiction were provided and are included in Appendix F
following each correspondence. No revisions to the RHNA allocations or methodology were
necessary.
Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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Final Determination—Before making its final determination, Kern COG shall consider
comments, recommendations, available data, accepted planning methodology, and local
geological and topographical restraints on the production of housing. If Kern COG accepts a
revision or appeal and modifies its earlier determination, the city or county shall use the revised
determination. If Kern COG grants a revised allocation, pursuant to Government Code Section
65584(c)(1), the current total housing need must still be maintained. If, however, Kern COG
indicates that the revision or appeal is inconsistent with the regional housing need, the
jurisdictions will be required to use the original shares as previously determined.

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)
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III.
RHNA METHODOLOGY AND REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
ALLOCATION

This section includes the 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation Methodology
2023-2031. See Appendix G for HCD's review of the allocation and methodology
report.
During the March 2, 2022, Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) meeting on
RHNA Methodology, the topic of water resources and the drought effects in the Kern
region was identified as a concern. After discussion, a motion was made to adopt the
Final 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology with an amendment to include a paragraph in the
report on Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and drought effects on
the ability of jurisdictions to provide water for the proposed Regional Housing Needs
Allocation. The motion was approved unanimously.
As a result, the Kern COG RHNA Methodology Report was updated to include an
Erratum identifying the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) and drought
effects on the ability of jurisdictions to provide water for the proposed Regional Housing
Needs Allocation.
On March 7, 2022, Kern COG informed the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) of the addition of the Erratum and that no revisions
were made to the RHNA methodology steps that were preciously reviewed by HCD.
On March 10, 2022, HCD acknowledged the Erratum and thanked the Kern COG for
sharing this additional information regarding the context around water and draught
effects in the Kern region.
The emails between Kern COG and HCD are included in Appendix G.
On March 17, 2022, Kern COG adopted Resolution No. 22-16 approving the RHNA
Methodology (Appendix H).

Kern Council of Governments (Kern COG)

11

RHNA

Kern Council of Governments
Methodology Framework Description:
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs
Allocation – Cycle 6

9 November 2021

Prepared by:
Center for Business and Policy Research
University of the Pacific
Stockton and Sacramento, California

Prepared for:
Kern Council of Governments
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ERRATUM
Kern Council of Governments Draft Methodology Framework Description:
2023-2031 Regional Housing Needs Allocation – Cycle 6
9 November 2021
Prepared for: Kern Council of Governments. Bakersfield, California
As per an approved motion by Regional Planning Advisory Committee Member Oviatt, the first paragraph of the
methodology description on page 5 has been revised to read:
Kern COG, with input from elected officials, local staff, and stakeholders, must develop a methodology that quantifies
and distributes the number of housing units assigned to each local government to meet the total regional housing
need. The allocation must meet statutory objectives identified in California Housing Element Law (Government Code
§§ 65580-65589.11) and be consistent with the forecasted development pattern from the Regional Transportation
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (e.g., see Government Code § 65584.04(m)). The RHNA
methodology allows for some discretion; however, state law, such as in Government Code § 65584(d) and
Government Code §65584.04(e), requires Kern COG to further a series of objectives and to consider and include
several additional factors to the extent that sufficient data is available. Of particular relevance to Kern County (and to
many jurisdictions throughout California), Section 65584.04(e)(2)(A) calls on the Methodology to consider the
following, to the extent sufficient data is available from local governments:
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 the necessary infrastructure for additional development during
the planning period.
Although sufficient data was unavailable for inclusion as an expressed factor in the Methodology for a variety of
reasons, including due to the uncertainty of water sources and uses, as well as the impact, extent, and efficacy of
related plans and policies in the future, it is important to note this potentially significant challenge to meeting
regional housing needs. In 2014 the State legislature passed a statewide framework to help protect groundwater
resources over the long-term called the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA). SGMA is comprised of a
three-bill legislative package, including AB 1739 (Dickinson), SB 1168 (Pavley) and SB 1319 (Pavley) and subsequent
statewide Regulations. SGMA requires local agencies to form groundwater sustainability agencies (GSAs) for the high
and medium priority basins that have been found to be in overdraft through over use and pumping of groundwater.
GSAs develop and implement groundwater sustainability plans (GSPs) to avoid undesirable results and mitigate
overdraft within 20 years. With the exception of one area of unincorporated Kern County in the desert area of
unincorporated Mojave and the City of California City (Fremont Basin) all basins throughout the county have either
been declared in severe overdraft or adjudicated by the courts to limit use of groundwater. No exception for
residential uses is included in any of these court ordered regulations or in the SGMA legislation. As SGMA does not
change legal water rights, agricultural users are not required to transfer water to municipal or industrial use for
residential construction. As the California Supreme Court decision in Vineyards Area Citizens for Responsible vs City
of Rancho Cordova (S132972) established, groundwater is the only guaranteed source of water supply that can be
used as a basis for a CEQA finding. Other sources of water, such as State Water Project allocations, can be reduced to
zero deliveries, as they have in recent years, and therefore, cannot be relied upon for land use decisions for
development. These legal and regulatory constraints combined with the current on-going drought could result in an
inability to obtain a water supply for implementation of the allocated units.

12

In addition to the factors specifically listed in Government Code § 65584.04(e), Government Code § 65584.04(e)((13)
also allows for the consideration of any other factors if 1) Kern COG specifies which objective(s) from 65584(d) each
additional factor is necessary to further or 2) none of the factors undermine the objectives in 65584(d), the factors
are applied equally across all income levels, and Kern COG makes a finding that any factors not already listed in
65584.04(e) are necessary to address significant health and safety conditions. This draft Methodology Framework
Report develops that RHNA methodology, presenting a Draft RHNA Methodology for RHNA Cycle 6 that addresses the
statutory objectives.
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Introduction
Overview

The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) is a state-required process that seeks to ensure cities and counties are
planning for enough housing to accommodate all economic segments of the community. The process is split into
three steps:
1. Regional Determination: The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) provides
each region a Regional Determination of housing need, which includes a total number of units split into four
income categories. Kern COG received its Final Regional Determination for Cycle 6 RHNA (2023-2031) in
August of 2021.
2. RHNA Methodology: Councils of Governments are responsible for developing a RHNA methodology for
allocating the Regional Determination to each jurisdiction in the region. This methodology must further a
series of State objectives.
3. Housing Element Updates: Each jurisdiction must then adopt a housing element that demonstrates, among
other things, how the jurisdiction can accommodate its assigned RHNA number through its zoning. The state
reviews each jurisdiction’s housing element for compliance.
This document describes a Draft Methodology Framework for Kern County’s 2023-2031 RHNA Cycle 6. The Kern COG
Final Regional Determination for Cycle 6 RHNA (2023-2031) is 57,650 units. That final RHNA Determination was
received on August 31, 2021, and includes adjustments for vacancy, replacement, overcrowding, and cost burden as
required by state law. In development of this Draft Methodology Framework, efforts on other Cycle 6 Methodologies
were reviewed and incorporated as their demonstration of best practices warranted. To these ends, particular focus
was given to the Cycle 6 RHNA Methodology used by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) and that
under development by Fresno COG.

Implications of RHNA for Local Governments

California requires that all local governments (cities and counties) adequately plan to meet the housing needs of
everyone in the community. The RHNA quantifies the need for housing at all income levels and informs local land use
planning in addressing existing and future housing needs resulting from population, employment, and household
growth. As such, in addition to the total overall housing need number of 57,650 units, the Final RHNA Determination
includes units required to meet housing needs across four income categories which are defined in terms of area
median household income (AMHI). These housing needs by income level are reported in Table 1.
Table 1 Final HCD RHNA Determination for Kern COG

Income Category
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

Income Limits
<50% AMHI
50%-80% AMHI
80%-120% AMHI
>120% AMHI

Percent
25.4%
16.2%
16.1%
42.3%
100.0%

Housing
Unit Need
14,658
9,328
9,299
24,365
57,650

Broad
Income
Category
Lower
Income
Higher
Income

Income
Limits
<80%
AMHI
>80%
AMHI

Percent

Housing
Unit Need

41.6%

23,986

58.4%

33,664

100.0%

57,650
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Kern COG, with input from elected officials, local staff, and stakeholders, must develop a methodology that quantifies
and distributes the number of housing units assigned to each local government to meet the total regional housing
need. The allocation must meet statutory objectives identified in California Housing Element Law (Government Code
§§ 65580-65589.11) and be consistent with the forecasted development pattern from the Regional Transportation
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (e.g., see Government Code § 65584.04(m)). The RHNA
methodology allows for some discretion; however, state law, such as in Government Code § 65584(d) and
Government Code §65584.04(e), requires Kern COG to further a series of objectives and to consider and include
several additional factors to the extent that sufficient data is available and so long as either the factor is specifically
listed in 65584.04(e) or 1) Kern COG specifies which objective(s) from 65584(d) each additional factor is necessary to
further or 2) none of the factors undermine the objectives in 65584(d), the factors are applied equally across all
income levels, and Kern COG makes a finding that any factors not already listed in 65584.04(e) are necessary to
address significant health and safety conditions. This draft Methodology Framework Report develops that RHNA
methodology, presenting a Draft RHNA Methodology for RHNA Cycle 6 that addresses the statutory objectives while
considering the other factors as well.
Following the development and adoption of the RHNA methodology, the Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan
(RHNA Plan) formalizes the RHNA process into a planning document, establishing the total number of housing units
that each city and county must plan for within the eight-year planning period. California Housing Element Law
requires local governments to adopt plans and regulatory systems that provide opportunities for, and do not unduly
constrain, housing development. Following the adoption of the RHNA Plan, each local jurisdiction must then update
the housing element of its general plan to demonstrate how zoning will accommodate its share of RHNA (e.g., see
Government Code § 65583(a)(3)).
If a jurisdiction does not take actions consistent with its adopted housing element, HCD may revoke housing element
compliance (e.g., see Government Code § 65585(i)(1)(B)). If noncompliance is determined a range of penalties and
consequences are possible. These include finding, because of its noncompliant housing element, that the
jurisdiction’s General Plan is inadequate and is therefore invalid, in which case the jurisdiction can no longer make
permitting decisions. Jurisdictions with noncompliant housing elements are also vulnerable to litigation from housing
rights’ organizations, developers, and HCD, which may lead to mandatory compliance orders, suspension of local
building control, and court approval of housing developments.

RHNA Objectives

State statute requires Kern COG to demonstrate how its methodology “furthers” the five RHNA objectives shown
below. This not only requires consistency, but proactive inclusion of each objective into the methodology. Each
objective in Government Code § 65584(d) is described below. 1

OBJECTIVE 1. INCREASE HOUSING SUPPLY AND MIX OF HOUSING TYPES

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.

Descriptions are taken from:
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65584.&lawCode=GOV accessed on
8/31/2021.
1

6th Cycle RHNA Methodology: November 2021
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OBJECTIVE 2. PROMOTE INFILL, EQUITY, AND ENVIRONMENT

Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and agricultural resources,
the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas
reductions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.

OBJECTIVE 3. ENSURE JOBS HOUSING BALANCE AND FIT

Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an improved balance between
the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.

OBJECTIVE 4. PROMOTE REGIONAL INCOME PARITY

Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction already has a
disproportionately high share of households in that income category, as compared to the countywide distribution of
households in that category from the most recent American Community Survey.

OBJECTIVE 5. AFFIRMATIVELY FURTHER FAIR HOUSING

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

Base RHNA Calculation
The first step in the RHNA methodology is to determine each jurisdiction’s total RHNA before it is divided by income
categories. The Draft RHNA Methodology determines each jurisdiction’s total RHNA number by multiplying the HCD
RHNA Determination by the proportion of household growth attributed to a jurisdiction in the forecast for the
RTP/SCS between 2023 and 2031.
Table 2 Total RHNA Allocation by Jurisdiction 2023-2031
A
Jurisdiction
Household Growth (2023-2031)
Arvin
398
Bakersfield
12,713
California City
145
Delano
633
Maricopa
4
McFarland
83
Ridgecrest
487
Shafter
1,118
Taft
171
Tehachapi
306
Wasco
369
Unincorporated
3,137
Total Kern County
19,564

B
Share of Growth
2.04%
64.98%
0.74%
3.24%
0.02%
0.42%
2.49%
5.71%
0.88%
1.56%
1.88%
16.03%
100%

C
Base RHNA Allocation
1,174
37,461
427
1,866
13
244
1,436
3,294
504
902
1,086
9,243
57,650
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Table 2 reports the results of this process for Kern County. In Column A each jurisdiction’s household growth during
Kern County’s 6th RHNA Cycle (2023-2031) is reported based on the RTP/SCS forecast. 2 The associated jurisdictional
shares (Column B) are then multiplied by the County’s total housing unit need, 57,650, to get the base total RHNA
determination by jurisdiction in Column C.
The second step determines the jurisdictional allocations by income category based on the existing distribution of
household income and an Income Equity Adjustment Factor. The Income Equity Adjustment Factor directly furthers
the first and fourth RHNA objectives by promoting a mixture of housing types, tenure, and affordability as well as
regional balance across household income distributions. It does this by applying the adjustment factor to the
difference between each jurisdiction’s household income distribution and the income distribution for the entire
county.
Table 3 illustrates how this process is applied in Kern County. In Columns A and B, the jurisdictions’ existing share of
lower income and higher income households are reported. 3 The difference between the regional share of lower
income households (43%) and the jurisdiction’s existing share of lower income households (Column A) is then
calculated in Column C. Similarly, the difference between the regional share of higher income households (57%) and
the jurisdiction’s existing share of higher income households (Column B) is calculated in Column D. Those differences
are then multiplied by the Income Equity Adjustment Factor (Column E), 150%, and then added to the existing
proportions to get the equity adjusted shares of lower income (Column F) and higher income (Column G) households.
Table 3 Calculation of Equity Adjusted Household Income Shares
Jurisdiction

Arvin
Bakersfield
California City
Delano
Maricopa
McFarland
Ridgecrest
Shafter
Taft
Tehachapi
Wasco
Unincorporated
Kern County

A
Existing
Lower HH
(%)
65%
36%
48%
57%
61%
69%
35%
56%
45%
42%
60%
47%
43%

B
Existing
Higher HH
(%)
35%
64%
52%
43%
39%
31%
65%
44%
55%
58%
40%
53%
57%

C
Regional Lower
HH Share (43%)
less Jurisdiction
-23%
7%
-6%
-14%
-18%
-26%
8%
-13%
-3%
1%
-17%
-4%
0%

D
Regional Higher
HH Share (57%)
less Jurisdiction
23%
-7%
6%
14%
18%
26%
-8%
13%
3%
-1%
17%
4%
0%

E
Income Equity
Adjustment
Factor

150%

F
Equity Adj.
Lower HH
(%)
32%
46%
40%
36%
34%
30%
47%
36%
42%
43%
34%
41%
43%

G
Equity Adj.
Higher HH
(%)
68%
54%
60%
64%
66%
70%
53%
64%
58%
57%
66%
59%
57%

When multiplied by the jurisdictions’ total RHNA allocations, these equity adjusted household shares give jurisdictions
with a relatively high share of households in an income category a smaller allocation of housing units in that category
and gives jurisdictions with low shares of households in an income category larger allocations of housing units in that
category. It thereby directly balances disproportionate household income distributions and promotes a mixture of
housing types.

This report uses the Kern County RTP/SCS Forecast dated 10/13/2021 for these estimates.
In this report, the percentage of lower income households is based on the number of households with median family
income reported as 80% or less HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI) by jurisdiction in the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development's Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data from the 2013-2017 American
Community Survey 5-year average estimates.
2
3
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Table 4 details the process of how these elements are applied to estimate the initial housing unit allocation by income
category for Kern County. In Column A the jurisdictions’ Base RHNA Allocation is multiplied by their Equity Adjusted
Lower Income Household share to get a base lower income RHNA determination in Column C. However, because of
adjustments to the allocations, the sum of lower income RHNA housing units in Column C, 25,304, is more than the
23,986 lower income housing units in the Final HCD RHNA Determination for Kern County. Therefore, that difference
of -5.21% at the County level (Column D) is applied to each jurisdiction’s base lower income RHNA determination
(Column D) to get in Column E the initial lower income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction calibrated to the Final
HCD RHNA Determination for Kern County. The share of higher income households (Column F) is then estimated by
subtracting the Initial Lower Income allocation (Column E) from the Total Base RHNA (Column A).
Table 4 Initial RHNA Allocation by Jurisdiction and Calibration to Final HCD RHNA Determination
A
B
C
D
E
Base RHNA
Equity Adj.
Lower
% Adj Lower
Initial Lower
Jurisdiction
Allocation
Lower HH (%)
RHNA
RHNA
RHNA
Arvin
1,174
32%
371
-5.21%
352
Bakersfield
37,461
46%
17,376
-5.21%
16,471
California City
427
40%
172
-5.21%
163
Delano
1,866
36%
667
-5.21%
632
Maricopa
13
34%
4
-5.21%
4
McFarland
244
30%
72
-5.21%
69
Ridgecrest
1,436
47%
673
-5.21%
638
Shafter
3,294
36%
1,200
-5.21%
1,137
Taft
504
42%
210
-5.21%
199
Tehachapi
902
43%
390
-5.21%
369
Wasco
1,086
34%
373
-5.21%
354
Unincorporated
9,243
41%
3,797
-5.21%
3,599
Kern County
57,650
43%
25,304
-5.21%
23,986

F
Initial Higher
RHNA
822
20,990
265
1,233
9
175
798
2,157
305
533
732
5,643
33,664

Table 5 presents the draft jurisdictional allocations aligned to the Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination by
broad income level.
Table 5 Final RHNA Housing Unit Determination Calibrated to Jurisdictional Household Income Levels
A
B
C
Jurisdiction
Lower Income (0-80%)
Higher Income (80+%)
Base RHNA Allocation
Arvin
352
822
1,174
Bakersfield
16,471
20,990
37,461
California City
163
265
427
Delano
632
1,233
1,866
Maricopa
4
9
13
McFarland
69
175
244
Ridgecrest
638
798
1,436
Shafter
1,137
2,157
3,294
Taft
199
305
504
Tehachapi
369
533
902
Wasco
354
732
1,086
Unincorporated
3,599
5,643
9,243
Kern County
23,986
33,664
57,650
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Using the RTP/SCS forecast as the basis for total RHNA calculations ensures consistency between these two planning
efforts. Since the RTP/SCS forecast is built from local plans, it incorporates a variety of regulatory, market, and
performance factors. The RTP/SCS growth forecast has also been thoroughly vetted by local planning staff and
represents a County-wide agreement on growth and its path to attaining climate and quality of life goals. While the
RTP/SCS forecast of household growth during the 6th RHNA cycle from 2023-2031 has been used in this Draft RHNA
Methodology, the RTP/SCS also generates county-wide and jurisdictional forecasts of population. A range of elements
in RTP/SCS forecast could potentially be employed as the basis for the total RHNA calculations. These include using
the jurisdictional composition of population/households in 2031 and using the shares of population/household
growth rates through the RTP/SCS forecast period of 2046. Although the 2023-2031 RTP household growth shares
have been selected, an overview of some of these additional RTP/SCS base allocations by jurisdiction of the RHNA
Determination are presented in Table 14 in the Appendix.

Lower Income Housing Units Adjustment Factors
The framework for the RHNA methodology is oriented around furthering each of the statutory RHNA objectives.
In Table 6, the five RHNA objectives are listed by row and the adjustment factors used to further those objectives
are listed by column. As described above, the First, Second and Fourth objectives are furthered through the total
RHNA calculation relying on the development pattern in the RTP/SCS (step one) and the Income Equity
Adjustment Factor (step two). However, additional adjustment factors are needed to further the Third and Fifth
RHNA objectives. This section describes those factors.
Table 6 RHNA Objectives and Allocation Adjustment Factors

RHNA Objectives (rows)/ RHNA Adjustment
Factors (columns)
Increasing the housing supply and mix of
housing types, tenure, and affordability
Promoting infill development and
socioeconomic equity, protecting environmental
and agricultural resources, and encouraging
efficient development patterns
Promoting an improved intraregional
relationship between jobs and housing

Baseline
RTP/SCS
Forecast

Affirmatively
Furthering Fair
Housing Factor

Furthers

Supports

Furthers

Supports

Income Equity
Adjustment Jobs-Housing
Factor
Fit Factor
Furthers

Supports

Supports

Supports

Furthers

Balancing disproportionate household income
distributions

Supports

Furthers

Affirmatively furthering fair housing

Furthers

Supports

Adjustment Factor One: Jobs-Housing Fit Factor

This factor addresses the objective to improve the intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including
explicit consideration of the balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of units affordable to
low-wage jobs in the jurisdiction. While the RTP/SCS addresses the overall jobs-housing balance, it does not separate
the lower income work-housing balance issue. Therefore, this factor considers the existing ratio of low-wage workers
to units affordable to low-wage workers. Jurisdictions with a higher-than-average ratio receive an upward adjustment
of lower income RHNA units and those with a lower-than-average ratio receive a downward adjustment of lower
income RHNA units.
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Table 7 reports the jobs-housing fit adjustment factors by jurisdiction for Kern County. It uses the number of jobs by
jurisdiction that pay $3,333 per month or less as the measure of low-wage jobs in Column B. 4 Given that HCD
considers households who spend more than 30% of their income on housing to be cost burdened, data on units for
rent at less than $1,000 a month (30% of $3,333 income) are used to estimate the number of affordable housing units
by jurisdiction in Column A. 5 The percentage difference between the overall county ratio of 2.32 and the jurisdictions’
ratios (Column C) is then used to proportionally adjust the jurisdictions’ allocated affordable housing units in Column
D. Through this process jurisdictions with higher ratios of low-wage workers to affordable housing units are
encouraged to zone for more affordable housing.
Table 7 Jobs-Housing Fit Factor Jurisdictional Variance
A
B
Affordable Housing
Low-Wage
Jurisdiction
Units
Jobs
Arvin
1,789
2,592
Bakersfield
27,064
84,241
California City
1,564
734
Delano
4,141
9,970
Maricopa
171
90
McFarland
1,211
5,660
Ridgecrest
2,961
4,396
Shafter
1,866
6,644
Taft
1,263
1,732
Tehachapi
874
2,445
Wasco
2,116
3,217
Unincorporated
30,796
54,155

C
Jobs-Housing Fit
Ratio
1.45
3.11
0.47
2.41
0.53
4.67
1.48
3.56
1.37
2.80
1.52
1.76

D
% Adjustment from County
Ratio [2.32]
-37.5%
34.2%
-79.8%
3.8%
-77.3%
101.5%
-36.0%
53.5%
-40.9%
20.6%
-34.5%
-24.2%

Adjustment Factor Two: Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Factor

This factor addresses the objective to take meaningful actions to address disparities in housing needs and in access to
opportunity, such as employment, higher performing schools, health care, and transportation. Using the share of
existing homes in higher opportunity areas, this factor seeks to open high opportunity jurisdictions to all economic
segments of the community by giving jurisdictions with a higher-than-average share of high opportunity housing units
an upward adjustment of lower income RHNA units and those with a lower-than-average share a downward
adjustment of lower income RHNA units.
Table 8 reports the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) adjustment factors by jurisdiction for Kern County. It
uses the number of housing units a jurisdiction has that are in higher opportunity areas (Column A) divided by total
number of housing units in that jurisdiction (Column B) to estimate the share of higher opportunity areas (Column C). 6
The percentage difference between the overall county share of 31.1% higher opportunity units and the jurisdictions’
shares are then used to proportionally adjust the jurisdictions’ allocated affordable housing units in Column D.

In this report, 2018 jobs by jurisdiction data are used from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Longitudinal Employer-Household
Dynamics (LEHD) program.
5
In this report, Contract Rent reported by jurisdiction in the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey Table#
B25056, 2019 5-Year Estimates is used to estimate affordable housing units.
6
In this report the census tracts identified as high and highest resource in the 2021 Statewide Summary Table of the
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Maps are used to identify the higher opportunity areas by jurisdiction. The associated housing
units in those census tracts are then estimated from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey Table# DP04,
2019 5-Year data.
4
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Through this process jurisdictions with larger shares of higher opportunity housing units are asked to zone for more
affordable housing. In so doing, this factor intends to open high opportunity jurisdictions to all economic segments.
Table 8 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Factor Jurisdictional Variance
A
B
C
Housing Units in
High/Highest Resource
Total Housing
Higher
Jurisdiction
Areas
Units
Opportunity Share
Arvin
0
5,130
0%
Bakersfield
60,872
124,478
48.9%
California City
0
4,836
0%
Delano
2,293
12,518
18.3%
Maricopa
0
462
0%
McFarland
0
3367
0%
Ridgecrest
11,006
12,403
88.7%
Shafter
0
5,383
0%
Taft
0
3,504
0%
Tehachapi
0
3,616
0%
Wasco
0
6,469
0%
Unincorporated
18,594
115,951
16.0%

D
Adjustment from County
Share [31.1%]
-31.1%
17.8%
-31.1%
-12.8%
-31.1%
-31.1%
57.6%
-31.1%
-31.1%
-31.1%
-31.1%
-15.1%

Application of the Adjustment Factors

The third step applies the two adjustment factors to each jurisdictions’ lower income units according to their
respective factor weights and then uses the sum of those factors to increase or decrease the jurisdictions’ total lower
income units. The lower income allocations from Column A of Table 5 are included in Column A of Table 9, and they
are then adjusted by the factors. Each of the adjustment factors is weighted equally, so each gets one-half of the
initial lower income housing unit allocation. The jurisdictions’ adjustments for each factor are then applied and the
sum of these adjustments gives the Factor Adjusted Lower Income Housing Unit Allocation.
Table 9 Jurisdictions’ Lower Income Factor Adjustment Allocations

Jurisdiction
Arvin
Bakersfield
California City
Delano
Maricopa
McFarland
Ridgecrest
Shafter
Taft
Tehachapi
Wasco
Unincorporated
Kern County

A
Lower
Income
RHNA
352
16,471
163
632
4
69
638
1,137
199
369
354
3,599
23,986

B
Factor 1
Weight =
50%
176
8,235
81
316
2
34
319
569
100
185
177
1,800
11,993

C
Factor 1
%
Adjusted
-38%
34%
-80%
4%
-77%
101%
-36%
53%
-41%
21%
-34%
-24%

D
Factor 1
JobsHousing
110
11,050
16
328
1
69
204
873
59
223
116
1,364
14,412

E
Factor 2
Weight =
50%
176
8,235
81
316
2
34
319
569
100
185
177
1,800
11,993

F
Factor 2
%
Adjusted
-31%
18%
-31%
-13%
-31%
-31%
58%
-31%
-31%
-31%
-31%
-15%

G
Factor
2
AFFH
121
9,700
56
276
1
24
503
392
69
127
122
1,528
12,918

H
Factor Adjusted
Lower Income
RHNA
231
20,750
72
604
2
93
707
1,264
127
350
238
2,892
27,330

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 9 details the factor adjustment process for Kern County. First, each factor’s weight is multiplied by the lower
income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction (Column A). Doing this results in unadjusted factor weighted lower
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income housing units in Columns B and E for both factors. Next, both factor adjustments are applied. The percentage
adjustment from Factor One, the Jobs-Housing Fit Factor, from Column D of Table 7 is reported in Column C. The
value in Column C is multiplied by the unadjusted factor weighted units from Column B and then added to Column B
to get the factor adjusted jobs-housing fit lower income housing unit allocation in Column D. Next, the percentage
adjustment from Factor Two, the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Factor, from Column D of Table 8 is
reported in Column F and multiplied by the unadjusted factor weighted units from Column E and then added to
Column E to get the factor adjusted AFFH lower income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction in Column G. The sum
of Column D and G then form a factor adjusted lower income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction in Column H.

Draft Factor Adjusted RHNA Determination
The fourth and final step re-aligns the jurisdictional factor adjusted housing unit allocations to those specified in the
Final RHNA Determination. If Kern County is to maintain the county-wide Draft RHNA Determination across each of
the income categories, it is necessary to correct the factor adjusted housing units by income category. Like the
calibration in Step Two, the percentage differences in the totals across the income levels are applied to each of
the jurisdictional factor adjusted housing unit allocations to align the sum of the jurisdictional allocations to the
Final Determination values.
Table 10 Factor Adjusted Allocations Calibrated to Final HCD RHNA Determination
A
B
C
D
E
Factor Adjusted Lower Income
Calibrated Factor
Base Total
Calibrated Factor
Lower Income
RHNA %
Adjusted Lower
RHNA
Adjusted Higher
Jurisdiction
RHNA
Adjustment
Income RHNA
Allocation
Income RHNA
Arvin
231
-12.24%
203
1,174
971
Bakersfield
20,750
-12.24%
18,211
37,461
19,250
California City
72
-12.24%
64
427
364
Delano
604
-12.24%
530
1,866
1,336
Maricopa
2
-12.24%
2
13
11
McFarland
93
-12.24%
81
244
162
Ridgecrest
707
-12.24%
620
1,436
816
Shafter
1,264
-12.24%
1,110
3,294
2,185
Taft
127
-12.24%
112
504
393
Tehachapi
350
-12.24%
307
902
595
Wasco
238
-12.24%
209
1,086
877
Unincorporated
2,892
-12.24%
2,539
9,243
6,704
Kern County
27,330
-12.24%
23,986
57,650
33,664
Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 10 details this adjustment process. In Column A, the jurisdictions’ factor adjusted lower income housing unit
allocation from Column H of Table 9 is carried forward. Since the sum of lower income RHNA housing units in Column
A, 27,330, is higher than the 23,986 in the Final HCD RHNA Determination for lower income housing units, it is
necessary to adjust downward the allocations in Column A. Therefore, the percentage difference of -12.24% at the
County level (Column B) is applied to each jurisdiction’s factor adjusted lower income housing unit allocation (Column
A) to get the factor adjusted lower income housing unit allocation by jurisdiction calibrated to the Final HCD RHNA
Determination for Kern County in Column C. Given these adjustments, it is necessary to make complementary
adjustments to the jurisdiction’s higher income housing unit allocations. Those adjustments are made by subtracting
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the calibrated factor adjusted lower income housing units (Column C) from the base total RHNA allocation (Column
D), which results in calibrated factor adjusted higher income housing units in Column E.
Table 11 Draft Factor Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination
Factor Adjusted Lower Income
Factor Adjusted Higher
Jurisdiction
(0-80%)
Income (80+%)
Base RHNA Allocation
Arvin
203
971
1,174
Bakersfield
18,211
19,250
37,461
California City
64
364
427
Delano
530
1,336
1,866
Maricopa
2
11
13
McFarland
81
162
244
Ridgecrest
620
816
1,436
Shafter
1,110
2,185
3,294
Taft
112
393
504
Tehachapi
307
595
902
Wasco
209
877
1,086
Unincorporated
2,539
6,704
9,243
Kern County
23,986
33,664
57,650
Note: The Final RHNA Determination by income level and in total is reported in the Kern County row.
Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.

Table 11 reorganizes the data in Table 10 to summarize the Draft Factor Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination
by income level. Differences between the existing share of households by income and shares of factor adjusted RHNA
unit allocations are reported in Table 12. It highlights the influence the Draft RHNA Methodology has in promoting
transformative housing opportunities in Kern County.
Table 12 Comparison of Existing Household Shares with Factor Adjusted Housing Unit Shares
Lower Income (0-80%)
Higher Income (80+%)
Jurisdiction
Existing
Factor Adjusted Difference
Baseline
Factor Adjusted
Difference
Arvin
65%
17%
-48%
35%
83%
48%
Bakersfield
36%
49%
13%
64%
51%
-13%
California City
48%
15%
-34%
52%
85%
34%
Delano
57%
28%
-29%
43%
72%
29%
Maricopa
61%
13%
-48%
39%
87%
48%
McFarland
69%
33%
-36%
31%
67%
36%
Ridgecrest
35%
43%
8%
65%
57%
-8%
Shafter
56%
34%
-22%
44%
66%
22%
Taft
45%
22%
-23%
55%
78%
23%
Tehachapi
42%
34%
-8%
58%
66%
8%
Wasco
60%
19%
-41%
40%
81%
41%
Unincorporated
47%
27%
-19%
53%
73%
19%
Kern County
43%
42%
57%
58%

Context regarding existing residential unit capacity and the Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination is
presented in Table 13. Following a summary of existing housing units by jurisdiction, Table 13 compares existing
medium, high, and mixed-use density residential unit capacity to the lower income Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit
Determination. It then compares existing very low- and low-density residential unit capacity to the higher income
Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination. The final two columns in Table 13 compare total existing
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residential unit capacity to the total Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination for each jurisdiction. Those
values illustrate that each jurisdiction in Kern County has enough existing residential unit capacity to meet their
respective total Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination resulting from this Draft Methodology.
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Table 13 Draft Adjusted RHNA Housing Unit Determination and Vacant Land Capacity for Housing Units
Residential Unit
Capacity
Lower Income
Residential Unit
(Vacant):
Draft Factor
Capacity
Higher Income
Total
Total Draft Factor
Existing
Medium, High,
Adjusted
(Vacant): Very
Draft Factor
Residential
Adjusted RHNA
and Mixed-Use
RHNA
Low and Low
Adjusted RHNA
Units Capacity
Allocation = Base
Housing
Jurisdiction
Units (2020)
Density
Allocation
Density
Allocation
(Vacant)
RHNA Allocation
4,884
536
203
1,025
971
1,561
1,174
Arvin
132,697
27,524
18,211
64,870
19,250
92,394
37,461
Bakersfield
5,196
48,354
64
34,947
364
83,301
427
California City
11,572
1,303
530
3,493
1,336
4,796
1,866
Delano
432
0
2
253
11
253
13
Maricopa
3,412
82
81
449
162
531
244
McFarland
12,359
1,784
620
3,543
816
5,328
1,436
Ridgecrest
5,412
1,303
1,110
19,713
2,185
21,015
3,294
Shafter
2,596
1,065
112
4,289
393
5,354
504
Taft
3,784
460
307
2,305
595
2,765
902
Tehachapi
6,366
242
209
3,029
877
3,272
1,086
Wasco
112,299
229,230
2,539
147,711
6,704
376,940
9,243
Unincorporated
301,009
311,883
23,968
285,627
33,664
597,511
57,650
Kern County
Note: The residential unit capacity was estimated by Kern COG using a GIS analysis of each jurisdiction's latest general plan information (2020) outside
urban/built-up areas and demonstrates sufficient existing capacity to accommodate a variety of density ranges to meet each jurisdiction's housing need.

27

Appendix: Alternative Base Jurisdictional Allocations
Table 14 Alternative Base Jurisdictional Allocations from RTP/SCS Forecast

Jurisdiction

Arvin
Bakersfield
California City
Delano
Maricopa
McFarland
Ridgecrest
Shafter
Taft
Tehachapi
Wasco
Unincorporated
Total

Base Allocation 1:
RTP/SCS
Population
Growth to RHNA
(2023-31)
1,419
35,923
597
2,755
8
221
1,224
3,023
433
885
1,366
9,797

Base Allocation 2:

RTP/SCS
Population in
2031
1,258
26,807
908
3,201
58
818
1,708
1,474
529
828
1,674
18,389

Base Allocation 3:

Base Allocation 4:
RTP/SCS
RTP/SCS
Household
Population
Growth to RHNA
Growth (2023-46) (2023-31)
1,272
1,174
39,191
37,461
539
427
1,932
1,866
12
13
629
244
1,485
1,436
3,627
3,294
431
504
813
902
1,194
1,086
6,526
9,243
57,650

Base Allocation 5:

Base Allocation 6:

RTP/SCS
Households in
2031

RTP/SCS
Household
Growth (2023-46)
929
38,631
482
1,546
15
581
1,743
3,584
481
838
1,009
7,811

991
27,170
902
2,240
71
647
2,216
1,260
489
738
1,237
19,690

Note: Due to rounding, numbers presented in this table may not add up precisely to the totals provided.
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APPENDIX A – EXCERPTS
FROM HOUSING ELEMENT LAW,
CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE

Appendix A
Excerpts from Housing Element Law
(Local Government Code Sections 65584,
65584.
(a) (1) For the fourth and subsequent revisions of the housing element pursuant to Section
65588, the department shall determine the existing and projected need for housing for each
region pursuant to this article. For purposes of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, the share of a
city or county of the regional housing need shall include that share of the housing need of
persons at all income levels within the area significantly affected by the general plan of the city
or county.
(2) It is the intent of the Legislature that cities, counties, and cities and counties should
undertake all necessary actions to encourage, promote, and facilitate the development of
housing to accommodate the entire regional housing need, and reasonable actions should be
taken by local and regional governments to ensure that future housing production meets, at a
minimum, the regional housing need established for planning purposes. These actions shall
include applicable reforms and incentives in Section 65582.1.
(3) The Legislature finds and declares that insufficient housing in job centers hinders the state’s
environmental quality and runs counter to the state’s environmental goals. In particular, when
Californians seeking affordable housing are forced to drive longer distances to work, an
increased amount of greenhouse gases and other pollutants is released and puts in jeopardy
the achievement of the state’s climate goals, as established pursuant to Section 38566 of the
Health and Safety Code, and clean air goals.
(b) The department, in consultation with each council of governments, shall determine each
region’s existing and projected housing need pursuant to Section 65584.01 at least two years
prior to the scheduled revision required pursuant to Section 65588. The appropriate council of
governments, or for cities and counties without a council of governments, the department, shall
adopt a final regional housing need plan that allocates a share of the regional housing need to
each city, county, or city and county at least one year prior to the scheduled revision for the
region required by Section 65588. The allocation plan prepared by a council of governments
shall be prepared pursuant to Sections 65584.04 and 65584.05.
(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the due dates for the determinations of the
department or for the council of governments, respectively, regarding the regional housing need
may be extended by the department by not more than 60 days if the extension will enable
access to more recent critical population or housing data from a pending or recent release of the
United States Census Bureau or the Department of Finance. If the due date for the
determination of the department or the council of governments is extended for this reason, the
department shall extend the corresponding housing element revision deadline pursuant to
Section 65588 by not more than 60 days.
(d) The regional housing needs allocation plan shall further all of the following objectives:
(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in all
cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which shall result in each
jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low income households.
(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and
agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the
achievement of the region’s greenhouse gas reductions targets provided by the State Air
Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.
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(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an
improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units
affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.
(4) Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction
already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income category, as
compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category from the most recent
American Community Survey.
(5) Affirmatively furthering fair housing.
(e) For purposes of this section, “affirmatively furthering fair housing” means taking meaningful
actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and
foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on
protected characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking
meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in
access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced
living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of
opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.
(f) For purposes of this section, “household income levels” are as determined by the department
as of the most recent American Community Survey pursuant to the following code sections:
(1) Very low incomes as defined by Section 50105 of the Health and Safety Code.
(2) Lower incomes, as defined by Section 50079.5 of the Health and Safety Code.
(3) Moderate incomes, as defined by Section 50093 of the Health and Safety Code.
(4) Above moderate incomes are those exceeding the moderate-income level of Section 50093
of the Health and Safety Code.
(g) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, determinations made by the department, a
council of governments, or a city or county pursuant to this section or Section 65584.01,
65584.02, 65584.03, 65584.04, 65584.05, 65584.06, 65584.07, or 65584.08 are exempt from
the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the
Public Resources Code).
(Amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 989, Sec. 1.5. (AB 1771) Effective January 1, 2019.)

65584.01.
For the fourth and subsequent revision of the housing element pursuant to Section 65588, the
department, in consultation with each council of governments, where applicable, shall determine
the existing and projected need for housing for each region in the following manner:
(a) The department’s determination shall be based upon population projections produced by the
Department of Finance and regional population forecasts used in preparing regional
transportation plans, in consultation with each council of governments. If the total regional
population forecast for the projection year, developed by the council of governments and used
for the preparation of the regional transportation plan, is within a range of 1.5 percent of the total
regional population forecast for the projection year by the Department of Finance, then the
population forecast developed by the council of governments shall be the basis from which the
department determines the existing and projected need for housing in the region. If the
difference between the total population projected by the council of governments and the total
population projected for the region by the Department of Finance is greater than 1.5 percent,
then the department and the council of governments shall meet to discuss variances in
methodology used for population projections and seek agreement on a population projection for
the region to be used as a basis for determining the existing and projected housing need for the
region. If agreement is not reached, then the population projection for the region shall be the
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population projection for the region prepared by the Department of Finance as may be modified
by the department as a result of discussions with the council of governments.
(b) (1) At least 26 months prior to the scheduled revision pursuant to Section 65588 and prior to
developing the existing and projected housing need for a region, the department shall meet and
consult with the council of governments regarding the assumptions and methodology to be used
by the department to determine the region’s housing needs. The council of governments shall
provide data assumptions from the council’s projections, including, if available, the following
data for the region:
(A) Anticipated household growth associated with projected population increases.
(B) Household size data and trends in household size.
(C) The percentage of households that are overcrowded and the overcrowding rate for a
comparable housing market. For purposes of this subparagraph:
(i) The term “overcrowded” means more than one resident per room in each room in a dwelling.
(ii) The term “overcrowded rate for a comparable housing market” means that the overcrowding
rate is no more than the average overcrowding rate in comparable regions throughout the
nation, as determined by the council of governments.
(D) The rate of household formation, or headship rates, based on age, gender, ethnicity, or
other established demographic measures.
(E) The vacancy rates in existing housing stock, and the vacancy rates for healthy housing
market functioning and regional mobility, as well as housing replacement needs. For purposes
of this subparagraph, the vacancy rate for a healthy rental housing market shall be considered
no less than 5 percent.
(F) Other characteristics of the composition of the projected population.
(G) The relationship between jobs and housing, including any imbalance between jobs and
housing.
(H) The percentage of households that are cost burdened and the rate of housing cost burden
for a healthy housing market. For the purposes of this subparagraph:
(i) The term “cost burdened” means the share of very low, low-, moderate-, and above
moderate-income households that are paying more than 30 percent of household income on
housing costs.
(ii) The term “rate of housing cost burden for a healthy housing market” means that the rate of
households that are cost burdened is no more than the average rate of households that are cost
burdened in comparable regions throughout the nation, as determined by the council of
governments.
(I) The loss of units during a state of emergency that was declared by the Governor pursuant to
the California Emergency Services Act (Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 8550) of Division
1 of Title 2), during the planning period immediately preceding the relevant revision pursuant to
Section 65588 that have yet to be rebuilt or replaced at the time of the data request.
(2) The department may accept or reject the information provided by the council of governments
or modify its own assumptions or methodology based on this information. After consultation with
the council of governments, the department shall make determinations in writing on the
assumptions for each of the factors listed in subparagraphs (A) to (I), inclusive, of paragraph (1)
and the methodology it shall use and shall provide these determinations to the council of
governments. The methodology submitted by the department may make adjustments based on
the region’s total projected households, which includes existing households as well as projected
households.
(c) (1) After consultation with the council of governments, the department shall make a
determination of the region’s existing and projected housing need based upon the assumptions
and methodology determined pursuant to subdivision (b). The region’s existing and projected
housing need shall reflect the achievement of a feasible balance between jobs and housing
within the region using the regional employment projections in the applicable regional
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transportation plan. Within 30 days following notice of the determination from the department,
the council of governments may file an objection to the department’s determination of the
region’s existing and projected housing need with the department.
(2) The objection shall be based on and substantiate either of the following:
(A) The department failed to base its determination on the population projection for the region
established pursuant to subdivision (a), and shall identify the population projection which the
council of governments believes should instead be used for the determination and explain the
basis for its rationale.
(B) The regional housing need determined by the department is not a reasonable application of
the methodology and assumptions determined pursuant to subdivision (b). The objection shall
include a proposed alternative determination of its regional housing need based upon the
determinations made in subdivision (b), including analysis of why the proposed alternative
would be a more reasonable application of the methodology and assumptions determined
pursuant to subdivision (b).
(3) If a council of governments files an objection pursuant to this subdivision and includes with
the objection a proposed alternative determination of its regional housing need, it shall also
include documentation of its basis for the alternative determination. Within 45 days of receiving
an objection filed pursuant to this section, the department shall consider the objection and make
a final written determination of the region’s existing and projected housing need that includes an
explanation of the information upon which the determination was made.
(d) Statutory changes enacted after the date the department issued a final determination
pursuant to this section shall not be a basis for a revision of the final determination.
(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 497, Sec. 146. (AB 991) Effective January 1, 2020.)

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

65584.03.
(a) At least 28 months prior to the scheduled housing element update required by Section
65588, at least two or more cities and a county, or counties, may form a subregional entity for
the purpose of allocation of the subregion’s existing and projected need for housing among its
members in accordance with the allocation methodology established pursuant to Section
65584.04. The purpose of establishing a subregion shall be to recognize the community of
interest and mutual challenges and opportunities for providing housing within a subregion. A
subregion formed pursuant to this section may include a single county and each of the cities in
that county or any other combination of geographically contiguous local governments and shall
be approved by the adoption of a resolution by each of the local governments in the subregion
as well as by the council of governments. All decisions of the subregion shall be approved by
vote as provided for in rules adopted by the local governments comprising the subregion or shall
be approved by vote of the county or counties, if any, and the majority of the cities with the
majority of population within a county or counties.
(b) Upon formation of the subregional entity, the entity shall notify the council of governments of
this formation. If the council of governments has not received notification from an eligible
subregional entity at least 28 months prior to the scheduled housing element update required by
Section 65588, the council of governments shall implement the provisions of Sections 65584
and 65584.04. The delegate subregion and the council of governments shall enter into an
agreement that sets forth the process, timing, and other terms and conditions of the delegation
of responsibility by the council of governments to the subregion.
(c) At least 25 months prior to the scheduled revision, the council of governments shall
determine the share of regional housing need assigned to each delegate subregion. The share
or shares allocated to the delegate subregion or subregions by a council of governments shall
be in a proportion consistent with the distribution of households assumed for the comparable
time period of the applicable regional transportation plan. Prior to allocating the regional housing
needs to any delegate subregion or subregions, the council of governments shall hold at least
one public hearing, and may consider requests for revision of the proposed allocation to a
subregion. If a proposed revision is rejected, the council of governments shall respond with a
written explanation of why the proposed revised share has not been accepted.
(d) Each delegate subregion shall fully allocate its share of the regional housing need to local
governments within its subregion. If a delegate subregion fails to complete the regional housing
need allocation process among its member jurisdictions in a manner consistent with this article
and with the delegation agreement between the subregion and the council of governments, the
allocations to member jurisdictions shall be made by the council of governments.
(Added by Stats. 2004, Ch. 696, Sec. 6. Effective January 1, 2005.)
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65584.04.
(a) At least two years before a scheduled revision required by Section 65588, each council of
governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall develop, in consultation with the
department, a proposed methodology for distributing the existing and projected regional housing
need to cities, counties, and cities and counties within the region or within the subregion, where
applicable pursuant to this section. The methodology shall further the objectives listed in
subdivision (d) of Section 65584.
(b) (1) No more than six months before the development of a proposed methodology for
distributing the existing and projected housing need, each council of governments shall survey
each of its member jurisdictions to request, at a minimum, information regarding the factors
listed in subdivision (e) that will allow the development of a methodology based upon the factors
established in subdivision (e).
(2) With respect to the objective in paragraph (5) of subdivision (d) of Section 65584, the survey
shall review and compile information that will allow the development of a methodology based
upon the issues, strategies, and actions that are included, as available, in an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice or an Assessment of Fair Housing completed by any city
or county or the department that covers communities within the area served by the council of
governments, and in housing elements adopted pursuant to this article by cities and counties
within the area served by the council of governments.
(3) The council of governments shall seek to obtain the information in a manner and format that
is comparable throughout the region and utilize readily available data to the extent possible.
(4) The information provided by a local government pursuant to this section shall be used, to the
extent possible, by the council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, as source
information for the methodology developed pursuant to this section. The survey shall state that
none of the information received may be used as a basis for reducing the total housing need
established for the region pursuant to Section 65584.01.
(5) If the council of governments fails to conduct a survey pursuant to this subdivision, a city,
county, or city and county may submit information related to the items listed in subdivision (e)
before the public comment period provided for in subdivision (d).
(c) The council of governments shall electronically report the results of the survey of fair housing
issues, strategies, and actions compiled pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (b). The report
shall describe common themes and effective strategies employed by cities and counties within
the area served by the council of governments, including common themes and effective
strategies around avoiding the displacement of lower income households. The council of
governments shall also identify significant barriers to affirmatively furthering fair housing at the
regional level and may recommend strategies or actions to overcome those barriers. A council
of governments or metropolitan planning organization, as appropriate, may use this information
for any other purpose, including publication within a regional transportation plan adopted
pursuant to Section 65080 or to inform the land use assumptions that are applied in the
development of a regional transportation plan.
(d) Public participation and access shall be required in the development of the methodology and
in the process of drafting and adoption of the allocation of the regional housing needs.
Participation by organizations other than local jurisdictions and councils of governments shall be
solicited in a diligent effort to achieve public participation of all economic segments of the
community as well as members of protected classes under Section 12955. The proposed
methodology, along with any relevant underlying data and assumptions, an explanation of how
information about local government conditions gathered pursuant to subdivision (b) has been
used to develop the proposed methodology, how each of the factors listed in subdivision (e) is
incorporated into the methodology, and how the proposed methodology furthers the objectives
listed in subdivision (e) of Section 65584, shall be distributed to all cities, counties, any
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subregions, and members of the public who have made a written or electronic request for the
proposed methodology and published on the council of governments’, or delegate subregion’s,
internet website. The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall
conduct at least one public hearing to receive oral and written comments on the proposed
methodology.
(e) To the extent that sufficient data is available from local governments pursuant to subdivision
(b) or other sources, each council of governments, or delegate subregion as applicable, shall
include the following factors to develop the methodology that allocates regional housing needs:
(1) Each member jurisdiction’s existing and projected jobs and housing relationship. This shall
include an estimate based on readily available data on the number of low-wage jobs within the
jurisdiction and how many housing units within the jurisdiction are affordable to low-wage
workers as well as an estimate based on readily available data, of projected job growth and
projected household growth by income level within each member jurisdiction during the planning
period.
(2) The opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing in each member
jurisdiction, including all of the following:
(A) Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to federal or state laws, regulations or
regulatory actions, or supply and distribution decisions made by a sewer or water service
provider other than the local jurisdiction that preclude the jurisdiction from providing necessary
infrastructure for additional development during the planning period.
(B) The availability of land suitable for urban development or for conversion to residential use,
the availability of underutilized land, and opportunities for infill development and increased
residential densities. The council of governments may not limit its consideration of suitable
housing sites or land suitable for urban development to existing zoning ordinances and land use
restrictions of a locality, but shall consider the potential for increased residential development
under alternative zoning ordinances and land use restrictions. The determination of available
land suitable for urban development may exclude lands where the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) or the Department of Water Resources has determined that the
flood management infrastructure designed to protect that land is not adequate to avoid the risk
of flooding.
(C) Lands preserved or protected from urban development under existing federal or state
programs, or both, designed to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and
natural resources on a long-term basis, including land zoned or designated for agricultural
protection or preservation that is subject to a local ballot measure that was approved by the
voters of that jurisdiction that prohibits or restricts conversion to nonagricultural uses.
(D) County policies to preserve prime agricultural land, as defined pursuant to Section 56064,
within an unincorporated area and land within an unincorporated area zoned or designated for
agricultural protection or preservation that is subject to a local ballot measure that was approved
by the voters of that jurisdiction that prohibits or restricts its conversion to nonagricultural uses.
(3) The distribution of household growth assumed for purposes of a comparable period of
regional transportation plans and opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and
existing transportation infrastructure.
(4) Agreements between a county and cities in a county to direct growth toward incorporated
areas of the county and land within an unincorporated area zoned or designated for agricultural
protection or preservation that is subject to a local ballot measure that was approved by the
voters of the jurisdiction that prohibits or restricts conversion to nonagricultural uses.
(5) The loss of units contained in assisted housing developments, as defined in paragraph (9) of
subdivision (a) of Section 65583, that changed to non-low-income use through mortgage
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions.
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(6) The percentage of existing households at each of the income levels listed in subdivision (e)
of Section 65584 that are paying more than 30 percent and more than 50 percent of their
income in rent.
(7) The rate of overcrowding.
(8) The housing needs of farmworkers.
(9) The housing needs generated by the presence of a private university or a campus of the
California State University or the University of California within any member jurisdiction.
(10) The housing needs of individuals and families experiencing homelessness. If a council of
governments has surveyed each of its member jurisdictions pursuant to subdivision (b) on or
before January 1, 2020, this paragraph shall apply only to the development of methodologies for
the seventh and subsequent revisions of the housing element.
(11) The loss of units during a state of emergency that was declared by the Governor pursuant
to the California Emergency Services Act (Chapter 7 (commencing with Section 8550) of
Division 1 of Title 2), during the planning period immediately preceding the relevant revision
pursuant to Section 65588 that have yet to be rebuilt or replaced at the time of the analysis.
(12) The region’s greenhouse gas emissions targets provided by the State Air Resources Board
pursuant to Section 65080.
(13) Any other factors adopted by the council of governments, that further the objectives listed in
subdivision (d) of Section 65584, provided that the council of governments specifies which of
the objectives each additional factor is necessary to further. The council of governments may
include additional factors unrelated to furthering the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of
Section 65584 so long as the additional factors do not undermine the objectives listed in
subdivision (d) of Section 65584 and are applied equally across all household income levels as
described in subdivision (f) of Section 65584 and the council of governments makes a finding
that the factor is necessary to address significant health and safety conditions.
(f) The council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall explain in writing how
each of the factors described in subdivision (e) was incorporated into the methodology and how
the methodology furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The
methodology may include numerical weighting. This information, and any other supporting
materials used in determining the methodology, shall be posted on the council of governments’,
or delegate subregion’s, internet website.
(g) The following criteria shall not be a justification for a determination or a reduction in a
jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing need:
(1) Any ordinance, policy, voter-approved measure, or standard of a city or county that directly
or indirectly limits the number of residential building permits issued by a city or county.
(2) Prior underproduction of housing in a city or county from the previous regional housing need
allocation, as determined by each jurisdiction’s annual production report submitted pursuant to
subparagraph (H) of paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of Section 65400.
(3) Stable population numbers in a city or county from the previous regional housing needs
cycle.
(h) Following the conclusion of the public comment period described in subdivision (d) on the
proposed allocation methodology, and after making any revisions deemed appropriate by the
council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, as a result of comments received
during the public comment period, and as a result of consultation with the department, each
council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall publish a draft allocation
methodology on its internet website and submit the draft allocation methodology, along with the
information required pursuant to subdivision (e), to the department.
(i) Within 60 days, the department shall review the draft allocation methodology and report its
written findings to the council of governments, or delegate subregion, as applicable. In its written
findings the department shall determine whether the methodology furthers the objectives listed
in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. If the department determines that the methodology is not
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consistent with subdivision (d) of Section 65584, the council of governments, or delegate
subregion, as applicable, shall take one of the following actions:
(1) Revise the methodology to further the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584
and adopt a final regional, or subregional, housing need allocation methodology.
(2) Adopt the regional, or subregional, housing need allocation methodology without revisions
and include within its resolution of adoption findings, supported by substantial evidence, as to
why the council of governments, or delegate subregion, believes that the methodology furthers
the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584 despite the findings of the department.
(j) If the department’s findings are not available within the time limits set by subdivision (i), the
council of governments, or delegate subregion, may act without them.
(k) Upon either action pursuant to subdivision (i), the council of governments, or delegate
subregion, shall provide notice of the adoption of the methodology to the jurisdictions within the
region, or delegate subregion, as applicable, and to the department, and shall publish the
adopted allocation methodology, along with its resolution and any adopted written findings, on
its internet website.
(l) The department may, within 90 days, review the adopted methodology and report its findings
to the council of governments, or delegate subregion.
(m) (1) It is the intent of the Legislature that housing planning be coordinated and integrated
with the regional transportation plan. To achieve this goal, the allocation plan shall allocate
housing units within the region consistent with the development pattern included in the
sustainable communities strategy.
(2) The final allocation plan shall ensure that the total regional housing need, by income
category, as determined under Section 65584, is maintained, and that each jurisdiction in the
region receive an allocation of units for low- and very low income households.
(3) The resolution approving the final housing need allocation plan shall demonstrate that the
plan is consistent with the sustainable communities strategy in the regional transportation plan
and furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584.
(Amended (as amended by Stats. 2018, Ch. 990, Sec. 3.7) by Stats. 2019, Ch. 335, Sec. 4. (AB 139)
Effective January 1, 2020.)

65584.05.
(a) At least one and one-half years before the scheduled revision required by Section 65588,
each council of governments and delegate subregion, as applicable, shall distribute a draft
allocation of regional housing needs to each local government in the region or subregion, where
applicable, and the department, based on the methodology adopted pursuant to Section
65584.04 and shall publish the draft allocation on its internet website. The draft allocation shall
include the underlying data and methodology on which the allocation is based, and a statement
as to how it furthers the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. It is the intent of
the Legislature that the draft allocation should be distributed before the completion of the update
of the applicable regional transportation plan. The draft allocation shall distribute to localities
and subregions, if any, within the region the entire regional housing need determined pursuant
to Section 65584.01 or within subregions, as applicable, the subregion’s entire share of the
regional housing need determined pursuant to Section 65584.03.
(b) Within 45 days following receipt of the draft allocation, a local government within the region
or the delegate subregion, as applicable, or the department may appeal to the council of
governments or the delegate subregion for a revision of the share of the regional housing need
proposed to be allocated to one or more local governments. Appeals shall be based upon
comparable data available for all affected jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and
supported by adequate documentation, and shall include a statement as to why the revision is
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necessary to further the intent of the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. An
appeal pursuant to this subdivision shall be consistent with, and not to the detriment of, the
development pattern in an applicable sustainable communities strategy developed pursuant to
paragraph (2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080. Appeals shall be limited to any of the
following circumstances:
(1) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, failed to adequately
consider the information submitted pursuant to subdivision (b) of Section 65584.04.
(2) The council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, failed to determine the
share of the regional housing need in accordance with the information described in, and the
methodology established pursuant to, Section 65584.04, and in a manner that furthers, and
does not undermine, the intent of the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584.
(3) A significant and unforeseen change in circumstances has occurred in the local jurisdiction
or jurisdictions that merits a revision of the information submitted pursuant to subdivision (b) of
Section 65584.04. Appeals on this basis shall only be made by the jurisdiction or jurisdictions
where the change in circumstances has occurred.
(c) At the close of the period for filing appeals pursuant to subdivision (b), the council of
governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall notify all other local governments within
the region or delegate subregion and the department of all appeals and shall make all materials
submitted in support of each appeal available on a publicly available internet website. Local
governments and the department may, within 45 days, comment on one or more appeals. If no
appeals are filed, the draft allocation shall be issued as the proposed final allocation plan
pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (e).
(d) No later than 30 days after the close of the comment period, and after providing all local
governments within the region or delegate subregion, as applicable, at least 21 days prior
notice, the council of governments or delegate subregion shall conduct one public hearing to
consider all appeals filed pursuant to subdivision (b) and all comments received pursuant to
subdivision (c).
(e) No later than 45 days after the public hearing pursuant to subdivision (d), the council of
governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall do both of the following:
(1) Make a final determination that either accepts, rejects, or modifies each appeal for a revised
share filed pursuant to subdivision (b). Final determinations shall be based upon the information
and methodology described in Section 65584.04 and whether the revision is necessary to
further the objectives listed in subdivision (d) of Section 65584. The final determination shall be
in writing and shall include written findings as to how the determination is consistent with this
article. The final determination on an appeal may require the council of governments or delegate
subregion, as applicable, to adjust the share of the regional housing need allocated to one or
more local governments that are not the subject of an appeal.
(2) Issue a proposed final allocation plan.
(f) In the proposed final allocation plan, the council of governments or delegate subregion, as
applicable, shall adjust allocations to local governments based upon the results of the appeals
process. If the adjustments total 7 percent or less of the regional housing need determined
pursuant to Section 65584.01, or, as applicable, total 7 percent or less of the subregion’s share
of the regional housing need as determined pursuant to Section 65584.03, then the council of
governments or delegate subregion, as applicable, shall distribute the adjustments
proportionally to all local governments. If the adjustments total more than 7 percent of the
regional housing need, then the council of governments or delegate subregion, as applicable,
shall develop a methodology to distribute the amount greater than the 7 percent to local
governments. The total distribution of housing need shall not equal less than the regional
housing need, as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01, nor shall the subregional
distribution of housing need equal less than its share of the regional housing need as
determined pursuant to Section 65584.03.
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(g) Within 45 days after the issuance of the proposed final allocation plan by the council of
governments and each delegate subregion, as applicable, the council of governments shall hold
a public hearing to adopt a final allocation plan. To the extent that the final allocation plan fully
allocates the regional share of statewide housing need, as determined pursuant to Section
65584.01 and has taken into account all appeals, the council of governments shall have final
authority to determine the distribution of the region’s existing and projected housing need as
determined pursuant to Section 65584.01. The council of governments shall submit its final
allocation plan to the department within three days of adoption. Within 30 days after the
department’s receipt of the final allocation plan adopted by the council of governments, the
department shall determine if the final allocation plan is consistent with the existing and
projected housing need for the region, as determined pursuant to Section 65584.01. The
department may revise the determination of the council of governments if necessary to obtain
this consistency.
(h) Any authority of the council of governments to review and revise the share of a city or county
of the regional housing need under this section shall not constitute authority to revise, approve,
or disapprove the manner in which the share of the city or county of the regional housing need
is implemented through its housing program.
(i) Any time period in subdivision (d) or (e) may be extended by a council of governments or
delegate subregion, as applicable, for up to 30 days.
(j) The San Diego Association of Governments may follow the process in this section for the
draft and final allocation plan for the sixth revision of the housing element notwithstanding such
actions being carried out before the adoption of an updated regional transportation plan and
sustainable communities strategy.
(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 634, Sec. 4. (AB 1730) Effective January 1, 2020.)

65584.07.
(a) During the period between adoption of a final regional housing needs allocation and the due
date of the housing element update under Section 65588, the council of governments,
subregional entity, 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, subregional entity, 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) 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, subregional entity, or the department. The
council of governments or subregional entity 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 pursuant to
subdivision (a) shall use the revised regional housing need allocation in their housing elements
and shall adopt their housing elements by the deadlines set forth in Section 65588.
(2) A city that has received a transfer of a regional housing need pursuant to subdivision (c)
shall adopt or amend its housing element within 30 months of the effective date of incorporation.
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(3) A county or city that has received a transfer of regional housing need pursuant to subdivision
(d) shall amend its housing element within 180 days of the effective date of the transfer.
(4) A county or city is responsible for identifying sites to accommodate its revised regional
housing need by the deadlines set forth in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).
(5) 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 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, subregional
entity, or the department for areas with no council of governments, has made its final allocation
under Section 65584.03, 65584.04, or 65584.06, a portion of the county’s allocation shall be
transferred to the new city. The city and county may reach a mutually acceptable agreement for
transfer of a portion of the county’s allocation to the city, which shall be accepted by the council
of governments, subregional entity, or the department, whichever allocated the county’s share.
If the affected parties cannot reach a mutually acceptable agreement, then either party may
submit a written request to the council of governments, subregional entity, or to the department
for areas with no council of governments, to consider the facts, data, and methodology
presented by both parties and determine the number of units, by income category, that should
be transferred from the county’s allocation to the new city.
(2) Within 90 days after the date of incorporation, either the transfer, by income category,
agreed upon by the city and county, or a written request for a transfer, shall be submitted to the
council of governments, subregional entity, or to the department, whichever allocated the
county’s share. A mutually acceptable transfer agreement shall be effective immediately upon
receipt by the council of governments, the subregional entity, or the department. A copy of a
written transfer request submitted to the council of governments shall be submitted to the
department. The council of governments, subregional entity, or the department, whichever
allocated the county’s share, shall make the transfer effective within 180 days after receipt of
the written request. If the council of governments allocated the county’s share, the transfer shall
be based on the methodology adopted pursuant to Section 65584.04. If the subregional entity
allocated the subregion’s share, the transfer shall be based on the methodology adopted
pursuant to Section 65584.03. If the department allocated the county’s share, the transfer shall
be based on the considerations specified in Section 65584.06. The transfer shall neither reduce
the total regional housing needs nor change the regional housing needs allocated to other cities
by the council of governments, subregional entity, or the department. A copy of the transfer
finalized by the council of governments or subregional entity shall be submitted to the
department. The council of governments, the subregional entity, or the department, as
appropriate, may extend the 90-day deadline if it determines an extension is consistent with the
objectives of this article.
(d) (1) If an annexation of unincorporated land to a city occurs after the council of governments,
subregional entity, or the department for areas with no council of governments, has made its
final allocation under Section 65584.03, 65584.04, or 65584.06, a portion of the county’s
allocation may be transferred to the city. The city and county may reach a mutually acceptable
agreement for transfer of a portion of the county’s allocation to the city, which shall be accepted
by the council of governments, subregional entity, or the department, whichever allocated the
county’s share. If the affected parties cannot reach a mutually acceptable agreement, then
either party may submit a written request to the council of governments, subregional entity, or to
the department for areas with no council of governments, to consider the facts, data, and
methodology presented by both parties and determine the number of units, by income category,
that should be transferred from the county’s allocation to the city.
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(2) (A) Except as provided under subparagraph (B), within 90 days after the date of annexation,
either the transfer, by income category, agreed upon by the city and county, or a written request
for a transfer, shall be submitted to the council of governments, subregional entity, and to the
department. A mutually acceptable transfer agreement shall be effective immediately upon
receipt by the council of governments, the subregional entity, or the department. The council of
governments, subregional entity, or the department for areas with no council of governments,
shall make the transfer effective within 180 days after receipt of the written request. If the
council of governments allocated the county’s share, the transfer shall be based on the
methodology adopted pursuant to Section 65584.04. If the subregional entity allocated the
subregion’s share, the transfer shall be based on the methodology adopted pursuant to Section
65584.03. If the department allocated the county’s share, the transfer shall be based on the
considerations specified in Section 65584.06. The transfer shall neither reduce the total regional
housing needs nor change the regional housing needs allocated to other cities by the council of
governments, subregional entity, or the department for areas with no council of governments. A
copy of the transfer finalized by the council of governments or subregional entity shall be
submitted to the department. The council of governments, the subregional entity, or the
department, as appropriate, may extend the 90-day deadline if it determines an extension is
consistent with the objectives of this article.
(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 transfer shall not be made when the council of governments or the department, as
applicable, confirms that the annexed land was fully incorporated into the methodology used to
allocate the city’s share of the regional housing needs.
(Amended by Stats. 2019, Ch. 844, Sec. 2. (SB 235) Effective January 1, 2020.)

65584.1.
Councils of government may charge a fee to local governments to cover the projected
reasonable, actual costs of the council in distributing regional housing needs pursuant to this
article. Any fee shall not exceed the estimated amount required to implement its obligations
pursuant to Sections 65584, 65584.01, 65584.02, 65584.03, 65584.04, 65584.05, and
65584.07. A city, county, or city and county may charge a fee, not to exceed the amount
charged in the aggregate to the city, county, or city and county by the council of governments, to
reimburse it for the cost of the fee charged by the council of government to cover the council’s
actual costs in distributing regional housing needs. The legislative body of the city, county, or
city and county shall impose the fee pursuant to Section 66016, except that if the fee creates
revenue in excess of actual costs, those revenues shall be refunded to the payers of the fee.
(Amended by Stats. 2005, Ch. 595, Sec. 6. Effective January 1, 2006.)

65584.2.
A local government may, but is not required to, conduct a review or appeal regarding allocation
data provided by the department or the council of governments pertaining the locality’s share of
the regional housing need or the submittal of data or information for a proposed allocation, as
permitted by this article.
(Added by Stats. 2004, Ch. 227, Sec. 59. Effective August 16, 2004.)
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APPENDIX C – PUBLIC
OUTREACH SUMMARY

Appendix C
Public Outreach Summary

Government Code Section 65584.04(d) states that “public participation and access shall be
required in the development of the methodology and in the process of drafting and adopting the
allocation of the regional housing needs.” Kern COG’s public outreach effort for the RHNA
process encompassed diverse opportunities to obtain public input.

WORKING GROUPS AND MEMBER JURISDICTIONAL SURVEY

KERN COG’s Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) served as the working group for
the RHNA project. The members represent the County and all the incorporated cities within
Kern County. The RPAC provided a forum to review and develop recommendations on key
activities associated with RHNA methodology and accept public/stakeholder input on the RHNA
project. Stakeholders were notified and invited to all RPAC meetings related to the RHNA
project. Additionally, the Transportation Planning Policy Committee (TPPC) and Kern COG
Board were kept apprised of progress on the development of the draft methodology and
ultimately held public hearings on the draft and final RHNA Plan.
August- September 2021- Member Jurisdictional Survey August 25, 2021 – September 8, 2021
•

Member Jurisdictional Survey Findings and Summary Results

September 2021 – Presentations to RPAC and TPPC – RHNA adjustment factors and
objectives
•

RPAC Agenda, Item VI

•

TPPC Agenda, Item III. M

October 2021 - Present to RPAC and TPPC – Draft RHNA Methodology
•

RPAC Agenda, Item IV

•

TPPC Agenda, Item IV. B

STAKEHOLDER/PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT AND PARTICIPATION

In accordance with Government Code Section 65584.04(d) community engagement was
solicited from a diverse group of over 150 stakeholders representing all economic segments of
the community as well as members of protected classes under Section 12955. Stakeholders
including housing providers, housing advocacy/fair housing groups, legal and environmental
justice organizations, business organizations, the building industry, as well as interested
community members were all invited to participate. KERN COG held three stakeholder
roundtable meetings, including an introductory overview of the RHNA process in January 2020,
a first draft review of the proposed RHNA methodology, a revised draft methodology, and
hosted a panel discussion focusing on Kern Housing Concerns and Solutions. Kern COG also

49

surveyed stakeholders and the public 1 regarding housing needs and issues to help inform the
methodology development and draft RHNA Plan that was ultimately submitted for formal review
by the State Department of Housing and Community Development on December 17, 2021.
January 22, 2020 – Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #1
Provided an overview of the SCS/RTP and RHNA projects

•

August 4, 2021 – Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #2
6th cycle RHNA introduction and development schedule
Roundtable Stakeholder Meeting #2

•
•

November 3, 2021 – Stakeholder Roundtable Meeting #3
• Draft RHNA Methodology – Save the Date
• Meeting Agenda
• Draft RHNA Methodology Report – 11-2-21
• Recording of Meeting: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JehfDf8pgIE
November 10 – December 10, 2021 – Community Stakeholder Survey
• Appendix E: Community Stakeholder Survey Summary and Report
November 8 – Thursday, December 9, 2021 - Draft RHNA Methodology Public Comment Period
• Draft Kern 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology – Public Review Document
•

Appendix F: Written Comment – City of Tehachapi

KERN COG BOARD PUBLIC HEARING AND FORMAL COMMENT PERIOD

Finally, the Kern COG Board held a public hearing on November 18, 2021, and held open a
public comment period from November 8, 2021, through December 9, 2021, to receive input on
the draft RHNA Plan being submitted for formal review by the State Department of Housing and
Community Development. No comments were received at the public hearing and only one
comment letter in support of the methodology and draft allocations was received from the City of
Tehachapi during the comment period.
November 18, 2021 – Public Hearing on Draft RHNA Methodology
• Agenda (Item V.)

KERN COG BOARD PUBLIC HEARING ON FINAL RHNA PLAN
July 2022 – Public Hearing and Adoption of Final RHNA Plan

Agenda Item: Final RHNA
RPAC Agenda, Item VI (https://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/
RPAC_agenda_20220706.pdf)
TPPC Agenda, Item VII (https://www.kerncog.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/
TPPC_agenda_20220721.pdf)

WEBSITE INFORMATION

Kern COG provided a webpage for the RHNA process. The webpage includes project
background material, the RHNA development schedule, methodology report, and public
participation and contact information. The website can be found at
https://www.kerncog.org/regional-housing-needs/

1

Survey provided in both English and Spanish.
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APPENDIX D - KERN MEMBER
JURISDICTIONAL SURVEY

Kern Council of Governments Survey
Results Summary Report: 2023-2031 RHNA
– Cycle 6
Administrative Draft

4 November 2021

Prepared by:
Center for Business and Policy Research
University of the Pacific
Stockton and Sacramento, California

UNIVERSITY OF THE PACIFIC

Center for Business
Policy Researc

Prepared for:
Kern Council of Governments
Bakersfield, California

51

Table of Contents
Table of Contents .................................................................................................................................................. 2
List of Tables ..................................................................................................................................................... 2
Glossary of Acronyms ....................................................................................................................................... 3
RHNA Member Jurisdiction Survey Results ........................................................................................................... 4
Responses .......................................................................................................................................................... 5
Summary of Results ........................................................................................................................................... 6

List of Tables
Figure 1: Concern Over Balance Between Low-Wage Jobs and Affordable Housing ............................................ 6
Figure 2: Impact of Balance Between Low-Wage Jobs and Affordable Housing .................................................... 7
Figure 3: Use of Jobs-Housing Fit Data to Inform Policy Decisions ........................................................................ 8
Figure 4: Housing Development Constraints and Opportunities ............................................................................... 9
Figure 5: Primary Affordable Housing Barriers ........................................................................................................... 10
Figure 6: Greenhouse gas emission reduction policies and strategies ...................................................................... 11
Figure 7: Consideration of Housing Cost Impacts on Residents .............................................................................. 12
Figure 8: Consideration of Overcrowding Impacts on Residents ............................................................................ 13
Figure 9: Recognized Need for Farmworker Housing ............................................................................................... 14
Figure 10: Recognized Postsecondary Educational Institutions' Housing Needs.................................................. 14
Figure 11: Collection of Data on Homelessness and Transitional Housing Need ................................................ 15
Figure 12: Experience of Loss of Assisted Housing Developments in Prior Decade........................................... 15
Figure 13: Anticipated Loss of Assisted Housing Development Units in Next Decade ...................................... 16
Figure 14: Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice or Assessment of Fair Housing ........................... 17
Figure 15: Environmental Justice/Social Equity in General Plan............................................................................. 17
Figure 16: Environmental Justice/Social Equity Integration in General Plan ........................................................ 18
Figure 17: Data Sources for Fair Housing Issues ........................................................................................................ 18
Figure 18: Community Outreach Activities for Participation in Fair Housing Planning Processes ................... 19
Figure 19: Success of Goals for Community Participation in Fair Housing Planning .......................................... 20
Figure 20: Factors Contributing to Fair Housing Issues in Jurisdiction .................................................................. 21
Figure 21: Barriers to Production of More Affordable Housing Types in High Opportunity Areas ................. 22
Figure 22: Actions to Overcome Historical Patterns of Segregation or to Remove Barriers to Equal Housing
Opportunity ....................................................................................................................................................................... 24
Figure 23: Assessment of Prior Actions and Their Impact on Achieving Goals for Overcoming Historical
Patterns of Segregation or Removing Barriers to Equal Housing Opportunity ..................................................... 25
Figure 24: Methods Used To Prevent or Mitigate Displacement of Low-Income Households.......................... 26
Figure 25: Public Outreach Strategies to Reach Disadvantaged Communities ...................................................... 27

52

Glossary of Acronyms
CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

COG

Council of Governments

HUD

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

RHNA

Regional Housing Needs Allocation

RHNA Plan

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan

VMT

Vehicle Miles Travelled
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RHNA Member Jurisdiction Survey Results
California Government Code requires that each Council of Government survey its member
jurisdictions for information to inform development of the Regional Housing Needs Assessment
(RHNA) Methodology and Plan. The survey utilized for this study [hereafter referred to as the
Survey1] contained a series of forty-one questions intended to gather information related to five
Objectives and fifteen Factors required for consideration. For reference, Government Code §
65584(d) specifies the following five Objectives all RHNA Plans must further:
1. Housing Affordability, Equity, Supply, and Mix: Increase housing supply and mix of
housing types, with the goal of improving housing affordability and equity in all cities and
counties within the region.
2. Environmental Justice and Sustainability: Promote infill development and
socioeconomic equity; protect environmental and agricultural resources; encourage efficient
development patterns; and achieve greenhouse gas reduction targets.
3. Jobs-to-Housing Balance: Improve intra-regional jobs-to-housing relationship, including
the balance between low-wage jobs and affordable housing units for low-wage workers in
each jurisdiction.
4. Mixed-Income Communities: Balance disproportionate household income distributions
(more high-income allocation to lower-income areas, and vice versa).
5. Fair Housing and Inclusivity: Affirmatively further fair housing to promote fair housing
choice and foster inclusive communities that are free from discrimination.
Further, Government Code §65584.04(e) identifies many additional Factors to be considered when
developing the RHNA methodology, including the following fifteen:
1. Existing and projected jobs and housing relationship, particularly low-wage jobs and
affordable housing.
2. Lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to decisions outside jurisdiction’s control.
3. Availability of land suitable for urban development.
4. Lands protected from urban development under existing federal or state programs.
5. Policies to preserve or protect land from urban development.
6. Opportunities to maximize use of transit and existing transportation infrastructure.
7. Policies directing growth toward incorporated areas.
8. Existing or projected loss of units contained in affordable housing developments.
9. High housing cost burdens.
10. The rate of overcrowding.
11. Housing needs of farmworkers.
12. Housing needs generated by a university within the jurisdiction.
13. Housing needs of individuals and families experiencing homelessness.
14. Units lost during a state of emergency that have yet to be replaced.
15. The region’s SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets.
In order to effectively inform the development of the RHNA Plan, the Survey questions elicit
information regarding actions, issues, and strategies that correspond to the abovementioned
Objectives and Factors. Responses to the Survey not only help fulfill legal requirements, they also
1

See the Individual Surveys Report for individual responses to the Survey.
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enhance the ability to effectively identify and address barriers that negatively impact progress toward
achievement of California’s housing goals. Indeed, the responses provide information to help make
informed decisions to improve environmental sustainability, the character and quality of the
community, people’s lives, and the realization of principles of fair housing, diversity, equity,
inclusivity, and justice.

Responses
The Survey was distributed electronically to each of the twelve member agencies of Kern Council of
Governments [hereafter Kern COG] in July 2021. The following ten members of Kern COG
responded to the Survey between August and October 2021:2
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

City of Arvin (2 responses)
City of Bakersfield
City of California City (3 responses)
City of McFarland
City of Ridgecrest
City of Shafter
City of Taft
City of Tehachapi (2 responses)
City of Wasco
Kern County

This study did not receive responses from the City of Delano or the City of Maricopa within the timeframe
of the survey. If a jurisdiction submitted multiple survey responses, this study aggregated complete survey
responses for the jurisdiction and discarded contradictory and duplicative responses from the same
jurisdiction to individual questions. This study also discarded incomplete survey responses from any
jurisdiction that also provided a complete survey response. As a result, this study discarded a total of three
incomplete survey responses, including responses from California City, City of Arvin, and City of Tehachapi;
however, since each of these jurisdictions submitted more than one response, this study utilized the complete
survey response for those jurisdictions instead. Additionally, this study aggregated two complete survey
responses for California City.
2
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Summary of Results
This section considers the responses to each of the substantive questions in the seven-section, fortyone question Survey.

Jobs and Housing
The first section of the Survey, which included the first seven questions, focused on jobs and
housing. Whereas the first two questions of the survey sought to gather information about the
respondents, the third question assessed whether the jurisdiction’s Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio, which
measures the number of lower-wage jobs (jobs with earnings less than $3,333/month) to affordable
housing units (units with rent less than $1,000/month), matched the jurisdictions perceptions.
Seventy-five percent (six of eight respondents to this question) indicated that the Jobs-Housing Fit
Ratio matched the jurisdiction’s perceptions.3
Figure 1: Concern Over Balance Between Low-Wage Jobs and Affordable Housing

How significant a concern is the balance of lowwage workers to homes affordable to low-wage
workers in your jurisdiction?
35%

33%

33%

30%
25%

22%

20%
15%

11%

10%
5%

0%

0%
Very significant

Somewhat significant Neither significant or
insignificant

Somewhat
insignificant

Very insignificant

Following up on the third question related to the Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio, the fourth question asked,
“How significant a concern is the balance of low-wage workers to homes affordable to low-wage
The City of Arvin, City of Bakersfield, City of California City, City of McFarland, City of Ridgecrest, and
City of Wasco indicated that the Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio matched the jurisdiction’s perceptions. Two
respondents did not see an alignment between the Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio and related perceptions: the City of
Shafter and the City of Tehachapi. The City of Shafter mentioned that “The general perception of the City is
the core area which has older and less expensive housing which is more affordable to residents with low-wage
jobs.” The City of Tehachapi mentioned that, when compared with perception, the ratio seemed high and
that the “Number of low-wage jobs is relatively low.”

3
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workers in your jurisdiction?” As seen in the figure below, one-third of respondents (three of nine)
indicated that there was a very significant concern and another one-third of respondents indicated
that there was a somewhat significant concern.4 Whereas six of nine respondents indicated some
level of significant concern, only one respondent indicated a somewhat insignificant concern.
In their responses to question five, jurisdictions cited a number of reasons for Jobs-Housing Fit
Ratios indicating an imbalance between jobs and housing, including costs of housing, a historic lack
of affordable housing, a competitive housing market, a lack of suitable properties, a lack of services
needed for housing, a lack of staffing, a lack of housing development, a lack of jobs, a volatile job
market, low rents, and rent increases.
Figure 2: Impact of Balance Between Low-Wage Jobs and Affordable Housing

Which, if any, of the following impacts does the
balance of low-wage workers to homes affordable
to low-wage workers have on your jurisdiction?
Check all that apply.
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Continuing the analysis of the jurisdictions’ Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio, question six asked jurisdictions
to analyze the impacts of their ratio. The majority of jurisdictions, sixty percent (six out of ten
respondents to this question), indicated that their Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio made it difficult for local
employers to hire and/or retain workers. The second most common impact of the Jobs-Housing Fit
Ratio, which forty percent of respondents cited, consists of long commutes to jobs outside of the
jurisdiction. Thirty percent of respondents cited high rates of housing cost burden for residents and
long commutes into the jurisdiction as impacts resulting from their Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio. The City
The City of California City submitted two contradictory responses, “Somewhat significant” and “Somewhat
insignificant,” which were excluded from this analysis as a result.

4
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of Taft indicated that their Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio results in “New industries not related to oil and
gas struggl[ing] to commit to develop in Taft and utilize the trained oil and gas workers for their
needs.” Only one out of the ten respondents (ten percent), the City of Wasco, indicated that their
Jobs-Housing Fit Ratio produced no significant impacts.
When asked if jobs-housing fit data informs policy decisions in question seven of the Survey, the
majority of respondents (six out of ten) indicated that it did not.
Figure 3: Use of Jobs-Housing Fit Data to Inform Policy Decisions

Does your jurisdiction use jobs-housing fit data to
inform its policy decisions?
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Housing Opportunities and Constraints
The second section of the Survey, which consisted of questions eight through twelve, focused on
housing opportunities and constraints. Question eight asked jurisdictions to identify the constraints
and opportunities for the development of additional housing by 2032 in the jurisdiction. Overall, the
greatest opportunities recognized by the jurisdictions consist of the availability of vacant land and
the availability of schools, and the greatest constraints consist of construction costs, project labor
agreements, and lands protected by federal or state programs. In addition to those, a majority of
jurisdictions cited availability of parks, sewer capacity, and suitable land availability as opportunities
or both opportunities and constraints. And a majority of jurisdictions cited availability of
construction workforce, availability of public or social services, availability of surplus public land,
financing/funding for affordable housing, impact of climate change and natural hazards, state
requirements to reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), and weak market conditions as constraints or
both constraints and opportunities.
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Figure 4: Housing Development Constraints and Opportunities
Which of the following apply to your jurisdiction as an opportunity and/or a
constraint for development of additional housing by 2032?
Availability of construction workforce
Availability of parks
Availability of public or social services
Availability of schools
Availability of surplus public land
Availability of vacant land
Availability of water suitable for consumption
Construction costs
County policies to preserve agricultural land
Financing/funding for affordable housing
Impact of climate change and natural hazards
Lands protected by federal or State programs
Project labor agreements
Sewer Capacity
State requirements to reduce VMT
Suitable land availability
Utility connection fees
Weak market conditions

Opportunity
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Total #
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When asked to identify the three greatest opportunities for the development of additional housing
by 2031 in question nine, the jurisdictions selected the following eight opportunities:
1. Land availability, including public, suitable, or vacant land (seven of ten respondents selected
this)
2. Sewer and/or water availability (five of ten respondents selected this)
3. Availability of schools (three of ten respondents selected this)
4. Financing/funding for affordable housing (two of ten respondents selected this)
5. Availability of parks and recreation programs (one of ten respondents selected this)
6. Competitive land costs (one of ten respondents selected this)
7. Competitive utility connection fees (one of ten respondents selected this)
8. County policies to preserve agricultural land (one of ten respondents selected this)
Similarly, when asked to identify the three greatest constraints for the development of additional
housing by 2031 in question ten, the jurisdictions selected the following eight constraints:
1. Construction costs (five of ten respondents selected this)
2. Infrastructure, sewer and/or water capacity limits (three of ten respondents selected this)
3. Land availability, including locally-owned public land, vacant land, or land not owned by the
federal government, oil companies, or private owners uninterested in development (three of
ten respondents selected this)
4. Distance to jobs for residents (two of ten respondents selected this)
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5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

Weak market conditions (two of ten respondents selected this)
Funding (one of ten respondents selected this)
Entitlement process, including CEQA review (one of ten respondents selected this)
Policy (one of ten respondents selected this)
Unavailability of parks and/or open space (one of ten respondents selected this)
Unavailability of public or social services (one of ten respondents selected this)

The responses demonstrate the significance of the availability of funding, land, and water.
Six of the eleven respondents to question eight wrote in additional constraints and opportunities.
The additional constraints include a need for technical assistance, including with identifying suitable
land, low home values failing to attract developers, a lack of awareness of the jurisdiction among
developers, building industry association inactivity in the jurisdiction, increased burdens on the
jurisdiction’s general fund, which is exacerbated by new housing, and, finally, water supply and
agricultural interests. As an additional opportunity, one jurisdiction highlighted the presence of
entitled tentative tract maps available for development.
Figure 5: Primary Affordable Housing Barriers

What are the primary barriers or gaps your
jurisdiction faces in meeting its RHNA goals for
producing housing affordable to very low- and lowincome households? Check all that apply.
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Question eleven asked jurisdictions to identify the primary obstacles to meeting affordable housing
goals. Similar to the constraints identified in prior responses, the greatest obstacles include a lack of
infrastructure, including sewer and water (seventy percent), as well as a lack of funding (sixty
percent) and a lack of local affordable housing development capacity (sixty percent).
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Further, forty percent of respondents (four of ten) cited community opposition as a primary barrier
toward the development of affordable housing. Finally, twenty percent cited other reasons, including
being landlocked in the case of the City of Arvin and a lack of interested developers in the case of
the City of Tehachapi.
The final question of this section, question twelve, of the Survey related to housing opportunities
and constraints asked jurisdictions to identify what land use policies or strategies they have
implemented to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Figure 6: Greenhouse gas emission reduction policies and strategies
What land use policies or strategies has your jurisdiction implemented to
minimize greenhouse gas emissions? Check all that apply.
Other (please specify)
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The two most commonly utilized strategies, which seven of ten respondents selected, include land
use changes that encourage a diversity of housing types and/or mixed-use development, as well as
investment in pedestrian, bicycle, and active transportation infrastructure. Sixty percent of
respondents to this question (six out of ten) selected encouraging mixed-use development, which
made it the third most commonly utilized strategy. Half of the jurisdictions responding to this
question indicated that implementing energy efficiency standards in new construction or retrofits, as
well as investment in maintaining or improving existing public transportation infrastructure, helped
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their jurisdiction reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Forty percent of respondents selected
encouraging development near transit and increasing local employment opportunities to reduce
commute lengths for residents, and thirty percent selected implementing a Climate Action Plan.
Whereas only ten percent of jurisdictions selected designating Priority Conservation Areas or
investment in transit expansion, no jurisdictions selected designating Priority Development Areas.
Additionally, ten percent of responding jurisdictions (one out of ten), the City of Arvin, selected
“Other” and indicated that the city had implemented strategies to electrify its fleet and to expand the
urban tree canopy.

Housing Affordability and Overcrowding
The third section of the Survey, which included questions thirteen and fourteen, focused on issues
of housing affordability and overcrowding in the jurisdictions. Question thirteen presented
information on the percentage of cost-burdened households in each jurisdiction and asked the
jurisdictions to explain whether they considered the impacts of high housing costs, including
mortgage, rents, and other costs associated with housing (e.g., utilities, taxes, insurance), and
proportions of cost-burdened households. While most jurisdictions provided a yes or no response,
some also provided additional information. Overall, of the eight jurisdictions that provided a yes or
no response, five (sixty-two-and-a-half percent) replied yes and three (thirty-seven-and-a-half
percent) said no.
Figure 7: Consideration of Housing Cost Impacts on Residents
HAS YOUR JURISDICTION CONSIDERED WHAT
IMPACTS HIGH HOUSING COSTS AND THE
PROPORTION OF RENT/OWNER-BURDENED
HOUSEHOLDS HAVE ON RESIDENTS IN YOUR
JURISDICTION?

No, 3, 38%
Yes, 5, 62%

The City of McFarland mentioned that the “City has increased their efforts to solve these issues.
Efforts such as encouraging affordable housing, low-income housing, and applying for new-home
buyer grant have all been done by the City.” The City of Taft stated that “The cost burden does not
seem to be impacting our owner-occupied units much. The high percentage of renters paying more
than 30% may be due to our significant 55+ resident population that is living off of social security
checks but paying market rate rent.”
The second and final question in this section, question fourteen, presented information regarding
“overcrowded” households in each jurisdiction, and it asked the jurisdictions to explain whether
they considered the impacts of overcrowding on residents in the jurisdiction. Overall, of the seven
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jurisdictions that provided a yes or no response, four (about fifty-seven percent) replied yes and
three (about forty-three percent) said no.
The City of Arvin mentioned that “We are attempting to roll out an ADU program.” The City of
McFarland stated that “The Census shows that a large percentage of McFarland households are
made up of extended families and are therefore overcrowded. Affordable housing is encouraged to
developers to resolve these overcrowding issues.” Further, the City of Taft responded that “Taft has
always been below the state, county, and regional persons per household and overcrowding rates.
Taft has never been above 3 persons per household on average.”
Figure 8: Consideration of Overcrowding Impacts on Residents

HAS YOUR JURISDICTION CONSIDERED WHAT
IMPACTS OVERCROWDING HAS ON RESIDENTS
IN YOUR JURISDICTION?

No, 3, 43%
Yes, 4, 57%

Housing Demand
The fourth section of the Survey, which included questions fifteen through twenty-four, focused on
issues related to housing demand in each jurisdiction. Question fifteen asked whether jurisdictions
recognized a need for additional farmworker housing. Whereas two respondents recognized a need
for additional farmworker housing over the next year, four respondents did not recognize such a
need and three were unsure.5
When responding to question sixteen, which only applied to jurisdictions that recognized a need for
additional farmworker housing, the City of Arvin stated that the reasons for unmet demand of
farmworker housing include “Seasonal farm worker increases” and that “There is also a lack of
capacity within City Staff.” Further, the City of McFarland mentioned that unmet farmworker
housing needs result from a lack of “Funding and land owners open to making their land available
for future housing developments.” Of the jurisdictions unsure about the need for additional
farmworker housing, some provided comments about the reasons for unmet need. The City of
Bakersfield mentioned that “Bakersfield processes limited requests for farmworker housing,” and
the City of California City cited “Housing and Apartment stock.”
The City of California City submitted two contradictory responses, “Yes” and “No,” which were excluded
from this analysis as a result.

5
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Question seventeen asked jurisdictions to consider whether any currently unmet housing need
resulted from postsecondary educational institutions. While one of the ten responding jurisdictions
was unsure of whether such a need existed, the other nine recognized no such need.
Figure 9: Recognized Need for Farmworker Housing

Over the course of a typical year, is there a need
in your jurisdiction for additional housing for
farmworkers?
50%

44%

40%
30%

33%
22%

20%
10%
0%
Yes

No

Unsure

Question eighteen asked respondents that recognized a currently unmet housing need from
postsecondary educational institutions to explain the main reasons of the unmet demand. Since none
of the jurisdictions recognized any such need, question eighteen did not apply. Still, the City of Taft
noted that “We have a community college in Taft, but it is more of a commuter college for residents
of Kern County.”
Figure 10: Recognized Postsecondary Educational Institutions' Housing Needs

Is there currently any unmet housing demand in
your jurisdiction created by postsecondary
educational institutions?
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Question nineteen asked jurisdictions about whether they collect data on homelessness and demand
for transitional housing. Of the ten responding jurisdictions, two collected such data, six did not,
and two were unsure.
Question twenty-one asked jurisdictions to indicate whether or not they experienced any loss of
units in assisted housing developments in the prior decade as a result of issues facing at-risk
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affordable housing units. Eight of ten responding jurisdictions mentioned that they have not
experienced such a loss, and the other two stated that they were unsure.
Figure 11: Collection of Data on Homelessness and Transitional Housing Need

Does your jurisdiction collect data on homelessness
within the jurisdiction and demand for transitional
housing for those experiencing homelessness?
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Question twenty asked jurisdictions to provide an estimate for the local homeless population and
corresponding need for transitional housing if the jurisdiction collected such data. The City of Arvin
stated that “We have about 25 homeless people in the community.” Further, the other jurisdiction
collecting such data, Kern County, reported “over 1700 unhoused individuals with over 18,000
people on waiting list for permanent housing.” Finally, the City of Wasco mentioned that “The City
of Wasco does not collect data on homelessness within the jurisdiction. However, the City
participates in the annual point in time homeless census count. The 2020 point in time count
identified a total of 9 homeless individuals in Wasco.”
Figure 12: Experience of Loss of Assisted Housing Developments in Prior Decade

Has your jurisdiction experienced a loss of units in
assisted housing developments in the past 10 years
due to expiring affordability contracts or other issues
facing at-risk affordable housing units?
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Question twenty-two asked jurisdictions that experienced a loss of units in assisted housing
developments in the prior decade to estimate how many such units were lost. Since no jurisdictions
indicated that they had lost any such units, question twenty-two did not apply.
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Question twenty-three asked jurisdictions to indicate whether they anticipate any loss of assisted
housing development units in the next decade. Eight of ten responding jurisdictions mentioned that
they do not anticipate such a loss, one does anticipate a loss, and one was unsure.
Question twenty-four asked jurisdictions that anticipated a loss of units in assisted housing
developments in the next decade to estimate how many such will be lost and why. The one
jurisdiction that anticipated a loss, Kern County, indicated that it is unknown how many units will be
lost or why.
Figure 13: Anticipated Loss of Assisted Housing Development Units in Next Decade

Does your jurisdiction anticipate a loss of units in
assisted housing developments in the next 10 years?
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Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing
The fifth section of the Survey, which included questions twenty-five through thirty-four, focused
on issues related to affirmatively furthering fair housing. Question twenty-five asked jurisdictions to
indicate whether they have an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice or an assessment of
fair housing due to U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requirements.
Whereas seventy percent (seven out of ten respondents) of jurisdictions indicated that they did not
have an analysis of impediments to fair housing choice or an assessment of fair housing, thirty
percent do have such an analysis or assessment.
Question twenty-six asked jurisdictions for the year of their latest General Plan update. Whereas the
most recent update occurred in August 2021 and another jurisdiction recently selected a consultant
for an upcoming comprehensive update of a General Plan that has not been updated since 2002,
two jurisdictions mentioned that their latest update occurred in 2016, two indicated 2008, one in
2013, one in 2010, one in 2005, one in 2004, and another in 2002. Similarly, question twenty-seven
asked for the year of the last update to the General Plan’s Housing Element. Whereas most
respondents indicated that their last update to their Housing Element occurred in 2015, one
jurisdiction indicated that it was last updated in 2018 and another indicated 2016.
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Figure 14: Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice or Assessment of Fair Housing

Does your jurisdiction have an Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice or an
Assessment of Fair Housing due to U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) requirements?
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Question twenty-eight asked if the jurisdiction’s General Plan has an environmental justice/social
equity chapter or otherwise integrates environmental justice/social equity. Whereas half of the ten
responding jurisdictions indicated that they have not integrated environmental justice/social equity
in their General Plan, ten percent (one out of ten) indicate that they do, and another forty percent
indicate that their jurisdiction is in the process of integrating environmental justice/social equity in
their General Plan.
Figure 15: Environmental Justice/Social Equity in General Plan

Does your General Plan have an environmental
justice/social equity chapter or integrate
environmental justice/social equity, per SB 1000?
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For jurisdictions integrating or in the process of integrating environmental justice/social equity in
their General Plan, question twenty-nine asked about whether it is integrated in an environmental
justice chapter and/or throughout the General Plan. Whereas forty percent of the respondents (two
out of five) indicated that environmental justice/social equity is integrated in the General Plan
through a chapter, twenty percent integrated environmental justice/social equity throughout the
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General Plan and another forty percent indicated that they integrated environmental justice/social
equity in a chapter and throughout the General Plan.
Figure 16: Environmental Justice/Social Equity Integration in General Plan

If you answered yes or are in process to question 28,
how does your General Plan integrate or plan to
integrate environmental justice?
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Question thirty asked about data sources maintained or utilized to assess fair housing issues. Of the
nine respondents, most jurisdictions utilized publicly available datasets (seven out of nine) and a
majority (five out of nine) also utilize data provided by HUD. Two out of nine respondents utilize
data collected by community-based organizations, and another three out of nine respondents utilize
other data sources, including permits and a Housing Element assessment.
Figure 17: Data Sources for Fair Housing Issues

Which of the following data sources does your
jurisdiction maintain or use to assess fair housing
issues in the community? Check all that apply.
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Question thirty-one asked jurisdictions to identify important data points to consider for affirmatively
furthering environmental justice and fair housing. The City of Arvin called for the analysis of “the
availability of land. This has been a consistent impediment in moving forward on an affordable
housing project.” The City of California City mentioned the need to consider “More housing and
apartment stock.” The City of Taft recognized a need to consider “[t]echnical assistance and
guidance on how to assess and address equity, environmental justice, and Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing.”
Question thirty-two asked jurisdictions to identify the outreach activities utilized to foster
community participation in planning related to fair housing. Most respondents, including six out of
nine responding jurisdictions, indicated that they utilize public hearings to encourage community
participation in planning related to fair housing. Three out of nine responding jurisdictions selected
online forum/meeting, town halls, or other methods. Of the other methods utilized, jurisdictions
mentioned community meetings. Two out of nine respondents provide open houses to encourage
community participation, and one out of nine respondents utilize resident focus groups or resident
surveys. No respondents utilize stakeholder group consultation as a method to encourage
community participation in planning processes related to fair housing.
Figure 18: Community Outreach Activities for Participation in Fair Housing Planning Processes

Which of the following outreach activities has your
jurisdiction used to encourage community
participation in planning processes related to fair
housing? Check all that apply.
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Question thirty-three asked jurisdictions to describe their goals for community participation in fair
housing planning. The City of Arvin mentioned a goal of “[c]ollaboration with EJ groups and
community groups to encourage stakeholder participation.” Similarly, the City of Ridgecrest outlined
a goal for “[e]ngagement and participation from community stakeholders and public.” The City of
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Shafter identified a goal of “[i]ncreased public participation in the process. With the AB617 and EJ
Element meetings and workshops held over the past year or so, more community members and
groups have become engaged in the process so the next Housing Element cycle is anticipated to
result in more input from the community.” The City of Wasco described prior efforts, including that
the “City's most recent efforts in this arena were to gather input from residents living in a 224 unit
affordable farm labor housing development located in a heavy industrial zone and separated from
the rest of the community by a BNSF main line. Residents were asked to comment regarding
relocation of the housing complex to an appropriately zoned new site adjacent to a new school and
other commercial and public services. Residents were asked to comment on the relocation as well as
the design of the new housing.” The City of Cathedral City indicated no goals, the City of Taft
stated that “We are not in the process,” the City of Tehachapi recognized that they are “[i]n
process,” and the City of McFarland mentioned goals of “[c]ommunity meetings, surveys, and
events.” Question thirty-four asks jurisdictions to indicate their level of success at achieving goals
for community participation in fair housing planning. Whereas sixty percent of respondents (three
out of five) indicated that they were successful (one out of five) or somewhat successful (two out of
five), forty percent indicated that they were somewhat unsuccessful (two out of five).
Figure 19: Success of Goals for Community Participation in Fair Housing Planning

How successful was your jurisdiction in achieving
its goals for the process to elicit community
participation for fair housing planning?
50%
40%

40%

40%

30%
20%

20%

10%
0%

0%
Successful

Somewhat successful

Somewhat unsuccessful

Unsuccessful

When explaining a lack of success at meeting goals for community participation in fair housing
planning, respondents mentioned a “[l]ack of participation,” that “[v]ery few community members
participated in the Housing Element process in 2015,” and that the “City has not engaged
community as of yet.”

Fair Housing Issues
The next section of the Survey, which focused on fair housing issues, consisted of questions thirtyfive and thirty-six. Question thirty-five asked jurisdictions to indicate what factors contributed to fair
housing issues in the jurisdiction. No jurisdictions selected foreclosure patterns or occupancy
restrictions. Most jurisdictions (seven out of ten) cited a “[l]ack of private investments in lowincome neighborhoods and/or communities of color, including services or amenities,” as a factor

70

contributing to fair housing issues. Sixty percent of responding jurisdictions (six out of ten) indicate
that “[c]reation and retention of high-quality jobs” contributes to fair housing issues. Half of
jurisdictions (five out of ten) recognized the “[r]ange of job opportunities available” as contributing
to fair housing issues, and forty percent of responding jurisdictions (four out of ten) recognized the
following factors as contributing to fair housing issues: “CEQA and the land use entitlement
process,” “[a]ccess to healthcare facilities and medical services,” “[a]vailability, frequency, and
reliability of public transit,” and “[l]ocation of affordable housing.” Further, thirty percent of
responding jurisdictions selected the following factors: “[c]ommunity opposition to proposed or
existing developments,” “[a]ccess to grocery stores and healthy food options,” “[l]ocation of
employers,” “[a]ccess to financial services,” “[d]eteriorated or abandoned properties,” and
“Zoning/Land Use restrictions (density/intensity/ height limits, parking requirements, minimum lot
size).” Additionally, twenty percent of responding jurisdictions identified the following factors:
“Municipal or State services and amenities,” “Residential real estate steerings,” and “The availability
of affordable units in a range of sizes (especially larger units),” “[o]ther.” When describing the other
factors contributing to fair housing issues in the jurisdiction, respondents mentioned that “the City
struggles to create and retain high-quality jobs for a number of reasons including lack of
infrastructure and lack of a quality, trained workforce (education). If the City can focus on
improving these things, incomes will rise and additional housing choices will be available to our
residents.”
Figure 20: Factors Contributing to Fair Housing Issues in Jurisdiction

Which of the following factors contribute to fair
housing issues in your jurisdiction? Check all that
apply.
Other (please specify)
Community opposition to proposed or existing …
CEQA and the land use entitlement process
Range of job opportunities available
'
Creation and retention of high-quality jobs
Access to grocery stores and healthy food options
Access to healthcare facilities and medical services
Availability, frequency, and reliability of public transit
Municipal or State services and amenities
Foreclosure patterns
0%
Location of employers
Location of affordable housing
Access to financial services
Lack of private investments in low-income …
Deteriorated or abandoned properties
Residential real estate steerings
The availability of affordable units in a range of sizes …
Occupancy restrictions
0%
Zoning/Land Use restrictions (density/intensity/ …
0%

20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
30%
40%
40%
20%
30%
40%
30%
70%
30%
20%
20%
30%
10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%
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Question thirty-six asked jurisdictions to identify factors that could act as barriers to the production
of more types of affordable housing in high opportunity areas.
Figure 21: Barriers to Production of More Affordable Housing Types in High Opportunity Areas

To what extent could the following factors be barriers
to the production of more affordable housing types
(i.e., subsidized affordable, missing middle,
multifamily) in high opportunity areas? Check all that
apply.
Other (please specify)

30%

Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and…

50%

Lack of fair housing education

40%

Support or opposition from public officials

50%

Discrimination in the housing market

20%

Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights laws

10%

Infrastructure needs

80%

Lack of market demand

20%

Construction Costs

60%

Community Opposition

50%

Zoning/Land Use restrictions (density/intensity/ height…
0%
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50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

Eighty percent of jurisdictions (eight out of ten) recognized “[i]nfrastructure needs” as a barrier, and
a majority of responding jurisdictions (six out of ten) cited “[c]onstruction costs” as a barrier. Half
of responding jurisdictions (five out of ten) indicated that a “[l]ack of resources for fair housing
agencies and organizations,” “[s]upport or opposition from public officials,” and “[c]ommunity
opposition” present barriers to the production of more affordable housing types in high opportunity
areas. Further, forty percent of responding jurisdictions selected “[l]ack of fair housing education” as
a barrier, and thirty percent of responding jurisdictions selected “Zoning/Land Use restrictions
(density/intensity/ height limits, parking requirements, minimum lot size)” and/or “[o]ther” factors
as barriers. When describing the other factors acting as barriers, jurisdictions mentioned a “[l]ack of
land.” Twenty percent of responding jurisdictions (two out of ten) cited “[d]iscrimination in the
housing market and “[l]ack of market demand” as barriers, and ten percent (one out of ten) cited
“[u]nresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights laws” as a barrier.
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Fair Housing Goals and Actions
The seventh and final section of the Survey, which focuses on fair housing goals and actions,
consists of questions thirty-seven through forty-one. Question thirty-seven asks jurisdictions to
identify actions taken to overcome historical patterns of segregation or to remove barriers to equal
housing opportunity. Seventy-five percent of responding jurisdictions (six out of eight) indicated
that the following actions were either in use, under consideration for use, or potentially of interest
for use in the jurisdiction: “[e]nsuring affirmative marketing of affordable housing is targeted to all
segments of the community,” “[l]and use changes to allow a greater variety of housing types,”
“[s]upport for affordable housing development near transit,” and/or “[s]upport for the development
of larger affordable housing units that can accommodate families (2- and 3-bedroom units, or
larger).” With half of responding jurisdictions utilizing them (four out of eight), the most widely
used steps include “[e]nsuring affirmative marketing of affordable housing is targeted to all segments
of the community” and/or “[s]upport for the development of larger affordable housing units that
can accommodate families (2- and 3-bedroom units, or larger).”
Over sixty-two percent of responding jurisdictions (five out of eight) indicated that the following
actions were either in use, under consideration for use, or potentially of interest for use in the
jurisdiction: “[s]treamlining entitlements processes and/or removing development fees for
affordable housing construction” and/or “Support for the development of affordable housing for
special needs populations (seniors, the disabled, those experiencing homelessness, those with mental
health and/or substance abuse issues, etc.).” Half of jurisdictions (four) recognized the following as
actions taken, under consideration, or of interest: “[d]edicated local funding source for affordable
housing development,” “[e]xploring partnerships with Community Development Financial
Institutions, large regional employers, and investors to add to the financial resources available for the
creation and preservation of deed-restricted affordable housing units,” “[f]unding rehabilitation and
accessibility improvements for low-income homeowners,” “[f]unding and supporting outreach
services for homeowners and renters at risk of losing their homes and/or experiencing fair housing
impediments,” and/or “[s]upport for the development of affordable housing on publicly owned
land.” Finally, over thirty-seven percent (three of eight) selected “[p]roviding financial support or
other resources for low-income home buyers” and twenty-five percent selected “[i]mplementing a
rent stabilization policy and staffing a rent stabilization board.”
The most widely used actions to overcome historical patterns of segregation or to remove barriers to
equal housing opportunity include “Support for the development of larger affordable housing units
that can accommodate families (2- and 3-bedroom units, or larger)” and “Ensuring affirmative
marketing of affordable housing is targeted to all segments of the community,” which fifty percent
of responding jurisdictions (four out of eight) indicated as being in use. Further, fifty percent of
jurisdictions (four out of eight) indicate that there is interest in “Streamlining entitlements processes
and/or removing development fees for affordable housing construction.” Further, three responding
jurisdictions selected “Other” actions, including “TA and boots on the ground support” and “the
relocation of 224 affordable rental units from a heavy industrial zone separated from the community
by a BNSF mainline. The new units are located adjacent to a new school and in close proximity to
recreation amenities and commercial services.”
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Figure 22: Actions to Overcome Segregation or Remove Barriers to Equal Housing Opportunity

What actions/steps has your jurisdiction taken to
overcome historical patterns of segregation or remove
barriers to equal housing opportunity? Check all that
apply.
Providing financial support or other resources for low-income home
buyers.

0%

Support for the development of affordable housing on publicly
owned land.

0%

Support for the development of larger affordable housing units that
can accommodate families (2- and 3-bedroom units, or larger)

0%

Support for the development of affordable housing for special needs
populations (seniors, the disabled, those experiencing homelessness,
those with mental health and/or substance abuse issues, etc.)

0%

25%
13%
38%
13%
25%

50%
38%
25%
13%

Support for affordable housing development near transit

Streamlining entitlements processes and/or removing development
fees for affordable housing construction

0%

Land use changes to allow a greater variety of housing types

0%

Implementing a rent stabilization policy and staffing a rent
stabilization board

0%
0%

Exploring partnerships with Community Development Financial
Institutions, large regional employers, and investors to add to the
financial resources available for the creation and preservation of
deed-restricted affordable housing units

0%

Ensuring affirmative marketing of affordable housing is targeted to
all segments of the community

0%

38%
38%
25%

25%

13%
38%
38%
13%
25%
50%
13%
13%

Dedicated local funding source for affordable housing development

0%

25%

13%

13%
13%
0%

38%

50%

Funding and supporting outreach services for homeowners and
renters at risk of losing their homes and/or experiencing fair
housing impediments
Funding rehabilitation and accessibility improvements for lowincome homeowners

Potential
Council/Board
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Under
Council/Board
Consideration
In Use

10%
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40%

50%
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Question thirty-eight asks jurisdictions to indicate their level of success in achieving goals for
overcoming historical patterns of segregation or removing barriers to equal housing opportunity.
Over sixty-two percent of responding jurisdictions (five out of eight) indicated that they were
“[s]omewhat successful” and another twenty-five percent indicated that there were successful.
Whereas a total of eighty-seven-and-a-half percent of responding jurisdictions indicated some level
of success at achieving goals for overcoming historical patterns of segregation or removing barriers
to equal housing opportunity, twelve-and-a-half percent of responding jurisdictions indicated that
prior actions have been “[u]nsuccessful at achieving goals for overcoming historical patterns of
segregation or removing barriers to equal housing opportunity.
Figure 23: Success of Actions to Overcome Segregation or Removing Barriers to Equal Housing Opportunity

How successful were your jurisdiction’s past actions
in achieving goals for overcoming historical patterns
of segregation or removing barriers to equal housing
opportunity?
12.50%
0.00%

25.00%
■

Successful

■

Somewhat successful

■

Somewhat unsuccessful

■

Unsuccessful

62.50%

Question thirty-nine asked jurisdictions to explain their success or lack of success at overcoming
historical patterns of segregation or removing barriers to equal housing opportunity. The City of
Arvin explained their somewhat successful outcomes by stating that “We have thoroughly reviewed
our Housing Element for Environmental Justice and have gathered a list of tasks to be considered
for implementation.” Further, the City of Shafter explained their somewhat successful outcomes and
mentioned that “The City has made an effort to provide a balance of entry level and move-up
housing throughout the community in an effort to broaden opportunities for everyone within the
City.” Finally, the City of Tehachapi explained their success at achieving goals for overcoming
historical patterns of segregation or removing barriers to equal housing opportunity by noting that
they “added effective low-income housing in recent years” that they “also have a general housing
shortage that if addressed, will help free up more units for low-income.”
Question forty asked jurisdictions to identify policies, programs, or actions used to prevent or
mitigate the displacement of low-income households in the jurisdiction. Seventy-five percent (six out
of eight) responding jurisdictions engage in “[p]romoting streamlined processing of ADUs” in order

75

to prevent or mitigate the displacement of low-income households. Half of responding jurisdictions
(four out of eight) utilize “[r]ehabilitation grants,” twenty-fice percent use “[l]ong term covenants,
and twelve-and-a-half percent utilize “[r]ent stabilization/rent control,” “[f]oreclosure assistance,”
“[f]air housing legal services,” and/or “[r]elocation assistance.” None of the responding jurisdictions
utilize “[m]obile home rent control” or “[h]ousing counseling” to prevent or mitigate the
displacement of low-income households.
Figure 24: Methods Used To Prevent or Mitigate Displacement of Low-Income Households

Which of the following policies, programs, or
actions does your jurisdiction use to prevent or
mitigate the displacement of low-income
households? Check all that apply.
Relocation assistance

13%

Rehabilitation grants

50%

Long term covenants

25%

Housing counseling

0%

Fair housing legal services

13%

Promoting streamlined processing of ADUs

75%

Foreclosure assistance
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Finally, question forty-one, the last question of the Survey, asked respondents to identify public
outreach strategies used to reach disadvantaged communities. The majority of responding
jurisdictions (four out of seven) utilize school partnerships and a “[v]ariety of venues to hold
community meetings” in order to reach disadvantaged communities. Nearly forty-three percent of
responding jurisdictions (three out of seven) reported utilizing partnerships with advocacy/nonprofit organizations and/or health institutions. Over twenty-eight percent of responding
jurisdictions (two out of seven) selected [i]ncreased mobile phone app engagement” and “Other,”
such as “[o]ffering food and child care during public outreach,” as public outreach strategies, and
over fourteen percent of responding jurisdictions (one out of seven) identified “[d]oor-to-door
interactions” as a public outreach strategy used to reach disadvantaged communities.

76

Figure 25: Public Outreach Strategies to Reach Disadvantaged Communities

What are your public outreach strategies to reach
disadvantaged communities? Check all that apply.
Other (please specify)
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Increased mobile phone app engagement
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Variety of venues to hold community meetings
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Partnership with health institutions
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Partnership with advocacy/non‐profit organizations
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APPENDIX E - COMMUNITY STAKEHOLDER
SURVEYS (ENGLISH AND SPANISH)

Report for Kern COG Stakeholder
Survey
Response Counts
Completion Rate:

90.6%
Complete
Partial

58
6
Totals: 64
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1. What are the three most important factors influencing your housing
choice (pick up to 3):
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Percent

100

Value

Percent Responses

Affordability

80.0%

48

3.3%

2

18.3%

11

30.0%

18

25.0%

15

16.7%

10

Being near work

43.3%

26

Housing type - Please specify: (e.g., single-family, townhome,
condominium, apartment, or something else).

45.0%

27

Specify other factor(s):

25.0%

15

Being near childcare or day care
Being near family and/or friends
Being near parks, recreation opportunities, gyms, etc.

■
■
■

Being near schools
Being near shopping, restaurants, entertainment, etc.

■
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Housing type - Please specify: (e.g., single-family, townhome,
condominium, apartment, or something else).

Count

single family

5

single-family

5

Duplex

1

Market rate housing

1

More density in general. In particular, missing-middle multi-family types such as
four-plex, cottage court, and 2-4 story buildings. No new single-family.

1

Single Family

1

Single family

1

Single family hone

1

Single-family

1

Single-family neighborhood

1

Tiny home/off-grid sustainable living.

1

single familuy

1

Totals

20
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Specify other factor(s):

Count

2. being in a safe neighborhood. 3. Being pet friendly (many rentals are not)

1

All of them

1

Meeting the "qualifications" to rent a home isn't realistic anymore. The income
limits and qualifications is tough.

1

Neighborhood

1

Neighborhood Intangibles

1

Non- low income

1

Not in California

1

Safe Neighborhoods

1

Safe, crime-free environment for our children.

1

Walkability both in distance and infrastructure to be able to reach jobs and
amenities. No cars or parking needed.

1

actual residency to support family/community priorities

1

community safety, willingness to work w/ bad or no credit, and allowing pets

1

near church or entities of involvement

1

rural area

1

safe neighborhood for children to play

1

Totals

15

82

2. What forms of housing do you believe are most needed in your
community? (Pick 2)
50

Percent

40

30

20

10

0
Accessory
Dwelling Units
(units can be
available for rent
or used by
family members)

Apartments,
flats (units
available for
rent)

Condominiums,
townhomes
(ownership
option that is
usually less
costly than
individual
homes)

Duplexes,
triplexes,
fourplexes (can
provide more
affordable
rentals)

Individual
homes (usually
most expensive
form of housing)

Value

Other (please
specify):

Percent Responses

Accessory Dwelling Units (units can be available for rent or
used by family members)

20.0%

12

Apartments, flats (units available for rent)

36.7%

22

Condominiums, townhomes (ownership option that is usually
less costly than individual homes)

■

35.0%

21

Duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes (can provide more affordable
rentals)

■

48.3%

29

35.0%

21

13.3%

8

Individual homes (usually most expensive form of housing)
Other (please specify):

■
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Other (please specify):

Count

I'm not qualified enough to answer this but Leadership Counsel and Faith in the
Valley is.

1

Off-grid/tiny-home.

1

Ranchettes

1

Senior Citizen housing

1

To serve the need of the working families

1

gated communities

1

migrant temporary harvester multi-family concentrations

1

none

1

Totals

8

84

3. In your opinion, what are the three most critical housing issues facing
your city or county? (Pick 3)
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Value

Percent

Responses

High home prices

28.3%

17

High rents

45.0%

27

43.3%

26

21.7%

13

35.0%

21

50.0%

30

16.7%

10

5.0%

3

Poor condition of existing housing

25.0%

15

Other (please specify):

13.3%

8

Homelessness
Inadequate infrastructure (e.g., roads, water)

■
■

Lack of affordable housing (ownership)
Lack of affordable housing (rental)

■

NIMBYism (Residents opposed to new housing near them)
Overcrowding

■
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Other (please specify):

Count

All of them except homelessness, Kern counties and cities are the reason
homelessness exists, they have not provided enough resources for our unhoused
members.

1

Lack of any new houasing for years!!

1

Lack of any new single family housing in over 30-years

1

Lack of diversity in types of new housing being produced

1

Lack of employment oportunitys

1

Lack of new housing options, few or no new houses, apartments, condos being built

1

high development fees causing the housing prices to go up

1

scatterbrain and lack of long range planning, haphazard conditional usage
allowances

1

Totals

8

86

4. Are you aware of any special types of housing needed in your
community? (Check all that apply)
Percent
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Value

Percent Responses

Farmworkers

38.3%

23

Large families

28.3%

17

63.3%

38

40.0%

24

35.0%

21

51.7%

31

28.3%

17

13.3%

8

8.3%

5

People experiencing homelessness
People with disabilities, including developmental disabilities
(e.g., Supportive housing)

■
■

Seniors
Single parent headed households

■

Students
Specify other(s):
Not aware of any

■
■
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Specify other(s):

Count

Empoloyees of local businesses who must now commute to work here

1

Foster Children aged out of the system

1

Housing accessible to young adults trying to date or live independently. Everything
is oriented around families but no options for single people like studios or 1
bedrooms close to urban centers.

1

Low income

1

The working class that would like to live here in a nice single family
home/neighborhood

1

There is a large number of slum lords in kern county and past evictions is a big
issue trying to find a home. Some follks have the money to pay rent but because of
housing qualifications it actually contributes to homelessness in our city and not
everyone is open to shelters.. some rather be out in the streets. We need a middle
ground?

1

a lack of understanding the complexity of homelessness

1

small acerage

1

Totals

8

88

5. My community needs better _____________ (pick all that apply).
80

Percent

60

40

20

0
Educational opportunities
(e.g., libraries, schools,
trade schools, colleges,
tutoring, etc.)

Job/employment
opportunities

Transportation/transit
options and/or frequency
of service

Value

Other (please specify):

Percent Responses

Educational opportunities (e.g., libraries, schools, trade
schools, colleges, tutoring, etc.)

60.3%

35

Job/employment opportunities

72.4%

42

Transportation/transit options and/or frequency of service

■

72.4%

42

Other (please specify):

■

24.1%

14

89

Other (please specify):

Count

Affordable skilled trade schools

1

Bike and walking paths

1

DO NOT GIVE US MORE fossil fuel/big ag/law enforcement jobs, we need jobs that
actually prioritizes care for our communities without perpetuating white
supremacy and racial capitalism

1

HOUSING!!

1

Regional planning congruent with future water availability

1

Transportation for people with disabilities in east bakersfield and for the seniors.I
helped alot of people get food or walk them to the store because of tranportation
issues. There is a lack of respect and communication for people like this or with
special needs

1

Walkable neighborhoods. Everything is dependent on owning a car, which is like a
tax that only gives pollution in return.

1

We have plenty on well paying jobs with no homes for these people to live in so
they are forced to commute

1

better common sense when cpprdinating transportation modes and vehicles used

1

community action participation in administration of city hall

1

entertainment options, museums

1

housing options for people that own pets

1

parks, green areas, and community gardens

1

Totals

13
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6. What community do you currently reside in? (Please pick one from the
drop-down menu.)
2% Arvin

9% Unincorporated County
2% Taft
2% Shafter

8% Ridgecrest

4% Maricopa

6% California City

68% Bakersfield

Value
Arvin
Bakersfield
California City
Maricopa
Ridgecrest
Shafter
Taft
Unincorporated County

---

Percent

Responses

1.9%

1

67.9%

36

5.7%

3

3.8%

2

7.5%

4

1.9%

1

1.9%

1

9.4%

5
Totals: 53
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7. My housing is:
70

60

Percent

50

40

30

20

10

0
rented

provided for me

owned (with or without mortgage)

Value

Percent

Responses

rented

29.1%

16

1.8%

1

69.1%

38

provided for me
owned (with or without mortgage)

--

92

8. Counting yourself, how many individuals live in your household?

home
0ne
75 4

2

0

3

16group

ResponseID

Response

18

4

20

5

21

2

22

2

23

2

24

0ne

25

4

26

2

27

1

29

one, next to a group home

30

2

31

4

32

2

33

1
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ResponseID

Response

34

5

35

2

36

2

38

6

40

3

41

2

42

4

43

2

44

3

48

8

49

2

50

One

51

2

52

4

53

3

54

4

55

3

56

3

57

2

58

2

59

3

60

1

61

4

62

1
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ResponseID

Response

63

1

64

2

65

5

66

7

67

3

68

3

69

2

70

2

71

4

73

4

74

5

75

3

77

1

78

3

79

2

80

4

81

2
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9. If you commute to work, on average (prior to COVID), how long does
your commute take (one way)?
60

50

Percent

40

30

20

10

0
0 -15 minutes

16-30 minutes

Value

31-45 minutes

46-60 minutes

61+ minutes

Percent

Responses

0 -15 minutes

54.9%

28

16-30 minutes

33.3%

17

5.9%

3

2.0%

1

3.9%

2

31-45 minutes
46-60 minutes
61+ minutes

--
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10. What should the cities, the County, and other housing organizations
do to promote the construction of affordable housing?

building homes needed property
other city communities build
community or people buildings
land affordable
grants

housing

home cities development
areas infrastructure county
barriers apartments provide

ResponseID Response
20

Increase collaboration with affordable housing developers and use funds to
support infrastructure development that will facilitate housing
development.

21

In-fill development.

22

Eliminate segregation by uses. Allow homes over shops. Get rid of pointless
restrictions like parking requirements, floor area ratios, setback restrictions,
height limits and other barriers to density. In short, more freedom to build
and less obstruction from unelected bureaucrats. Also, stop making things
less walkable. No new freeways, narrower streets, fewer cars. Allow building
up rather than making sprawl the only viable option for development.

23

We in the IWV do not have the water resources to support any new housing
for anybody.

24

Mojave has been red-lined for decades. Most of the people who work here
commute to work here. Also, we should be able to list where we live, not be
listed under "unincorporated cities."

25

Require large employers moving to the area to include workforce housing
options or contribute to an affordable housing trust fund.

26

Provide economic incentives to complex developers if they dedicate a
percentage of the number of apartments in a complex to accept Section 8
vouchers.
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ResponseID Response
27

Need to promote the construction of ALL housing. Kern County is already
generally affordable. There is a need for new housing options from first time
renters/owners of smaller/average sized SFR, apartment, and condos.

29

The idea of "giving" housing to those who can't afford it reveals the age-old
government and housing mentality that has produced more blight and
unmaintained ghettos than answers for the so-called homeless. The open
border stupidiity of the current federal "ruling class' cannot do anything but
complicate the housing issue as they arbitrarily transport illegals into
communities all over the nation. To give thousands of dollars to these
people is never an answer to their third-world impoverished condition, and
the economic policies that are trying to push America into a one world global
situation will destroy the US. Add to that the "green" efforts to drastically
move us to a non-fossil fuel society is worse than insanity and completely
neglects the needs of the military and most other government service
elements. AFFORDABLE HOUSING IS THE LEAST OF THE NEEDS OF KERN
COUNTY AND ITS CITIES AND COMMUNITIES.

31

Surveys, community meetings, media i formación

32

Lots of old housing and lots which could be re-zoned for duplexes or triplexes in older neighborhoods to revitalize instead of constantly building
new. Lots of huge, vacant buildings which could be re-zoned and repurposed
for shelters, apartments, housing for people with care needs instead of
building new.

33

Allow for mixed housing types; apartments, condos, and single family
dwellings in the same areas. Stop creating suburban single family home
tracts.

34

Put a limit on the amount / property investors buy,

35

Federal grants and private/public partnerships

36

policies that support affordable housing development such as inclusionary
zoning

38

Offer assistance with credit improvements, assistance with down payment
for home ownership, more habitat for humanity opportunities

40

Infill and rehab run down areas and put in place mass transit with hubs for
important areas of the city

41

Be more Developer friendly.

43

Affordable housing is not cheap. At 300K per unit, local municipalities cannot
shoulder the costs. The state is the key.
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ResponseID Response
44

Allow safe, affordably-permitted construction of offgrid and tiny home
options.

48

make housing more affordable to the needed community specially in the
rural areas of Kern,

49

Good HOA so, if low housing, it doesn't become a junk yard.

50

Challenge the actual needs as defined by the state and federal housing
commissions. Much is unknown regarding the basid needs of communities in
fostering new housing vs upgrades to housing levels already here. Other
factors include: Crime (substance, theft, noise, traffic); abuse of legislation
(ignorance of specifics in agendas, expenditures, public works, admin);
indifference due to non-resident city managers, administration personnel,
long-standing manipulators with unknown resumes & biographies;
dependence on grants (fed, state, other) for budget; infrastructure monitors
(pub wks); & more . . .

51

Grants, public/private partnerships

52

PROMOTE the well paying jobs in our community with a lack of single family
homes for those people to own and rent. 95 % of the people that work at the
Mojave Air and Spaceport estimated to be 2500, commute to work. A major
reason is lack of single family homes.

53

Take money away from the police, and give it back to the community
members, lack of resources is what keeps us unsafe. Counties and cities
might say "oh wow we're giving 5 million to housing this year, which is more
than we did last year" *cough* Bakersfield *cough* ...while departments like
bakersfield police department got over 130 million to do nothing but enforce
racial capitalism and white supremacy. Police will not give our community
members housing, food, healthcare or more. We must prioritize building
affordable housing and other needed resources before giving a CENT to law
enforcement at all.

54

Educate ignorant "Not in my Backyard" residents and fund/supplement rent
for low income families. Especially single parents. Zone to have homes
changed into duplexes! Help homeowners of large homes modify them into
duplexes. Sponsor more townhomes.

55

Rent caps. People should not be able to rent above market values.

57

Provide financial subsidies, in the form of grants or sweat equity toward
down payments to first time home buyers
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ResponseID Response
58

The cities, the County, and other housing organizations should provide safe
and accommodating housing to the homeless as well as those at risk of
being evicted for little to no cost. This housing should be without barriers,
should allow pets, and should also provide storage for people. The County's
and the cities' budgets are deplorable especially considering that the County
gave KCSO about $248,000,000, and that Bakersfield city gave $186,500,000
to BPD, funds that did not need to see an increase while our communities
are rattled by systemic problems that create crime, homelessness, and
rundown communities. The cities & the County need to start putting citizens
first instead of corporations, private interests, private property, and real
estate moguls.

59

just do it yall

61

Purchase and renovate condemned homes/land. Open it up to public input
for usage

62

The County and small Cities should work together to bring affordable
housing to outlying communities

63

I would rather not see new housing in California City We don't have the
infrastructure to support the number of people living here now

64

They should put less money and availability to commercial lots and instead
use those spaces to provide apartment housing for the homeless and other
folks who are disenfranchised. They should improve the quality and safety of
streets. They should make communities as walkable as possible. They should
revamp existing vacant rental buildings with vacancies upwards of 3 years,
especially vacant commercial properties, and make them into affordable
housing for community members. Remove barriers to homeless folks seeking
housing-- provide actual STORAGE for their belongings, allow their pets, etc.

66

In our community there needs to be an acknowledgement of the housing
crisis first and foremost and only then can action be taken to solve the
issues that lower income families face in finding affordable housing.

67

Examine existing commercial vacancies to determine if they would be
appropriate for re-zoning and re-purposing, if this would be more cost
effective than constructing new buildings. Offer and advertise incentives for
participating in affordable housing. At a local level, needs need to be
appropriately advocated for at the county, state, and national levels to
ensure any grants or programs our community could benefit from are sought
out.
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ResponseID Response
68

Enforce building and occupancy codes rigorously. Plan for ALL infrastructure
and needed resources (and funding for maintenance so as not to tax the
already existing property owners). Protect existing developments' manner of
privacy, land use, and style of living. Protect agricultural and farm use and
resist housing (and commercial) 'developments' that would cause
neighboring property use conflicts. Strongly think ahead: where will the
water needed come from and at what cost; what will the transportation
needs be - roads, energy sources needed); will there be adequate
employment and income to maintain both existing and proposed population
growth; is 'affordable housing' construction really even a realistic endeavor?

69

Tax incentives to developers of affordable housing projects.

73

Rents are too high, and not enough available. I know too many people who
can't find affordable housing. Raising minimum wage doesn't help. Give
perks, tax cuts, etc. to landlords who rent to local folks first, that keep costs
under a $1000 per month.

74

Cities should stop allowing sfh development and require more dense housing
with better trails, bicycle infrastructure, sidewalks, and essentially make it
much easier to not drive. We are a flat city (for the most part) and its sad
how little people utilize active modes of transportation and how unhealthy
we are collectively. To promote affordable housing the city needs to invest in
it - set aside $$$ to build affordable housing - specifically in already dense
areas like downtown. Outside of downtown the city should develop zoning
and permitting requirements that strongly encourage more dense housing
(townhomes, condos) and also provides MUCH NEEDED funding to expand
bus service. The offramps of 99 are becoming like those of the IE and if we
don't do something soon we will be as worse off as they are.

75

Increase local leverage funding, permit streamlining, fund the development
of multiple housing types, land bank property for future housing
development, upzone properties to increase unit availability

77

Build public housing

78

Keep networking like you guys are already doing but do it world wide..
maybe if we all can connect across the globe and brainstorm ideas that
would help with this it can do some good.. new ideas from all classes of
different folks. There is always gonna be push back but times are changing
and generational differences will happen but keep going.. Maybe more
advertisements on social media and places that serve foster youth? I feel like
that crowd has slipped through the cracks and they experience addictions
and homelessness as adults.

79

Purchase land near needed facilities and make it available for planned
development

80

REQUIRE and approve more diverse housing types
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Report for Encuesta de Partes
Interesadas de Kern COG
Response Counts
Completion Rate:

66.7%
Complete

2

Partial

1
Totals: 3
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1. ¿Cuáles son los tres factores más importantes que influyen en su
elección de vivienda (Marque hasta 3):
100

80

Percent

60

40

20

0
Asequibilidad

Estar cerca de parques,
oportunidades de
recreación, gimnasios,
etc.

Estar cerca de las
escuelas

Value
Asequibilidad
Estar cerca de parques, oportunidades de recreación,
gimnasios, etc.
Estar cerca de las escuelas
Estar cerca del trabajo

Estar cerca del trabajo

Percent Responses

■
■

100.0%

2

50.0%

1

■

100.0%

2

50.0%

1

Tipo de vivienda: Especifique: (por ejemplo, unifamiliar, casa adosada,
condominio, apartamento u otra cosa).

Count

Totals

0

Especifique otros factores):

Count

Totals

0
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2. ¿Qué tipo de vivienda cree que son las más necesarias en su
comunidad? (Marque 2)
50

Percent

40

30

20

10

0
Unidades de Vivienda
Accesorias (las unidades
pueden estar disponibles
para alquilar o ser
utilizadas por miembros
de la familia)

Apartamentos, pisos
(unidades disponibles
para alquiler)

Dúplex, tríplex,
cuádruplex (pueden
proporcionar alquileres
más asequibles)

Casas individuales
(generalmente la forma
de vivienda más cara)

Value

Percent Responses

Unidades de Vivienda Accesorias (las unidades pueden estar
disponibles para alquilar o ser utilizadas por miembros de la
familia)

50.0%

1

Apartamentos, pisos (unidades disponibles para alquiler)

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

Dúplex, tríplex, cuádruplex (pueden proporcionar alquileres
más asequibles)

■

Casas individuales (generalmente la forma de vivienda más
cara)

Otros (especificar):

Count

Totals

0
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3. En su opinión, ¿cuáles son los tres problemas de vivienda más críticos
que enfrenta su ciudad o condado? (Marque 3)
100

80

Percent

60

40

20

0
Altos precios de la
vivienda

Altos alquileres

Value
Altos precios de la vivienda
Altos alquileres
Falta de vivienda
Falta de vivienda asequible (alquiler)

Especifique otro):
Totals

Falta de vivienda

---

Falta de vivienda
asequible (alquiler)

Percent

Responses

100.0%

2

100.0%

2

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

Count
0
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4. ¿Conoce algún tipo especial de vivienda necesaria en su comunidad?
(Marque todo lo que corresponda)
Percent

100
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50
25
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as
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ad
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ilia

on

s

es

nu

de

m

lc

er

am

os

po

as

0

Value
Trabajadores del campo
Familias numerosas
Personas sin hogar
Personas con discapacidades, incluyendo discapacidades del
desarrollo (por ejemplo, viviendas de apoyo)

Percent Responses

■
■
■
■

Personas de la tercera edad
Hogares encabezados por un solo padre

■

Estudiantes

100.0%

2

100.0%

2

100.0%

2

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

50.0%

1

Especifique otro (s):

Count

Totals

0
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5. Mi comunidad necesita una mejor _____________ (Marque todo lo que
corresponda).
100

80

Percent

60

40

20

0
Oportunidad educativa (por
ejemplo, bibliotecas, escuelas,
escuelas de oficio, universidades,
tutoría, etc.)

Trabajo/oportunidades de empleo

Opciones de transporte/tránsito y/o
frecuencia del servicio

Value

Percent Responses

Oportunidad educativa (por ejemplo, bibliotecas, escuelas,
escuelas de oficio, universidades, tutoría, etc.)

50.0%

1

Trabajo/oportunidades de empleo

50.0%

1

100.0%

2

Opciones de transporte/tránsito y/o frecuencia del servicio

■

Otros (especificar):

Count

Totals

0
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6. ¿En qué comunidad reside actualmente?

100% Bakersfield

Value
Bakersfield

-

Percent

Responses

100.0%

1
Totals: 1
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7. ¿Mi vivienda es?
50

40

Percent

30

20

10

0
alquilada

soy propietario (con o sin hipoteca)

Value
alquilada
soy propietario (con o sin hipoteca)

-

Percent

Responses

50.0%

1

50.0%

1
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8. Contándose a usted mismo(a), ¿cuántas personas viven en su hogar?

10

ResponseID

Response

2

4

3

3
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9. Si viaja al trabajo, en promedio (antes de COVID), ¿cuánto tiempo
toma su viaje (de una vía)?
50

40

Percent

30

20

10

0
0-15 minutos

Value

16-30 minutos

Percent

Responses

0-15 minutos

50.0%

1

16-30 minutos

50.0%

1
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10. ¿Qué deberían hacer las ciudades, el condado y otras organizaciones
de vivienda para promover la construcción de viviendas asequibles?

proyectos
escesiva generar las
renta buscar compra
alsa fondos
conocer
ella precio
evutar
en leyes
estos
comunidad
necesidades

de
para

ResponseID Response
2

Generar leyes para evutar el alsa escesiva de precio en renta o compra.

3

Conocer las necesidades de la comunidad y buscar fondos para estos
proyectos
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APPENDIX F - PUBLIC COMMENT

Appendix F
Public Comment – City of Tehachapi
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jay Schlosser <jschlosser@tehachapicityhall.com>
Wednesday, December 1, 2021 12:32 PM
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
Ahron Hakimi; Rob Ball; Phil Smith; Greg Garrett; Kim Burnell; Jay Schlosser
RHNA Process & Methods Review

Rochelle,
Please accept this email on behalf of the City of Tehachapi. We have reviewed the Draft 20232031 Regional Housing Needs Allocation – Cycle 6 document circulated by the COG to its
member agencies. City Staff has reviewed this document and finds the methodology framework
to be reasonable and well considered. We also consider the resulting draft allocation to be
reasonable considering the factors imposed upon us by the State of California. The City of
Tehachapi supports this document as presented and urges approval without changes.
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns.
John (Jay) H. Schlosser, P.E.
Development Services Director
City of Tehachapi
Office: 661-822-2200 ext 115

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Evelyn Murillo
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
Scott Hurlbert; Keri Cobb; Maria Lara
RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 --Table Format Change Requested by HCD
Monday, June 6, 2022 4:33:17 PM
image002.png

Hi Rochelle,
Given our social economics demographics, we believe the numbers for ‘Moderate Income Units (242)’ should be reversed with the numbers for
‘Above- Moderate Income Units (635)’. Please see snip below. Let us know if you have questions are any further information.

Respectfully,
Evelyn Murillo
Assistant Planner
Community Development Department
City of Wasco | 764 E Street, Wasco CA 93280
P: (661) 758-7200 | F: (661) 758-7239

Please note that email correspondence with the City of Wasco, along with attachments, may be subject to the California Public Records Act,
and therefore may be subject to disclosure unless otherwise exempt.
From: Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri <RInvina@kerncog.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 12:06 PM
To: Evelyn Murillo <evmurillo@cityofwasco.org>
Cc: Scott Hurlbert <schurlbert@cityofwasco.org>; Keri Cobb <kecobb@cityofwasco.org>
Subject: FW: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 --Table Format Change Requested by HCD

Importance: High
EXTERNAL MESSAGE: Use caution when clicking links or attachments

Good day Ms. Evelyn Murillo:
Please see below for an addendum on the Draft 6th Cycle RHNA.
Thank you,
Rochelle

From: Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 11:21 AM
To: schurlbert@cityofwasco.org; Keri Cobb <kecobb@cityofwasco.org>
Cc: Ahron Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>; Rob Ball <RBall@kerncog.org>; Becky Napier <BNapier@kerncog.org>; Ben Raymond
<BRaymond@kerncog.org>
Subject: RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 --Table Format Change Requested by HCD
Importance: High
Dear Mr. Scott Hurlbert and Ms. Keri Cobb:
Draft Kern RHNA Plan – Table Format Change Requested by HCD
Please see the attached Addendum to the Draft RHNA Table. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
contacted Kern COG staff on May 26th with a request to provide the detailed RHNA allocation by the four income categories instead of the
original two combined income categories in the Draft RHNA plan. Our first draft table (first page of PDF) showed the very low and low-income
combined, and the moderate and moderate-high income combined consistent with the planned land use categories (very low and low
correspond to multi-family, moderate and high—single family). The attached Addendum shows the RHNA allocations by all four income
categories for each jurisdiction to be added to the final plan as an addendum. The total RHNA allocation by jurisdiction and the adopted
methodology has not changed. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Thank you,

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri | Regional Planner

1401 19th Street, Suite 300
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Direct: 661.635.2908 | Main: 661.635.2900 | Fax: 661.324.8215
www.kerncog.org
"Better Planning. Better Transportation."
NOTICE: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure and distribution is prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2022 4:41 PM
To: schurlbert@cityofwasco.org; Keri Cobb <kecobb@cityofwasco.org>
Cc: Ahron Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>; Rob Ball <RBall@kerncog.org>; Becky Napier <BNapier@kerncog.org>; Ben Raymond
<BRaymond@kerncog.org>
Subject: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022
Dear Mr. Scott Hurlbert and Ms. Keri Cobb:
Please find the attached issuance of the Draft 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) share letter. There is a 45-day review period
(April 22 – June 6, 2022) for each jurisdiction to review its share. Comments are due no later than 5:00PM on June 6, 2022.

The Draft RHNA Plan, in its entirety, is available on Kern COG’s RHNA webpage: https://www.kerncog.org/regional-housing-needs/
If you have any questions please feel free to contact Rob Ball (rball@kerncog.org) or Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri (rinvina@kerncog.org) at 661-6352908.

Thank you,

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri | Regional Planner

1401 19th Street, Suite 300
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Direct: 661.635.2908 | Main: 661.635.2900 | Fax: 661.324.8215
www.kerncog.org
"Better Planning. Better Transportation."
NOTICE: This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure and distribution is prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
Tuesday, June 28, 2022 10:29 AM
Evelyn Murillo
Scott Hurlbert; Keri Cobb; Maria Lara; romobley@CI.WASCO.CA.US; Ahron Hakimi; Rob Ball; Becky
Napier; Ben Raymond
RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 --Table
Format Change Requested by HCD
RE_ Comment on 6th Cycle RHNA Share - Response for Wasco.pdf;
ACSDP5Y2020.DP03-2022-06-07T162935.xlsx; Wasco 2020 Income.xlsx

Hello Evelyn,
Thank you again for your review and comments on the 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs.
We are forwarding you our RHNA consultant’s team’s explanation on the how the RHNA allocations were distributed
among the income categories. We hope this explanation further provides clarification.

Sincerely,

Rochelle Invina‐Jayasiri | Regional Planner

1401 19th Street, Suite 300
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Direct: 661.635.2908 | Main: 661.635.2900 | Fax: 661.324.8215
www.kerncog.org
"Better Planning. Better Transportation."
NOTICE: This e‐mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure
and distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e‐mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Rochelle Invina‐Jayasiri
Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 10:48 AM
To: Evelyn Murillo <evmurillo@cityofwasco.org>
Cc: Scott Hurlbert <schurlbert@cityofwasco.org>; Keri Cobb <kecobb@cityofwasco.org>; Maria Lara
<malara@cityofwasco.org>; romobley@CI.WASCO.CA.US; Ahron Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>; Rob Ball
<RBall@kerncog.org>; Becky Napier <BNapier@kerncog.org>; Ben Raymond <BRaymond@kerncog.org>
Subject: RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share ‐ Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 ‐‐Table Format Change
Requested by HCD
Hello Evelyn,

1

Thank you for transmitting your email dated June 6, 2022 commenting on the 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs. The
Kern Council of Governments acknowledges your request regarding the RHNA allocations (moderate income and above
moderate income) for the City of Wasco, and will include your email in the final Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.
Based on review of the adopted RHNA methodology and ACS data, we will not be revising the RHNA allocations for the
City of Wasco. If you should need any additional information, please advise.

Sincerely,

Rochelle Invina‐Jayasiri | Regional Planner

1401 19th Street, Suite 300
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Direct: 661.635.2908 | Main: 661.635.2900 | Fax: 661.324.8215
www.kerncog.org
"Better Planning. Better Transportation."
NOTICE: This e‐mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure
and distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e‐mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

From: Evelyn Murillo <evmurillo@cityofwasco.org>
Sent: Monday, June 6, 2022 4:33 PM
To: Rochelle Invina‐Jayasiri <RInvina@kerncog.org>
Cc: Scott Hurlbert <schurlbert@cityofwasco.org>; Keri Cobb <kecobb@cityofwasco.org>; Maria Lara
<malara@cityofwasco.org>
Subject: RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share ‐ Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 ‐‐Table Format Change
Requested by HCD
Hi Rochelle,
Given our social economics demographics, we believe the numbers for ‘Moderate Income Units (242)’ should be
reversed with the numbers for ‘Above‐ Moderate Income Units (635)’. Please see snip below. Let us know if you have
questions are any further information.

2

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Thomas Pogue <tpogue@PACIFIC.EDU>
Tuesday, June 7, 2022 10:28 AM
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri; Steve Flint; Brad Evanson; Scott Harriman; Jo Miller
Rob Ball; Becky Napier; Ben Raymond
RE: Issuance of Draft 6th Cycle RHNA share - Comments due no later than June 6, 2022 --Table
Format Change Requested by HCD
Wasco 2020 Income.xlsx; ACSDP5Y2020.DP03-2022-06-07T162935.xlsx

Hi Rochelle,
Not sure what to reply, but the allocation was appropriate given our methodology. Given that I pulled Wasco’s 2020
Income data ACS Table DP03 (ACS 5yr 2020) to compare. Using the HCD calculator to estimate their income distribution
which I’ve attached along with the ACS data, it does not seem that there a justification to swap their allocations around.
As we detailed in the addendum, the higher income allocation consists of the Moderate and Above Moderate Income
categories, we distributed that portion of their allocation (877) between those two categories. Since the Moderate
Income category for Wasco formed 19.8% [compared to 16.1% county wide] and the Above Moderate Income category
formed 43% [compared to 42.3% county wide], we allocate the 877 higher income single‐family unit between the
62.8%% that those two categories formed (19.8% + 43% = 62.8%). Therefore, the Moderate Income category received
32% of the 877 higher income single‐family units (19.8%/62.8% = 32%), which equals 276 moderate income units (877 *
32% = 276). Likewise, the Above Moderate Income category received 68% of the 877 higher income single‐family units
(43%/62.8% = 68%), which equals 601 Above Moderate income units (877 * 68% = 601). While slightly less Above
Moderate, (‐5%), than what we gave them using the County’s income distribution it does not seem to warrant swapping
the Moderate for the Above Moderate categories. As shown below:
Higher
Income
Allocation
Method
CountyIncome
WascoIncome

Moderate

AboveModerate

Total
Higher

242

635

877

276

601

877

Please let me know if you would like to discuss potential replies to their comments further.

Very best,
Thomas Pogue
Executive Director,
CBPR at University of the Pacific
209.946.2913
pacific.edu/cbpr | tpogue@pacific.edu
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ahron Hakimi
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri
FW: Comment on 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology
Wednesday, June 1, 2022 3:12:15 PM
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Ahron Hakimi
Executive Director
Kern Council of Governments
661 635 2901

-------- Original message -------From: Christopher Boyle <cboyle@bakersfieldcity.us>
Date: 6/1/22 3:11 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Ahron Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>
Cc: Christian Clegg <cclegg@bakersfieldcity.us>, Gary Hallen <ghallen@bakersfieldcity.us>,
Paul Johnson <pjohnson@bakersfieldcity.us>, Virginia Ginny Gennaro
<vgennaro@bakersfieldcity.us>
Subject: Comment on 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology
Executive Director Hakimi,
Please accept the City of Bakersfield’s comment on the Final Kern Council of
Governments 6th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Allocation Methodology 2023 – 2031. If
you have any questions, please feel free to contact me via email at
cboyle@bakersfieldcity.us or via phone at (661) 326-3754. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment.
Cordially,
Christopher Boyle | Development Services Director
Development Services Department
City of Bakersfield
email: cboyle@bakersfieldcity.us
web: www.bakersfieldcity.us
phone: 661-326-3754

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Thomas Pogue
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri; Steve Flint; Scott Harriman; Brad Evanson; Jo Miller
Rob Ball; Becky Napier; Ben Raymond; Ahron Hakimi
RE: Comment on 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology
Thursday, June 2, 2022 10:42:07 AM
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Hi all,
Here are some initial thoughts on a reply. Fundamentally, their lower-income allocation is the result
of their having less lower income households than the county as a whole, more higher opportunities
communities compared to the county overall, and less affordable housing compared to low-wage
jobs than countywide:

In terms of the allocation of lower income housing, the methodology begins by applying an income
equity adjustment factor. That adjustment adds allocated lower income housing units to jurisdictions
with less lower income households compared to the county as a whole and reduces allocated lower
income housing units from jurisdictions with more lower income households compared to the
county as a whole. (See Table 3) In that respect lower income household compose 36% of
households in Bakersfield, which is 7% less than the 43% of households county-wide. Therefore,
Bakersfield’s lower income house unit allocation is adjusted upward to account for their
comparatively smaller share of lower income household. In comparison, the percent of lower
income households in the unincorporated portion of the county is 47%, which is 4% higher than the
county-wide share, so their lower income unit allocation is adjusted downward.
In order to fulfil the remaining RHNA objectives two other factors are applied, which further adjust
the proportion of the lower income units allocated to each jurisdiction. These are the Affirmatively
Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) adjustment and the Jobs-Housing Fit adjustment.
In terms of the AFFH adjustment, it explicitly promotes AFFH by taking the number of housing units
in high and highest resource census tracts identified in the 2021 Statewide Summary Table of the
TCAC/HCD Opportunity Area Maps. In Bakersfield 48.9% of its housing units are located in these
‘high opportunity areas’, which is 18% higher than the county-wide proportion. Therefore,
Bakersfield’s lower income house unit allocation is adjusted upward to account for their
comparatively greater share of high opportunity communities. In comparison, the percentage in the
unincorporated portion of the county is 15% lower than the county-wide proportion so their lower
income housing unit allocation is adjusted downward.
The other reason for the relatively high allocation given to Bakersfield is the methodology’s need to
consider each jurisdictions’ Jobs-Housing Fit. This considers the relationship between jobs and
housing with explicit consideration of the balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the
number of units affordable to low-wage jobs in the jurisdiction. In that regard the ratio of low paid

jobs to affordable housing units in Bakersfield is 3.1, which is 34.2% higher than the county-wide
proportion. Therefore, Bakersfield’s lower income house unit allocation is adjusted upward to
account for their comparatively higher number of low-wage jobs compared to their number of
affordable housing units. This is in comparison the ratio in the unincorporated portion of the county
is 1.8, which is 24% lower than the county-wide proportion.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss further,
Best,
Thomas Pogue
Executive Director,
CBPR at University of the Pacific
209.946.2913
pacific.edu/cbpr | tpogue@pacific.edu

APPENDIX G – HCD FINDINGS LETTER

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - BUSINESS, CONSUMER SERVICES AND HOUSING AGENCY

GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor

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

February 14, 2022

**CORRECTED**

Ahron Hakimi, Executive Director
Kern Council of Governments
1401 19th Street, Suite 300
Bakersfield, CA 93301
Dear Ahron Hakimi:
RE: Review of Draft Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Methodology
Thank you for submitting the draft
Sixth Cycle
Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Methodology. Pursuant to Government Code
Section 65584.04(i), the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) is required to review draft RHNA methodologies to determine whether a
methodology furthers the statutory objectives described in Government Code Section
65584(d).
The draft Kern COG RHNA methodology begins with the total regional determination
provided by HCD of 57,650 units. The methodology then provides a base allocation to
each jurisdiction based on its proportion of household growth in the RTP/SCS between
2023 and 2031. Next, the methodology applies an Income Equity Adjustment Factor based
on each jurisdiction s existing distribution of lower and higher income households. The
difference between each
by these income
categories and the regional average is multiplied by 150%.
Lastly, the methodology applies two adjustment factors to the lower income categories: a
jobs-housing fit factor and an Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) factor. The
jobs-housing factor is based on the balance between jobs paying $3,333 per month or less
and units that rent for $1,000 a month or less and allocates more lower income RHNA
units to jurisdictions with higher ratios of low-wage workers to affordable housing units.
The AFFH factor upwardly adjusts lower income RHNA units to jurisdictions with higher
opportunity as indicated in the 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity maps.

continued on next page
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continued from previous page
HCD has completed its review of the methodology and finds that the draft Kern COG
RHNA Methodology furthers the statutory objectives described in Government Code
65584(d).1
methodology directs RHNA units including more lower
income units into high resource areas and areas with higher jobs-housing imbalances.
The draft methodology also makes adjustments that increase the number of lower income
units going to higher income areas as a percentage of their total allocation. HCD
commends Kern COG for including factors in the draft methodology linked to the statutory
objectives such as income parity, jobs-housing imbalances, and affirmatively furthering fair
housing.
Below is a brief summary of findings related to each statutory objective described within
Government Code Section 65584(d):
1. Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in
all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner, which shall result in each
jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low-income households.
On a per household basis, the methodology allocates slightly more shares of RHNA to
jurisdictions with more high-income households. Additionally, due to the income parity
adjustment, these higher income jurisdictions receive more lower income RHNA relative
to their existing share of households. Jurisdictions with higher housing costs both in
terms of home values and rent also receive more RHNA on a per household basis.
Lastly, jurisdictions with higher percentages of owners receive a higher percentage of
lower income RHNA relative to their total allocation.
2. Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental
and agricultural resources, the encouragement of efficient development patterns, and the
s provided by the State Air
Resources Board pursuant to Section 65080.
The draft methodology encourages a more efficient development pattern due to the
inclusion of the RTP/SCS in the base allocation and the job-housing fit factor.
Jurisdictions with access to more jobs via a 30-minute commute receive more RHNA
both in terms of RHNA per household and total RHNA. Jurisdictions with access to more
jobs via a 45-minute transit commute also receive more total RHNA on average and
generally receive more RHNA per household.
3. Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including
an improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing
units affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction.
Most cities in Kern County have a jobs-housing balance ratio between 0.3 and 1.9 and
continued on next page

1

While HCD finds this methodology furthers statutory objectives, applying this methodology to another region or
cycle may not necessarily further the statutory objectives as housing conditions and circumstances may differ.
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continued from previous page
the draft methodology generally allocates more RHNA per household share to the
jurisdictions with the worst imbalances (jobs-housing balance ratio over 1.5). The draft
methodology allocates slightly less RHNA relative to household share to jurisdictions with
a jobs-housing balance ratio between 1.0 and 1.4, while jurisdictions with jobs-housing
balance ratios below 1.0 receive the smallest RHNA allocations relative to household
share. Among Kern COG jurisdictions, there is an even greater imbalance between the
number of low-wage jobs and the number affordable housing units. Accordingly, the
methodology allocates more lower income RHNA per household share to the jurisdictions
with the worst imbalances (jobs-housing fit ratio over 2).
4. Allocating a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction
already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income category, as
compared to the countywide distribution of households in that category from the most
recent American Community Survey.
On average, cities with a larger existing share of lower income units receive smaller
allocations of low- and very low-income units as a percentage of the total RHNA. For
cities with higher shares of lower income units, the average lower income allocation is 25
percent of total RHNA. The average lower income allocation for cities with smaller
percentages of lower income units is 38 percent.
5. Affirmatively furthering fair housing, which means taking meaningful actions, in addition
to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive
communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity based on protected
characteristics. Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair housing means taking meaningful
actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs and in access
to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced
living patterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into
areas of opportunity, and fostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair
housing laws.
Jurisdictions with more access to opportunity receive larger total RHNA and lower income
allocations on a per household basis. Jurisdictions where more than 50 percent of
households live in low-resource and high-segregation areas receive a share of the lower
income RHNA that is, on average, 32 percent of their share of households, compared to
129 percent for higher resourced jurisdictions.
HCD appreciates the active role of Kern COG and the
Business and Policy Research staff in providing data and input throughout the draft Kern
COG RHNA methodology development and review period. HCD especially thanks
Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri, Rob Ball, Thomas Pogue, and Steven McCarty-Snead for their
significant efforts and assistance.
HCD looks forward to continuing our partnership with Kern COG to help its member
jurisdictions meet and exceed the planning and production of the region housing need.
continued on next page
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continued from previous page
Support opportunities available for the Kern COG region this cycle include, but are not
limited to:
Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) 2.0 $600 million state and
federal investment to advance implementation of adopted regional plans.
REAP 2.0 funding may be used for planning and implementation that
accelerate infill housing development and reduce per capita vehicle miles
traveled. https://hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/active-funding/reap2.shtml.
Prohousing Designation Program Ongoing awards distributed over-thecounter to local jurisdictions with compliant Housing Elements and
prohousing policies. Those awarded receive additional points on
application processing preference when applying to housing and nonhousing funding programs including the Affordable Housing &
Sustainable Communities (AHSC), Infill Infrastructure Grant (IIG), and
Transformative Climate Communities (TCC).
HCD also encourages all Kern County local governments to consider the many
other affordable housing and community development resources available to local
governments, including the Permanent Local Housing Allocation program
programs can be found at https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-funding/nofas.shtml.
If HCD can provide any additional assistance, or if you, or your staff, have any
questions, please contact Annelise Osterberg, Housing Policy Specialist at
(916) 776-7540 or annelise.osterberg@hcd.ca.gov.
Sincerely,

Tyrone Buckley
Assistant Deputy Director of Fair Housing
cc:
City of Arvin: Jeff Jones, Interim City Manager
City of Bakersfield: Christian Clegg, City Manager
City of California City: Anne Ambrose, Interim City Manager
City of Delano: Maribel Reyna, City Manager
City of Maricopa: Eric Ziegler, City Administrator
City of McFarland: Maria Lara, City Manager
City of Ridgecrest: Ron Strand, City Manager
City of Shafter: Gabriel Gonzalez, City Manager
City of Taft: Craig Jones, City Manager
City of Tehachapi: Greg Garrett, City Manager
City of Wasco: Scott Hurlbert, City Manager
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County of Kern: Lorelei H. Oviatt, Director of Planning
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From: Macedo, Tawny@HCD <Tawny.Macedo@hcd.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 10, 2022 11:30 AM
To: Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri <RInvina@kerncog.org>; Osterberg, Annelise@HCD <Annelise.Osterberg@hcd.ca.gov>;
Buckley, Tyrone@HCD <Tyrone.Buckley@hcd.ca.gov>
Cc: Brinkhuis, Tom@HCD <Tom.Brinkhuis@hcd.ca.gov>; Rolfness, Kevan@HCD <Kevan.Rolfness@hcd.ca.gov>; Ahron
Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>; Rob Ball <RBall@kerncog.org>; Becky Napier <BNapier@kerncog.org>; Ben
Raymond <BRaymond@kerncog.org>
Subject: RE: Kern COG Draft RHNA Methodology Findings

Hi Rochelle,
Thank you for sharing the erratum and additional context around water and draught effects in Kern.
This helps our team be more informed on the impact of water in your region.
Warmly,
Tawny
From: Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri <RInvina@kerncog.org>
Sent: Monday, March 7, 2022 1:40 PM
To: Osterberg, Annelise@HCD <Annelise.Osterberg@hcd.ca.gov>; Buckley, Tyrone@HCD
<Tyrone.Buckley@hcd.ca.gov>
Cc: Brinkhuis, Tom@HCD <Tom.Brinkhuis@hcd.ca.gov>; Rolfness, Kevan@HCD <Kevan.Rolfness@hcd.ca.gov>;
Macedo, Tawny@HCD <Tawny.Macedo@hcd.ca.gov>; Ahron Hakimi <AHakimi@kerncog.org>; Rob Ball
<RBall@kerncog.org>; Becky Napier <BNapier@kerncog.org>; Ben Raymond <BRaymond@kerncog.org>
Subject: RE: Kern COG Draft RHNA Methodology Findings
Mr. Buckley, Ms. Osterberg and HCD Team:
During our Regional Planning Advisory Committee (RPAC) meeting on March 2, 2022, there was a Committee
member comment and discussion made on the Kern COG RHNA Methodology regarding Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA) and the drought effects in the Kern region. The Committee member is also the Director of
the Planning and Natural Resources Department for the County of Kern. After discussion, the Committee member
asked a motion to adopt the Final 6th Cycle RHNA Allocation Methodology with an amendment to include a
paragraph in the report, before it is presented to the Kern COG Board, on Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA) and drought effects on the ability of jurisdictions to provide water for the proposed RHNA Allocation. The
motion was approved unanimously by the rest of the Committee members.
We have attached an updated version of the Kern COG RHNA Methodology with an erratum on Pages 2-3 to include
the Committee member’s comments. There are no revisions to the RHNA methodology steps that you have
preciously reviewed. We just wanted to notify you of this additional discussion that was requested and approved by
our Committee.
Sincerely,

Rochelle Invina-Jayasiri | Regional Planner
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APPENDIX H –
KERN COG RESOLUTION 22-16

Blades, Crump, Kersey, Krier, Navarro, Lessenevitch, Prout, Reyna, P. Smith
None
None
Couch, Tafoya, Parra, Scrivner, B. Smith, Trujillo, Vasquez
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APPENDIX I –
ADU BEST PRACTICES GUIDEBOOK

ADU Best Practices
Guidebook

First Edition 3/2/2022

2021 Webinar Series Summary

In 2021, the Casita Coalition hosted a series of Best Practice webinars
featuring local jurisdictions and other agencies statewide that are
embracing the small housing movement and finding innovative ways to
make small housing work in their communities. As a coalition of
members who share a belief that small, naturally affordable homes can
create a more resilient and inclusive California, we’re thrilled to share the
creativity of these innovators. In this evolving field, any findings in this
guidebook should be considered as a snapshot in time, therefore we
invite updates, comments and suggestions for ADU best practice
inclusions for its next edition. With gratitude for the passion and
commitment of our members and webinar participants.

info@casitacoalition.org
casitacoalition.org

--Denise Pinkston, President, Casita Coalition

City of San Diego
County of Sonoma
City of San Jose
City of Los Angeles
City of Pasadena
City of Sacramento
City of East Palo Alto
City of San Francisco
County of San Mateo
City of Oakland
Finance Working Group
Hello Housing
Napa Sonoma ADU Center
SOUP
EPA Cando
City Systems
Keys to Equity
Home for All

Join our mailing list here.
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SELECTED WEBINAR QUOTES

Steve Hansen, Sacramento
City Council Member
(former)

“It did take a partnership between the elected
officials...to give staff the comfort to lead the way
in making the policy changes. It took great staff,
starting with the city manager on down, to really
revolutionize our development code to
democratize housing at all levels of affordability.”

“What was really important was our fee
structure, and other cities should really take a
deep dive in how they assess fees for projects."

Effie Milionis-Verducci
Communications Officer
County of San Mateo

Gary Geiler, Assistant
Director of Development
City of San Diego

“For ADU programs, start with an applicant
pool 5 to 10 times larger than the number of
ADUs you want to end up with.”

“We created a roundtable where ADU staff from
each agency met frequently and we all reviewed
batches of ADU permits those days. We then
issued consolidated comments to applicants
which were then addressed in a physical recheck
meeting between the applicant and the agencies
who issued comments. This really worked—we
cleared the backlog.”

Natalia Kwiatkowska
ADU Coordinator
City of San Francisco
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INTRODUCTION
The best practices and lessons learned that jurisdictions shared
during our 2021 webinar series are of course preliminary or
initial findings, as most cities and counties are only 2-3 years
into the work of finding ways to encourage ADU production and
outcome data is limited. We hope this guidebook can serve as a
place to begin a dialogue as we continue to share ideas. We
value your feedback and look forward to your comments,
suggestions and questions as this living document evolves.
With some overlap, the best practice actions in this guide can
be functionally categorized into the Three P's: Policy, Publicfacing and Process.

Policy

Public-facing

Establishes framework to encourage
ADU production and prepare for
applications
State codes, local ordinance, fees
Alignment of electeds and staff
Incentives, bonus programs

Educates, inspires and assists
homeowners from curiosity to
completion stage
Outreach in community
Online resources
Handouts and forms

Process

Actions that can help streamline
permit review & approval
Universal checklists & process
flows
Coordinated agency review
Staff-applicant interactions
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POLICY
Best practices in this category help jurisdictions
clarify codes, achieve staff alignment and engage
elected officials to present a unified voice on ADU
issues and share a mission to help homeowners
get to 'yes.'

Best Practice Action
Internal alignment &
unified voice

Fee reductions &
waivers

Clear, simple codes and
development standards

Vendor registry to help
homeowners connect with
ADU professionals

Jurisdiction Example
Cities of San Jose and Los Angeles: Direction from
Mayor to prioritize and expedite ADU processing
Sonoma County crafted a public-facing ADU mission
statement--provided leadership with metrics

City of San Diego waived development impact fees,
including transportation impact, facilities benefit
assessment fee, general plan maintenance fee, mapping
fee, regional transportation infrastructure fee (for ADUs
with existing single family dwellings)
City of Oakland eliminated survey requirement for ADUs
more than 3' from property line and slope less than 20%
City of Berkeley worked with a task force to improve local
ordinance; 20' height now allowed outside hillside zone;
no lot coverage or open space standards for any size ADU
City of Los Angeles Standard Plan Program offers directory
of ADUs to browse. Homeowners select from vetted
vendors, saving time with simplified permit process
San Jose's directory includes site-built and prefab builders-fast turnaround times for repeat plans

Research and map
ADU opportunities

City of Oakland conducted research and published report
on existing conditions and barriers to ADU production
City of East Palo Alto & San Mateo County conducted
research before drafting programs to help homeowners

ADU Bonus allowances
boost affordable ADUs

City of San Diego: additional bonus ADUs in existing &
proposed multifamily dwellings
City of LA allows both detached and conversion ADUs
with multifamily properties; City of San Francisco allows
bonus ADUs on multifamily w/seismic retrofit

Data-driven pilot
programs

City of LA ADU Accelerator pairs senior tenants with ADU
owners, city of Pasadena offers loans & project mgmt for
Housing Choice Voucher tenants
County of San Mateo research finds substantial numbers
of unpermitted units--creates program to assist owners in
bringing them up to code
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Pre-approved Plans & Vendor Registries: What's getting traction so far
Vendor Directories and Standard Plans
Homeowners thinking about an ADU report
hesitancy around selecting professionals to work
with. Having access to a vetted directory can help
them make an informed choice, while reducing risk.
The Cities of Los Angeles, San Jose and others have
sizable lists of vendors who have successfully
submitted plans for pre-review.
Utilizing existing processes created for pools,
staircases, etc, the Standard Plan approach can
simplify approvals. As the LA Dept of Building &
Safety website explains, 'Plans are designed by
private licensed architects and engineers to
accommodate various site conditions. Plans are
then reviewed and pre-approved for compliance
with the Building, Residential, and Green Codes.
When the applicant selects an approved Standard
Plan, staff reviews site-specific factors, including
compliance with the Zoning Code and foundation
requirements.'

ADUs in Fire Hazard Severity Zones:
City of Berkeley Case Study

Cities and counties who have
commissioned ADU plans offered
some lessons learned
Homeowners making large
investment seem to want at least
some customization
Plans need annual updating to
keep up with code changes
Modifications to suit site
conditions require engagement
with architect or other ADU pro
Jurisdictions take on some
liability when they own the ADU
plans they offer
Set realistic expectations around
program so homeowners
understand steps and
professional help needed

Los Angeles Dept of Building & Safety
Pre-Approved Standard Plans Sample

ADUs in the Fire Zones present a unique challenge.
The City of Berkeley addressed this by (i) creating
ADU development standards more permissive than
State law in much of the City (20’ max height;
flexibility within setbacks for existing structures and
equipment) and (ii) more restrictive in high fire
hazard areas where narrow hillside streets already
pose a challenge for fire response vehicles (one ADU
or JADU per lot, 800 sf max; no rooftop decks or
extensions into setbacks or expansion of accessory
structures more than 150 sf).
This response allows every homeowner to have an
ADU, balancing the realities of hazard response with
the need for more homes citywide.
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PUBLIC INFORMATION
Jurisdictions frequently cited the importance of
robust
outreach
programs
to
educate
homeowners who stand to benefit most. Clear
and complete online resources can save staff
time and reduce frustration on all sides.

Best Practice Action

Benefits reported

Jurisdiction Example

Raises awareness of ADU
benefits, sets realistic
expectations, establishes
pro-ADU messaging

ADU webinars hosted by
Napa Sonoma ADU Center
County of San Mateo holds
resource fairs

Clear, easy to navigate
website or web page

Provides audience
appropriate info at
each step--using
graphics, visuals

County of San Mateo
Second Unit Center
Napa Sonoma ADU Center
website
County of Marin ADU Marin

Handouts & checklists

Universal checklists and
single issue one-pagers
keep need-to-know info
contained & organized

Nonprofit partnerships

Experienced partners can
help with outreach,
education, project
management, tenant
screening / leases

City of Oakland & Keys to
Equity
16 jurisdictions across Napa
and Sonoma counties &
Napa Sonoma ADU Center

Financing options

To expand homeowner
pool, loan programs &
incentives can fill gaps

City of Pasadena loan
programs assist homeowners
who rent to HCV tenants
Housing Trust Silicon Valley
partnered w/ cities

Video case studies,
idea books, ADU tours
show relatable success
stories from neighbors

San Mateo County
inspirational idea book
Napa Sonoma ADU
Center: Learn from your
neighbors videos

Targeted outreach

Storytelling that
inspires

Online tools for first
steps of learning &
exploring

Permit fee calculators;
cost calculators; and
address lookup tools
help with initial
feasibility research
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City of San Francisco's
checklist includes all agencies
City of San Jose's Universal
Checklist is clear & complete

City of East Palo Alto permit
fee calculator
Napa Sonoma ADU Center
ADU cost calculator
San Mateo county
multijurisdiction site
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ADU
Websites
Flow charts can
help homeowners
visualize a complex
process and
navigate site
San Mateo Second Unit Resources Center

Napa Sonoma ADU Center

Stages of the
Homeowner
ADU Journey

Sharing success stories is a
key strategy

Hello Housing

San Mateo Second Unit Resources Center
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PROCESS
While each jurisdiction's internal workflow is
unique, commonalities arose for best practices
that can help streamline the ADU permitting
process.
Photo: San Francisco Planning

Best Practice Action

Benefits reported

Jurisdiction Example

Pre-application meetings
can foster welcoming &
positive tone while setting
realistic expectations

City of San Jose hosts ADU
Tuesdays
Napa Sonoma ADU Center
holds twice-weekly ADU hours

Reduces need for training,
helps with consistent
response and interagency
coordination

City of San Jose designated
ADU Ally
City of San Francisco has
ADU Coordinator

Concurrent review,
electronic plan review

Digital submission portals
that allow concurrent
resubmittals to each
agency reduce delays

City of San Francisco found
efficiencies with roundtable
reviews of ADUS
City of LA uses ePlanLA to
speed processing

Regular staff trainings

Keeps team updated
on new online tools,
resources, codes-trains new staff

City of San Diego emphasizes
regular trainings
Leadership briefings assist
with public messaging

Internal audit of
processing timelines

Indentify and address
process bottlenecks-report back to leadership

City of East Palo Alto found
grant for audit of process
Interactive housing progress
reports track ADU results

Expanded hours &
access to permits

Dedicated ADU team

Responsive new
program design

Staff research and
academic partnerships
can help right-size and
adjust incentives

City of LA ADU Accelerator
pairs senior tenants with
ADU owners
County of Sonoma delays
fee collection until tenant
occupancy

134

Moving the Needle

Disaster recovery

Movable tiny homes

The County of Sonoma allows small
homes to be built within fire recovery
areas that can be re-designated as
ADUs later on. This helps return
homeowners to their properties sooner

City of San Jose, Fresno, LA, San
Diego, Oakland and others allow
movable tiny homes as ADUs-traction limited so far

Deed restrictions

Incentive programs with affordability
covenants longer than a few years
have faced hurdles with older and
lower income homeowners looking
for income and flexibility

Garage conversions

More than twice as many conversions
(mostly garages) vs. new ADUs are
permitted in LA. Building permit fees
for a new detached ADU average
$8500, garage conversion: $1050

One stop shops

Combining lower-cost prefab ADUs
with project management help, low
cost financing and pre-screened
tenants is getting traction in several
cities
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Results--the ADU revolution in progress
In 2020, ADUs in CA accounted for 11.5% (13,000) of all housing
permits City of LA 21%
City of San Jose 24% County of LA 42%

+1158%

Increase in ADU permits California cities issued
from 2016, the year before pro-ADU legislation
was passed at the state level, to 2019.
California Dept. of Housing & Community Development

Statewide, from 2018 to 2020, nearly 23,000 ADUs have been built;
estimates for 2021 indicate continued upward trend

ADU growth centers
With 20 ADU permits for every 1,000 homes
from 2017 to 2019, Los Angeles leads the state
in ADU growth. Next is San Francisco, with
13.3 per 1,000 SFHs.

What do the top ADU producing jurisdictions have in common? According to ADU
California, the data suggests that the following factors have high correlation with
ADU numbers:

Good access to jobs
High percentage of single family homes
Lower cost of construction
Contagion effect (as more ADUs are built, awareness & adoption increase)

CASITA COALITION | BEST PRACTICES GUIDEBOOK
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EXPANDING ADU BENEFITS TO MORE
CALIFORNIANS
Early adopters tend to be higher-resourced households, with
additional assistance needed for lower income homeowners
From Implementing the Backyard Revolution by UC Berkeley's Terner Center for Housing
Innovation: "...the ADU revolution has been slow to reach low-income homeowners of color. It
will take a targeted effort at both the state and local level to meaningfully boost ADU
production throughout the state and to eliminate structural barriers to ADU production so
that all Californians can reap the benefits."
Public-private partnerships such as the City of San Jose with Prefab ADU and the City of
Oakland's partnership with Keys to Equity have helped to bring down cost for homeowners
at the lower end of the budget range.

Tailored Outreach
Research neighborhoods where ADUs could benefit lower-income
homeowners; partner with community groups and nonprofits;
provide multilingual materials and project management

Pre-development cost grants & gap funding
Speculative, upfront costs to determine ADU feasibility can stop lowresource homeowners before they begin. Look for funding for
forgivable loans, grants & gap funding

Balancing owner and tenant benefits
Some ADU homeowner assistance programs will offer affordable
rents to tenants and income for homeowners, while others may focus
on intergenerational wealth building by allowing market rents

Innovations in Construction
keeping ADU costs low is key to making the rental strategy pencil out
for lower-income homeowners. Innovations in off-site building
systems from panelized to 3D printing are benefiting from venture
capital funding and have potential to significantly advance
affordability.
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Best Practice Lists from Partner Orgs

Links & Resources
California Housing and Community
Development ADU resource page
HCD's ADU Handbook
CalHFA ADU Grant Program
UC Berkeley Center for Community
Innovation's ADU publications
AARP ADU webpage
Casita Coalition YouTube channel
Casita Coalition Guidance memos:
Garage Conversions & ADU Finance
ADU California Best Practices page
Housing Innovations Collaborative-Los Angeles R&D website
Accessorydwellings.org
Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) ADU Planning
& Development web page, study on
ADUs and affordable rents
Questions for HCD on
interpretation: send to
adu@hcd.ca.gov
See link on HCD ADU page to
download:
ADU ordinance review letters
sent to jurisdictions (XLS)
ADU Technical Assistance
Letters (XLS)

Hello Housing / Bright in Your Backyard
ADU Programs: Start with applicant pool 3x desired #
Minimize complexity
Don’t lowball the amount of assistance low-moderate
income (LMI) homeowners will need
Pair financing with technical assistance and project
management
Have a plan to identify and vet 3rd party
professionals to work with the program
Identify a nonprofit partner with affordable housing
program design experience, project management
experience and financial underwriting knowledge to
bring needed action and capacity to jurisdictions

UC Berkeley Terner Center for Housing Innovation
Pre-approved plans / vendors
Partnerships with nonprofits, banks and community
development orgs
ADU financing
ADU bonus programs for affordability
Fee reduction & waivers

Southern California Association of Governments
Clear ordinance provisions consistent with State law
Regulatory incentives
Objective design standards
Outreach and education
Public-oriented website materials
Standardized applications
Streamlined permitting
Pre-approved building plan options
Homeowner assistance
Affordable housing subsidies

ADU California
(Center for Community Innovation at UC Berkeley)
Explore areas for future State Legislation
Work with banks and credit unions to provide more
appropriate loan products, particularly for
homeowners without high home equity
Continue to move forward with legislation to
encourage missing middle housing development
Co-produce future state legislation with communities
from across California’s diverse regions
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Appendix A: City of San Diego ADU Bonus program--multifamily
Program Numbers To Date
Total project applications: 28
Total ADUs proposed: 166 (average of 6 per lot)
Total Affordable ADUs proposed: 58
Total permits issued to date: 4 (19 ADUs, 7
affordable ADUs)
Total ADUs under construction: 19
Total Affordable ADUs under construction: 7
Program Features & Notes
15-year deed restriction at very low, low, or moderate income levels
administered by San Diego Housing Commission
Within TPA: Unlimited # of ADUs allowed after exhaustion of “by right” ADUs
Outside TPA: One deed-restricted and one bonus market rate ADU allowed
after exhaustion of “by right” ADUs
Standard building regulations and ADU regulations apply to bonus ADUs. The
theoretical number of ADUs that can be built on a lot is still constrained by all
other regulations including FAR, height limits, etc.
Existing San Diego Zoning and ADU regs allow encroachments into setbacks,
and apply the same existing development regs for the underlying zone
Deed Restriction length and levels are designed to not be overly burdensome
and are consistent with state requirements under AB671
Type and positioning (second position rather than first position) of the
affordable agreement on SF zoned properties works with conventional
funding mechanisms
Ministerial approvals speed up access to affordable housing units

Project Example:

First project located in a historically white, upper
middle class neighborhood with less than 5
affordable housing units in the historic district.
Project was submitted to the city 2/18/21, adding
5 ADUs to single family home on 6,000 sf lot:
1- studio garage conversion ADU by right
2- 1 bed/1bath 480 sf ADUs deed restricted at
moderate income levels
2- 1 bed/1bath 480 sf Bonus ADUs at market rate
Projected total project cost for all 5 units
including all soft and hard costs: $800k
With thanks to Jared Basler & the ADU Coalition
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Appendix B: Webinar summaries

City of San Diego
Keynote:
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Presenters:
Gary Geiler--Assistant Director
Development Svcs, City of San Diego
Jared Basler--Maxable

watch webinar
Colin Parent--La Mesa City Council,
Executive Director Circulate SD
Heather Peters--MTC, ABAG, Principal
Regional Housing Planner

Summary: San Diego attributes their success building ADUS to five key strategies.
Outreach – The outreach program not only included homeowners in general, but focused
on underpresented communities, bankers, real estate professionals, and others
Reduced fees – This saves homeowners between $25,000 and $50,000. They also have
clear information about what fees are likely to be
More permissive standards – Specifically, they allow ADUs up to 1,200, 0 foot setbacks and
three stories in height
Clean code – San Diego staff worked to simplify local codes, trained new staff and offered
regular trainings to keep response consistent
Better processing – San Diego has designated ADU staff and office hour where they
answer questions or provide real time review
They also offer a density bonus program that allows developers to a bonus ADU if they also
provide an affordable ADU. Near transit, owners can add as many density bonus ADUs as
will fit on the lot. The ADU has a 15 year deed restriction
Sponsored by the State of California's Department of Housing and Community Development

County of Sonoma & Napa Sonoma ADU Center
Keynote:
Senator Mike McGuire

Presenters & Panelists:
Katrina Braehmer--Planner, County
of Sonoma
Nina Bellucci--Planner, County of
Sonoma

watch webinar

Scott Johnson--Napa Sonoma ADU
Center & Pocket Housing, LLC
Renee Schomp--Director, Napa Sonoma
ADU Center

Summary: The nonprofit Napa Sonoma ADU Center works with 16 jurisdictions across Napa
and Sonoma counties. They have a high-profile ADU website, a workbook, ADU cost calculator
and offer free feasibility consults plus regular ADU office hours. The nonprofit is a fiscallysponsored project of Napa Valley Community Foundation with support from Community
Foundation Sonoma County. Some of their services and innovations include:
Preapproved designs - Multi-jurisdiction preapproved/standard plan program connecting
homeowners with a gallery of over 50 ADU plans from multiple designers and prefab
companies, half of which are permit-ready
Affordable ADU program - Offers tenant screening, help with leases, and security deposit
guarantee for homeowners who rent to people at 65% of area median income or below
Website and handouts – Clear, complete, easy to navigate website and handouts tailored
to each of the jurisdictions; ADU Process Map, ADU Checklist
More ADUs, Faster Decisions – Sonoma County also offers a Cottage Housing Development
program that allows multiple detached units clustered around a common open space. These
proposals can be approved by staff with no hearings if they meet the relevant standards
ADU financing - The City of Napa has a Junior Unit Initiative Program that helps
homeowners finance interior conversion ADUs and JADUs and provides project
management support
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Webinar summaries, cont'd

City of San Jose
Keynote:
Mayor Sam Liccardo

watch webinar

Presenters & Panelists
Martina Davis--Planner, City of San
Jose
Andrew Wozencroft--Planner, City
of San Jose

Fathia Macauley--Housing Trust Silicon Vly
Mackenzie Mossing--Deputy Chief of Staff,
Sr Policy Advisor, Ofc of Mayor Liccardo
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable

Summary: San Jose was one of the first cities in the Bay
Area to focus on promoting ADUs, started easing regulations
even before state law changed. Their efforts touched on all
three P’s 1) Public outreach, 2) Policies and, 3) Process. Some
of their key accomplishments include:
More permissive standards - They allow two story ADUs
and zero foot setbacks for the first floor. They also allow
JADUs in garages and in new detached ADUs
Interdepartmental meetings – City staff have regular
meetings with planning, fire, public works and others
Checklist and Ombudsman - They also developed a muchcopied ADU checklist and designated an ADU
ombudsman

City of Los Angeles
Keynote: Assemblymember
Richard Bloom

Presenters & Panelists:
Chris Hawthorne--Chief Design
Officer, City of LA

watch webinar
Linda Wheaton--Senior Housing Policy
Advisor, Southern CA Assn of
Governments
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable

Summary: The City of Los Angeles has over one million square feet of ADUs in the pipeline, with
ADUs making up almost a quarter of new housing permits. With the pro-ADU public leadership of
Mayor Eric Garcetti and engaged planning staff, LA's ADU production numbers continue to
climb. Lower-cost garage conversions are the most common form for new ADUs. In 2020, LA
launched a Standard Plan (or preapproved design) program.
Key details include:
Standard plan offerings include 42 designs by 22 firms, highlighting a variety of different
sizes and configurations. New designs added on a rolling basis
Streamlined process and e-submissions
Approvals are often ready in a day, as opposed to more than a month for the typical process
ADU Accelerator program provides tenant screening and management to house 30% AMI
tenants age 62+ for five years
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Webinar summaries, cont'd

City of Pasadena
Keynote: Assemblymember
Laura Friedman

watch webinar

Presenters & Panelists
Bill Huang--Housing Director, City of
Pasadena
Andrew Slocum--Principal, Casitas

Jonathan Fearn--Managing Director,
Greystar, Casita board
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable
Allison Ruff Schuurman--Chief of Staff,
Office of Laura Friedman

Summary: Pasadena ties their affordability program to housing
choice vouchers. This solved several challenges including making it
easier to verify renter income. They also chose to avoid deed
restrictions and long term requirements. They offer two programs:
New ADUs:
3 year loan, up to $150,000, 1% simple interest deferred
Unit must be rented to Housing Choice Voucher recipient for
seven years
Priority for low income census tracks, homes below median value
and long term occupant
Unpermitted ADUs:
20 year, $75,000 loan, 1% simple interest, 5+ year deferral
Homeowner income limited to 80% of area median income
Homeowner chooses the tenant
Sponsored by Housing Trust Silicon Valley

City of Sacramento
Keynote: Steve Hansen
(Former) City of Sacramento
Councilmember

watch webinar

Presenters & Panelists:
Garrett Norman--Associate Planner,
City of Sacramento Community
Development Dept

Matt Hertel--Long-range Planning Mgr,
City of Sacramento
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable

Summary: In 2020, Sacramento City Councilmembers
adopted a Streamlining Menu with 50 action items to speed
up housing approvals and increase the range of available
housing. For ADUs, they have relaxed many of their
standards, including:
Allowing two ADUs, including two detached
Tying the height limits to the main structure
Requiring no side or rear setback
They are working on a website, brochure and three preinspected (permit ready) ADU plans. They have taken to the
road, hosting tours, information sessions and even an ADU
bootcamp.
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Webinar summaries, cont'd

City of East Palo Alto
Keynote:
Senator Nancy Skinner

Presenters & Panelists
Rachel Horst-- Housing & Economic
Development Manager, City of EPA
Derek Ouyang--Director, City Systems

watch webinar
Caleb Smith--Sustainability Coordinator,
(former) County of San Mateo
Sonya Singha--Housing Trust Silicon Vly
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable

Summary: Like many cities, East Palo Alto was struggling with unpermitted ADUs. They first
tried an enforcement approach, but met significant pushback. They then readjusted and
began a conversation with the community. With grant funding, they engaged the community
in an extended conversation about what could be done. They focused on several aspects:
Cooperation between nonprofits – Their plan allowed several different nonprofits to
work together rather than competing
Outreach – They conducted extensive outreach in churches, community centers and
community events
Assistance – EPA Cando has funding to meet with homeowners and walk them through
the process

City of San Francisco
Keynote:
Senator Scott Weiner

Presenters & Panelists:
Natalia Kwiatowska--Principal
Planner, City of San Francisco
Maia Small--Planner, City of Francisco

watch webinar

Carly Grob--Staff, City of San Francisco
Jared Basler--ADU Coalition, Maxable,
Casita board

Summary: In August 2018 Mayor London Breed issued an executive directive to planning staff
to “clear the ADU application backlog.” Six months later, planning staff achieved the goal. How
did they manage it? City staff implemented a number of changes, including:
Assistance for applicants - The Permit Center has a designated ADU team that will meet with
homeowners during ADU-specific office hours. The also published a universal checklist and
step by step guide
Concurrent review and unified comments – After reviewing an application, city staff from all
relevant departments meet to discuss their comments. They then provide one set of
comments to the applicant
They also created a bonus program to encourage multifamily ADU owners to build more
ADUs in exchange for participating in rent stabilization. (They don’t recommend a similar
program for single family homeowners.) Multifamily ADUs are currently some of the only new
rent-stabilized units being added to the SF housing stock
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Webinar summaries, cont'd

ADU Finance
Keynote: Assemblymember
Tim Grayson

watch webinar
Presenters & Panelists:
Sheryl Silva--CalHFA, Single Family Home
Loan Production Manager
Lindsay Moon--Searchlight Lending
Meredith Stowers--Cross Country Mortgage

Lourdes Hernandez--Loan Depot
Susan Brown--Core SGB
Rafael Perez--The HomeMap, Casita board

Summary: Presenters from the lending industry shared the most common ways that homeowners
finance new ADU construction, conversion of an existing structure or bringing an unpermitted
unit up to code as a legal ADU. Careful planning and research are key to a successful outcome.
As a homeowner, your ability to secure financing for an ADU may depend on your location,
credit score, income, existing debts, existing home equity
Common loan types used for ADU construction or conversion include: cash-out refinance,
home equity line of credit (HELOC), second mortgage, construction loan, renovation loan,
existing cash/assets, 401(k) loan
Talk with a knowledgable architect, designer, project manager or general contractor to
confirm your ADU budget is realistic--and remember to include a contingency fund
Confirm that you can build an ADU on your property before you borrow money
Research local ADU programs that can assist lower-income, lower equity homeowners with
financing, project management and finding a tenant
Credit unions and other portfolio lenders who hold their loans rather than sell them may have
more flexibility of terms--such as higher loan-to-value and debt-to-income ratios. They may
also allow future rent income from the ADU to count as qualifying income
Working with a lender experienced with ADU loans can be helpful as you explore options
Read a detailed description of ADU financing options in the Casita Coalition's handbook

County of San Mateo
Keynote: Assemblymember
Marc Berman

Presenters & Panelists:
Effie Verducci--Communications
Ofcr, County of San Mateo
Peggy Jensen--Deputy Manager,
County of San Mateo

watch webinar

Caleb Smith--Sustainability Coordinator,
(former) County of San Mateo
Jennifer Duffy, President, Hello Housing

Summary: San Mateo County was one of the first places in the state to embrace ADUs. In 2018,
they launched a number of tools for homeowners, including:
ADU workbook – This comprehensive guide walks homeowners through each step in the ADU
process from setting goals to design and to construction, to renting the unit
Website – The San Mateo Second Unit Center website offers information such as jurisdiction
standards, as well as spotlights on homeowners
Events – In-person and online events include resource fairs, where ADU design, construction
and lending professionals are available to talk to homeowners
Fast processing – By contracting with a third party, the County responds to applications in
ten days
San Mateo's ADU Amnesty program offers homeowners a path to legalize units built without
permits. A partnership with nonprofit Hello Housing offers 100 hours of one-on-one technical
assistance to homeowners who agree to rent their units at or below 100% of the Area Median
Income for three years
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Webinar summaries, cont'd

City of Oakland
Keynote:
Mayor Libby Schaaf

watch webinar

Presenters & Panelists
Darin Ranelletti--Policy Director for
Housing Securiy, City of Oakland
Meredith Rupp--Senior Planner, Urban
Planning Partners

Lynette Dias--Principal, Urban Planning Partners
Nikki Beasley--Executive Director,
Richmond Neighborhood Housing Services
Steve Edrington--ADApt Dwellings
Bobby Arte--The WellNest Company

Summary: The City of Oakland team highlighted the benefits of
research and nonprofit partnerships to encourage ADU production.
Looking at census data and original research, they sought to
understand the unique challenges that lower resource, historically
disinvested neighborhoods face to add ADUs to homes.
Challenges include:
Limited access to capital
Lack of awareness of the government rules
Fears about tenant protection rules
Unfamiliarity with the development process
The city addressed these by producing an ADU handbook and a
guide for landlords. They are also partnering with the Keys to
Equity program to provide assistance to homeowners building
ADUs. The program targets Black homeowners and focuses on
these areas
Funding – Predevelopment costs average 10-12% of total cost
and can be budget-busters--program helps with these costs
Education – Homeowners take part in a six-part learning series
Financing – Loans are available from a local credit union
Preapproved designs – Homeowners can choose one of three
designs to cut down on cost and speed up the process
Construction management – The nonprofit provides a general
contractor to oversee the work
Sponsored by ADApt Dwellings

Best Practices Year-End Review
Keynote:
David Zisser, Assistant Deputy Director
HCD, Local Government Relations &
Accountability

Presenters & Panelists:
Joshua Abrams--Baird & Driskell
Jared Basler--Founder, Maxable Space, Casita
board member
Renee Schomp--Director, Napa Sonoma ADU Center
Gary Geiler--Assistant Director of Community
Development, City of San Diego

watch webinar
Anne Wyatt--Executive Director, Smart
Share Housing Solutions
Garrett Norman--Assistant Planner, City of
Sacramento
Jennifer Duffy--Executive Director, Hello
Housing

With sincere thanks to all those who shared their best practices and
lessons learned in 2021, and to those who came back to help us wrap up
the series with this year-end summary webinar.
View recordings of all the Best Practices Webinars on the Casita Coalition
YouTube channel.
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Financial support for this webinar series provided by:

Major Sponsors

Series Sponsors

Individual Webinar Sponsors:
January -- City of San Diego

March -- City of San Jose

November -- City of Oakland

Special thanks to our Promotional Partners:
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Special thanks to our webinar Presenters & Panelists
Gary Geiler--Assistant Director, Development
Services, City of San Diego
Colin Parent--La Mesa City Council, Executive
Director Circulate SD
Heather Peters--MTC, ABAG, Principal Regional
Housing Planner
Katrina Braehmer--Planner, County of Sonoma
Nina Bellucci--Planner, County of Sonoma
Scott Johnson--Napa Sonoma ADU Center &
Pocket Housing, LLC
Renee Schomp--Director, Napa Sonoma ADU
Center
Martina Davis--Planner, City of San Jose
Andrew Wozencroft--Planner, City of San Jose
Fathia Macauley--Housing Trust Silicon Valley
Mackenzie Mossing--Deputy Chief of Staff,
Senior Policy Advisor
Chris Hawthorne--Chief Design Officer, City of
LA
Linda Wheaton--Senior Housing Policy Advisor,
Southern CA Association of Governments
Bill Huang--Housing Director, City of Pasadena
Mackenzie Mossing--Deputy Chief of Staff,
Senior Policy Advisor, San Jose Mayor's Offc
Garrett Norman--Associate Planner, City of
Sacramento Community Development Dept
Matt Hertel--Long-range Planning Manager,
City of Sacramento
Rachel Horst-- Housing & Economic
Development Manager, City of EPA
Derek Ouyang--Director, City Systems
Caleb Smith--Sustainability Coordinator
(former) County of San Mateo
Sonya Singha--Housing Trust Silicon Valley
Denise Pinkston--Board Pres, Casita Coalition

Natalia Kwiatowska--Principal Planner, City of
San Francisco
Maia Small--Planner, City of Francisco
Carly Grob--Staff, City of San Francisco
Sheryl Silva--CalHFA, Single Family Home Loan
Production Manager
Lindsay Moon--Searchlight Lending
Meredith Stowers--Cross Country Mortgage
Lourdes Hernandez--Loan Depot
Susan Brown--Core SGB
Rafael Perez--The HomeMap
Effie Verducci--Communications Officer,
County of San Mateo
Peggy Jensen--Deputy Manager, County of San
Mateo
Jennifer Duffy, President, Hello Housing
Darin Ranelletti--Policy Director for Housing
Securiy, City of Oakland
Meredith Rupp--Senior Planner, Urban
Planning Partners
Lynette Dias--Principal, Urban Planning
Partners
Nikki Beasley--Executive Director, Richmond
Neighborhood Housing Services
Steve Edrington--ADApt Dwellings
Bobby Arte--The WellNest Company
Joshua Abrams--Baird & Driskell
Anne Wyatt--Executive Director, Smart Share
Housing Solutions
We are very thankful to Joshua Abrams of Baird &
Driskell for his work on the summaries and to all who
reviewed this guidebook and offered comments,
particularly: Linda Wheaton, Garrett Norman, Darin
Ranelletti and Renee Schomp

With many thanks to our Keynote Speakers
=

Assemblymember Phil Ting
Senator Mike McGuire
Mayor Sam Liccardo, City of San Jose
Assemblymember Richard Bloom
Assemblymember Laura Friedman
Assemblymember Phil Ting
Steve Hansen (Former) City of Sacramento
Councilmember

Senator Nancy Skinner
Senator Scott Weiner
Assemblymember Tim Grayson
Assemblymember Marc Berman
Mayor Libby Schaaf, City of Oakland
David Zisser, Assistant Deputy Director
HCD, Local Government Relations &
Accountability

We invite you to donate or become a member and add your voice for a more
inclusive, resilient California
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APPENDIX J –
KERN COG 6TH CYCLE RHNA ALLOCATION
PLAN APPROVAL RESOLUTION NO. 22-34
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Couch, Helton, Blades, Crump, Tafoya, Flores, Krier, Lessenevitch, Prout, Reyna, Scrivner, Vasquez
None
None
Parra, B. Smith, P. Smith, Trujillo
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