Chester E. Martine, Jr., 29 Overhill Road,
Orinda, CA 94563,
May 16, 2013

To: MTC & ABAG, Plan Bay Area Public
Comment, 101 8™ Street, Oakland, CA
94607

Re: Public Comment on Draft Plan Bay
Area and Draft Bay Area Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report

This letter is submitted as public comment
on the Draft Plan Bay Area and Draft Bay
Area Plan Draft Environmental Impact
Report (State Clearinghouse  No.
2012062029).

The undersigned submitter of these public
comments identifies himself as follows:
1958 BME degree from Rensselaer
Polytechnic Institute, 1962 LLB degree from
George Washington University Law School,
& retired member of the Virginia &
Colorado Bar Associations & The United
States Patent &  Trademark Office
(registration 19,711 dated 1962). Resident
of Orinda, CA since the year 2000.
Employment experience is as a patent and
technology licensing attorney for 46 years,
including for corporations & law firms in
the fields of telephone, medical devices,
mainframe computers, solid state devices,
Java technology, fiber optic —com-
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munications, aircraft navigation devices,
semiconductor  device  manufacturing
equipment, water purification equipment, &
long-distance sensing of gases such as
methane. Also taught physical science &
physics at St. Paul’s School for two years
(1969-1971). Lastly, commuted by Prius car
to & from Sunnyvale, CA for ten years
working as a patent attorney. Retired in
2008, then for three years volunteered in two
San Francisco Middle Schools, including
mentoring 8" grade students in mock trials
relating to Anthony Burns, a fugitive slave
who was tried under the Fugitive Slave Act
of 1850, & teaching small groups about the
school desegregation cases: Brown vs.
Board of Education. Interrupting such
school volunteering, for the last two years
have been a Trustee of a Trust for two
settlors  (deceased friends), including
managing a Fremont, CA company owned
by one of the deceased & selling its assets,
managing medical care for one of the
settlors, & distributing millions of dollars of
Trust assets to nine beneficiaries. From the
standpoints of legal, technical & complex
document analysis, among other things, this
legal education & work is pertinent to both
the Draft Plan Bay Area and Draft Bay Area
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report, as
well as to the hundreds of other documents
that are cited in these Drafts or are attached

as appendices.
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Comments on the Environmental Impact
Report Plan Bay Area Draft (“DEIR”) of
Draft Plan Bay Area (“DPBA”)

Comment 1: This Comment identifies what CEQA
Section 15126.6 (e) (2) defines, in terms of what the
DEIR shall include for the No Project alternative 1
(referred to as “No Project”).

The required inclusions are an analysis that
discusses:

(i) “existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation is published...”,

(ii) as well as: “what would be reasonably
expected to occur in the foreseeable future if
the project were not approved, based on
current plans and consistent with available
infra-structure and community services”.

(see CEQA Section 15126.6 (¢) (2) which is
attached as Item 1-1 of Appendix I).

Fact 1-1: Considering the initial aspect of that
analysis, CEQA Section 15126.6 (¢} (2) first refers to
the analysis that discusses:

“the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation is published....”.



Chester E. Martine, Jr., Public Comment on Draft Plan Bay Area
and Environmental Impact Report Plan Bay Area Draft, page

o 8
Fact 1-2: The notice of preparation (“NOP”) was
published on June 11, 2012.
(see NOP pages 1-4, 10, & 11 which are attached as
Item 1-2 of Appendix D).

Fact 1-3: Because the notice of preparation

was published on June 11,2012, June 11, 2012 is the
reference date for those regulations that exist and
are to be implemented by the No Project alternative
if the Plan Bay Area is not approved.

Query 1-1: Having the date of the notice of
preparation, does the DEIR discuss any conditions
that were existing as of June 11, 20127

Fact 1-4: At page 3.1-3,in a DEIR Section entitled
“Approach to Assessing Alternatives”, a review of
Mitigation Measures expressly states:

“The No Project alternative is assumed to
implement existing regulations”.

(see DEIR pages 3.1-3 through 3.1-5 which are
attached as Item 1-4 of Appendix I).

Query 1-2: Given this “assumption”, does the
DEIR discuss what it means to “implement”
regulations that were existing as of June 11,

2012?

Fact 1-5: At DEIR page 3.1-4, 2 Section is
entitled “Alternatives Analyzed in this EIR” (see
attached Item 1-4 of Appendix I). Under
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the “Alternatives Analyzed in this EIR” heading,
on page 3.1-5 in Item 1-4, another heading
entitled:

“ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT”

identifies the No Project alternative as the first
alternative analyzed.

Query 1-3: What does the DEIR say on pages 3.1-4
and 3.1-5 about what it means to “implement”
regulations that were existing as of June 11,2012?

Fact 1-6: Under the above “ALTERNATIVE

1: NO PROJECT?” heading, that Section on DEIR
page 3.1-5 starts with a statement of what is nof to
be done by the No Project. That starting statement
does not discuss what it means to “implement”
regulations that were existing as of June 11, 2012.
Rather, with respect to an introduction stating:

“The No Project alternative represents
the potential scenario of Plan bay Area
is not implemented”,

that starting statement says:

«,..no new regional policies would be
implemented...and no uncommitted
transportation investments would be made”.
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Query 1-4: Does the DEIR say anything about what
it means to “implement” regulations that were
existing as of June 11, 2012?

Fact 1-7: Under that “ALTERNATIVE 1: NO
PROJECT?” heading, that same Section on DEIR
page 3.1-5 continues by stating a new subheading
entitled “Land Use Policies:”

The “Land Use Policies” section states:

“_..Urban growth boundaries would be
assumed to expand at historic rates, allowing
for additional development potential in
greenfield locations.”

Query 1-5: In this “Land Use Policies” section does
the DEIR discuss why urban growth boundaries are
assumed to expand at historic rates in the imple-
mentation of regulations that were existing as

of June 11, 20127

Fact 1-8: No, this “Land Use Policies” section does
not discuss why urban growth boundaries are
assumed to expand at historic rates in the imple-
mentation of regulations that were existing as

of June 11, 2012.

Fact 1-9: Rather, this section states more of what is
not to be done by the No Project in the future,
namely:
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“T.and Use Policies: No new regional land use
plan would be developed and no new policies
would be implemented to influence the
locations of housing and employment centers in
the region. No new fees, subsidies, or land
development incentives would be provided on
the regional level.”

Fact 1-10: Immediately after this next-above quoted
text, the text refers to those “urban growth
boundaries” made, which is not explained.

Query 1-6: Recognizing that the above assump-
tion about urban growth boundaries expan-
ding at historic rates is not explained or
discussed, the question is:

other than the above introduction stating that the
No Project alternative represents the potential
scenario if Plan Bay Area is not implemented, does
the DEIR include any discussion of what it means to
“implement” regulations that were existing as of
June 11, 20127

Fact 1-11: None has been found. Rather, at pages
3.1-8 to 3.1-10 of the DEIR, Table 3.1-1 charts
various policy measures of the various alternatives.
Instead of such a discussion of the required “existing
conditions”, that Table with this chart includes
one-line items, such as “Existing General Plans”
that are identified with the No Project. These
one-line items omit a discussion of the required
“existing conditions”.
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(see DEIR pages 3.1-8 to 3.1-10 attached as Item
1-11 of Appendix I).
Fact 1-12: The same omission of a discussion of
existing regulations of the required “existing
conditions” applies to Table 3.1-2 (page 3.1-11 of the
DEIR), which only lists 2010 population & other
2010 data.
(see DEIR page 3.1-11 attached as Item 1-11 of
Appendix I).

Query 1-7: Apart from the DEIR, but relating
directly to the DEIR, is there a reference to what it
means to “implement” regulations that were existing
as of June 11, 2012?

Fact 1-13: The Notice of Preparation for the DEIR
includes a document called “Attachment A, Project
Description & Scope Of Environmental Analysis”.
(see pages 4, 10, & 11 of attachment A, which are
attached as part of Item 1-12 of Appendix I)

Fact 1-14: At pages 10 & 11 of that Attachment A it
is noted that “more precise definition of the alter-
natives, or new alternatives, will likely emerge

as the EIR scoping and preparation process
evolves”.

Fact 1-15: At page 11, Attachment A of the NOP
states:

“For purposes of this EIR, the No Project
alternative consists of two elements:
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(a) the existing land uses plus continuation of

existing land use policy as defined in adopted

general plans, zoning ordinances, etc. from all
jurisdictions in the region and

(b) the existing 2010 transportation network
plus a set of highway, transit, local roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian projects that have either
already received funding or are scheduled for
funding and have received environmental
clearance by May 1, 2011.”

Query 1-8: Does the NOP describe or discuss the
existing land uses or the continuation of existing
land use policy as defined in adopted general plans,
zoning ordinances, etc. from all jurisdictions in the

region?

Fact 1-16: No such description or discussion has
been found in Attachment A of the NOP.

Query 1-9: Does the NOP describe or discuss which
“existing land uses” or which continued “existing
land use policy as defined in adopted general plans,
zoning ordinances, etc. from all jurisdictions in the
region” provide, or foster, the assumption noted
above in Fact 1.7, that:

«...Urban growth boundaries would ...expand
at historic rates, allowing for additional
development potential in greenfield locations.”
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Fact 1-17: No such description or discussion has
been found in Attachment A of the NOP.

Query 1-10: Other than in the “ALTERNATIVE 1:
NO PROJECT?” section noted above in Facts 1-5 &
1-6, does the DEIR include any discussion of existing
land use policy as defined in general plans, zoning
ordinances from any jurisdictions in the region?

Fact 1-18: No such description or discussion has
been found in the DEIR in terms of what it means to
“implement” regulations that were existing as of
June 11, 2012.

Ouery 1-11: Does the DEIR refer to any regulation
impacting existing land use policy as defined In
general plans, zoning ordinances in any juris-
dictions in the region, and if so, is that reference
included in the subheading entitled “Land Use
Policies:” under the description of the “ALTER-
NATIVE 1: NO PROJECT” heading?

Fact 1-19: Yes, the DEIR recognizes that the CA
Clean Air Act existed as of June 11, 2012. However,
that reference is not included in the subheading
entitled “Land Use Policies:” under the description
of the “ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT”
heading. In detail, on page 2.2-1 the DEIR includes
a main section “2.2” entitled “Air Quality”. In that
main section, on page 2.2-12 under a heading
entitied: “State Regulations”, the DEIR refers to
that Clean Air Act. Also, the most recent update to
that Clean Air Act is there called “The Bay Area
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2010 Clean Air Program” (herein 2010 CAP). See
Ttem 1-19 of Appendix I, which is DEIR pages 2.2-1
& 2.2-12. The context of this reference to 2010 CAP
related to duties of nonattainment areas and local
air districts under the 2010 CAP.

Fact 1-20: In terms of an “Impact” 2.2-1(a) des-
cribed on DEIR page 2.2-27, the DEIR noted that

the 2010 CAP:

«,,.recognizes the need to encourage future
population and job growth in areas that are
well served by transit and where mixed-use
communities provide jobs, housing, and retail
in close proximity.”

Also, the DEIR there stated that:

“Key themes embedded in the 2010 CAP
include:

“Ensuring that focused growth in priority
areas is planned and designed so as to
protect people from both existing sources
and new sources of emissions.”

(see Item 1-20 of Appendix I, which is DEIR
page 2.2-27).

Query 1-12: In that page 2.2-27 reference to 2010
CAP, did the DEIR note that any existing land use
regulation or existing land use policy (e.g., as
defined in general plans, zoning ordinances in any
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jurisdictions in the region) was consistent with 2010
CAP?

Fact 1-21: No, there the DEIR only stated that:

“Consistent with the 2010 CAP, the proposed
Plan is based on the goals of ...focusing growth
in areas that are well-served by transit and
existing infrastructure.”

Query 1-13: As of June 11, 2012, other than 2012
CAP, were there any existing land use regulations or
existing land use policies (e.g., as defined in general
plans, zoning ordinances in any jurisdictions in the
region, or any other land use regulations) having an
effect on land use?

Fact 1-22: Yes, the State Housing Element Law
(the SHEL) is a regulation existing as of June 11,
2012. This existing regulation is summarized in a
document entitled “State Housing Element Law”,
which is attached Item 1-22 of Appendix I. In
essence, under SHEL each California city & county
must adopt a General Plan (GP). A mandatory
element of every GP is a housing element (HE).

(see pages 1-3 of the SHEL attached as Item 1-22 of
Appendix I)

Query 1-14: In re June 11, 2012, what is the effect of
the State Housing Element Law existing as of June
11,2012 on whether the DEIR must discuss the
SHEL and the HE as part of the CEQA-required
discussion of “the existing conditions at the time the
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notice of preparation was published” with respect to
the No Project?

Fact 1-23: Because the existing SHEL is a regu-
lation existing as of June 11, 2012, the DEIR
must discuss the SHEL and the HE as part of the
CEQA-required discussion of “the existing cond-
itions at the time the notice of preparation was
published” with respect to the No Project.

Ouery 1-15: Are there other parts of SHEL or the
HE having a bearing on the CEQA-required dis-
cussion of “the existing conditions at the time the
notice of preparation was published” with respect to
the No Project?

Fact 1-24: Yes.

Fact 1-25: See page 1 of 2 of a document entitled
“Final Regional Housing Need Allocation to be
Released Summer 20137, attached as Item 1-25 of
Appendix L. In view of the mandate in the SHEL
that cities must revise their respective HE’s every
eight years, this SHEL regulation, and the resulting
currently-effective Housing Elements mandated
under SHEL, are part of the “existing conditions at
the time the notice of preparation was published”
and are part of the CEQA-required discussion of
“the existing conditions at the time the notice of
preparation was published” with respect to the No

Project.
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Ouery 1-16: Are there other regulations as of June
11,2012, having a bearing on the CEQA-required
discussion of “the existing conditions at the time the
notice of preparation was published” with respect to
the No Project?

Fact 1-26: Yes, the next Facts 1- 27 through 1-44
discuss other existing regulations related to No
Project (which the DEIR assumes are to be
implemented by No Project). This discussion sets
forth results of years of implementing all such other
existing regulations. These Facts 1-27 through 1-44
both:

(i) define “existing conditions at the time the
environmental analysis is published...”, &
assist in determining

(ii) assist in determining “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the project were not approved, based
on current plans and consistent with available

infrastructure”.

Fact 1-27: The State Housing Element Law
existing as of June 11, 2012, as summarized in that
document entitled “State Housing Element Law”
(see Item 1-22, Appendix I), refers to what each
Council of Governments must do, which is to
prepare a Regional Housing Need Plan (RHNP).
The RHNP is to promote many objectives,
including:
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“Increase the housing supply and the mix of
housing types, tenure, and affordability in ail
cities...in an equitable manner”; & “Promote
infill development and socioeconomic

equity...”.

Fact 1-28: As noted in Fact 1-19, the DEIR
recognizes that the 2010 CAP:

% ..recognizes the need to encourage
future population and job growth in areas
that are well served by transit and where
mixed-use communities provide jobs,
housing, and retail in close proximity.” .”

Fact 1-29: Referring to (DEIR page 3.1-3, Item 1-4
of Appendix I), the “Alternatives Analyzed in this
EIR” section for the No Project alternative is the
appropriate place for the CEQA discussion

based on Section 15126.6 (¢) (2). That section
omitted those above details of the 2010 CAP. Thus,
that section omitted the details above about the 2010
CAP recognizing:

.. the need to encourage future

population and job growth in areas

that are well served by transit and where
mixed-use communities provide jobs, housing,
and retail in close proximity.”

Fact 1-30: An October 2002 Smart Growth
Strategy is an “existing condition” as of June
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11,2012. This Strategy shows the 2010 CAP was
preceded by one ¢f numerous existing Bay Area
regulations that encourage future population and
job growth in areas that are well-served by and were
in close proximity to Transit. The movement
toward such regulations started by ABAG as early
as October 2002 with the Smart Growth Strategy
which may be found at:

Www.abag.ca.gov/planning/smartgrowth[Publications
/Final%20Report

herein referred to as “SG2002”.

See SG2002 pages 2, 5, 6, 14-18, & 20-31 of Item
1-30 of Appendix L

Fact 1-31: SG2002 included a section entitled
“Creating Vision”, & at pages 2, 5, 6, 14-18, & 20-31
this SG2002 Report referred to actions in late 1999
by five Bay Area agencies (including ABAG &
MTC) which initiated discussion of smart growth in
the region. Discussions over the next two years
resulted in “The Smart Growth Alternatives”
shown on page 5, which were described as follows:

«Each of these three alternatives represented a
departure from the ‘current trends base case’,
a term coined to describe the region’s future
growth if nothing is done to chart a new
course. The base case fails to provide sufficient
housing for an increased population and
workforce, resulting in continued rapid growth
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in outlying areas, increased long-distance
commuting and further environmental degra-
dation. It envisions development focused in
edge communities, with residential areas
largely segregated from other uses and
continued reliance on the automobile as the
primary mode of travel.”

Fact 1-32: Page 6 of this section of SG2002 notes a
Spring 2002 Alternatives Report that describes the
three smart growth strategies. Under a heading
“NEXT STEPS”, these were said to be set to be
considered, and if adopted by the ABAG Executive
Board would be the backbone of the MTC 2004
Regional Transportation Plan.

[note: printed PDF omitted some words}
Fact 1-33: In SG2002, pages 14-18 of a “Making
Vision Reality” section of SG2002 descri

be an extensive set of “Incentives and
Regulatory Change”, proposed to “change
the ‘carrot and sticks’ that shape land use
decisions by localities, neighborhoods and
private developers”. At page 18, a chart Entitled
“Innovative Bay Area Affordable Housing

Programs” states:

“Already, Bay Area communities have created
programs to spur affordable housing
development. Here are some examples:”.

Page 18 of the “Making Vision Reality” section
describes eight such existing programs.
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Fact 1-34: SG2002 pages 20-31 are of a section
entitled: “The Vision Up Close: An Analysis of
One Smart Growth Scenario”. This section
describes contrasts between the adverse “base case”
noted above and the favorable aspects of a specific
smart growth land-use scenario developed in
workshops in 2001 and 2002.

Fact 1-35: The “Vision Up Close...” section
describes many adverse results of the “current
trends base case”, which was current in 2002, eleven
years ago, not on June 11,2012. SB2002 relates to a
discussion of existing conditions as of June 11, 2012.
As one example, such discussion of SB2002 would
inform the details of conditions leading to the PDAs
described at DEIR page D-4 of Appendix D,
“Scoping Comments on Alternatives”, Topic “Role
of PDAs” (see page D-4 of Item 1-35 of Appendix 1).
There, the “Response” indicates that the No Project
%, ..is based on currently adopted general plans...”.
Also, the Response refers to PDAs that are de facto
In No Project. The discussions on SB2002 pages 20-
31 include further details leading to the events of
2007 noted in Fact 1-36.

Fact 1-36: Five years after SG2002, the
proposed Plan Bay Area had still not been
published for public comment. Adoption of
Plan Bay Area was left to the future, as

the proposed Plan Bay Area PBA was not so
published until March 28, 2013. In the absence
of such publication, in 2007 ABAG published a
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report entitled “A Place To Call Home:

Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area”

(herein called “AP2007”, see Item 1-36 in

Appendix I, which includes pages “cover”, Table of
Contents page 1, & pages 3, 8 through 28, & 34.

At pages 15 to 28, AP2007 describes some significant
events that occurred in the five years after the
“current trends base case” was described in SG2002.

Fact 1-37: In view of AP2007, without the
Plan Bay Area that was not published for
review until 2013, and by implementing the
regulations that were effective from 2002 to
2007, the Bay Area region has made that 2002
“current trends base case” obsolete. This is
shown by AP2007 at page 15, where it is noted
that:

«,..many local governments throughout

the region are already finding solutions and
achieving success. Some of the strategies they
have used to expand housing choices in their
communities are outlined in the following
sections”.

Fact 1-38: These solutions and successes
include a long list of events, which are
identified in AP2007 at pages 8-12 (re RHNA).
Also subregions are noted at page 12, & it is
noted that local governments have specifically
identified where growth can best be accom-
modated (page 13).
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Fact 1-39: Also, twenty-one housing projects
are shown on AP2007 pages 13-26. The apparent
completion of these projects indicates success of
these events that took place six years before Plan
Bay Area was published for comment. Samples of
that success are shown in Appendix A of AP2007,
see reports on Bay Area RHNA Performance, 1999-
2006. Appendix A shows apparent averages of
permits issued vs. the RHNA allocation for new Bay
Area housing for various low income levels.

(see Item 1-39 of Appendix I)

Fact 1-40: The totality of the permitting

activity shown by AP2007 Appendix A with

respect to all nine Bay Area counties is a clear
indication of action implementing regulations that
existed over the period of about 2002 to 2007, all in
the absence of the proposed Plan Bay Area. Much
of this activity stands completed as of June 11, 2012,
and as such informs what are the “existing con-
ditions” mandated by CEQA Section 15126.6 (e} (2)
to be discussed in respect to No Project. Such
activity includes confirmation that the Bay Area
communities have created programs to spur
affordable housing development, and all seem to
have been opposite to the early and obsolete
“current trends base case”.

Query 1-17: What evidence is there that there was

a continuation past 2007 of that action implementing
regulations that existed over the period of about
2002 to 2007, all in the absence of the proposed

Plan Bay Area?




Chester E. Martine, Jr., Public Comment on Draft Plan Bay Area

and Environmental Impact Report Plan Bay Area Draft, page
L

Fact 1-41: Such evidence is that the above history of
focused housing growth extended forward to at least
June 11, 2012. Such focused growth has been based
on regulations existing over the period of about 2002
to 2010 (all without the proposed Plan Bay Area).
To show such evidence, reference is made to a Final
Report published March 29, 2013 by Economic &
Planning Systems, Inc., & entitled “PDA Readiness
Assessment (herein called “RA2013%). See RA2013
which is Item 1-41 of Appendix I for pages 1-43 and
Figure 3 (pages 1-4) of Appendix A to RA2013).

Fact 1-42: RA2013 is an independent indication of
further events in the Bay Area after 2007 & up to
the time at which the proposed Plan Bay Area was
published for comment. By “independent” it is
meant that the contributors to the Report, Economic
& Planning Systems, Inc. (“EPS”) & its sub-
contractor Community Design + Architecture
(“CD+A”), were not only independent of ABAG &
MTC who asked for the Report, but independent of
the undersigned.

Fact 1-43: The stated purpose of RA2013 is
(page 1) to:

«,..provide a deeper understanding and
independent assessment of the readiness and
feasibility of PDAs to accommodate the number of
housing units envisioned by Plan Bay Area.”
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The statement that RA2013 was needed to provide a
deeper understanding and independent assessment
of the readiness and feasibility of PDAs reflects not
only on the vast number of pages of the Plan Bay
Area & the DEIR, but on the apparent fact

that a deep understanding of these two documents is
not readily obtained only from reading those
documents.

Fact 1-44: It appears that RA2013 is one of the few
reports that independently assesses the additional
regulations enacted since 2007, including local
housing elements and zening laws, for example. In
this regard, RA2013 provides an independent
definitive update to 2012 of the existing regulations
that the DEIR says No Project is assumed to
implement.

Fact 1-45: The reported results of RA2013 are
consistent with the showings in AP2007 (e.g., on
AP2007 pages 13-26, Item 39, Appendix I) indicating
success of the enumerated events that took place
many years before Plan Bay Area was published for
comment.

Fact 1-46: RA2013, taken alone, and AP2007 taken
alone, & RA2013 and AP2007 taken together,
provide evidence of what should be a proper base
point for defining what No Project is. For example,
the successes identified by RA2013 (on pages 19
through 27) are clear, indicating that EPS estimated
an average “base” readiness of 62% for twenty
sampled PDAs.
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Each of AP2007 & RA2012 separately, and both
taken together, indicate that existing regulations,
housing elements, zoning, etc., existing in the time
frame either up to or close to June 11, 2012, have
had a substantial degree of success. EPS estimated
such success to continue to 62% of those goals with-
out the proposed Plan Bay Area. In terms of the
ongoing RHNAs, this success means to:

“Increase the housing supply and the mix of
housing types, tenure, and affordability in all
cities...in an equitable manner”; &
“Promote infill development and
socioeconomic equity...”.

RA2013 appears to be the most recent evidence of
readiness events of Bay Area development projects.
These events took place during the years before, and
up to the date on which the proposed Plan Bay Area
was published for comment. Also, the depictions
and descriptions of the resulting new housing results
show a wide range of housing types & affordability
in infill development.
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Comment 2: This Comment cites Facts from
Comment 1 and asserts that the DEIR
inconsistently defines the No Project alternative.
The DEIR does this by:

(1) defining the No Project in terms of urban
growth boundaries assumed to expand at
historic rates,

(2) and at the same time:

expressly stating that The No Project
alternative is “assumed to implement existing
regulations”.

Query 2-1: How is the discussion of Facts 1-33
through 1-46 related to Fact 1-7 in which the
“AL TERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT” heading, and
new subheading entitled “Land Use Policies:”
stated:

«...Urban growth boundaries would be
assumed to expand at historic rates, allowing
for additional development potential in
greenfield locations.”?

Fact 2-47: Such discussion is directly related to
Fact 1-7 because such Facts 1-35 to 1-46 show that
the DEIR is the DEIR is inconsistently defining the
No Project alternative.
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(1) defining the No Project in terms of such urban
growth boundaries assumed to expand at historic
rates (Fact 1-7), and at the same time:

(2) expressly stating as in Fact 1-4 (page 3.1-3,in
DEIR Section “Approach to Assessing Alternatives”,
“Mitigation Measures™) that:

“The No Project alternative is assumed to
implement existing regulations”,

Assertion 2-1: The inconsistency is this. Facts

1-35 to 1-46 show that the existing regulations (e.g.,
RHNA, 2002 CAP & AP2007) promote imple-
menting the RANA allocations. The ways of
promotion include local identification of PDAs,
and other measures to facilitate “infill development”
(AP2007 page 14). That facilitation of infill
development is the opposite of the urban growth
boundaries assumed to expand at historic rates,
which is central to No Project (Fact 1-7) as indicated
By no reference in Fact 1-7 to the evidence in Facts
1-35 to 1-46.

Certainly, in the No Project case, the same existing
regulations as are identified in Facts 1-35 to 1-44
will not both encourage urban growth boundaries
expanding at historic rates and facilitate infill
development at transit sites by way of multi-use
development for a range of income levels. The main
regional regulation (e.g., RHNA) has a focus on
facilitating infill development at transit sites by way
of multi-use development with housing for a range
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of income levels (see AP2007, page 15, as to local
efforts to promote housing) The local zoning noted
on pages 15 & 16 of AP2007 is to a significant degree
responsive to RHNA, for example. This is evidenced
by the readiness assessments in RA2013.

The DEIR simply fails to discuss this inconsistency,
does not discuss what % of growth is to be of the
urban type (with urban growth boundaries
expanding at historic rates), and does not even
mention the infill-type of growth in the definition of
No Project in Fact 1-4.

CEQA Section 15126.6 (e) (2) requires analysis that
discusses “existing conditions at the time environ-
mental analysis is published”. It is submitted that
the DEIR does not meet this CEQA requirement in
that the statements in Fact 1-7 do not rise to the
required level of “analysis” because they:

(1) Only state one aspect of the No Project
alternative (an assumption of urban
growth boundaries expanding at historic
rates).

(2) Do not recognize, analyze or discuss the
ongoing other type infill development at
transit sites by way of multi-use develop-
ment with housing for a range of income
levels, as induced by the main existing
regional regulation ( RHNA).

(3) Do not recognize the extensive existing
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array of local housing elements and
zoning laws which were assessed in
RA2013, for example.

Therefore, the DEIR does not comply with CEQA
and must be amended to overcome this deficiency,
which is respectfully requested according to the
terms of Request 2-1:

Request R2-1 For Editing of The DEIR: It is
requested that the DEIR be amended at page 3.1-5
to change the section entitled “ALTERNATIVE 1:

NO PROJECT? to read as follows:

“ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT:

The No Project alternative represents the potential
scenario if Plan Bay Area is not implemented.
Given the above assumption in “MITGATION
MEASURES?” that the No Project will implement
existing regulations, land use policies, trans-
portation investments & transportation policies
will implement such regulations as the following:

2010 CAP, the Transportation 2035 Plan
(adopted in 2009), and regulations requiring
each jurisdiction to plan for housing at all
income levels (see California Housing

Element Law, Article 10.6), & the Regional
Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), which is the
state-mandated process to identify the share of
the state’s housing need for which each
jurisdiction must plan over an eight year
period.



Chester E. Martine, Jr., Public Comment on Draft Plan Bay Area
and Environmental Impact Report Plan Bay Area Draft, page

— e

With such implemented regulations, under this No
Project alternative, no new regional policies will be
required in order to influence local land use patterns
and no uncommitted transportation investments
would be made.
The key elements of the No Project alternative that
vary from the proposed Plan include the following:
* Land Use Policies: Without One Bay Area
Government (OBAG) funding, land use plans and
policies based on the implemented existing
regulations would influence the locations of housing
and employment centers in the region. Such
influence would include promoting land use
patterns, policies, and infrastructure investments
that support mixed-use, residential, transit-oriented
development that reduce motor vehicle dependence
and facilitate walking, bicycling and transit use.
Such land use plans would include currently
adopted general plans of Bay Area jurisdictions
reflecting the local government’s plan to see growth
in a PDA once the zoning by such government
permits such PDAs. Such land use plans would also
include newly- adopted general plans of Bay Area
jurisdictions reflecting the local government’s plan
to see growth in mixed-use, residential, transit-
oriented development that reduce motor vehicle
dependence and facilitate walking, bicycling and
transit use, whether prompted by 2010 CAP or in
response to market demand or factors other
than the Plan. No new fees, subsidies, or land
development incentives would be provided on the

regional level.
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*Transportation Investments: Included in this
alternate are:

#* the Transportation 2035 Plan that was

adopted in 2009,

** the Control Measures under 2010 CAP, e.g.,

TCM D-3 & Express Lanes (TCM B-3).

** projects and programs that are identified as

“committed” in MTC Resolution 4006

Committed Projects and Programs Policy

(these committed projects and programs

include transportation projects/programs that

were sufficiently through the environmental

review process as of June 11,2012 and had

full funding in place, with regional programs

with executed contracts or funding already

secured being considered committed), &

** other specific projects identified in 2010

CAP Control measures Table 2-1.

*Transportation Policies: Included in this alternate
are:

#% 2010 CAP would also guide tolls, Parking
prices, and localized parking minimums. For
example, the 2010 CAP includes PCM # TCM B-3 as
the “Bay Area Express Lane Network”, which will
“Introduce roadway pricing on Bay Area highways
through the implementation of an express lane
network, also known as a High Occupancy Toll
(HOT) lane network.” ” (end of requested edit)
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Comment 3: This Comment cites Facts relating to
the series of Tables starting at pages 3.1-8 to 3.1-19
of the DEIR (see attached Item 3-1 of Appendix I,
and asserts that these tables do not overcome the
deficiencies of the DEIR asserted in Comment 2.

Fact 3-1: At pages 3.1-8 to 3.1-10 of the DEIR

(see attached Item 3-1 of Appendix 1), Table 3.1-1
compares land use policies, transportation
investments, and transportation policies of the
various alternatives. Instead of a discussion of the
required “existing conditions”, the chart of Table
3.1-1 has one line references to such items as
“Existing General Plans” (page 3.1-8), and omits

a discussion of the required “existing conditions”.

Assertion 3-1: In view of Assertion 2-1 above,

the above reference in Table 3.1-1 to “Existing
General Plans” does not meet the requirements of
CEQA, and must be amended to overcome this
deficiency, which is respectfully requested.

Fact 3-2: Forecasts of the future start with

Table 3.1-2 (page 3.1-11 of the DEIR, see Item 3-2
in Appendix I), which forecasts are compared to
2010 population data. There is no discussion of the
required “existing conditions” of the No Project.
The forecasts of No Project are based on the Fact 1-
7 stated assumption.
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Assertion 3-2: In view of the assertion in
Comment 2-1, Table 3.1-2 does not meet the
requirements of CEQA, and must be amended to
overcome this deficiency, which is respectfully
requested.

Fact 3-3: The reference on DEIR page 3.1-16 to
transportation in regard to existing conditions
relates only to committed transportation

projects, not to existing regulations of the required
“existing conditions”. Moreover, reference is made
to the existing condition in the form of regulation
2010 CAP, which includes 2010 CAP page 2-7 in re
Control Measure TCM B-3. TCM B-3 shows that
the reference on DEIR page 3.1-16 to No Project not
having Regional Express Lanes is simply incorrect.
(see Item 3-3 in Appendix III)

Request 3-1: In view of Fact 3-3, amendment to
DEIR page 3.1-16 is requested to correct the
statement in re “Alternate 1 — No Project. As
corrected, consistent with 2010 CAP, this entry
should state No Project having a Regional Express
Lane.

Fact 3-4: In re Item 1-20 of Appendix I, on DEIR
page 2.2-27 the DEIR acknowledges that the 2010
CAP:

«__.recognizes the need to encourage future
population and job growth in areas that
are well served by transit and where mixed-
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use communities provide jobs, housing, and
retail in close proximity.”

Consistent with this recognition, 2010 CAP includes
Table 2-1, entitled “BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan
Control Measures” (“PCM”). Please see exemplary
Control Measures of 2010 CAP on pages 2-7, 2-8, 2-
19 & 2-20, attached as Items 3-4 in Appendix IJI.

Fact 3-5: Control Measure # TCM D-3 is named
“Support Local Land Use Strategies” and is
described as:

“Promote land use patterns, policies, and
infrastructure investments that support mixed-use,
transit-oriented development that reduce motor
vehicle dependence and facilitate walking, bicycling
and transit use.”

Assertion 3-3: It is submitted that Control
Measure # TCM D-3 directed to encouraging
essentially the opposite development as the DEIR
attributes to No Project in Fact 1-7, , namely
opposite to:

“Urban growth boundaries would

be assumed to expand at historic rates,
allowing for additional development
potential in greenfield locations.”

Request 3-2: In view of Fact 3-5 and Fact 1-7,
amendment to DEIR page 3.1-16, first bullet,
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is requested to reduce the number of new acres of
urbanized land according a new run of the
applicable Model, in which the new run includes a
factor appropriate for the amount of infill housing
to result from implementing such existing
regulations as RHNA, 2010CAP, as noted above
for example in Facts 1-35 to 1-46.

Request 3-3: Further in view of Facts 1-35 to 1-46
supporting the No Project alternative implementing
existing regulations such as are identified in Facts 1-
35 to 1-46, it is requested that the remainder of the
Tables in the comparative part of the DEIR be
amended with respect to the No Project to reflect the
quantitative factors by which there will be a
reduction in the acres of new assumed urban growth
boundaries expanding from historic rates and an
increase in the density of infill development at
transit sites by way of multi-use development for a
range of income levels. These amendments should
properly reflect the impact of main existing regional
regulations (e.g., RHNA) having a focus on
facilitating infill development at transit sites by way
of multi-use development with housing for a range
of income levels (see Ttem 1-36 of Appendix I,
AP2007, page 15, as to local efforts to promote
housing, and local zoning noted on pages 15 & 16 of
AP2007 which is to a significant degree responsive to
RHNA, for example).

Such amendments should be consistent with the
CEQA second requirement: (ii) “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
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future if the project were not approved, based on
current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure”.

Fact 3-6: Further supporting Request 3-3, in view of
all of the facts in Facts 1-35 to 1-46 above, & the
above requirement that each Council of
Governments must, on an ongoing basis, prepare
Regional Housing Need Allocations, those

RHNAs would be reasonably expected to occur in
the foreseeable future if the Plan Bay Area were not
approved. Therefore, if the Plan Bay Area were not
approved it would be reasonably expected that in
the foreseeable future beyond June 11,2012 RHNA
would continue to be prepared, and that in such
foreseeable future the objects of each RHNA

would promote the above many objectives of
increasing the housing supply and the mix of
housing types, tenure, and affordability in all cities
in an equitable manner, & would promote infill
development and socioeconomic equity. This in turn
would reduce the acres of new assumed urban
growth boundaries expanding from historic rates,
Further supporting Request 3-3.

Fact 3-7: Further supporting Request 3-3, in a
Special Meeting of the Orinda, CA City Council on
May 13,2013 the Planning Director acknowledged
that the City’s Housing Element was non-compliant.
Notwithstanding such non-compliance, it was also
noted that Orinda had made significant strides
toward meeting its goals for more affordable
housing in places near the Orinda BART station.
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Examples were a Senior Housing complex under
construction with 67 low income units, & eight
moderate income units in a large single-family
housing project (Orinda Grove), all done under the
present Housing Element that responded to RHNA
allocations for a mix of housing incomes and types.
(minutes of meeting not yet available). Such
development consistent with many goals of

RHNA, for example, in turn would reduce the acres
of new urban growth boundaries expanding from
historic rates, which expansion is assumed in Fact
1-7. This discussion of the complex and housing
project did not identify any non-existing
infrastructure or community services that were
required to complete these programs.

Fact 3-8: Further supporting Request 3-3, the
requested amendment must explain how the history
of SB2002 is a strong indicator of “what would be
reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable
future if the...” Plan Bay Area were not approved,
which would be that in the absence of the Plan
efforts including SB2002 have over time lead to the
PDAs noted in the Responses in the DEIR Appendix
D: “Scoping Comments Received on Alternatives”,
page D-4, Topic “Role of PDAs”. The Response to
this Topic stated that some PDAs will de facto be in
No Project, which PDAs in and of themselves reduce
expansion of urban growth boundaries relative to
historic rates, minimizing additional development
potential in greenfield locations.
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End of comment 3. [Note: documents cited above in
Comment 3 are included in Appendix 3]
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Concluding Comments:

It is respectfully requested that a written response
to these public comments be sent to the undersigned
by a prompt delivery method, e.g., email to
nomorepatents@gmail.com.

It is further respectfully requested that the written
response to these public comments be responsive in
a substantive manner to the requests made herein,
& include a detailed explanation giving reasons for
decisions made in response to the Comments herein.
Also, it is respectfully requested that the response
include an indication of amendments to be made

to the DEIR or PBA in response to one or more of
the Comments herein.

Time does not permit identification of all typos in
the PDA or DEIR.. One is noted in the DEIR, which
is that the page in Section 3, identified as “2.1-32”is
believed to be in error, and is page 3.1-32.

Respectfully submitted,

(isler naitlio]
Chester E. Martine, Jr. 77%/@ Z8r 5

Attachments: See following list of each Appendix.
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List of each enclosed Appendix.

Appendix 1

1. Item 1-1 of Appendix I, CEQA Section
15126.6 () (2), Pages 1/17, 9/17, 10/17, &
11/17

2. Ttem 1-2 of Appendix I, Notice of
Preparation (NOP): pages 1-3, plus pages
4,10 & 11 of Attachment A to NOP

3. Item 1-4 of Appendix I, DEIR pages i
through iii, & pages 3.1-3 through 3.1-5

4. Ttem 1-11 of Appendix I, DEIR pages 3.1-8
through 3.1-10

5. Item 1-12 of Appendix I, DEIR page
3.1-11

6. Item 1-19 of Appendix I, DEIR pages
2.2-1 & 2.2-12

7. Item 1-20 of Appendix I, DEIR page
2.2-27

8. Item 1-22 of Appendix I, Pages 1
through 3 of State Housing Element
Law
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9. Ttem 1-25 of Appendix I, Page 1 of 2 of
Final Regional Housing Need
Allocation to be released Summer 2013

10. TItem 1-30 of Appendix I, Table of
Contents, plus pages 2, 5, 6, 14 through
18, & 20 through 31 of Smart Growth
Strategy, October 2002.

11. Item 1-35 of Appendix I, Appendix
D to DEIR, Cover page, & pages D-1 &
D-4

12. Item 1-36 of Appendix I, A Place to
Call Home, Cover page, & pages 1,3, 8
through 28, & 34

13. Item 1-39 of Appendix I, Appendix
A to Item 1-36 (A Place to Call Home),
Bay Area RHNA Performance, 1999 to
2006, Pages 35 through 40

14. Ttem 1-41 of Appendix I, PDA
Readiness Assessment, March 29, 2013,
Pages 1 through 43, plus pages A-6
through A-9 of Appendix A “PDA
Readiness Criteria”
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Appendix 111

1. Item 3-1 of Appendix III, DEIR
pages 3.1-8 through 3.1-10

2. Item 3-2 of Appendix III, DEIR
page 3.1-11

3. Item 3-3 of Appendix III, DEIR
page 3.1-16

4. Item 3-4 of Appendix III, Bay Area
2010 Clean Air Plan, Final Program
Environmental Impact Report,
August 18, 2010, Table of Contents,
& Pages 2-7,2-8,2-19 & 2-20
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Pages 1/17, 9/17,10/17, & 11/17
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The California Environmental Quality Act

Title 14. California Code of Regulations
Chapter 3. Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Qualiéy Act

Article 9. Contents of Environmental Impact Reports

Sections 15120 t0o 15132
15120. General

(a) Environmental Impact Reports shall contain the information outlined in this article, but the format of
the document may be varied. Fach element must be covered, and when these elements are not
separated into distinct sections, the document shall state where in the document each element is
discussed.

(b) The EIR may be prepared as a separate document, as part of a general plan, or as part of a project
report. If prepared as a part of the project report, it must still contain one separate and distinguishable
section providing either analysis ofall the subjects required in an EIR or, as a mininum, a table
showing where each of the subjects is discuss ed. When the Lead Agency is a state agency, the EIR

shall be included as part of the regular project report if such a report is used in the agency's existing
review and budgetary process.

(c) Draft EIRs shall contain the information required by Sections 15122 through 15131. Final EIRs shall
contain the same information and the subjects described in Section 15132.

(d) No document prepared pursuant to this article that is available for public examination shallinclude a
virade secret” as defined in Section 6254.7 of the Government Code, information about the location of
archaeological sites and sacred lands, or any other information that is subject to the disclosure
restrictions of Section 6254 of the Government Code.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Sections 21100, 21105 and
21160, Public Resources Code.

Discussion: This section provides general information on the EIR document. The document may be
prepared in a wide variety of formats so long as the essential elements of information are included. In
order to promote public understanding of the document, the Guidelines require that when the required
elements are not separated into distinct sections, the document must include a statement as to where

each element is discussed.

Subsection (b) is also designed to allow Lead Agencies flexibility in preparing the document. This
section provides that the EIR may be a separate document by itself, or the FIR may be included within
another document. Where the EIR is included within another document, the FIR nust be a
distinguishable section of that larger document.

The flexibility allowed by this section enables Lead Agencies to achieve efficiencies in different

situations. For example, where a Local Agency Formation Commission has prepared a large document
analyzing the effects ofa proposed annexation, the LAFCO may reduce its cost by including the EIR
within the larger document. The decision in Russian Hill Improvement Association v. Board of Permit

117
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Regional Information Center.

Authority: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 5020.5, 21002, 21003, 21100 and

21084.1, Public Resources Code; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d

553: Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 L7L ;
Cal.3d 376; Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal. App.4th 1359; Laurel Heights Improvement

Association v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal4th 1112; and Sacramento Old City

Assn. v. City Council of Sacramento (1991) 229 Cal. App.3d 1011.

15126.6 Consideration and Biscussion of Alternatives to the
Proposed Project.

(2) Alternatives to the Proposed Project. An EIR shall describe a range ofreasonable alternatives to the
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives ofthe
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable
alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible altematives
that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider
alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is responsible for selecting a range of project
alternatives for examination and must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.
There is ho ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the altemnatives to be discussed other than
the rule of reason. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553 and Laurel
Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).

(b) Purpose. Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that a
project may have on the environment (Public Resources Code Section 21002.1), the discussion of
alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to
some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly.

(¢) Selection of a range of reasonable alternatives. The range of potential alternatives to the proposed
project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project
and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. The EIR should briefly
describe the rationale for selecting the alternatives to be discussed. The FIR should also identify any
alternatives that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping
process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency's determination. Additional
information explaining the choice of alternatives may be included in the administrative record. Among
the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are:(i) failure
to meet most of the basic project objectives, (i) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant
environmental impacts.

(d) Evaluation of alternatives. The EIR shall include sufficient information about each altemative to
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. A matrix displaying
the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each alternative may be used to
summarize the comparison. Ifan altemative would canse one or more significant effects in addition to
those that would be caused by the project as proposed, the significant effects of the alternative shall
be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed. (County of Inyo

v. City of Los Angeles (1981) 124 Cal.App.3d 1).

(e) "No project” alternative.

(1) The specific altemative of "no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. The purpose of
describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare the impacts of
approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed project. The no

project altemative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the proposed project's

a7
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environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing environmental setting
analysis which does establish that baseline (see Section 151235).

(2) The "no project” analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation

is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is

commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the %l L/.
project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available infrastructure and

community services. If the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project" alternative, the EIR

shall also identify an environmentally superior alterative among the other altematives.

(3) A discussion of the "ne project" alternative will usually proceed along one of two lines:

{A) When the project is the revision ofan existing land use or regulatory plan. policy or ongoing
operation, the "no project” altemative willbe the continuation of the existing plan, policy or operation
into the future. Typically this is a situation whete other projects initiated under the existing plan will
continue while the new plan is developed. Thus, the projected mmpacts of the proposed plan or
altemative plans would be compared to the impacts that would occur under the existing plan.

(B) If the project is other than a land use or regulatory plan, for example a development project on
identifiable property, the "no project" alternative is the circumstance under which the project does not
proceed. Here the discussion would compare the environmental effects of the property remaining in its
existing state against environmental effects which would occur if the project is approved. If
disapproval of the project under consideration would result in predictable actions by others, such as
the proposal of some other project, this "no project” consequence should be discussed. In certain
instances, the no project alternative means "no build" wherein the existing environmental setting is
maintained. However, where failure to proceed with the project will not result in preservation of existing
environmental conditions, the analysis should identify the practical result of the project's non-approval
and not create and analyze a set of artificial assumptions that would be required to prescrve the
existing physical environment.

(C) After defining the no project alternative using one of these approaches, the lead agency should
proceed to analyze the impacts of the no project alternative by projecting what would reasonably be
expected to occur in the foresceable future if the project were not approved, bas ed on cutrent plans
and consistent with available infrastructure and comnunity services.

(f) Rule of reason. The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a "rule of reason" that
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to penit a reasoned choice, The
altematives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project. Of those altematives, the FIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lcad
agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of
feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public

participation and informed decision making.

(1) Feasibility. Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries {projects with a regionally
significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably
acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the
proponent). No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.
(Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553; see Save Our Residential
Environment v. City of West Hollywood (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 1745, 1753, fn. 1).

(2) Altermative locations.

(A) Key question. The key question and first step in analysis is whether any of the significant eiffccts
of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by putting the project in another loca_tmn.
Oanly locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project
1017
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need be considered for inclusion in the EIR.

(B) None feasible. If the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations exist, it must
disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR. For exanple, in
some cases there may be no feasible alternative locations fora geothermal plant or mining project
which must be in close proximity to natural resources at a given location.

(C) Limited new analysis required. Where a previous document has sufficiently analyzed a range of

reasonable alternative locations and environmental impacts for projects with the same basic purpose, L]l 5‘
the lead agency should review the previous document. The EIR may rely on the previous document to

help it assess the feasibility of potential project alternatives to the extent the circumstances remain

substantially the same as they relate to the altemative. (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of

Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 573).

(3) An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose
implementation is remote and speculative. (Residents Ad Hoc Stadium Committee v. Board of Trustees
(1579) 89 Cal. App.3d 274).

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21002, 21002.1,
21003, and 21100, Public Resources Code; Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553; Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California, (1988)
47 Cal.3d 376, Gentry v. City of Murrieta (1995) 36 Cal App.4th 1359; and Laurel Heights Improvement
Association v. Regents of the University of California (1993) 6 Cal4th 1112.

Discussion: This section examines the required discussion of project altematives. Subsection (b)
states that the discussion shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which can avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project and shall evaluate their comparative
merits. Subsection (¢) includes guidance on the selection of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives,
including the need to document the process of selecting alternatives. Subsection (e) describes the
@no project4y alternative, including its relationship to the baselne conditions under which the project
is evaluated for potential significance and the analysis of the potential impacts if the project is not
undertaken. Subsection (f) discusses the @rule of reason€p in detail, inchiding such factors as
feasibility, location, and speculation, which help agencies select a reasonable range of alternatives.

15127. Limitations on Discussion of Environmental Impact

The information required by Section 15126.2(c) conceming irreversible changes, need be included only
in EIRs prepared in connection with any of the following activities:

(a) The adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency;
(b) The adoption by a Local A gency Formation Commission of a resolution making determinations; or

(c) A project which will be subject to the requirement for preparing an environmental impact statement

pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C. 4321-4347.

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21100.1, Public
Resources Code.

ion 15126 has been deleted.

Discussion: The reference in this section to previous subsection (e) of Sect
-termuses and long-term

The statutory requirement for a discussion of the relationship between short
productivity was repealed by Chapter 1230 of the Statutes of 1994.

15128. Effects Not Found to be Significant
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Notice of Preparation

To: Interested Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals
Subject: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report
for Plan Bay Area
Lead Agencies: Contact Person:
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager
& Association of Bay Area Governments Metropolitan Transportation
loseph P. Bort MetroCenter Commission
101 Eighth Street Phone: 510.817.580%
Oakland, CA 94607-4700 Fax: 510.817.5848

Email: anguyen@mic.ca.gov

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments {ABAG) are co-lead agencies for preparing a program-level Draft Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Plan Bay Area in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

This Notice of Preparation {NOP) is intended to seek comments with specific detail about the
scope and content of the environmental information that will be evaluated in the EIR.

Agencies who have statutory responsibilities in connection with the project to be evaluated
should share their views, Such agencies will use the EIR prepared by MTC and ABAG when
considering a permit or other approval of a discrete project from Plan Bay Area. Local
jurisdictions and transportation agencies may also elect to use this program-level EIR for tiering
in second-tiered EIRs covering land use projects or transportation plans, projects, or programs.

MTC and ABAG seek your input on the following questions:

e Are there potential environmental issues that MTC and ABAG should analyze that are not
identified in Attachment A to this notice?

¢ Are there any alternatives that MTC and ABAG should evaluate that are not identified in
Attachment A to this notice?

« What types of mitigation measures should be considered that would help avoid or
minimize potential environmental impacts of the proposed Project and alternatives?

o What elements of this EIR would help your agency with CEQA exemptions and tiering?

4/



Four regional scoping meetings will be held to solicit input on the scope of the Draft EIR:

Wednesday, June 20, 2012 Thursday, June 21, 2012
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. 10:00 a.m. to Noon

Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr, Library
MTC Auditorium Room 255/257

101 Eighth Street 150 East San Fernando Street
Oakland, CA 94607 San Jose, CA 95112

Tuesday, June 26, 2012 Wednesday, June 27, 2012
10:00 a.m. to Noon 1:30 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.

San Francisco Planning + Urban Embassy Suites Hotel
Research (SPUR) Novato/Larkspur Room
Public Assembly Hall — 2™ Floor 101 Mcinnis Parkway

654 Mission Street San Rafael, CA

San Francisco, CA 94105

All interested agencies, organizations and individuals are welcome to participate in the scoping
meetings. Oral and written comments will be accepted at the scoping meetings. Due to the
time limits mandated by State law, your response must be sent at the earliest possible date but
no later than 30 days after receipt of this notice. Please send your response to Ashley
Nguyen, EIR Project Manager by July 11, 2012 through any of the following methods.
Remember to include a return address and the name of the contact person.

Mail Fax E-mail

Ashley Nguyen, EIR Project Manager

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter 510.817.5848 eircornmeants@mtc.ca.gov
101 Eighth Street

| Oakland, CA 94607-4700

[ e —

The project description, location and the potential environmental effects are contained in the
attached materials. An Initial Study is not required and thus not prepared.

~J
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Project Title: Environmental Impact Report for Plan Bay Area
Project Location: San Francisco Bay Area Region, California
(Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, 5an Mateo,

Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties)

Attachment: Attachment A: Project Description & Scope of Environmental Analysis
Date: June 11, 2012

Steve Heminger Pat Jones i

MTC Executive Director ABAG Assistant Executive Director
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ATTACHMENT A
PROJECT DESCRIPTION & SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The Notice of Preparation (NOP), along with this Attachment A, is being issued to interested
agencies, organizations and individuals, to salicit comments that will assist in the preparation
of the Draft Environmental Impact Repart {EIR) for Plan Bay Area. Asa result of the responses
to the NOP and staff analysis, the project description and scope of the environmental analysis
described herein will likely be revised and then further refined through the course of preparing
the EIR.

o, | BACKGROUND

- The Metropolitan Transportation
Commission {MTC) is the transportation
planning, coordinating, and financing agency

SONDIMA N . .
. SONODMA APA for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area

SOLANG - | (which includes Alameda, Contra Costa,
i | Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo,
MARIN M, { Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties).
GONTRA COSTA Created by the State Legislature in 1970,

MTC functions as both the regional

SAN ;unus‘f:‘b"’: R o
s transportation planning agency (RTPA)—a

| ALAMEDA
PR T state designation—and for federal purposes,
SAN MATEG, "~ 0 as the region’s metropolitan planning
| SANTA CLARA organization (MPO). As required by State

legislation {Government Code Section 65080
et. seq.) and by federai regulation (Title 23
USC Section 134}, MTC is responsible for

: preparing the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP} for the San Francisco Bay Area Region. An RTP is a long-range plan that identifies the
strategies and investments to maintain, manage, and improve the region’s transportation
network.

In the past, MTC has undertaken the task of regional transportation planning somewhat
separately from the regional population and employment projections and regional housing
needs allocation processes conducted by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG).
ABAG is a joint powers agency formed in 1961 pursuant to California Government Code §§
6500, et seq., and is the council of governments (COG) for the San Francisco Bay Area. ABAG
prepares demographic and economic forecasts, and prepares the state-mandated Regional
Housing Needs Allocation for the Bay Area. Consistent with the requirements of the
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), MTC and ABAG are
jointly developing a Regional Transportation plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy,

known as Plan Bay Area. In addition, MTC and ABAG are jointly preparing and certifying the EIR
for Plan Bay Area.

LO



e Pgtential increase in non-point pollution of storm water runoff

e Potential increases in rates and amounts of runoff due to additional impervious
surfaces

e Potential placement of structures within a 100-year flood hazard area which would
impede or redirect flows

e Potential exposure of people to significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding, seiche, tsunami, or mudflow

Biological Resources
» Potential adverse effect on sensitive or special-status species
e Potential adverse effect on riparian habitat, protected wetlands, or other sensitive
natural community
e Potential interference with the movement of any native resident, migratory fish, or
wildlife species
e Potential conflict with adopted local conservation policies

Visual Resources

Potential adverse effect on scenic vistas

Potential damage to scenic resources within a scenic highway,
Potential degradation of existing visual character

Potential creation of a new source of substantial light or glare

e e ¢

Cultural Resources ,
e Potential adverse change or damage to the significance of a historic resource, unigue
archaeological resource, and/or a unique paleontological resource/site

e Potential disruption of any human remains

Public Utilities
» Potential adverse effect on water supply, wastewater/storm water facilities, and solid
waste

Growth-Inducing Impacts
e Potential direct or indirect substantial, unanticipated increases in population beyond

those currently projected

Impact categories not specifically addressed in this EIR include hazardous materials, public
services, recreation and mineral resources because no significant impacts of regional
importance are expected to occur in these areas. These impact areas will be addressed in
project-specific environmental documents.

PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES TO BE ANALYZED IN THE EIR

The proposed Project and preliminary draft alternatives that may be evaluated in this EIR are
described below. MTC will use the latest planning assumptions in the EIR analysis, as well as
the same regional growth control totals of 1,120,000 new people, 2,147,000 new jobs, and
660,000 new housing units except for Alternative 4 {see Alternative 4 for details). it is

</
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important to note that more precise definitions of the alternatives, or new alternatives, will
likely emerge as the EIR scoping and preparation process evolves.

Alternative 1 — No Project

CEQA requires the evaluation of a No Project alternative. The No Project alternative addresses
the effect of not implementing Plan Bay Area as required by Section 15126.6(e) (2) of the CEQA
Guidelines. It includes “what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future
if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available
infrastructure and community services” (CEQA Section 15126.6(e} (2)). The No Project
alternative allows decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed Project
with the impacts of not approving the proposed Project.

For purposes of this EIR, the No Project alternative consists of two elements: (a) the existing
2010 land uses plus continuation of existing land use policy as defined in adopted general
plans, zoning ordinances, etc. from all jurisdictions in the region and (b) the existing 2010
transportation network plus a set of highway, transit, local roadway, bicycle and pedestrian
projects that have either already received funding or are scheduled for funding and have
received environmental clearance by May 1, 2011.

Alternative 2 — Jobs-Housing Connection (Proposed Project)

The Jobs-Housing Connection alternative is the proposed Project, as approved by ABAG and
MTC on May 17, 2012. This alternative lays out a land use pattern that is structured around
four key elements: {1) over 200 locally selected Priority Development Areas {PDAs) that
support job growth and accessibility as well as housing diversity and affordability, (2) the
region’s core transit network, (3) the Bay Area’s network of open spaces and conservation land,
including 100 Priority Conservation Areas (PCAs), and (4) a network of complete communities
in which each community is supported by the appropriate services and amenities. To distribute
future growth, regional growth factors were applied to address the changing econhomic,
demographic and housing needs of the region.

o Employment Distribution: The approach for distributing new employment growth
accounts for job growth by sector and is linked to transit infrastructure. Local planning
and economic analysis regarding growing industries in the Bay Area informed focused
growth in PDAs. Knowledge-sector jobs {such as information technology companies,
legal or engineering firms, and biotechnology firms) are expected to grow based on
current concentrations, specialization, and past growth as well as transit services and
access. Population-based jobs (such as retail, stores, or restaurants) are expected to
grow in a manner reflecting the distribution of future household growth. All other jobs
(such as government, agriculture and manufacturing) are expected to grow according to
the existing distribution of jobs in each of these sectors.

¢ Housing Distribution: The strategy for locating new housing begins with local plans at
the county, city, and PDA levels. Housing growth in each place was then adjusted to
ensure that regional goals were advanced based on five regional growth factars: (1)
leve! of transit service, (2) vehicle-miles traveled per household, {3) employment by
2040, (4) low-wage workers commuting from outside each place, and (5} housing value.

_SK 11
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Part Three: Alternative and CEQA-Required Conclusions
Chapter 3.1: Alternatives to the Proposed Plan

Approach to Assessing Alternatives

MITIGATION MEASURES

Mitigation measutes, as identified for the proposed Plan in Part Two: Settings, Impacts, and Mitigation
Measures of this EIR, would apply to all alternatives other than the No Project, since the No Project
alternative would not include adoption of a new plan. The No Project alternative is assumed to
implement existing regulations. Projects taking advantage of CEQA Streamlining provisions of SB 375
can and should apply the mitigation measures described in Parr Two, as feasible, to address site-specific
conditions. However, MIC/ABAG cannot require local implementiag agencies to adopt mitigation
measures, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt mitigation.
Therefore this EIR finds that it cannot be ensured that this mitigation measures would be implemented
in all cases, and thercfore, many impacts would remain significant. Where existing regulatory
requirements (ie., for hazards or water resources) or permitting requirements exist (Le., for biological
resources), it is assumed that since these regulations are law and binding on responsible agencies and
project sponsors, it is reasonable to determine that they would be implemented, thereby reducing impacts
to less than significant where relevant.

MODELING
Sce Chapter 1.2: Overvier of the Proposed Plan Bay Area for a detailed overview of the modeling methodology.

Travel Demand Forecasting Model - Travel Model One

The MTC travel demand model, Travel Model One, is a regional activity-based travel model for the San
Francisco Bay Area. This model produced all of the key outputs used in assessing the significance of
transportation impacts for all alternatives, including outputs such as vehicle miles traveled, vehicle hours
of delay, and accessibility, as well as other outputs such as volume to capacity ratios and level of setvice.

Land Use Forecasting Model - UrbanSim

ABAG developed regional control totals—forecasted numbers of households and employed residents—
for the time period between 2010 and 2040, as described in Chapter 1.2. UrbanSim, the regional land use
forecasting model, relied upon these regional control totals as model inputs. Based on the assumed levels
of household and job growth in the regiomn, UrbanSim analyzed the impact of specific policy inputs for
each of the alternatives, such as zoning, fees, incentives, and growth boundaries, on the regional

development pattern.

Subsequently, GIS raster data was developed by MTC using UrbanSim land use outputs, including the
forecast location of new jobs and housing throughout the region. for each alternative. Due to modeling
constraints, adjustments were made to the proposed Plan model outputs to better reflect the land use
pattern of the proposed Plan, which went through an extensive planning process involving refinements

by local jurisdictions.

Adjustments were not made for the other alternatives given that they did not have the same degree of
pre-defined land use ovutcome targets (alternatives are defined by policy inputs, as described above).

<6
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Using these data, urbanized land footprints were developed for each alternativel and land use mmpacts
were analyzed using the parcel dataset.

Detailed information on modeling processes, including adjustments and outputs, is included in the
Summary of Predicted Land Use Responses supplemental document, released in March 2013. This data
and other documents can be obtained from the MTC/ABAG Library, or from OneBayArea website at
onebayarea.org.

Integration of Travel Model One and UrbanSim

In order to appropriately consider the symbiotic relationship of transportation and land use, Travel
Model One and UrbanSim are unified in an integrated model framework. This allowed for analysis of
how transportation projects affect the surrounding land use pattern, as well as how changes to household
and employment locations affect transportation demand. See Chapter 1.2: Ouvsrview of the Proposed Plan Bay
Area for more detail on this process.

For calculations relying on outputs from Travel Model One and population totals (ie., pex capita VMT or
per capita energy use), model-simulated population levels were used to ensute consistency. Simulated
population may be slightly different than overall population forecasts for the proposed Plan and
alternatives due to slight variability in modeling tools. Further clarification on this issue is in the Plan Bay
Area EIR technical appendices.

References

The Summary of Predicted Traveler Responses and Summary of Predicted Land Use Responses
supplemental documents, released in March 2013, provide detail regarding the modeling assumptions and
outputs for Plan Bay Area. Raster land use data development is outlined in an appendix to the Summary
of Predicted Land Use Responses. MTC and ABAG also have 2 large body of detailed published
documentation regarding the integrated travel demand and land use model. This data and other
documents can be obtained from the OneBayArea website at onebayarea.org:

Alternatives Analyzed in this EIR

This EIR evaluates the No Project alternative as required by CEQA, as well as three other alternatives
refined through the scoping process. The descriptions of the alternatives are provided below, followed by
an analysis that compares the environmental impacts of each alternative to the proposed Plan. A
complete listing of projects by alternative is provided in Appendix C.

Consistent with the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of this EIR, the alternatives are listed and refetred to in
the following order:

1. No Project alternative,

| Future urbanized footprints apply a density threshold of 4 households per acre and 10 jobs per acre to the 2040
growth areas.



Part Three: Alternative and CEQA-Required Conclusions
Chapter 3.1: Alternatives to the Proposed Plan

Alternative 2: Proposed Plan,

2

3. Alternative 3: Transit Priotity Focus,

4. Alternative 4: Fnhanced Network of Communities, and
5

Alternative 5: Environment, Equity and Jobs.

Descriptions of the key policies of each alternative follow, emphasizing where they deviate from the
proposed Plan.

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT

The No Project alternative represents the potential scenario if Plan Bay Area is not implemented. Under
this alternative, no new regional policies would be implemented in order to influence local land use
patterns and no uncommitted transportation investments would be made. The key elements of the No
Project alternative that vary from the proposed Plan include the following;

« Land Use Policies: No new regional land use plan would be developed and no new policies
would be implemented to influence the locations of housing and employment centers in the
region. No new fees, subsidies, or land development incentives would be provided on the
regional level Utban growth boundaries would be assumed to expand at historical rates, allowing
for additional development potential in greenfield locations.

e Transportation Investments: Projects and programs that are identified as “committed” in
MTGC Resolution 4006 Committed Projects and Programs Policy are included in this alternative —
this is similar but not identical to the list of projects in Transportation 2035. The transportation
network in this alternative would therefore not be equivalent to existing conditions. The
committed projects and programs include transportation projects/programs that wete
sufficiently through the environmental review process as of May 2011 and had full funding plans
in place. In addition, regional programs with executed contracts or funding already secured are
considered committed and included in the No Project alternative, through the existing contract
petiod for each program. However, Express Lane projects in MTC’s regional network are listed
as committed but technically are uncommitted;? all of the MTC Network Express Lane projects
are therefore excluded from the No Project alternative (VTA's Express Lane Network is a fully
comipitted project and included in every alternative).

o Transpottation Policies: Tolls would remain the same as measured in constant year dollars.
Parking prices would remain the same as measured in constant year dollats, and localized parking
minimums would remain the same for new development.

ALTERNATIVE 2: PROPOSED PLAN

Alternative 2, proposed as the Jobs-Housing Connection in the NOP, was selected by MTC and {XBAG
as the preferred plan option for Plan Bay Area, and is the proposed Plan evaluated throughout this EIR.

2 The region's two Express Lane networks—MTC's regional network and VTA's network—are each v'icwcd asa
project made up of individual project segments. Unless the entire network is fully funded and comm.lttetd, the
entire network, or "project”, is uncommitted. As a result, MTC's Express Lane Network is an uncommitted
project; VT A's Express Lane Nerwork is a fully committed project.

Pt
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would still be legal, as per SB 375, based on the input of the BE] stakeholders, this alternative

would not reference TPPs,
modeling analysis for this

streamlining to encourage development.

thus making it impossible for project sponsors to streamline. The
alternative therefore did mot include any benefits from CEQA

» Transpottation Investments: This alternative seeks (o strengthen public transit by significantly

boosting service frequencies in most suburban and
Caltrain, and providing free transit passe
includes a reduced scope highway network
than maintenance projects, from the Transpottation Investment Strategy. As
all of the MTC Network Express Lane projects are excluded as they
twork is a fully committed project and
does not include the Regional Express

the No Project alternative,
ate considered uncommitted (VTA's Express Lanc Ne
included in every alternative). As such, this altetnative

Lanes Network, with the exception of committed projects.

s 'Transportation Policies: Most notably,
miles traveled (VMT) tax to fund the exp
at a rate of one cent per mile on annual ve
substantial revenue source, while also discouraging res
tax would be provided for low-income households.
Bay Bridge would have an increased peak-period toll of §

urban areas, other than on Muni, BART or
s to youth throughout the region. This alternative
which excludes all uncommitted road projects, other

with Alternative 1,

this alternative includes the implementation of a vehicle
anded investments in public transit. This tax, assumed
hicle miles traveled within the region, would provide
idents from driving; exemptions from the

Furthermore, the San Francisco-Oakland

providing additional revenue in the Transbay corridot.

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISONS

Table 3.1-1 provides an overview compariso
transportation policies propos

ed in the five

TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

8, consistent with Alternatives 3 and 4,

n of the land use policies, transportation investments, and
Plan Bay Area alternatives. The full list of which

transportation projects are included in each alternative is provided in Appendix C.

Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alt5
Alt T Proposed Transit Enhanced Environment,
No Project Plan Priority Net Equity, and Jobs
LAND USE POLICIES
Zoning

Existing General Plans

PDA-Focused Growth

TPP-Focused Growth

Growth Boundaries

Current Trends Continue

Strict Boundaries

Fees and Subsidies

No New Fees

subsidies for PDA Growth

3.1-8

%,




Part Three: Alternative and CEQA-Required Conclusions
Chapter 3.1: Alternatives to the Proposed Plan

TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

Alt1
No Project

Alt2

Proposed
Plan

Alt3

Transit
Priority

Alt 4

Enhanced .

Net

Alts
Environment,
Equity, and Jobs

Subsidies for Urban Core

Subsidies for PDA/TPP
Opportunity Areas

Fee on High VMT Area

Incentives

None

OneBayArea Grants

CEQA Streamlining

(see table note 1)

TPP Redevelopment

TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS

Road Network

Committed Projects Only

Preferred

Preferred w/ Reduced
Express Lanes

Preferred w/o Highway
Expansion or Operational
Projects

Transit Network

Committed Projects Only

Preferred

Increased Funding for
BART, AC Transit

Additional Service for All
Major Transit Operators
other than Muni, BART or
Caltrain

Climate Initiates

Regional Electric Vehicle
Public Charger Network

Vehicle Buy-Back & Plug-In
or Electric Vehicles
Purchase [ncentives

Car Sharing

Vanpool Incentives

Clean Vehicles Feebate

3.1-9
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TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alt5
Alt1 Proposed Transit Enhanced Environment,
No Project Plan Priority Net Equity, and Jobs
Program
Smart Driving Strategy . . .
Commuter Benefits
Ordinance B y * ¢ ¢
TRANSPORTATION POLICIES i
Road Pricing -
None . .
Higher Peak Toll on Bay
Bridge ) ¢ *
VMT Tax .
Parking Policies
Status Quo .
Reduced Minimums . . . .

1. Unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, Alternative 5 would discourage CEQA streamlining for TPP-eligible areas. While
streamiining would still be legal, as per SB 375, based on the input of the EEJ stakeholders, the Plan would not
reference TPPs, thus making it impossible for project sponsors to streamline.

Comparative Demographic Forecasts

All of the alternatives, except for Alternative 4, are designed to accommodate the same population and
employment in the year 2040 based on forecasts developed by ABAG, with varying locational
distributions of growth.

Unlike all other alternatives, Alternative 4 has different levels of household and employment growth in
the region. Compated to the proposed Plan, it includes four percent more households and one percent
more jobs. This higher growth total reflects the Senate Bill 375 requirement to house the region’s entire
population (Le., provide a house for every household employed in the region).

Table 3.1-2 displays the differences in demographics between the varous alternatives. As a result of the
lower levels of transit infrastructure investment and more dispersed land use pattern under the No
Project alternative, the share of households with zero cars is slightly lower than the proposed Plan (nine
percent versus 11 petcent). Otherwise, the other three alternatives have similar car ownership rates as

compared to the proposed Plan.

3,1-10
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2.2 Air Quality

This section evaluates the regional air quality impacts of implementing the proposed Plan. The analysis
focuses on the following criteria pollutants: (1) ground-level ozone precutsor emissions, for which the
Bay Area is cutrently designated as a non-attainment area under the national and state standards, (2)
particulate matter (PM) crnissions, for which the Bay Area is cutrently designated as non-attainment
under the national and state standards; and (3) carbon monoxide emissions, for which the Bay Area is
designated as attainment under the national standard. Tt also evaluates criteria pollutants and Toxic Alr
Contaminants (T'ACs) from construction activity and local and regional emissions of TACs and fine
particulatc matter (PN[g_s).

This EIR examines these at a regional level. However, for TACs and PMas; a localized analysis is provided
to identify potential public health impacts from locating new sensitive receptors within Transit Priority
Project (IPPs) areas. The EIR does not examine the effects on local or regional air quality from specific
land use and transportation improvements i the proposed Plan.

The related issues of greenhouse gas emissions and potential climate change effects are addressed
separately in Chapter 2.5: Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases of this EIR.

Environmental Setting

PHYSICAL SETTING

Air quality is affected by the rate, amount, and location of pollutant emissions, and the associated
meteorological conditions that influence pollutant movement and dispersal. Atmospheric conditions,
incloding wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature, in combination with local surface topography
(ie., geographic features such as mountains and valleys), determine the effect of air pollutant emissions
on local and regional air quality.

Climate, Meteorology, and Topog raphy

The Bay Area region has 2 Mediterranean climate characterized by wet winters and dry summers. Rainfall
totals can vary widely over a short distance, with windward coastal mountain arcas receiving over 40
inches of rain, while Jeeward areas receive about 15 inches. During rainy periods, horizontal and vertical
air movement ensures rapid pollutant dispersal. Rain also washes out particulate and other pollutants.

Normally, air temperatures decrease with increasing elevations. Sometimes this notmal pattern is

inverted, with warmet air aloft, and cool air trapped neat the earth’s surface. This phenomenon occurs In
ds are very low, a strong inversion will trap ai

all seasons. In summer, especially when wind spee

2,2~1 éé



Plan Bay Area 2040
Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report

air pollutant emissions projected for a RTP/SCS are within the emissions limits (“budgets”) established
by the SIP.

Conformity requires demonstration that transpottation control measures (TCMs) in ozone
nonattainment areas are implemented in a timely fashion, TCMs are expected to be given funding priorty
and to be implemented on schedule and, in the case of any delays, any obstacles to implementation have
been or are being overcome. A total of 33 TCMs have been Ffully implemented since the 1982 Bay Area
Air Quality Plan; 12 TCMs were originally listed in the 1982 Bay Area Air Quality Plan, 16 additional
"TCMs were adopted by MTC in February 1990 in response to 2 1990 lawsuit in the federal District Coutrt
to bring the region back on the “Reasonable Further Progress” track, and five TCMs were adopted as
part of the 2001 1-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan. These TCMs include strategies such as improved transit
service and transit coordination, ridesharing services and new carpool lanes, signal timing, freeway
incident management, and increased gas taxes and bridge tolls to encourage use of alternatives modes.

MTC must make a determination that the proposed Plan conforms to the SIP and is consistent with the
applicable air quality attainment plans. The transpostation conformity analysis and findings prepared by
MTC for the proposed Plan are addressed in a separate process from the Plan Bay Area environmental
review process, and are included as a Supplemental Report to Plan Bay Area that is available for review at
www.onebayarea.otg,

State Regulations

California Clean Air Act

‘The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988 requires nonattainment areas to achieve and maintain the
state ambient air quality standards by the earliest practicable date and local air districts to develop plans
for attaining the state ozone, carbon monoside, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide standards. The ARB
sets the state ambient air quality standards.

Under the CCAA, areas not in compliance with the standard must prepare plans to reduce ozone. Non-
compliance with the state ozone standard does not impact the ability to proceed with any transportation
plan, program, or project. The first Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) was adopted in 1991, and updates to
the CAP have occurred since then, with the most recent being the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan. The Bay
Area 2010 CAP provides “all feasible measures” to reduce ozone in the Bay Area.

Senate Bill 656 (Chapter 738, Statues of 2003)

In 2003, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill (SB) 656 (Chapter 738, Statutes of 2003}, codified as Health
and Safety Code Section 39614, to reduce public exposute to PMio and PM;s. SB 656 requites ARB, in
consultation with local air pollution control and air quality management districts (air districts), to develop
and adopt, by January 1, 2005, a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective control
measures that could be employed by ARB and the air districts to reduce PMip and PMas (collectively
referred to as PM). The legislation establishes a process for achieving near-term reductions in PM
throughout California ahead of federally required deadlines for PMas, and provides new direction on PM
reductions in those areas not subject to federal requirements for PM. Measures adopted as patt of SB 656
will complement and support those required for federal PMz;s attainment plans, as well as for State ozone
plans. This will ensure continning focus on PM reduction and progress towards attaining California’s
more health protective standards. This list of air district control measures was adopted by the ARB on

2.2-12
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Part Two: Settings, impacts, and Mitigation Measures
Chapter 2.2: Air Quality

these emissions. This disproportionate effect in CARE communities would result in a potentially

significant impact.
IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact

2.2-1(a) Implementation of the proposed Plan could conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the ptimary goals of an applicable air quality plan.

The region’s most recent ozone plan, the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan (2010 CAP), prepated by
BAAQMD, was developed in response to ozone planning requirement in the California Health and
Safety Code. The 2010 CAP set forth a control strategy that includes control measures to reduce
emissions and atmospheric concentrations of ozone and its precursors, PMas, ke toxic air contaminants,
as vell as the “Kyoto 6” greenhouse gases (carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulpher hexafluoride).1?

The primary goals of the 2010 CAP are to improve Bay Area air quality and protect public health. The
control strategy in the 2010 CAP recognizes the need to reduce motor vehicle travel and emissions by
integrating transportation, land use, and ait quality planning. Cleaner fuels and improved emission
controls have substantially reduced emissions from mobile sources in recent decades. However, growth
in motor vehicle use {as measured in VMT on both a per capita and an absolute basis) has offset some of
the benefit of the improved emission controls. This increase in VMT has been caused or facilitated by
dispersed development patterns that result in people being dependent on motor vehicles for all types of
trips and activities, in addition to increases that are the result of population and job growth. Therefore,
the 2010 CAP recognizes the need to encourage future population and job growth in areas that are well
served by transit and where mixed-use communities provide jobs, housing, and retail in close proximity.

Key themes embedded in the 2010 CAP include:

e The need to reduce motor vehicle emissions by driving cleaner, driving smarter, and driving less;

¢ Reducing per capita VMT and promoting policies that enable families to choose reduce their
motor vehicle ownership;
e Designing communities where people can walk, bike, or use transit on a convenient basis; and

s Ensuring that focused growth in priodty areas is planned and designed so as to protect people
from both existing sources and new sources of emissions.

Consistent with the 2010 CAP, the proposed Plan is based on the goals of reducing emissions.of
greenhouse gases from the gransportation sector, reducing VMT on a per capita basis, and focusing
growth in areas that are well-served by transit and existing infrastructure.

13 The 2010 Clean Air Plan prepared by BAAQMD can be found here:
hetp:// www.baaqrnd.gov/ Divisions/ Planning—and—Rcscarch /Plans/ Clean-Air-Plans.aspx

67
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -RUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY ARNOLD SCHW “RZENEGGER, Gorernor
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Division of Housing Policy Development
1800 Third Street, Suite 430

P. 0. Box 952053

Sacramento, CA 94252-2053

(916 323-31L77

FAX (916) 327-2643

STATE HOUSING ELEMENT LAW

Overview

State law requires each city and county to adopt a general plan containing at least seven
mandatory elements including housing. Unlike the other general plan elements, the
housing element, required to be updated every five to six years, is subject to detailed
statutory requirements and mandatory review by a State agency, the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (Department). Housing elements
have been mandatory portions of local general plans since 1969. This reflects the
statutory recognition that housing is a matter of statewide importance and cooperation
between government and the private sector is critical to attainment of the State's housing
goals. The availability of an adequate supply of housing affordable to workers, families,
and seniors is critical to the State’s long-term economic competitiveness and the quality
of life for all Californians.

Housing element law requires local governments to adequately plan to meet their existing
and projected housing needs including their share of the regional housing need. Housing
element law is the State’s primary market-based strategy to increase housing supply,
affordability and choice. The law recognizes that in order for the private sector to
adequately address housing needs and demand, local governments must adopt land-use
plans and regulatory schemes that provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain,
housing development.

The housing element process begins with the Department allocating a region's share of
the statewide housing need to the appropriate Councils of Governments (COG) based on
Department of Finance population projections and regional population forecasts used in
preparing regional transportation plans. The COG develops a Regional Housing Need
Plan (RHNP) allocating the region’s share of the statewide need fo the cities and counties
within the region. The RHNP is required to promote the following objectives to:

(1) Increase the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in
all cities and counties within the region in an equitable manner;

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

and
(3) Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing.

Housing element law recognizes the most critical decisions regarding housing

development occur at the local level within the context of the periodically updated general
plan. The housing element component of the general plan requires local governments to

7!



State Housing Element Law
Page 2

balance the need for growth, including the need for additional housing, against other
competing local interests. Housing element law promotes the State’s interest in
encouraging open markets and providing opportunities for the private sector to address
the State's housing demand, while leaving the ultimate decision about how and where to
plan for growth at the regional and local levels. While land-use planning is fundamentally
a local issue, the availability of housing is a matter of statewide importance. Housing
element law and the RHNP process requires local governments to be accountable for
ensuring that projected housing needs can be accommodated. The

process maintains local control over where and what type of development should occur in
local communities while providing the opportunity for the private sector to meet market
demand.

In general, a housing element must at least include the following components:
g% A Housing Needs Assessment:

o Existing Needs - The number of households overpaying for housing, living in
overcrowded conditions, or with special housing needs (e.g., the elderly, large
families, homeless), the number of housing units in need of repair, and assisted
affordable units at-risk of converting to market-rate.

s Projected Needs - The city or county's share of the regional housing need as
aestablished in the RHNP prepared by the COG. The allocation establishes the
number of new units needed, by income category, to accommodate expected
population growth over the planning period of the housing element. The RHNP
provides a benchmark for evaluating the adequacy of local zoning and regulatory
actions to ensure each local government is providing sufficient appropriately
designated land and opportunities for housing development to address population
growth and job generation.

g% A Sites Inventory and Analysis:

The element must include a detailed land inventory and analysis including a site specific
inventory listing properties, zoning and general plan designation, size and existing
uses; a general analysis of environmental constraints and the availability of
infrastructure, and evaluation of the suitability, availability and realistic development
capacity of sites to accommodate the jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing need
by income level. If the analysis does not demonstrate adequate sites, appropriately
zoned to meet the jurisdictions share of the regional housing need, by income level,
the element must include a program to provide the needed sites including providing
zoning that allows owner-occupied and rental multifamily uses “by-right” with
minimum densities and development standards that allow at least 16 units per site for

sites.

72
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&3 An Analysis of Constraints on Housing:

o Govermnmental - Includes land-use controls, fees and exactions, on- and off-site
improvement requirements, building codes and their enforcement, permit and
processing procedures, and potential constraints on the development or
improvement of housing for persons with disabilities.

g4 Housing Programs

Programs are required to identify adequate sites to accommodate the locality's share of
the regional housing need; assist in the development of housing for extremely low,
lower- and moderate-income households; remove or mitigate governmental constraints;
conserve and improve the existing affordable housing stock; promote equal housing
opportunity; and preserve the at-risk units identified.

gl Quantified Objectives

Estimates the maximum number of units, by income level, o be constructed,
rehabilitated, and conserved over the planning period of the element.

12/26/07cc 7 3
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51513 Research & Forecasting

;glf:; Regional Housing Need Allocation to be Released Summer

Highlights:
Background: ghila l

State law recognizes the vital role local governments play {, ABAG Executive Board adopts Final
in the supply and affordability of housing. Each local RHNA Methadolo
government in California is required to adopt a Housing

Element_as part of its General Pl_an- that shows how the o ABAG releases Draft RHNA numbers
community plans to meet the existing and projected

housing needs of people at all Income levels. « RHNA Schedule

The Reglona! Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) is the state-mandated process to identify the total
number of housing units (by affordability level) that each jurisdiction must accommodate in its Housing
Element. As part of this process, the alifornia Department of Housing and Community Deva en
{HCD) identifies the total housing need for the San Francisco Bay Area for an eight-year period (in this
eycle, from 2014 to 2022). ABAG and MTC must then develop a methodology to distribute this need to
local governments in a manner that is consistent with the development pattern included in the
Sustainable Communities Strateqgy {SCS). Once a local government has received its final RHNA, it must
revise its Housing Element to show how it plans to accommodate its portion of the region's housing
need.

As part of the RHNA process, local jurisdictions within a county have the opportunity to forma
subragion to develop their own methodology and carry out their own allocation process. For the 2014-
2022 RHNA, subregions were formed in Napa, San Mateo, and Solano Counties.

Process:

ABAG and MTC have sought to engage locat jurisdictions, stakeholders, and members of the public
throughout the process of developing the RHNA. In January 2011, ABAG and MTC convened the SCS
Housing Methadglogy Committee, comprised of local elected officials, staff and stakehalders from
throughout the region, to advise staff on developing the RHNA methodology. Between January 2011
and April 2012, the committee met almost every month to deliberate about how best to allocate the
region's housing need to jurisdictions and ensure consistency between RHNA and the SCS.

In addition, public participation is encouraged throughout the process of developing the RHNA,
especially at public meetings and during official public comment periods following the release of
discussion documents and board dedisions. The major milestones of the RHNA process are outlined in
the 2014-2022 RHNA / SCS Schedule. The key steps are described in more detail below.

Key Milestones:

In February 2012, HCD provided ABAG with its determination of total regignal housing need. HCD
indicated that Bay Area jurisdictions must plan for 187,990 unfts between 2014-2022.

In May 2012, the ABAG Executive Board approved the draft RHNA methodology and a draft share of the
region's total housing need for each of the subregions. Release of the draft methodology initiated a 60-
day cemment period, including a public heating on June 6, 2012, for ABAG to receive comments about

the methodology.

in July 2012, the ABAG Executive Board adopted the final RHNA methodglogy and released draft
allocations.

Release of the draft allecations on July 20, 2012 initiated a 60-day period in which a local jurisdiction
could request a revision to its RHNA. By the September deadline, ABAG received reyision requests from

14 jurisdictions. None of the revision requests were granted.

Local jurisdictions that requested a revision had until February 2013 to appeal ABAG's decision in

response to the revision request. Eight jurisdictions submitted appeals. ABAG's Executive Board has
formed an ad hoc committee to hear the appeals and provide its recommended actions to the Executive

Board. The Appeals Committee will hold a public hearing to hear the appeals on April 1, 2013,

Next Steps:

e April 1,2013 - RHNA Appeal Committee considers appeals submitted by local jurisdictions

e Jupe 2013 - ABAG issues final RHNA allocation
« July L8, 2013 - ABAG adopts final RHNA allocation
; é 12

« December 2014 - Local governments adept housing element revisions

Staff Contacts:
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REGIONAL LIVABILTTY FOOTPRINT PROWCT

Energized by an abundance of INNOVATIVE IDEAS,
the Smart Growth Strategy/Regional Livability Footprint Pr
harnessed the comunitment and creativity of our diverse population
io both VISUALIZE and chart a course for a BETTER FUTT

&

VEARS IN THE MAXING: CREATING THE VISION

In the waning months of the 20th century, a number
of visionary Bay Area leaders began looking ahead to the next
century: to what life will be like in the coming decades when an
expected 1 million more residents and 1 million more jobs are
added to this burgeoning region. In the face of the growing pains
we face today — lack of affordable housing, crowded roadways
and shrinking open space — they began envisioning where every-
one will live and work in 2020, How will we maintain the region’s
beauty, natural resources, diversity and quality of life if the
current growth pattern of spreading ever outward continues?

Is it possible, they asked, to change the course of current growth:
to find ways for the Bay Area to accommodate its expanding pop-
ulace, provide adequate housing, improve transportation,
and at the same time protect the environment and preserve
open space?

A tall order indeed. Challenged by the impending need and
inspired by new styles of development, committed Bay Area citi-
zens and organizations joined with local and regional government
agencies to undertake the task of investigating if and how the Bay
Area can grow smarter.

The investigation began in 1999, when the Bay Area’s five regional
agencies' — those responsible for transportation planning, envi-
ronmental protection and regional planning — came together to
promote and nurture seeds of “smart growth” that were cropping
up throughout the region. At the same time, the Bay Area Alliance
for Sustainable Development, a coalition of 40 organizations
representing business, the environment, social equity and govern-
ment, embarked on an ambitious effort to develop public consen-
sus and support for a “regional livability footprint,” that is, a

%/

preferred Jand-use pattern that could direct the Bay
a more sustainable future. In 2000, the regional age
Bay Area Alliance combined their outreach effort:
the Smart Growth Strategy/Regional Livability Foot

Over the next two years, elected officials, busine
munity leaders, environmentalists, social equity ad
ners, analysts, mapmakers, agency representatives a
citizens devoted thousands of hours to the project.
jzed, met, planned, debated, generated ideas, drew
projections and analyzed outcomes. More than 2,
from throughout the region attended daylong Sa
shops held in each of the Bay Area’s nine counties in
spring 2002. Participants conceptualized how fi
should occur in their individual neighborhoods and
in the region as a whole.

Never in the history of the Bay Area have so man
organizations and agencies joined forces to solve the i
problems. Unlike prior atfempts to develop regio
this project was organized from the start around th
widespread support was essentjal. In addition toa higl
mitment from the private sector and local and region:
agencies, the involvement of local communities was
ent. The interest, creative ideas and participation by 1
Gilroy to Guerneville, and from Pacifica to Pleasan
solid base that enables the region to move forward wit
of direction.

"Assoeiation of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Metropelital
Commission (MTC), Bay Area Air Quality Management District, .
and Development Commission, and Regional Water Quallty Contt



yroadened its reach in the fall of 2001, when more
sidents participated in Saturday workshops held in
ne cotnties. Some came in their professional capac-

officials, planners, developers and environmental
[uity advocates. Others came as representatives of
d groups or out of concern for their children’s
nix of diverse interests made for lively discussions
ons about the pace, character and shape of develop-
r communities. Using large maps of their county,
dentified promising locations for various types of
nent. Their suggestions were then fed into a special
sgram that illustrated the impacts of decisions on
1ousing supply, open space, transit accessibility and
es of livability, and allowed participants to adjust
«cordingly.

workshap produced up to a dozen schemes for
ing future growth in a smarter way, with a cumula-
00 countywide scenarios for the Bay Area. The proj-
1t weeks combing through the proposals, searching
threads and ultimately distilling them into three
rt growth alternatives for the region (see box at near
sam then invited planning officials and business,
al and social equity leaders from throughout the
counties to review the draft alternatives. Based on

Rraionar Livapmiry Foorerant PROJECT

THE SMART GROWTH ALTERNATIVES

“The Central Cities alternative located cémpact, walkable, -

mixed-use and mixed-income development in the region’s
urhan cores (San Francisco, Oakland and San Jose) and in each
county’s largest city or cities. It also emphasized growth
around existing public transit stations and avoided develop-
ment in outlying areas by concentrating growth in dense,
vibrant cities. R o _
The Network of Neighborhoods alternative called for
development in many of the same locations as the fitst alter-
native, but at lower densities. Additional comnpact, walkable,
mixed-use and mixed-income development took place in other
existing communities, along an- expanded public transit
network and on major rorridors. This alternative envisioned
a rail renaissance, with new and old stations surrounded by a
“range of diverse types of housing, jobs and services.

“The Smarter Suburbs alternative proposed compart, walkable,
mixed-use and mixed-income development in many of the
samne places as the first and second alternatives, but at still

lower densities Additional growth occurred at the regions
edges at higher densities than the current norm and with a-
better balance of jobs and housing than 1s typical of existing

o1 planned new suburbs.

CHRISS FOULSEN

[ ;
sinbiils graieei en

aabdy prd presetee &

ing discussion, the team made revisions to the draft
y reflect local ideas and concerns.

Fach of these three alternatives represented a departure from the
“current trends base case,” a term coined to describe the region’s
future growth if nothing is done to chart a new course. The base
case fails to provide sufficient housing for an increased population
and workforce, resulting in continued rapid growth in outlying
areas, increased long-distance commuting and further environ-

g different visions of a future Bay Area, each of the
tives promoted the goals of smart growth. Each
sing for the million new residents expected by 2020,

sty That sl
the indractiuciune B

for workers who otherwise would comrute from mental degradation. It envisions development focused in edge e T
counties. Fach allowed for expected economic communities, with residential areas largely segregated from other consmision b ol
it the same time, by channeling growth into a more uses and continued reliance on the automobile as the primary B,

| balanced development pattern, consumed less
 than is currently projected.

mode of travel.
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The three alternatives were put to the test to see how they meas-
ured up in terms of promoting a livable and sustainable lifestyle
in the Bay Area circa 2020. An extensive analysis exarnined the
impacts of each on the environment, transportation, housing,
jobs/housing balance and social equity.

The analysis further estimated the feasibility of each scenario,
as well as the incentives, regulatory changes and other public
policy changes identified by workshop participants that would be
needed to make any smart growth process a reality.

Aiternatives Report

In the spring of 2002, a comprehensive Alternatives Report
describing the three smart growth strategies was published, thus
heralding the start of a second round of county-level public
forums. More than 1,000 residents, the majority of them new to
the process, attended the Saturday sessions held in April and May.
At each Round Two county workshop, participants voted on one
alternative as the starting point for further fine-tuning. They
then developed and agreed on guidelines for modifying their
choice, and with the aid of county maps, adjusted this alternative
to bring it closer to their vision of their particular county’s future.

Regichwide Wision

Following the Round Two workshops, the nine countywide alter-
natives were stitched together to create a single regionwide smart
growth land-use vision. The regionwide vision incorporates the
choices and decisions made by participants in the nine county
workshops. It reflects their selections of mixed, matched and
changed alternative growth scenarios appropriate for each county.

The resulting portrait of the Bay Area’s future shows a pattern of
growth that, by and large, Jooks like Alternative 2, the Network of
Neighborhoods. The amotint of growth, however, varies quite 2 bit
from county to county. The regionwide map depicts higher densi-
ties in major urban areas and a proliferation of compact, mixed-
use and mixed-income neighborhoods along transit corridors,
particularly near transit stations, as well as in town centers and in
a handful of peripheral areas. This pattern of growth is far froma
“cookie cutter” overlay of development on the region, however,

¢ 2

and the smart growth scenario clearly shows how th
housing and job growth varies from county to cour
reflects the vision of workshop participants who in 5
chose to reduce development foreseen under Altern
participants in other counties increased it.

In August 2002, the project steering cormnrmittee |
locally elected officials who sit on the boards of the
agencies) adopted an illustrative, written descri]
smart growth vision of workshop participants. 1
action, they accepted the specific patterns of growth
pants had identified for each county as a starting p
ABAG as they develop a policy-based (rather than t
set of 20-year jobs/housing projections for the regic

NEXT STEPS

In fall and winter 2002, local jurisdictions and othel
these smart growth policy-based projections as th
early 2003, the ABAG Executive Board will consic
these alternative projections. If adopted, they will
backbone of the Metropolitan Transportation C
2004 Regional Transportation Plan, the document tt
transportation investments in the region for years
well as the Bay Area Air Quality Management Distr
plans and other regional plans.

To build on the momentum that has been generate«
the Bay Area for the Smart Growth Strategy/Regiol
Footprint Project, an ongoing public education and
campaign will be spearheaded by the Bay Area
Sustainable Development.

Undoubtedly, the biggest challenge facing the proj
enact the fiscal incentives and regulatory chang
to make smart growth more than a good idea. AB!
together with the other regional agencies, the Bay .
and local governments throughout the region to

pursue needed policy changes. It will take time to ac
goals, but the path has been laid out, and a critical
Area residents believes it is time to begin.
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INCENTIVES AND REGULATORY CHANGE

As participants in the smart growth workshops realized, envi-
sioning a smart growth future is far simpler than the task of
making it a reality. To build a smarter future for the Bay Area, we
will need to change our tax system, our regulations on land use
and the criteria we use for distributing state and federal funds.
Indeed, we must change the “carrots and sticks” that shape land-
use decisions by localities, neighborhoods and private developers.

Altering decades of fiscal and regulatory tradition will require a
major shift in thinking and the creation of new inducements for
smarter development patterns.

Local governments already have policy options they can use
to promote and implement smart growth projects, but the state
and federal government need to Institute new incentives and reg-
ulatory changes to encourage local governments — as well as
developers, neighborhood groups and others — to move ahead
in developing smarter communities. Meanwhile, the Bay Area’s
regional agencies can help create a more conducive environment
by adopting new policies and strengthening existing ones that
promote smart growth.

As workshop participants confronted the challenges of initiating
change, they proffered hundreds of ideas on how to cultivate
smart growth projects that are emerging in various parts of the
Bay Area and to propagate them throughout the region.

Listed below are brief descriptions of some of the kinds of
legislative incentives and regulatory changes that could help
achieve smart growth objectives. They were suggested by
Smart Growth/Feotprint Project participants, but are only exam-
ples. They have not been approved by the project steering com-
mittee nor by any participating stakeholder groups. Each and
every incentive and regulatory change on these pages would
involve trade-offs that must be thoroughly considered before any
are pursued.

REGIONAL EXvarmiTy FOOTPRINT PROJECT — — s

Uhjestive 1: Stlnwlate housing consiruction and promote
permanently affordable housing.

Remove disincentives to providing housing.

The state constitution could be amended to protect locally levied
taxes from being reallocated. Under state Proposition 13 and
subsequent taxpayer-sponsored initiatives, including Proposition
218, local governments have lost much of their contro! over
tax rates and expenditure of public funds to the governor and the
Legislature. If local governments were given back their share
of property taxes, they would look more favorably upon new
housing as a source of revenue to pay for necessary services, such
as schools, fire, police, libraries and parks.

Fund neighborhood-level planning to provide certainty in
development review process.

Specific plans that cover multiple development projects In
a focused area can allow cities to define appropriate types of con-
struction before a developer commits to a particular site. This
process gives certainty to developers when they reach the devel-
opment review process, thus encouraging desired development.
New state and regional grants could help local planners prepare
such plans and environmental documents for mixed-use, infill
and transit-oriented projects and could link such funds to a com-
mitment to build needed housing.

Provide incentives to promote housing affordable to the
region’s workforce.

Local governments can offer incentives to nonprofit and for-
profit developers to create permanently affordable housing by
allowing higher densities than would be otherwise permitted,
expediting the permitting process, and relaxing zoning standards.
Parking requirements for housing near public transit, for exam-
ple, can be reduced, because residents and workers in dense
neighborhoods near transit tend to own fewer cars,

s
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Inclusionary zoning laws require new housing developments to
include a certain percentage of units (usually 10 percent to
20 percent) that is affordable to very low-, low- and moderate-
income residents. Although some feel that such policies unfairly
burden buyers of matket-rate units in the same development,
San Francisco, East Palo Alto, Union City, Dublin, Danville,
Richmond, Napa, Petaluma, Santa Rosa and several cities in
Marin County have adopted such requirements.

Many communities also have adopted jobs/housing linkage fees
that require all new job-generating projects to pay a fee foward
the development of affordable housing. Although some feel that
these fees unfairly penalize businesses producing new jobs, many
communities have already adopted them, including San
Francisco, Menlo Park, Cupertino, Pleasanton, Livermore and
Napa. Sonoma County is considering a countywide program.

Objective 2: lprove urban Infrastrucinre

Create a stable revenue stream for local governments (e,
return of property taxes).

During the 1990s, the state shifted approximately §3 billion
of local property taxes annually from local governments to
the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF), which
supports public schools. The loss of property tax revenue — a
trend exacerbated by the difficulty of establishing new revenue
sources — has caused many communities to rely primarily on
development fees and retail sales taxes to fund local services.
Unlike property taxes, these revenue streams can fluctuate wide-
ly from year to year, making long-term budgeting and planning
difficult for local governments. Returning FRAF funds to local
governments and restoring state support of public schools
through other means could help reduce local reliance on fees and
sales taxes and provide a more stable revenue stream for local

governments.
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Prioritize infrastructure funds for smart growth infill projects.

The state could demonstrate support for smart growth by prior-
jtizing funds to help improve and replace existing infrastructure
facilities — new roads, sewer lines and other utilities — in
already urbanized areas.

Provide state funds for cleanup of brownficlds and to limit
liability for contamination.

The state could provide fiscal incentives for cleanup of old indus-
trial “brownfield” sites — contaminated properties — that are
suitable for new uses, particularly for housing. Developers also
would be more inclined to develop on such sites if limits were set
on their liability for prior contamination. As an inducement to
develop on contaminated infill sites, some local governments like
Emeryville already post on their city's website the location of
vacant parcels and their soils analysis.

Subsidize infrastructure for water recycling to ensure adequate
water supply.

Subsidies for construction of separate irrigation systems would
encourage use of recycled water for nonpotable uses. Similarly,
price differentials for fresh versus recycled water would promote
greater use of recycled water for golf courses and the like.

Link funding for new schools to smart growth criteria, such
as: locating in neighborhood centers to promote pedestrian
and bicycle access; designing for after-hours use as community
centers; and building smaller scale structures to maximize
proportion of nearby students.

Schools, both new and renovated, that also function as commu-
nity centers give vitality to neighborhoods during non-school
hours, while providing needed gathering places. School districts
can be rewarded for developing joint community facilities in
connection with new neighberhood schools.

Reward local governments for enacting smart building
codes that allow retention of historic character while ensuring
public safety.

The state can offer incentives to local governments that adopt
building codes that allow and encourage retention of historic
aspects of their communities. Creating flexible regulations while
maintaining safety takes creativity on the part of planners and
building officials.

iy residanc and

Chjective 3: Avoid displacement rf exi
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Require that the existing stock of affordable housing be
maintained.

Housing trust or bond funds can provide funding for existing
affordable housing developments in danger of losing subsidies or
tax-exempi status.

Create programs and regulations that promote living-wage jobs
and services in low-income communities.

By setting a minimum wage that can support a full-time worker,
the state could help foster stable communities. In addition,
aggressive job training and economic development programs
can be fostered by the state in low-income communities to create
better job and entrepreneurial opportunities for local residents.
Merchants can be encouraged to locate grocery, clothing,
hardware and other types of stores and services in low-income
neighborhoods to enable local residents to work, shop and
generate income in their own communities.

Create programs to allow local public employees to live in the
comumunities in which they work.

State or regional funds could be used to offer housing subsidies
or income tax credits to employees who live close to their work-
places. Many local governments already provide such subsidies to
teachers, police officers and firefighters.

£7
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Streamline the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
process for specific kinds of development.

Although transit-oriented and mixed-use projects can increase
local congestion by attracting more people and cars to an area,
such projects can allow more residents to commute on public tran-
sit and run more errands in the surrounding neighborhood on
foot. Although some workshop participants were nervous about
discussing any changes to CEQA, others proposed exempting these
projects from CEQA altogether or only from currently required
traffic analyses. A similar exemption already exists for low-income
housing projects of 100 units or less.

Provide incentives that encourage mixed-use, compact,
transit-oriented, infill development.

Jocal governments can encourage developers to creafe attractive
new neighborhoods near public transit, with narrow streets,
landscaping and other amenities that invite walking and bicy-
cling. Congestion management agencies can work with local
jurisdictions in updating their general plans to reflect more tran-
sit-supportive land uses along the transit network and can
include those new land-use scenarios in countywide transporta-
tion plans. State financial rewards for such development can
help local governments, developers and others overcome
biases toward single-use, spread-out developments that favor
automobile use.

Provide increased funding to improve the safety, reliability and
convenience of transportation alternatives such as rail, bus,
ferry, bicycling and walking.

The Bay Area plans to spend 77 percent of all transportation
funds over the next 25 years on public transit. This will help
attract new riders. Only when it becomes easier, safer and more
reliable to ride a bus, ferry or rail line than to drive a car will the
choice be a viable one. Likewise, when the safety of pedestrian
and bicycle pathways is assured, more people will opt to walk or
bike to their destinations and leave their cars at home.
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Provide tax bonuses to cities that approve compact, mixed-use
development near public transit, perhaps in designated “smart
growth zones.”

“Smart growth zones” can be created in communities that
reshape their land-use policies and meet smart growth criteria, in
return for which they will receive tax incentives, grants,
loans and technical assistance from the state for planning and
environmental review.
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Use parking pricing and availability to encourage use of
transportation alternatives.

Free parking can serve as a disincentive to using alternatives
to the single-occupant vehicle. Meanwhile, some places have such’
high demand for parking that people are willing to pay a fee, gen-
erating funds that could be used to improve public transit. Cities
also can institute parking ceilings that limit the amount of park-
ing in new developments.
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ANALYSIS GF OME SMART GROWTH SCENARIO

This chapter summarizes the quantitative analysis of the specific
smart growth land-use scenario developed by participants in
county workshops in 2001 and 2002. The analysis provides an
objective comparison of this smart growth scenario to the
“current trends base case,” i.e., the pattern of land use that is like-
ly to occur if we do nothing to chart a new course.

Although this chapter analyzes the specific land-use scenario
developed by workshop participants, there are innumerable ways
to accomplish smart growth in the Bay Area. The analysis
explores one possible model of a smart growth future for the
Bay Area.

ENVIRONMENT
Creenfizld Devaloprngnt

If the Bay Area continues to grow as it has in the recent past,
83,000 acres of “greenflelds” (Le., currently undeveloped land)
could be converted io urban use by 2020. Amounting to an
11 percent increase in the urbanized Bay Area, this acreage
is more than twice the area of San Francisco and will erode
farmland, greenbelts, community separators and other open spaces.

Moreover, the current trends base case would not provide nearly
enough housing within the nine Bay Area counties for the num-
ber of workers expected by 2020. Therefore, the housing that
would need to be built outside the Bay Area to accommodate
in-commuters might require as many as 45,000 additional acres,
assuming today's average densities in surrounding counties.

By contrast, the smart growth land-use scenario would increase
the urbanized footprint of the Bay Area by less than 16,000 acres,
or 2 percent. It provides significantly more housing for new resi-
dents, but at the same time, saves highly prized open space and
agricultural land — both within the Bay Area and in outlying
areas such as the fertile Central Valley — by calling for compact,
mixed-use communities that are close to transit lines and
employment centers.

REGEONAL FvABIITY FOOTPRINTG PROYTCE

Alr Quality

Loss of greenfields is not the only way that future development
will impact the environment, both within the region’s borders
and beyond. Although a much cleaner vehicle fleet is improving
air quality regardless of development patterns, air quality will
suffer or improve, depending on how the Bay Area grows. All
things being equal, the more that residents, workers and others
depend on single-occupant vehicles, the more difficult it will be
to improve our air quality. Bay Area households make approxi-
mately ten trips a day, on average, and 82 percent of these are by
car. Dense, walkable neighborhoods invite residents to shop and
do errands on foot, potentially reducing travel by car. When these
communities are centered around public transit services that can
transport residents to more distant jobs and other destinations,
the air quality benefits are multiplied.

Under current growth trends, a continued Bay Area housing
shortfall will require up to 265,000 workers (and their families)
to live in outlying areas and commute to jobs within the region.
These people will commute long distances, primarily in single-
occupant vehicles.

The smart growth scenario, on the other hand, provides enough
transit-accessible housing within the region to accommodate
Bay Area workers who otherwise would have to live in distant
towns and commute from afar. Providing more housing in
the region — built in transit-rich, walkable neighborhoods —
is expected to result in about the same air quality within
the Bay Area as the base case, even while accommodating these
additional households.
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Water utilities and engineers are constantly searching for new
sources for the region, and continually monitoring and consery-
ing our water supply is a way of life in the Bay Area.

Smart growth can't change the fact that each new job or house-
hold requires water to serve it. In fact, with the interconnected
nature of the state’s water system, new development just about
anywhere in California affects the same overall water supply.

But smart growth can help communities minimize water use.
In the Bay Area, new development in cooler areas near the
Bay requires less water than new development in hotter inland
areas. The combination of compact development and more
townhouses, condominiums and apartments also reduces water
demand by calling for less landscaping.

Currently, each residential unit in the Bay Area uses an average
of 300 gallons of water per day. Under the base case, this rate Is
likely to continue for new development; it might even increase
since new development is projected to be primarily in hotter
inland areas and to be composed of single-family homes. The
smart growth scenario developed by workshop participants
emphasizes development in cooler, Bay-side parts of the region,
and in multi-family units. This combination of changes is expect-
ed to result in a 17 percent reduction in water consumption —
down to an average 250 gallons a day — in new housing units.

Fulisre Researei

The case study at left begins a discussion about the relationship
between smart growth and water demand. Future work is need-
ed to estimate the change in demand as a result of smarter
growth paiterns and future pipeline and storage requirements
throughout the region. Work also is needed to identify the
specific regulatory changes and incentives needed — such as
funding for infrastructure to allow widespread use of recycled
water for nonpotable use — to promote water conservation and

increase supplies.
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TRANSPORTATION

Most of the Bay Area, like many U.S. metropolitan regions, grew
after World War II with spread-out communities of housing,
stores and offices segregated from each other; developers and
officials assumed that people would drive from place to place.
Today, only about a quarter of the region’s residences and a third
of its jobs are within convenient walking distance of a rail station
or bus stop with frequent service. Since little new development is
expected in already-developed areas, if current trends continue,
these figures are likely to shrink.

In contrast, under the smart growth scenario, fuily half of all new
development would be near frequent public transit service. This
dramatic improvement reflects a common theme of the smart
growth scenario: New development in compact, mixed-use com-
munities near high-quality public transportation.

A comprehensive analysis of the three smart growth alternatives
arising out of the first round of workshops, conducted by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), projected
that all three alternatives would result in more people riding
transit, walking and bicycling to their destinations than would
the base case growth scenario. (See Alternatives Report, pp. 10-
11). Based on this earlier analysis, MTC estimates that the land-
use paitern in the final smart growth scenario developed by
workshop participants also would encourage more residents to
walk, bicycle or take transit to work than the base case.

How can the smart growth scenario — which houses many more
workers within the region than the base case — ailow people to
travel less by car? By locating more jobs and housing where many
short trips can be made on foot and longer ones by transit. If cur-
rent trends continue, there will be no change from today in the
percentage of trips using public transportation. Under the smart
growth scenario, MTC estimates the number of public transit
riders to increase by one third over current levels.

Recional Inasiry: FOOTPRINT PROJECT

Cungasilon

MTC further estimates that the total number of vehicle miles
traveled in the smart growth scenario — both for work trips and
total trips — would be only slightly higher than in the base case
despite the fact that it provides housing for a quarter million
more residents than the base case. Furthermore, average com-
mute speeds are expected to be about the same as in the base case,
indicating that peak hour traffic would not be any worse,
However, localized traffic congestion could worsen in areas with
intensive new infill development.

fusin Dwnership

With many more people riding transit, bicycling and walking,
does this mean that households in this smart growth future will
own fewer cars? Typically, there is a strong correlation between
household income and auto ownership and the amount of tray-
el by automobile. Since the smart growth scenario calls for a
tremendous amount of new housing affordable to very low- and
low-income families, it follows that more Bay Area residents
would be riding public transit as a result of income alone. (Note:
There are some important Bay Area exceptions to this rule of
thumb. In some of today'’s densest and most upscale neighbor-
hoods, many households rely on public transit, despite being able
to afford owning and operating a car.)

In order to isolate the effect of smart growth on public transit rid-
ership, MTC s analysis assumes a distribution of household income
regionwide similar to that expected in the current trends base case.

Using this assumption, MTC finds 2 significant increase in the
proportion of households with zero automobiles, in contrast
to the base case in which the number and share of households
with no automobiles is expected to decrease over the next two
decades. This, again, reflects the large numbers of new housing
units and jobs in central areas, well served by public transit, that
are included in the smart growth scenario.

73



5 as the most expensive in
Jownturn, housing prices
sowners may welcome the
r-increasing cost of hous-
s economy and is skewing
ot attract employees to
/ing to other parts of the
expensive. Young people
ket here decide to move to
ind raise their families.
brarians, medical workers
al to the welfare of each
at their incomes do not go
g a place to live in the
i for very low- and low-
ible incomes.

10ugh housing in general,
:ble housing. The under-
up for everyone. Middle-
income households for

L EANMER]) L G0l
$320,n00
135040
1T 450
517,500
41,800
40,002
360,306
50,808

$55,200
£54,100
§63,600
$63,800

1al wages for the flve Bay Avex PHSAL
rcalated to 2001} BAE

ReGIoAAL LIvaBLITY FOOTPRING PROJECT

modest units, and wealthier households outbid everyone else
for housing originally built for middle-income residents.

From 1988 to 1998, the Bay Area produced 251,000 housing units
— enough for 375,000 workers — while the number of jobs
increased by nearly 500,000, forcing thousands of workers and
their families to seek housing outside the region. Of these units,
only about 100,000 were affordable for very low-, low- and mod-
erate-income families, while almost twice that many units were
needed for these segments of the population.

An increase in the total supply of housing, including apartments,
condominiums, and rental and owner-occupied houses, is critical
for the economic stability and overall well-being of the region.
Involvement of both for-profit and nonprofit homebuilders in the
smart growth process is vital to determining how to increase the
production and affordability of housing. Without government
assistance and subsidies, however, housing affordable to low- and
very low-income households likely will remain unobtainable.

The smart growth scenario developed by workshop participants
calls for construction over the next 20 years of 340,000 more
housing units than the base case. This alternative growth scenario
also greatly increases the proportion of new housing affordable
to very low- and low-income households — 41 percent — far
outpacing current trends in affordable housing production. In
recent years, the Bay Area averaged only 23,000 new housing
units per year, with 16 percent of them affordable to Jower
income families.

To meet the housing goals of smart growth workshop partici-
pants, new incentives and regulatory changes will be needed to
counteract existing forces that discourage local governments and
developers from supporting or building residential, mixed-use
and compact development. In addition, special incentives will be
needed to provide the levels of very low- and low-income housing
envisioned by participants.

1 “Cost of Land Drives Home Prices,” San Jose Mercury News, August 4, 2002.
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nine of the 15 analysis areas —~— accounting for just 57 percent of
Bay Area residents — in 2020. The base case’s strong job growth
without companion housing growth to support it is responsible
for this low number.

By contrast, the smart growth scenario would result in a total
balance of jobs and housing for 67 percent of Bay Area house-
holds. Almost 20 percent more people would live in a “balanced”
area under the smart growth scenario than under the base case
because of the greater proximity of new housing to employment
centers and increased interest in mixed-use development.

Focusing on New Growth

Another school of thought contends that striving for a total
balance of jobs and housing is neither realistic nor advisable.
Given that current Bay Area residents already have their jobs and
homes, proponents of this line of thinking suggest that it is more
important to try to balance job and housing growth only in new
development.

Looking at the relationship between new jobs and housing also
makes it possible to add another dimension to the analysis:
jobs/housing match. An analysis of match considers how the cost
of new housing available in each area compares to the pay scales
of new jobs in the same area. Such an analysis is not meaningful
when assessing total jobs and housing supply, since the Bay Area’s
current housing prices preclude a match between housing costs
and incomes in most markets. But it is possible to see whether the
projected incomes from new local jobs would be high enough to
allow new workers and their families to afford new nearby housing.

Under current trends, there would be a very poor match between
future jobs and housing. Development, under the current trends
base case would lead to a match of new housing costs and local
incomes in just one analysis area, accounting for only 9 percent
of the total household growth projected under the base case.

Under the smart growth scenario, the picture improves dramati-

cally. There would be an acceptable match of new jobs and new
housing in seven of the analysis areas, incorporating 62 percent

of all new households.
7

Just 9 percent of
new housing
in the BASE CASE
would be
affordable
to new nearby
workers. Under the
SMART GROWTH
SCENARIO,
the picture improves
dramatically:
62 percent
of new households
would be
AFFORDABLE to new
nearby workers.
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Social equity within the smart growth framework means that
people of all income levels have access to good schools and vari-
ous types of employment. It means that low-income residents in
particular benefit from new investment in their communities and
have access to affordable housing and reliable transportation.
Social equity gives all individuals access to economic opportuni-
ties, mitigates displacement caused by rapidly increasing housing
costs, and promotes active engagement and participation by all
residents in community planning efforts.

Under both the current trends base case and the smart growth
scenario, the Bay Area’s population and job growth will present
challenges and opportunities for lower income communities,
and for making housing, services and employment available to
residents of impoverished neighborhoods throughout the
region. Smart growth strategies have the potential to reduce some
of the current inequities in these areas. If not managed well,
however, smart growth could trigger changes that disrupt
communities and lead to increased displacement, and more
economic and social isolation.

To assess these issues, growth envisioned under the smart growth
scenario in impoverished communities throughout the Bay Area
was compared to growth expected in these neighborhoods if
current trends continue. A community is considered impover-
ished if the median household income is less than 80 percent of
the county median income. This analysis looks at a total of 38
such communities, which are spread throughout the nine-coun-
ty Bay Area. (See map page 27.)

Growth Patterns in Impoverished Communities

The population and job growth rates of Bay Area impoverished
communities show major differences between the base case and
the smart growth scenario, particularly in household growth.

Under the base case, the number of households in the region’s
most impoverished communities would grow by only 15 percent

ReuionaL Livapiry FoorpRINT PrROJECT

through 2020, and employment by 24 percent. In contrast, the
smart growth scenario envisions a 46 percent increase in housing
— more than three times that of the base case — and a 32 per-
cent increase in jobs by 2020.

If managed well, the sizable increases in household and job
growth foreseen for impoverished areas would provide a signifi-
cant opportunity to create healthy, diverse, mixed-income com-
munities and give low-income residents access to quality afford-
able housing.

Job Skill Level

Unless residents have needed job skills, however, providing more
jobs in the region’s impoverished communities will not help
improve standards of living, even if wages are high enough to
cover local housing costs. Over recent decades, there has been a
decline in traditional high-paying manufacturing employment
and a stronger focus on the information-based “new economy.”
Tn the next 20 years, mast jobs commanding incomes sufficient
to raise a family above the poverty level will continue to require
high levels of education and job skills, regardless of the pattern in
which growth occurs.

Local workers in impoverished communities may not qualify for
new jobs in their areas without aggressive job training and eco-
nomic development programs. Thus training and education
must be part of any smart growth scenario.

Commercial Services

The region’s impoverished communities have far fewer retail
establishments than their demographics would suggest they can
support. The lack of retail stores means that more money than
necessary leaves these neighborhoods; residents need to travel
Jong distances to meet their basic shopping needs; and few local
retail jobs and businesses are created as a result of residents’
spending. Fven in impoverished communities that are well-
served by public transit, it is often difficult to carry groceries, take
children to childcare and run other errands on the bus or train.

7>
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Under the base case, existing conditions in impoverished neigh-
borhoods would change much less, creating little impetus for
new retail development.

Overcrowding

The tight, expensive Bay Area housing market has forced two or
more families to share housing units designed for a single fam-
ily, particularly in the region’s low-income neighborhoods.

Significant new housing construction in low-income com-
munities, as foreseen in the smart growth scenario, can help
to address this issue, provided that new units are offered at
prices affordable to people living in overcrowded units in
these neighborhoods.

The base case has less capability to address overcrowding
since it includes far less new housing development in the
region's most impoverished areas.

Access

The physical access of residents to employment and the
larger region is another key issue in planning for equity.
Even though impoverished communities are often
traversed by major mass transit routes, many are

currently lacking adequate transit service, especially
during reverse commutes and off-peak hours. Poor
transit accessibility can prevent lower income
residents from reaching jobs for which they

are qualified.

f

Tncreases in residential densities in impoverished communities

ngthen the ability of low- would bring a potential increase in the number of transit riders
s by increasing residential and thus encourage bus and rail operators to add service in these
tby workers, and expand- areas. A concerted effort would be required to ensure more
income residents in these transportation options, since without them, impoverished com-
oyees and income-mix — munities will remain isolated, with potentially even more under-
ket for many goods and served residents.

tailers.
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The base case
offers significantly
Iess opportunity
for economic
revitalization
than the
SMART GROWTH
SCENARIO,
AND could
result in FURTHER
STAGNATION of

these communities.
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Displacement and Neighborhood Change

As noted above, the substantial growth in the region’s impover-
ished communities proposed in the smart growth scenario can
lead to important new opportunities in housing, retail services
and transit. But if this growth is not well managed, it could lead
to displacement and instability. Lower income renters and bust-
nesses in neighborhoods that currently have relatively affordable
building stock and access to downtown districts are the most
likely to experience displacement as higher income renters and
businesses move in. Programs to minimize displacement must be
included in any smart growth scenario.

Much less growth would occur in low-income communities in
the base case than in the smart growth scenario. Therefore, rest-
dents and businesses would feel less displacement pressure. At
the same time, the base case offers significantly less opportunity
for economic revitalization, and could result in further stagna-
tion of these communities.

Capitalizing on Change

In order to capitalize on opportunities to revitalize lower income
communities, while also discouraging displacement, the smart
growth scenario relies on parallel strategles for reinvestment
and affordability. Here are some of the policies that residents of
these communities believe could help bring about needed
improvements:

» Train and educate local residents to help them qualify for new,
local jobs.

« Develop new jobs in low-income communities that are targeted
to the current skill levels of local residents.

«Increase transit-oriented development and alternatives to
single-occupant auto travel to improve access 10 new and exist-
ing jobs and services throughout the region.

RroIoNAL LIvAETITY FOOTPRINT PROTECT

- Provide new business opportunities in Jow-income neighbor-
hoods targeted to local firms and residents.

«Build affordable housing throughout the region to avoid
concentration in impoverished communities.

o Address current overcrowded conditions by giving existing
residents priority for new units in a given neighberhood.

+ Maintain affordability of existing housing through methods
such as new financing for long-term subsidies set to expire soon.
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questions. Would people in the Bay Area flock to multi-family
and attached housing? Or will hordes of Bay Area commuters con-
tinue to migrate to the Central Valley in pursuit of the American
dream of owning a single-family home with a big back yard?

In a 2000 survey, the Home Builders Association (HBA) of
Northern California found that 43 percent of shoppers looking
for a home in single-family subdivisions were “mainly consider-
ing a single-family home™ Yet in the same survey, 42 percent
of potential home buyers said they would be willing to buy a
higher density, attached housing unit if it meant living near their
work, and it cost no more than a conventional single-family
home in an outlying area. This same interest in more compact
housing types in exchange for a shorter commute has been found
in studies conducted for downtown Oakland and downtown
San Francisco, particularly among young, single workers and
“empty nesters."

On a national level, too, acceptance of smart growth design prin-
ciples, such as smaller lots and more compact development, is
growing. One study of 2,000 buyers of both newly constructed
and resale homes noted, “Often what buyers want is NOT
what they get. One of the main reasons behind this is that they
couldu’t find what they wanted in their markets." This study
found that homebuyers wanted less sprawl and more “small
town,” pedestrian-oriented shopping and gathering places.

Changes in the Bay Area’s demographics also may support the
construction of more multi-family units. Household types, such
as young singles, childless couples, "empty nesters” and the
elderly, tend to be attracted to urban infill housing. These groups
are expanding in the Bay Area, which is expected to undergo a
dramatic change in its age composition in the next 20 years.
As shown on the chart to the right, the 20- to 24-year-old and
55-and-over population groups together are expected to increase
by over 1.2 million people in the next 20 years. Both have rela-
tively high proportions of people who are interested in small
units, senior and assisted housing, compact housing near work-
places and urban amenities, and other types of infill housing.
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These trends, taken together, suggest that there could be increas-
ing market demand for the types of housing foreseen in the
smart growth scenario developed by workshop participants. As
stated in a national study of future housing demand, “Since the
driving force for the future is age-based growth of households
that have largely completed child-rearing, the residential future
of cities may well depend on how they appeal to people in life’s
later stages.™

Available Land Supply

During the Smart Growth Strategy/Regional Livability Footprint
workshops, participants were encouraged to envision future
Bay Area development patterns over a 20-year period without
explicit regard for whether new development would fit on cur-
rent vacant lands. Instead, participants placed development on
lands they considered appropriate for either development or
redevelopment over the next 20 years. But, since the smari
growth scenario envisions a variety of building types in each
place, many existing structures would be consistent with the
vision of workshop participants.

An analysis of the smart growth scenario compared the proposed
development patterns and densities desired by workshop parti-
cipants in each planning area to the amount of vacant land,
according to county assessor parce] data published by Metroscan.
The goal of this “fit" analysis was to determine the number of
acres that would need to be redeveloped to accommodate the
smart growth scenario. The analysis assumed that new growth in
each planning area would first occur on vacant land, and that
other land in each planning area would be redeveloped to accom-
modate any remaining growth.

The “fit” analysis found that the smart growth scenario, depend-
ing on the density of development, would require the redevelop-
ment of approximately 48,000 acres. By contrast the base case
would require almost no redevelopment, since it presumes that
most new growth will take place on currently undeveloped sites.

RIGIONAL LIvaABIITY FOOTPRINE PROJECT

Redevelopment sites generally contain underutilized and older
buildings. They typically occur along older transportation corri-
dors, in obsolete industrial areas or on large surplus sites such as
the Alameda Naval Air Station and San Francisco’s Mission Bay.

Over the 20-year planning horizon, the redevelopment foreseen
in the smart growth scenario would require about 2,400 acres per
year. While this level of redevelopment is ambitious, it also may
be quite feasible, given that redevelopment projects are common
throughout the region and that it amounts to just 0.3 percent of
currently urbanized land (or 5 percent over 20 years). However,
it might exceed the capacity of the marketplace,
and will likely face resistance in some areas from “NIMBYs” —
proponents of Not In My Back Yard — who oppose change in
their communities. Beginning on page 13, the Incentives chapter
of this report discusses policies and regulatory changes that
might help to address these issues.

Financial Feasibility

It will take more for smart growth to succeed than interested
buyers and enough building sites. In order for developers to build
compact, infill and transit-oriented development, it needs to be
financially feastble. Both for-profit and nonprofit developers
must make their projects “pencil out” if they are to build them.
Government subsidies can help in some cases to make ends meet,
but in the long run, infill development costs (including a reason-
able profit) cannot exceed the rent or purchase price that future
residents will be willing and able to pay.

The financial feasibility of new development in the region
will vary substantially depending on a host of factors, including
location, timing, national econornic trends, local market condi-
tions, land prices, construction costs, local regulations, and the
financial requirements of developers and investors. Due to the
complexity and variability of each of these factors, this analysis
does not look at the financial returns of future ‘development
projects. However, all of the types of development in the smart

(8/
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Appendix D: Scoping Comments on Alternatives

This appendix documents the comments received on proposed alternative scenarios in response to the

Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the EIR. The below

tables summarize comments regarding definition

of alternatives and information on why these suggestions wete either included or not included for full
evaluation in the EIR. General comments on methodology are not included.

GENERAL COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVES

Topic

Comments

Response

Pricing

Alternatives should avoid the usage of
pricing or other policy levers.

Each alternative should include the use of
policy measures such as pricing.

(separate comments)

The alternatives may include 1and use or
transportation policies that are feasible and
achieve the project objectives. Alternatives
include a variety of road pricing and policy
incentive options for local jurisdictions,
including using none at all.

Alternative
Planning
Strategy

Given potential infeasibility of meeting
GHG targets, consider an Alternative
Planning Strategy (APS}.

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 should be assessed
within the context of an Alternative
Planning Strategy and MTC should
evaluate the need to environmentally
clear these alternatives.

An APS was not considered as the proposed
Plan, as well as Alternatives 3 and 5 can
achieve the state assigned GHG targets.
Because multiple alternatives meet the
GHG targets an APS was not considered at
this time. Also, an APS must only be
developed for the Plan selected and
adopted by MTC and ABAG, not every
alternative, and only if that final Plan
cannot achieve the GHG targets.

Growth
Forecasts

Include an Alternative with lower rate of
employment and residential growth,
based on an assumption that the Bay Area
and regional economy do not see a
significant economic recovery.

Make clear that all Alternatives (except
Alternative 4) will be analyzed using the
same growth forecasts, and demographic
and economic forecasts for Alternative 4
should be provided.

Alternatives should plan for the housing
level in the Eliminate Inter-Regional
Commute alternative.

All alternatives are based on the same
regional forecasts for population and job
growth. The forecasts are considered static,
and each alternative considers various
distributions of the projected growth. The
exception of Alternative 4 accommodates a
higher population by assuming no regional
in-commute from outside counties, but
uses the same baseline population and job
growth projections otherwise.
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COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVE 1 IN NOP - NO PROJECT

Topic

Comments

Response

Role of PDAs

Concerns about how this varies from the
"Preferred Scenario” if the PDAs have
already been established, and in particular
how the "No Project" could mean "No
PDAs" if they are alteady established.

The No Project scenario is based on
currently adopted general plans. If those
general plans reflect a local government’s
desire to see growth in the PDAs then the
PDAs are de facto in the No Project
alternative. However, if PDAs have not been
re-zoned to match their PDA designations,
then the alternative does not assume they
will be. The No Project alternative also does
not include OBAG funding (which goes to
PDAs), since this is not a committed
funding source without implementation of
the Plan.

RTP 2035

Alternative should be modified so that it is
the implementation of the existing
Regional Transportation Plan,
Transportation 2035.

The transportation system in the No Project
alternative consists of those projects that
would go forward without ancther RTP or
further environmental review. That would
be the system in Transportation 2035,
minus those projects that have not received
funding, or have not received
environmental clearance by May 1, 2011.

Scale of
Development

Alternative should include limiting future
development to either a few remaining
developable lots and/or infill development
within the current scale and character of
the town [of Fairfax].

None of the alternatives assign specific land
uses, designate future development at the
parcel level, nor set the scale and character
of future development. Such details are the
responsibilities of local jurisdictions
through their land use plans and zoning.
The alternatives are determined by
applying specific policy measures rather
than by tweaking growth projections for
individual cities.

For the No Project alternative, the
UrbanSim model forecasts how future
growth will likely distribute based on
existing general plan policies and
associated development regulations, plus
some additional capacity from the
expansion of urban growth boundaries
based on historical trends.

b4
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The Emerging Consensus

After decades of development of auto-oriented
communities, support is growing for more
traditional styles of development. In
particular, there is increased support for
more compact communities near public
transit that are not focused around the
demands of the automobile. There is a
growing demand for homes in areas that
include jobs, shops, and services close to
transit so that people can walk, hike or take
public transit, in addition to using their car.

In the Bay Area, the State, regional
agencies, and local governments are
promoting planning and developments that
are consistent with a more compact land use
pattern. As a result of this momentum,
resources are being shifted to support efforts
to add housing in “infill” locations {areas that
are already part of an existing community)
and near transit services around the Satl
Francisco Bay.

For example, the State of California includes
infill development and efficient development
patterns as objectives of the Regional Housing
Needs Allocationn (RHNA) process, which
requires each jurisdiction in the Bay Area to
develop a plan for meeting its share of the
region’s housing need.!

In addition, the passage of Proposition 1C in
2006 was the result of collaboration between
Governor Schwarzenegger and the state
legislature to support infill housing and
transportation infrastructure in urban areas.
Prop 1C provides $300 million toward
Transit-Oriented Housing Development,
$850 million toward infill housing, and an
additional $1.4 billion toward affordable
housing development. While it has not yet
been determined exactly how this money will
be spent, it is clear that the State considers
promoting housing development in existing
communities a priority.

Bay Area regional agencies have long heen
supporters of developing housing near transit
and in existing communities. For example,
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC) has directed transportation funding to
local governments that plan for housing in
infill areas and near transit through its
Station Area Planning, Transportation for
Livable Communities, and Housing Incentive
Programs. For the 2007-2014 RHNA period,
the Association of Bay Area Governinents
(ABAG) worked with local governments to
create a methodology that directs new
housing to existing communities and areas
near jobs and transit. The goal of creating
more compact communities near transit

has also been a major component of Focusing
Our Vision (FOCUS)—the planning effort led
by ABAG, MTC, the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD), and the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission
(BCDC) to create a shared development and
conservation strategy for the Bay Area.

During outreach conducted for FOCUS

and a regional study of three Bay Area
transportation corridors (East 14" Street, San
Pablo Avenue, and El Camino Real—examined
as part of ABAG’s Corridor Program), it
became clear that local governments in the
Bay Area also understand the need for adding
housing in infill areas and near transit. Many
communities are creating plans that identify
target areas for infill development near
transit and create policies to promote the
addition of housing in these areas. Cities of
all sizes are building housing to revitalize
downtowns and place commuters near rail
stations and along major transportation
corridors.

There is a clear emerging consensus at all
levels of government to pursue the strategic
implementation of a compact development
pattern that adds to the housing supply in the
state and in the region.
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Regional Efforts to Promote Housing

The Bay Area has started to address ifs
challenges. Work has been undertaken to
put the region on a more sustainable course
for the future. In 2002, regional agencies,
local governments, community groups, and
residents in the Bay Area created a vision for
the region to address housing and traffic
problems while improving the quality of life
for all residents. Working together, these
groups identified several goals to guide
regional growth, including:

*+ Strengthen and support existing
communities

+ Create compact communities with a
diversity of housing, jobs, activities, and
services to meet the daily needs of
residents

= Increase housing choices
» Improve housing affordability

« Increase transportation efficiency and
choices

« Protect and steward natural habitat, open
space, and agricultural land

« Improve social and economic equity
* Promote economic and fiscal health

+« Conserve resources, promote
sustainability, and improve environmental
quality

* Protect public health and safety.

In 2002, ABAG’s Executive Board resolved

to use regional policies as the basis for
Projections, ABAG’s long-term growth forecast.
This decision changed Projections from a
trends-hased forecast to a policy-based one
that forecasts more growth in existing
communities and near transit, with less
growth in undeveloped areas. Since Projections
is the basis for the Regional Housing Need
Allocation (RHNA), these same regional
policies influence how to plan for future
housing need within the region.

There are several planning efforts currently
happening in the Bay Area that incorporate
the regional goals for growth to promote
housing in the right locations. These efforts
include RHNA and FOCUS, which both
promote infill development and the addition
of homes near transit to enhance existing
neighborhoods and provide housing and
transportation choices for all residents while
protecting open space and agricultural areas.

[

Regional iHousing Meads Aliocation
The need for more housing choices and more
affordable options is a problem that plagues
communities throughout much of California.
In response, the State of California has made
increasing the housing supply a priority. The
State requires each city and county to

identify a sufficient amount of land to
accommodate its “fair share” of the state’s
housing need.

In the RHNA process, the California
Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) gives each region a
number representing the amount of housing
needed, for all income groups, based on
existing need and expected population growth.
As the Bay Area’s designated Council of
Governments, ABAG is required by the State
to create an allocation methodology that
allocates a portion of the region’s housing
need to each local jurisdiction and sets
targets for developing homes that are
affordable to people at all income levels.

V4

Several laws were passed in 2004 to clarify
the policy objectives of RHNA, to give local
governments more input, and to make the
planning process more transparent. By law,
the methodology that ABAG adopts must
satisfy the objectives and rules spelled out in
the statutes, and must be adopted using a fair
and open public process.

Once it receives its allocation, each

jurisdiction must demonstrate how it will
accommodate these units in the Housing
Element of its General Plan. The General
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Plan is the document that outlines the
community’s long-term growth strategy.
Once completed, Housing Elements are then
certified by HCD.

>

iL.ocal Concarns About R/
Local communities understand the need to
address the housing shortage and the need
for more homes that people can afford. The
League of California Cities has shown its
support for addressing this need, and has
identified expanding the supply of affordable
housing as one of its top goals for 2007.%

Although they acknowledge the need for
action, most cities and counties across the
state have negative views about the RHNA
process. Many jurisdictions see the State
mandate as an unwarranted intrusion on
local authority. Local governments resent
being “forced” to plan for more housing, even
though they have autonomy in planning
where and at what densities it can occur.
There is also a perception that the State's
estimates of future growth, and consequently
the number of housing units for which local

communities must plan, are unrealistically
high.

Many jurisdictions resent the goals set by the
State because they believe that the estimates
do not adequately consider local issues and
growth constraints. Many communities in the
Bay Area consider themselves to be “built
out,” with no room for growth. In addition,

RHNA Performance, 1999-2006*

As part of the RHNA process, the State astimates the
amount of housing needed n the Bay Area. These
estimatas are based on demographic data about the
population 11 the vegion that will form new
households, and need horaes in move into. The
number of households formed is determined by both
the age of the population and rmgration. Most nev:
households ar2 tormed by young pecple moving out
of thei parents’ nomes or by people who mave ntn
the region to take advantage of job epportuniiies

Duning the 1999-2008 REMA peried, Bay Area local
governmenis 1ssued building permits for 92 percent
of the total estimated need for the icgion. While
this partormance 1s better than what junsdictions
have achneved in past d=cades, 1t sitll demonstrates
the region 15 not building enough housing to meet
the need

Junsdictions aiso met 44 percent of the target for
very low-income umts, 75 percent for low-income
vints, 37 percent for modarate-inzome units, and
153 percent for above moderate units

Thes= units are aifordable to households making 50
patcent or less, 50 to 81 narcent, 80 to 12 percent,
and 120 percent or more, respectively, of the Area
Madian Income (AM). For example, in Alameda County
a very low-income umt would be affordable for a
famity of four making $41,900 per y=ar, a lov-1ncome
unit would be afforcable to a farmly with an income
of $66.230, and a moderate-tncome umit would be
affordable for & farnily that imakes $33,800.

* IniOiITNZ0IN T gns section and thie table beiaw: wes updacer n Angust 2007, based on
enrraciions aifecong Sama Cla 2 and Sulano Couniaes

+ freswell, C. Offraial State Inceune Limits Jor 2007 Depzriment of riousing ano
Coanunity Develapment.

Table 1. Bay Area RHMNA Performance, 1999 to 2006

Housing Allocation Percent of

RHNA Permits Minus Allocacion

‘County Allocation Assued Permits Permitted
Alameda 46,793 33,697 . 13,096 7%
~ Contra Costa 34,710 47,956 13,246 RE
Marin 6,515 5,772 _ 743 89%
Napa 7,063 5,245 " 1,818 74%
San Francisco 20,372 17.429 2933 86%
San Mateo 16,305 10,289 - 6,016 63%
Santa Clara 57,991 52,018 5,973 0%
Solano .. 18.681 18572 S 109 : 99%
Snnoma 22,313 20,971 1342 0 94%
Regional Total 230,743 211,363 - " 19,380 92%

Source ABRAG analysis
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Darrel Akers/ Reprinted with permissiwon of The Reporter in Vacatille

TANY (EYECTIONS WY THISE Twe SHrxnn'T
BE TOIRED TOGETHER T

Many people are confused about who is responsible
for the RHNA process, and are dissatisfied with its
limited scope. While the cartoon above cites “Netu
ABAG Goals,” in actuality they are the State of
California’s goals.

there is the perception that planning for
housing promotes growth and that, if
communities simply do not plan for it, it will
not happen. What goes unacknowledged is
that this growth does occur, and local land use
policy choices put significant pressure on
neighboring regions, including the Central
Valley, to absorb spillover growth.

Another concern about the RHNA process is
that it focuses on planning for housing, rather
than producing housing. Even though most
jurisdictions are able to identify sufficient
development potential to satisfy their RHNA
targets, the housing goals set by the State

are generally not met. The plans local
governments create influence how and where
growth occurs, but they cannot control the
market forces and decisions that determine if
the housing actually gets built.

Although local planning alone cannot solve
the problem, ensuring that development can
oceur is a key first step in meeting housing
needs. Thus, despite the limitations of the
RHNA process, many cities acknowledge that
Housing Element updates spur them to focus
attention on the housing needs in their
communities and to develop creative
solutions for addressing them. Housing
developers in both the for-profit and nonprofit
sectors also indicate that the RHNA process,
a State mandate, is an important part of the
solution.

Another concern with RHNA is that the
process makes no distinction for where new
housing is built, and many jurisdictions that
are able to meet their RHNA targets do so by
building housing on previously undeveloped
land where there is no public transit or
access to jobs. In addition, there is a lack of
funding for the process and for supporting the
development of housing for very low-, low- and
moderate-income households, which impedes
communities that seek to implement their
Housing Elements.

For those communities that want to provide
more housing options to residents, but

think there is no more room, identifying
development potential helps them to develop
new strategies for accommodating housing.
These jurisdictions recognize that, given the
popularity of the Bay Area, population growth
will continue and, therefore, real thought
should be given to how that growth can best
serve local communities and the region.

RHiA Methodology, 2007 - 2014

The Bay Area is currently working on the
RHNA process for the 2007-2014 planning
period. The methodology has been completed,
and housing allocations will be made to local
jurisdictions in July 2007.

The two primary purposes of the RHNA
process are to increase the supply of housing
and to ensure that local governments
consider the housing needs of individuals at

14!
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all income levels. As a result, the two major
components of the RHNA methodology

are a formula for allocating units among
jurisdictions and another formula that
separates each jurisdiction’s total need into
the four income categories defined by the
State.l” The methodology also includes rules
for how to address issues such as spheres of
influence, the relationship to subregions, and
voluntary transfers of housing units between
jurisdictions.'®

Given the concerns and reservations that
many jurisdictions have about RHNA, ABAG
took steps to ensure iocal government
involvement in the process, and to make

sure the methodology reflected local
conditions and concerns about regional
growth. One of ABAG’s first steps was to

create the Housing Methodology Committee
(HMC), which brought together elected
officials and local staff to advise ABAG staff on
the allocation methodology. Each of the nine
Bay Area counties had three representatives
and there were also six members to represent
stakeholder groups, such as Greenbelt
Alliance, the Non-Profit Housing Association
of Northern California, and the Home Builders
Association of Northern California.

The HMC was tasked with creating a
methodology that would meet the statutory
requirements for RHNA and also reflect
local conditions and support the Bay Area’s
regional goals for growth (page 8). The four
statutory objectives of RHNA include

increasing housing supply, affordability,

and housing types; encouraging efficient
development and infill; promoting jobs-
housing balance; and reducing
concentrations of poverty.!® These objectives
are consistent with the Bay Area’s regional
policies regarding growth.

The allocation methodology® includes factors
related to housing, employment, and public
transit. The specific factors used are
household growth, employment growth,
existing employment, and both household and
employment growth near transit stations.

These factors are all based on data from
the Projections 2007 forecast. The methodology
is intended to:

« Direct housing units to areas where
housing growth is expected

« Ensure that housing and job growth happen
together while also addressing existing
jobs-housing imbalances

* Encourage housing development along
major transit corridors

« Allocate fewer units to ouflying areas to
reduce development pressures on
agricultural lands

Members of the HMC felt it was particularly
important to weight the housing- and
employment-related factors equally, as a way
to encourage a better jobs-housing balance.
By including transit factors, the methodology

Employment Growth

22.5%

Existing Employment

22.5%

Household Growth

Near Transit
5%

Employment Growth

=._|.:m methodolog

Near Transit
5%

v factors use date from Prajections 2007,
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also builds on the regional policies that are
already in Projections that assume additional
growth along transit corridors and in existing
communities. Seme jurisdictions felt this
made the transit factors in the methodology
unnecessary, but most felt it was important
to include them to be consistent with the
regional goals for growth.

ABAG’s Executive Board adopted the final
methodology with a resolution that committed
ABAG to working with its regional agency
partners to secure incentives for the
jurisdictions that accepted significantly
higher RHNA allocations. The intent was both
to support the jurisdictions taking a larger
share of the regional housing need and to
mitigate the potential “shortfall” resulting
from smaller allocations to other
jurisdictions. Specific funding possibilities
are discussed in the Housing Incentives
section (page 13).

To accomplish the second part of the housing
need allocation, which is the separation of
each jurisdiction’s allocation into the four
income categories, the methodology moves
the income distribution in each jurisdiction
175 percent toward the regional income
distribution. Using this approach, those
jurisdictions that have a larger proportion
of households in an income category will
receive a smaller allocation of housing
units in that category. Conversely, those
jurisdictions that have a relatively low

proportion of households in a category would
receive a higher allocation of housing units
in that category.

The effect of the 175 percent shift is to
change the income distribution in each
jurisdiction to more closely match the
regional distribution. This is done by taking
both a jurisdiction’s existing conditions and
future development into account. By
addressing existing concentrations of low-
income housecholds, these scenarios more
aggressively promote an equitable regional
income distribution while ensuring that all
commmunities do their fair share to provide
affordable housing.

For example, a city where 12 percent of
existing households are in the very low-
income category is compared to the regional
average of 23 percent of very low-income
households.?! This difference—11 percent—is
multiplied by 175 percent and the result is
added to the city’s initial proportion of very
low-income househaolds. In the end, the city
will have 31 percent of its total allocation in
the very low-income category.

RHMA iHaxt Steps

In April 2007, HCD determined that, at

a minimum, the Bay Area must plan for
214,500 units during the 2007-2014 period.
ABAG must use the adopted methodology to
allocate this regional need to each city and
county in the Bay Area in July 2007. Once

these numbers are released, the public and
local jurisdictions will have several
opportunities to provide comments. Once
these comments have been taken into
consideration, final allocations will be issued
by ABAG in 2008. After this point, local
jurisdictions will have one year to incorporate
these housing targets into the Housing
Elements of their General Plans.

Subregions

The laws passed in 2004 gave contiguous
cities and counties the appartunity to form

a subregion that would plan for the allocation
of housing units for its member jurisdictions.
The 21 jurisdictions in San Mateo County
decided to pursue this subregional option.
These jurisdictions have a history of working
together and saw the subregional process as
an opportunity to continue that tradition.
They also wanted the chance to have greater
local control and flexibility in developing
solutions to the housing challenges that face
the county as a whole.

The San Mateo County subregion received a
share of the region’s total housing need that
is consistent with its projected househoid
growth during the 2007-2014 period. Based
on household growth, the San Mateo share of
the regional allocation is 15,738 units. The
San Mateo subregion was responsible for
developing its own allocation methodology.

As with the regional process, the subregion’s
adopted methodology and resulting allocations
must achieve state housing goals, inclading

"% Association of Bay Area Governments

4



Meridian Apartments, 5an Bruno

the objective that every jurisdiction do its
“fair share” to provide affordable housing. In
the end, the San Mateo County subregion
opted to use a method identical to the
regional method.

identification of Priorily Areas
Through FOCUS

FOCUS serves as a platform for engaging Bay
Area local governments and stakeholders in
a regional dialogue to create a specific and
shared concept of where growth in the region
can best be accommodated and what areas
need protection.

Interested local governments have the
opportunity to apply to the regional agencies
for Priority Development Area and Priority
Conservation Area designations. As is
consistent with the regional goals for growth,
a Priority Development Area must be an

Victoria by the Bay, Hercules

area within an existing community, near
existing or planned fixed transit or served by
comparable bus capacity, and planned ar in
the planning process for more housing. Once
these areas have been adopted, the FOCUS
program will work to direct existing and
future incentives to these areas.

To identify Priority Conservation Areas,
regional agencies have been working with
the Green Vision group, a coalition of regional
and local open space organizations. Regional
staff will collaborate with local governments
to determine Priority Conservation Areas
based upon local plans, the results of the
Green Vision praoject, and criteria related to
urgency, community support, and regional
significance. Open space acquisition of
Priority Conservation Areas will be
determined relative to state-level open space
funds based upon regional significance and

local support for preservation. The deadline
for nominating a Priority Conservation Area
is August 17, 2007,

The application process for Priority
Development Areas is now complete, and local
and regional staff are reviewing applications
to ensure that the three basic criteria are
met. The Priority Development Areas and
Priority Conservation Areas will be adopted by
the regional agencies in Fall 2007.

Housing incentives

RHNA and FOCUS planning efforts will
establish the framework for future growth in
the region. However, creating on-the-ground
change requires the support and action of
local governments. Local jurisdictions will
need a variety of resources to enable
implementation of plans and projects that
move the region toward its goals.

APlace to Call Home
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To assist local governments, regional
agencies are currently working to identify
and secure incentives related to planning
funds, technical assistance, and omﬁ:nm,m
infrastructure that can be aligned with local
Priority Development Areas as established in
FOCUS. Subsequent to adoption, jurisdictions
with Priority Development Areas will be
eligible to apply for the incentives.

The primary objective of these resources will
be to facilitate infill development, especially
near transit. Allocation of incentives will
emphasize achieving results and providing
examples of how Priority Development Areas
can be developed as “complete communities”
that provide for the day-to-day needs of
current and future residents. The incentives
will include capital and planning grants as
well as services to assist local governments
with priority area planning and development
activities. These services will include
technical and outreach assistance,
networking assistance, and best

practices information.

Potential sources include future funding from
MTC’s Transportation for Livable
Communities and Housing Incentive
Program, as well as additional transportation
funds from MTC’s Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP) 2009 Update. How the RTP funds
might be directed to align with priority
development areas will be a primary
consideration as the RTP update process
proceeds. The State is also considering
aligning funding from the recently passed
housing and resource bonds to be consistent
with regional priorities, potentially including
FOCUS priority areas.

N7
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Local Efforts to Promote

Housing

The RHNA process and FOCUS initiative will
help provide a roadmap for how the Bay Area
can move forward to address the housing
needs of the region’s residents. FOCUS
represents a shared partnership between
regional agencies and local governments to
encourage a pattern of growth that will
increase the vitality and walkability of
existing neighborhoods, provide more housing
and transportation choices for all residents,
and reduce growth pressures on undeveloped
lands.

As nated in previous sections, regional
agencies are working to identify available
incentives, including financial and technical
assistance, that can help local governments
pursue the addition of housing in infill
locations and near transit. However, since
local governments control local land use
decisions, they play a key role in ensuring
success. It is a daunting task to pursue a new
pattern of growth, and there are many
challenges to adding homes in infill locations
near transit. But many local governments
throughout the region are already finding
solutions and achieving success. Some of the
strategies they have used to expand housing
choices in their communities are outlined in
the following sections.

Making Room {or Housing

Land use regulations are necessary to protect
and promote public health and safety, and to
ensure that developments meet community
needs. Many factors combine to make a
community vibrant and desirable, including
access to jobs, shopping and services, parks
and recreational epportunities, community
spaces, and a diverse range of housing
choices. All of these different features and
uses must be accommodated in a local
government’s land use plans. Since most
communities have a finite amount of land
with which to work, local governments and
the public must make choices about their
priorities and how best to dedicate available
resources, including land.

Many communities in the Bay Area have land
use plans and zoning codes that do not provide
enough development potential for housing,
compared to the region’s need. This is partly
because, to maximize tax revenues, many
jurisdictions emphasize commercial
development, while limiting residential
development. There are also significant
concerns about the impacts of housing growth
on the need for additional public services,
such as schools and police and fire services.
Other communities have adopted policies to
protect certain types of land uses, such as
open space or single-family neighborhoods.

Although these policies protect some of the
features that make the Bay Area special and
give the region its unique sense of place, they
also limit the amount of land available for
providing a wider variety of housing choices,
such as townhomes and apartments.

Since local plans must balance the need for
housing, employment, retail services,
schools, parks, and other land uses, it is
important for policies that limit growth in
certain areas to be part of a comprehensive
vision for how growth should occur. To ensure
that it is meeting its housing needs, a
community should consider implementing
complementary policies that make room for
housing. For example, more development
sites and higher densities could be allowed in
downtowns and near available transit options.
These areas often consist of older commercial
and industrial sites that might bring greater
benefits to the community if revitalized with
new housing, retail services, and the people
they bring.

Revisiting Zoning Codes and Development
Standards

One of the most important steps local
governments can take to encourage housing
production is to ensure there is land available
for housing. Since many communities in the
Bay Area are already developed, with little
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Green Building

How homes are desiyned and built impacts the
environment. P=zople lving In homes use water and
energy—21 percent of all the energy i the couniry!
and 64 percent of all urban water use in the ragion.”
The construction and demolition of homes also use a
numper of resources and contnbute signtiicantly to
the waste stream. Forty-two percent of all the wastes
in California come from the construction and
operaiion of homes.?

Green building 1s an approach to designming and

constructing buildings that reduces the 1mpact on.

the environmeni. Green huitding design encourages
use of recycled, non-tixic matenals, 2nergy and
water conservation; and a posiiive 1mpact on the
indoor and outdoor 2nvironments. Green buildings
incoiporate features such as energy-producing solar
panels, siormwater retention and recycling, design
that reduces the need for air conditioning ar heating,
and recycled building matenals

Green homes offer a number of benefits to local
governments, developers, and resideits. Green homes
can create znergy and use less water, raducing the
demand on junsdictions for electnaty, water, and
waste disposal services. Green homeas can also assist
1N managing stormwaier, reducing the leoaa on local
stormwates systems during starms. Energy and water
savings translate nto lower utility bills for residenis—
makiing 3 green home more affordable in the long
run. Developers can also save money with green
building by reusing raterials from demolition or
qualifying for green building incentives.

Pruto Proindea ny Xate Loton., Sein Henrsg and Brice Meas:

Blly frreen

Sara Cunner ourt, Hawward

Across the region, local governments are actively
promotirig green homes. Many governmenis have
adopted “Construcition and Demclition™ ordinances
that require a certain amount of construction waste
to he recycled. Several cities in the Bay Area have
passed ordinances that reguire new homes to be
designed according ta green building standards. A
larger number of cities have voluntary green butlding
programs that offer services—such as Jesign guidelines.
tachmeal expertise, and financial incentives—to
builgers and residents. Local governments can learn
mere through Build it Green’s Public Agency Council,®

a coalition of public agencies promoting green building
i the region

+ Unitexi Siaces Departetiy of Fnergy Juildings Ener gv Dota Book. 2006
“Wastington, D C Umued Scaves Depar-mens of Enargy

* Stare of califormie Depai-ment of Wacer Resources Coliforn a Land ana Woter Use
2007 Avmlaite AL www landwaleruse water ca grw/annualuara;sdatalevels cfm

! Statre o Cahiorma Integraced Wase Managemen L foard. Stofewoe Weite
Choiucteraalion Stray. Detembs 1004

i Formiare informaion, :eewww bulldicereer: org,'quild/
ndey cfim?tusearlon=cgencies

vacant land available, they have had to
identify creative solutions for finding land
that could be used for housing. In this regard,
the most significant impact of the RHNA
process is that cities and counties must zone
enough sites to accommodate their housing
need allocations. Although there are critics of
RHNA, many local governments acknowledge
that the State mandate has been a primary
motivation for identifying ways to promote
housing development.

It is particularly important for cities and
counties to classify specific sites where
multi-family housing is allowed. This is not to
say that every jurisdiction must adopt zoning
codes that allow for the types of development
that would be found in a major city. However,
cities should consider whether allowing
higher densities or taller buildings in some
areas of their community might enhance the
vitality of existing neighborhoods while
providing more housing options.

s

There may also be opportunities to make
adjustments to policies that can facilitate
housing development. For example, the City of
Vacaville adopted a zoning strategy that allows
certain commercially zoned sites to be used
for multi-family housing without requiring a
General Plan amendment or zoning change.
To promote affordable housing, the City of San
Francisco prohibits market-rate housing
development in its Service/Light Industrial
District. Residential developments in these
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areas must include 100 percent affordable or
single room occupancy units. These kinds of
changes help simplify the development
process for those trying to provide a wider
range of housing choices, especially affordable
options.

When considering ways to make more room
for housing in existing communities, it is
important for local governments to think
proactively about making zoning and
development standards more inclusive. In
some areas, requirements for single-use
zoning create missed opportunities for mixed-
use development that can provide additional
space for housing units and also create more
vibrant neighborhoods that link housing, jobs,
local services, and retail.

In addition, the requirements for successful
infill housing development are often different
than those for suburban-style neighborhoods.
Given the constraints of working in already-
developed areas, standards such as large
minimum lot sizes, and limitations on
heights and densities can act as barriers to
housing development. For example, a study of
opportunities for development near transit in
San Mateo County suggested allowing reduced
setback requirements, exemption from height
limit or Floor Area Ratio (FAR) requirements,
and increased densities on smaller parcels for
infill projects.??

Revitalizing Underutilized tand

As communities change over time, the

way they use land changes as well. Many
jurisdictions end up with developed lands that
no longer meet the needs of residents and
workers. Adding a mix of uses, higher-density
housing, and pedestrian amenities can often
revitalize underused areas such as older
shopping centers, surface parking lots, and
surplus lands. With designs that respect
surrounding neighborhoods, these underused
commercial spaces can be transformed into
vital focal points for community interaction
and activity.

For example, traditional suburban-style
shopping centers, regional malls, and other
commercial spaces often use significant
amounts of land for both retail space and
parking. Rezoning commercial strips to
mixed-use can both add housing and help
create a more walkable environment. In
Marin County, for example, planners and
citizens have collaborated to create a
conceptual master plan for Marinwood Village,
a mixed-use center with up to 100 units (up to
50 of which will be affordable}, a grocery store,
and other shops. This village will replace what
is now a failing strip commercial center with
many vacant stores.

Communities of all types are also considering
surface parking lots near transit as places for
new homes or mixed-use development. The
close proximity of parking lots to the stations

Palo Alto

Abella Paseo Homes, San Pablo
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makes these prime locations for development
that takes advantage of transit services. In
the Bay Area, this type of development has
occurred around a wide variety of transit
services, including commuter rail stations,
light rail stops, ferry terminals, and stops
along bus corridors.

For example, the Santa Clara Valley Transit
Authority (VTA) and Eden Housing have
constructed affordable housing and
community facilities on a former 1,100-space
1ot along the Guadalupe light-rail line. The
site now accommodates diverse uses and is
part of the neighborhood. Called Ohlone-
Chynoweth Commeons, it includes 194 units of
affordable housing, retail, a community
center, and 369 parking spaces. VTA benefits
from the development because it allows
residents to have easy access to the light rail
line. VTA also receives a dedicated source of
funding due to the ground lease, which should
bring in at least $250,000 each year for the
next several decades.®

In addition to surface parking lots, local
governments and transit agencies have also
been looking at surplus publicly-owned land
as future locations for housing. As part of its
Transit-Oriented Development Opportunity Study,
the San Mateo County Transit District
inventoried publicly-owned property near
BART and Caltrain stations and highlighted
parcels for redevelopment.

In Dublin, the Alameda County Surplus
Property Authority obtained a vacant military
property near the Dublin Transit Center.
Recognizing that retail employees in-the area
needed homes they could afford, the County
worked with EAH Housing to provide family-
friendly apartments and townhouses. The
resulting development, Camellia Place,
provides an opportunity for some of those
employees to live near their jobs, reducing
the environmental impact and other burdens
created by commuters who travel to the Tri-
Valley area every day for work.

Ceaverting industrial Sites to Homes
Many cities in the Bay Area have identified
industrial lands as areas for infill housing.
Economic forces and the shift toward more
service-oriented jobs have reduced the need
for industrial land in the region.
Underutilized industrial areas are prime
targets for residential uses because they
tend to be low-density uses and in many
communities are often near transit stations.
Redeveloping industrial buildings into multi-
family apartments can create new residential
communities with minimal impact on older
neighborhoods. As a result, many local
governments have been converting these
lands to housing to meet the existing
demand.

The question of whether or not to redevelop
vacant industrial lands depends on local
needs and opportunities. Many cities want to
preserve industrial areas as a way to promote

economic development, including living-wage
jobs and green, localized industries, and so
maintain the existing industrial
infrastructure in the region. However, cities
can use policies such as raising allowable
floor area ratios to better utilize industrial
lands. This type of strategy enables
jurisdictions to maintain land for industrial
uses while opening up opportunities for
housing development on excess sites.

When considering converting industrial
lands, jurisdictions should also consider

how residential and industrial uses may
conflict and whether industrial areas
proposed for housing can function as complete
neighborhoods. It is important to plan for how
residents will access necessary amenities
and services, such as shopping, transit,
schools, and parks. In addition, careful
planning is needed to avoid potential conflicts
between new residents and existing
industrial operations. Possible negative
impacts include exposure to noise pollution,
harmful chemicals, or poor air quality—all

of which can affect the health of residents.
Residents’ concerns about these issues can
also malke it difficult for the businesses to
continue operations.

For those cities that want to convert
underutilized industrial spaces into new
housing, a checklist of these factors can be a
useful tool for evaluating proposals to convert
industrial to residential land. The City of
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Santa Clara’s Industrial to Residential
Conversion Planning Criteria Guidelines
evaluate proposed conversions for General
Plan and zoning compatibility, residential
suitability, environmental compatibility,
service availability, and other criteria.

A copy of the checklist is available at
www.bayareayision.org/ta/locglresources.html

iHousing Choice

In addition to Ennmgnm sites for housing
development, many cities and counties in the
Bay Area are taking other significant steps to
promote housing. These efforts often involve
changing policies that present impediments
to housing production as well as offering
incentives to encourage more housing.

Many developers, both for-profit and nonprofit,
cite the permitting and entitiement process
as a barrier to increased housing production.
They assert that the tangle of regulations
they often encounter causes delay and
uncertainty. In some cases, this situation is
made worse by a lack of coordination between
different regulatory agencies that must
approve a project. For developers, a lengthy
approval process translates into costs that will
be passed on to consumers—homeowners and
renters—which ultimately reduces housing
affordability.

Oxford Plaza, Berkeley

In the City of Berkeley
construction 15 undeiway to
transiorm & Qity-owned parking
lat nto a centerplece mixed-use
development. The develeprnent
will consist of the David Brower
Ceiiter, a major environmenial
center and spacz tor cultural
activities, a parlng garage (to
replace existing parking), and
Oxford Plaza, & 96-unit affurdable
apartment huilding with ground-
floor ratail

This arojeci 1 notable for 1is contribvtion to
sustainable and equitable development. The buildings
will be ain excellant example of infill on an underused
site locatad near the Berkeley BART station 1n
Duwntawn Berkelay. Paiking standais are dramaticatly
reduced tor the residential portion of the project,
and densities are sppropriate to support the available
tiansit. The unmis will te 2 mix of studios and vune- to
three-bedroom renial umits that are affordable to a
mix of incomes (from extremely low- ta low-incame)
The residential building, Oxfard Flaza. vall lso
incarporate many green and sustainanle elements
nto 1ts design

Due to the vanied uses (residential, office, retait, and
cwvic), this project required an extensive process
that 1nvolved establishing a diverse project team and

assembling & wide range of fundirg sources. ILis beng
developed through a partriership between the non-
protit Resources for Commumiy Developmeni and the
Davic Brower Center, and the preject will be jointly
owr=d by those iwo organizations and the City of
Berkeley For the residential portion of the project,
the City usad $12 million 1n local funds, including $6 2
million in funds from the City’s Housing Trust Fund
Program, Redevelopment Agency, and HUD 3ection
108 loan funds. The total 12 oillion lecal investment
was leveraged with apprecamately $70 mithion 1n other
private and state iunds to complete the rest of the
projeci. The project process also consisted of a five-
year community engagement procese.
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Villa Montanaro, Pleasant Hill

The Pleasani Hill RART station area was the location
of one of the first transit villages o be planned in
the region. as pait of the Pleasant Hill BART Specitic
Plan 11 1983, villa Mnntanaro, tie latest
development in the area, increases housing choes
by ardding 163 rental uniis 1 a mity that 15 mestly
ownership umts. 1t includes mne umts affordable
to very low-income households and three for
moderate-income rasidents

Villa Montanaro replaced an underuvtilized and
detenorated site that 15 1/4 mile from the BART
station and close to shops and services. The
development has a density ot 40 units per acre
Even though the building heght of 50 feet
exeaded the city's current lirmit of 35 feet, 1t was
appioved and supported by the cormunity
because of ihe project’s strangths and location,
as well as a recogmtion of the importance of
expanding housing chawces in Pleasant Hill

Villa Montanaro won the 2007 ABAG Growing Sinarter
Together Award: On the Ground—Getting It Done

Another factor often highlighted as
contributing to escalating housing costs are
the impact fees imposed by cities, counties,
and special districts for new housing
development. Since property tax revenues are
limited, many communities use impact fees
as a way to cover the costs of providing
gservices to new residents. Impact fees,
however, do not cover the continuing costs of
these services. Although these fees are an
important funding source that enables
jurisdictions to provide needed services, they
add to the costs of developing housing, which
can act as a barrier to housing affordability.

There is a range of policy changes and
incentives local governments can offer to
promote housing production, and affordable
housing in particular. Some of the options in
use by Bay Area jurisdictions include permit
streamlining, density bonuses, fee waivers,
and land assembly.

The City of Fremont provides one example
of a jurisdiction that has developed
comprehensive strategies for encouraging
affordable housing. Developments with five
or more units can qualify for a density bonus
if affordable units are included. In addition to
the density bonus, other incentives include
site identification assistance, marketing
and tenant screening, modification of
development standards, and streamlined
processing of plans and permits.

In Fremont’s new multiple family zone,
additional incentives include reduced parking
requirements for affordable units, allowance
for commercial uses on the ground floor of
multi-family residential buildings on major
streets, and the option for creating live-work
units. In addition, for projects where at

least 49 percent of the units are affordable,
Fremont offers deferred impact fee payments,
financial assistance, help with community
engagement, and assistance in identifying
possible sites.

Developing Infill and Homes Near
Transit

Development in infill locations and in areas
with access to public transit is a major
component of the region’s vision for growth.
Tt is & key strategy for expanding housing and
transportation choices. However, building
homes in these areas involves a variety of
challenges that do not usually arise when
building on undeveloped land. Cities that
want to promote infill development often
encounter challenges related to attracting
developers to infill sites, working with small
parcels, applying appropriate transportation
and parking standards, and responding to the
needs and concerns of existing residents.

Targeting Development with Spacific Plans
Building on infill parcels often involves

a great deal of complexity, since the
development must fit in with the streets

and buildings that are already partof a
neighborhoed. In this situation, jurisdictions,
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developers, and the community must work
together to determine how best to integrate
a new development into the existing fabric of
the community.

Creating a specific plan, neighborhood plan,
precise plan, or other detailed plan for a
community also provides an opportunity to
engage community members in thinking
broadly about how to incorporate more
housing into a neighborhood while addressing
some of their concerns about the potential
impacts of new residents. The process of
developing a specific plan allows a local
government to consider the best way to link
new housing to existing transpaortation
networks, community services, and retail
locations.

Identifying areas where housing is desired
encourages housing production because it
provides certainty to developers and sends

a strong signal that the community is
supportive of proposals for more housing. In
addition, since the design and aesthetics of

a development are particularly important to
existing residents, giving developers guidance
about desired development types and design
standards shows them how best to meet the
needs and desires of the community. This
kind of guidance can lead to faster and better
results from the entitlement process—for both
the developer and the community.

Redwood City recently adopted a Downtown
Precise Plan that uses the strong regional
demand for housing as an engine for local
community revitalization.?* Created with
extensive community input, the Precise Plan
articulates the city’s collective vision in
careful detail. The plan describes distinct
zones, each with its own unique design
guidelines. It directs new developments to
maximize public benefits by treating the
street as a public space. Permitted building
heights of up to 12 stories are calculated to
minimize the need for public subsidies. Clear,
well-researched, and community-based
development guidelines have atiracted local
and national developer interest and help to
ensure that new construction fuifills the
city’s goals.

The City of Milpitas has also created a vision
for their Midtown area in the Midtown
Specific Plan. This plan takes advantage of
rail stations {VTA and BART) in the area to
increase housing choices and densities, and
create a walkable district focused along Main
Street. As part of the plan, Milpitas identified
252 acres of vacant land that can
accommodate up to 4,200 housing units based
on allowable densities. These new housing
units will be interspersed with and linked by
pedestrian and bike trails as outlined in the
city’s Streetscape and Trails Plans. The city
is refining this vision by creating the Milpitas
Transit Area Specific Plan, which focuses on
a subset of the midtown area adjacent to
BART and VTA stations.

San Mateo

Domicilio, Santa Clara
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Working with Small Parcels

A common refrain in Bay Area cities is that
infill housing is impossible without land
assembly. Underused parcels of land in

urban areas are often small or oddly-shaped,
particularly near transit stations crossed with
rail lines and street alignments. Many real
estate developers are interested in multi-acre
properties, and need local government
assistance to obtain neighboring parcels. In
turn, cities look for financial assistance to
purchase properties and tools such as
eminent domain to negotiate with property
owrners in blighted areas. However, large
parcels and parcel assembly are not always
financially feasible, even with public
assistance. The process of assembling parcels
can sometimes take many years and, as a
result, in some cases this strategy can slow
down new infill development.

An alternative to land assembly may be to
alter the development strategy to favor
buildings on small parcels. On small parcels,
developers can achieve high densities at a
small scale, if allowed by local zoning codes.
Physical and financial analyses show that
projects can achieve densities ranging from
70 to 139 units an acre on parcels that are a
fraction of an acre in size.?® What makes this
development feasible is allowing a mix of uses
(retail adds to the profitability of a project), and
reducing parking standards. Berkeley and
Redwood City have achieved densities of 100
units per acre on parcels of less than one acre
and in projects that are five stories or less.

Building on small lots may be more beneficial
to a city than large-scale developments,
especially when this strategy is coordinated
through a detailed area plan that helps weave
new projects into the existing community.
Small projects can work within the confines
of a city’s existing street grid pattern and
often resuit in diverse building types and
aesthetically interesting streetscapes for
people—making neighborhoods more
walkable. In addition, a neighborhaood where
older buildings are preserved has a better
opportunity to support both high- and low-rent
businesses, allowing for a mix of chain and
independent businesses that often makes

a community unique. They also enhance,
instead of alter, existing communities and
are more likely to gain community support—
especially if they also offer needed housing
choices and services. Furthermore,
developers of small parcels tend to be local
entrepreneurs with knowledge of the
community. These benefits have encouraged
communities to work closely with developers
to get projects built on small parcels.

Redeafining Transportation Standards

In much of the region, automobiles are the
primary mode of transportation, and land use
and development patterns are arranged to
meet the needs of drivers. In contrast, one of
the primary benefits of infill locations is that
they encourage alternative transportation
options, such as walking, bicyclirig, and public
transit use. Recent studies have shown that
people who live within a half mile from transit
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are twice as likely to walk and four times
more likely to take transit for all trips.?

Unfortunately, housing production in infill
locations is often hampered by the application
of transportation standards that do not take
into account these differences in travel
patterns. When considering approval of

a proposed development, planners must
consider potential impacts on traffic in the
area. City planners often use Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards,
which are developed using data from
suburban-style developments, to estimate the
number of trips a project will generate and
the impact it will have on traffic congestion
and delay at nearby intersections (known as
“Level of Service” or “LOS” standards).

Use of these conventional standards can
result in an overstatement of potential auto
trips and the resulting traffic congestion.
Although new development may lead to an
increase in local traffic, evidence indicates
development in urban areas generates fewer
auto trips than in suburban areas. In
addition, meeting LOS standards poses a
particular challenge for higher-density and
infill projects, since they are generally located
in dense areas that already have traffic
congestion. For example, pedestrian-oriented
downtowns are places where cars naturally
move slowly and experience delays.
Therefore, these areas often have poor

or failing LOS grades.

Downtown River
Apartments, Petaluma

The ity of Petaluma 1 Sunoma
County has eimergzd as a housing
leader 1 the regon, 2xceading
its PHNA allocations 1n all income
rategones. The Downtown River
Apariments 1s an excellent
example of how afferdabls
housing can centribute to
commumty rewitalization whle
providing housing for working
people and fambies.

This development consists of 81 Incoine-restricted
apartments with one-, two- and three-bedroom umts
It 15 home to families paying ne more than $1100 for &
thiee bedronm apariment. The project has pleniiful
commnn space, hath 1 an nner courtyard and &
smalt parl along the river. it 1s locatad directly across
the river from the city’s mstonc downtown, a walkable
disirict with & variety of stores and services in the
midst of a revitalizatian. It has contnbuted to this
revitalization with new homes, stores, and public
spares where an underutiized lot used to be

The use of conventional standards to assess
these developments can have significant
implications for whether or not these projects
are successful. The reported congestion often
results in neighborhood resistance to a
development. In response to community
concerns about traffic, cities often plan and
approve development at lower densities. In

The aty's partnerships with nonprofit pariners are a
key to the success of the city’s housing program
The aity works actively with nonprofits to leverage
furds and to develop and manage properties. Eden
Housing, Inc. used a variety of state and lecal funds
to develop the Downtown River Apartments, and the
ronprafit contmues to manage the development. The
rity also partnets with the Boys and Girls Club n this
and all family-onented affordable developments to
pronde after school activities

some cases, these required changes can keep
the project from being financially feasible,
which means the loss of an opportunity to add
housing units to a community.

Although these standards are perceived to be
objective, since they rely largely on data from
auto-oriented sites, they overweight the

A Place to Call Home
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Virginia Grove, Novato

In the most erpensive county 1 the Bay Area, a
small suburban town has found aa innovative way
to provide atfordable homeawnership opportumiies
n an =xsting single-family neighbarhood. virgima
Grove consists of 21ght single-family homes, four of
which are deed-restncted for low-1icome families.

The development does not rely an public subswies
tu make the homes atfordable. Instead, the design
focuses on smaller homes to raximize the efficient
use of the land. Witk the use of a density bonus,
Virgima Grove will replace a single-family horne with
eight hames, for an increase 1n residential density
from 1 5 to 12 umis per acre

The development’s design also ensures that 1t 15
sensitive to the existing surroundings. The project
mnecludes a number of 2nvironmentally-friendly
features, including retention of native trees
vegelated swales, and passive solar heating and
cooling. While Virgima Grove 15 a small project, 1t
piovides a reproducible model for providing
affardable homes m an exclusively subtirban srea

importance of automobiles at the expense of
the needs of people—which runs counter to
the goal of creating and enhancing vibrant,
walkable neighborhoods and community
centers. It is also important to note that
these standards for measuring local traffic
congestion do not take into account the added
regional traffic burden created by pushing
new housing to the edges of the region and
into neighboring regions and forcing people to
drive to reach job centers and other
destinations in central areas.

Bay Area cities have found ways to navigate
around these challenges. Cities can develop
policies that accept lower LOS standards,
explicitly allowing for some amount of traffic
delay, as a way to add new construction
without widening streets or harming =
pedestrian-oriented downtown.

San Leandro has a lower LOS standard for its
downtown area than for the rest of the city,
which ensures that downtown will continue
to be a pedestrian area. The City of San José
has an “intersection protection policy” that
designates certain intersections where no
further increases in width or capacity are
allowed. Design changes at these
intersections to encourage walking, biking,
and transit use reduce the need for new lanes
and other improvements that expand
automobile capacity. To encourage use of
these alternative forms of transportation,
LOS grades at these intersections can be
poor or failing.

Rethinking Parking

In addition to measures of trip generation and
traffic congestion, many cities and counties
have parking requirements that are also
based on suburban-style development. While
this might be appropriate for single-family
neighborhoods, the needs of people living in
infill and transit-oriented developments are
different. As noted above, people who live near
transit are more likely to use it, reducing
their dependence on automobiles. In addition,
a study by MTC found that residents who live
within a half-mile of transit stations own
fewer cars than people who live further away.
Nearly one third of households near transit do
not own a car at all.?” In infill locations, where
the amount of land is limited and multi-level
parking structures are necessary (and
expensive], using conventional parking
standards can be a significant impediment

to housing development, especially affordable
units.

As a result, many jurisdictions in the Bay
Area have made changes to their parking
standards to encourage a range of
development choices, and to make housing
more affordable. The City of San Francisco
replaced minimum parking standards for its
downtown with a maximum that allows no
more than 0.75 spaces per unit.?® The City
of S8an José provides automatic parking
reductions for low-income housing, senior
housing, and housing near transit.?® The
City of San Rafael also lowered parking
standards for housing in its downtown after
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surveying parking use in existing apartment
developments in the area. A complementary
policy is to “unbundle” parking, which means
that residents pay for parking separately.

This allows people who do not want access to a
parking space to pay less, making units more
atfordable.

In addition to reduced parking requirements,
jurisdictions are also conducting studies to
examine existing parking resources and find
ways to manage them more effectively.
Suceessful parking management strategies
can reduce the need for additional spaces
and, in some cases, can make surface
parking lots unnecessary—opening up land
for development. To manage parking, cities
are using pricing to encourage individuals to
drive less and to direct drivers to underused
parking spaces. Another strategy is to allow
developments that create demand for parking
at different times, such as an office building
and a movie theater, to share parking spaces.
Shared parking lowers the amount of land
devoted to parking, while still offering enocugh
spaces to meet the needs of drivers,

In June 2007, MTC released a toolkit of
regional best parking strategies, including
pricing and shared spaces strategies. This
report will be an excellent rescurce for local
communities looking for alternative ways to
manage parking.®

Overcoming Community Resistance

One of the primary barriers that developers
and local governments face in producing
housing—particularly in infill locations—is
opposition from existing residents. Although
community members may recognize the
need for more housing, they may still oppose
new developments because of anxiety about
how a proposed development will affect their
neighborhood. Residents often object to
projects because of concerns that more
housing, especially higher-density housing,
will lead to increased traffic, displace existing
residents, or change the character of the
neighborhood. As a result of community
resistance, proposals for new housing often
must be reworked with lower densities or, in
some cases, are denied entirely. In addition,
many developers focus on creating housing in
undeveloped areas to avoid the challenges of
dealing with neighborhood opposition.

Many local governments have come to realize
that the best way to reduce community
resistance to new housing development is

to give community members an active role
in determining what kind of housing and
amenities their community will have. Giving
community members a real voice requires
that local governments go beyond the
minimum outreach requirements mandated
by law to find ways to truly engage residents
and others in the planning and decision-
making processes.

When residents are engaged as
partners and seen, and see
themselves, as part of the solution
then a collaborative relationship is
possible. If, on the other hand,
residents are viewed solely as

customers then the... underlying

dynamic can become adversarial and

the opportunity for collaborative

change missed.

—Strong ieighborhoods Initiativa,
City of San Jose

A Place to Call Home
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Murphy Ranch, Morgan Hill

Murphy Ranch 15 an affordable housing. comriwunity
1 Morgan Hill that incorporates @ variety of
environmentally-friendly features. It was funded,
1 parl, by the 5anta Clara County Hous'ng Trust
Fund and consisis of 100 umts that are afforaable
to tenants who earn 22-ad percent of the Area
Median lacome (AMD. At 14 urits per acre, it s
mote dense than most housing in the area, but
the butldings were designed to fit 1n with the rural
character of Morgan Hill

Murphy Ranch is near downtown and within wathing
distance of a Calirain station, a bus stop, and various
stores and services. Te encourage transit use,
residents are given an Eco-Pass that provides
unlimited free rides nn the county’s bus and light
rail sysiern

The green building features of the project nclude
use of recycled-conitent building matenals and non-
toxic finishes, energy-efficent appliances, water-
nozmm_{_:m landscaping. aind solar panels fo mest
the power needs of the coramumity center

One strategy for successful community
engagement is for local governments to

work with community members to establish
a vision for the future. This can help to
alleviate residents’ concerns and help them
see how new housing is part of a larger vision
to enhance existing neighborhoods. The City
of Hercules and the Town of Windsor have
revitalized portions of their communities with
new housing based upon plans that came out
of visioning processes. Community members
are now highly supportive of development
projects that fit the concepts from the
visioning process. New homebuyers have
increased confidence that they will enjay
their community decades into the future.

Other innovative community engagement
strategies include the City of Richmond’s
“plan van,” which travels to schools and
commutity events to gather input into the
process for updating the City’s General Plan.
Richmond also established a Youth Visioning
Program to engage students in the update.
The City of Pittsburg has made use of local
and regional community-based organizations
to help spread information to local
neighborhood and church groups about their
Railroad Avenue eBART Specific Plan. As part
of their Better Neighborhoods Program, the
City of San Francisco includes “talk to the
planner” walk-in sessions for community
residents and business owners.

It is also important for local governments to
include residents during the development

process. By doing so, a jurisdiction can make
sure development projects fit the shared
vision for an area, and can get constructive
community buy-in early on. Using
community-based organizations,
neighborhood organizations, and other
grassroots institutions to distribute
information to the community can be arn
excellent means of reaching many
community members with relative ease.
Cities can also attract more residents to
meetings by making public meetings more
accessible. This includes using less technical
and procedural language, as well as providing
translation, food, and childcare.

Some jurisdictions are trying to move beyond
one-time, issue-based community
engagement to build a base of citizens whao
share responsibility and decision-making
processes with the local government. By doing
so, local governments create a long-term
strategy that directly involves citizens in
shaping their communities. For example,
Redwood City has focused on community
building, where citizens share in the
decision-making yet are in part responsible
for the results of public efforts. Redwood City
encourages active citizenry through a
citizen’s academy, speaker series, and town
hall meetings that discuss community
issues, including those related to planning
and development.
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Through the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative,
the City of San Jose has realigned its
approach to manage neighborhood services
based upon a series of neighborhood plans.
This initiative is a partnership between the
City, the Redevelopment Agency, and the
community to improve neighborhood
conditions and livability while building strong,
independent, and capable neighborhood
organizations and leaders. Partners develop
Neighborhood Improvement Plans, and
prioritize “Top-Ten” Action Agendas.
Comprehensive engagement strategies

such as San José’s ensure that changes to
neighborhoods are long-term, popular, and
sustainable. They build on community assets
and strengths, and help community members
understand policy decisions, resource
limitations and trade-offs.

For more outstanding examples of cornmunity
engagement, visit the FOCUS Best Practices
Conference Series webpage.
www.bavareavision.org/outreach/sce.html

meking Affordabie Housing Happen

In the Bay Area, there is a continuing need
for more homes that are affordable. During
the 1999-2006 RHNA period, jurisdictions in
the region issued permits for only 47 percent
of their allocations for units affordable to very
low-, low-, and moderate-income households.
Local governments had the most success at
creating units affordable to low-income
households, issuing permits for 79 percent

of the RHNA allocation. Making homes
affordable for very low-income households

is challenging because these units require
larger subsidies, which are hard to obtain.
Providing homes affordable to moderate-
income households is equally difficult
because there are few subsidies available for
people in this income group.

There are a variety of strategies to increase
housing choices for people at all incomes.
These approaches focus on increasing the
supply of homes people can afford and creating
new sources of funding to devote to developing
more affordable homes.

Inclusionary iiousing

For many Bay Area communities,
inclusionary housing—including a certain
percentage of units that are affordable to
lower-income households in market-rate
developments—is a key policy driving
creation of affordable housing. In 1970,
Petaluma and Palo Alto were the first local
jurisdictions in California to adopt
inclusionary housing ordinances. Use of this
strategy has expanded tremendously so that,
by 2006, 65 of the region’s 101 cities and

9 counties have inclusionary ordinances.®

The goal of inclusionary housing policies is
to ensure the continued growth of the region
makes room for people at all income levels,
but specific policies and requirements vary by
individual jurisdiction. Most communities

encourage development of the affordable
units on the same site as the market-rate
homes; many also try to offer developers
flexibility in how they meet the inclusionary
requirements. In some cases, developers can
construct the affordable units on a different
site, or they may be able to count excess
units from one project as the inclusionary
requirement of a different project.

Some ordinances offer alternatives to
construction of the required affordable

1units, such as allowing the developer to
donate land or pay an “in-lieu” fee into a local
fund dedicated to construction of affordable
homes. The City of Santa Rosa has made use
of in-leu fees, in conjunction with other
funds, to create a large amount of affordable
housing in their city.

For these options to be effective, the local
jurisdiction must ensure the donated land is
suitable for affordable development and that
the in-lieu fee is sufficient to cover the costs
of constructing the affordable units. These
alternatives can allow consolidated projects
that may provide housing in a more cost-
effective way. This is particularly true for
very-low income housing and housing that
serves special needs populations..

Criticism of inclusionary ordinances has
centered on the idea that developers, land

owners or purchasers of market-rate housing

must bear the cost of subsidizing the
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inclusionary units. However, these costs can affordability at the same or less cost should
be offset in a number of ways. For instance, be encouraged.
developers can receive “density bonuses” as .
part of an inclusionary ordinance. This
means more units can be included in a
project, which reduces the per-unit cost and
increases its overall value. In addition, cities
can charge partial “in-lieun” fees, reducing
costs for the developer yet allowing the city
My housing mantra is that to to receive money which it can then leverage
and apply toward new housing.

Local communities with inclusionary
housing programs have a responsibility to
contribute tangible and substantial
resources so that the cost of providing
affordable housing is spread fairly across
the community.3?

Preservation of Existing Affordable Units

-
"\
AN

make affordable housing happen One of the major issues affecting the supply
N of homes that people can afford is the
you need three things: While the Home Builders Association of conversion of affordable units to market-rate
political will, money, and Northern California opposes inclusionary units. The loss of affordable units not only
L. . housing policies, they recently worked with displaces current tenants, but also represents
MD,U_JHMHHhQﬂm_Q :DzbﬁOﬂqﬂm. the Non-Profit .E..Oﬁmu.Hpm Association of a Huﬂam.d.ﬂﬂ.n loss of affordable ”_Dcﬂ.mmﬁ.m
It will Qﬁ;w\ work :n all three 20.1“..—9@.“”.5 .ONEA.OHU.WE. ”ﬁO Q.O<0_.O.Hu a H..__..—.M..BUOH. of choices in a OOEBﬂH&Jw. Tﬂmmmaﬂm and
. key principles that improve inclusionary rehabilitating the existing affordable housing
of these things are present. housing policies. Those principles include: stock is, therefore, an integral part of a

In addition, you must keep things comrunity’s strategy for providing affordable
+ Affordable housing policies that require the housing choices.

simple, flexible, and enforceable. development of “like for like” units

distributed uniformly throughout the The use of public subsidies is the primary
~Ronna Gasbler market-rate development are often not the method for producing homes that very low-
Housing/CEBG Administiator most efficient way of providing affordable and low-income households can afford. These
ity of Petaluma housing. subsidies come from a variety of federal,

« To increase effectiveness and efficiency, state, and local sources. In return for
inclusionary housing programs should receiving public subsidies, owners of the
provide flexibility and allow a range of properties developed agree to keep them
alternative methods of providing affordable affordable for a certain number of years. Many
units. of these subsidy programs have heen around

+  Affordable housing policies that maximize for several decades and the rent restrictions
resources by providing more housing on many older buildings are expiring. This
opportunities or deeper levels of allows the owner to convert affordable units

{% Association of Bay Area Governments
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1. REPORT SUMMARY AND FINDINGS

Plan Bay Area Background

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) have prepared Plan Bay Area, the first integrated long-range
transportation and land-use/housing plan for the San Francisco Bay Area that addresses the
challenge of accommodating projected growth. Plan Bay Area responds to SB 375 which
requires the adoption of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) to be updated every four
years that aligns transportation investments with projected growth to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions from cars and light-duty trucks. To meet these goals, the Plan’s pattern of growth
reduces the distance between jobs and housing, thereby reducing commutes. It distributes
growth to areas with greater accessibility to transit, job centers, shopping, schools, parks,
recreation and other amenities, while planning for environments that better support walking and

biking.

Plan Bay Area projects that the 5an Francisco Bay Area will grow by over 2 million people, 1
miliion jobs and 660,000 housing units by 2040. Much of this growth is anticipated to be located
in Priority Development Areas (PDAs), or designated areas identified by local jurisdictions to be
appropriate for residential and commercial development. Approximately 80 percent of the
anticipated growth for Plan Bay Area is allocated to PDAs,

The purpose of this report is to provide a deeper understanding and independent assessment of
the readiness and feasibility of PDAs to accommodate the number of housing units envisioned by
Plan Bay Area. This assessment will assist in implementation of the Plan today and in the future.
By understanding the challenges to development across an diverse range of PDAs with varying
market conditions, regional funding, policy, and advocacy efforts can be focused in areas that
need it most.

As the Bay Area’s first SCS, Plan Bay Area also acknowledges that much more needs to be done
to ensure that PDAs realize their full development potential, and outlines strategies and initial
legislative changes needed to support the proposed pattern of growth. This work will continue to
be refined in future.

Process of the PDA Readiness Assessment

MTC commissioned the urban economics consulting firm Economic & Planning Systems (EPS) to
conduct a Development Readiness Assessment of the PDAs in relation to the new regional
housing growth forecasts and other policies of Plan Bay Area. Building upon a Development
Readiness Survey conducted by ABAG and MTC in 2010, this assessment applied new research
and provided in-depth analysis on a sample of 20 representative PDAs.

The new assessment estimates the ability of the PDAs in the sample to accommodate new
residential development consistent with Plan Bay Area residential forecasts. The report
estimates the amount of housing that can be produced assuming baseline current conditions,
and the increase in the number of housing units that could be produced if select key barriers to

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 1 PA222008120113 PDA 21113 03281 3.docr
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development ¢an be addressed by policy or financial interventions over the 30-year time horizon
of Plan Bay Area. Five criteria were used to assess the sample set of PDAs:

+ Housing capacity estimate (based on current conditions and the Plan Bay Area forecast).
« Existing planning and entitlement process.

e Level of community support as demonstrated by elected official approval of PDA-supportive
land uses as well as history of neighborhood opposition.

+ Market attractiveness,

« Infrastructure capacity, unfunded needs and financing capability.

The analysis also incorporates information gleaned from discussions with local jurisdiction staff,
examination of existing local plans and policies, and interviews with developers working in the
sample PDAs.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Table 1 provides a summary of the EPS Development Readiness Assessment indicating the Plan
Bay Area housing forecast for each PDA in the sample, and the percentage of forecast housing
units likely to be accommodated under current “base” conditions and *amended” conditions {if
recommended policy actions are taken). Key findings of the Development Readiness Assessment
are as follows:

1. The 169 PDAs! that have been designated in the Bay Area are quite diverse, reflecting seven
distinct *place types” that range in size from as little as 30 acres to several thousand acres.
Given their wide distribution throughout the Bay Area the PDAs aiso exhibit a range of
market conditions, development opportunities, and development constraints.

5. Substantial development capacity exists in the PDAs given current local land use policy as
applied to identified “oppottunity sites” (potential development sites), but some upzoning or
increase in allowable densities will be required to meet the pian Bay Area growth allocations.
Table 1 indicates that, in aggregate, the current land use policies for the 20 PDAs in the
sample currently represent physical capacity for 92 percent of the housing growth that has
been allocated to them in Plan Bay Area. However, there is substantial variation among
PDAs; in some cases current capacity greatly exceeds the Plan Bay Area growth forecast
while it falls substantially short in others.

3. Overall “readiness” reflects the number of housing units EPS projects can be expected to be
built in the PDA based on multiple factors, as distinct from the estimate of current physical
capacity, which is simply an aggregation of allowable densities on opportunity sites per
existing zoning ordinances. Also, “readiness” varies substantially among the PDAs with some

1 plan Bay Area’s Jobs Housing Connection Strategy (May 2012) included 198 PDAs. A number of
changes or modifications have been made since that time. At the writing of this report, the current

number of PDAs is 169.
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expected to add units in excess of the Plan Bay Area forecast while others may fall well below
the forecast because of the existence of a range of constraints, which will impede full
development of the PDAs, including these constraints:

Policy Constraints. Overall it appears that local planning and zoning are consistent with
the uses and densities envisioned in Plan Bay Area, but there are cases where there are
major palicy impediments. Two significant examples include the City of Alameda’s
“"Measure A” prohibition of multifamily housing development and San Jose’s phasing
requirement linking housing development to net new non-residential square footage in
North San Jose.

Market Constraints. While market prospects for multifamily and mixed use development
have recently been and will likely remain strong in the inner Bay Area PDAs, conditions
are less certain in the more outlying PDAs where more traditional suburban development
continues. Market demand wil! also lag in the more outlying PDAs or those with
unfavorable demographic or institutional conditions.

Infrastructyre Constraints. Many PDAs have substantial existing infrastructure supporting
infill development; however, there are many PDAs where infrastructure is inadequate and
that will require substantial public investment to improve capacity and readiness. In
nearly all cases, a concerted effort to assure adequate infrastructure will be an ongoing
local and regional effort.

Site-related Constraints. While there are some vacant sites in most PDAs, much of the
development capacity in the PDAs will be derived from redeveloping existing commercial
land uses with new multifamily or mixed use development. Moreover, in many instances
there are small parcel sizes with problematic configurations that will require parcel
assembly to create adequate development sites.

Financing Constraints. With the demise of redevelopment agency powers, local
governments have limited authority and financing capacity to promote or pursue
redevelopment projects by assembling land or subsidizing desired private development.
Where market conditions are strong, the private sector may have adequate incentive to
invest but where market conditions are weak or development costs are high, lack of
redevelopment authority and public financing will impede PDA development.

Financial Feasibility Constraints. In combination, the above policy, market, and physical
constraints evident in some PDAs will make the desired multifamily and mixed use
development there infeasible, particularly in the coming decade. Over time, these
feasibility constraints will diminish as market conditions improve, infrastructure
constraints are resolved and public and private redevelopment efforts hecome successful.
The provision of affordable housing presents a particular financial feasibility constraint as
substantial subsidies will be required in most cases to achieve the targeted levels of
affordability in the PDAs.

After applying discounting factors for these types of constraints to the current planned
capacity for development in each sample PDA, EPS estimates that, in aggregate, the
sample PDAs are “ready” to accommodate 62 percent of the housing growth allocated to

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 4 PA122000121113 PDA Readiness Assessment\ERS\12¢ 113 fivskepart 0312013.docx
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them through 2040 in Plan Bay Area. This figure represents the "Base” readiness of the
PDA sample shown on Table 1.

4. Plan Bay Area will specify a range of policy actions to be pursued at the local, regional, state
and federal levels. As a part of the Development Readiness Assessment, a general set of
such policy actions were assumed and theoretically applied to determine how such actions
might improve development readiness substantially above the base “no action” case. These
efforts include:

» Reinstating some form of redevelopment authority to provide jurisdictions with
development financing and parce! assembly capacity.

o Modernizing the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by providing consistent
standards and reducing duplication of environmental review.

» Supporting long-term adjustment to commercial or residential tax rates to balance the
financial incentives for new development.

« Stabilizing federal funding levels for the development of housing.

« Supporting transportation funding policies that encourage the development patterns
included in Plan Bay Area.

« Refining local land use policies and zoning that improves the flexibility, predictability and
efficiency of land use regulations.

In addition, local governments should continue infrastructure improvement and financing
efforts, and assure that related financial burdens placed on new development fall within
reasonable economic limits.

EPS has estimated that these policy actions can, over time, substantially improve PDA
development readiness, increasing from 62 percent of the forecast under the “base”
conditions to 80 percent under the “amended” conditions, as shown in Table 1.

While the PDA Readiness Assessment analysis accounts for factors such as the performance
of local schools, the presence of crime and environmental conditions, the scope of the
analysis did not extend to recommending policies and strategies for improving these factors.
Should these factors be sufficiently improved over time, PDA housing production may exceed
the amounts estimated in this report.

5. Plan Bay Area anticipates that 20 percent of future housing growth in the region will occur
beyond PDA boundaries, in “non-PDA” areas. Development of the non-PDA “greenfield”
areas will face many of the same categories of constraints as identified for the PDA areas,

such as the following:

» Policy Constraints. Capacity for substantial residential development in suburban locations
in the Bay area is limited to a few areas given land use and urban growth policies
adopted by the counties and cities of the Bay Area. Suburban growth areas remain in
eastern Alameda County (Livermore Valley), eastern Contra Costa County, southern
Santa Clara County, and the peripheries of Solano County and Sonoma County cities.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 5 P1\2220001122113 PDA Repef 167% A: sc3smenf|EPS\121123_finalrepert_032913.doce
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Even these areas are subject to significant policy constraints, though they may face
different challenges than infill areas.

.  Market Constraints. There will always be a market for suburban and rural single family
housing in the Bay Area, including resale of the substantial existing inventory and modest
expansion in response to market demands. However, the recent housing “bust” has
shown that peripheral suburban areas have been quicker to lose their home values and
slower to recover than the interior areas nearer major employment centers and along
transit corridors. EPS expects consumer preferences to increasingly favor urban and/or
transit-accessible areas as population, employment, and related congestion increase. This
is supported by recent trends, as well as a 2009 MTC study which identified certain
segments of the market likely to locate in transit-oriented developments.?

« Infrastructure and Financing Constraints. Non-PDAS typically have less existing
infrastructure to accommodate new growth, and new suburban subdivisions frequently

have carried significant costs to install new roadways, utility extensions, parks, schools,
etc. These costs, paired with comparatively low home values in some areas with greater
planned “greenfield” capacity, represent a financing obstacle for new subdivision

development.

Other Non-PDA areas, such as rural development beyond growth limit lines or infill development
in non-PDA built neighborhoods, are not expected to represent a major supply of future housing,
irrespective of the Plan Bay Area forecasts.

2 MTC (2009), Choosing Where We {ive: Attracting Residents to Transit-Oriented Neighborhoods in
the San Francisco Bay Area (http://www.mtc.ca. gov/plannr‘ng/smart_growth/tod/S—l 0/Briefing_Book-

Choosing_Where_We_Live.pdf)
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2. STUDY BACKGROUND

Over the past several years, the regional agencies have been engaged in an intensive effort to
create the Bay Area’s first Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy
as mandated by SB-375 through an intensive and interactive regional planning effort. Key
components of Plan Bay Area include:

» Regional Growth forecast. ABAG has updated regional growth population and employment
forecasts for Plan Bay Area. ABAG’s new regional growth forecast was derived from national
population growth trends, estimates of employment by industry sector, and assumptions
regarding California and the Bay Area’s share of national population and employment growth.
EPS also understands that emphasis was placed on capturing all net new households
generated by forecast job growth within the nine Bay Area gountias, rather than assuming
any significant number of new Bay Area employees choosing housing outside the Bay Area
(such as in San Joaquin County).

= Designation of PDAs by local jurisdictions. At the core of Plan Bay Area are the Priority
Development Areas, or places identified by local jurisdictions that are located tn existing
communities, have at least 20 minute transit frequencies during peak hours and are pianning
for residential and commercial growth. At this time there are 169 PDAs in aver 60
jurisdictions in the region.

» Preparation and review of regional planning scenarios. A series of regional land use
scenarios reflecting distinct geographic distributions of the regional growth forecast were

prepared by ABAG. The regional growth scenarios were intended to explore how alternative
future land use patterns might influence production of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,
given the more or less equal amounts of regional population and job growth reflected in
ABAG's regional growth forecasts. This process was coupled with an extensive effort of
outreach and interaction with the Bay Area’s cities and counties and other stakeholders
soliciting comments regarding the ABAG land use scenarios.

« Selection and study of a preferred growth scenario. This interactive planning effort
culminated in the creation of the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, the Plan Bay Area land
use scenario, which was inciuded in the Plan Bay Area environmental review (Plan Bay Area
Environmental Impact Report). Notably, this was the most aggressive of all land use
scenarios considered by ABAG in terms of concentrating future growth within the designated

PDAs.

. Developing a new allgcation framework for federal transportation funding designed to
incentivize PDA development. A key component of Plan Bay Area implementation is the "One
Bay Area Grant” (OBAG) program. In essence, the OBAG program creates a new framework
for allocating federal transportation funding including the Surface Transportation Program
(STP) and Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds. This allocation framework is
intended to incentivize PDA development by directing federal grant funds, through the
individua! county Congestion Management Agencies, to PDA-serving transportation planning.
and capital infrastructure projects. As a part of the OBAG program, the CMAs are preparing

P:\1220001121113 PDA Roadiness Assessment\EPSII21] 13_Rnalreport, 032913.dc30
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PDA Investment and Growth Strategies that describe how the funding will be prioritized and
allocated in each county in support of PDA development.

By definition, all the PDAs are or will be served by transit and are planning for intensified growth
patterns. Nonetheless, there is considerable variation among the PDAs regarding their individual
market potential, development constraints, and related development capacity and feasibility

(i.e., readiness for development).

This report provides an independent assessment of PDA development readiness, documenting
both opportunities and constraints. As noted earlier, an initial survey of development readiness
was conducted by ABAG and MTC in 2010. This updated and more comprehensive evaluation
assesses the feasibility of achieving the growth pattern reflected in Plan Bay Area and identifies
resources required and actions necessary to achieve the projected development pattern. The
assessment of development readiness can guide implementation of Plan Bay Area by identifying
feasibility constraints and providing generaily applicable implementing actions and policies,
defining subsequent steps by ABAG and MTC, and identifying actions and resources needed at
the federal, state and local levels to improve PDA development readiness. The resuiting
implementation program can help achieve the land use mix and development pattern reflected in

Plan Bay Area.

8 P\L 220601221213 PDA Readiness Assaﬂmeﬂl\EPSUZ“lL.’iﬂaﬂPoﬂ_Dmlldocx
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3. PDA DEVELOPMENT READINESS ASSESSMENT

Study Methodology

Development Readiness in the context of this report is defined as the likelihood that a given area
(e.g., a PDA) can achieve a prescribed type and amount of development within a given time.
Development readiness is influenced by a range of physical opportunities and constraints, land
use regulations, market factors, and availability and capacity of physical infrastructure. In order
for the development readiness assessment to be broadly applicable, it was necessary to develop
evaluation criteria and methods consistent with industry-standard development planning
principles. The readiness assessment process has involved multiples steps, as described below.

Sample Selection

The 169 PDAs are spread among each of the nine Bay Area counties, and include places as
different as Downtown San Francisco and undeveloped land adjacent to the freeway in Antioch.
In sum, roughly 525,000 new housing units through 2040, representing about 80 percent of the
660,000 new housing units forecast for the entire Bay Area, have been allocated in PDAs in Plan
Bay Area.3 Twenty PDAs were selected as a representative sample of the total, including a
substantial proportion of the allocated housing growth but also reflecting the diversity of market.
and physical conditions present among the region’s PDAs, The sample for this assessment
includes representatives of the seven different PDA place types identified by ABAG and MTC.

Plan Bay Area

New Units

PDA Type PDA 2010-2040
. San Erancisco -- Downtown/VVah Ness/Gea 27,138
Regional Center San Jose — North . 32,400
Fremont -- City Center 2,896
Hayward -- Downtown 3,223
City Center Redwood City - Downtown 5,243
San Rafael — Downtown 1,348
Santa Rosa — Downtown/Statlon Area 3,895
Antioch -- Hillcrest 2,287
Suburban Center Milpitas -- Transit Area 7,080
Walnut Creek -- West Downtown 3,012
Alameda -- Naval Air Station 4,010
. Margan Hill -- Downtown 1,419
Transit Town Center (5., i _ Coliseum 6,845
South San Francisco -- Downtown 3,118
Urban Neighborhood Oakland -- MacArthur : 5.022
o . Benicla -—- Downtown 029
Transit Neighborhood Pittsburg -- g)owntown 1,823
El Cerrito — San Pablo Corridor 1,015
Mixed-Use Corridor San Mateo — Eil Camino Real 1,204
Sunnyvale — El Camino Real 4,412
Sample Total 118,383

3 Analysis is based on the allocations included in Plan Bay Area’s Jobs Housing Connection Strategy,
May 2012.
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Local jurisdictions have selected their PDA place type based on characteristics that they envision
for the future, not necessarily based on their current conditions. As a result, even places
categorized similarly may have very different existing conditions. For example, Antioch’s
Hillcrest Station Area and Walnut Creek’s Core are both identified as “Suburban Centers,” though
the Hillcrest PDA is almost wholly unimproved land while Walnut Creek’s Core has a substantial
existing base of employment, retail, and housing. EPS aimed to reflect this diversity so that the
issues pertinent in a variety of Bay Area settings would be reflected in the sample.

Review of Previous Assessments

In 2010, ABAG distributed surveys to Bay Area jurisdictions seeking information about planned
PDAs. These surveys inquired about expected growth, planning documents, infrastructure
issues, political circumstances, and other pertinent factors affecting the potential to develop
housing and employment in the PDAs. The surveys were completed by local jurisdiction staff, at
varying levels of completeness and accuracy. The completed surveys were provided to EPS by
ABAG and MTC, and were reviewed as relatively recent data points and expressions of the
jurisdictions’ expectations for their PDAs.

Review of Physical and Planned Capacity

In addition to the information provided in the 2010 surveys, EPS’s subcontractor Community
Design + Architecture (CD+A) reviewed current planning regulations for each of the PDAs in the
sample set, including Specific Plans, General Plans, zoning documents, ete., to understand the
allowable uses and densities within these PDAs. In some cases, the plans already summarized
the number of housing units that could be accommodated within the subject areas. Where such
plan documents did not already provide assessments of the physical capacity for growth in the
PDAs, CD+A conducted an assessment of “opportunity sites” representing vacant or underutilized
properties in the PDAs. This was done primarily through visual inspection of aerial photographs
and/or onsite assessment of PDAs. Parcels on which development was clearly well below the
allowable density were identified as having potential for development over the coming decades.
For example, a site on which mixed-use development of 40+ units/acre was allowed, but on
which a small retail building with surface parking currently sat, would be identified as an
opportunity site. Based on this assessment and an aggregation of allowable development
densities on the opportunity sites, CD+A estimated the amount of development for which there
is current physical and planned capacity. Table 2 provides a summary of CD+A’s results, which
was derived by assessing local jurisdiction planning documents and input from city staff as

applicable.

Market Assessment

To inform our understanding of local market conditions, EPS gathered basic socio-economic and
real estate data for each PDA and its surrounding context (a 2-mile radius from the PDAs’
centerpoints), including the following data:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 10 FA1220000121123 POA

V128113 A32913.docx

/02—




EASZO0 TSRSy S5 UPRIY e B RET S SRR LIVEL L)

LEDZTE '™ SUmEAS S § uouoa3

vasalaid YDIG v(d S-anpe o) sjanied eiqasneyeigeesn Aequelod Lo penba: Aususp Busnoy aBeieat ey) seleopul pednbey Aijsuag eb
‘Bujsnolf 10 Buwoge Suoneubisap 85N PUE] URM STBEM jE{lIBPISar LOw JC JURDRA Bunspxa Lo Apewyd pessasse Ayfiqepedy puey ruajod , 310N

¥

*paijnbay aqlew uewsoEis|p ERuEpIER| . . i . . | , " pooyloqyBEN
slog ‘Aisuep sGeiaAR Jaya) 12 PRIEJIIED SO & UBY) < SO Ydeeps) (eT5T) LLS'E vIIT £5F DIS'ET | OIB'B 060'S afe|pn WSUBIL INUUYIEIN  SOND puepeg) uegin ey
wo Bzeyd Buiddoys susauBigm BpNPY J0u §200 TN 579 LK SBpNEY
“DISPUELL UBS LAnog . ' . - N
10 A0 peyoves se syoyo Bupueld Bupbus pue foyod ua pasen SN ({74-¥4] 00L'T 10N 885 20N 335 FOOLY 0651 OFTE umojumed 455|145 oospuesd ueg yinog] WS
. - . . . p Bay
R WeSD 10 Be:E g P3SN FYEY ¥ETTL 582 o0rz ozrer | 0eBE nse's S — PUENED L
‘peunbal Jdauey
‘2L WeLaveds]p |BYUSRISD] S “s[Eaed ejeyursss o) eq ||Fs abuaeud {zLin) EvL'T (414 £9§ 066'% ois DTVt lIH ueBaow umoumag| THOW (W o] Usal ysued) %
s sk AisUap ERUBRIERI 16AUBN PaZIRM "AijsUS() UD S Ul SBY WRDUMQ)
WEdaEREp —]
Ao o) jusunpadiun Jolwr  2NSEI SeaIB sgedoarap o) Apeded |SL0°Z) GEET noN 325 10N 325 or's wr'l o'y Ep3LUEYY UOMEIS MY [BAEN | TYTY epaurely| ey
peuueyd 0 Buuoto) jlei woy peiewnse Aiedes 1ng ‘pajeinojes you sbeany
“ERIE (RS BIAOS o ’ . . " " SNl UMELIMD, .
o) uoneufjsep N eILepEas ppe . Aojed Bsn pue) J0 UAfsiR) a8nbia) I tezr'n o e s ik ot i i il e pooyoquiian >
‘pUa yyop 18 1| ew abie) uo| FTETLTR
o5 puey Jo uopEuBisapel SUU0S BuNbal Aew ospy “staousd 4g Jo Juewidoaaapal| (T05) Y44 ¥o1 i5 DES'T 00d 0E6 ejRIuag umolumeqgl  THIE S| 105
1 ‘paurbas uopeBaile paed pue uawdopeasg SIEBPELCD
UORER
(96T°T) PI8'T [ 0'6% DES't 0E8T DTO'E L4vE $RD NUEM | TIVM @353 N e %)
2/ 24 S0eseAs 18 piINg 0} PAsN 2y BuipnpPU EBIE BIOT)
uofieoysuRul Bureney o (¥5) ] Eg1d [ oL8'L o6 o80'L ea1y YsUeL| Tidw copcyp[FHPI HEHRARS| o
Krejupisiduiea Aojod “EeJE UOREIS LAV BATIRU] ‘[Ry 1BaID) Bpnpul ou §3eg
“flbedes pausap - . BaJy Sn3Dd
1oy A pus pu fojog S Bugnay ppg'z o swaye usld duneds| F pasz soNses  |ONEESjosvE 0o o6z’ uopess Luves e MY i -
*s[eaued Lpns o) AYSUBP LnLKeLY| fuesg
eI epya) anby Aipedes 1ee; auEnbs 000*- Jo A2 sBaieks ue| (75T 0T 998’91 8'TTT o1z 0o5'82T | BZS'TOT | OFTTLZ AT £045 LISPURLY uEg] 45
DG
I spored ajeredas 000') Jno Bupuep: SisARUE 1S Yyos, & pepyoid A0 J2usy jeuoid
SoeqEnU Pl U 158d S0E U0 B0 O + SO SUES] vy SLE'LE 6L LTER EV6'eE | EBO'T | OSB'ZE asar ues yuon|  Eors| asof
o sensuap Aoned BN SRomed 2B[es U0 SN O00'ZE s uegd raN ¥ ueg 35
“SUnRSEIA) JOIBIL LsaMag SaLpfEnS BUOJE S5N PRI J0PIIGD & RI2BUALCO
10 uoReUBEEP-a1 JC/PUY {RMPKE Wawns} uopeuBisep Asuzp oBessie [BEL'T} [{1:44 aid £L0T 00¥'sT | 086'0T [ead (e2Y oLUE) 3} ENNS ajeruuns| a5
ayfy aqnba. suog 1ofptl je suoy P B8] PRI IO BUL
uopesiisep R Byl oo, £299°T OTE 38 osoz DBE 00z’ (eay oupwed 3| EYWS — osmrgon W
Uo AYSUBP HCIH J0 UPJHLINTISY “DGH 40} DITYAN TR SEPSIIH JO PUR YLON i eSS
*pouiba BOREW TUBWROBNEIP| ;71" 'z . . . " " BE.:B_
SISl awiog ‘UeREEBID0E 18 o] paaN WYALIE Loy solE Buluz LeI'T ¥ et (417 DWIE'T OFE'T Lirdigs anliaAY DlqEd LES ™13 oy _u_ 22
850 P [EUBpISS SpNPUL UED| (10 66E‘E 092 o0ST CET'Y OEZ'T COS'E RalY UojIS I u
U)EUBISSD SoOjAIE BSBUNG ' IF1SY J| SIEIEAR o LD AedeD [UDHDDY P w0t Ejueg ummumog] o0 e 5
S BU) 1O I Zf| LI SIIUN M3 GZ8, I
A0 Se1UNSSR Wi UB|d [B/eusE Juesaxd ay] “panbes agkeul wewoeelp| 6TL 6£0°T ot 196 0OEE are'T O5ET |9BJEY URS UMOIUMOT;  TYHS sy ueg uLERW
|Enuspiee. awog prunbal uopebasibe muog - ejenere pue) pue aypd
sapofiere sen ol [ epey) £0B'E 278 £'E9 mes  |osat  |ovEs il A1y poomps W
usayaq aBUEI SEAYE OF U PESE] JEMP [ SWNSEY L ABUSP WALIKEW ON ) el esppmsg umammog | T 12 paompR| ez d
pauinbe) aghew woweoeelp RIUSPR| GEG'T 65T'S 297 L'89 oIs's 062'T 0zT'E UMDWIMDE|  ZAYH! premhey By
| ®uos “premiey u) seaued Jenews o uopesawo|ibe li i
woundus| £p0's EV6'L EST E'B8T oTzor  [O1E% 0os'z wowy [eued)  z3Wd owaiy e
swos Buperisip Alenred Ag passipe aq ue ‘Easid u| B 58RI THOULR:
e wen g, |y | ) :
i mans [ s RPN VO P U hoWDlsaT | sdilved | Rosen
EE IR TR i 3 ; :
1 3 3 i

ZT/6T/TT ‘aamzanyasy + ubjsag Apunwiiod

ELLL2L# SdT WUBWSSaSSY SSAUIPESY YOd

SE8IY J

jeas( fjuoLd pe!

104 3ua v Ayoeden

Z olqel

) S =

11



PDA Readiness Assessment
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. Median household incomes and percentage of households earning $100,000 or more (to
understand the basic socio-economic profile as an indicator of housing demand),

« Percentage of renter households and percentage of attached or multifamily housing units (to
understand the physical form of local housing).

+ Number of dwelling units in 2000 from corresponding Census tracts and in 2010 from the
Plan Bay Area data (to understand recent housing growth).

+ Average and median prices per square foot for attached and multifamily housing in from
2002 through 2012 (to understand basic housing prices and trends to assess the feasibility of

new construction),

This information served as the basis for understanding market demand and financial feasibility
factors for new housing in and around each PDA, but was further supplemented through

interviews as discussed below.

Interviews with Local Jurisdictions

Having reviewed the 2010 survey materials and CD+A’s assessment of planned development
capacity in each PDA, EPS conducted interviews with staff from each of the jurisdictions whose
PDAs were in the sample. These interviews typically involved planning staff, but in some cases
also involved staff in economic development, public works, or other departments. The
interviewees were asked a series of standardized questions, from which the conversations
branched off to seek clarification or mare information regarding locally-specific conditions and
issues. The standardized questions were as follows:

Planning and Entitlement

1. Have there been any notable changes in the applicable land use plans in the PDA in the past
two years?

2. Will it be necessary to displace existing stable residential areas to achieve plan development
objectives?

Market and Investment Attractiveness

3. Have there been changes to the “pipeline” projects under review or construction in the PDA
in the last two years? (Review or create list with project name, use types, and size).

4. What key factors within or surrounding the PDA influence attractiveness to real estate
investment? (list)

5. What key factors within or surrounding the PDA create disincentives to real estate
investment?

D32913.docx
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Community Support

6. Have elected officials expressed support for development in the PDA consistent with ABAG's
development allocation under Plan Bay Area’s »Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario™?

7. Has there been any organized citizen opposition to development in the PDA?

8. Have there been ballot initiatives or referenda that have limited development potential within
the PDA?

Infrastructure Capacity and Needs

9. Is there adequate infrastructure capacity to meet demands of PDA development?

10. If not, are the necessary infrastructure master plans in place?

Financial Resources

11. Is there an infrastructure financing plan in place that demonstrates funding for needed
infrastructure?

12. What development impact fees are required in the PDA (list and amounts)?

13. Are there major funding constraints or challenges that may limit PDA development?

EPS found the interviewees to be well-informed and forthcoming about the issues and conditions
affecting development in their PDAs. EPS also found the interviewees to be thoughtful and
pragmatic about the potential policy and other changes that could enhance the prospects for
development in the PDAs.

Interviews with Local Developers

In addition to discussing conditions with jurisdictions’ staff, EPS conducted interviews with
developers actively engaged in housing developments in various PDAs within the sample set.
While less formal than the interviews with jurisdictions, these developer interviews covered the
same topics and were intended to corroborate the information gleaned thus far and/or seek
opinions from real estate professionals who may have different perspectives on that information.
Also, most of the developers interviewed have worked in multiple jurisdictions included in the
PDA sample, and could provide cross-jurisdictional comparisons. As with the local staff
interviewees, EPS found these developers to be thoughtful and well-informed regarding local
policies and processes as well as market and financial considerations.

Readiness Assessment

Based on the findings of the preceding tasks, EPS developed readiness assessment criteria to be
applied to each PDA in the sample set. These assessment criteria aimed to reflect EPS’s
understanding of various issues and conditions in each PDA:

» Planning and Entitlement Criteria—requirements and institutional capacity to process higher-

density housing projects, including length of processing time, and whether or not

P:\222000\121213 FDA Readine s Anzmllf’!\z?]!lﬂ_ﬂmmam_ﬂmlim
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achievement of substantial densities would require displacement of or conflicts with existing
residential neighborhoods.

« Community Support—whether elected officials have exhibited support for higher-density
housing through PDA endorsement, project approvals, adoption of Specific Plans, etc., and
whether community groups have actively supported or significantly opposed such relevant
actions or projects.

e Market and Investment Attractiveness—the type and pace of recent development; the
pipeline of planned development projects; general market indicators {(incomes, prices, etc.);
whether prices appear high enough to support new construction costs at required densities;
whether parcels are large or regular enough to accommeodate common construction formats;
and whether other conditions may detract from consumer location preferences (e.g., poor
schools, high crime, environmental contamination, etc.).

« Infrastructure Capacity, Needs, and Financing—whether existing roadways,

water/wastewater, parks, and other infrastructure are adequate, need minor upgrades, or
need major upgrades to accommodate new growth; whether a plan or mechanism to finance
such improvements is already in place; and whether future improvements represent a
significant financial burden compared to the value of future housing development.

A “generic” example of the readiness assessment model is provided as Table 3, with notes
explaining the procedure as well as the types of judgments made by EPS. As shown, EPS has
begun with the current planned capacity (Line 1) and compared that to the Plan Bay Area growth
allocation (Line 2) to determine whether capacity is adequate or falls short (Line 3). EPS then
estimates the likelihood and scale of potential capacity increases, reflecting whether and to what
extent zoning changes and other regulations may increase the capacity compared to current
policies (Line 4). The product thus far is the estimated planned capacity under various
timeframes — through 2020, 2030, and the plan horizon year of 2040 (Line 5). From that point,
EPS estimates the likely production of housing units in each timeframe by summing the
coefficients of the various constraints described above (Line 6). The time-based estimates
reflect EPS's judgment of conditions that will affect the pace of development, including factors
that may enhance production over time {such as expected upzoning) and others that may pose
greater constraints in later years (such as the cumulative subscription of existing infrastructure
capacity). In the generic example on Table 3, this process suggests that 1,040 of the 2,000
housing units allocated to the PDA may be expected through 2040, thus representing 52 percent
of the allocated growth under Plan Bay Area (Lines 7, 8).

In each case, EPS constructed a “base readiness” assessment, as well as an “amended
readiness” assessment. The “base readiness” reflects the current opportunities and constraints
for development in the PDAs, with adjustments from existing conditions only for factors we know
to be relevant based on current or recent activities — for example, an upzoning of development
capacity in places where plans are being formulated. Otherwise, the “base readiness” expresses
EPS’s judgment of how many housing units are likely to be developed through 2040 and in the

intervening decades in each PDA.

EPS\121213_finalrapart_032913.docx
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The “amended readiness” refiects interventions that are not currently planned but, in EPS’s
estimation, represent actions at the local, regional, or state level that can enhance the prospects
for development in the PDAs. Table 3 provides illustrations of the types of assumptions that
EPS has included in the “amended readiness” scenarios. Most common among such
enhancements is the assumption that the ability to assemble property and assist in the financing
of infrastructure and buildings would be re-introduced in some meaningful way, despite the
early-2012 dissolution of the Redevelopment Agencies throughout the state.

Sample PDA Readiness Assessment Results

EPS and CD+A have produced “base” and “amended” readiness assessments for each of the 20
PDAs in the sample. The results vary widely based on the multiple factors that contribute to
each area’s readiness. In aggregate, EPS has estimated that the sample PDAs have a “base
readiness” to accommodate 62 percent of the growth allocated to them in Plan Bay Area. The
various enhancements assumed under the “amended readiness” scenarios are estimated to
increase the achievable growth to 80 percent of the Plan Bay Area-allocated housing units. The
models used to evaluate each PDA are included in Appendix A to this report, and are
summarized below.

Regional Centers

Regional Centers are PDAs located in the most urbanized centers of the region’s major cities, and
are assumed under Plan Bay Area to accommodate high volumes of housing growth in the
coming decades. The two Regional Centers selected for this analysis, and the conditions and
conclusions for each, are as follows:

» San Francisco Downtown-Van Ness-Geary Corridors—This PDA covers a significant

portion of San Francisco’s financial, cultural, civic, retail, and tourism areas, and is already
developed at high densities. Market support for housing development is strong, and
infrastructure upgrades appear reasocnably proportioned to the value of new growth.
Moreover, zoning allowances in this area are permissive of very high densities, and EPS
believes it is reasonable to project that further “upzoning” to allow higher densities may
occur through 2040, as they have over the past several decades. However, the number and
scale of developable sites is limited because the area is already heavily developed. San
Francisco Planning Department “soft sites” analysis has identified 1,415 underutilized parcels,
on which 16,846 new housing units could be developed under current regulations. These
parcels comprise a total of 221 acres of land, which means that the assumed average density
is 76 units per acre. The average size of these underutitized parcels is roughly 7,000 square
feet, or roughly the size of a typicai single family lot in a suburban context. The small parcel
sizes represent the primary constraint to new housing in this PDA, and EPS estimates that
the pace of new housing development will actually slow over time as the most developable
sites are built first. Under the “base” scenario, EPS assumes that the City will increase the
zoning capacity of this PDA by 40 percent, and estimates that 17,688 housing units can be
built in this PDA through 2040. The “amended” scenario assumes that upzoning increases
capacity by 50 percent rather than 40 and that regional funding can support some
infrastructure requirements. EPS estimates that 21,479 units could be expected under these
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conditions. These figures represent 65 and 79 percent of the Plan Bay Area-allocated
housing growth, respectively.

San Jose North—This PDA is the location of many technology industry jobs, but has also
added an increasing number of multifamily housing units within its boundaries. The City’s
plan for North San Jose anticipates increasing densities to allow for roughty 32,000 new
housing units in addition to greater numbers of higher-density employment centers. Market
forces are strong and infrastructure needs are well within feasible levels. The primary
constraint on housing growth in this PDA is the City’s phasing policy, which caps the total
number of housing units in each of four phases at 8,000 (6,400 market-rate and 1,600
affordable) until 7.0 million square feet of non-residential development is approved. The
market-rate housing allocation for the first phase is already fully subscribed, but the non-
residential development allocation is well below its goal. In the base scenario, EPS has
estimated that this phasing restriction will limit growth to 19,200 units through 2040, or 59
percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. The amended scenario assumes that the phasing
restrictions are adjusted to allow housing development to continue, and is projected to yield
25,600 units through 2040, or 79 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. This amended
scenario sums to nearly 950 units per year for the next 27 years — an aggressive pace that
EPS believes is achievable based on this PDA’s strong market position.

These two Regional Center PDAs represent over 10 percent of the total housing growth allocation
for the entire region, indicating the level of concentration of housing in the most urban centers in
Plan Bay Area. While EPS does not predict either of these PDAs will futly achieve their allocated
housing growth by 2040, they do represent large, politically viable, and financially attractive
opportunities to increase housing densities in support of the Plan Bay Area goals.

City Centers

City Centers are PDAs in already-established secondary cities in the Bay Area. The City Center
PDAs in our sample have a mixed-use character inctuding both job centers and existing housing
at various densities. The five City Centers selected for this analysis, and the conditions and
conclusions for each, are as follows:

Fremont City Center—This PDA encompasses Fremont's Central Business District {CBD) an
increasing vital center of retail and service, office, institutional, and residential uses. Central
Fremont BART Station is within the PDA. The BART extension to San Jose, expected to be
operational within the next five years, will be transformational for Fremont, creating
convenient transit access to the Santa Clara County employment centers. The Downtown
area has an ample supply of underutilized and some vacant sites that are zoned for
moderate-to-high density housing. CD+A has estimated current housing capacity to be over
7,900 units while Plan Bay Area allocates 2,900 units to the PDA. Substantial multifamily
housing has been developed in the PDA in the past decade linked to the expanding
employment base in Fremont and Santa Clara County. While the Downtown has substantial
physical and policy capacity to accommodate multifamily and mixed use development that
exceeds the Plan Bay Area allocation, utilizing this capacity will require substantial
infrastructure investments given current deficiencies and service demands of the new
development including structured parking, schools, transit improvements (buses), and a
range of roadway improvements, In the base scenario, EPS has estimated that 3,177 new
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units may be achievable by 2040, which represents 110 percent of the Plan Bay Area
allocation to this PDA. In the amended scenario, additional regional funding is assumed for
major transportaticn infrastructure and redevelopment-type autherity and financing tools are
assurmed to be re-established thus enhancing the viability of new development on smaller
and/or currently utilized parcels. With these enhancements, the PDA is projected to be able
to accommodate as many as 4,766 new units, or 164 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

» Hayward Downtown—This PDA includes Hayward’s historic “main street” areas as well as
portions of commercial strip development and adjacent nelghborhoods. The area has an
ample supply of underutilized land that is zoned for moderate-to-high density housing -
CD+A has estimated current capacity for over 5,100 units while Plan Bay Area allocates only
3,223 units to the PDA. Multifamily housing has been developed in the vicinity in the past
decade, and a significant project within the PDA is currently in the advanced planning stage
seeking approvals. Infrastructure is also largely in place, with relatively modest
improvements required to enhance capacity. Constraints in this area include modest
demographics and price points and the fact that many “opportunity sites” are small and/or
have existing uses on them, for which achievable price points may need to escalate in order
to enhance development feasibility, In the base scenario, EPS has estimated that 3,353 new
units may be achievable by 2040, which actually represents 104 percent of the Plan Bay Area
allocation to this PDA. In the amended scenario, redevelopment-type authority and financing
tools are assumed to be re-established, enhancing the viability of new development on
smaller and/or currently utilized parcels. The PDA is projected to be able to accommodate as
many as 3,869 new units, or 120 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

« Redwood City Downtown—This PDA includes Redwood City's Downtown area which has a
Caltrain Station and is the County seat for San Mateo County. The PDA has undergone
redevelopment over the years, and has planning and the current “form-based" zoning that
create substantial capacity for additional multifamily housing (though below the Plan Bay
Area allocation). CD+A has estimated current capacity for over 3,800 units while Plan Bay
Area allocates 5,240 units to the PDA, so physical capacity is a2 major issue. Several
multifamily housing projects are currently proposed totaling nearly 500 units, Infrastructure
is largely in place, with relatively modest improvements required to enhance capacity and to
modernize wet utilities. Constraints in this area include the large number of institutional uses
{e.g. County government buildings) and the fact that many “opportunity sites” consist of
small parcels and have existing uses on them, creating a substantial cost hurdle for
developers. Financial feasibility limitations will be created by the need to displace the
existing uses, and by high construction costs due to the high water table and on-site parking
requirements. In the base scenario, EPS has estimated that 1,902 new units may be
achievable by 2040, which represents only 36 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation to this
PDA. In the amended scenario, redevelopment-type authority and financing tools are
assumed to be re-established enhancing the viability of new development on smaller and/or
currently utilized parcels. The PDA is projected to be able to accommodate 3,059 new units,
or 58 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

« San Rafael Downtown—This PDA encompasses the downtown area of San Rafael which has
been transformed in recent years into a vital shopping, employment, and entertainment
district. The PDA is served by regional bus service and is the location of a SMART train
station, with train service anticipated to begin in a few years. The Downtown has planning
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and current zoning which creates capacity for additional multifamily housing. Capacity is
derived nearly entirely from assumed redevelopment of a limited number of underutilized
properties, including some existing residential uses. Financial feasibility limitations will be
created by the need to displace existing uses, and by high construction costs. Increasing
flooding associated with sea level rise may also require adaptive management techniques
including costly flood protection improvements (seawalls, etc.). Plan Bay Area allocates
1,348 new housing units to this PDA, somewhat below the 2,079-unit capacity as measured
by CD+A. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that 1,455 housing units can be
developed by 2040, or 108 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. The amended scenario
assumes that redevelopment-type resources are re-introduced, allowing infrastructure
financing to take advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA. Under this amended
scenatio, EPS anticipates that development may increase to 1,663 units by 2040, or 123
percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

Santa Rosa Downtown Station Area—This PDA encompasses Downtown Santa Rosa and
its SMART Station area. The Santa Rosa Station Area Specific Plan and the City's related
planning efforts create substantial capacity for multifamily housing. CD+A has estimated
current capacity for over 3,400 units while Plan Bay Area allocates 3,900 units to the PDA.
In the base scenario, EPS has estimated that 2,379 new units may be achievable by 2040,
which represents 61 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation to this PDA. Development
capacity is derived nearly entirely from redevelopment of underutilized and a few vacant
properties. Constraints include current and expected market conditions and related financial
feasibility limitations and the need for local infrastructure (road and utility improvements).
Lack of redevelopment authority and financing capacity will likely slow the pace of parcel
assembly and redevelopment activity thus limiting project feasibility. In the amended
scenario, redevelopment-type authority and financing tools are assumed to be re-established
enhancing the viability of new development on smaller and/or currently utilized parcels. The
PDA is projected to be able to accommodate 3,059 new units, or 79 percent of the Plan Bay

Area allocation.

Suburban Centers

Suburban Centers are PDAs with mixed-use character surrounding existing or planned transit
stations, and typically have densities similar to City Centers but featuring more recent
development. The three Suburban Centers selected for this analysis, and the conditions and
conclusions for each, are as follows:

Antioch Hillcrest eBART Station—This PDA is mostly undeveloped land at the junction of
Highway 4 and Highway 160 in eastern Contra Costa County. BART's “eBART” system’s
under development and will have a station in this PDA. A Specific Plan has been adopted
that promotes higher-density housing and non-residential development in this area. Plan
Bay Area allocates 2,287 new housing units to this PDA - just fawer than the 2,500 units
anticipated in the Specific Plan. Major constraints in this PDA include a lack of evident
market interest in multifamily housing (despite significant housing growth overall) and the
significant infrastructure costs required to accommodate the planned growth. Under the
base scenario, EPS anticipates that 1,250 housing units can be developed by 2040, or 55
percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. The amended scenario assumes that
redevelopment-type resources are re-introduced, allowing infrastructure financing to take
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advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA. Under this amended scenario, EPS
anticipates that development may increase to 1,500 units by 2040, but still only 66 percent
of the Plan Bay Area allocation due to constrained market conditions in this outlying area.

« Milpitas Transit Area—This PDA is located in central Milpitas surrounding the BART and VTA
transit stations. The Transit Area Specific Plan adopted in 2008 created the planning
framework to transform the area from its current largely commercial/industrial land uses to a
vibrant new mixed use community, including creation of a financing pian for all the
infrastructure needed to support new development. Phase 1 development, roughly half of
the overall development capacity, should be developed in next 5 to 10 years as the result of
six major pending “pipeline” projects. Phase 2 of the development is expected to take longer
to evolve as easily redeveloped opportunity sites become increasingly scarce. Plan Bay Area
allocates 7,080 new housing units to this PDA - more than the 6,136 units of capacity
estimated by CD&A. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that 5,522 housing units can
be developed by 2040, or 78 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. Lack of redevelopment
authority and funding is expected to impede this Phase 2 development. The Amended
Scenarioc assumes that redevelopment-type resources are re-introduced, allowing
infrastructure financing to take advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA. Under this
amended scenario, EPS anticipates that development may increase to 6,136 units by 2040,
87 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

« Walnut Creek Downtown—The Walnut Creek Downtown PDA encompasses & walkable
downtown that has become a thriving shopping, employment, entertainment, and more
recently, residential center during the past few decades. This new development largely
replaced previously existing lower density uses including automobile dealerships and older
residential and commercial uses. The location of the Walnut Creek BART Station in the
Downtown is in some measure responsible for the success of the Downtown. Current zoning
creates substantial capacity for muitifamily housing but is below the Plan Bay Area allocation
of 3,012 units. Actual capacity of 1,814 units as estimated by CD+A is derived nearly
entirely from the assumed redevelopment of a limited number of remaining underutilized
properties. Constraints are related to financial feasibility (effectively high land costs) and
needs to fund local infrastructure including major roadway improvements to Ignacio Valley
Road and I-680/Olympic ramps. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that 1,451
housing units can be developed by 2040, or 48 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. The
amended scenario assumes some increases in existing permitted densities will occur as 2
result of an ongoing planning process and that redevelopment-type resources are re-
introduced, allowing infrastructure financing to take advantage of growing tax increment in
the PDA. Under this amended scenario, EPS anticipates that development may increase to
2,177 units by 2040, or 72 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

Transit Town Centers

Transit Town Centers are mixed-use areas that offer relatively robust transit services within
urban areas, but serve a more localized population of residents and workers, rather than
attracting significant patronage from beyond the local area. The four Transit Town Centers
selected for this analysis, and the conditions and conclusions for each, are as follows:
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« Alameda Naval Air Station—This PDA is primarily comprised of former military land,
including Naval Air Station Alameda and the Fleet Industrial Center. Smaller segments of the
area have been developed for housing, and additional housing and retail projects are nearing
construction. The majority of the area, however, is the former Naval Air Station that has
faced numerous challenges ranging from environmental contamination to historic resources
to grossly inadequate infrastructure. EPS anticipates that market support for housing in this
area will be strong, but will face feasibility chalienges primarily related to infrastructure
financing. Additionally, the City of Alameda has a long-standing policy ("Measure A"} limiting
multifamily housing development, though EPS assumes that such policy-based limits would
not persist for this PDA through 2040. Under the base scenario, EPS estimates that this area
will be able to accommodate 1,959 new housing units through 2040 (49 percent of the Plan
Bay Area allocation), constrained primarity by infrastructure financing chalienges. Under the
amended scenario, EPS assumes that redevelopment-type resources are re-established,
which would enhance the financing resources for infrastructure and enable the development
of an estimated 3,483 housing units {87 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation).

» Morgan Hill Downtown—This PDA encompasses the downtown area of Morgan Hill, the
commercial and social center of the City. Over the past several decades the City has pursued
revitalization and redevelopment of the Downtown with its Redevelopment Agency and
planning efforts. As a result, Downtown has capacity for additional multifamily housing and
mixed use development. This capacity is derived from several City-owned properties and
redevelopment of underutilized properties, ali consistent with the City's downtown mixed use
zoning districts. Residential development in the Downtown is exempted from the City’s
growth management ordinance. Infrastructure needed to serve additional Downtown
development is largely in place. Constraints to development include a currently limited
market for multi-family residential development and the limited service by regional transit
(Caltrain). Plan Bay Area allocates 1,420 new housing units to this PDA, slightly above the
1,240-unit capacity as measured by CD+A. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that
870 housing units can be developed by 2040, or 61 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.
The amended scenario assumes that redevelopment-type resources are re-introduced,
increasing the City’s parcel assembly abilities and allowing infrastructure financing to take
advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA. Under this amended scenario, EPS
anticipates that development may increase to 1,243 units by 2040 using all the estimated
capacity, or 88 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

+ Oakland Coliseum BART Station Area—This PDA abuts the East Bay’s primary cu rrent
sports and entertainment complex, and offers excellent transportation connectivity with

BART, Amtrak/Capito! Corridor, the Oakland Airport Connector, and Interstate 880. The
continuing uncertainty regarding the future of the sports franchises represents both a
constraint and an opportunity in this PDA, as the City is exploring expansive mixed-use
development opportunities on the sports complex site in the event that some or all of it
becomes available. With this potential land supply included, the Oakland Coliseum PDA
would have more than ample capacity to fulfill the Plan Bay Area allocation. However, this
PDA faces significant market challenges, as reflected in low income levels and housing prices
in the vicinity. While housing construction has occurred in and around this PDA in the past
decade, virtually all of the new units have been deeply subsidized affordable housing, for
which there is ample demand. Market-rate housing projects have been proposed and
pursued on BART property for many years but thus far have not advanced to construction.
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The loss of redevelopment resources represents a significant challenge for this area. In the
base scenario, EPS has estimated that 3,358 new housing units can be developed,
representing 49 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation through 2040. The amended
scenario assumes that redevelopment authority enhances the financial viability of
development and increases the development to 3,918 units, or 57 percent of the Plan Bay
Area allocation.

South San Francisco Downtown—This PDA is also well connected to regional transit, with
a Caltrain station and BART station in the vicinity. The City has pursued revitalization of this
PDA through property acquisitions and similar redevelopment-related activities, but the likely
success of those actions is now in question due to the dissolution of redevelopment agencies.
The City estimates that current planned capacity on opportunity sites falls well short of the
Pian Bay Area allocation, even with densities up to 80 units per acre and a presumption that
some existing residential uses are redeveloped. Moreover, the City expects that significant
infrastructure upgrades will be required for virtually all systems (roadways,
water/wastewater, parks, etc.), and had previously anticipated that redevelopment-based
funds would assist in such investments. Under the base scenario, EPS has estimated that
1,496 new housing units would be constructed, or 48 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation
through 2040. Under the amended scenario, with the re-introeduction of redevelopment-type
resources but still a constrained supply of developable land, EPS has estimated that 1,777

units, or 57 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation, would be achievable.

Urban Neighborhood

Urban Neighborhoods are PDAs with moderate- to high-density residential uses that also feature
supportive retail and employment centers, rather than being primarily commercial areas. Transit
is present but not necessarily a focal point of the neighborhoods. The one Urban Neighborhood
selected for this analysis, and the conditions and conclusions for it, are as follows:

Oakland MacArthur Transit Village—This PDA lies north of Downtown Qakland, in an area
that includes expansive health care facilities, commercial strips, and older neighborhoods

undergoing significant investment and revitalization.” The most significant opportunity site in
this PDA is the MacArthur BART property planned for a 600+ unit transit village, but in sum,
CD+A has identified only 45 acres of underutilized land with capacity for 3,577 units, or 70
percent of the units allocated in Plan Bay Area. Even this small supply is constrained as most
parcels are relatively small and have existing uses. This limited land supply is the major
constraint in this PDA, as market conditions have shown support for housing development in
the vicinity and infrastructure is generally in place. Under the base scenario, EPS estimates
that 2,325 new units can be developed in this PDA through 2040, or 46 percent of the Plan
Bay Area allocation. Assuming that redevelopment-type authority and resources are re-
introduced and that allowable densities are increased (though existing densities are already
high at roughly 80 units per acre), the amended scenario increases the estimated unit count
to 3,130, or 61 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.
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Transit Neighborhoods

Transit Neighborhoods are primarily residential areas, well served by transit, but with existing
low- to moderate densities. The two Transit Neigh borhoods selected for this analysis, and the
conditions and conclusions for each, are as follows:

. Benicia Downtown—This PDA encompasses the downtown area of Benicia, currently a low-
density commercial district surrounded by Benicia’s residential neighborhoods. The
Downtown has limited capacity for additional multifamily housing that is below the Plan Bay
Area allocation. Capacity that does exist would likely be derived from some redevelopment
of underutilized properties, including existing single family residential uses, though consistent
with the City's downtown "form-based" zoning district. Constraints include a limited market
for multi-family residential development and the limited access to regional transit facilities.
Financial feasibility {imitations will be caused by parcel assembly costs. The existing 40 foot
height limit and community opposition to more intensive development may also deter some
mixed use projects. Plan Bay Area allocates 930 new housing units to this PDA, well above
the 429-unit capacity as measured by CD+A. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that
343 housing units can be developed by 2040, or 37 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.
The amended scenario assumes that redevelopment-type resources are re-introduced,
increasing the City's parcel assembly abilities and allowing infrastructure financing to take
advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA. Under this amended scenario, EPS
anticipates that development may increase to 429 units by 2040, or 46 percent of the Plan
Bay Area allocation.

o Pittsburg Downtown—This PDA encompasses the downtown area of Pittsburg, the
historical center of the City. Over the past several decades the City has pursued
revitalization and redevelopment of the Downtown with its Redevelopment Agency and
planning efforts. As a result, Downtown has created capacity for additional multifamily
housing and mixed use development. This capacity is derived from several City-owned
properties and redevelopment of underutilized properties, all consistent with the City's
downtown zoning districts. Some rezoning of existing commercial properties, allowing mixed
use, would expand existing capacity. Infrastructure needed to serve additional Downtown
development is largely in place. Constraints to development include a currently limited
market in Eastern Contra Costa County for multi-family residential development and the
distance of the Downtown to planned transit service (eBART) or the existing Baypoint BART
Station. Plan Bay Area allocates 1,823 new housing units to this PDA, well above the 700
unit capacity as measured by CD+A. Under the base scenario, EPS anticipates that 636
housing units can be developed by 2040, or 35 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. The
amended scenario assumes the aforementicned rezoning and that redevelopment-type
resources are re-introduced, increasing the City’s parcel assembly abilities and allowing
infrastructure financing to take advantage of growing tax increment in the PDA., Under this
amended scenario, EPS anticipates that development may increase to 990 units by 2040
using all the estimated capacity, or 54 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

Mixed-Use Corridors

Mixed-Use Corridors are linear PDAs served by transit lines, and typically feature commercial
development extended along a major surface roadway with residential neighborhoods flanking
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these commercial strips. The three Mixed-Use Corridors selected for this analysis, and the
conditions and conclusions for each, are as follows:

» El Cerrito San Pablo Corridgr—This PDA is typical of several along the San Pablo Avenue
corridor in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties. It exhibits mastly lower-intensity commercial
developments with surface parking interspersed with other uses, including residential
buildings. The PDA is largely developed but many parcels are underutilized by comparison to
existing planning and zoning allowances. The corridor has excellent transit access afforded
by the El Cerrito Plaza and El Norte BART stations, as well as frequent AC Transit bus service
along San Pablo Avenue. Mixed use and multifamily development has been occurring along
the corridor in the recent decade. Constraints include the need for parcel assembly and
related land costs and need for major improvements to several San Pablo Avenue
intersections and connections of lateral streets (e.g. Central Avenue) to I-80. CD+A has
identified underutilized parcels that can support 2,150 new residential units under current
zoning, double the Plan Bay Area allocation through 2040 of 1,020 units. While the market
for housing exists and infrastructure deficiencles are manageable, the chief constraints are
the small and shallow parcels with diverse ownership, which challenge the ability to construct
larger and efficient housing developments. Given these constraints, EPS’s base scenario
estimates that 1,288 units could be built through 2040, or 126 percent of the Plan Bay Area
allocation. If the City could assist with parcel assembly through Redevelopment-type
authority and funding, and the regional transportation improvements to San Pablo Avenue
can be completed, EPS’'s amended scenario indicates that 1,718 units may be possible, or
169 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation.

« San Mateo El Camino Real—This PDA is typical of several along El Camino Real in San
Mateo County, as it features many lower-intensity commercial developments with surface
parking interspersed with other uses, including residential buildings. CD+A has identified
underutilized parcels that can support 1,668 new residential units under current zoning,
representing 139 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation through 2040 (1,204 units). While
the market for housing is strong and infrastructure is generally in place, the chief constraints
are the small and shallow parcels with diverse ownership, which chalienge the ability to
construct larger and efficient housing developments. San Mateo also has a history of “ballot
box” planning that makes amendments to heights, densities, and other development
regulations difficult. Given these constraints, EPS’s base scenario estimates that 1,001 units
could be built through 2040, or 83 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation. If the City could
assist with parce! assembly through Redevelopment-type authority and funding, EPS’s
amended scenario suggests that 1,168 units may be possible, or 97 percent of the Plan Bay
Area allocation.

« Sunnyvale El Camino Real Corvidor—This PDA is similar to San Mateo’s El Camino Real
corridor, In that it features a mix of lower-intensity development along the major roadway,
but is flanked by lower-density residential neighborhoods on either side. CD+A estimates the
current capacity in this corridor to be around 2,850 units, well short of the 4,412 units
allocated in Plan Bay Area. Because the City’s “Horizon 2035” committee has already
explored the possibility of upzoning in the corridor, EPS has assumed that planned capacity
would be increased sometime before 2030 even under the base scenario. Moreover, market
conditions are strong and infrastructure needs are relatively modest. Still, the challenges of
redeveloping existing uses on small parcels are likely to constrain growth in this PDA. EPS’s
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base scenario estimates that 3,192 units (72 percent of the Plan Bay Area allocation) will be
built through 2040. With the re-introduction of Redevelopment-type authority and resources
and more aggressive upzoning than under the base scenario, EPS’s amended scenario
estimates that 4,104 unit may be built through 2040, representing 93 percent of the Plan
Bay Area allocation.

Overall Findings of PDA Readiness

In the sample selected for review by EPS, PDAs jointly have existing planned capacity (i.e.,
density allowed under current regulations on opportunity sites) for 92 percent of the units
allocated to them in Plan Bay Area. Some PDAs have capacity for more units than they have
been allocated, while others have less capacity. Overall, these results suggest that cantinued
innovative planning and “upzoning” will be required in some PDAs to approach or achieve the
PDA housing and employment growth levels envisioned in Plan Bay Area by 2040.

In general, the planning and entitlement processes in the PDAs appear not to represent a
major constraint on growth, Most communities have been reasonably accommodating of
development proposals and capable of processing them in a timely fashion, within the legal and
procedural conditions relevant to CEQA requirements. However, in some communities still
affected by the Great Recession® and its impact on municipal funding, planning and
development, staff has been reduced and staff capacity to process applicatiens is suboptimal.
Improvements in the general economy are likely to improve these conditions, but regional
funding sources to support planning staff and efforts may also be of benefit.

Political circumstances also do not appear to be a major constraint in the PDAs evaluated.
This is not surprising, since jurisdictions that nominate PDAs must consider and support the
intensification of these self-identified locations within their communities. In many cases, elected
officials and community stakeholders have been supportive of actual development project
applications — not just planning efforts - that are consistent with the PDA designations.

Market conditions vary widely among the PDAs evaluated., Some PDAs are very high-demand
areas with high housing prices and a history of intensified development occurring along transit
corridors and near transit stations. Others face low market demand and conditions that
discourage private investment. Policy intervention has proven only so effective in addressing
discouraging market factors, though continued efforts to improve quality-of-life factors such as

4 The “Great Recession” refers to the period of national economic contraction from 2007 to 2009,
during which housing prices fell dramatically and unemployment rose significantly, Government
finance was greatly affected during this period, as property values, consumer spending, and
development declined, leading o reductions in property tax, sales tax, and development fee income.
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crime, schools, and environmental conditions should continue to be a high priority.5 Many of the
PDAs face a shared challenge—redeveloping small, developed parcels in an Infill setting. The
state’s redevelopment agencies have traditionally provided tocls and resources to address the
complexity and cost of such redevelopment, but such resources are not currently available.

Infrastructure quality and capacity also varies widely among PDAs, with some requiring very
limited new facilities to accommodate their allocated growth while others require extensive and
expensive investments. In locations where infrastructure needs are high and market
demands/achievable pricing are low, financing of improvements is especially problernatic. Again,
redevelopment agency authority and financial resources to assist in improving infrastructure to
facilitate private development are no longer available.

In sum, EPS has estimated that the 20 PDAs are *ready” to accommodate 62 percent of the
housing growth allocated to them in Plan Bay Area. This figure represents the “hase” readiness,
assuming that current conditions are only improved marginally by efforts known to already have
been considered by the cities (for example, upzoning for increased capacity where such has been
publicly contemplated if not yet completed). EPS believes the “readiness” of the 20 PDAs can be
improved to at least 80 percent of their Plan Bay Area allocated growth through a combination of
actions at the local, regional, state and federal level including, most significantly, the restoration
of the originally intended authority of redevelopment agencies to assist with parcet assembly and
tax-increment-based financial support for infrastructure and vertical development. This and
other potential planning and policy interventions are described in the final chapter of this report.

5 Residential location decisions and financial investment decisions by both real estate professionals
and consumers are complex. Studies have shown that lower crime, better schoois, and improved
environmental conditions are positively correlated with higher home prices—a key measure of housing
demand. However, this study did not aim to provide specific recommendations to address the full
spectrum of urban conditions that affect development opportunities and demand, and these three
issues (crime, schools, and environmental conditions} are addressed qualitatively as potential
constraints in certain locations without being the focus of policy actions recommended in this report.
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4. READINESS OF NON-PRIORITY DEVELOPMENT AREA
LOCATIONS

While Plan Bay Area allocates most of the future housing growth in the region to Priority
Development Areas, roughly 20 percent of the future housing is still assumed to be developed
outside the PDAs. Moreover, it is appropriate to consider whether more housing development
could more easily or feasibly be provided in non-PDA areas, given the variety of constraints
identified in the analysis of 20 samplé PDAs. This section of the report summarizes some of the
opportunities and constraints pertaining to growth in non-PDA areas.

By definition, PDAs are designated by their jurisdictions as places well-served by transportation
services and offering opportunities for mixed-use development at higher densities than are
typical elsewhere in the Bay Area. The PDAs, in aggregate, represent a very small portion of the
land mass of the Bay Area (roughly 5 percent), leaving many other areas as “non-PDAs.”
However, much of the region outside of PDAs Is policy-protected through growth management
measures such as urban growth boundaries adopted by citles and counties. Examples of non-
PDA areas include East Contra Costa County’s expanses of potential greenfield subdivisions, to
Palo Alto’s established residential neighborhoods, to Marin and Sonoma Counties’ coastal areas.

Planned Capacity and Policy Constraints

EPS and CD+A have explored the planned capacity of each of the 20 PDAs in our sample by
identifying opportunity sites and applying development regulations to those sites. Non-PDAs also
have finite growth potential based on planning regulations. For example, the combined
residential growth capacity in Eastern Contra Costa County (Pittsburg, Bay Point, Antioch,
Oakley, and Brentwood, and Discovery Bay) under current reguiations sums to roughly 40,000
units.6 While this capacity figure is certainly significant, these same communities added roughly
25,000 new housing units between 1990 and 2010, suggesting that even if long-term absorption
rates continue without significant change, the area will approach full buildout by 2040.

Another non-PDA example is Coyote Valley, in southern 5an Jose. This expansive area has been
held in reserve for several decades, awaiting market forces that would enable the development
of the City’s stated goals of having 25,000 homes and 50,000 “industry-driving” jobs. Achieving
these quantified goals would require average residential densities of roughly 30 units per acre—a
high average density for essentially greenfield development.? In addition, to meet City-
established development conditions for the area, Coyote Valley development must not have a
negative fiscal impact on the city, and all infrastructure and facilities must be fully funded by the
development. These conditions significantly add to the cost to develop the area. Moreover,

6 EPS has been working for the Contra Costa County Transportation Authority on planning and
economic issues, and generated this figure through reviews of General Plans from the named

communities.
7 £pS was the urban economics firm employed by the City for the creation of the Coyote Valley
Specific Plan from roughly 2003-2008.
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stakeholders have raised numerous concerns about traffic, air quality, water quality, cultural
resources, affordable housing, healthcare facilities, wildlife habitat, farmland preservation, and
similar environmental and social issues. These issues and challenges are typical of efforts to
develop “new towns” or full-service urban areas where facilities and services do not yet exist. By
contrast, development in most PDAs benefits from some level of existing infrastructure and
services, even if these are not fully adequate to accommedate the allocated growth.

Overall, capacity for substantial suburban density residential development in the Bay Area is
limited to a few areas given land use and urban growth policies adopted by the counties and
cities. Significant suburban growth areas remain in eastern Alameda County (Livermore Valley),
eastern Contra Costa County, southern Santa Clara County, and the peripheries of Solano
County and Sonoma County cities. But as highlighted above, these areas have finite planned
capacity and face many of the same challenges present in PDAs, plus other challenges that are
not as prominent in most PDAs.

Other non-PDA areas such as rural development beyond growth limit lines, or infill development
within non-PDA built neighborhaods, are not expected to represent a major supply of future

housing.

Market Constraints

There will always be a market for suburban and rural single family housing in the Bay Area,
including resale of the substantial existing inventory and modest expansion in response to
market demands. However, the recent housing “bust” has shown that peripheral suburban areas
have been quicker to lose their home values and slower to recover than the interior areas nearer
major employment centers and transit networks. EPS expects consumer preferences to follow
recent trends, increasingly favoring urban and/or transit-accessible areas as population,
employment, and related congestion increase.

By way of illustration, transaction records from DataQuick, a real estate data collection and
management firm, show that the median price per square foot for newly constructed homes in
Antioch’s ZIP Code 94509 are roughly the same today as they were a decade ago, and are
roughly half what they were at the peak of the market (2006). By contrast, prices in San
Francisco’s ZIP Code 94105 {South of Market and South Beach) have climbed dramatically in the

decade and actually exceed the figures from 2006.
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These figures illustrate the precipitous loss of home values since the market peak in a peripheral
location reguiring long commutes, and the relative stability of home values in a more transit-
friendly location nearer employment centers. To the considerable extent that non-PDA areas
represent housing options that are not well connected to transportation services and
employment, EPS anticipates that achievable home prices will remain substantially lower, posing
feasibility challenges even for the less costly (per square foot) single-family product types typical
of suburban areas.

Similarly, the interior Bay Area where Plan Bay Area concentrates most growth has shown
increased interest in multifamily housing. According to the California Department of Finance
(DOF), Santa Clara County—the Bay Area’s most populous county and the expected location of
roughly one-third of all new housing units allocated in Plan Bay Area—realized a 13.0 percent
increase in multifamily housing units between 2000 and 2010, compared to a 7.8 percent
increase in single-family units. Alameda County is allocated the second-most units in Plan Bay
Area, and its multifamily housing stock also grew more quickly than its single-family stock. Just
as importantly, DOF data indicate that the entire nine-county Bay Area added twice as many
single-family homes as multifamily units from 2000 through 2006 (the “Housing Bubble” years).
From 2007 through 2009, however, the ratio was much closer, at 1.25 new single-family homes
for each new multifamily unit. These figures illustrate that higher-density housing has been
priotitized by the market in expected growth areas and in periods of less “irrational exuberance”
in the housing market—a trend that will be critical to the success of Plan Bay Area, but that also
indicates a gradual shift in consumer preferences.

Even with price points and production data suggesting increased market preferences for interior
locations and multifamily product types, many households—especialty families with children—will
continue to seek single-family homes. Development in non-PDA areas will be critical to meeting
this ongoing demand for less urban housing options. But with households with children
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representing only one-third of all households in the Bay Area in the 2010 Census, a substantial
existing stock of single family homes (1.75 million in 2010 throughout the nine Bay Area
Counties), evident consumer shifts toward higher-density product types in high-growth areas,
and the continuing effects of the Great Recession (both in home supply and lending practices)
demand for new single-family units in non-PDA areas is likely to be less instrumental to future
regional growth than it has been in the past.

Infrastructure and Financing Constraints

Non-PDA areas in suburban or peripheral settings typically have less existing infrastructure to
accommodate new growth, and new suburban subdivisions frequently have carried significant
costs to install new roadways, utility extensions, parks, schools, etc. The Coyote Valley example
cited above illustrates this point. Greenfield development typically requires housing developers
and/or consumers to contribute to a variety of facilities and even municipal services. These
costs, paired with comparatively low home values in some areas with greater planned
“greenfield” capacity, represent a financing obstacle for new subdivision development. For
example, new single family development in the northeast area of the City of Fairfield is required
to pay between $65,000 and $80,000 per unit {(depending on density) for backbone
infrastructure and public facilities in addition to the costs for in-tract streets and local utilities.®
These figures represent a significant proportion of the potential value of new homes in this
location, thus posing a feasibility challenge.

For another example, the Hillcrest Station Area in Antioch—which is actually a PDA but is similar
to many greenfield subdivision projects in terms of location and infrastructure needs—requires
an estimated $140 million in infrastructure costs to support 2,500 housing units—an average of
nearly $60,000 per unit in an area where townhome prices may be expected to be below
$200,000 for the foreseeable future.® This infrastructure cost ratio represents a significant
burden and feasibility challenge for new development.

Affordable housing is alsc more difficult to achieve in non-PDA areas. The federal Low Income
Housing Tax Credit program is a major source of funding for low-, very low-, and extremely low-
income housing. The program prioritizes development of rental housing (typically found in
multifamily prototypes) and grants competitive preference to projects near urban services such
as transit, healthcare facilities, schools, etc. Suburban greenfield development often does not
provide these competitive advantages, thus constraining the ability for affordable projects in
such areas to compete for these critical financial resources.

Summary Regarding Non-PDA Development Prospects

EPS recognizes that market, political, physical, regulatory, and infrastructure conditions will vary
significantly among the non-PDA areas. Given the expectations that single-family homes will
continue to be in demand and that residential land will continue to be available in non-PDAs, EPS

8 EPS js the City of Fairfield's economic consultant for the Fairfield Train Station Specific Plan.

9 EPS was the City's economic consultant for Antioch’s Hillcrest Station Area Specific Plan Financing
Plan.
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concludes that it is appropriate that non-PDA areas be assumed to continue to grow and be
available as a source of residential property in Plan Bay Area. But given the Plan Bay Area land
use patterns and transportation investments that serve the goal of reducing greenhouse gases, a
forecast that allocates the majority of future housing (and regional funding) to PDAs is likely to
be most appropriate.
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5.  POLICY ACTIONS TO IMPROVE DEVELOPMENT READINESS

This section surveys 1) resources and policy actions needed to improve development readiness
of the PDAs through a combination of local land use policy changes, investments, and actions; 2)
regional actions such as funding PDA-supportive infrastructure by MTC funding programs (e.q.
OBAG) and the respective county Congestion Management Agencies (CMA}), and 3) a range of
supporting state and federal actions including key legislative and regulatory changes. The need
for such actions is recognized in Plan Bay Area, as well as in the implementation framework
established by MTC and ABAG to support the astablishment of a Priority Development Area
Investment and Growth Strategy by each CMA in partnership with local jurisdictions to improve
development readiness and implementation of the PDAs. The actions identified below are
intended to complement these ongoing efforts.

As detailed in this report, four general factors affect development readiness:

e Market conditions and prospects will influence the type and amount of additional policy
actions needed. The PDAs located where there are currently favorable market conditions and
prospects typically will require less effort (application of additiona! palicy actions) than those
with poor market prospects due to their outlying location or pervasive conditions that land
use and transportation regulations and funding can only partially address.

« While most PDAs in the sample analysis have land use plans and regulations consistent with
Plan Bay Area, there is a need for continued innovation in all PDAs — new policies and forms
of development regulation that achieve desired public purposes in ways that simultaneously
improve incentives for, and reduce the risks of, private investment.

« Most of the PDAs will require substantial new investment in infrastructure, In some
instances, funding capacity from the local government or supportable amounts from housing
developers is simply not adequate to pay for this Infrastructure, thus regional, state or
federal funding will be required to support desired PDA development. In all cases, care will
need to be taken to assure that related financial burdens placed on the private sector
through local development impact fees, inclusionary housing policies, special taxes, and
other development-related charges do not render desired PDA development financially

infeasible.

« Most of the PDAs are largely developed and also exhibit a fragmented pattern of small
parcels in independent ownership. Parcel assembly and redevelopment will be needed to
achieve development objectives in virtually all PDAs. This land assembly process is time
consuming, risky, and expensive and will thus represent one of the largest obstacles to
achieving Plan Bay Area and local planning objectives.

While substantial constraints are apparent in many PDAs, it is important to recognize, as
discussed earlier in this report, that the process of land-use transformation of the Bay Area is
already underway and being driven by demographic, market, and local planning policies. The
Great Recession has stimuiated these trends in a variety of ways (e.g. shifting demand to rental
housing). Cities in the West and South Bay, benefitting more recently from favorable market
conditions and ongoing planning efforts, have overcome some of the constraints discussed above
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to initiate projects that contribute toward greater urban infill and intensification. But the overall
process of such transformation, focusing the bulk of the region’s future growth to existing urban
areas, will unfold over the next three decades and beyond.

The resources and actions presented in this section derive from suggestions made during this
analysis through interviews with local agency staff and private developers, the experience of the
EPS team with planning and implementing urban development projects, and actions identified in
Plan Bay Area which includes a range of implementing actions. As an overarching theme to the
effort needed to implement Plan Bay Area, there is the need for a new level of coordination
among all levels of government—federal, state, regional, and local.

Local Resources and Actions

Local governments have discretion over their local land use policy and regulation and have
primary responsibility for building and maintaining major infrastructure serving PDAs (i.e., local
roads, parks, sewers, etc.). Thus, they will have the primary responsibility for implementing
Plan Bay Area by creating local land use policies and making public investments that attract the
private investment necessary to ultimately draw both residents and businesses to the PDAs.

1. Adopting or expanding innovative land use regulations

The Development Readiness Assessment found, with a few notable exceptions, that the PDAs
surveyed had recently completed specific plans and rezoning in their PDAs which are
generally consistent with the Plan Bay Area housing and employment forecast. This is no
surprise as local jurisdictions nominated their PDAs as areas of opportunity for future growth.
The MTC and ABAG-sponsored PDA Planning Grant program, initiated in 2005 as the Station
Area Planning Program in support of regional transit expansion, has been an effective
incentive for this local planning activity. Over the past seven years MTC has funded 52
planning grants totaling over $18.6 million. The new plans adopted by local governments as
the result of the planning grants have created development capacity for over 44,000 housing
units and workspace for 60,000 new jobs. Regional funding of local planning efforts will
continue as a part of Plan Bay Area implementation and will be especially important for PDAs
without completed plans (Potential PDAs) or those that need updating.

One of the key policy objectives of planning and development regulations in the PDAs will be
to allow diverse development options (land use types and densities) for marketing reasons
(i.e. providing a range of housing opportunities and prices) and for financial reasons
(matching the costs of development with market potentials).

A number of planning and regulatory innovations in recent years have improved the
flexibility, predictability, and efficiency of land use regulations. Examples of these
innovations include “use-by-right” zoning districts that promote certainty for developers by
clearly establishing non-discretionary use rights, form-based zoning codes that focus on the
physical form of buildings instead of specific uses or density, and “incentive-based zoning”
that exchanges increases in allowed density for investments In public improvements and
amenities. Local jurisdictions will need to review their current regulations to determine how
such innovations may improve development readiness and related private investment.

A32913.d0¢x
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In addition, zoning requirements related to parking should be considered as part of an overall
parking management program. Those PDAs with more extensive transit service should
consider opportunities to reduce parking requirements without adversely affecting local traffic
congestion. If supported by market preferences, this strategy can also substantially reduce
the costs of new housing construction, as each structured parking space can cost tens of
thousands of dollars. Centralized community parking - rather than having parking within
each individual project — has also proven acceptable in certain urban areas, and may be
useful where parcels are constrained and parking layouts are inefficient.

Establishing Program EIRs for all PDAs

Under existing provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Program
Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) allows for disclosure of potential environmental impacts
and identifies mitigation measures, consistent with CEQA requirements, for an entire
planning area (such as a PDA). As such, a PEIR can reduce the scope and depth of
subsequent environmental review for projects developed pursuant to and consistent with the
area plan. The Development Readiness Assessment found that a number of cities have
completed such PEIRs as part of their specific planning efforts. A number of these plans
have been supported by the MTC-funded PDA Planning Program, which includes funding for
PEIRs. Reducing the cost and risks associated with project-related environmental review,
while achieving the basic objectives of CEQA, is an important way local governments can
improve certainty and feasibility of desired new development. This recommendation would be
most effective If paired with State law that reduces the need for duplicative environmental

reviews {see below).

Supporting and participating in redevelopment of PDAs

In most PDAs, the majority of the new development envisioned will be built within an existing
urban framework, including on existing developed sites that will need to be assembled and
redeveloped. This process is challenging and comparatively expensive, because the new
development must yield sufficient revenue to cover not only the cost of the development but
also the “opportunity cost” of retaining a use that typically is generating positive cash flow
for the existing property owner. For example, a parcel may be worth $2 million for a new
multifamily development (based on achievable building values less development costs and
developer returns), but have an existing shopping center that is worth $4 million (based on
capitalized net income from the shopping center). Unless the multifamily development
receives some financial assistance to make up the difference, the site is likely to remain a
shopping center rather than converting to more intensive use.

This problem is one of the key reasons the state authorized local governments to establish
redevelopment agencies with broad powers to assemble land and incentivize development.
The elimination of this authority in California as a means to address the state’s fiscal
problems was a major blow to local government capacity to financially incentivize desired
development. Without reinstatement of this authority and resources, local governments will
be severely disadvantaged in tackling the problems associated with redevelopment of

existing urban areas.
Nonetheless, various actions can be taken even without reinstatement of redevelopment

powers. Creating land use planning density incentives or bonuses (as mentioned above),
sale or leasing of public lands (e.g. surface parking) for private uses (joint development), and
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using Capital Improvement Programs or other public revenues to fund or subsidize
infrastructure costs otherwise barne by the private sector are examples of ways cities or
counties can incentivize redevelopment without express redevelopment authority.

Expanding cooperation with the private sector

In addition to land use planning and regulatory reforms and reinstatement of redevelopment
authority, other forms of public-private partnerships (P3s) can enhance PDA readiness by
Increasing private investment in public-serving infrastructure. One example would be the
private development and operation of structures for long-term use by public agencies (e.g.
parking facilities, government buildings and facilities). There are also “concession
agreements,” which provide for private construction, operation and maintenance of public
facilities intended for use by the general public (transit service, toll roads, bridges, etc.). The
applicability of P3 agreements will vary considerably among the PDAs.

Expanding public-public cooperation and partnerships

In addition to “top-down” efforts to reform and coordinate the activities of the various levels
of government, cooperation between existing public agencies in the PDAs can enhance
development readiness in a variety of ways. In most PDAs more than one local agency is
involved in providing infrastructure and public services. In addition to the city government,
there are a range of local or regional special districts, the county government, and state
agencies. Coordination and even formal agreements between public agencies toward specific
objectives (providing needed infrastructure and services) can provide a range of benefits.
Unfortunately, current practices and policies under the existing state fiscal structure — such
as the allocations of property and sales tax — often place local agencies in competition with
each other for diminished fiscal resources. While the state will need to consider ways to
diminish this competition and conflict, there are ample opportunities and motivations for
cooperation. As one example, regional parks and trail improvements provided by a county
agency or a special district can enhance quality of life and development readiness of PDAs.
The Iron Horse Trail in Contra Costa County Is an example of this sort of cooperation. The
alignment of the trail courses through a number of PDAs; further improvements (e.g. grade
crossings) could enhance bicycle and pedestrian access.

Developing PDA-specific capital improvement programs

Cities and counties include Capital Improvement Programs (CIPs) as a part of their normal
budget process. These CIPs normally include a list of capital improvements planned for
construction over the next five years. Given the specific needs of PDA infrastructure it would
be helpful to create PDA-specific capital improvement programs. Many PDAs have already
done this as a part of their specific planning efforts - establishing an infrastructure
improvement program and related financing and phasing plans. These will improve the
“shovel readiness” of major improvements and put the local agency in a better position to
obtain federal, state and regional funding. The PDA Investment and Growth Strategies being
prepared by the individual Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) in the Bay Area will

focus on this issue.

Establishing a comprehensive financing plan for each PDA

Similar to area-specific CIPs, many cities have created financing plans for their PDAs as part
of their Specific Plans. In other cases, where there has not been such a planning effort,
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there is no overall plan for financing needed infrastructure ather than that afforded by city-
wide programs (development impact fees, etc.). In addition to organizing the CIP, a
financing plan can identify and link funding sources, determine net funding needs, and
institute special funding mechanisms as may be required such as local area development
impact fees or Mello-Roos Community Facility Districts. The financing plan can also evaluate
whether the financial burdens associated with infrastructure financing, affordable housing,
and other development mitigation or community benefits fall within reasonable economic
limits and thus do not deter desired development.

Regional Resources and Actions

ABAG and MTC have collaborated with local agencies during the past five years to create Plan
Bay Area in response to the state mandate created by SB-375. Plan Bay Area will, through its
implementation, provide a focus for regional resource allocations and related implementing

actions.

1.

Pursuing Plan Bay Area Implementation and Advocacy
MTC and ABAG will engage in a host of land use and transportation advocacy efforts through
Plan Bay Area, including these:

« Advocating for locally controlled funding to support PDA development, Development
potential in PDAs can be improved by reinstating some form of tax-increment financing,
as well as other redevelopment agency authorities, such as site assembly.

» Modernizing the California Environmentai Quality Act (CEQA) by providing consistent
standards and reducing duplication of environmental review.

+ Supporting long-term adjustment to commercial or residential tax rates o balance the
financial incentives for new development.

« Stabilizing federal funding levels for the development of housing.

+ Supporting transportation funding policies that encourage the development patterns
included in Plan Bay Area.

Continuing coordination with CMAs on transportation improvement funding
priorities

Plan Bay Area includes $340 million in federal transportation funding for planning and capital
projects to be administered and distributed by the Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs)
through the One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Program, which emphasizes PDA investment. At
the same time, the amount of funding allocated by the CMAs from their other resources, such
as their respective sales tax measure funding or regional traffic impact fees, far exceeds the
OBAG grants. Over time, as these countywide funding sources are updated or reauthorized,
they could be better alig ned with regional planning objectives as reflected in Plan Bay Area.
The PDA Investment and Growth Strategies adopted by each of the CMAs can provide an
organizational framework for this effort.
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Establishing a Regional "Best Practices” Library and Forum

Bay Area cities have been at the forefront of planning and redevelopment of existing urban
areas for many years. During the past decade a substantial portion of new housing has been
built in infill and intensification sites within existing urban areas. As a part of these urban
intensification and redevelopment efforts, the full range of development constraints has been
overcome. Collectively, a body of experience has been gained by incorporating innovative
pianning and regulatory approaches, public-private partnerships and other financing
mechanisms for meeting infrastructure and public facility requirements, and efficient and
effective approaches to environmental review. While unique strategies will be required in
each PDA given their unique circumstances, it would be helpful to assemble and make
generally available this body of experience and related policies, programs, regulations, and
implementing measures in a web-accessible data base. A forum feature could also be added
where individual jurisdictions could request information or advice from their professional
coleagues.

Developing new approaches and resources for meeting affordable housing needs

Plan Bay Area has established aggressive affordable housing targets throughout the Bay
Area, reflecting a continuing need for housing for moderate, low and very low-income
households. Analysis conducted by ABAG as part of Plan Bay Area preparation indicates that
approximately 40 percent of Bay Area households are, and will remain through the horizon
year of 2040, below moderate income.1® For at least a decade, newly constructed housing in
most Bay Area communities has cost more to build than could be supported by the incomes
of low- and very-low income households, thus requiring subsidy from various sources
(including developers through inclusionary housing requirements)l. These considerations
suggest that of the roughly 660,000 new households in the regional forecast, some 260,000
households will not be able to afford newly constructed market-rate housing. While some
fraction of these households can be accommodated in the existing housing stock, there will
be the need to provide substantial affordable housing in the redeveloping PDAs. Even if only
half of the new low and very low income households are accommodated in the PDAs and
financial subsidies required per housing unit remain in the current range of $100,000 or
more, total costs would likely exceed $15 billion regionwide.

Affordable housing requirements are currently expressed through implementation of the
State Housing and Community Development mandated Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA), a process that has been in place in recent decades throughout California linked to
the mandated preparation and certification of a General Plan Housing Element. Because of
the varied circumstances and policies of cities and counties and the manner in which the
RHNA has been determined, there Is substantial variation in city and county affordable
housing policy and production.

Clties with strong affordable housing objectives have relied upon inclusionary zoning, in-lieu
and/or impact fees, commercial linkage fees, and required redevelopment agency funding
set-asides for housing. These local programs and resources have typically combined with
cooperating non-profit housing developers that bring federal program resources, including

10 Taple 2.5 of the May 16, 2012 Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy document shows 40 percent
low/very low income households in 2010, and 43 percent in 2040.
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the Low Income Housing Tax Credit program, to achieve housing production. Actual success
of these programs at producing substantial affordable housing varies considerably from city
to city. There are a range of problems that must be faced in achieving affordable housing
objectives, including these:

« Controlling cost of affordable housing construction as, at the present time, it is common
for affordable housing projects to actually cost more on a per unit cost basis than
comparable market-rate housing.

« Keeping affordable housing costs borne by market rate developers within reasonable
aconomic limits as inciusionary zoning and related fee programs must be internalized into
private development economics. At some point, In combination with other public costs
that must be internalized, these requirements will distort, deter, or eliminate potential for
development otherwise desired and consistent with local plans and programs.

« Addressing the current widely varied local affordable housing programs and performance
so that the burden of providing the housing is equitably distributed through the region.
Examples may include allowing cities to collaboratively meet RHNA requirements (as
currently practiced in Napa County), or instituting regional or sub-regional housing
policies or impact fees (as seen in Sonoma County where multiple jurisdictions have
adopted related linkage fee programs).

As referenced in Plan Bay Area’s Jobs Housing Connection Strategy, ABAG could address
these problems in a variety of ways, including these:

« Creating or promoting new housing funding resources including a regional housing trust
fund or encouraging the state, as a part of needed fiscal reforms, to create new local
funding capacity to support affordable housing programs.

« Encouraging more consistency and equity in housing policies and programs among its
member cities and counties.

MTC could help to address these problems by increasing support for and investment in the
region’s Transit Oriented Affordable Housing (TOAH) Program. In 2011 MTC provided $10
million as a seed investment for the TOAH fund. This investment leveraged an additional $40
million in private capital from community development financial institutions, foundations, and
private banks to create a $50 million revolving loan fund for affordable housing developers
for projects near transit in PDAs throughout the region. In January 2013, the Commission
renewed its investment in TOAH with an additional $12 million, anticipated to be leveraged

by 3:1.

Establishing new travel demand analysis frameworks that focus on multi-modal trip
generation factors

One of the most questionable aspects of environmental review under CEQA is the impact of a
given project on traffic congestion, especially as it relates to projects occurring in an urban
context as representad by the PDAs. Technical overstating of new vehicle trips results in an
exaggerated needed for traffic *mitigation measures” including new or. expanded roads.
Traffic engineers tend to use Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) vehicle trip rates,
derived from a statistically-based sample of vehicie trips measured from given land uses.
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The problem with this sample Is that it does not typically reflect the context of the project
and how this context may affect travel demand and mode choice, such as walking and biking.
Caltrans has recently completed an assessment of context sensitive trip generation that can
serve as a technical basis for revising existing travel demand models operated by MTC, the
CMAs, and local jurisdictions.

State Resources and Actions

The State of California through SB 375 created the statutory obligation for regional planning
agencies to complete Sustainable Community Strategies in response to the state-wide goals set
in AB 32 related to greenhouse gas emission reductions. This occurred at roughly the same time
the state entered a fiscal crisis resulting from the Great Recession characterized by dramatic
reductions in major state revenue sources without the corresponding ability to proportionately
lower operating costs in the state budget. In response, the state has “realigned” revenues that
would have otherwise flowed to local agencies {most notably those property taxes flowing to the
state’s redevelopment agencies), further weakening the fiscal resources available to local
governments to promote desirable development consistent with focused growth.

To achieve the transportation and land use patterns included in Plan Bay Area so that the region
can achieve its greenhouse gas emission reductions, there are a range of state legislative
changes, resource allocation changes, and interagency coordination efforts that will be required.

1. Reinstituting Redevelopment Authority

As noted above, loss of redevelopment authority has been a significant blow to local
governments’ ability to promote and participate in the type of development that is envisioned
in Plan Bay Area. The concurrence of the state’s budget crisis and the formulation of the
Sustainable Communities Strategies, which will require an increase in redevelopment, was
unfortunate. Pending legislation would reinstate redevelopment powers in a manner that
reduces potential for abuses common under the rescinded law, and would be among the
primary tools in implementing SB-375 and reaping the related benefits in GHG emissions
reductions.

2. Update and Modernize CEQA
Ongoing efforts to modernize and update CEQA should be linked to the state’s statutory
objectives reflected in AB-32 and SB-375 - specifically, reforms that reduce costs and risks
of planned development in PDAs while maintaining a framework to mitigate environmental
Impacts of new development. While CEQA reform requires state legislative actions, MTC and
ABAG should join other MPOs and stakeholders around the state in seeking these reforms
specifically focusing on the following topics:

« Eliminate duplicative CEQA review in cases where a federal, state or local environmental
or land use law has been enacted to achieve environmental protection objectives (e.g.,
air and water quality, greenhouse gas emission reductions, endangered species, wetlands

protections, etc.).

« Eliminate duplicative CEQA review for projects that already comply with approved plans
for which an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has already been completed, such as a
certified programmatic EIR on a Specific Plan for a PDA. State agencies, local
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governments and other lead agencies would continue to retain full authority to reject or
condition project approvals and impose additional mitigation measures consistent with
their full authority under law other than CEQA.

« Refine and tighten the CEQA lawsuit process so that:

a. Challenges focus on failure to comply with CEQA’s procedural and substantive
requirements and not on adopted environmental challenges. Emphasis should be
placed on adequate notice, adequate disclosure, adequate mitigation of
environmental effects not regulated by other environmental or planning law, and
adequate consideration of alternatives to avoid unmitigated significant adverse
impacts.

b. Full disclosure laws apply to the identity of CEQA litigants. CEQA's public disclosure
principles could be enhanced by requiring an annual repart of project compliance with
required mitigation measures made electronically available to the public as part of the
existing Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan process.

3. Creating new state infrastructure funding program for local governments pursuing
SB 375 objectives
To support the implementation of SB 375, the state could provide new funding for
infrastructure required to achieve or promote implementation of the Sustainable
Communities Strategies. A bond measure (similar to the special-purpose competitive funding
program created by Proposition 40} could be put before the voters. The resulting funding
could be administered independently or through the currently unfunded State Infrastructure
Bank and further directed as a part of the PDA Investment and Growth Strategies prepared
by the CMAs.

4. Pursuing Local Government Fiscal Reform

The structure of property taxes in California is a major obstacle to creating a balanced
regional growth pattern, primarily because new housing is frequently perceived as generating
more municipal service costs than municipal revenues. The current approach to taxation
creates incentives to attract development that maximizes sales tax revenues, but creates a
disconnect between the location of jobs, housing and transportation. In many communities,
this discourages housing development and small business growth. Local governments are in
need of a revenue base that is more equitable, stable, and effective. Fiscal reform efforts
should support a long-term adjustment to commercial or residential tax rates to balance the
financial incentives for new development.
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Plan Bay Area 2040
Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report

would still be legal, as per SB 375, based on the input of the EE]J stakeholders, this alternative
would not reference TPPs, thus malking it impossible for project sponsors to streamline. The
modeling analysis for this alternative therefore did not include any benefits from CEQA
streamlining to encourage development.

Transportation Investments: This alternative seeks to strengthen public transit by significantly
boosting service frequencies in most subutban and utban areas, other than on Muni, BART ot
Caltzain, and providing free transit passes to youth throughout the region. This alternative
includes a reduced scope highway network which excludes all uncommitted road projects, other
than maintenance projects, from the Transportation Investment Strategy. As with Alternative 1,
the No Project alternative, all of the MTC Netwotk Express Lane projects are excluded as they
are considered uncommitted (VTA's Express Lane Network is a fully committed project and
included in every alternative). As such, this alternative does not include the Regional Express
Ianes Network, with the exception of committed projects.

Transportation Policies: Most notably, this alteraative includes the implementation of a vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) tax to fund the expanded investments in public transit. This tax, assumed
at a rate of one cent per mile on annual vehicle miles traveled within the region, would provide 2
substantial revenue soutce, while also discouraging residents from driving; exemptions from the
tax would be provided for low-income households. Furthermore, the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge would have an increased peak-period toll of $8, consistent with Alternatives 3 and 4,

providing additional revenue in the Transbay corridor.

ALTERNATIVES COMPARISONS

Table 3.1-1 provides an overview co
transportation policies proposed in
transportation projects are included in ea

TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

mparison of the land use policies,
the five Plan Bay Area alternatives. The fall list of which
ch alternative is provided in Appendix C.

transportation investments, and

Alt2 Alt 3 Alt4 Alt5
Attt Proposed Transit Enhanced Environment,
No Project Plan Priority Net Equity, and Jobs
LAND USE POLICIES
Zoning

Existing General Plans

PDA-Focused Growth

TPP-Focused Growth

Growth Boundaries

Current Trends Continue

Strict Boundaries

Fees and Subsidies

No New Fees

subsidies for PDA Growth

3.1-8
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Part Three: Alternative and CEQA-Required Conclusions
Chapter 3.1: Alternatives to the Proposed Plan

TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alts
Alt1 Proposed Transit Enhanced Environment,
~ NoProject Plan Priority Net Equity, and Jobs
Subsidies for Urban Core .
Subsidies for PDA/TPP
Opportunity Areas )

Fee on High VMT Area

Incentives

Neone

OneBayArea Grants

CEQA Streamlining

(see table note 1)

TPP Redevelopment

TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENTS

Road Network

Committed Projects Only

Preferred

Preferred w/ Reduced
Express Lanes

Preferred w/o Highway
Expansion or Operational
Projects

Transit Network

Committed Projects Only

Preferred

Increased Funding for
BART, AC Transit

Additiona! Service for All
Major Transit Operators
other than Muni, BART or
Caltrain

Climate Initiates

Regional Electric Vehicle
Public Charger Network

Vehicle Buy-Back & Plug-In
or Electric Vehicles
Purchase Incentives

Car Sharing

Vanpool Incentives

Clean Vehicles Feebate

.1-9
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Plan Bay Area 2040

Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report

TABLE 3.1-1: POLICY MEASURE COMPARISON

Alt2 Alt3 Alt4 Alt5
Alt1 Proposed Transit Enhanced Environment,
No Project Plan Priority Net Equity, and Jobs

Program
Smart Driving Strategy . . .
Commuter Benefits

. L ] [ ] [ ] [ ] L
Ordinance

_TRANSPORTATION POLICIES

Road Pricing
None . °
Higher Peak Toll on Bay . . .
Bridge
VMT Tax .
Parking Policies
Status Quo .
Reduced Minimums . . . .

1. Unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, Alternative 5 would discourage CEQA strearnlining for TPP-eligible areas. While
streamlining would still be legal, as per 5B 375, based on the input of the EEJ stakeholders, the Plan would not
reference TPPs, thus making it impossible for project sponsors ta streamline.

Comparative Demographic Forecasts

All of the alternatives, except for Alternative 4, are designed to accommodate the same population and
employment in the year 2040 based on forecasts developed by ABAG, with varying locational

distributions of growth.

Unlike all other alternatives, Alternative 4 has different levels of household and employment growth in
the region. Compared to the proposed Plan, it includes four percent more households and one percent
morte jobs. This higher growth total reflects the Senate Bill 375 requirement to house the region’s entire
population (Le., provide a house for every household employed in the region).

Table 3.1-2 displays the differences in demographics between the various alternatives. As a result of the
lower levels of transit infrastructure investment and more dispersed land use pattern under the No
Project alternative, the share of households with zeto cars is slightly lower than the proposed Plan (nine
percent versus 11 percent). Otherwise, the other three alternatives have similar car ownership rates as

compared to the proposed Plan.

3.1-10
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Plan Bay Area 2040
Public Review Draft Environmental Impact Report

TABLE 3.1-6: TOTAL JOBS AND JOB GROWTH BY SHARE IN PDAS

New New Job % of New
Total Jobsin % Jobsin Regional  Growthin Job Growth

Alternative Total Jobs PDAs PDAs  Job Growth PDAs in PDAs
Yeai 2010 Baseline 3,385.000 1,525,415 45% nfa n/a n/a
1 - No Project 2040 4,505,000 1,749,774 39% 1,120,000 224,359 20%
2 -Proposed Plan 2040 4,505,000 2,227,918 49% 1,120,000 702,503 63%
3 - Transit Priority 2040 4,505,000 1,891,757 42% 1,120,000 366,342 33%
4 - Connected 2040 4,550,000 1,971,957 43% 1,165,000 446,542 38%
5-EEJ 2040 4,505,000 1,889,874 42% 1,120,000 364,459 33%

Source: MTC, 2013.

Urbanized Footprint

As of 2010, the Bay Area had 786,000 acres of urbanized land, representing 17.75% of the tegion’s land
area of 4.4 million acres. The five alternatives are all projected to increase the region’s urbanized footprint
to varying degrees, though differences between the proposed Plan, Alternative 3, Alternative 4, and
Alternative 5 are marginal. The No Project alternative is expected to convert the greatest number of acres
to urbanized land as compated to the other alternatives.

« The No Project alternative would add 2 total of 20,702 new acres of urbanized land, which is
more than twice the amount of any of the other alternatives, and would result in an urbanized
footprint of 18.22% of the region’s total area.

e The proposed Plan (Alternative 2) has the lowest projected increase, adding a total of 7,547
urbanized acres. This would result in an urbanized footprint of 17.92% of the region’s total land
area.

s Alternative 3 would add 8,113 new acres of urbanized land, increasing the urbanized footprint to
17.94% of the region’s total area.

o Alternative 4 would have an impact similar to that of the proposed Plan. It would result in 7,586
new actes of urbanized land. The urbanized footprint resulting from Alternative 4 would cover
17.93% of the regions total area.

e Alternative 5 would result in an increase of 9,596 acres, increasing the urbanized footprint to
17.97% of the region’s total area.

Transportation System Capacity Increases

Table 3.1-7 presents the differences in the supply of the transportation system among the alternatives.
While all of the alternatives have a heavy emphasis on maintaining and operating the existing
transportation system, several alternatives identify new funding sources to boost the region’s state of
good repair and/ ot increase public transit operations beyond what is included in the proposed Plan.

o Alternative 1 — No Project: As the No Project alternative only includes committed projects, it

does not include some of the region’s most significant capacity-increasing projects, such as the
Regional Express Lanes Network, BART to San Jose, and Caltrain Electrification/Frequency

3.1-16
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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
2010 Clean Air Plan. The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review. and
comment period from March 11, 2010 to April 26, 2010. Five comment letters were
received from the public. The comment letters and responses are in Appendix C of this
document. Modifications to the Draft EIR have been made, due to revisions to the draft
2010 Clean Air Plan EIR, such that it is now a Final EIR. Additions to the text of the EIR
are denoted using underline. Text that has been deleted is shown using steike-through.
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CHAPTER 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TABLE 2-1 BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan Control Measures

Number Name Description
SSM 16 Revise Regulation 2, Rule 2: New | Amend Reg. 2, Rule 2 to address the District’s
Source Review anticipated non-attainment status of the 24-hour
PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality Standard.
SSM 17 Revise Regulation 2, Rule 5: New | Implement more health-protective District permitting
Source Review for Air Toxics requirements in Regulation 2, Rule 5, New Source
Review of Toxic Air Contaminants based on revisions
to OEHHA risk factors and methodologies. For
Priority CARE Communities, track the toxicity-
weighted emissions from all sources in the identified
communities.
SSM 18 Revise Air Toxics “Hot Spots” | Revise the District’s Air Toxics Hot Spots programn to

Program

incorporate more stringent risk reduction requirements
from existing sources.

Transportation Control Measures

TCM A-1

Improve Local and Areawide Bus
Service

Tmprove transit by providing new Express Bus or Bus
Rapid Transit on major travel corridors, funding the
replacement of older and dirtier buses, and
implementing Transit Priority Measures on key transit
routes.

TCM A-2

Improve Local and Regional Rail
Service

Improve rail service by sustaining and expanding
local and regional rail services and by providing funds
to maintain rail-cars, stations, and other -rail capital
assets.

TCM B-1

Implement Freeway Performance
Initiative

Improve the performance and efficiency of freeway
and  arterial  systems  through operational
improvements, including implementing the Freeway
Performance Initiative, the Arterial Management
Program and the Bay Area Freeway Service Patrol.

TCM B-2

Improve Transit Efficiency and
Use

Improve transit efficiency and use through continued
operation of 511 Transit, and full implementation of
TransLink® fare payment system and the Transit Hub
Signage Program.

TCM B-3

Bay Area Express Lane Network

Introduce roadway pricing on Bay Area highways
through the implementation of an express lane
network, also known as a High Occupancy Toll
(HOT) lane network.

TCM B-4

Goods Movement Improvements
and Emission Reduction Strategies

Improve goods movement and reduce emissions from
diesel equipment through implementation of the Bay
Area’s Trade Corridors Improvement Fund (TCIF)
projects and various funding programs to replace or
retrofit diesel equipment.

2-7
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Bay Area Air Quality Management District Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan

TABLE 2-1 BAAQMD 2010 Clean Air Plan Control Measures

Number

Name

Description

TCM C-1

Support  Voluntary —Employer-
Based Trip Reduction Program

Support voluntary employer trip-reduction programs
through the implementation of the 511 Regional
Rideshare Program and Congestion Management
Agency rideshare programs, the Spare the Air
Program, encouraging cities to adopt transit benefit
ordinances, and supporting Bay Area shuttle service
providers.

TCM C-2

Iraplement Safe Routes to Schools
and Safe Routes to Transit

Facilitate safe routes to schools and transit by
providing funds and working with transportation
agencies, local governments, schools, and
communities to implement safe access for pedestrians
and cyclists.

TCM C-3

Promote Rideshare Services and
Incentives

Promote rideshare services and incentives through the
implementation of the 511 Regional Rideshare
Program and Congestion Management Agency
rideshare programs including marketing rideshare
services, operating rideshare information call center
and website, and providing vanpool support services.

TCM C-4

Conduct Public OQutreach and

Education

Fducate the public about the air quality,
environmental, and social benefits of carpooling,
vanpooling, taking public transit, biking, walking, and
telecommuting, through the Spare the Air campaign
and Transportation Climate Action Campaign.

TCM C-5

Promote Smart Driving/Speed
Moderation

Educate the public about the air quality and climate
protection benefits of reducing high-speed driving and
observing posted speed limits.

TCM D-1

Improve Bicycle Access and

Facilities

Expand bicycle facilities serving transit hubs
employment sites, educational and cultural facilities,
residential areas, shopping districts, and other activity
centers.

TCM D-2

Improve Pedestrian Access and
Facilities

Provide funding for projects to improve pedestrian
access to transit hubs, employment sites, educational
and cultural facilities, residential areas, shopping
districts, and other activity centers.

TCM D-3

Support Local Land Use Strategies

Promote land use patterns, policies, and infrastructure
investments that support mixed-use, transit-oriented
development that reduce motor vehicle dependence
and facilitate walking, bicycling and transit use.

TCM E-1

Value Pricing Strategies

Test and implement value pricing (congestion pricing)
on Bay Area toll bridges to manage travel demand
during congested periods. Measure may also include

value pricing in the City of San Francisco.

2-8
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CHAPTER 2: PROJECT DESCRIPTION

TCM B-2 — Improve Transit Efficiency and Use: This measure will improve transit
efficiency and make transit more convenient for riders, through continued operation of

511 Transit, and full implementation of TransLink fare payment system and the Transit
Hub Signage Program.

TCM B-3 - Bay Area Express Lane Network: TCM B-3 will seek to correctly price
travel demand on Bay Area highways by developing and implementing a seamless,
regionally-managed Express Lane Network throughout the Bay Area and improving
regional transit service. This system will offer free-flowing conditions for carpools,
buses and toll payers by adjusting tolls based upon the level of congestion.

TCM B-4 - Goods Movement Improvements and Emission Reduction Strategies:
Goods movement is a critical component of the Bay Area’s economic and transportation
system, and a significant contributor to air quality issues. Exposure to diesel pollution
from goods movement greatly impacts the health of residents mear ports, rail yards,
distribution centers, and roads with high truck volumes. Investing in the Bay Area’s
trade corridors and continuing to offer incentives for diesel engine owners to reduce
emissions will address existing air quality issues as well as help the region to prepare for
continued growth in this important sector of our economy.

TCM C-1 — Support Voluntary Employer-Based Trip Reduction Program: This
measure will support voluntary efforts by Bay Area employers to encourage their
employees to use alternative commute modes, such as transit, ridesharing, bicycling,
walking, telecommuting, etc.

TCM C-2 — Implement Safe Routes to Schools and Safe Routes to Transit: This
measure will facilitate safe routes to schools and transit by providing funds and working
with transportation agencies, local governments, schools, and communities to implement
safe access for pedestrians and cyclists. Likely projects will include implementation of
bicycle facilities, such as lanes, routes, paths, and parking, and improvements to
pedestrian facilities, such as sidewalks/paths, benches, reduced street width, reduced
intersection turning radii, crosswalks with activated signals, curb extensions/bulbs,
buffers between sidewalks and traffic lanes and streets trees.

TCM C-3 — Promote Rideshare Services and Incentives: This measure will promote
rideshare services and incentives through the implementation of the 511 Regional
Rideshare Program, as well as local rideshare programs implemented by Congestion
Management Agencies. These activities will include marketing rideshare services,
operating rideshare information call center and website, and providing vanpool support
services. This measure also encourages the expansion of car-sharing programs.

TCM C-4 - Conduct Public Outreach & Education: This measure will encourage Bay
Area residents to make choices that benefit air quality by educating the public about the
health effects of air pollution and the air quality benefits of choosing transportation
modes that reduce motor vehicle use, such as carpooling, vanpooling, taking public
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transit, biking, walking, and telecommuting. BAAQMD will implement this measure
through the Spare the Air (STA) Every Day campaign and the Spare the Air episodic
program (“STA Alerts”). In addition, MTC and BAAQMD in partnership will
implement the outreach component of the Transportation Climate Action Campaign.
Implementation actions include marketing and incentive programs to alert the public to
the connection between air pollution and motor vehicle usage, and promoting the benefits
of reducing single-occupant motor vehicle use every day, and in particular on poor air
quality days when BAAQMD issues a STA Alert.

TCM C-5 — Promote Smart Driving/Speed Moderation: Pollutant emissions rates
vary based on the speed a vehicle is traveling. The emission/speed relationship varies for
each pollutant, but emission rates generally are lowest in the 30-45 mile per hour mph
range. Vehicles traveling on Bay Arca freeways at speeds above 65 mph emit
significantly more ROG, NOx and GHGs than cars and trucks traveling at speeds
between 35 and 55 mph. This measure focuses on public education to encourage drivers
to observe posted speed limits and adopt other fuel efficient driving practices,
supplemented by more rigorous enforcement of speed limits, especially to reduce high-
speed driving on freeways.

TCM D-1 — Improve Bicycle Access and Facilities: TCM D-1 will expand bicycle
facilities serving employment sites, educational and cultural facilities, residential areas,
shopping districts, and other activity centers. Typical improvements include bike lanes,
routes, paths, and bicycle parking facilities. This TCM also includes improving bicycle
access to transit and supporting the annual Bike to Work event.

TCM D-2 — Improve Pedestrian Access and Facilities: TCM D-2 will improve
pedestrian facilities and encourage walking by funding projects that improve pedestrian
access to transit, employment and major activity centers. Improvements may include
sidewalks/paths, benches, reduced street width, reduced intersection turning radii,
crosswalks with activated signals, curb extensions/bulbs, buffers between sidewalks and

traffic lanes, and street trees.

TCM D-3 — Support Local Land Use Strategies: TCM D-3 will support and promote
land use patterns, policies, and infrastructure investments that support higher density
mixed-use, residential and employment development near transit in order to facilitate
walking, bicycling and transit use.

TCM E-1 - Value Pricing Strategies: TCM E-1 will pursue implementation of value
pricing strategies such as tolling on trans-bay bridges and cordon pricing
recommendations from San Francisco County’s Mobility, Access, and Pricing Study.

TCM E-2 - Parking Pricing and Management Strategies: Parking policies and
practices have a profound impact on vehicle travel and mode choice, as well as land use
patterns and the quality of the built environment. Parking policies are also an important
tool in implementing focused growth strategies. This control measure outlines how the
Air District, in cooperation with its regional agency partners, will 1) take actions at the
regional level to implement parking policies that will benefit air quality, and 2) encourage
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