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This report reviews affordable housing accomplishments over the past ten years, reports on
current work plan efforts, and presents ideas for possible near-term regulatory actions that could
be initiated in order to support creation of affordable housing. In addition to this staff memo from
the Planning Department, a number of communications from community organizations regarding
housing needs and possible regulatory actions are also provided as exhibits to this report:

WM

o o

MBEP Report — Summary of Affordable Housing Options dated March 7, 2018
Affordable Housing NOW - Letter dated March 12, 2018

Santa Cruz County Coalition of Housing Advocates — Letter dated March 2, 2018
HCD 2017 Legislative Housing Package — April 2018 Summary and Future
Milestones

Farmworker Housing Needs Info-graphic from recent Study soon to be released
Bonus Density Proposal to the County HAC - Letter submitted April 2018

BACKGROUND

The past ten years have seen significant accomplishments related to affordable housing activities
by the County of Santa Cruz, with key activities and projects summarized below:

200772009
2010
2011/2012

2011 to now

R-Combining District Created and Sites Rezoned to 20 unit/acre “by right” density
Housing Element Certified by State

RDA Dissolution Process; over $40 Million of Housing Funds committed to projects
and activities and successfully retained all RDA affordable housing monies locally

Affordable Housing Projects Assisted / Completed (311 units).

Minto/Schapiro Knolis 88 rental units

Aptos Blue 40 rental units

Canterbury 19 owner units

Atkinson/Pippin 26 rental units (and +20 in Watsonville)
Rodriguez/Habitat 7 owner units

St. Stephens 40 rental units (seniors)
Brommer/Lotus Apmts 12 rental units (supportive housing)
Harper St/Habitat 12 owner units {(Proposed)

17"/Capitola Rd/MidPen 66 rental units (Proposed)
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2010 to now Over $14 Million in Grants obtained from State and administered for affordable
housing assistance activities, including for off-site infrastructure, first-time
homebuyer loans, tenant-based rental assistance, housing rehabilitation and
manufactured home replacement; as well as for public facilities such as Dientes
facility expansion, Davenport water and water treatment projects, infrastructure
improvements in support of affordable housing at Minto and Green Valley Roads;
and for public services to low income families and seniors {(e.g. Second Harvest
food bank, Dientes dental services, and also homeless case management).

2011 tonow RDA funding for housing activities including homeless prevention activities,
affordable housing preservation, Afl-/n Landlord Partnership, Homeless Action
Partnership support, Homebuyer Education, predevelopment loans for projects
proposed for Harper Street and 17" and Capitola Road, studies in support of
affordable housing including housing program analysis, farmworker housing, the
County ADU program, and a contribution to the Monterey Bay Housing Trust.

2011-2013  Vacation Rental regulations established and further amendments, to cap overall
percentages of units by “designated areas” and by block that can be used as VRs

2015 Amendments to County Code Chapter 17.10 Affordable Housing Requirements,
including updating Density Bonus regulations, and establishing Affordable Housing
Impact Fee (AHIF) based on “all new development pays” - including non-
residential development and all new housing units

2015-2016  Housing Element Update Certified by State

2017-2018  Farmworker housing policy analysis, housing needs study and initiation of
workgroup to create additional housing opportunities for farm workers

201-2018 Substantial Regulatory Amendments, in two phases, for Accessory Dwelling Units.
Also established ADU Forgivable Loan Program, and completed guidance tools for
the public: “ADU Basics’, “ADU Design Guide”, “ADU Cost and Financing Guide”,
and interactive tools such as a construction cost estimator and a fee estimator.

2018 Minor amendments to Chapter 17.10 Affordable Housing Regulations and update
of AHIF fee rates, including expansion to residential additions of more than 500 sf.

REPORT ON CURRENT WORK PLAN EFFORTS

On March 20, 2018, in conjunction with approving the latest amendments to Chapter 17.10, the
Board of Supervisors directed staff and the HAC to hold its next meeting in the evening, which is
this May 2" date. The purpose of the meeting is to hold a public discussion of the housing crisis
and what can be done in the near term to modify regulations to support creation of affordable
housing, with an emphasis on considering an enhanced density bonus program and structuring
county fees based on square footage rather than unit or bedroom count.

The major item that is already on the Planning Department’s work plan is the Sustainability and
Regulatory Update to the Genera!l Plan/Local Coastal Program and the County Code. That effort
has been on pause for quite some time as other work efforts took precedence and as staffing
recruitments to fill vacant positions were carried out. Two new planners started work within the last
few weeks, one will start in April, and two new vacancies will hopefully be filled within the next 2-3
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months. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors will consider a request on May 8" to add another
staff person to the Housing Section; if approved it is possible that position couid be filled quickly.
Certain housing-related items, such as revisions to the RM Multifamily Residential zoning district,
must remain with the large Sustainability/Code Modernization package, in order to comply with the
California Environmental Quality Act and not “segment” a project. However, certain other changes
to regulations, which would have the specific project objective of supporting creation of affordable
housing (rather than modernization and amendments of zoning districts), can be pursued now.

DISCUSSION OF HOUSING CRISIS AND POSSIBLE NEAR-TERM REGULATORY ACTIONS
TO SUPPORT NEAR-TERM CREATION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Initiatives that could be undertaken in the near term, with the objective of supporting creation of
additional affordable housing, could include some or all of the following, along with other activities:

a) Enhanced Density Bonus program (e.g. rather than up to 35% allow for up to 50% bonus),
b) Amendments related to farmworker/agricultural employee housing;
Modify fee structures to charge by square foot rather than by unit or by bedroom;

)
d) Modify mixed use regulations to allow greater percentage of project square footage to be
residential for affordable housing (currently 67% only for 100% affordable projects; 50%
for all other mixed use projects)

e) Modified process for initiation of new R-Combining District (RM-2-R) Property Rezonings

f) Permanent Supportive Housing Overlay District, e.g. “Permanent Room Housing (PRH)
Combining District

K is not intended for this staff report to provide specific analysis of specific code changes at this
time, but to frame the discussion for May 2" in order to present certain ideas for what can be
pursued in the short term. More specific proposais and analysis would be prepared if the Board
of Supervisors takes action to initiate some or all of these ideas in the near term,

Some additional discussion of certain of the above ideas is provided below.

» Enhanced Density Bonus — The County Code was updated in 2015 to comply with State
Density Bonus Law to allow up to 35% density bonus, but it would be possible to provide
for an even greater density bonus, and 50% has been suggested, to apply to all types of
housing projects.

« Agricultural Employee Housing — The proposed updates to the Agricultural Zoning
Districts and ag employee housing provisions were initially reviewed by the Board of
Supervisors on May 19, 2015 and were to be part of the Code Modernization /
Sustainability General Plan Update project for which an Environmental Impact Report will
be prepared. The Housing Element projects 75 new ag employee housing units by 2023.
The recent Farmworker Housing Study of the Salinas and Pajaro Valley’s includes
recommendations for regulatory reform and site identification that have potential for
creating farmworker housing. A Working Group is forming as a result of the study that will
include City and County staff as well as farmers and landowners interested in developing
housing for agricultural workers.

Rather than wait for the comprehensive Code Modernization effort, staff believes that
since the farmworker/ag employee housing code amendments would relate to the specific
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stated objective of supporting affordable housing, that the amendments could be
processed as part of a “near term” package of code changes.

s Modified Process for |nitiation of new R-Combining District (RM-2-R) Property Rezonings -
The R-Combining District establishes a “by right” density of 20 units per acre, and in
2008/2009 the Board of Supervisors rezoned five sites in order to comply with a
Settlement Agreement and enable the Housing Element to be certified by the State (an
additional site located in the coastal zone was initially proposed for rezoning, but
withdrawn due to Coastal Commission staff concerns about policy consistency). The
initial approach to the R-Combining sites was that only the Board could initiate the R-
Combining rezonings and only those five sites were eligible. At this time, only the
“Erlach/Cunnison Lane”, the "Protiva/Soquel Ave frontage road” and the unbuilt portion of
the “Atkinson” site remain undeveloped.

The 2015 Housing Element contains Policy 1.2, which states that: “Property zoned RM-2-
R (Multi-family residential, 20 DU/acre, also known as the R-Combining District) shall only
be rezoned if substitute property is concurrently rezoned from lower density to at least 20
DU/acre, or a mixed-use project that would supply the same number of rental dwelling
units is concurrently approved.” The 2015 Housing Element, therefore, added the
flexibility that other sites that the original five could be considered for rezoning to R-
Combining. Also in 2015, the zoning ordinance was amended such that Section
13.10.476 no longer restricts that zoning to the original five parcels. It no longer states
that only the Board can initiate those rezoning proposals, aithough it does provide that
“The Regional Housing Need R Combining District shall only be applied to those parcels
designated by the Board of Supervisors”, and Section 13.10.477(A) Site Selection Criteria
states: “For sites to be designated under the Regional Housing Need R Combining
District, the site must be approved by the Board of Supervisors based on the County’s
housing needs.”

It would be helpful to adopt a code amendment to clarify and streamline the process
through which new or substitute R-Combining sites could be proposed and studied.
Section 13.10.215(B) of the zoning ordinance addresses the ways that amendments can
be initiated (“initiated” means proposed for study, processing and future action after
environmental review and public hearings etc.):

(B) Amendment Initiation. Amendment to the zoning plan or map may be initiated
by a resolution of intention adopted by the Board of Supervisors upon its own motion or
upon the recommendation of the Planning Commission, or an application by a property
owner or other interested party having the owner's authorization.

Due to the high profile and high-risk nature of these types of rezoning applications, it
would greatly assist property owners/applicants to be able to have either the Planning
Commission or the Board of Supervisors either initiate or "concur with initiation” of a new
or substitute R-Combining site. This would allow for some level of public awareness of a
possible application, and some acknowledgement by the County that a site is appropriate
for study and processing. No decisions would be made at the time of “initiating”, other
than to trigger the filing and processing of an application for compliance review,
environmental review, public hearings and future action.

e Permanent Supportive Housing — There is an existing Program 4.5 in the current Housing
Element that states: “Explore regulatory options for recognizing and legalizing
hotels/motels that have over time been converted to permanent occupancy”. These types
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of properties, when not used for visitor accommodations due to their outdated and small
configurations, have essentially turned into Single Room Occupancy (SRO) properties
with non-transient tenants. These types of properties can serve an important role in
supplying units that can be used for permanent supporting housing and meet other
housing needs for small units. However, properties used in this manner in the
unincorporated area are currently an illegal non-conforming use. A similar circumstance
occurs when nursing or congregate care homes cease operating, as occurred recently
with the Cresthaven property on 17" Avenue. Creating a regulatory pathway for these
types of properties to be used as permanent supportive and/or affordable housing would
offer the potential to provide much-needed housing in these configurations.

A method of accommodating such properties in a legal manner could be to create a
Permanent Room Housing (PRH) Combining District. Through such a tool, older
converted hotel/motel or nursing/congregate care properties could apply to be rezoned to
the PRH Combining District and obtain a Development Permit to become legal or shift to a
permanent housing use. The PRH would be applied to single properties on a case-by-
case basis. The City of Santa Cruz has such a zoning tool, and a good example of the
type of project that it can be used for is Nuevo Sol, a permanent supportive housing
project that substantially rehabilitated an old 12-unit motel property into 12 units. As most
of these properties are located on commercial parcels, the PRH combining district
approach would be necessary because the properties would not be a “mixed use”
development but would usually be entirely residential.

RECOMMENDATION

Planning staff recommends that the Housing Advisory Commission recommend that the Board of
Supervisors initiate the following Near-Term Regulatory Amendments to Support Creation of
Affordable Housing: '

a)
b)
c)
d)

Enhanced Density Bonus program (e.g. rather than up to 35% allow for up to 50% bonus);
Amendments related to farmworker/agricultural employee housing,
Modify fee structures to charge by square foot rather than by unit or by bedroom;

Modify mixed use regulations to allow greater percentage of project square footage to be
residential for affordable housing (currently 67% only for 100% affordable projects; 50%
for all other mixed use projects)

Modified Process for Initiation of new R-Combining District Property Rezoning

Permanent Supportive Housing Overlay District, e.g. “Permanent Room Housing (PRH)
Combining District



ExHitirT 1

Summary of Affordable Housing Options
MBEP Report
Santa Cruz County Housing Advisory Committee
March 7, 2018

What Realistic Policy Changes Could Improve Housing Affordability
in the Monterey Bay Region?

It is beyond the scope of this report to fully explain the complex nuances of
what makes housing expensive to develop and the housing market
unaffordable in our communities. Some drivers of cost are nearly
unchangeable (e.g. frequently difficult soil conditions), some are beyond
the ability of local jurisdictions to change (e.g. certain over-uses of CEQA
lawsuits), and some have near-consensus support for leaving in place (e.g.
preserving the region’s productive farm land). To evaluate and prioritize
housing policy change, though, explicit mention of the realistically
improvable affordability drivers is critical.

The policies advocated in this paper are specifically picked to cause
improvements in these drivers.

1. Overall Housing Supply. It is well understood that the Monterey Bay
Region and California as a whole have for decades been producing new
housing at a rate far below the gradual increase in demand. The drivers
listed below address the fact that there are more and less productive types
of housing to create, but we must not lose sight of the fact that we do not
even have in existence today enough housing for our region’s current
residents. There is no guestion, then, and that addressing affordability as a
whole requires, in part, significant increases in our rate of housing
production.

2. Mix of housing types produced. A less often discussed component bf
housing affordability within our undersupplied market is that we (both the
Monterey Bay Region and California generally} do not produce a mix of



housing types that corresponds well to the spectrum of demand. We create
a very small amount of publicly subsidized housing for lower income levels
and a much larger amount of expensive for-sale housing (but not even
enough of the latter to keep up with demand). Critical to addressing
affordability is not only increasing production but altering the types of
housing produced. This is important and complex enough that we address
this point in more detail below.

3. Affordable Housing Production. The more affordable housing we can
actually create for lower income levels, all else being roughly equal, the
more we will improve the region’s affordability. Actually evaluating
affordable housing policies according to the number and income level of
units produced relative to alternative policies has often been neglected, and
is therefore an important part of a systematic policy change effort. There
seems no realistic path to addressing most of the affordability crisis via
publicly subsidized housing, so this category of production must only be
one of several major efforts. Nevertheless, local measures that could
create more subsidized affordable housing should be pursued.

4. Cost of Production. Even within the context of unaffordable high prices
and rents, the high cost of production is one of the dominant factors in the
overall lack of supply. Further, it is important to note that while reducing the
cost of production does increase total production, it also has the arguably
even more important second effect of enabling the production of more
housing types (e.g. smaller infill multifamily housing) beyond highest- end
units. In this way it is critical to altering the mix of units produced.

5. Risk in Production. As with cost, the risk involved, primarily through
lengthy and uncertain approval processes, is also a significant component
of depressed supply.

Most Promising Policy Change Recommendations

Reviewing local policy recommendations, analysis, and studies of
implemented policies by the California Department of Housing &



Community Development, the San Diego Housing Commission, multiple
policy groups in the San Francisco Bay area, and a few specific
jurisdictions has led us thus far to the following list of most promising policy
changes that couid be made by some or all of the jurisdictions in the
Monterey Bay Region.

1. Scale All Fees by Square Foot, Not Per Unit. Recognizing that truly
reducing the overall fee burden on housing production will likely require
state-level policy change, local jurisdictions can immediately focus on
removing disincentives to the creation of smaller units. All of the
jurisdictions we examined in the region have at least some fees that are
charged per housing unit created, without regard to whether the unit is
a 4,000 square foot single family home or a 400 square foot rental
apartment. This provides a financial disincentive to build smaller units
that have a much greater affect on improving the market's affordability.
We see no downside to eliminating this disincentive, as has specifically
been recommended by HCD.

2. Defer Development Impact Fees Until The Certificate of Occupancy.
Paying fees during the most speculative stages of a project’s development
and then financing fees throughout multiple years of a projects
development and construction adds measurably to the cost. The San Diego
Housing Commission seeks to save approximately 1% of the cost of
production across all housing units simply by collecting all of the same fees
as a requirement for CoQ issuance rather than at many stages throughout
a project’s timeline previous to that point. This could certainly be done with
impact fees, such as those leveed for water, sewer, traffic/street
improvements, daycare, affordable housing impact,
groundwater/impervious surfaces, parks, schools, etc. Jurisdictions should
also look at the many other fees, such as application fees, general plan
fees, etc. to determine which are most feasible to move to the later stage

as well.



3. Enhanced Bonus Density Provision. While real success improving
affordability will take changing multiple policies, we see this as the single
most powerful lever that could be deployed. It therefore warrants a more
detailed explanation.

Background: The State of California has a bonus density law that applies to
all jurisdictions. Under this law, if a housing project inciudes certain
percentages of its units as legally restricted affordable housing units for
certain low-income levels, i.e. inclusionary housing (the particular
percentage required varying according to how low the income restrictions
are on the units), then the project can take advantage of certain incentives,
including:

- A percent increase in the density of units that can be built in the project
over that allowed by the local jurisdictions zoning ordinance (with that
bonus percent rising as high as 35% if enough income-restricted affordable
units are built);

- A reduction in the minimum parking requirements to a certain level
specified by state law, if desired;

- The right to have a limited number of other more minor deviations from
local zoning (e.g. setback requirements) under certain circumstances.

San Diego’s analysis concluded that the structure of the law is sound, but
often the expense of providing the on-site affordable housing units is
greater than the benefit of the incentives provided. Their local amendments
to this structure have shown one example of how this bonus density
structure can be enhanced to the point that it greatly increases the
production of affordable housing units. Key points from San Diego’s
example include: -

«  Strategically, San Diego did not reduce the affordable housing
requirement to achieve bonus density nor alter the state’s bonus
incentives for the typical inclusionary housing percentages. Rather,



they altered their law to provide a larger bonus density reward for
 inclusionary housing above and beyond the highest levels rewarded
by the state. So a project that maxes out the state bonus density
incentive by providing 20% of its baseline number of units as low-
income affordable units can then provide even more inclusionary
housing, with more bonus per unit up to a 50% density bonus.

Similarly, projects going beyond the state density bonus requirement
earn more of the minor zoning concessions, up to a five concession
maximum.

This policy has resulted in a 900% increase in the rate of
housing projects applying for bonus density and 470% increase
in the inclusionary housing units in the production pipeline. The
increase in affordable and bonus market-rate units is shown in the
chart below (courtesy Circulate San Diego at:
http://www.circulatesd.org/ahbpreport

4. Reducing Parking Requirements. The single biggest disincentive for
building more, smaller units in a project rather than large, expensive units is
parking requirements. In a 3-4 story infill project with smaller units, for
example, ground-level parking can take up 2.5 times the amount of land as
the building(s). Projects then sometimes choose between fewer units (and
thus have to get more revenue per unit) or adding structured, underground,
or lift parking, which typically costs $20,000/new parking spot or more. The
Monterey Bay Region has scores of zoning areas within its 17 jurisdictions
with varying parking requirements. But nearly all, for example, require 2
parking spaces plus visitor parking for every modest-sized one-bedroom
apartment. The financial feasibility of building many more housing units
near jobs in walkable, bike-friendly, and bus-friendly locations would be
greatly helped by:

Greatly reducing - ideally eliminating entirely - parking minimums in
core downtown zones, combined with parking districts where needed.



« Reducing parking requirements in other locations served by walkable
amenities and public transit.

« Reducing parking requirements as an incentive for lower-parking
policies, from additional bike amenities, car sharing amenities, and
institution of low-car ownership rental preferences.

« Making a working bonus density ordinance, so that the lower parking
requirements required by state bonus density law are available to
projects that can work financially.

« Incentivizing commercial property owners to share existing parking
with nearby residential projects where appropriate.

5. Reducing Commercial Space Requirements. In mixed-use zones
around the region, there are typically requirements for how much
construction must be commercial or even retail. This can be all street
frontage, the full first-floor, or in the case of unincorporated Santa
Cruz County, 50% of the square footage of the entire development. in
most locations, there is not strong demand for commercial space.
Lenders often therefore do not count projected commercial revenue
in their financing calculations. This means that housing can only be
built in those locations if it is expensive enough to subsidize the
required commercial space - often leading to commercial space that
is not well designed for likely eventual uses. This is a particularly
significant challenge because these mixed-use zones are typically the
exact locations where housing density is least controversial, closest
to jobs, and best served by transit and active transportation options.
Best practices for improving housing affordability include:

«  Allow housing behind and above any first-floor commercial/retail
space, requiring at most only a certain depth of commercial space
along the primary street frontage. '



«  Qutside of core downtowns, allow street frontage space to be a
construction type and design that can allow for conversion between
residential use, live-work space, and retail uses, allowing demand to
drive use over time.

6. Local Funding Sources for Affordable Housing. 2016 was a
breakthrough election cycle for voters in local jurisdictions in CA
passing taxes and fees that fund affordable housing. Counties and
cities in the Monterey Bay Region should look at best opportunities
for generating revenue to subsidize more affordable housing
production - sources other than taxing the other most important types
of housing production (such as rental housing). In fact, jurisdictions
who do not have local match sources will not be competitive for state
and federal resources that base their awards on leverage (e.g. Low-

" Income Housing Tax Credits). Exploration of other local sources
could include dedicating a portion of Transient Occupancy Taxes,
Cannabis Revenues, or establishing a Commercial Linkage Fee as
several San Francisco Bay Area cities have done. UC Berkeley's
Urban Displacement Project
(http:/iwww.urbandisplacement.org/policy-tools-2 ) has catalogued
affordable housing policies including housing related funding
measures across the Bay Area. Los Angeles passed a business
sensitive commercial linkage measure in December 2017.

7. Comprehensive Pro-ADU Production Policies. The 2016 changes to
CA state law remove many of the barriers to ADU production.
Nevertheless, longstanding policies in Santa Cruz in particular demonstrate
that this is not enough to actually get many ADUs produced. Portland
provides the best example of a jurisdiction (roughly the same size as the
Monterey Bay Region in total population as well as prevalence of single-
family-home lots) that has rapidly increased its ADU production via a
systematic policy-change effort. The chart below shows the effect of
repeatedly analyzing and acting on policy-change opportunities regarding
ADUs in Portland:
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EXHIBIT 2

Related Correspondence

Affordable Housing NOWI
P.O. Box 2374, Santa Cruz, California 95063
(831) 295-2756
a lehousing-now.

March 12, 2018

Board of Supervisors
701 Ocean Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Members of the Board:

Thank you for the opportunity to address your Board about
inclusionary housing policy and the housing crisis generally.
When speaking with developers and others about the barriers to
housing construction, inclusionary requirements are rarely on
the short list of issues raised while the following issues are raised
consistently:

« Lack of certainty in the process and interpretation of
regulations;

« Lack of suitably zoned sites;
» Financial uncertainties; and
+ The cost of the entilement process.

These are not issues that are new to Santa Cruz County, and they
are also common to other high-cost housing areas. Thoughtful
housing advocates and economists throughout the state have
developed a range of policy proposals in an attempt to address
these issues, including:

» Providing adequate suitably zoned land with development
potential to provide opportunities for new multi-family
housing units.

» Providing local incentives for more rental housing. (San
Diego has an interesting local density bonus program.)

» Providing by-right development for certain types of
housing. (Shortly, the County will need to address this
in the context of SB 35 and other pending legislation.)

« (Creatively evaluating current regulations to encourage the
construction of smaller, more affordable housing units.
(Some communities are shifting to charging fees on a
square foot vs unit basis. As well, some communities are
relooking at how they calculate densities, recognizing that
it doesn't make sense to treat an 800 square foot unit and
a 3,500 square foot unit as the same density.)

+ Adopting fiexible mixed-use regulations designed to
encourage smaller more affordable housing units.
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Clearly, moving forward in those areas will be critical if the County is going to see
measured progress in addressing our local housing challenges. Affordable Housing NOW!
{AHN) has also spoken with several local developers who support exploring viable policy
opportunities that will enhance the production of rental and affordable housing units,

AHN appreciates the sentiment expressed at the December 12, 2017 hearing on the
proposed changes to the inclusionary housing ordinance, namely that the scale of the
housing crisis requires that all aspects of the County’s housing regulatory program be
reviewed for effectiveness in today’s world. And, while we opposed it when approved as
a short-term experiment in 2016, we appreciate why your Board wanted to better
understand the pros and cons of requiring unit construction vs in-lieu fees for the

inclusionary housing program.

However after two years of consideration, we believe that no significant information has
been developed to support the payment of fees in place of requiring the construction of
inclusionary housing units. While some have suggested that the construction of
inclusionary units is a dated or failed program, it is important to remember what this
program has accomplished over the years, and can continue to produce into the future:

¢ It has generated over 500 affordable units over its lifetime, with most of these for-
sale units;

» Itis the only program that creates housing units for moderate income households
(the teachers, firefighters, etc. that the community struggles to retain);

o It is the only program that results in units not being concentrated in small areas,
by its nature distributing units in conjunction with new market rate housing
throughout the urban area;

» Itis the only affordable program that has been developed at no cost to the County;

e It results in units being built now, versus funds sitting in an account to support
undefined housing efforts in future years; and

«  While it was a new program when initiated in Santa Cruz, inclusionary housing
programs are used successfully in most local jurisdictions throughout the state.

Some have suggested that the inclusionary program has served as an impediment to new
housing construction, but little evidence has been provided to support that assertion. In
fact, in speaking with some of the advocates for allowing a buy-out of affordable unit
requirements, all we have heard were concerns about the possible impacts to future
rental project construction. Sadly, it has become clear that many rental developers are
not aware that the County’s current program allows accepting Section 8 tenants in lieu of
providing lower priced rental units.

While AHN supports exploring other policy opportunities to increase production of rental
and affordable housing units, based on our research, we believe that the construction of
inclusionary housing units remains an effective component of the County’s program. We
therefore continue to support the requirement of unit construction of over in-lieu fees to
meet the inclusionary housing requirements, as was recommended in the December 12,

2017 staff report.

AHN stands ready to support policy changes that can truly impact the construction of housing
in general and affordable housing in particular. We hope that your Board concurs that the



construction of inclusionary housing has been and can continue to be a successful part of
the County’s program to address our affordable housing crisis. We look forward te
moving beyond this issue and focusing on other policies that will have an impact on the
right kind of housing production to meet the needs of Santa Cruz County residents.

Sincerely,
Tim Willoughby, AHN Chair



EXHIGIT =2

March 2, 2018

To: Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors
From: Santa Cruz County Coalition of Housing Advocates
Re: Amendments to the Affordable Housing Program

Dear Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors and Planning Staff:

We are a consortium of housing advocates, business and development industry
representatives, and community leaders that together represent more than 40
individuals, companies, and organizations that work in Santa Cruz County.
Together we have a shared interest in the creation of more housing units to address
the housing affordability gap and supply shortfall that our community currently
faces.

Last December we meet with you, the COA and to county staff to share our mutual
concerns. We appreciate the time that staff provided to us in explaining their
position on the proposed amendments to the County’s Affordable Housing
Ordinance. We have reviewed the hypothetical pro forma document provided by
County’s Housing Manager Julie Conway. This document lays out the financial
and economic assumptions used by the County to justify their program
amendments. We offer an alternative pro-forma that includes costs that were not
part of the County’s analysis, while also recognizing where the County’s
assumptions were correct.

It is our belief that the County of Santa Cruz has an obligation to provide for a
regulatory framework that will allow for the development of all types of new
housing, both to meet existing demand, but also to account for future growth. We
also believe that the supply shortfall we currently face is unprecedented in its scope
and impact. Given this dire need, we believe that a fundamental shift must take
place across all reaims of housing policy, and specifically the core tenets of the



County’s Affordable Housing Program, if we are to make any measurable
progress.

The current program creates deed restricted affordable ownership units by
mandating their inclusion in any for sale project of 5 or more units. This housing
policy mandate, while having served as a valuable tool creating affordable
ownership units for over 30 years, does not and will not produce nearly enough
affordable units to address the scope of our current shortfall. Given the absence of
favorable zoning for higher infill density, this requirement proves to be a
disincentive to building housing generally, as developers must bear the entire cost
of providing for new affordable housing with limited concessions in return.

We believe an alternative model exists that can provide for more deed restricted
affordable units over the same period of time, while also generating more market
rate units as well. This model, based on the Affordable Housing Action Plan as
implemented by the City of San Diego, relies on a Density Bonus Ordinance that
goes above and beyond the minimum ordinance as required under State law.
Specifically, the San Diego Density Bonus Ordinance provides for an additional
award of density and/or fee waivers/incentives if the project developer maxes our
their affordable housing contribution.

In practice this provides a greater incentive for developers to want to include a
larger proportion of deed restricted units in their projects, while also giving them
more flexibility to make projects pencil out, given the limited zoning for infill
development. The initial data from San Diego suggests that this alternative
approach has generated 4 to 5 times more deed restricted units than were produced
over the same amount of time previously, while also generating more market rate
housing, which has also contributed to greater affordability in the marketplace as a
whole.

Therefore, we would like to encourage you to initiate the public input process
to begin consideration of this alternative policy approach to the development
of affordable housing, in lieu of reverting back to the tenets of the program as it
exists today. The County has a critical role to address our housing supply. The
County should find opportunities to work with the development community to seek



out news solutions to address our housing supply shortfall, and it must be willing
to implement-innovative ideas and consider alternative perspectives. We have the
data and political will to demonstrate that the alternative approach as implemented
in San Diego will result in the development of more housing units of all types, and
thus represents our best opportunity to meet a crisis we currently face.

Our response includes the recently published white paper by Sibley Simon of
Envision Housing and Matt Huerta of the Monterey Bay Economic Partnership
entitled “What Realistic Policy Changes Could Improve Housing Affordability in
the Monterey Bay Region?”, which deals specifically with the Density Bonus
Program implemented in San Diego. Also included is our alternative pro-forma
and summary that analyzes the hypothetical pro-forma that we received from
County staff. Our analysis addresses the underlying cost assumptions that were not
fully accounted for in the hypothetical pro-forma, while also acknowledging where
these cost assumptions were reflective of what we have seen in the marketplace.

Furthermore, we suggest that a countywide housing working group be established,
similar to the developer roundtable hosted by the City of Santa Cruz, that can help
the county track progress and make adjustments to approve more housing — at all
income levels — that are so vital the economic sustainability of our region.

We have also attached an updated pro-forma that adds additional costs to the
developer and property owner that were not included in the staft pro-forma report
that was produced by the County’s consultant. Foremost, we are grateful that the
County took the steps to utilize outside experts to better understand the economics
of moving from property purchase to entitlement and eventually turn-key to the
home buyer and/or tenant, The County’s pro-forma served as a starting point to
measure the cost and return on investment to the builder.

Development costs in Santa Cruz County push out the end cost of any housing
unit. The base line per square foot and per unit cost in the county’s pro-forma
should also include Land Carrying Cost, time for acquisition to entitlement varies
from parcel to parcel which are unknown expense factors that need to be backed in
to the pro-forma. The other ‘covered expenses of the project from working



drawings, plan check and permit issuance, construction time, final map recording,
financial carrying costs {on average 6%/year), engineering studies and land
analysis and property taxes from time of purchase to sold are all factors that need
to be included in the final — go or no go. This pro-forma is an example similar to
what the county staff provided in the December 2017 report. These costs are also
assumed based current market conditions.

We are also aware and acknowledge of the long held believe in the county that
protecting the green belts and urban boundaries drive the land use decisions for our
region. The signers of this letter stand with the county in that environmental
protection effort while also maintaining a realistic approach to housing
development that is so critical to meeting the supply demand shortages that are
impacting the quality of life in our region. It is our belief that the trade off for
having a green belt and preserved areas on all sides is a robust infill development
program to make the most efficient use of the limited land available.

Finally, we are also offering a report, The Economic of Inclusionary Development,
written by the Urban Land Institute, The Twilleger Center for Housing, and
EcoNorthwest. High housing costs are not only detrimental for families: they are
also bad for business and local competitiveness. They make it harder for
companies to attract and retain workers or force employers to pay higher wages,
which may be passed along to consumers in the form of higher prices. Workers
forced to make unduly long commutes between their jobs and where they can
afford to live may be less productive and spend less of their income in the
community of their employment. Some research even suggests that housing
shortages in highly productive cities have reduced the national gross domestic
product. Inclusionary Zoning’s complexity and controversy come together around
the extent to which the policies are mandatory, voluntary, or somewhere in
between (i.e. applying only in certain situations, such as when local zoning is
changed for a neighborhood or development project). Wherever a city lands along
this continuum, almost all cities offer various types of development incentives that
attempt to mitigate or offset the economic impacts the inclusionary policy has on
land values and real estate development.



Understanding those effects is important. By definition, IZ is intended to generate
a below-market real estate end use—workforce housing units-—that the private
market on its own would not produce at a given location. 1Z may make that site
less valuable than it would be if developed to its highest and best use.

The positive news is that cities and counties have at their disposal a variety of tools
to make inclusionary development more favorable from the landowner’s and
developer’s perspectives. Using those tools to optimize private developer
participation—and spur the desired development of new workforce housing
units—is challenging for most cities. Many have asked ULI District Councils and
members for their advice on the best way to do it. This study provides advice on
what incentives work best in which development scenarios. The study’s purpose is
to enable policy makers to better understand how an IZ policy affects real estate
development and how to use the necessary development incentives for IZ to be
most effective.

The writers approached this study with no preconceived point of view about IZ.
Their belief that for at least as long as real estate development remains robust in
the current economic cycle and housing affordability for the workforce remains a
priority for business and political leaders, IZ concepts will be part of local land use
policy making.

That is where the dynamics in Santa Cruz County do not match the economic
cycles. The time to acquire land, holding costs and the other varying economic
costs already noted previously make building more affordable housing a difficult
challenge here. The question then becomes: How can an IZ policy be best designed
to work in the context of the local Santa Cruz County real estate development
market?

The signatories to this letter want to partner with the County in ways that actually
produce the type of housing at all income levels that are so necessary ina
demanding market.



Thank you in advance for considering our views at this very critical time for our
county. We will follow up this information with a formal request to meet with
each of you before the March 20th Board of Supervisors Meeting.

Signed
(see attached list)



EXHIE )T o

2017 Legislative Housing Package

The 2017 Legislative Housing Package provides a
renewed focus on one of the most basic needs for every
Californian ... home. The housing package offers an
injection of new regulatory and financial resources, and
with it, an opportunity to innovate in the way we deliver
housing throughout the state of California through:

» Accelerating development fo increase housing supply

« Holding cities/counties accountable for addressing
housing needs in their communities

« Creating opportunities for new affordable homes and
preserves existing affordable homes; and

+ Providing critical funding for new affordable homes

> Imposes a $75 fee on recording of real estate documents (excluding sales) for .
investment in affordable-home deveiopment.

> Places a $4 billion general obligation bond on the November 2018 general
election ballot for veterans and affordable housing programs.

“‘Ongoing ~ SB 2 (Atkins) Building Jobs and Homes Act

' Imposes a fee on recording of real estate documents excluding sales for the purposes of
- funding affordable housing. Provides that first year proceeds will be split evenly between local
- planning grants and HCD’s programs that address homelessness. Thereafter, 70 percent of
~ the proceeds will be allocated to local governments in either an over-the-counter or
- competitive process. Fifteen percent will be allocated to HCD, ten percent to assist the
. development of farmworker housing and five percent to administer a program to incentivize
-+ the permitting of affordable housing. Fifteen percent will be allocated to CalHFA to assist
0 mixed-income multifamily developments.

,' SB 3 (Beall) Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act

= Places a $4 billion general obligation bond on the November 2018 general election ballot.
-+ Allocates $3 billion in bond proceeds among programs that assist affordable muitifamily

- developments, housing for farmworkers, transit-oriented development, infrastructure for infill
. development, and homeownership. Also funds matching grants for Local Housing Trust Funds
- and homeownership programs. Provides $1 billion in bond proceeds to CalVet for home and
<+ farm purchase assistance for veterans.



SB2 (Atkins) Building Jobs and Homes Act

Q: How much money will be collected from the fee on recording real estate documents?

A: The revenues from SB 2 will vary from year to year, as they are dependent on a variety of real
estate transactions with fluctuating activity. The fees collected are estimated to generate
approximately $250 million per year. Subject to appropriation through the 2018-19 state budget, the
State Controller's Office will collect revenues quarterly and make those revenues available to the
fund 30 days following the end of the quarter.

Q: What is the breakdown of funding under SB 27
A: See Chart Below

SB 2 Ongoing Housing Funding Allocations?

Yearl Year 2 and Ongoing

Entitlement
Jurisdictions 10%

Non-Entitienment

ifarily k lired reserves for p H - aLGLISHts
lowincome Housing mhahilmgn_ of foreclosed ¢ m:::zmmm saccessibiity modifiations, Mmimf — ,Tﬁﬁmr
Moderate inwm: Hom&ng Home rental and oweership for middle-income familles; homeownership upoormmties, < down a
Rapid rehousing, remal navigation centers, emer;enqsheltm and p and transitional housé
10cat k hing Funds Local or regional by g trust funds; anmdModerateinmmHouskgAssetFmé
incentives 1 o hing funts For permitting new b g

* Note: I'undsunmtdl’orthnsiﬁsuaﬂdﬂmmmnmmm:»mmmmﬂwmuMwmhmilvllwmmaadtlwmdoh.mnﬁﬁalwr eripmmwmmmwmm-ﬂdn
wit] revert to this program if unused after 5 years. mﬁmdimmhnlsmnmslﬂmzm"edmlf Bock Grant and "Nom- ond all
tormules, In Year 3 and ongoing, 20% of a8 funds are o diture on affordable awhwr- wkfotmhwm

Q: What can a jurisdiction do today to be prepared to receive SB 2 dollars?

A: In order to access first-year planning grant funds from the initial allocation, and the 70 percent
focal allocation in the second year and beyond, jurisdictions must:

« have a compliant housing element, and;

¢ submit a current annual report {pursuant to Section 65400). Visit the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation and Housing Elements page (and click on "Annual Progress Reports") to
verify a jurisdiction’s status.

In addition, to receive the local aliocation from year two and beyond, jurisdictions will need to submit
a plan to the department detailing the manner in which allocated funds will be used by the local
government and how those activities will meet the local government’s unmet share of the regional
housing needs allocation.

California Department of Housing and Community Development: Division of Housing Policy Development
2020 West El Camino Avenue, Suite 500, Sacramento, Califernia 85833
916.263.7400 | hed.ca.gov



SB2: First Year

Q: When will funds for SB 2 be available?

A Revenue for SB 2 will be collected beginning January 1, 2018 and revenue will be deposited in
the SB 2 fund within 30 days following the end of each quarter. While the revenue will be generated
throughout the calendar year, funding must be appropriated by the legistature to HCD before it can
be awarded. Appropriations would likely occur through adoption of the state budget, which is passed
by June 30th of each year, and covers the state fiscal year from July 1st through the following June.
The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $250 million for SB 2 activities, and there is
language to allow for an increase of the appropriation if revenues exceed this level. Assuming
inclusion of funds in the budget, the funds would be available for HCD to award beginning July 2018
(and subject to the completion of any necessary guideline processes for each activity under SB 2).
See the California Housing Package Projected Milestones chart for more information on expected
release of the funds. :

Q: When will the funding to local governments to update planning documents and zoning
ordinances in order to streamline housing production be made available?

A: The full amount of funding available to this program will be determined by 2018 revenues to be
deposited into the fund in February 2019. Starting summer of 2018, 5 percent of the resources
available to local governments to support planning efforts is available for technical assistance to
jurisdictions, provided by HCD and the Governor's Office of Planning and Research. HCD expects {o
release the notice of funding availability for planning funds no later than Spring of 2019 and those
funds will be made available for a two-year timeframe.

SB2: Year Two and Beyond

Q: Has the state completed any projections on what each jurisdiction's aliocation will be for
the 70 percent local government funding that will be formulated?

A: SB 2 stipulates that funds will be awarded in accordance with the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) formula for the Federal Fiscal Year 2017. HUD's CDBG formula includes factors such
as the extent of poverty, population, housing overcrowding, age of housing, and population growth
lag in relationship to other metropolitan areas. Because the revenues from SB 2 are unknown, we
are not able to provide estimates of what each eligible jurisdiction’s award will be.

Q: When will the 70 percent for local governments become available?

A: Funds will be collected beginning January 1, 2019. While the revenues will be generated
throughout the calendar year, funds must be appropriated by the legistature to HCD before they can
be awarded. Appropriations would likely occur through adoption of the state budget, which is passed
by June 30th of each year, and covers the state fiscal year from July 1, 2019 through the following
June, 2020. Funds will be available foliowing those appropriations.

SB 3 (Beall) Veterans and Affordable Housing
| Bond Act of 2018

Q: The $4 Billion Bond authorized by SB 3 is contingent on voter approval in November 2018.
if the Bond passes in 2018, when will funding become available? -

A: Pending voter approval in November 2018 and subject to bond sales, HCD would be able to
release its first Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) in Spring 2018. Subsequent NOFAs would
follow throughout 2019. HCD expects to expend the Bond proceeds through a series of NOFA’s over
a five-year timeframe. :

California Department of Housing and Community Development: Division of Housing Policy Development
2020 West E1 Camino Avenue, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 956833
916.263.7400 | hed.ca.gov



Associated Activities and Milestones
BILL(S) -_ . '_ACTIVITIES&MILESTONES TARGETDATES
Fundmg from 2018 Revenues Collected Between January 1, 2018 and December 31, 2018

SB 2 (Atkins) Building Jobs - Planning Grants {50% of Funds)

and Homes Act - Initiate Public Outreach . S - Spring 2018
: " Provision of Planning Technical Asmstance - -7 Summer 2018*
- Development of Guidelines = _ o " Summer 2018
‘Release of Notice of Fundmg Ava;lablitty o - 'Spring 2019
e Homelessness Grants (50% of Funds) o . L
" Public Outreach =~ . . foes - . Spring 2018
‘Development of Guidelines - o ' .o+ . . Spring 2018
Release of Initial Notice of Fundmg Avarlabihty - .. Fali2018*

Release of Subsequent Notice of Funding Avaltablhty o - Fall 2019*

Funding from Revenues Collected Between January 1, 2019 and December 31, 2018 and Every CY Thereafter

SB 2 (Atkins) Building Jobs  Local Funds (70% of Annual Total)

and Homes Act Initiate Public Outreach A .- . Fall2018
" Development of Guidelines L ' Spring 2019
Release of Notice of Funding Availabillty S ‘Summer 2019*
" Production Incentive Program (5% of Annua! Total) S T
. Initiate Public Outreach R - Fall2018 .
Development of Guidelines -~ oo Spring 2019
Release of Notice of Funding Availabmty . Summer2019*

FarmworkerFunds (10% ofAnnuaITotai) DT T e
- Initiate Public Outreach S _ oo Winter 2018/2019

Development of Guidelines "¢ S o Summer 2019

Release of Notice of Fundmg Ava:labthty _ e - Winter 2019/2020*
Funding Pending Approval by Voters in November 2018

SB 3 (Beall) Veterans and -~ Release of Initial Notice of Funding Availability " Spring 2019*
Affordable Housing Bond Act SRR o
. Reiease of Subsequent Notlces of F-‘undmg Avauabihty o TBD for later in 2019

Addltlonal Information — snciudlng a fuIE Iist of FAQs avallabie at
http./fwww.hed ca.gov/policy-research/thp. shtml ‘

STAY INFORMED - To sign up for hed listserv visit www.hed.ca.gov and click on the
email sign up.

California Department of Housing and Community Development: Division of Housing Policy Development
2020 West £l Camino Avenue, Suite 500, Sacramento, California 85833
916.263.7400 | hed.ca.gov
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EXYHIET

Bonus Density Proposal To the County Housing Advisory Committee

Enhancing $Santa Cruz County’s bonus density ordinance has the potential to increase the
production of housing units that help our local housing affordability for people living and/or
working in Santa Cruz County. A broad coalition interested in improving our housing
affordability has come together to propose that the Housing Advisory Committee {MAC) pursue
the foliowing changes to the County’s bonus density ordinance. These proposed changes are
based on what other jurisdictions in California have done to increase the production of
affordable housing, smaller housing units, and rental housing. These jurisdictions have used the
ability to grant greater than 35% density bonus under CA Government Code Section 65915(n}

without requiring an EIR to make such an ordinance change.

To recognize the concerns and priorities of some residents and neighborhoods, we recommend
some particular restrictions on new bonus densities. These include aliowing no additional
height allowances achievable beyond what the current county ordinances allow and restricting
the sizes of units in projects that seek to use the proposed Smail Rental Unit Bonus. Given
these proposed restrictions and the fact that all of these bonuses are %’'s applied to current
zoning, we believe this proposed ordinance is reasonable and productive to apply across
unincorporated Santa Cruz County, as is the case with the current ordinance.

The Proposak:

1. Keep current bonus density options all in place, allowing, for example, projects to obtain
up to @ 35% density bonus by including, for example, any of the following:
a. Atleast 11% of base units as Very Low income (VLI) affordable units
b. At least 20% of base units as Low income {LI) affordable units
c. Atleast 40% of base units as Moderate Income {Mi) affordable units.
The many other details of current bonus density law would remain as well, such as the

honus for senior housing.

2. In addition, allow projects the option of obtaining a new Enhanced Density Bonus
bayond the current ordinance (as summarized above), We recommend using the same
bonus structure as found in San Diego’s current bonus density ordinance, which

orovides
a. 3.75% more bonus density for each 1% additional VLI units beyond 11% up toa

maximurm 50% bonus, with up to 4 concessions allowed for projects with at least
13% Vil units and up to 5 concessions allowed for projects with at least 15% VLU
units, or

5. 3.75% more bonus density for each 1% of LI units beyond 20% up to a maximum
50% bonus, further allowing 4 concessions on projects with at least 31% U units,

and 5 concessions on projects with at least 33% L units.



¢. 3.75% more bonus density for each 1% of Mi units beyond 40% up to a
maximum 50% bonus, allowing 4 concessions on projects with at least 31% Ml
units and 5 concessions on projects with at least 33% M1 units.

For clarity, the tables showing the bonus density and concessions under this formulae
are attached.

One restriction we recommend piacing on the Enhanced Bonus Density for Santa Cruz
County is to clearly state that the Enhance Bonus Density cannot be used to aliow any
additional height beyond what can be obtained under the current bonus density

prdinance.

1n addition we recommend allowing all mapped projects to have the flexibility of
building the bonus-density-qualifying affordable units off-site (other than those units
required to be on-site by the County’s inclusionary ordinance}. The total # of units
allowed with the banus would then be inclusive of these off-site units as well. Thisis
meant to make this bonus density incentive work well for farger lot subdivisions further

from services.

In addition, for projects that

a. Are rental projects {i.e. not subdivided / condo mapped);

b. In which no unit exceed 160% of the minimum square footage required by CA
TCAC regulations for tax-credit funded projects {which are currently, for
example, 450, 700, and 900 sguare feet of living space within 1, 2, and 3
bedroom apartments);

¢. in which the project does not average more than 2 bedrooms per unit {across all

units, including bonus units);
then the project may also elect to use a new Small Rental Unit Bonus.

This bonus would provide projects with the additional % bonus density beyond the
Enhanced Bonus Density maximums according to the formuia betow. The maximum
bonus of 100% over base density would be achieved by a project including 23% VU
units, 40% L} units, or 80% M units (as a % of base units}).

Small Rental Unit Bonus

Vi Umtsv For each 1% of base units b‘eyond‘IiS% 625%bonusupto 100%
L] Units : For each 1% of base units beyond 24% 2.125% bonus up to 100%
M! Units . For each 1% of base units beyond 44% 1.3889% bonus up to 100%

This Small Rental Unit Bonus would not provide any additional concessions beyond what
is provided by the other bonuses above. We also recommend again restricting this
additional bonus such that it cannot provide any additional height beyond what is
atlowed under the current bonus density ordinance.



4. We believe it is crucial to state in the ordinances that ali three bonuses above (l.e. the
current bonus, the Enhanced Bonus, and the Small Rental Units Bonus) would apply in
our neighborhood commercial zones by having the bonus % apply to the allowed square
footage of residential space given the amount of commercial space. In other words, the
bonuses would allow up to 50% or 100% more residential space to be constructedon a
site than commercial square footage {assuming such a total amount fits under height
restrictions, parking requirements, etc.).

in other words, this would provide an immediate way to go beyond the 1-to-1
commercial-to-residentiat square footage reguirement in these zones that prevents
almost alt mixed use projects in the County. An example of applying these bonus %'s to
the square footage ratio is included in the example deasity calcuiations below,

Example Density
The following shows how the above bonuses could be used at maximum in different scenarios

within the County. it should be noted that some projects will not be abfe to use the maximum
allowable bonus given other constraints — e.g. height limits, parking requirements, open space
requirements, shape or topoiogy of the site, etc. But for those who can meet ail gther
requirements, below is the potential highest outcome of the proposed ordinance changes, For
simplicity, the examples below use the Low-Income level for all of the affordable units.

No Bonus Current BD Max  Enhanced BD Small Rental BD

. . Max Max
1.6 acresin R-1-67 1lunits, 111 15 units, 2 L! 17 units, 311 22 units, 5 LI
7 acres in RM-37 29 units, 4 L1 40 units, 6 L 44 units, 7 LI 58 units, 12 LI
C-2 Zone? | 50% sf 57.4% st 60% sf 66 2/3% sf
. residential residential residential rasidential

1. R-1-6 zone currently allows single family houses and duplexes, typically with 2-story

height timit. _
2. RM zones allow multifamily apartment or condo buildings.
3. In the neighborhood commercial zones, the amount of residential use is determined by

limits other than units per acre — e.g. height, parking area, setbacks. The metric that the
honus density affects is the % of square footage within the allowed buildings that can be

devoted to residential rather than commercial space.

Example Tables of Enhanced Bonus Density and %’s from 5an Diego’s ordinance:



Very Low Income Density Bonus

Households
Percent Very Percent Nusmher of 1 .
Low Income Units Dengity Bonug Ssumer of incentives
5 20 i
5 22.5 1
7 25 1
R 2785 1
9 340 ]
10 32.5 P
11 35 2
12 38.75 3
13 425 4 L
14 46.25 4
15 50 5
Low Income Density Bonas
Heouseholds
Percent Percent . .
Lovw Income Units Densiry Bonus Number of Incentives
10 L 20 !
Il 21.5 ]
12 23 1
13 24.5 ]
14 26 1
{5 27.5 N 1
16 29 N i
17 30.5 i
R 1 8 - 32 - .m...wl. —_— U
19 33.5 i
20 35 2
21 318.75 - 2
22 42.5 2
23 46.25 2
> 24 .- 29 50 2
> 30 50 3
- 31-32 50 4
233 50 5




Moderate Income Density Bonus
Households

B Pe:ru:nt e
Number of Incentives

Income Units Density Bonus

10

3

38

39

40

41

38.75

42

42.5

43

46,25

S ad

50

1 .
11 6 1
12 7 1
13 ] 1
14 9 !
R I Y 1
SR L - g !
17 12 !
18 13 !
% z 14 b
20 15 2
21 16 2
2 i 17 2
23 18 2
A 19 2
26 21 2
27 22 2
.28 23 2
29 24 2 N
30 25 3
31 26 4
33 2 5
34 ] 29 5
36 31 S
17 32 5
33 5 - —
5
5
5
3
5
5




