2014-2022 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Methodology
Technical Documentation

The spreadsheet (Final RHNA Methodology Model) shows the steps for calculating a jurisdiction’s
2014-2022 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) using the methodology adopted by the ABAG
Executive Board on July 19, 2012.

It includes several tabs that display the components of the RHNA methodology by jurisdiction. The tabs
(shown at the bottom of the screen) include:
¢ 5CS Input: data from the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy (SCS)
e Fair Share Factors and Scoring:
o Past RHNA Performance
o Employment
o Transit
o Scoring Summary: adjustments based on the Fair Share Factors
* RHNA Model: each step of the RHNA methodology, including the Sustainability Component and
Fair Share Component
e [ncome Distribution: the income allocation by jurisdiction
» Draft Summary: the Draft RHNA numbers by jurisdiction compared to previous RHNA cycles
e Draft RHNA: the Draft RHNA numbers by jurisdiction
e Final RHNA: the Final RHNA numbers by jurisdiction

All of these topics are described in more detail below.
A. Data From the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy (“SCS Input” tab)

This table shows the total amount of housing unit growth for 2014-2022, based on the forecast from
the Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy (SCS), adopted by ABAG and MTC on July 19, 2012. The SCS
includes housing unit totals for 2010 and 2040, as well as for the interim years of 2015, 2020, 2025,
2030, and 2035, plus the RHNA years of 2014 and 2022. The results are summed by jurisdiction and
grouped into Priority Development Area (PDA) and non-PDA totals.

Figures have been adjusted based on the jurisdiction’s Sphere of Influence (SOI) and the county-
specific SOI rules of the RHNA methodology. These rules are:

1. In Napa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties, the allocation of housing need
generated by the unincorporated SOI was assigned to the cities.

2. In Alameda and Contra Costa counties, the allocation of housing need generated by the
unincorporated SOl was assigned to the county.

3. In Marin County, 62.5% of the allocation of housing need generated by the unincorporated SOI
was assigned to the city and 37.5% was assigned to the county.



B. Fair Share Factors and Scoring

The RHNA Methodology includes three “Fair Share” factors: past RHNA performance (affordable
units), total 2010 employment outside of PDAs, and transit coverage and frequency. The
methodology for scoring each of these factors is described in detail below:

a.

Factor: Past RHNA Performance (“Past RHNA Performance” tab)

This factor evaluates a jurisdiction’s performance in issuing permits to meet its RHNA allocations
for very low- and low-income units for the 1999-2006 RHNA period. The scores were calculated
using information in ABAG’s report A Place to Call Home: Housing in the San Francisco Bay Area
{(August 2007).

The factor is based on the total number of very low- and low-income units permitted. Each
jurisdiction’s permit data for the two income categories is shown on the “RHNA Performance”
tab (Columns B - H}. Columns J — K show the combined totals for the two income categories.
Each jurisdiction in the region is ranked from 1 to 109 based on the total number of permits
issued for very low- and low-income units from 1999-2006 (Column L}. The jurisdiction’s rank for
the factor is then normalized to a scale of -100% to 100% (Column M). The Score Adjustment
moves a jurisdiction’s allocation up or down by modifying its Non-PDA Growth Total. Those
jurisdictions that have permitted less of their past RHNA numbers will receive a higher RHNA
allocation for this period.

Factor: 2010 Employment (“Jobs” tab)

The employment factor is based on National Establishment Time Series (NETS) data for 2010. The
NETS data is gathered by individual business and includes number of jobs, industry type; and
location. This data was used instead of Census data because it is location-specific, which allows
for calculation of the number of jobs within PDAs and the number outside of PDAs.

The data for each jurisdiction is shown on the “Jobs” tab. Columns B - D show the employment
data for each jurisdiction, separated into jobs located within PDAs and jobs located outside PDAs.
Each jurisdiction in the region is ranked from 1 to 109 based on the total number of non-PDA jobs
{Column F). The jurisdiction’s rank for the factor is then normalized to a scale of -100% to 100%
(Column G). The Score Adjustment moves a jurisdiction’s allocation up or down by modifying its
Non-PDA Growth Total. Those jurisdictions that have a higher number of jobs outside of PDAs will

receive a higher RHNA allocation.
Factor: Transit (“Transit” tab)

The transit factor is based on measures of service frequency and overall coverage for an entire
jurisdiction. Service frequency is measured by average daily headways (time in minutes between
transit arrivals over a 24-hour weekday period) in 2009 by jurisdiction. The data is from the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission. The calculation is done at the intersection-level based



on how frequently a transit vehicle arrives at that location; therefore, the average headway only
takes into account intersections within a jurisdiction that have transit stops.

Transit coverage is measured by the percent of intersections within a jurisdiction that have
transit stops. This information helps avoid overstating the overall availability of transit
jurisdiction-wide based on the fact that some jurisdictions have a small number of stops, but
happen to have frequent transit.

The data for each jurisdiction is shown on the “Transit” tah. Frequency calculations are shown in
Columns B - B. Column B shows the total number of transit arrivals within a jurisdiction in a 24-
hour period. Column C shows the average stops per hour, while Column D converts this average
into an average headway for the 24-hour period. The jurisdiction’s score is normalized to a scale of
-100% to 100% {Coiumn E).

Coverage calculations are shown in Columns G —J. Column G shows the total number of
intersections within the jurisdiction that have transit stops. Column H shows the total number of
intersections within the jurisdiction, and Column | shows the percent of intersections with
transit. The jurisdiction’s score is normalized to a scale of -100% to 100% {Column i}.

The Score Adjustments for frequency and coverage are averaged to create a composite transit
score (Column L). Each element is weighted equally. This Score Adjustment moves a
jurisdiction’s allocation up or down by modifying its Non-PDA Growth Total. Those jurisdictions
that have better transit service and coverage will receive a higher RHNA allocation. The score
was normalized to fit the range of 1 to -1 in Column M.

Jurisdictions’ transit scores were not ranked from 1 to 109 because the impact of “outlier”
jurisdictions on the adjustments was not particularly significant.

Scoring Summary for Three Factors (“Scoring Summary” tab)

Each jurisdiction’s results and Score Adjustments for each Fair Share Factor are shown on the
“Scoring Summary” tab of the spreadsheet. Column C shows the total number of very low- and
low-income units the jurisdiction permitted during the 1999-2006 RHNA period. Column D
shows the jurisdiction’s “Score Adjustment” based on this factor. Column & shows the
jurisdiction’s total employment outside of PDAs. Column G shows the jurisdiction’s “Score
Adjustment” based on this factor. Column | shows the jurisdiction’s transit frequency score.
Coiumn | shows the jurisdiction’s transit coverage score. Column K shows the jurisdiction’s
combined Score Adjustment based on its transit coverage and frequency.

Each of the three Fair Share Factors is given equal weight—in this case 33% for each (highlighted
inred in Calumns M -- O). The Score Adjustment for each factor (from Columns

C —K) is multiplied by the weight, and the results for each weighted factor are shown in
Celumns M O, These weighted Adjustment Factors are what gets applied to the Adjusted
Non-PDA Growth Total in the RHNA Model tab.



C. Sustainability Component (“RHNA Model” tab)
This table shows the steps of the RHNA methodology.
Step 1: The Sustainability Split — Blue Heading (columns D - G)

To determine the Sustainability Split, the regional housing need determination received from HCD
(187,990) is multiplied by 70%. This results in a Sustainability Split of 131,593. This step directs most
of the housing need to jurisdictions with PDAs, consistent with the sustainability principles of the
Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy.

PDA Growth

Each jurisdiction that has a PDA is assigned a portion of the Sustainability Split, based on its PDAs’
share of the region’s total PDA growth. This is calculated using the following steps:

e Sum the growth in each of a jurisdiction’s PDAs to determine the jurisdiction’s PDA Growth
Total. The PDA total for each jurisdiction is shown in the “in PDAs” column on the SCS Input
tab.

e Divide this total by the total amount of PDA growth in the region (131,593) to determine the
jurisdiction’s Share of PDA Growth (Column D)

e  Multiply this share by the Sustainability Split to determine each jurisdiction’s share of the

housing need assigned to the Sustainability Split (Column £)

Jurisdiction’s PDA
X Sustainability Split = Growth Scaled to
Sustainability Split

UELLULLERE lurisdiction’s PDA Growth Total

Total Regional PDA Growth

Non-PDA Growth

Non-PDA Growth represents the amount of growth that is expected to occur outside of PDAs. The
amount of Non-PDA Growth is 56,397,

The process for determining each jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total parallels the process for
identifying each jurisdiction’s PDA Growth Total:

e Divide the jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total by the total amount of Non-PDA Growth in
the region to determine the jurisdiction’s Share of Non-PDA Growth {Zaiumn 7). The
jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total is shown in the “Not in PDAs” column on the SCS Input

tab.
e Muitiply this share by the Non-PDA portion of the Sustainability Split to determine each
jurisdiction’s share of the housing need assigned to Non-PDA Growth {Zolumn G,



Step 2: The Upper Threshold — Green Heading (columns | — J)

The jurisdiction’s PDA Growth Total (Column E} is divided by the jurisdiction’s household formation
growth (Column i) to determine the jurisdiction’s proportion of PDA growth to household formation
growth. See Section F for a description of how household formation growth is derived.

Those jurisdictions where the PDA Growth Total meets or exceeds 110% of household formation
growth are highlighted in green {Column J). These jurisdictions retain their PDA Growth Total, but do
not receive additional growth based on the Fair Share factors, so their total Non-PDA Growth Total
(Column G) must be redistributed to other jurisdictions throughout the region.

Step 3: Growth Redistribution from Jurisdictions where the PDA Growth Total Exceeds the Upper
Threshold — Purple Heading (columns L —R)

The extra growth from jurisdictions that meet or exceed the upper threshold is redistributed to
other jurisdictions based on a jurisdiction’s share of the region’s total household formation growth.
This share is calculated by dividing the jurisdiction’s household formation growth (Column 1) by the
total household growth for the region. The resulits are shown in (Column L). Column M shows the
shares of this growth that must be redistributed (for those that have met the 110% threshold).
These shares are excluded from the regional total, and the shares for other jurisdictions are
recalculated (Column N).

The total amount of growth that must be redistributed is shown in Column P. This is the total
amount of Non-PDA Growth for jurisdictions that meet the upper threshold. The total amount that
must be redistributed throughout the region is summed at the bottom of Column P. This total is
multiplied by each jurisdiction’s Redistributed Share of Growth (Column N) to determine the total
number of households that the jurisdiction will receive as part of the redistribution. This total is
shown in Column Q. The jurisdiction’s Adjusted Non-PDA Growth Total (Column R} is the sum of the
jurisdiction’s original Non-PDA Growth Total plus its portion of the redistributed total.

. Fair Share Component (“RHNA Model” tab)
Step 4: Application of the Fair Share Factors — Teal Heading (columns T — AB)

Columns T - Y show the impact of each of the three Fair Share Factors on a jurisdiction’s Non-PDA
Growth Total {Column R). For each of the factors, there is a “Score Adjustment,” which is a percent
between -100% and 100% that is applied to a jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total. The Score
Adjustment is based on the jurisdiction’s performance on the Fair Share Factor. This information
comes from the “Scoring Summary” tab (described in greater detail in Section B).

Column T shows a jurisdiction’s Score Adjustment based on its past RHNA performance, while
Zolumn U shows the impact this Score Adjustment has on the jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total.

Column 7/ shows a jurisdiction’s Score Adjustment based on its total 2010 employment outside of
PDAs, while Tt 2 shows the impact this Score Adjustment has on the jurisdiction’s Non-PDA
Growth Total.



Column X shows a jurisdiction’s Score Adjustment based on its transit frequency and coverage, while
Column Y shows the impact this Score Adjustment has on the jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total.

Column Z shows the “Combined Adjustment,” which is the sum of the effects of each of the three
factors on the jurisdiction’s Non-PDA Growth Total. Column AA shows the jurisdiction’s Factor
Adjusted Non-PDA Growth Total, which is calculated by adding the Combined Adjustment (Column
Z) to the Adjusted Non-PDA Growth Total (Column R).

After the scoring adjustments have been applied (Column AA), the scores must be scaled to ensure
they match the regional non-PDA total that results from the Sustainability Split (56,397). This final
modification is made by multiplying the jurisdiction’s share of the Factor Adjusted Non-PDA Growth
(the jurisdiction’s number in Column AA divided by the sum for all jurisdictions in Column AA) by the
total non-PDA growth for the region. This result is shown in Column AB, the Draft Non-PDA Growth
Total.

Step 5: Application of the 40% Minimum Housing Floor — Orange Heading (columns AD — AG)

Column AD shows the draft RHNA allocation that is the sum of the jurisdiction’s PDA Growth Total
(Column E) and Non-PDA Growth Total (Column AB). Column AE shows how the draft RHNA
allocation compares to the jurisdiction’s household formation growth (Column I). See Section F for a
description of how household formation growth is derived. Jurisdictions where the draft allocation is
less than the 40% minimum housing floor are highlighted in red.

The allocation for these jurisdictions must be increased so that it meets the minimum housing floor.
This is accomplished by adjusting other jurisdictions’ allocations. Celumn AF identifies the
jurisdictions that have met or exceeded the minimum housing floor of 40%. Jurisdictions have a zero
in Column AF have either exceeded the upper housing threshold or did not meet the minimum
housing floor of 40%. Column AG shows the adjusted number at which the jurisdictions’ allocations
are set for those who have met or exceeded the minimum housing floor. Column AH shows the
adjusted number at which the jurisdictions’ allocations are set for those who have either exceeded
the upper housing threshold or did not meet the minimum housing floor.

In the rebalancing in Column AG, the allocations for the rest of the jurisdictions in the region need to
be rebalanced so the allocations to the jurisdictions that did not meet the minimum housing floor
can be increased. The sum of Column AG is the total amount of housing excluded from rebalancing
(because these jurisdictions have a fixed allocation, as noted above). The allocations for jurisdictions
that do not have a set allocation are rebalanced based on the jurisdiction’s share of the total RHNA
allocation, excluding the total for jurisdictions with set allocations.

Application of Final Rebalance and Reallocation (“RHNA Model” tab)

Steps 5 and 6: Application of Final Rebalance and Reallocation — Pink Heading (columns AJ - AY)
The jurisdictions’ Pre-Final RHNA is shown in Coiumn 81, A comparison of the jurisdiction’s RHNA to
its household formation growth is shown in Colurne Ak, The jurisdiction’s share of the region’s total
RHNA is shown in Zoi.m~ A A comparison to the jurisdiction’s 2007-2014 RHNA is shown in

Columps AN - AG,



A jurisdiction’s RHNA is limited to no more than 150% of its allocation for the 2007-2014 RHNA.
Column AS shows the jurisdiction’s Pre-Final RHNA. Coiumn AT shows the maximum RHNA for
jurisdictions whose Pre-Final RHNA exceeds 150% of the 2007-2014 RHNA. The excess housing units
for these jurisdictions (Column AU) are redistributed equally among those jurisdictions whose pre-
final RHNA allocations (Column AS) are lower than the allocation the jurisdiction received for the
2007-2014 RHNA. Column AY shows the initial share of each jurisdiction prior to redistribution (with
jurisdictions that exceeded the 150% mark set at 0%) while Column AW shows the final share of
each jurisdiction and excludes the jurisdictions that exceeded the 150% mark. Column AX shows
number that needs to be added to each jurisdiction because of the rebalancing. Column AY shows
the final RHNA.

Household Formation Growth

Household formation growth is an estimate of the future number of households without taking into
account financial, zoning or land availability constraints. Household formation growth is calculated
based on the expected population growth and the rates at which different age and ethnic groups
form households. Population growth is forecast based on natural increase, migration, and jobs.

Job Growth
l Household
Net Migration Formation Rates
+
Natural = Population Growth ———» HOL,'sehc"d
Increase Formation Growth

1. Job growth: Expected number of jobs as a share of the national job growth, considering historic
trends, performance by industry, international competitiveness, and labor skills.

2. Net migration: total number of people moving into the region minus people moving out of the
region. This can be related to economic, social, or political reasons. The largest share of net
migration is based on jobs, which means that a growing economy will attract more people and a
declining economy will push people out of the region.

Natural increase: total number of expected births minus deaths.
4. Population: Sum of natural increase and net migration.

Household formation rates: The expected number of households formed per 100 residents over
20 years of age by age and ethnic group. If a 50% rate is applied to one million residents, it will
result in 500,000 households. These rates vary by age and ethnicity. For example, many 25- to
35-year-old residents live with their parents or friends so this group will form fewer households
than older groups. Similarly, many Latino and Asian households include more grandparents or
cousins than White families, thus they will form fewer households. These rates are based on
historic trends.




6. Household formation growth: Total expected growth in households derived from household
formation rates applied to population growth.

Household formation growth by local jurisdiction for the San Francisco Bay Area: The process
described above is developed at the regional and county levels. Then, the county total household
formation growth is distributed based on each city’s share of county current population.

. Income Allocation (“Income Distribution” tab)

The Income Distribution tab shows the steps for distributing each jurisdiction’s total RHNA into the
four required income categories:

e Very low income: 0-50% of Area Median Income (AMI)
e Low income: 51-80% of AMI

e Moderate income: 81-120% of AMI

e Above Moderate: More than 120% of AMI

The total regional housing need determination from HCD is broken into these four categories as
follows:

Income Category Percent Regional Housing Need
Very low income 24.8% 46,680
Low income 15.4% 28,940
Moderate income 17.8% 33,420
Above Moderate 42.0% 78,950
Total 100.0% 187,990

For the income allocation, each jurisdiction is given 175% of the difference between its household
income distribution and the region-wide household income distribution (shown above). This income
allocation method gives jurisdictions that have a relatively higher proportion of households in a
certain income category a smaller allocation of housing units in that same category. Conversely,
jurisdictions that have a lower proportion of households in an income category would receive a
larger allocation of housing units in that same category.

Columns D - G show the jurisdiction’s existing income distribution, based on household income data
from the 2005-2009 American Community Survey. Cclumns | - L show the jurisdiction’s income
distribution after it has been adjusted by the 175% shift.

The first step in determining the jurisdiction’s Adjusted Income Distribution is to calculate the
difference between the jurisdiction’s existing proportion of househotds in an income category and
the region’s proportion of households in that income category. This difference is then multiplied by
175%. Finally, the result is added to the jurisdiction’s initial proportion of households in that income
category.

The result is the share of the jurisdiction’s total RHNA allocation that will be in that particular
income category. These steps are completed for each of the four income categories.
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The jurisdiction’s adjusted share for a particular income category (Columns | - L) is then multiplied
by the jurisdiction’s total draft RHNA allocation (Column B) to determine the jurisdiction’s allocation
for each of the four income categories (Columns N —R).

. Draft Jurisdiction Allocation with Previous RHNA Cycles Totals (“Draft Summary” tab)

This table shows the Draft RHNA for each jurisdiction by income category. Because formulas were
used to create each number, the figures are not whole numbers {integers), but ail contain fractions.
When added together, they may not round to the actual total. The rounding error has been
corrected with the Draft RHNA given to the ABAG Executive Board on July 19, 2012.

This table also shows the total RHNA for each jurisdiction for 1999-2006 and 2007-2014.

Draft Jurisdiction Allocation (“Draft RHNA” tab)

This table shows the Draft RHNA for each jurisdiction by income category. The rounding errors have
been fixed. This table was presented to the ABAG Executive Board on July 19, 2012 when the RHNA
Methodology adopted by the Board.

Final Jurisdiction Allocation (“Final RHNA” tab)

This table shows the Final RHNA for each jurisdiction by income category. The table shows the final
adjustments made after the appeal hearing with three appeals approved by the ABAG Executive

Board on May 16, 2013. This table will be sent to the ABAG Executive Board for adoption on July 18,
2013.
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FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION (2014-2022)

Very Low Low Moderate Above
Moderate Total
0-50% 51-80% 81-120% 120%+
REGION 46,680 28,940 33,420 78,950 187,990
Alameda County

Alameda 444 248 283 748 1,723
Albany 80 53 57 145 335
Berkeley 532 442 584 1,401 2,959
Dublin 796 446 425 618 2,285
Emeryville 276 211 259 752 1,498
Fremont 1,714 926 978 1,837 5,455
Hayward 851 480 608 1,981 3,920
Livermore 839 474 496 920 2,729
Newark 330 167 158 423 1,078
Oakland 2,059 2,075 2,815 7,816 14,765
Piedmont 24 14 15 7 60
Pleasanton 716 391 407 553 2,067
San Leandro 504 270 352 1,161 2,287
Union City 317 180 192 417 1,106
Alameda County Unincorporated 430 227 295 817 1,769
9,912 6,604 7,924 19,596 44,036

Contra Costa County
Antioch 349 205 214 680 1,448
Brentwood 234 124 123 279 760
Clayton 51 25 31 34 141
Concord 798 444 559 1,677 3,478
Danville 196 111 124 126 557
El Cerrito 100 63 69 166 398
Hercules 220 118 100 244 682
Lafayette 138 78 85 99 400
Martinez 124 72 78 195 469
Moraga 75 44 50 60 229
Oakley 317 174 175 502 1,168
Orinda 84 47 54 42 227
Pinole 80 48 43 126 297
Pittsburg 392 254 316 1,063 2,025
Pleasant Hill 118 69 84 177 448
Richmond 438 305 410 1,282 2,435
San Pablo 56 53 75 265 449
San Ramon 516 279 282 340 1,417
Walnut Creek 604 355 381 895 2,235
Contra Costa County Unincorporated 374 218 243 532 1,367

5,264 3,086 3,496 8,784 20,630



FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION (2014-2022)

Mod Above
Very Low Lo 8: :2':: Moderate Total
0-50% 51-80% - 120%+

Marin County
Belvedere 4 3 4 5 16
Corte Madera 22 13 13 24 72
Fairfax 16 11 11 23 61
Larkspur 40 20 21 51 132
Mill valley 41 24 26 38 129
Novato 111 65 72 167 415
Ross 6 4 4 4 18
San Anselmo 33 17 19 37 106
San Rafael 240 148 181 438 1,007
Sausalito 26 14 16 23 79
Tiburon 24 16 19 19 78
Marin County Unincorporated 55 32 37 61 185

618 367 423 890 2,298
Napa County
American Canyon 116 54 58 164 392
Calistoga 6 2 4 15 27
Napa 185 106 141 403 835
St. Helena 8 5 5 13 31
Yountville 4 2 3 8 17
Napa County Unincorporated 51 30 32 67 180

370 199 243 670 1,482

San Francisco County
San Francisco 6,234 4,639 5,460 12,536 28,869
6,234 4,639 5,460 12,536 28,869



FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION (2014-2022)

Above
Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total
0-50% 51-80% 81-120% 120%+

San Mateo County
Atherton 35 26 29 3 93
Belmont 116 63 67 222 468
Brisbane 25 13 15 30 83
Burlingame 276 144 155 288 863
Colma 20 8 9 22 59
Daly City 400 188 221 541 1,350
East Palo Alto 64 54 83 266 467
Foster City 148 87 76 119 430
Half Moon Bay 52 31 36 121 240
Hillsborough 32 17 21 21 91
Menlo Park 233 129 143 150 655
Millbrae 193 101 112 257 663
Pacifica 121 68 70 154 413
Portola Valley 21 15 15 13 64
Redwood City 706 429 502 1,152 2,789
San Bruno 358 161 205 431 1,155
San Carlos 195 107 111 183 596
San Mateo 859 469 530 1,242 3,100
South San Francisco 565 281 313 705 1,864
Woodside 23 13 15 11 62
San Mateo County Unincorporated 153 103 102 555 913
4,595 2,507 2,830 6,486 16,418

Santa Clara County
Campbell 253 138 151 391 933
Cupertino 356 207 231 270 1,064
Gilroy 236 160 217 475 1,088
Los Altos 169 99 112 97 477
Los Altos Hills 46 28 32 15 121
Los Gatos 201 112 132 174 619
Milpitas 1,004 570 565 1,151 3,290
Monte Sereno 23 13 13 12 61
Morgan Hill 273 154 185 316 928
Mountain View 814 492 527 1,093 2,926
Palo Alto 691 432 278 587 1,988
San Jose 9,233 5,428 6,188 14,231 35,080
Santa Clara 1,050 695 755 1,593 4,093
Saratoga 147 95 104 93 439
Sunnyvale 1,640 906 932 1,574 5,452
Santa Clara County Unincorporated 22 13 214 28 277

16,158 9,542 10,636 22,500 58,836



FINAL REGIONAL HOUSING NEED ALLOCATION (2014-2022)

Moderat Above
V:g;.;w 5:3:;% a:-1ezr:%e Moterate Tou!
120%+

Solano County
Benicia 94 54 56 123 327
Dixon 50 24 30 93 197
Fairfield 779 404 456 1,461 3,100
Rio Vista 45 36 48 170 299
Suisun City 147 57 60 241 505
Vacaville 287 134 173 490 1,084
Vallejo 283 178 211 690 1,362
Solano County Unincorporated 26 15 19 43 103

1,711 902 1,053 3,311 6,977
Sonoma County
Cloverdale 39 29 31 112 211
Cotati 35 18 18 66 137
Healdsburg 31 24 26 76 157
Petaluma 199 103 121 322 745
Rohnert Park 181 107 127 484 899
Santa Rosa 947 581 759 2,375 4,662
Sebastopol 22 17 19 62 120
Sonoma 24 23 27 63 137
Windsor 120 65 67 188 440
Sonoma County Unincorporated 220 127 160 429 936

1,818 1,094 1,355 4,177 8,444

REGION 46,680 28,940 33,420 78,950 187,990



