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Figure 1: RHNA results for the2007-2014 cycle
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Figure 2: RHNAresults for 2015-2023 cycle through 201712
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f
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Figure 3: RHNA results for 20072017
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Los Gatos
Saratoga
Cupertino

San Jose

Palo Alto

Los Altos

Santa Clara
Mountain View
Milpitas
Morgan Hill
Gilroy
Sunnyvale
Monte Sereno
Campbell

Los Altos Hills
Unincorporated

IN“"IIIIU"

0

ES

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%  100%

Percent of 2007-2017 RHNA Above Market Goal Met

Saratoga
Campbell

Palo Alto

Los Gatos

5an Jose
Sunnyvale
Cupertino
Unincorporated
Gilroy
Mountain View
Monte Sereno
Santa Clara
Morgan Hill
Milpitas

Los Altos Hills
Los Altos

0% 100% 200% 300% 400% 500% 600% 700%

Percent of 2007-2017 RHNA Total Units Goal Met

Saratoga

Los Gatos

Palo Alto

San Jose
Cupertino
Campbell
Sunnyvale
Monte Sereno
Mountain View
Santa Clara

Los Altos Hills
Gilroy

Morgan Hill
Unincorporated
Milpitas

Los Altos

H||||||“"’"'

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120% 140% 160%

Page9 of 45



AFFORDABLE HOUSINGRISISZ DENSITY IS OUR DESNY

The Debate andSuggestedSolutions

The Grand Jury reviewedscores of topics that cover aspestof the BMR housing challenge.
This report focuses onseveral potentially impactful solutions. But first, there is a need to
understand the resistance to continued growth.

The Debate

There often are sound reasons to limit development. Too much developmie stresses
infrastructure , asvocal local residents often are quick to point out. The NIMBY (Not in My
Backyard) mindset can be strong, with arguments that sway politicians and discourage BMR
developers.

NIMBY arguments often centeron transportation and schools Greater housing density
requires acceptance of greater traffic congestioand therefore the need for modes of travel
other than the automobile Improving transportation is often an elusive piece of the housing
puzzle, espeally in cities with a high jobsto-employed residentimbalance Commute times
have increased by 17%n Silicon Valley thispast decade Commute timeshave mae than
doubledto 66,000 additional vehicle hours daily13

Another big piece of the puzzle is the stress that aéd population puts on overburdened
schools

A grassroots movement known as YIMBY (Yes In My Backyarthd largely by millennials,
has started to exert influence in support of denser developmentd. YIMBYs support more
affordable housing and backed the failed SB 827, which would have forced cities to increase
development densities near transit hubg>

The nomore-growth/no -more-jobs constituency is vocal They wantto cap jobs and
population near current levels. The ramifications of these views for our economy must be
clearly communicated.

Planners must consider which key variables should be monitorednd optimized when
considering growth implementation and limits. The Grand Juryrges leadersin the County
to clearly articulate their views regarding the most critical variables to monitor andnanage
in determining the preferred pace and limits forhousing and employment growth.

132018 Silicon Valley Index, Rachel Massaro, Institute for Regional Studies and Joint Venture Silicon Valley,
page 9https://siliconvalleyindicators.org/download -the-2018-index/

14 https://cayimby.org/

15 |bid.
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Communications Campaign

The GrandJury found strong support among both publiesector and private-sector leaders
for a unified communications campaign to educate County citizens regarding the critical
need for BMR housingnd the necessity ofevery jurisdiction doing its RHNAshare.

Many residents do understand the need. The proof came on Nov. 8, 2016, when more than
450,000 County residents voted to approve affordable housing Measure Ageded toissue
$950 million in bonds to fund BMR housingountywide. Still, the margin ofapproval was a
thin 1.21 percentage pointsabove the twothirds required.

SB 36is on the Nov. 6, 2018, ballot. E!uthqriges theissugrlceof $3 billion in bondg for I§MRA
housing statewide But officialssay MeA OO OA | AT A er®uigh to meetidéndaudd foA A
BMR housing.

Officials say more outreach describinghe magnitude of the problem is neededwhile the
Cities Association of Santa Clara County is among entities that could lead the way, the Grand
Jury believes the Couty is the logical choice tofacilitate a unified communications campaign
that aims to convertNIMBYs into YIMBYsnd ease the road ahead for higher densities and
more BMR housing

A communications campaigncould inform residents about a lesseiknown component of
Measure Alt includes support of social servicessuch as counseling and job trainindor the

ELl, VLIandLIsegment. © T 1T A #1 01 OU 1T £#£ZEAEA] OO EOh O(1
of whole-person care. That message, properly artialated, can go a long way toward
overcomingthe objections of the NIMBYs

The communications campaign should analyze the need for higher densities in the context
of the leadership consensus for preferred pace and limits for housing and employment
growth.

StrengtheningRHNA

One avenue for possible cooperation among cities is to forame or more RHNA sukregions.
ABAGencourages forming subregions.San Mateo, Napa and Solano counties have done so
but not Santa Clara County

Subregions offer promiseof encouragingmore BMR housing. A sub-region gives cities more
control and flexibility to meettheir RHNA housing goal®y sharing the burden with adjacent
cities. Subregions must be a combination of geographically contiguous locgbvernments
andOANOEOA | " | '"Theities BBAIhtiGNoF Santa Clara Couftys considering

16 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtmI?bill_id=201720180SB3

17 http://citiesassociation.org/
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the possibilities of sub-regions.

BMR categoriesare defined by thecountywide median income(Table Al in the Appendix)
The consequence is widely different ratios betweerities in the median price of housing
(which is acity statistic) and the median income of buyers (which is a countywide statistic).
As a result, fewer deelopers are willing to considerBMR developments in the cities with the
highest-priced real estate Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Palo Alto, Saratoga, Los Gatos and Monte
Sereno. The& high real estate values make it harder for developers to meet their target
return on investment without greater public subsidies.

As of late 2017, 83% of County residentgarning less than $50,000 a year were rent
burdened, defined as paying more than 30% of pretax income to monthly rent8 The

xI OE&Al OAA OEA #1 010U TAAAO O1 1 AET OAET 3EI E,
frequently leaving for more affordable phces. Studies show that even tech engineers
struggle to afford homes in the County?

The total cost of BMR units, as with any housing, largely depends on the underlying real
estate values. The Grand Jury calculated the hypothetical cost to developgsyernment
entities, buyers and allother stakeholders in creating a BMRinit. This was donein order to
look at the potential to create more BMR units i subregion that combines lower-costwith
higher-cost cities.

The# 1 O1 @adi@drgpurchaseprice for a two-bedroom ranges from $609,000 in Gilroy to
$4,090,000 in Los Altos Hillsaccording toreal estatefirm Zillowd O x oA I@dy 2642018
(Figure 4 andTable A629). The high endprice is 6.7 times greater than the low endThe 6.7
valueis referred to aslocation leveragefor obtaining BMR housing

Housing officials stress, and the Grand Jury agrees, that BMR housing should not be
concentrated inthe lowest-cost areas in part because this would result in a burden shift from
wealthier cities to less wealthyones Still, there can be wirAwin situations. Cities with higher
real estate pricesand little developable lard could form a subregion with adjacent cities
having lower prices to leverage more BMR units for the County overall for a given amouwoft
investment.

For example, a Los GateSan Jose subegion would provide a location leverage of about 2
because the Los Gatos median price foratwdAAOT I I EI T A EO Ap8toc I E
$773,000. Nearly twice as many BMR units could be created in San JasénLos Gatos, for

the same cost of development and thereforpurchaseprice.

18 hitps://www.mercurynews.com/2017/10/05/lifestyle -switch-more-bay-area-residents-are-choosingto-
rent-than-ever-before-and-theyre-paying-through-the-nose/

19 https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/02/14/buying _ -a-bay-area-home-now-a-struggle-even-for-apple-
google-engineers/

20 Data from 15 Zillow.com city sites includinchttps://www.zillow.com/palo -alto-ca/home-values/ and
https://www.zillow.com/gilroy -ca/home-values/
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Figure 4: Median Prices of Twdedroom Homes in Santa Clara County
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The potential cost benefit of creating aingle sub-region comprising the entire County is
presentedin Appendix, Table A6. The cities in such a sutegion would strike their own
alliances depending on their mutual needs The data in Table A6 describe two extreme
situations for the expected sales cost of creating the BMR units needed in the County to meet
its RHNAobjectives. The higkstcost option is where no subregions are created. The total
sales price for the32,791 BMR units required in the current cycle would be $31.9 billionvith

an average price o975 thousand.

The lowest cost subregion option would be to place all of the BMR units in the least
expensive city (Gilroy). The total sales price for all of the BMR units needed to meet the

#1 01 OUBO 2(.! T AEAAOEOA OOEI$ED.10ikHdE @Gt ah dverade© O AT
cost of $609 thousand) which would be an $11.9 billion savings. The lowest cost suegion

option is presented only for comparison purposesThere is no political or social justification

for this lowest costoption. It is presentedonly to compute the lowest possible cost oBBMR

housing that meets the Countywide RHNA objectives.

The higher cost cities are encouraged to evaluate their potential savings with lower cost
cities using an RHNA BMR objective sharing approach, and to determine where savings and
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regional considerations support such sharing. Such regional considerations include the
impact of BMR units on critical infrastructure and services, including; public safety,
transportation, schools, retail access, parks, and social and health services.

Cities that take on aditional BMR units would need to be incentivized by their subvegion
partners, perhaps with extra funding for transportation infrastructure, parks, schools, safety
and social services.

There are other scenarios where a RHNA suiegion makes sense. Th&rand Jury envisions
combining cities that have few vacant buildable parcels and no rail transit hubs witidjacent
cities that could accommodate more dense transibriented developments (TOD).

AsGoesSan José RHNA PerformanceSo Goeshe Countyd O

AT *T OA3O OI OCEI U p8muv 1 EITEITT OAOGEAAT OO AT |
San Jose has long complained of its lack of jobs vs. housing, a challenge because commercial
development brings in more tax revenue than the cost of services, whileesidential
development demandsarejust the opposite. San Jodeas thehighesthousingjobsimbalance

of any of the largest U.S. citie.

San Joséas ambitious goals for both commercial and residential developmerih September

2017, MayorSam Liccardo stablished an objectiveof 25,000 new housing units in five years,
starting in 2018, with 10,000 (40%) of those units below market rate?2 That would require
AlTTO60 A AT OAl ET ¢ 1 £ .3ha10,000BdRtarget wbuld @dqir® D E T C
permitting pace five times fasterthan the average overthe past 11years.

The Liccardo plandirects staff to identify barriers to meeing this objective. Developers

s s~ A

city:
1 beingtoo conservativeregarding litigation risks
1 maintaining unrealistic open spae requirements
1 requiring full approval of its Urban Village plansbefore construction can start
1 maintaining architectural requirements that are too expensve
f havinghighturnoverin OEA AEQU8 O PI ATTEIT C AAPAOOI AT O

Developers indicatethey require a 10% to 14%return on investment (ROI) to deem a project
viable.23 They sayhigh land, materials and labor costs irthis County make &ahieving the

21 US Suburbs Approaching Jobdousing Balance, Wendell Cox, Apr. 12, 2013

http ://www.newgeography.com/content/003637 -us-suburbs-approachingjobs-housing-balance

23 Al , EAAAOAT 680 puv DI ET O Pl AT &YBrdaz AOPT 1T AET ¢ O OEA
http://sanjose.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?meta_id=667033

211 O0O00OA0EIT AT 000 AT O1I A TEIEO xEAOA EITAO AOA AOQEI
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target marginschalenging.

3AT *1 OA60 " AT AOAT 01 AT DPOIT OEAAO OAIlI OAAIT A Al
Jose amended its General Plan, establishing a goal that at least 15% of new housing be priced
for ELI, VLI and LI households.

In December 2016, the cityamended its General Plan to:
1 Establish a 25% goal for affordal@ housing in each Urban Village
1 Allow 100% restricted (deed or income) affordable housing to move forward ahead
of market-rate development in Urban Villages
1 Allow selected commercial sitesof at least 1.5 acres to convert to mixeduse
residential-commercial developments if the project includes 10% restricted-
affordable housing
But developers say OEA AEQUBSO Ol 1 x UbAnAVillagésihas depyd 1 OE 1
development.San Jose officials say 12 of 64 total Urban Villages have been approved, and a
13th was pending at the time of this report.

Figure 5 and Appendix, Table A7 show that San Josés 36,000 units short of meeting itsBMR
objectives forthe prior and current RHNA cycles. The current cycleruns until October2022,
so San Josdasonly four years to catch up.

https://www.mercurynews.com/2018/05/01/construction -costs-could-limit -where-sanjose-homes-are-
built-google-adobe-diridon/
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Figure 5: BMRPermits - Unit Deficit
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this cycle, while it has averaged only 400 per yedretween 2007-2017. This BMR deficit
emphasizes why San Jose must maintain a strong BMR push even as it focuses on adding jobs.

The San Jose BMR deficit dwarfs that of anyher city in the County. The city with the next
highest BMR deficit is Santa Clara, at200 units. This enormous difference in BMR unit
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Ci Al 6 EA 3AI

*T OA AT AO 11 ¢

San Jose is ahead of pace for abew®derate housing, as Figure 3 shows. This housing is

T AAAAAR

AOO EO OET Ol AIM& Goushb.inR014 GanOdsdexphmdedA T O

and extended its Downtown HighRise Development Incentive Program, which in three
downtown areas provides exemptions to the inclusionary housing ordinance and reduces-in

lieu fees to half of the rest of downtowr?4 This shows3 A 1

*1 OAB O

xE11 ET CT A

requirements. Given, the lack of BMR unit production by San Jose, the Grand Jury encourages
San Jose to push as hard as possible to use tools to create BMR units to their fullest advantage.

24 City of San Jose 2012023 Housing Element, page P33
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Inclusionary Housing Ordinances

Inclusionary housing ordinances(IHOs) require that developers allocatea percentage of
units for BMR housing Eight cities in the Countyallow developers to pay fees irlieu of
providing the units on-site.

AsAppendix, Table A8shows, Los Altos Hills, Monte Sereno, Morgan Hill and Saratoga do not
have inclusionary ordinances. All but Morgan Hilhaveresidential zones with large lot sizes
and few sites for large housing developmentue to the small number ofpotential multi -
unit developmentsin Los AltosHills, Monte Sereno and Saratoganclusionary ordinances
would generatefew BMR uwnits in these cities andare not a priority.

As shown in Table 8, seven Santa Clara citidsave BMRnclusionary requirements of 15%
to 20%. But the inclusionary ordinances forLos Altos, Milpitas, PalcAlto and Sunnyvale
require less than 5%. Raisingthat percentagecould help spark more BMRhousing.

Setting thA DA OAAT OACA OiI 1T EECEh EI xAOAOMmoushdl AA
development applications sankafter the city hiked its BMR inclusionary percentage to 25%

from 12% for new rental projects, forcing the city tocompromise at18%.2> Palo Alto, much

coveted by developers, is considering a 25% requiremetiut only in some situaions.

Morgan Hill has a voterapproved Residential Development Control Syste@$ (RDCS)
instead of an IHO. The RDCS makes developers compete for development permits based on
howwel COEAEO ADPDPI EAAOET T O 1 AAO OEA AEOQOUBO CI Al C

One issughat weakensinclusionary ordinances isthe use of irlieu fees.Cupertino, Milpitas,
Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara and Sunnyvale give developers the option of
paying these fees insted of creating BMR units within their development. Many officials
interviewed by the Grand Jurysaidthese fees are bargain for developers, whaften choose

that option. In-lieu feesOOOAIT 1 U CI1 ET Gbdusing Eulds, AU iDdaR @ Gnany - 2
years before tle fees translate into BMRinits. Oficials say inlieu feesusually produce fewer

BMR units than the onsite requirement would have realized.

The Grand Jury believes that ulieu fees should be avoided and that cities should incentivize
developers to build BMR units withintheir developments If cities retain in-lieu fees, they
should be raised aboveomparable inclusionary requirements. The fee should be set at least
one-third higher than the inclusionary requirementto encourage onsite BMR units. For
example, Santa Clara lsaa 15% BMR inclusionary requirementSq at one-third higher, the
in-lieu fee would be no lower than thecost equating toa 20% inclusionary requirement.

25 Roland Li, May 18, 2017, https://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2017/05/18/sf _ -affordable-
housing-compromise-development.html

26 http://www.morgan -hill.ca.gov/109/RDCSProcess
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Density Bonus Implementationand DensityNear Transit

All cities must offer density bonuses taallow developers to build more units overall so long
as they allocate more units for BMR.Density bonusescan generate moreBMR units,
especiallyin Transit-Oriented Developments(TODs). Transit experts advocatedensities of

at least 50 units per acrefor TODs?2? Quch densities can effectively increaséransit system

usage ancenable developers to meet their profitability goals

A 2016 Statelaw?8 extendsdensity bonuses to mixeduse developmentg® and offersrelated
incentives and concessions to makprojects financially feasible. Mixed-use development
can be especially attractive near transit hubs because both employees and residents can
readily access mass transit and thereby easmffic congestion.Mixed-use projects also have
the advantage ofjenerating tax revenuefrom the commercial componentpffsetting the cost

of the residential component

One alternative to denser infill developments is housing in exurbs where land is less costly
and housing is therefore more affordable. However,gssonswho work in the Countyand
find lower-cost housing outside the County find thahigh transportation costs eat into their
housing costsavingss3

Residential,commercialand mixed-use TOD appealdo cities and developerdor a variety of
reasons3! TOD encairages use of massransit by persons who live or wak near atransit
hub. Parking requirements for TOD are ofteneasedto encourage use of mass transit

Recently defeated SB 827 would have mandated high densities near transit hubdalted in
part due to organized multi-city opposition. However, citiescan still move forward with
their own TOD efforts. Caltrain, VTA andBART create opportunities for BMR units incities
with transit hubs. dties should identify parcels within one-half mile of a transit hub and
work to bring high-density BMRrelated developmentson those sites

California Versuslts Cities
Gties have failed to meet th& BMR andthe overall housing challenge State lawmakers

increasingly areproposing to take some control fromcities in an effort toforce more housing
to be built.

27VVTA interview

28 An act to amend Section 65915 of the Government Code, relating to housing
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtmlI?bill_id=201520160AB2501

29 California Government Code §65915(i)

30 Mixed-Income Housing Near Tansit: Increasing Affordability with Location Efficiency, TOD 201, by The
Center for TransitOriented Development, page 5
http://www.reconnectingamerica.or g/assets/Uploads/091030ra201mixedhousefinal.pdf

31ld., page 8
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SB 82§ as of June 1, 201®roposes to modifycurrent law32 to statethat cities and counties
should undertake all necessary actions to encourage, promote and facilitate the development
of housing toaccommodate the entire regional housing need The proposed measure also
requires reasonable actions be taken by local and regional governments to ensure that future
housing production mees, at aminimum, the RHNA objectives

The League of California @ies leadsOEA AEOEAO8 ALAECEO xEOE OEA =
decisions.Local governments strongly objecto anyloss of local contro| but State lawmakers

are looking to give RHNA allocations more teettGties will increasingly face suchthreats if

OE AU mbvefadtddto create more BMR housing.

Housingand Employment, Commercial LinkageFees

Figure 6 and Appendix, Table A9provide jobs to employed resident ratios for thel5 cities in
the County. The values range from 0.33 for Monte Sereno to 3.02 for Palo Akgobs to
employed resident ratio ofabout 1.0 is viewed as balanced by the Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) of Santa Clafa.

A balancedratio is associaed with lower traffic congestion impact compared to an
unbalanced ratio. However, striving to have each city attain a ratio of 1.0 would likely lead
to unnecessary inefficiencies. Given that many employed residents commute to other cities
in the region, regional balance may be as important as balance within a single cityhe Grand
Jury believesa city with a ratio of0.9 to 1.1 reasonablypalancesjobs and housing The cities
that fall within the ratio range of the translucent vertical bar (0.9 to 1.1),meet this
reasonable balanceTheyare represented by yellow horizontal bars in Figures.

Gties with jobs to employed residentratios above 11 have substantially more jobs than
employed residents and typically create more road congestion flow from enhpyees
commuting to and from their jobs These cities are represented byhe upper cluster ofred
bars in Figure 6. These cities could alleviate regionaraffic congestion by adding more
housing.

Cities with jobs to employed resident ratios below 0.9 have substantially more employed
residents than jobs and typically create more road congestioas well from employees
commuting to and from their homes. These cities are represented liye lower cluster of
red bars in Figure6 and could alleviate regional traffic congestion by adding more jobs.

Commercial developments tend to raise revenue for cities. That puts more services and
corresponding financial burden on cities with more housing and less emgyment. For cities

32 Government Code (GC) Section 65584(a)(2)
3, 1 &#/ 1T /&£ 3AT OA #1 AOA #1 01 OUh #EOEAO 3AO0OEAA 2AO0EAxI
pages 314315, http://santaclaralafco.org/file/ServiceReviews/CitiesSR2015/23CSRR_FA_Sprawl.pdf
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with high employment, higher density can place more employees near their jobs. The larger
pool of potential skilled employees makes tksecities more attractive for employers.

Milpitas and Palo Alto have many differences,ub among thar similarities are they have
fallen shat on BMR housing and have jobs to employed residematios above 1.1 Their
commercial linkage fee revenue could be leveraged in a RHNA sugion to provide more
BMR housing. Additionally, higherdensity residential zoning would bring in more BMR units
and improve their jobs to employed residentratios.

Figure 6: Jobs Per Employed Resident

Jobs Per Employed Resident

Palo Alto
Santa Clara
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Campbell
Los Altos

Mountain View

Cupertino
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Monte Sereno

Google and the city of Mountain View, in the North Bayshore project, set an example of
providing substantial BMR housingfor the community. By comparison, Cupertinebased

Il DPI A0 1T Ax EAAANOA OO AQO0IudiAg manypnevh employeed wasl 1T U A
planned with no additional housing. That might have been OK if the new headquarters was

OT 1T AT U A AT 1T OT 1 Btikdispded. But il agpearsB\pple Avill vacatk @itle space

and the new headquarters largely will be used to accommodate work force expansion. This

was a missed opportunity for collaboration by Cupertino.

In many cities, develogrs of commercial projectspay commercal linkage fees The idea is
that cities will use these funds fomew developments that would house about as many people
as are employed in that commercial project. State law requires that cities complete a nexus

#O(AOABO EI x | OAE AOAOU ETAE 1 £ ' pylAdagadHeEsAGNB@ 08t AET 1 E
2017 - https://www.cnbc.com/2017/10/09/how __-much-every-inch-of-apples-new-5-billion -campus-cost-to-
build.html
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study to determine theappropriate linkage fee3> Linkage fees justified by the nexus studies
are often much higher than the fees adopted. The nexus study evaluates the number of
employees generated by different types of development.

Appendix, Table ALO shows that Palo Alto,Santa Clara, Cupertino, Mountain View and
Sunnyvale have commercial linkage fees for BMR housinBalo Alto has the highestee, at
upto$35perNOAOA A1 T 08 3 AT GekincrehsaddAZD Per €ojiiake fobtBfters A C A
Jan. 18, 20196

Cities with larger jobs to employed residentratios could form a RHNA sukregion to share
their commercial linkage fee income withother cities that have more sites for BMR projects
This could have a bigger impactfithe fees were shared with citieghat can develop BMR
housing near transit stations.

Table ALO shows that Campbell Milpitas and Saratogahave completed nexus studies that
provide fee recommendationsbut none haveenacted a commercial linkage feeThese cities
could quickly benefit from thesecommercial linkage fees.

San Josgwith its low jobs to employed resident ratio, has encouraged commercial
development It has notcompleted anexus studg " OO ET OE A BMRsWBITAIE A AE
the Grand Jury recommend$an Jose complete a nexstudy and enact a commercial linkage
fee to create more funding foBMR housing

Employer Contributions

The County and citiesshould consider enacting housing impact feeson employers Officials
interviewed by the Grand Jury have been receptite the idea Mountain View and Cupertino
are to be commended forexploring the idea3”

Such a fee could beappropriate becauseemployers have benefited from their activities in
the County. Theyneed housingand other local servicedor the jobs they createdirectly and
indirectly. Experts say one higktech job translates into fourjobsin other sectors38 Housing
challenges and congestedroads can be improved by subsidizingdenser housing near
employment centersand transportation hubs.

35 Mitigation Fee Act,Gov. Code section 66000 et seq.

36 Santa Clara City Resolution 18482 7 Establishing Affordable Housing Fees and Integrating the Fees into the
Municipal Fee Schedule, Attachment A

12927462.php

38 http://www.bayareacouncil.org/community_engagement/new -study-for-every-new-high-tech-job-four-
more-created/
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Housing impactfees et too high couldmake the County less eésirable for companies Still,
such afee would be designed to help fix aregion-wide problem shared byal OEA #1 O1 OU
employers and make for a more vibrant region.

The County and citiesshould form a task forceto establish the specifics of a BMR housing
impact fee on employers. A measure recently approved by the Seattle City Council could
DOl OEAA A OAi pi ABGAS8 2 A @A AinazOri.corhi©theQdrghst O! |
company headquartered in Seattle,the measure requiresthat businesseswith annual

revenue above $20 million pay$275 per full-time employee each yeaover the next five

years. Seattle officials expect the tax wiglenerae nearly $47 million andbe usedin part to

build more than 590 BMRhousing units3°

Many Iarge employers in Santa Clara Countyrave contributed to solutions to the housing

crisis.' TT ¢C1 A EO OEA T AET O 1 AT AT xT AO ET -lan® OAEIT
Facebookoffers monetary incentives for employees who resideear work and has pledged

$30 million for affordable housing LinkedIn was an early, major investof! in the Housing
4000080 4%n#( &O1 Ah x EIERobsind Eisdd SyGtenmsaEdvedted h A£&£T O
the TECH Fund and in March pledged $50 millidhfor efforts to house the homeless in the
County. Adobe Systems, Intel, HP and Applied Materials are among major donors to the

Housing Trust.

The BMR housing crisisequires steady sources of fundingfrom all sectors Given the history
of innovative solutions andphilanthropy by employers, we urgethe County and citiesto
partner with the largest employers andgroups such as theSilicon Valley Leadership Group
to developadditional solutions for the BMR housing criss.

39 http://mynorthwest.com/925685/task -force-employee-hours-tax-seattle/

40 https://www.mountainview.gov/depts/comdev/planning/a _ctiveprojects/northbayshore .asp

mvestment in tech fund/

42 https://newsroom.cisco.com/feature -content?articleld=1918354
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Accessoy Dwelling Units

ADUs are being encouragecby severalcities as the most expedienpption to satisfy their
RHNA allocations4 EAOA Al 01 AOA OAAAOOAA @ppendigTake OAT 1
Al11 provides ADU regulation and production data.

For Monte Sereno, Satoga, Los Gatos, Los Altosps Altos Hillsand unincorporated County
ADUs are a major component of their BMR housing efforts. ADUs are attractive in these cities
because theyhave mostly large-lot single-family residences.

These cities should require deed restrictions for ADUs, guaranteeing that these units remain
within the BMR income categories. If such deed restrictions for ADUs cannot be required, the
cities should provide incentives so owners are encouraged to voluntarily includéong-term
deed restrictions.

ADUs can fit the bill for familiessolong as the cities allow ADUs to be a certain size, pegsg
1,200 square feetor more, to accommodatefamily households

Residential Impact Fees an®arcel Taxes

Cities with limited commercial developmentor developable landlack ways to generate
funding to meet BMR objectives These dties have limited options to raise revenue in view
of Proposition 13 and the elimination of redevelopment agenciesThey also have small
populations and small RHNA requirements.

An impact fee imposed on new residential development is one tool these cities could use.
Such fees are already in place in Palo Alto, San Jose and Sunnywaaeshown in Table A8
The fee is based on the connection beeen thedevelopment of marketrate housing and the
need to expand the supply of BMR housinguch fees are typically 10% of construction costs
and are just one of many substantial fees developers have to pay

BMR parcel taxes ould be ananswer butrequire voter approval. FO1 £E1 1 ET ¢ OEA E
RHNABMRallocation would be a properpurpose for a parcel tax

What level of revenue could be achiewkfrom a parcel tax? IriMonte Serenathere are 1,222
assess®@ 6 O DA OA A 1L@Bperparcelvduid genefatemore than $1.2 million a year.
At an estimated price of $00,00043 per BMR unit, that couldproduce two BMR units per
year. TheRHNA allocation to Monte Sereno for ELI, VLI and LI for the current cycle is 35
units.

The same formula for the3,014

aOOAOOT 060 PAOAAI
year, which could yieldsix" - 2 OT EO 4 417 x

08

43 The per unit cost of $500,000 is obtained using an average unit sizelph00 sq ft, $300 per sq ft construction
cost, a density of 20 units per acre, and land cost of $4 million per acre.

Page23 of 45



AFFORDABLE HOUSINGRISISZ DENSITY IS OUR DESNY

Ll is 74.
VTA Serves adodel for Public Entities

The VTArecognizesthe importance of developing its real estate assets and has created a
Joint Development Program (JDP¥% The VTA iscreating high-density projects on its land
adjacent to transitby partnering with developers.

The VTA transit-oriented developments (TODs) include BMR housing with the aim to
improve VTAOE A A O O E E D @evelbinent prdcéss iftludesnter-agency coordination
and collaboration with developers, cities and other stakeholder$> The VTA development
processcan serve as a model for other public entities includinthe Santa Clara Valley Water
District (SCVWD and the County. Potential County &s include Civic Center, Fairgrounds
and Burbank area

The VTA says its JDP encouragdsigher-density development.46 Local jurisdiction
willingness to rezore transit-adjacert properties from commercial to residential or mixed

use is a critical step for creating BMR housing. This is especially important in San Jose, where
nine of 18 potential TOD sites presently have neresidential zoning4?

The VTA properties having potertial for BMR units are listed inAppendix, Table A12. The
Almaden and Cottle sites can provide more BMR units if San Jose would rezone these parcels
for mixed-use including residential.

With the VTA modelin mind, the County and SCVWD shouidentify parcels they own that
are suitable for BMR

44 VVTA Joint Development Programhttp://vtaorgcontent.s3 -us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/Site_Content/VTA%20Joint%20Development%20Palicy.pdf

45 |bid.

46 |bid.

47 Grand Jury interview with VTA
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Finding &

Lack of housing near employment centersvorsens traffic congestion in the Countyand
increases the urgencyo add suchhousing.Cties to respondare Campbell, Cupertino, Gilroy,
Los Altos, Los Gatos, Milpitasjountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara and Sunnyvale.

Finding b

Mass transit stations (Caltrain, VTABART) create opportunities for BMR units QCties to
respondare Campbell, Giby, Milpitas, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa
Clara and Sunnyvale.

Finding

Density bonus programs are not being used aggressivaynoughto produce the needed BMR
units within one-half mile of transit hubs. Cities to respondare Campbell, Gilroy, Milpitas,
Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara and Sunnyvale.

Recommendatioria

To improve jobs-to-housing imbalances the cities of Palo Alto, Santa Clara, Milpitas,
Mountain View and Sunnyvale should identify, by June 30, 2019parcels where housing
densitieswill be increased The identification should include when progcts are expected to
be permitted and the number of BMR unitanticipated for each parcel.

Recommendatiorib

Gities should identify parcels within one-half mile of a transit hubthat will help them meet
their LI and moderate-income BMRobjectives in the current RHNA cycleby the end of 2019.
Cities to respondare Campbell,Gilroy, Milpitas, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto,San
Jose Santa Clara andunnyvale.

Recommendatioric

Gities shouldrevise their density bonus ordinancesto provide bonuses forLlI and moderate-
income BMR units that exceed the minimum bonuses required Iitate law for parcels within
one-half mile of a trarsit hub, by the end of 2020.Cities to respondare Campbell,Gilroy,
Milpitas, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jos&anta Clara and Sunnyvale.

Finding2a
Employers in the Countyhave created a vibrant economyresulting in an inflated housing
market displacing many residens. Agenciesto respondare all 15 cities and the County

Finding2b

Contrib utions to BMR housingfrom employers in the Countyare not mandatednor evenly
shared. Agencies to respondare all 15 cities and theCounty.
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Recommendatio 2a

The County should form a task forcavith the cities to establish housing impact fees for
employersto subsidizeBMR housing, by June 30, 2018gencies to respondare all 15 cities
and the County

Recommendatio 2b

Every city in the Countyshould enacthousing impact feesfor employers to create a fund that
subsidizes BMR housing, by June 30, 2028gencies to respondare the County and all 15
cities.

Finding 3a

RHNA subregions formed by severalSan Francisco Bay ea counties enabletheir cities to
develop promising means to meet their collective BMR requirementsSuch subregions can
serve as instructive examples for cities in the CountyAgencies to respondare all 15 cities.

Finding 3b

Developers arelesswilingto AT T OEAAO " -2 AAOAIT T Pi AT 6O ET AE
real estate values because these developments cannot meet their target return on
investment. Cities to respondare Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Lo&atos, Monte Sereno, Palo

Alto and Saratoga

Finding 3c
More BMR unitscould be developed if cities with lower housing costsform RHNA sub
regions with adjacentcities with higher housing costs Responding agencies are all 15 cities.

Finding 3d

High-cost/low -cost RHNA subregions would be attractive to lowcost cities if they are
compensatedby high-costcities for improving streets, schoolssafety,public transportation
and other services.Cities to respondare Gilroy, Milpitas, Morgan Hill and San Jose.

Finding 3e

High-cost/low -cost RHNA subregions could be attractive to highcost cities because they
could meet their BMR requirements without providingunits in their cities. Cities to respond

are Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatlonte Sereno, Mountain View,
Pdo Alto, Santa Clara, Saratogand Sunnyvale.

Recommendation 3a

Every city inthe County should identify at least one potential RHNA suiegion they would
be willing to help form andjoin, and report how the subregion(s) will increase BMR housing,
by the end of 2019.Agencies to respondare all 15 cities.

Recommendation 3b
A RHNA sukregion should be formed including one or more lowcostcities with one or more
high-costcities, by the end of 202. Agencies to respad are all 15 cities.
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Recommendation 3c

High-costcities and the County should provide compensation to lowostcities for increased
public servicesrequired for taking on more BMR units in any higkrent/low -rent RHNA sub
region, by the end of 2021Agendes to respond are Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos
Hills, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Santa Clara, Saratoga, Sunnyvale
and the County.

Findingda
Commercial linkage fees can be an important tool to generateritical revenues to support
BMR housing Cities to respondare Campbell, Milpitas, Los Gatos, Los Altos and San Jose

Findingdb
Use of commercial linkage feeds overdue andcould be expectedto substantially increase
BMR units Cities to respondare CampbellMilpitas, Los Gatosl.os Altos andSan Jose.

Recommendatiod
Campbell, Milpitas, Los Gatos, Los Altos and San Jsiseuld enact commercial linkage fes
to promote additional BMR housingby June 2019

Findingba
Uneven BMR achievements among cities is causedpart by varying inclusionary BMRunit
percentagerequirements. Agencies to respond are all 15 cities and the County.

Finding5b

Inclusionary ordinancesin cities having only asmall number of potential multi -unit
developmentswould generate too few BMR units to justify their passag€ities to respond
are Los Altos Hills, Monte Sereno and Saratoga

Recommendatio 5
Inclusionary BMRpercentagerequirements should be increased to at leasi5% in Gilroy,
LosAltos, Los Gatos, Milpitas, Morgan Hill, Palo Alto and Sunnyvaby the end of 2019

Finding6

In-lieu fees, when offered as an option, are too low to produdke needed number of BMR
units and delay their creation. Cities to respond are Campbell, Cup&no, Milpitas,
Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara and Sunnyvale.

Recommendatio 6

Citieswith an in-lieu option should raise the feeto at least % higher than the

inclusionary BMRequivalent where supported by fee studiesby the end of 2Q9. Cities to
respond are Campbell, Cupertino, Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara
and Sunnyvale.
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Finding 7
NIMBY (Not in My Backwrd) opposition adversely affects the supply of BMR housingnits.
Agencies to respond are all 15 cities and the County.

Recommendation 7

A task force to communicate the value and importance of each city meeting its RHNA
objectives for BMR housing should be created and funded by the County and all 15 cities, by
June 30 2019.

Finding8

It is unnecessarilydifficult to confirm how many BMR units are constructed in a particular
year or RHNA cycle bcause citiesand the Countyonly report permitted units. Agencies to
respond are all 15 cities and the County.

Recommendatn 8

All 15 cities and the County shoul@dnnually publish the number of constructedBMRunits,
starting in April 2019.

Finding9

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) offer a prime opportunity for iies with low housing
density and limited developable land b produce more BMRunits. Cities to respondare Los
Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno and Saratoga.

Recommendatio®a

ADU creationshould be encouragedby decreasing minimum lot size requirements and
increasingthe allowed unit maximum square footageto that prescribed by state law by the
end of 2019.CGties to respond areLos Altos, Los AltodHills, Los Gatos, Monte Serenand
Saratoga

Recommendatio®b

Increasing BMR unit creation by incentivizing long-term affordability through deed
restriction s for ADUsshould be alopted, by the end of 2019Cities to respond are_os Altos,
Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Monte Sereaod Saratoga

Findingl0

Lack of tinding mechanismsto create BMR housing hasrestricted BMR achievement by
cities with limited commercial development ordevelopable land. Cities to respond arkos
Altos Hills, Monte Serenoand Saratoga.

Recommendatin 10a

Residential development impactfeesto fund BMR developments should be enacted byé
cities of LosAltos Hills, Monte Seren@nd Saratogaby the end of 2019
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Recommendation 10b
Parcel taxes to fund BNR developments should be brought as a ballot measure to the voters
of the cities of Los Altos Hills, Monte Serenand Saratoga, by the 2020 elections

Findingll
The VTA is a valuable model for effectively generating BMR housing on publicly owned
property . Agencies to respond are the County and the SCVWD.

Recommendatio 11a

The Gunty should identify or createanagencsh | T AAT AA A £0 Develdpiaeht 6 4 | ¢
Program, to coordinate partnerships between developersand both the SCVWDand the

County, for the development of BMR housinghy June 30, 2019.

Recommendatin 11b

Parcels suitable forBMRhousing should be offeredor development by the SCVWDand the
County, by the end of 2019.
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REQUIRERESPONSES

Pursuant to Penal Code sectian933 and 933.05, the Grand By requests responses as

follows:

From the following governing bodies:
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Responding Agency

Findings

Recommendations

la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c, 3e,|

1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b,

4a, 4b, 5a,6, 7, 8,9

Campbell 4a, 4b, 5a, 6, 7, 8 3c,4,6,7,8

Clupertino la, 2a,2b, 3a, 3c, 3e, 5a,6, |la, 2a,2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 6,
7,8 7,8

Gilroy la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 5,
3d, 5a, 6, 7, 8 7,8

Los Altos la, 2a,2b, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3e, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 4, 5,

7,8, 9a, 9b

Los Altos Hills

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3e, 5a,
5b, 6,7,8,9, 10

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 7, 8,
9a, 9b, 10a, 10b

Los Gatos

la, 2a,2b, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3e,
4a, 4b, 5a, 6, 7, 8,9

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 4, 5,
7,8, 9a, 9b

Milpitas

la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c,
3d, 4a, 4b, 5a, 6, 7, 8

la, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a,
3b,4,6,7,8

Monte Sereno

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3c, 3e, 5a,
5b, 6, 7,8,9, 10

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 7, 8,
9a, 9b, 10a, 10b

Morgan Hill

1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3¢, 3d,
5a, 6, 7,8

1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 5,
7,8

Mountain View

la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c,
5a, 6,7, 8

3e,

la, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a,
3b, 3¢, 6,7, 8

Palo Alto

la, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b,
3c, 3e, ba, 6,7,8

la, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a,
3b, 3¢, 5,6,7,8

San Jose

la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c,
3d, 4a, 4b, 5a, 6, 7, 8

1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 4,
6,7,8

Santa Clara

la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3c, 3e,

la, 1b, lc, 2a, 2b, 3a,

5a, 6, 7,8 3b, 3¢, 6,7, 8
Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors %11’ 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 3d, 3e, 7, 2a, 2b, 3¢, 7
Santa QIara Valley Transportation 11 1la, 11b
Authority
Santa Clara Valley Water District 11 l1la, 11b

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 3e, ba,

2a, 2b, 3a, 3b, 3¢, 7, 8,

5a, 6, 7, 8

Saratoga 5b, 6,7, 8,9, 10 9a, 9b, 10a, 10b
la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a, 3¢, 3e|la, 1b, 1c, 2a, 2b, 3a,
Sunnyvale

3b, 3¢, 5, 6, 7, 8

Unincorporated County

11

8, 11a, 11b
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APPENDX

Table Al:Income limits for housing assistanceligibility in the County (as of 4/1/2018) 48

Housing Assistance Income Higibility Limits for Santa Qara Gounty
Number of Income Limit Category (based on AMI)
:L?;T}So:g = re(?;l/z; Low Very Low (50%) Low (80%)

1 $27,950 $46,550 $66,150
2 $31,950 $53,200 $75,600
3 $35,950 $59,850 $85,050
4 $39,950 $66,500 $94,450
5 $43,100 $71,850 $102,050
6 $46,300 $77,150 $109,600
7 $49,500 $82,500 $117,150
8 $52,700 $87,800 $124,700

BMR is separated into three income categories: Very Low Income (VLI), Low Income (LI)

and moderateET AT1 A AAOACI OEAO8 4EA #1 O1 QU0 ETAI
provided in Appendix Table Al. Very Low Income (VLI) is housing for households making

up to 50% of area median income (AMI), Low Income (LI, 50980% of AMI); moderate

income (80-120%) and above moderate (more than 120%)Extremely Low Income (ELI) is

a sub-categorywithin VLI and is for households making 630% of AMI. Note that the values

in Table Al are for 30% (ELI), 50% (VLI) and 70% (LI).

48 Santa Clara Housing Authority, Section 8 Housing Programs, Income Limits
https://www.scchousingauthority.org/section -8-housing-programs/waiting -lists-applicants/income-limits/
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Table A2:RHNA results for the 20072014 cycle

BMRubtotal Above Moderate (>120%) Total
Qty/ Entity Permits| oo Permits oo Permits hof
RHNA RHNA| RHNA RHNA | RHNA RHNA
Issued Issued Issued
Met Met Met

Sratoga 235 18] 8% 57 2 35% 292 38 13%
LosGatos 316 48 13% 186 180 97% 562 228 41%
San Jose 19271 2956 159 15450 13073 850 34721 16,029 46%
Qupertino 813 127| 16% 357 657  184% 1170 784 67%
Palo Alto 1874 2931  16% 986 187 8000 2860 1,080 38%
MountainView | 1447| 269 1999 1152 2387 207% 2599 2656  102%
Glroy 807 164 20% 808 1262 156% 1615 1426 88%
Sintadara 32090 72 2204 @ 2664) 5952  223%  5873] 6673  114%
LosAltos 243 51 239 74 7841 1059% 317 841l  265%
Morgan Hill 812 241 309 500[ 1286  257% @ 1312] 1527  116%
Milpitas 1551 709 46% 936| 6442 688% 2487 7151| 288%
LosAltosHills 68| 40| 59% 13 76|  585% 81 116  143%
Monte Sereno 33 21 64% 8 14 175% 4 3H 85%
Gampbell 479) 399 83% 413 217 53% 892 616 69%
Sinnyvale 2557) 2178 8504 1869  2403]  129%  4426] 4581  104%
Unincorporated | 677|  620] 929 413 422 102% 1090 1,042 96%
Qunty Total | 34452| 8861 269 25886] 35962 13%% 60338 44823 4%

Pink cells and larger font entries in Tables A2, A3, A4, A5 and A6 repeaslower BMR achievement, and green
cells and bold font represent higher BMR achievement.
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Table A2 RHNA results for 20152023 cycle, through 20179

Total BMRData Above Moderate (>120%) Total
aty/ entity Permits voof Permits Yoof Permits Yo0f
RHNA RHNA | RHNA RHNA [ RHNA RHNA
Issued Issued Issued
Met Met Met
Milpitas 2,139 0 0% 1151 1,193 104% 3,290, 1,193 36%
LosGatos 445 7 2% 174 60 34%) 619 67| 11%
Santa dara 1,745 37 2% 755 611 81% 2,500 648 26%
Campbell 542 12 2% 391 211 54%) 933 223 24%
Qupertino 794 27 3% 270 172 64% 1,064 199 19%
Sunnyvale 3478 87 39 1,974 1,017 529 5452| 1,104 20%
San Jose 20,849 890 49 14,231 7,671 54%( 35,080 8,561 24%
LosAltos 380 21 6% 97 319 329%j a77 340 71%
Saratoga 346 20 6% 93 12 13% 439 32 7%
Palo Alto 1,401 115 8% 587 189 32%| 1,988 304 15%
Morgan Hill 612 75 129 316 534| 169% 928 609 66%0
Unincorporated 249 29] 12% 28 229| 818% 277 258 93%
Mountain View 1,833 231 1394 1,093 1,205 110% 2926 1,436 49%
Monte Sereno 48 11 23% 8 14| 175% 56 25 45%
Los AltosHills 106 32 3094 15 29| 193% 121 61 50%
Gilroy 495 287 58% 475 727 153% 970| 1,014| 105%
Gounty Total 35,462 1,881 599 21,658| 14,193 66% 57,120| 16,074 28%

49 https://abag.ca.gov/planning/housingneeds/
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Table A4:RHNA results for 20072017, compared to objectives through Oct 31, 2022

Total BMRData Above Moderate (>120%) Total
dty/ Entity Permits Yoot Permits Yo0f Permits Yo0f
RHNA RHNA | RHNA RHNA | RHNA RHNA
Issued Issued Issued
Met Met Met
Saratoga 581 38 1% 150 32 21% 731 70 10%
LosGatos 821 55 7% 360 240 67% 1,181 295 25%
Qupertino 1,607 154 10% 627 829| 132% 2,234 983 44%
San Jose 40,120 3,846 109 29,681 20,744 70% 69,801| 24,590, 35%
LosAltos 623 78 13% 171 1,103| 645% 794 1,181 149%
Palo Alto 3,275 408 1299 1573 976 629 4,848 1384 29%
Santa dara 4,954 758 15994 3,419 6563| 192% 8,373| 7,321 87%
Mountain View 3,280 500] 1599 2245 3592| 160% 5525 4,092 74%
Milpitas 3,690 700] 1994 2,087 7,635 366% 5777 8344| 144%
Gilroy 1,302 451 3594 1,283 1,989 155% 2,585| 2,440 94%
Morgan Hill 1,424 316 22% 816| 1,820 223% 2,240| 2,136 95%
Sunnyvale 6,035 2,265 389 3,843 3420 89% 9,878 5,685 58%
Monte Sereno 81 32| 409 16 28| 175% 97 60 62%
Los Altos Hills 174 72 419% 28 105 375% 202 177 88%
Campbell 1,021 411 40% 804 428 53% 1,825 839 46%
Unincorporated 926 649 70% 441 651| 148% 1,367| 1,300 95%
Gounty Total 69,914| 10,742 1594 47544| 50,155| 105% 117,458| 60,897 52%
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Table A5 RHNA results for 20072017, compared with timeproportionate objectives
(75.5% for San Jose and Los Gatos, 72% for other cities)

Total BMR Data Above Moderate (>120%) Total
Qty/ Entity | RHNA | Permits ;ﬁ’;fA RHNA | Permits ROI/—OIIC\)ITA RHNA |Permits ;/:;fA
2017 | Issued 2017 | Issued 2017 | Issued
Met Met Met

Saratoga 418 38 9% 108 32| 30% 526 70| 13%
Los Gatos 620 55 9q 272 240 88% 892 205 33%
Qupertino 1,157 154 139 451 829| 1849% 1,608 983| 61%
San Jose 30,291| 3,846 139 22,409| 20,744| 93% 52,700| 24,590 47%
LosAltos 449 78]  17% 123| 1,103 896%  572| 1,181 207%
Palo Alto 2,358 408 1794 1,133 76| 86% 3491| 1,384 40%
Santa dara 3,567 758 2199 2462| 6563| 267% 6,029 7,321| 121%
Mountain View 2,362 500] 2199 1616] 3592| 222% 3,978 4,092| 103%
Milpitas 2,657 700| 2794 1503| 7,635 508% 4,159 8344 201%
Morgan Hill 1,025 316] 31994 588 1,820 310% 1,613| 2,136 132%
Gilroy 937 451 489 924 1,989| 215% 1,861 2,440( 131%
Sunnyvale 4345 2,265 5204 2,767| 3420 124% 7,112 5,685 80%
Monte Sereno 58 32| 55% 12 28| 243% 70 60| 86%
Los AltosHills 125 72|  57% 20 105 521% 145 177| 122%
Campbell 735 4111 5694 579 428| 749% 1314 839 64%
Unincorporated 667 649 97% 318 651| 205% 984 1,300| 132%
Gounty Total 51,771 10,742 2194 35,283| 50,155 142% 87,054| 60,897 70%
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Table AG Lower-Cost/Higher-Cost City Combination Sulsegion Benefit Analysis

- Current RHNA Cycle: 2012023

Present
Median Sale RHNA.BM R RHNABMR| No Sub-region Lowedt (.bSt
daty . - Units . - Sub-region
Price ($ million) o Units ($ million) o
Objective . ($ million)
Deficit
Gilroy $0.609 613 326 $198.53 $198.53
Morgan Hill $0.701 612 537 $376.44 $327.03
Sn bse $0.773 20,849 19,959 $15,428.31 $12,155.03
Milpitas $0.821 2,139 2,139 $1,756.12 $1,302.65
Campbell $0.940 542 530 $498.20 $322.77
Santa dara $0.944 1,745 1,708 $1,612.35 $1,040.17
Sunnyvale $1.200 3,478 3,391 $4,069.20 $2,065.12
Mountain View $1.310 1,833 1,602 $2,098.62 $975.62
Qupertino $1.340 794 767 $1,027.78 $467.10
Los Gatos $1.430 445 438 $626.34 $266.74
Saratoga $1.610 346 326 $524.86 $198.53
Palo Alto $2.250 1401 1,286 $2,893.50 $783.17
LosAltos $2.580 380 359 $926.22 $231.42
Monte Sereno $3.000 48 37 $111.00 $22.53
LosAltosHills $4.090 106 74 $302.66 $45.07
15 dty Total n/a 35,331 33,479 $32,450.13 $20,401.50
15 dty Median $1.192 n/a na n/a n/a

The median sale price values in Table A6 are for twimedroom units in all cities other than

Monte Sereno. The value for Monte Sereno is for thrdedroom units, because there was no
data available for twobedroom units. The Sukregion totals (No and Lowest Cost) are
computed using the Present RHNA BMR Units Deficit.
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Table A7 Allocated BMR Permit Share and Permitted Unit Deficit

2007-2017 BMR
Alloc?anon to. Allocated Share | Permitted Unit
Permitted Unit ..
. % Deficit
Deficit Gap
Analysis

San Jose 57.4% 36,274
Santa dara 7.1% 4,196
Sunnyvale 8.6% 3,770
Milpitas 5.3% 2,981
Palo Alto 4.7% 2,867
Mountain View 4.7% 2,780
Qupertino 2.3% 1,453
Morgan Hill 2.0% 1,108
Gilroy 1.9% 851
Los Gatos 1.2% 766
Campbell 1.5% 610
Saratoga 0.8% 543
LosAltos 0.9% 545
Unincorporated 1.3% 277
LosAltosHills 0.2% 102
Monte Sreno 0.1% 49
Qounty Totals 59,172
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Table A8z Inclusionary Ordinances and Residential Impact Fe&s

Minimum Hor;?}T;aEIBMR RequirBel\:nznt for | In Lieu Fees (%o0f sales price Residential
Aty Ordinance in Race (Y/N) Numper of Requirement | Resident Owned or $per sq ft) Impact Fee
Units (%of units) |Units (%of units)

Campbell Y 10 15% 15% no requestsyet N
Qupertino Y 7 15% 15% $15.48-25.80 N
Gilroy N - Neighborhood Digtrict Policy 15% 15% N N
LosAltos Y 5,10 15% 10% N N
Los AltosHills N N
LosGatos Y 5,100 10-20% 10-20% limited option N
Milpitas Y 5 N/A 5% 5% N
Monte Sereno N N
Morgan Hill N - RADS 8% 8% $12.92 N
Mountain View Y 15% 10% 3% N

Palo Alto Y 3 N/A 15-25% $50-75 $20-35/ sq ft

San bse Y 20 15% 15% $125K per BMRunit required $17.41 s ft
Santa Qara Y 10 15% 15% $6.67-20 N
Saratoga N N

Sunnyvale Y 4, 8 (full) N/A 12.5% 7% $9-18/9 ft

Red cells in Table A8ndicate that a city Is not taking full advantage of a key means to
generate BMR units, while a green cell indicates that a city has stepped up and is using a key
means to a greater advantage than other cities in the County.n @mpty cell indicates that
that no entry is needed for that cell.

50 Sunnyvale had a Rental Property BMR Requirement of 15% through 2012, when it was replaced with a Rental Impact Fee to
comply with Palmer Sunnyvalés working on a new BMR Rental Regmient consistent with AB 1505 for City Council
consideration in 2018.
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Table A9z Jobs @r Employed Resident Ratic%

aty Jobs p_er Enpl o_yed
Resident Ratio
Palo Alto 3.02
Santa dara 2.08
Los Gat os 1.82
Milpitas 1.50
Campbell 1.35
Los Altos 1.28
Mountain View 1.23
Qupertino 1.08
Sunnyvale 1.07
Morgan Hill 1.02
San Jose 0.89
Saratoga 0.85
Gilroy 0.84
Los Alto Hills 0.72
Monte Sereno 0.33

Table A1Q Commercial Linkage Fees

* Starting Jan. 18, 20109.
Cities with a mustard cell have not completed nexus studies, and those with green have
completed nexusstudies.

st L &#/ 1T A& 3AT OA #1 AOA #1 01 0uh #EOEAO 3AOOEAA 2A0EAxI
pages 314315, http://santaclaralafco.org/file/ServiceReviews/CitiesSR2015/23CSRR_FA_Sprawl.pdf
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https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Appendices_Low_Res.pdf
https://www.planbayarea.org/sites/default/files/pdf/JHCS/May_2012_Jobs_Housing_Connection_Strategy_Appendices_Low_Res.pdf
http://sanjoseca.gov/planning/urbanvillages










