Public Comment

Admin. Update to LA Region Basin Plan
Chapters 1,5 & 6

Deadline: 05/11/15 by 12:00 noon

Comment Letter—Administrative Update to Los Angeles Region Basin Plan Chapters 1,
5, and 6 due 5.11.2015 Noon

CHAPTER 1 F@ ECEIVE ﬁ
You show changes 05-11-15
. . . SWRCB Clerk
Triennial Review Process

Federal law only requires modifications “as appropriate.” Modifications to the
Basin Plan are usually made to incorporate new scientific and technical
information; in response to USEPA’s mandates, applicable recommendations,
and guidelines, as appropriate; to address stakeholder concerns, where it is
appropriate to do so; to address new legislation or case law; and to address
issues identified in due course by the State or Regional Water Boards
themselves or its staff during the regular course of business.

Comments:

By adding “applicable” and “as appropriate”, who determines that applicability?

You show no changes
About 10.6 million people currently live in the Region (SCAG, 2011). From 1950
to 2000 the population in the Region more than doubled. The Region’s

population is projected to be 10.8 million by 2015 and 11.3 million by 2020
(MWD, 2010).

Comments:

This paragraph was not changed and is incorrect. The population growth for the period
1/1/2014-10/1/2021 issued by SCAG is 412,137 with Los Angeles County at 179,881
and Ventura County at 19,158. Metropolitan Water District is not a MPO Metropolitan
Planning Organization authorized for these projections.

Department of Finance projections should be reconciled with the State Department of
Housing and Community Development acceptance of SCAG projections. Attached is
the documentation from SCAG and California Department of Housing and Community
Development.

The Regional Board answered our comments as follows:

COMMENT SUMMARY 5.1
Facts, science, monitoring and measurement are poorly illustrated in this draft.

Accuracy is an issue not addressed in this draft. Laws governing population
projections and the Metropolitan Planning Organization that releases those



projections if SCAG Southern California Council of Governments, with approval
by the State Department of Housing and Community Development.

Geology and soils need to be taken into consideration as should Hazards and
Hazardous Materials in the planning of the Basin Plan. Earthquakes and faults,
landslides, liquefaction and petroleum soils are missing from the discussion. Qil
appears in rocks at Temescal Canyon in an area with an oil drilling controversy
(Occidental Oil).

RESPONSE 5.1

The Regional Water Board disagrees with this comment. The Board had made
every effort to ensure that the information provided in the updated Basin Plan
chapters is accurate. The commenter has not provided any information or
evidence that any of the information is inaccurate. If such information had been
presented, the Regional Water Board would have considered the information and
made any necessary changes.

You show

Figure 1.7 Regional Land Use
Comments:

Figure 1.7-1 shows Land Use, but does not note the source(s). Land Use is derived
from Local Government Community Plans, part of the State required General Plan and
Its Elements. Where did the Regional Board obtain this source?

The Regional Board answered our comments as follows:

COMMENT SUMMARY 5.6

City General Plans and its Elements, as state required, should be incorporated
into this document. MS4 permitting is issued through the cities as well as the LA
County Flood Control District.

RESPONSE 5.6

The Basin Plan is the Regional Water Board’s master water quality control
planning document. It designates beneficial uses and water quality objectives for
waters of the State. It also includes programs of implementation to achieve water
guality objectives and thereby protect the beneficial uses of the region’s waters.
City General Plans and their elements are not adopted by the Regional Water



Board and have no place in the Basin Plan. City plans, however, should take
applicable regulations into consideration.

You show changes

Water Resources/Water Quality

In addition, the demand for water is increasingly being fulfilled by the use of
reclaimed water for indirect potable reuse (i.e. groundwater recharge) and non-
potable purposes such as landscape irrigation and industrial processing and
servicing. (See Other Sources of Water, below.)

Comments:

Waste assimilation is not addressed properly for landscape irrigation etc. The
physical, chemical, and biological impacts should be addressed and not
assumed.

CHAPTER 5
You show

Figure 5.2 Detailed Locations of Areas of Special Biological Significance in the
Los Angeles Region.

Comments:

Figure 5.2 does not note the source(s). These areas are approved by the County
Board of Supervisors via the planning departments. Other than these County resources
how does the Board characterize the “region’s varied ecology”?

The Regional Board answered our comments as follows:

COMMENT SUMMARY 5.7

Significant Ecological Areas need more emphasis as out-of-state developers
(Hidden Creek Estates) plan to encroach watershed and annex to the City of Los
Angeles.

RESPONSE 5.7

Significant Ecological Areas (SEAS) are designations made by Los Angeles
County, not by the Regional Water Board. The identification of these areas in the
Basin Plan is merely intended to support the characterization of the region’s
varied ecology.



CHAPTER 6
You show changes
Multiagency Programs

In addition to the previously described programs that are implemented under the
direct supervision of the State and Regional Water Boards, the following region-
wide multiagency programs also collect water quality data that support the
assessment of the health of regional waters. Finally, there are also many
watershed specific monitoring programs, which are described in the Regional
Water Board's Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) chapters.

Comments:

Please define the Watershed Management Initiative (WMI). We question that the Public
has not been allowed to comment on this Initiative. It is not part of the Basin Plan yet
the website describes it as a Chapter.

The Regional Board responded to the Las Virgenes-Triunfo JPA comments as follows:
RESPONSE 3.3

The section the commenter references is simply meant to provide general
background information and was not designed to reflect the level of detail
requested by the commenter. However, more detailed geologic descriptions
could be included in the document currently referred to as the Watershed
Management Initiative, which serves as a supplement to the Basin Plan. The
Watershed Management Initiative tends to contain a greater level of descriptive
detail for each of the region’s watersheds, and is continually updated.

Joyce Dillard
P.O. Box 31377
Los Angeles, CA 90031

Attachment:
5thCyclePFinalRHNAplan.
HCDApproval_scagRHNAPIlan112612



Southern California Association of Governments
5th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 - 10/1/2021

Income Category Distribution*

Draft RHNA Components**

Final RHNA Allocation

TTTTeTOT
% above Number of above
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income
County households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Imperial 25.2% 15.8% 15.5% 43.5%  100.0% 17,428 479 49 1,404 4,194 2,553 2,546 7,258 16,551
Los Angeles 25.3% 15.6% 16.8% 42.3%  100.0% 200,572 6,131 1,268 28,297 45,672 27,469 30,043 76,697 179,881
Orange 22.9% 16.8% 18.5% 41.8%  100.0% 41,530 1,143 414 6,150 8,734 6,246 6,971 16,015 37,966
Riverside 23.7% 16.5% 18.3% 41.5%  100.0% 120,308 2,948 175 22,059 24,117 16,319 18,459 42,479 101,374
San Bernardino 23.3% 16.6% 18.4% 41.7%  100.0% 70,623 1,890 469 16,833 13,399 9,265 10,490 24,053 57,207
Ventura 23.5% 16.5% 18.6% 41.4%  100.0% 19,628 523 41 647 4,516 3,095 3,544 8,003 19,158
SCAG 24.3% 16.2% 17.6% 41.9%  100.0% 470,089 13,113 2,416 75,390 100,632 64,947 72,053 174,505 412,137
% above Number of W:L;';;'ew
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income
County City households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Imperial Brawley city 24.9% 15.9% 15.4% 43.8% 100%! 3,080 90 4 141 760 470 466 1,338 3,034
Imperial Calexico city 25.3% 15.5% 15.3% 43.9% 100% 3,139 91 8 13 817 489 490 1,428 3,224
Imperial Callipatria city 25.9% 15.8% 15.5% 42.9% 100%! 187 5 0 48 37 22 22 63 144
Imperial El Centro city 25.2% 15.9% 15.5% 43.3% 100%! 2,118 64 8 265 487 300 297 840 1,924
Imperial Holtville city 25.5% 15.3% 15.4% 43.8% 100%! 222 7 1 20 54 31 32 92 209
Imperial Imperial city 26.5% 16.1% 15.5% 41.9% 100%! 1,367 32 1 91 349 205 202 553 1,309
Imperial Westmorland city 24.2% 15.5% 15.6% 44.6% 100%! 230 7 3 8 57 35 36 105 233
Imperial Unincorporated 25.1% 15.8% 15.5% 43.5% 100%! 7,085 182 25 819 1,633 1,001 1,001 2,839 6,474
Los Angeles Agoura Hills city 27.0% 16.6% 17.1% 39.4% 100% 113 2 0 0 31 19 20 45 115
Los Angeles Alhambra city 25.4% 15.4% 16.6% 42.6% 100% 1,580 52 0 141 380 224 246 642 1,492
Los Angeles Arcadia city 26.1% 16.2% 16.9% 40.8% 100% 1,141 30 0 117 276 167 177 434 1,054
Los Angeles Artesia city 25.5% 15.1% 16.6% 42.8% 100% 112 3 5 0 31 18 20 51 120
Los Angeles Avalon city 25.5% 15.0% 17.2% 42.3% 100% 149 6 3 79 20 12 14 34 80
Los Angeles Azusa city 25.4% 15.5% 16.4% 42.7% 100% 868 25 6 120 198 118 127 336 779
Los Angeles Baldwin Park city 25.3% 15.3% 16.2% 43.1% 100% 528 14 15 0 142 83 90 242 557
Los Angeles Bell city 24.1% 15.2% 16.7% 44.0% 100% 40 1 6 0 11 7 8 21 47
Los Angeles Bellflower city 25.3% 15.3% 16.5% 42.9% 100% 91 3 0 115 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Bell Gardens city 24.5% 15.0% 16.4% 44.1% 100% 33 1 12 0 11 7 8 20 46
Los Angeles Beverly Hills city 26.0% 16.3% 17.1% 40.7% 100% 271 9 34 324 1 1 1 0 3
Los Angeles Bradbury city 27.5% 17.1% 17.7% 37.7% 100% 7 0 1 7 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Burbank city 25.8% 15.8% 16.6% 41.9% 100% 2,767 88 62 234 694 413 443 1,134 2,684
Los Angeles Calabasas city 26.7% 16.8% 17.5% 39.0% 100% 325 7 0 3 88 54 57 131 330
Los Angeles Carson city 26.2% 15.9% 16.6% 41.3% 100% 1,662 36 0 0 447 263 280 708 1,698
Los Angeles Cerritos city 26.5% 16.2% 17.0% 40.2% 100% 84 2 0 0 23 14 14 35 86
Los Angeles Claremont city 26.2% 16.1% 17.1% 40.6% 100% 372 9 0 8 98 59 64 152 373
Los Angeles Commerce city 25.1% 15.5% 15.9% 43.6% 100% 44 1 0 0 12 7 7 20 46
Los Angeles Compton city 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100% 11 0 4 302 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Covina city 26.0% 15.6% 16.6% 41.7% 100% 310 9 2 90 60 35 38 97 230
Los Angeles Cudahy city 25.0% 14.7% 16.1% 44.2% 100% 303 12 3 0 80 46 51 141 318
Los Angeles Culver City city 26.0% 16.0% 16.9% 41.1% 100% 180 5 0 0 48 29 31 77 185
Los Angeles Diamond Bar city 26.8% 16.3% 16.7% 40.2% 100% 1,122 23 0 0 308 182 190 466 1,146
Los Angeles Downey city 25.7% 15.4% 16.6% 42.2% 100% 854 25 19 84 210 123 135 346 814
Los Angeles Duarte city 25.7% 16.0% 16.3% 42.0% 100% 329 8 0 0 87 53 55 142 337
Los Angeles El Monte city 24.6% 15.0% 16.5% 43.8% 100% 2,069 67 34 28 529 315 352 946 2,142
Los Angeles El Segundo city 26.5% 16.0% 17.3% 40.2% 100% 60 2 7 0 18 11 12 28 69
Los Angeles Gardena city 24.7% 15.4% 16.6% 43.2% 100% 394 12 0 9 98 60 66 173 397
Los Angeles Glendale city 25.1% 15.7% 16.8% 42.4% 100% 2,291 77 61 411 508 310 337 862 2,017
Los Angeles Glendora city 26.4% 15.9% 16.8% 40.9% 100% 661 15 9 0 171 100 108 267 646
Los Angeles Hawaiian Gardens city 24.9% 15.3% 16.4% 43.4% 100% 124 4 3 2 32 19 21 57 129
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Southern California Association of Governments
5th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 - 10/1/2021

TTTTeTOT
% above Number of above
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income

County households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Los Angeles Hawthorne city 24.8% 15.2% 16.5% 43.5% 100% 711 26 0 55 170 101 112 300 683
Los Angeles Hermosa Beach city 26.8% 16.1% 17.4% 39.7% 100%! 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Hidden Hills city 27.6% 17.0% 18.2% 37.2% 100% 18 0 3 2 5 3 3 7 18
Los Angeles Huntington Park city 24.1% 14.7% 16.7% 44.5% 100%! 845 31 18 0 216 128 149 402 895
Los Angeles Industry city 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Los Angeles Inglewood city 24.5% 15.2% 16.6% 43.7% 100%! 1,159 39 75 261 250 150 167 446 1,013
Los Angeles Irwindale city 25.9% 15.8% 16.4% 41.9% 100% 15 0 1 1 4 2 2 7 15
Los Angeles La Canada Flintridge city 27.0% 16.5% 17.6% 38.8% 100%! 110 2 0 0 30 18 20 44 112
Los Angeles La Habra Heights city 26.8% 16.6% 17.5% 39.1% 100% 117 2 1 1 32 19 21 47 119
Los Angeles Lakewood city 26.5% 16.0% 16.7% 40.8% 100% 425 10 0 32 107 63 67 166 403
Los Angeles La Mirada city 26.2% 16.1% 17.0% 40.7% 100%! 230 5 0 0 62 37 40 96 235
Los Angeles Lancaster city 24.9% 15.7% 16.5% 42.9% 100% 3,980 107 33 1,610 627 384 413 1,086 2,510
Los Angeles La Puente city 25.4% 15.1% 16.5% 43.0% 100% 942 25 0 0 208 121 135 354 818
Los Angeles La Verne city 26.1% 16.1% 16.8% 41.0% 100% 585 13 3 39 147 88 94 233 562
Los Angeles Lawndale city 25.0% 15.4% 16.4% 43.3% 100% 368 13 0 0 96 57 62 166 381
Los Angeles Lomita city 25.8% 15.8% 16.8% 41.6% 100% 36 1 9 0 12 7 8 20 47
Los Angeles Long Beach city 25.1% 15.5% 16.7% 42.8% 100% 9,487 309 0 2,748 1,773 1,066 1,170 3,039 7,048
Los Angeles Los Angeles city 24.8% 15.5% 16.8% 42.8% 100% 95,023 3,186 0 16,207 20,427 12,435 13,728 35,412 82,002
Los Angeles Lynwood city 24.9% 15.0% 16.5% 43.6% 100% 453 14 27 0 123 72 81 218 494
Los Angeles Malibu city 26.4% 16.5% 17.4% 39.6% 100% 130 3 3 198 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Manhattan Beach city 26.9% 16.5% 17.5% 39.1% 100% 37 1 0 0 10 6 7 15 38
Los Angeles Maywood city 24.3% 14.8% 16.7% 44.2% 100% 50 2 1 0 13 8 9 23 53
Los Angeles Monrovia city 25.8% 15.9% 16.7% 41.6% 100% 388 12 14 25 101 61 65 162 389
Los Angeles Montebello city 25.2% 15.5% 16.5% 42.8% 100% 1,031 32 3 0 269 161 175 461 1,066
Los Angeles Monterey Park city 25.0% 15.5% 17.0% 42.5% 100% 755 21 41 2 205 123 137 350 815
Los Angeles Norwalk city 25.8% 15.7% 16.3% 42.1% 100% 187 5 9 0 52 31 33 85 201
Los Angeles Palmdale city 25.5% 15.5% 16.6% 42.4% 100% 6,432 158 0 1,139 1,395 827 898 2,332 5,452
Los Angeles Palos Verdes Estates city 27.3% 16.8% 17.6% 38.3% 100% 3 0 15 2 4 3 3 6 16
Los Angeles Paramount city 24.7% 15.2% 16.2% 43.9% 100% 151 5 0 51 26 16 17 46 105
Los Angeles Pasadena city 25.4% 15.9% 16.9% 41.8% 100% 2,051 65 29 812 340 207 224 561 1,332
Los Angeles Pico Rivera city 25.4% 15.8% 16.6% 42.2% 100% 829 20 0 0 217 131 140 362 850
Los Angeles Pomona city 25.2% 15.3% 16.4% 43.0% 100% 3,862 110 0 346 919 543 592 1,572 3,626
Los Angeles Rancho Palos Verdes city 26.9% 16.5% 17.4% 39.2% 100% 30 1 0 0 8 5 5 13 31
Los Angeles Redondo Beach city 26.5% 16.4% 17.1% 40.0% 100% 1,293 38 121 56 372 223 238 564 1,397
Los Angeles Rolling Hills city 27.3% 16.5% 17.8% 38.4% 100% 9 0 2 5 2 1 1 2 6
Los Angeles Rolling Hills Estates city 27.1% 16.6% 17.9% 38.3% 100% 14 0 2 11 1 1 1 2 5
Los Angeles Rosemead city 25.3% 15.0% 16.5% 43.2% 100% 550 17 35 0 153 88 99 262 602
Los Angeles San Dimas city 26.1% 15.9% 16.8% 41.1% 100% 457 11 4 9 121 72 77 193 463
Los Angeles San Fernando city 25.3% 15.3% 16.1% 43.3% 100% 221 6 5 15 55 32 35 95 217
Los Angeles San Gabriel city 25.3% 15.6% 16.6% 42.4% 100% 958 29 0 57 236 142 154 398 930
Los Angeles San Marino city 27.0% 16.6% 18.0% 38.4% 100% 2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Santa Clarita city 26.4% 16.2% 17.0% 40.3% 100% 8,338 197 2 216 2,208 1,315 1,410 3,389 8,322
Los Angeles Santa Fe Springs city 25.2% 15.8% 16.5% 42.5% 100% 350 9 0 35 82 50 53 139 324
Los Angeles Santa Monica city 25.5% 16.1% 17.0% 41.5% 100% 1,745 64 83 218 428 263 283 700 1,674
Los Angeles Sierra Madre city 26.3% 16.3% 17.1% 40.3% 100% 60 2 0 7 14 9 9 23 55
Los Angeles Signal Hill city 26.1% 16.2% 16.5% 41.2% 100% 197 6 0 34 44 27 28 70 169
Los Angeles South EI Monte city 24.8% 14.9% 16.4% 43.9% 100% 162 5 6 0 43 25 28 76 172
Los Angeles South Gate city 24.8% 15.1% 16.3% 43.8% 100% 1,172 37 53 0 314 185 205 558 1,262
Los Angeles South Pasadena city 26.1% 16.2% 17.0% 40.7% 100% 130 4 3 74 17 10 11 25 63
Los Angeles Temple City city 26.2% 15.8% 16.5% 41.5% 100% 531 14 61 2 159 93 99 252 603
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Southern California Association of Governments
5th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 - 10/1/2021

TTTTeTOT
% above Number of above
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income
County households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Los Angeles Torrance city 26.1% 16.0% 16.8% 41.0% 100% 1,416 40 38 43 380 227 243 600 1,450
Los Angeles Vernon city 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 2
Los Angeles Walnut city 26.9% 16.3% 17.1% 39.6% 100% 892 17 0 0 246 144 155 363 908
Los Angeles West Covina city 26.0% 15.8% 16.7% 41.5% 100% 806 20 5 0 217 129 138 347 831
Los Angeles West Hollywood city 24.8% 15.7% 16.9% 42.7% 100% 408 16 0 347 19 12 13 33 77
Los Angeles Westlake Village city 27.0% 16.3% 17.5% 39.2% 100%! 44 1 0 0 12 7 8 18 45
Los Angeles Whittier city 25.9% 15.8% 16.7% 41.6% 100%! 911 25 3 60 228 135 146 369 878
Los Angeles Unincorporated 25.6% 15.6% 16.8% 42.0% 100% 30,574 804 269 1,503 7,854 4,650 5,060 12,581 30,145
Orange Aliso Viejo city 23.9% 17.0% 18.2% 40.9% 100% 38 1 0 0 9 7 7 16 39
Orange Anaheim city 21.9% 16.3% 18.3% 43.5% 100% 6,877 209 0 1,385 1,256 907 1,038 2,501 5,702
Orange Brea city 22.9% 16.9% 18.2% 42.0% 100% 1,826 47 4 26 426 305 335 785 1,851
Orange Buena Park city 22.4% 16.1% 18.3% 43.2% 100% 349 10 7 27 76 53 62 148 339
Orange Costa Mesa city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 174 6 24 312 1 1 0 0 2
Orange Cypress city 23.1% 16.8% 18.2% 42.0% 100% 295 7 6 0 71 50 56 131 308
Orange Dana Point city 23.0% 16.6% 18.6% 41.8% 100% 474 13 17 178 76 53 61 137 327
Orange Fountain Valley city 23.1% 16.9% 18.2% 41.9% 100% 350 8 0 0 83 59 65 151 358
Orange Fullerton city 22.2% 16.6% 18.4% 42.8% 100% 2,163 62 32 416 411 299 337 794 1,841
Orange Garden Grove city 21.9% 16.4% 18.2% 43.5% 100% 715 20 12 0 164 120 135 328 747
Orange Huntington Beach city 23.0% 16.7% 18.4% 41.9% 100% 1,478 40 11 175 313 220 248 572 1,353
Orange Irvine city 23.1% 17.1% 18.5% 41.3% 100% 12,686 380 0 918 2,817 2,034 2,239 5,059 12,149
Orange Laguna Beach city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 32 1 1 172 1 1 0 0 2
Orange Laguna Hills city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 124 3 0 166 1 1 0 0 2
Orange Laguna Niguel city 23.4% 17.1% 18.5% 41.0% 100% 158 4 21 0 43 30 34 75 182
Orange Laguna Woods city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 129 3 0 443 1 1 0 0 2
Orange La Habra city 22.4% 16.1% 18.1% 43.3% 100% 135 4 0 135 1 1 1 1 4
Orange Lake Forest city 23.6% 16.9% 18.3% 41.2% 100% 2,663 63 0 0 647 450 497 1,133 2,727
Orange La Palma city 23.2% 16.8% 18.3% 41.7% 100% 9 0 0 0 2 2 2 3 9
Orange Los Alamitos city 22.6% 17.1% 17.7% 42.6% 100% 55 2 4 0 14 10 11 26 61
Orange Mission Viejo city 23.4% 16.9% 18.5% 41.2% 100% 173 4 0 0 42 29 33 73 177
Orange Newport Beach city 23.3% 17.2% 19.0% 40.6% 100% 533 15 0 608 1 1 1 2 5
Orange Orange city 22.8% 16.6% 18.4% 42.2% 100% 394 11 7 49 83 59 66 155 363
Orange Placentia city 22.6% 16.9% 18.3% 42.2% 100% 479 12 1 0 112 81 90 209 492
Orange Rancho Santa Margarita city 23.9% 16.9% 18.4% 40.7% 100% 12 0 1 31 1 1 0 0 2
Orange San Clemente city 23.0% 16.8% 18.7% 41.5% 100% 662 17 4 101 134 95 108 244 581
Orange San Juan Capistrano city 22.9% 16.7% 18.9% 41.5% 100% 625 14 0 2 147 104 120 267 638
Orange Santa Ana city 21.8% 16.1% 18.1% 44.0% 100% 503 15 25 339 45 32 37 90 204
Orange Seal Beach city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 19 0 10 186 1 1 0 0 2
Orange Stanton city 21.8% 16.1% 18.1% 44.0% 100% 329 10 2 28 68 49 56 140 313
Orange Tustin city 22.9% 16.3% 18.3% 42.5% 100% 1,219 36 127 155 283 195 224 525 1,227
Orange Villa Park city 24.5% 17.3% 19.2% 39.1% 100% 14 0 0 0 3 2 3 6 14
Orange Westminster city 24.8% 24.8% 25.0% 25.4% 100% 110 3 5 297 1 1 0 0 2
Orange Yorba Linda city 23.8% 17.3% 18.9% 40.1% 100% 633 13 24 0 160 113 126 270 669
Orange Unincorporated 23.4% 17.1% 18.7% 40.8% 100% 5,094 111 67 0 1,240 879 979 2,174 5,272
Riverside Banning city 23.0% 16.0% 18.2% 42.8% 100% 4,120 101 8 437 872 593 685 1,642 3,792
Riverside Beaumont city 24.2% 16.7% 18.5% 40.6% 100% 5,415 122 2 289 1,267 854 969 2,160 5,250
Riverside Blythe city 22.7% 16.4% 18.7% 42.2% 100% 565 17 15 194 91 64 75 172 402
Riverside Calimesa city 23.2% 16.8% 18.6% 41.4% 100% 2,439 51 1 150 543 383 433 982 2,341
Riverside Canyon Lake city 25.3% 17.0% 18.9% 38.7% 100% 141 3 0 61 21 14 16 32 83
Riverside Cathedral City city 23.5% 16.2% 18.4% 41.8% 100% 1,241 32 19 693 141 95 110 254 600
Riverside Coachella city 23.0% 16.0% 18.0% 43.0% 100% 6,871 181 1 283 1,555 1,059 1,212 2,945 6,771

30f5
8/29/2012



Southern California Association of Governments
5th Cycle Regional Housing Needs Assessment Final Allocation Plan, 1/1/2014 - 10/1/2021

TTTTeTOT
% above Number of above
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income
County households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Riverside Corona city 25.0% 17.0% 18.4% 39.5% 100% 1,081 27 5 343 192 128 142 308 770
Riverside Desert Hot Springs city 22.6% 16.1% 18.5% 42.8% 100%! 4,944 151 3 903 946 661 772 1,817 4,196
Riverside Eastvale city 25.6% 17.1% 18.7% 38.6% 100% 1,578 32 0 147 374 250 274 565 1,463
Riverside Hemet city 22.2% 16.3% 18.6% 43.0% 100% 2,797 74 0 2,267 134 96 112 262 604
Riverside Indian Wells city 25.3% 17.3% 19.2% 38.2% 100% 291 6 1 138 40 27 31 62 160
Riverside Indio city 23.6% 16.5% 18.4% 41.5% 100% 4,053 103 0 1,131 714 487 553 1,271 3,025
Riverside Jurupa Valley city 23.9% 16.1% 17.9% 42.1% 100% 1,975 49 0 313 409 275 307 721 1,712
Riverside Lake Elsinore city 24.3% 16.7% 18.3% 40.8% 100% 5,211 131 11 424 1,196 801 897 2,035 4,929
Riverside La Quinta city 25.0% 17.1% 18.2% 39.7% 100% 1,336 30 18 1,020 91 61 66 146 364
Riverside Menifee city 23.9% 16.5% 18.3% 41.3% 100%! 6,842 150 0 748 1,488 1,007 1,140 2,610 6,245
Riverside Moreno Valley city 24.3% 16.5% 18.1% 41.1% 100% 7,114 182 15 1,142 1,500 993 1,112 2,564 6,169
Riverside Murrieta city 25.1% 17.1% 18.5% 39.3% 100% 2,174 52 4 657 395 262 289 627 1,573
Riverside Norco city 25.0% 17.0% 18.6% 39.4% 100% 809 17 4 12 205 136 151 326 818
Riverside Palm Desert city 23.9% 16.5% 18.6% 41.0% 100% 1,960 50 0 1,596 98 67 76 172 413
Riverside Palm Springs city 23.3% 16.3% 18.5% 42.0% 100% 2,010 55 8 1,802 63 43 50 116 272
Riverside Perris city 24.0% 16.3% 17.8% 41.9% 100% 4,693 118 4 536 1,026 681 759 1,814 4,280
Riverside Rancho Mirage city 24.3% 17.1% 18.6% 40.0% 100% 594 12 0 511 23 15 18 39 95
Riverside Riverside city 24.2% 16.5% 18.2% 41.0% 100% 9,534 270 35 1,556 2,002 1,336 1,503 3,442 8,283
Riverside San Jacinto city 23.1% 16.6% 18.2% 42.1% 100% 3,000 74 5 646 562 394 441 1,036 2,433
Riverside Temecula city 25.2% 17.2% 18.2% 39.4% 100% 1,903 46 14 470 375 251 271 596 1,493
Riverside Wildomar city 24.5% 16.8% 18.3% 40.4% 100% 2,620 60 1 146 621 415 461 1,038 2,535
Riverside Unincorporated 23.8% 16.6% 18.4% 41.3% 100% 32,994 752 0 3,443 7,173 4,871 5,534 12,725 30,303
San Bernardino Adelanto city 22.2% 16.5% 18.1% 43.1% 100% 3,276 91 8 534 633 459 513 1,236 2,841
San Bernardino Apple Valley town 22.8% 16.6% 18.8% 41.8% 100% 4,055 98 0 819 764 541 622 1,407 3,334
San Bernardino Barstow city 22.2% 16.8% 18.4% 42.6% 100% 1,456 44 4 662 188 138 154 363 843
San Bernardino Big Bear Lake city 25.0% 25.0% 25.1% 24.8% 100% 188 5 11 776 1 1 0 0 2
San Bernardino Chino city 24.3% 16.9% 18.5% 40.2% 100% 3,008 73 0 187 707 478 533 1,176 2,894
San Bernardino Chino Hills city 25.0% 17.6% 19.1% 38.3% 100% 844 18 0 0 217 148 164 333 862
San Bernardino Colton city 23.0% 16.1% 18.1% 42.8% 100% 2,265 67 17 425 443 302 347 831 1,923
San Bernardino Fontana city 24.0% 16.7% 18.3% 40.9% 100% 6,385 155 0 564 1,442 974 1,090 2,471 5,977
San Bernardino Grand Terrace city 23.6% 16.9% 18.4% 41.1% 100% 158 4 0 44 28 19 22 49 118
San Bernardino Hesperia city 23.1% 16.4% 18.4% 42.1% 100% 2,416 60 7 768 398 274 314 729 1,715
San Bernardino Highland city 23.2% 16.8% 18.8% 41.2% 100% 1,744 44 3 291 349 246 280 625 1,500
San Bernardino Loma Linda city 23.1% 16.6% 18.6% 41.7% 100% 1,354 45 3 308 254 177 202 462 1,095
San Bernardino Montclair city 23.4% 16.7% 18.0% 41.9% 100% 709 19 3 35 164 114 125 294 697
San Bernardino Needles city 21.0% 16.6% 18.9% 43.4% 100% 359 10 3 191 38 29 34 80 181
San Bernardino Ontario city 23.8% 16.5% 18.3% 41.5% 100% 10,921 310 22 392 2,592 1,745 1,977 4,547 10,861
San Bernardino Rancho Cucamonga city 24.5% 17.1% 18.7% 39.8% 100% 1,002 26 9 188 209 141 158 340 848
San Bernardino Redlands city 23.8% 16.7% 18.7% 40.8% 100% 2,765 74 8 418 579 396 453 1,001 2,429
San Bernardino Rialto city 23.4% 16.3% 18.3% 42.0% 100% 3,304 85 0 674 636 432 496 1,151 2,715
San Bernardino San Bernardino city 22.3% 16.3% 18.5% 43.0% 100% 6,116 183 113 2,028 980 696 808 1,900 4,384
San Bernardino Twentynine Palms city 22.5% 16.3% 18.6% 42.6% 100% 807 28 2 384 103 72 84 195 454
San Bernardino Upland city 24.0% 16.7% 18.6% 40.7% 100% 1,945 54 3 412 382 260 294 653 1,589
San Bernardino Victorville city 23.0% 16.8% 18.3% 42.0% 100% 8,679 230 42 1,579 1,698 1,207 1,342 3,124 7,371
San Bernardino Yucaipa city 23.4% 16.7% 18.7% 41.2% 100% 1,942 44 13 395 376 261 299 669 1,605
San Bernardino Yucca Valley town 22.4% 16.4% 18.6% 42.6% 100% 1,262 33 2 366 209 149 172 400 930
San Bernardino Unincorporated 23.0% 16.5% 18.5% 41.9% 100% 3,662 89 197 4,392 9 6 7 17 39
Ventura Camarillo city 24.1% 16.9% 18.6% 40.4% 100% 2,229 54 0 59 539 366 411 908 2,224
Ventura Fillmore city 23.0% 16.6% 18.5% 41.9% 100% 714 18 2 40 160 112 128 294 694
Ventura Moorpark city 24.7% 17.3% 18.7% 39.3% 100% 1,135 25 4 0 289 197 216 462 1,164
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Southern California Association of Governments
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IO
% above Number of above
% very low % moderate moderate Household Total Number of very Number of low moderate moderate
income % low income income income Growth (2014- Base Vacancy Replacement low income income income income
County households  households  households  households % total 2021) Needs Needs Vacancy Credit [ households households households households Total
Ventura Ojai city 23.3% 16.3% 19.0% 41.4% 100% 382 11 0 22 87 59 70 155 371
Ventura Oxnard city 23.0% 16.3% 18.6% 42.1% 100% 7,090 200 11 0 1,688 1,160 1,351 3,102 7,301
Ventura Port Hueneme city 23.1% 15.9% 18.2% 42.8% 100% 162 5 0 173 1 1 0 0 2
Ventura San Buenaventura (Ventura) cit 23.5% 16.6% 18.5% 41.5% 100% 3,706 105 6 163 861 591 673 1,529 3,654
Ventura Santa Paula city 22.3% 16.0% 18.9% 42.8% 100%! 1,261 35 2 14 288 201 241 555 1,285
Ventura Simi Valley city 24.6% 17.0% 18.4% 40.1% 100% 1,228 28 0 0 310 208 229 509 1,256
Ventura Thousand Oaks city 24.6% 17.1% 18.8% 39.5% 100% 188 4 0 0 47 32 36 77 192
Ventura Unincorporated 24.2% 16.9% 18.7% 40.3% 100% 1,534 37 15 177 246 168 189 412 1,015

*Final income category distribution is based on 2005-09 ACS data, HCD's regional income category distribution, 110% social equity adjustment, and adjustments resulting from any incorporation agreements. Due to rounding, the Final RHNA Allocation

may not follow the exact percentage.

**The Draft RHNA Allocation components do not total the Final RHNA Allocation due to adjustments resulting from the revision request process (La Puente and County of Ventura), and a correction made due to the inclusion of unincorporated county growth (Glendora).

In some local jurisdictions,the sum of the components may not equal to the Final RHNA Allocation.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT

1800 Third Street, Suite 430

P. O. Box 852053Mr

Sacramento, CA 94252-2053

(916) 323-3177 / FAX (916) 327-2643
www.hcd.ca.gov

November 26, 2012

Mr. Hasan lkhrata, Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
818 West Seventh Street, 12" Floor

Los Angeles, CA 90017-3435

Dear Mr. Ikhrata:

RE: Review of Adopted 2014-2021 Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Plan

Thank you for submitting Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG)

Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Plan adopted on October 4, 2012. Pursuant

to Government Code (GC) Section 65584.05(h), the Department of Housing and Community
Development (Department) is required to approve RHNA plans for consistency with statutory
requirements.

The Department is pleased to approve SCAG’s adopted RHNA Plan upon finding it consistent
with the Department’s August 17, 2011 RHNA Determination. The Department accepts SCAG's
Resolution 12-543-1 adopted October 4, 2012, determining, among other requirements, that its
RHNA Plan also meets the requirement of GC Section 65584.04(i)(3) to be consistent with the
Sustainable Communities Strategy in the Regional Transportation Plan. Provision 3 of SCAG's
Resolution includes a statement that the “Regional Council finds that the Final RHNA is
consistent with the 2012-2035 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)/Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) in that the Final RHNA was developed concurrent with SCAG’s development of
the Integrated Growth Forecast.”

The Department is committed to assisting SCAG and its local governments prepare and
implement updated housing elements that effectively address the region’s housing need while
also developing local land use strategies to maximize land resources and facilitate more
transit oriented and compact development patterns. Implementing effective housing elements
to encourage affordable housing, a variety of housing types, and infill and transit oriented
development is critical to achieving housing, economic and environmental objectives, including
greenhouse gas emission reduction goals of Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728, Statutes of 2008).

The Department commends SCAG's leadership in coordinating development of its RHNA plan
with its SCS/RTP to improve housing and transportation planning. We appreciate the
assistance provided by SCAG staff throughout the RHNA process. If you have any questions,
or need further assistance, please contact me or Anda Draghici, Senior Housing Policy
Specialist, at (916) 445-4728.

Sincergly,

o HLanpren

Glen A. Campora
Assistant Deputy Director
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