SCAG Land Use & Housing Comments to October 26, 2009 RTP Working Draft

SCAG appreciates the opportunity to participate in the RTP Guidelines update, and submits the following comments based on discussions held at the Housing and Land Use Workgroup on November 10, 2009.  We understand this is still a work-in-progress.

1.       In reference to Chapter 4, Section 4.41, SCS Contents (2) Regional Housing Needs, it is recommended that MPOs not provide a map of regional land uses that illustrates how households in the four RHNA income categories will be housed in the SCS over the entire 20 year or longer time frame of the RTP.  Such a map should only cover the RHNA projection period (10 years). 

The example given is to use HCD’s default housing densities, e.g. 30 units acre for urban areas, to show that sufficient land use capacity will exist to house very low and low income economic groups during the outer forecast period of the SCS. MPOs are already required in the SCS to provide a general land use map showing residential densities and intensities in the region. This along with a narrative should be sufficient. Otherwise, MPOs will need to survey and obtain long range land use capacity projections  for lower income households and density information from local governments for the period of time in the SCS that extends beyond the RHNA housing demand period. 

MPOs should not use “alterative planning assumptions” to provide this information on their own as this is a local land use input and determination, and even if acquired would provide only a vague, far off picture – extending well beyond existing General Plans - of future lower income housing capacity and changes in boundaries. Many local governments may not be in a position to foresee changes in their General Plans that are this specific and far off. 

2.       It is recommend that the over arching goal of the RHNA and SCS consistency be applied to aligning the schedules for preparing both plans. Currently, the statutory requirements related to sequencing and synchronization of the planning processes do not align. For instance, the following key milestones and time frames for the SCS and RHNA development are inconsistent with each other:

a.       the periods for subregional SCS and RHNA delegation; 

b.      the scheduled ARB emission target release and HCD regional housing need determination issuance; 

c.       the period for SCS scenario workshops and local AB 2158 surveys, and; 

d.      RTP/SCS/RHNA/PEIR adoption target dates

These planning periods are out of order with each other because of very specific time frames and sequencing requirements in SB 375 for an SCS and the housing statute time frame requirements for RHNA. Flexibility and streamlining of the planning processes are needed to avoid duplication and overlap of local government and public hearing requirements and should be acknowledged in the RTP guidelines.  

