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INTRODUCTION
California law requires cities and counties to prepare a housing element of their general plan
every five years, and that jurisdictions submit these elements to the state Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD) for a determination of substantial compliance with state law.
In 1995, AB 1715 (Goldsmith), sponsored by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG),
created a pilot program that allows jurisdictions in the San Diego region to self-certify their
housing elements. Jurisdictions that choose the self-certification option are exempt from the HCD
review requirement.
State law requires that SANDAG report to the Legislature on the use and results of the selfcertification process following completion of the revision of all housing elements in the region.
The law states that “the report shall contain data for the last planning period regarding the total
number of additional newly constructed housing units, and any other information deemed useful
by SANDAG in the evaluation of the program.”
This report describes the self-certification program, provides data on the number of affordable
housing opportunities added during the 1991-99 housing element cycle, lists the jurisdictions that
self-certified their housing elements, discusses the impediments to implementation of the
program that have arisen, and evaluates the effectiveness and merits of the program.
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
The report makes the following findings and conclusions about the self-certification program:
1. Ten of the 19 jurisdictions in the region have self-certified their housing elements. These
include: Chula Vista, Coronado, El Cajon, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, National
City, Oceanside, San Marcos, and Vista. The City of Santee plans to self-certify its housing
element, a draft of which is out for public review.
2. Jurisdictions that self-certified their housing elements met a higher percentage of their
affordable housing needs during the 1991-99 housing element cycle than jurisdictions that
did not self-certify.
3. The self-certification pilot program provides an incentive for actual production of
affordable housing: exemption of local governments from state housing element review.
This incentive is a powerful tool to help achieve the state’s housing goals in a more costeffective manner.
4. The Department of Housing and Community Development’s (HCD) position that selfcertified housing elements are not equivalent to housing elements that are found in
compliance with state law damaged the viability of the pilot program.
5. Six of the 10 jurisdictions that self-certified their housing elements submitted their selfcertified elements to HCD for a finding of compliance to preserve their eligibility for state
funds. In some cases these reviews took several months to complete, resulted in only minor
changes to the housing elements, and required additional environmental review and
public hearings.
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6. The process of establishing the self-certification program focused attention on the need
for, and the ability, of jurisdictions to provide affordable housing for low income
households and families.
7. The self-certification program provides a cost savings for both state and local government,
which is important in light of the state’s current budget crisis.
8. Continuation of the program would draw more attention to the actual provision of
housing for low and very low income households and families.
BACKGROUND
San Diego jurisdictions view the housing element self-certification option as having three
purposes:
1. to give jurisdictions more flexibility in how they meet affordable housing goals,
2. to focus on housing production rather than paper generation, and
3. to allow jurisdictions the option of self-certifying their housing elements, and therefore
bypass HCD’s review and “certification,” based on the achievement of specific affordable
housing goals.
The San Diego region’s pilot program was born out of earlier statewide discussions and legislative
proposals to reform housing element law. The idea of allowing jurisdictions to self-certify their
housing elements based on meeting some type of affordable housing performance goals was
raised during these discussions, but consensus regarding how to set those goals could not be
reached.
Because SANDAG had developed such goals in the past, had experience with self-certification as a
part of its regional growth management work, and had a Housing Element Advisory Committee in
place, legislation for a pilot self-certification program was pursued. The San Diego region wanted
to place the emphasis on results (actual production of housing, especially affordable housing)
rather than plan preparation and processes.
SELF-CERTIFICATION CRITERIA
Following the passage of AB 1715, SANDAG’s Housing Element Advisory Committee, which
included representatives of the local jurisdictions, nonprofit affordable housing developers and
affordable housing advocates, the for profit building, real estate, and banking industries, and
HCD, was charged with determining a goal for the number of additional affordable housing
opportunities each jurisdiction should provide to be eligible for the self-certification option. The
Housing Element Advisory Committee also established procedures for jurisdictions who wished to
self-certify their housing elements.
The bill creating the pilot program stated five criteria for self-certification in Section 65585.1(c) of
the Government Code.1 To summarize, a jurisdiction choosing to self-certify its housing element
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The criteria are described on page 1 of SANDAG’s “Housing Element Self-Certification Report: Implementation of a Pilot
Program for the San Diego Region,” June 1998.
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must prepare an updated housing element that substantially complies with state law, with the
same content and analysis that is required of those who seek a finding of compliance from HCD.
The bill allowed for self-certification to be used for the third (1999-2004) and fourth (2004-09)
revisions of the housing elements.
Affordable Housing Goals
In addition to preparing a housing element that meets the requirements of state law, a
jurisdiction must show that it has met its affordable housing goals, which are defined in the law as
the maximum number of housing units that can be constructed, acquired, rehabilitated, and
preserved and the maximum number of units or households that can be provided with rental or
ownership assistance to meet the needs of low, very low and extremely low income households
during the preceding housing element cycle.
To self-certify the third housing element revision (due December 31, 1999) jurisdictions must have
met their fair share of the regional housing needs during the 1991-99 housing element cycle, as
determined by SANDAG. The fair share goals for each jurisdiction were set forth in SANDAG’s
1990 Regional Housing Needs Statement.2 These goals were originally prepared to ensure that
assistance to low income households was provided in an equitable manner throughout the region
i.e., that each jurisdiction was addressing its fair share of the region’s affordable housing needs.
The fair share goals were primarily based on the amount of resources that were available to meet
the needs. The goal was set at 2.5 percent per year of the existing and projected low income
housing needs – or 12.5 percent for the five year cycle.
For the housing element due in 2004 (the fourth revision), the bill stated that jurisdictions must
meet an affordable housing goal, which is based on available financial resources and regulatory
measures. The work of the Housing Element Advisory Committee centered on the development
of this goal. In developing the affordable housing goals, the Committee, working with a
consultant, took a number of factors into consideration including: the size of the jurisdiction, its
financial resources (e.g. availability of redevelopment funds) both past and future, and past and
future potential use of regulatory measures such as inclusionary housing programs. The goals set
for the 1999-2004 housing element cycle are distributed into three income categories: low, very
low, and extremely low as required by the law.3
Both SANDAG and HCD were required to agree on the methodology for setting the affordable
housing goals that, if met, would allow jurisdictions to self-certify their 2004-09 housing elements.
HCD Director Richard Mallory testified in support of the methodology and program at the time of
adoption by the SANDAG Board in June 1998.
Credit System for Counting Affordable Housing Opportunities
To assess progress toward meeting the affordable housing goals for the 1999-2004 housing
element cycle, a credit system was created to account for the differences in the difficulty involved
in implementing various housing programs. For example, the energy and political capital required
to build a new low income housing project for families far exceeds that needed to implement a
2
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shared housing program or even to acquire and rehabilitate an existing apartment building.
The credit system assigns base values ranging from .9 to 1.1 for each eligible housing program.
Additional credits are given depending on such program/project characteristics as the term of
affordability for low income households and the size of the unit created.4
Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility
Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility were developed by the Housing Element Advisory
Committee to help guide jurisdictions in their determination regarding the types of programs they
can count toward meeting the affordable housing goals for self-certification.5
Additional Self-Certification Criteria and Requirements
In addition to preparing a housing element and meeting its affordable housing goal, jurisdictions
must provide a statement with additional information on low-income housing dispersion; for
example, they must document that additional affordable housing opportunities will not be
developed only in areas where concentrations of lower income households already exist. Finally,
to be eligible for self-certification, no local government actions or policies may prevent the
development of the sites jurisdictions have identified as available to meet future housing needs.
To complete the self-certification process, a jurisdiction is required to:
1. hold a public hearing;
2. make findings, based on substantial evidence, that it has met the relevant criteria for
housing element self-certification (contained in Section 65585.1 of the Government Code);
3. adopt the updated housing element; and
4. submit a self-certification letter of compliance to the Department of Housing and
Community Development along with its adopted housing element, for HCD’s information,
not approval.
EVALUATION OF THE SELF-CERTIFICATION PROGRAM
Twelve of the 19 jurisdictions within the San Diego region were eligible to self-certify their 19992004 housing elements, the due date for which was December 31, 1999. All of these jurisdictions
(with the exception of the County of San Diego) have self-certified their housing elements or plan
to do so. These include Chula Vista, Coronado, El Cajon, Escondido, Imperial Beach, La Mesa,
National City, Oceanside, San Marcos, Santee (currently processing housing element with general
plan update), and Vista. These jurisdictions met all the criteria for self-certification, including
having a housing element in substantial compliance with state law and providing their fair share
of the region’s affordable housing goals, thus meeting a higher percentage of their affordable
housing needs during the 1991-99 housing element cycle than jurisdictions that did not self-certify
(Table1).6

4

Ibid. Appendix III contains full description of Credit System
Ibid. Appendix II contains full description of Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility
6
Housing Element Compliance List, SANDAG, January 2003
5

4

JURISDICTION

Table 1
HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE REPORT
As of February 10, 2003
COMPLIANCE STATUS

Carlsbad
Chula Vista
Coronado
Del Mar
El Cajon
Encinitas
Escondido
Imperial Beach
La Mesa
Lemon Grove
National City
Oceanside
Poway
San Diego
San Diego County
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista

IN
SC/ IN
SC
IN
SC
Out (In review)
SC (Working with HCD on compliance)
SC
SC/ IN
IN
SC
SC/ IN
IN
IN
IN
SC/ IN
Out (Will self-certify)
IN
SC/IN

IN: Found in compliance by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
SC/ IN: Indicates that jurisdiction self-certified and had Housing Element found in compliance by HCD
OUT: Jurisdiction has not yet completed Housing Element update

A full accounting of the number and type of additional housing opportunities provided by each
jurisdiction is included in Tables 2 and 3,7 and Table 4 includes information about the total
number of additional newly constructed housing units.8
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Affordable Housing Production Report, SANDAG, September 2001
California Department of Finance, 2002
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Table 2
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PERFORMANCE REPORT
SAN DIEGO REGION
July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1999

Jurisdiction

6

Carlsbad
Chula Vista
Coronado
Del Mar
El Cajon
Encinitas
Escondido
Imperial Beach
La Mesa
Lemon Grove
National City
Oceanside
Poway
San Diego
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista
County Unincorporated
Regional Total

Affordable
Housing
Provided*

Affordable
Housing
Goal

% of Affordable
Housing
Goal Met

814
2,320
387
9
1,941
240
2,071
217
624
113
555
1,677
258
9,177
551
794
99
775
4,160

1,125
1,058
259
65
470
538
846
42
452
174
37
967
565
9,319
528
655
194
458
3,979

72%
219%
149%
14%
413%
45%
245%
517%
138%
65%
1500%
173%
46%
98%
104%
121%
51%
169%
105%

9,000
8,466
2,073
521
3,761
4,307
6,765
335
3,612
1,391
298
7,734
4,518
74,529
4,221
5,239
1,552
3,662
31,828

9%
27%
19%
2%
52%
6%
31%
65%
17%
8%
186%
22%
6%
12%
13%
15%
6%
21%
13%

26,782

21,731

123%

173,812

15%

Fair Share
Housing Need**

% of Fair Share
Need Met

*This number includes a wide variety of housing programs, including: Acquisition, Rehabilitation, Rent Subsidy Programs, Home Buyer Assistance, Preservation, Second
Dwelling Units, Illegal Unit Conversions, and Transitional Housing
** Fair Share Need estimates the number of lower income households that need assistance. This term is no longer used by SANDAG.
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Table 3
AFFORDABLE HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES PROVIDED BY TYPE OF ASSISTANCE
SAN DIEGO REGION
July 1, 1991 - June 30, 1999

Jurisdiction
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Carlsbad
Chula Vista
Coronado
Del Mar
El Cajon
Encinitas
Escondido
Imperial Beach
La Mesa
Lemon Grove
National City
Oceanside
Poway
San Diego
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista
Unincorporated Area

New
Construction
344
215
219
111
41
334
304
4
81
145
157
1,148
121
162
4
118
228

REGION
3,736
*Includes acquisition/rehabilitation

Rental/
Homebuyer
Assistance Acquisition*
200
1,560
142
9
1,260
76
1,171
210
254
67
163
859
88
2,967
235
205
21
232
2,729
12,448

300
26
33
6
24
7
56
32

Second
Dwelling
Units/Illegal
Unit
Preservation Rehabilitation Conversions
106
213

23

532
23
213

67
214

Transitional
Housing

91
30

2

5
22
4

5
105

Homeless
Shelters** Other
50

6

10
1
311
613
4
3,187

37
8
579

9

23
1
93

1,203

195
35
110
566

354
39
133
65

73
71
518

1,398

1,807

5,569

** Homeless households served in permanent shelters

7

163

82
22

32

29

332

88

1,241

Total

Goal

814
2,320
387
9
1,941
240
2,071
217
633
104
555
1,677
258
9,177
551
794
99
775
4,160

1,125
1,058
259
65
470
538
846
42
452
174
37
967
565
9,319
528
655
194
458
3,979

26,782

21,731

Table 4
NET INCREASE IN HOUSING UNITS BY JURISDICTION, 1990-2001

8

Jurisdiction

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001 1990-2001

Carlsbad
Chula Vista
Coronado
Del Mar
El Cajon
Encinitas
Escondido
Imperial Beach
La Mesa
Lemon Grove
National City
Oceanside
Poway
San Diego
San Marcos
Santee
Solana Beach
Vista
Unincorporated

741
1,872
57
21
31
156
736
100
111
60
58
1,991
336
6,921
569
63
50
806
2,781

361
670
42
9
80
118
316
91
172
66
105
1,081
218
4,860
600
84
16
307
3,290

152
713
74
13
74
118
275
109
37
33
18
885
167
4,570
345
65
8
270
955

131
512
76
4
17
46
263
30
69
36
17
496
121
3,213
355
14
4
209
667

224
714
25
10
25
52
266
22
29
20
17
589
89
2,912
494
108
6
34
986

612
931
20
1
173
78
171
12
69
9
98
459
56
2,233
335
366
11
126
621

688
817
26
3
61
86
417
12
10
23
15
649
116
2,394
224
140
6
80
663

800
985
18
4
25
80
333
9
9
54
9
697
60
3,362
276
66
1
117
1,309

1,254
1,095
30
7
22
359
409
15
3
37
12
875
260
5,646
253
90
28
205
761

1,551
1,989
7
6
68
421
369
10
3
5
0
510
139
4,904
462
143
33
178
2,149

1,759
2,010
25
8
97
199
178
14
4
11
0
534
129
2,447
714
5
40
135
1,452

1,929
2,935
33
16
-4
233
287
33
29
3
3
850
159
3,952
1,000
-45
11
158
1,374

10,202
15,243
433
102
669
1,946
4,020
457
545
357
352
9,616
1,850
47,414
5,627
1,099
214
2,625
17,008

REGION
17,460
12,486
8,881
Source: California Department of Finance, 2002
Note: Data for 2002 is not yet available.

6,280

6,622

6,381

6,430

8,214

11,361

12,947

9,761

12,956

119,779
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No jurisdictions that self-certified have had their housing elements challenged by a third party for
adequacy.
Equivalency of Self-Certification with State Review Issue
Not long after SANDAG adopted the self-certification implementation program in June 1998, an
issue arose that undermined and seriously threatened the viability of the self-certification pilot
program. At the beginning of 2000, SANDAG became aware that eligibility for certain state
programs was contingent upon having a housing element found in compliance with state law by
HCD. SANDAG brought this issue to the attention of HCD via a letter to Director Julie Bornstein.9
After meeting with SANDAG staff and Housing Element Advisory Committee members, HCD took
the position that a self-certified housing element is not equivalent to an element reviewed and
found in compliance with state law by HCD staff. This reversal by HCD is relevant because a
number of funding sources for affordable housing and smart growth, including some
administered by HCD, require applicants to have a housing element that has been found in
compliance by HCD, or give priority to cities whose housing elements have been found in
compliance by HCD. Such requirements put cities that choose to self-certify their housing elements
at a disadvantage for funds compared to those not self-certifying, and reduce their ability to
produce affordable housing.
Programs with Housing Element Compliance Requirements
One example is the HELP program, sponsored by the California Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA).
This program provides $100 million over five years for use by local government entities for unmet
affordable housing needs. The following language is included in the program announcement:
Housing Elements - To participate in the HELP Program, jurisdictions are required to have
housing elements that conform to requirements of Article 10.6 (commencing with Section
65580) of Chapter 3 of Division 1 of Title 7 of the Government Code. Applicants shall
ensure that on the final due date for proposals under this announcement that the Web
site for the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
indicates that the city or county in which the program or project will be located has a
compliant housing element (i.e., to be compliant, a Housing Element must be approved by
HCD and adopted by the applicable city or county).
Another example of state funds jeopardized by HCD’s position is the California Infrastructure
Bank’s practice of awarding bonus points for an HCD approved housing element. The
Infrastructure State Revolving Fund Program, which can be used to finance public development
projects such as city streets, highways, water supply, flood control, educational facilities, public
transit, and public safety facilities, awards ten bonus points to jurisdictions with a housing
element approved by HCD.
Finally, the HCD-administered Jobs-Housing Balance Program was originally planned to be
restricted to jurisdictions with an HCD-approved housing element until its funding source was
9
Letter to Julie Bornstein, Director of the California Department of Housing and Community Development from Kenneth
Sulzer, Executive Director of SANDAG
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changed to Proposition 46 housing bond funds instead of the General Fund. These funds are to
be used to attract jobs and businesses to jurisdictions that are “housing rich” and “jobs poor.”
While a number of programs do not require HCD certification of housing elements (including
most HCD-administered programs for affordable housing such as the Multifamily Housing
Program), it is likely that other programs may require HCD approval and fail to recognize selfcertification in the future.
HCD Position on Self-certification
HCD provided SANDAG with four justifications for its position regarding self-certification: first,
the legislature did not explicitly equate self-certification with an HCD determination of
substantial compliance for purposes of State funding priority; second, funding agencies such as
the California Infrastructure and Economic Development Bank and the California Housing Finance
Authority are free to establish any criteria they wish for funds distribution; third, SANDAG’s selfcertification program is a pilot program, and its application should be limited until it has been
evaluated; and fourth, a self-certifying jurisdiction may submit its self-certified housing element to
HCD for approval and, in doing so, become eligible for funding sources that do not recognize selfcertification.10
SANDAG's Ongoing Work on Self-certification Issue
In the late summer of 2000, SANDAG worked with members of the Legislature on potential
remedies to the problem discussed above. Potential remedies discussed at the time included an
expedited (two week) review and/or limited review of self-certified housing elements by HCD.
Legislation that would recognize self-certification as equivalent to a finding of compliance by HCD
also was discussed. HCD committed to an expedited review of self-certified housing elements
during these discussions, but never formalized the commitment.
On September 22, 2000 the SANDAG Board directed staff to work with the state on ways to
preserve the viability of the self-certification program, without jeopardizing state funding
opportunities for the San Diego region. It was (and continues to be) the Board's view that HCD's
position on self-certification undermines the goals of the self-certification program. While selfcertification is indeed a pilot program, if a jurisdiction must go through the state review process
to be eligible for a variety of sources of funding, there is no longer an incentive to self-certify, and
the program is effectively nullified.11
Since these issues surrounding self-certification have surfaced, six of the ten jurisdictions that have
self-certified have submitted their housing elements for a determination of compliance from
HCD.12 Some of these reviews were done in accordance with the promised expedited review,
however, a number of reviews were not completed within the expedited time frame. The review
of some of the housing elements took a number of months to complete, and in some cases
jurisdictions were required to make changes to their housing elements that were minor and not
substantive. An application in 2001 by the City of Vista for CalHFA HELP funds for a transitional
10
Letter to Kenneth Sulzer from Julie Bornstein, Director, California Department of Housing and Community Development,
July 11, 2000.
11
SANDAG Board of Directors Agenda Report No.: 00-9-13-B, September 22, 2000
12
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housing project was jeopardized because of the requirements and lengthy review process. Two of
the six jurisdictions were not asked to make changes to their self-certified housing elements.
During 2001, additional legislation was proposed that included the housing element compliance
requirement.
The bill in question was SB 211 (Torlakson), which proposed allowing
redevelopment agencies a time extension based on meeting certain criteria, including housing
element compliance. SANDAG asked that jurisdictions with self-certified housing elements be
eligible for this extension, and language to that end was included in the bill signed by the
Governor in the fall of 2001.13 In January 2002, however, SANDAG was informed that, in agreeing
to sign the bill, the Governor had requested that Senator Torlakson remove the provision that
recognized self-certified housing elements. Although this provision was eventually retained,
SANDAG continued to remain concerned about the viability of the pilot program, given the
number of places that the requirement for an HCD-reviewed housing element continued to
appear.
In August 2002, Senator Dede Alpert agreed to author legislation that would give jurisdictions
that self-certified their housing elements equal access to all state funds and programs. At the end
of the legislative session this bill, SB 1432 (Alpert) was changed to give self-certifying jurisdictions
equal access only to Proposition 46, housing bond funds.14
In his signing message, the Governor indicated strong support for SANDAG's pilot self-certification
program. He stated:
I am signing SB 1432, because this legislation clarifies that local
governments in San Diego County which self-certify their housing
elements, ... are fully eligible to obtain any housing bond funds which will
become available if Proposition 46 is approved by the voters....In 1995,
the Legislature established an alternative pilot project for San Diego
County which enabled local governments which met established housing
performance standards to self-certify their housing elements, without
sending their elements to HCD for review. Given that state review of local
housing elements has long been controversial, this pilot project offered
the creative solution of exempting local governments from state review,
and returning a measure of local control, in exchange for actual housing
production. The San Diego program can not be properly evaluated as a
pilot project if certification under this program is not treated in the
identical manner as those housing elements certified by HCD....I support
rewarding performance rather than process.
PROPOSED SELF-CERTIFICATION LEGISLATION
In view of the issues surrounding the self-certification pilot program, SANDAG is pursuing two
changes to state law regarding the housing element self-certification program: a) an extension of
the sunset date to allow jurisdictions to self-certify their 2009-14 housing elements (an option that
does not exist under the current law), and b) granting full eligibility for all state funds and
13
14

SANDAG Board of Directors Agenda Report No.: 01-6-3, June 22, 2001
SB 1432 (Alpert)
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programs to jurisdictions that self-certify their housing elements. This legislation is consistent with
SANDAG’s 2003 Legislative Program and the Governor's statement of support for SB 1432.
Legislative Proposal to Extend the Sunset Date
Section 65585.1 (e) of the Government Code states that, “This section [housing element selfcertification] shall become inoperative on June 30, 2009, and as of January 1, 2010, is repealed,
unless a later enacted statute, which is enacted before January 1, 2010, deletes or extends that
date.” Based on this section of the law, local jurisdictions in the San Diego region only have one
more opportunity to self-certify their housing elements – in June 2004, when they complete their
2004-09 housing element. Their ability to self-certify will be based on whether they achieved their
affordable housing goals during the 1999-2004 housing element cycle.
SANDAG and the Regional Housing Task Force believe that the pilot program should be allowed
to operate for another housing element cycle in order to allow a more thorough and complete
evaluation of its effectiveness and success. This recommendation is made in light of the damage
done to the program by state policies and legislation that requires jurisdictions to submit their
self-certified housing elements to HCD for a determination of compliance in order to be eligible
for certain state funds and programs. This policy damaged the viability of the self-certification
program by denying access to state funding and programs to jurisdictions that self-certified their
housing elements unless they also submitted them to HCD.
If the sunset date is extended to allow jurisdictions the ability to self-certify their 2009-14 housing
elements, SANDAG will need to develop a new set of affordable housing goals during the next six
to nine months. These goals would have to be met during the 2004-09 housing element cycle if a
jurisdiction wishes to self-certify its 2009-14 housing element.
Legislative Proposal to Grant Full Eligibility for State Funds and Programs
Legislation was proposed at the end of the legislative session last year that would have granted
full eligibility for all state funds and programs to jurisdictions that self-certified their housing
elements. This legislation was amended at the end of the session to apply only to Proposition 46
funds, the statewide housing bond that passed in November 2002. A bill that would provide selfcertified jurisdictions with full eligibility for all state funds and programs is proposed. If approved,
this bill will allow the self-certification program to be implemented without the threat of
restricted access to state funds and programs, and improve the Legislature’s ability to gauge its
success and potential for permanency.
CONCLUSION
The housing element self-certification program gives San Diego jurisdictions an incentive to go
beyond simply planning for affordable housing, to actually producing affordable housing. This
incentive is a powerful tool to help achieve the state’s housing goals in a more cost-effective
manner. The goals set through the self-certification program have motivated local jurisdictions to
provide more affordable housing, and the process of developing the program helped jurisdictions
recognize their ability to do more affordable housing based on the performance of their peers.

12

HCD’s position on self-certification is contrary to the spirit and intent of the legislation, and
penalizes the San Diego region for its innovative program. The committee’s and the legislature’s
work to devise a program that succeeded in balancing the concerns of all parties involved will
have been wasted if SANDAG’s proposed legislation is not passed. Continuance of this program
will continue to draw attention to an often ignored community need: affordable housing for low
income families and households and will provide a potential cost savings to both state and local
government.
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HOUSING ELEMENT SELF-CERTIFICATION REPORT:
Implementation of a Pilot Program for the San Diego Region

Introduction
The state requires that all cities and counties prepare a housing element of their general plan
every five years, and that they submit their housing elements to the State Department of
Housing and Community Development for a determination of substantial compliance with
state law. State legislation (AB 1715) sponsored by SANDAG in 1995 created the
opportunity for jurisdictions within the San Diego region to self-certify the housing element
of their general plans. This report presents the procedures developed by the SANDAG
Housing Element Advisory Committee (committee) and approved by SANDAG for
implementing this housing element self-certification option. A copy of state law is included
in Appendix I.
The main body of this report explains what jurisdictions must do in order to pursue the selfcertification option. The appendices present additional detail on implementation procedures
as well as the origins of the data underlying the affordable housing goals for the 1999-2004
housing element cycle.
San Diego jurisdictions viewed the housing element self-certification option as having three
purposes:
1. to give jurisdictions more flexibility in how they meet affordable housing goals,
2. to focus on housing production rather than paper generation, and
3. to eliminate the State Department of Housing and Community Development's (HCD)
review and certification of the updated housing elements.

Criteria for Housing Element Self-Certification Option
The housing element self-certification criteria as set forth in AB 1715 (Section 65585.1 of
the Government Code) are:
Criterion 1:

The jurisdiction’s adopted housing element or amendment substantially
complies with the provisions of this article, including addressing the needs of
all income levels.
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This criterion means that before June 30, 1999 and June 30, 2004
jurisdictions choosing self-certification must prepare an updated housing
element with the same content and analysis as is required of those who seek
certification through the State Department of Housing and Community
Development.
Criterion 2:

For the third housing element revision pursuant to Section 65588, the
jurisdiction met its fair share of the regional housing needs for the second
housing element revision cycle, as determined by SANDAG.
This criterion means that in order to self-certify the housing element prepared
in 1999, a jurisdiction must meet its fair share housing goal contained in the
SANDAG Regional Housing Needs Statement during the current housing
element cycle (1991 to 1999) (Table 1). The fair share goals may be met by a
variety of housing programs including new construction, acquisition,
rehabilitation, rental or ownership assistance, and preservation.

Criterion 3:

For subsequent housing element revisions, the jurisdiction has provided the
maximum number of housing units/opportunities as determined pursuant to
Section 65585.1 (a) within the previous planning period.
This criterion means that in order to self-certify the housing element due in
2004, a jurisdiction must meet an affordable housing goal which is based on
available financial resources and regulatory measures. The methodology for
generating this goal is described in the Appendices and the results are shown
in Table 2. The types of housing programs cited under criterion 2 may also be
used to meet the 1999-2004 affordable housing goal.

Criterion 4:

The city or county provides a statement regarding how its adopted housing
element or amendment addresses the dispersion of lower income housing
within its jurisdiction, documenting that additional affordable housing
opportunities will not be developed only in areas where concentrations of
lower income households already exist, taking into account the availability of
necessary public facilities and infrastructure.
The updated housing elements prepared in 1999 and 2004 for self-certifying
jurisdictions would include this information.

Criterion 5:

No local government actions or policies prevent the development of the
identified sites pursuant to Section 65583, or accommodation of the
jurisdictions' share of the total regional housing need pursuant to Section
65584.
This criterion emphasizes requirements of the state housing element law to
avoid government actions that impede the construction of housing.
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AB 1715 specifies that both SANDAG and the State Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) must agree on the methodology for setting the affordable
(low income) housing goals for 2004 (criterion 3). In the absence of agreement, jurisdictions
will not have the self-certification option in 2004. State HCD, as a member of the Housing
Element Advisory Committee, participated in development of, and are in agreement with,
the affordable housing goals for the 1999-2004 housing element cycle as described herein.

Procedures for Housing Element Self-Certification
The linchpin in the self-certification process is whether a jurisdiction achieves its affordable
housing goal for the relevant housing element cycle. These housing goals are for low, very
low and extremely low income households (hereafter referred to as "affordable housing
goals"). The goals for the 1991-1999 cycle and the estimated goals for the 1999-2004 cycle
are shown in Tables 1 and 2, respectively.
Jurisdictions interested in pursuing housing element self-certification would take the
following actions:
1. Prepare an updated housing element;
2. Determine if the affordable housing goal for the cycle and the other criteria specified in
AB 1715 have been met; and
3. Adopt and certify their updated housing element.
Each of these actions is described below for the 1999 and 2004 housing element cycles.
Actions Required for Housing Element Self-Certification in 1999
Prepare an Updated Housing Element

All California jurisdictions are required to update the housing element of their general plans
in compliance with state law. Those jurisdictions pursuing the self-certification option must
also prepare a complete updated housing element before June 30, 1999. This includes
addressing the regional share housing needs of all income levels, identifying adequate sites,
and complying with the other housing element requirements specified in state law.
Article 10.6 Housing Elements of the state's Government Code specifies the content of
housing elements. Excerpts of some relevant sections follow.
Section 65583. The housing element shall consist of identification and
analysis of existing and projected housing needs...
The housing element shall make adequate provision for the existing and
projected needs of all economic segments of the community.
(a) An assessment of housing needs shall include the following:
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(1) Quantification of the locality's existing and projected housing needs
for all income levels. These existing and projected needs shall include
the locality's share of the regional housing need in accordance with
Section 65584....
(c) In order to make adequate provision for the housing needs of all
economic segments of the community, the program shall do all of the
following:
(1) Identify adequate sites.
(2) Assist in the development of adequate housing to meet the needs of
low- and moderate-income households....
Section 65584 (a) For purposes of subdivision (a) of Section 65583, the share
of a city or county of the regional housing needs includes the share of
housing need of persons at all income levels within the area significantly
affected by a general plan of the city or county....
Determine If Fair Share Affordable Housing Goal Has Been Met

For the 1991-99 housing element cycle, AB 1715 uses the existing SANDAG affordable
housing "fair share goals" established in 1990. To self-certify in 1999, a jurisdiction must
meet their fair share goal as shown in Table 1.
The fair share goals for each jurisdiction are set forth in SANDAG's 1990 Regional Housing
Needs Statement. They were originally prepared to ensure that assistance to low income
households was provided in an equitable manner throughout the region.
These goals were developed by determining the total regional number of existing and
projected low income households in need of assistance and allocating each jurisdiction their
fair share of this housing need based on population, housing, income and employment
characteristics. Given the limited resources available for low income housing, the annual
"fair share goal" for each jurisdiction was calculated as 2.5% per year (or 12.5% over the
five year cycle) of each jurisdictions' low income housing needs. SANDAG prepares
periodic reports on local progress toward meeting the fair share goals.
State legislative actions have extended the current 5-year housing element cycle; it now ends
in 1999, instead of 1996. Although the cycle is now 8 years instead of 5 years, the fair share
goals were not revised because of two factors:
1. the low level of construction that occurred because of the recession; and
2. the decision to use the fair share goals for self-certification, a purpose for which they had
not originally been intended.
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Table 1
1991-1999 Affordable Housing Goals
(1)
1991-96 Total Fair
Share Affordable
Housing Needs

(2)
1999 Housing Element
Affordable Housing
Fair Share Goals

Carlsbad

9,000

1,125

604

Chula Vista

8,466

1,058

1,629

Coronado

2,073

259

393

Del Mar

521

65

9

El Cajon

3,761

470

1,133

Encinitas

4,307

538

232

Escondido

6,765

846

1,312

335

42

164

La Mesa

3,612

452

670

Lemon Grove

1,391

174

129

National City

298

37

396

Oceanside

7,734

967

1,192

Poway

4,518

565

145

San Diego

74,529

9,316

6,584

San Marcos

4,221

528

313

Santee

5,239

655

659

Solana Beach

1,552

194

96

Vista

3,662

458

578

31,828

3,979

2,299

173,812

21,728

Jurisdiction

Imperial Beach

County
Unincorporated

(3)
1991-96 Affordable
Housing Performance
Totals

18,537
Housing Opportunities

How to Use this Table:
Column 1 shows the results of the 1990 Regional Housing Needs Statement in which affordable housing needs were
allocated among the region's jurisdictions.
Column 2 shows each jurisdiction's fair share goal.
Column 3 shows jurisdictions' progress through December 31, 1996 in meeting their fair share goal for the 199199 housing element cycle (updated on or before 6/5/98). Jurisdictions have until June 30, 1999 to meet their fair
share goal (which makes them eligible for housing element self-certification).
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The housing performance data submitted by jurisdictions, as shown on Table 1, indicate that
as of December 31, 1996 ten jurisdictions have met their fair share goal for the 1991-1999
cycle and are therefore eligible for housing element self-certification in 1999. These
jurisdictions are:
•
•
•
•
•

Chula Vista
Coronado
El Cajon
Escondido
Imperial Beach

•
•
•
•
•

La Mesa
National City
Oceanside
Santee
Vista

Several other jurisdictions are nearing their fair share goal and may be eligible for housing
element self-certification in 1999. The housing element self-certification process does not
include an oversight or verification mechanism; therefore it is the responsibility of each
jurisdiction to calculate their own housing performance in both this and future housing
element cycles.
Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility were prepared to help guide a jurisdiction's
determination as to whether it has met its fair share affordable housing goal. (See Appendix
II for the full text of these Principles and Guidelines.)
Housing Element Adoption and Certification in 1999

To complete the self-certification process, an eligible jurisdiction:
1. Holds a public hearing;
2. Makes findings, based on substantial evidence, that it has met the relevant criteria for
housing element self certification (Section 65585.1 of the Government Code);
3. Adopts the updated housing element; and
4. Submits a self-certification of compliance (letter) to the Department of Housing and
Community Development with its adopted housing element (for their information not
their approval).

6

Actions Required for Housing Element Self-Certification in 2004

The self-certification process is the same in 2004 as in 1999, with the exception of the
affordable housing goals and the method (credit system) for calculating whether a
jurisdiction has met that goal.
Prepare an Updated Housing Element

The scope and content of this requirement is the same as described above for the 1999
housing element self-certification process. State law requires that the updated element be
prepared by June 30, 2004.
Determine If Affordable Housing Goal Has Been Met

A jurisdiction is eligible to self-certify if the affordable housing goals for 1999-2004 have
been met. An estimate of this goal for each jurisdiction is shown in Table 2. AB 1715
directed that these goals be based on available financial resources and regulatory measures
and that SANDAG employ a consultant to assist with the goal setting methodology.
AB 1715 also specifies that these goals must be met in approximate proportion to the needs
of low, very low and extremely low income households in the regional population. (See
Appendix II, page 23 for income definitions.) These are 41%, 32% and 27% respectively.
Appendix III provides a complete description of the methods used to calculate a
jurisdiction’s affordable housing goal for 1999-2004.
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Table 2
1999-2004 Affordable Housing Goals
(1)
Series 8
Housing Unit
2004 Forecast

(2)
Estimated
1999-2004
Affordable
Housing Goal

Carlsbad

38,715

629

170

201

258

Chula Vista

68,671

1,029

278

329

422

Coronado

9,820

190

51

61

78

Del Mar

2,577

21

6

7

8

El Cajon

35,152

562

152

180

230

Encinitas

24,035

191

52

61

78

Escondido

50,429

755

204

242

309

Imperial Beach

10,419

83

22

27

34

La Mesa

25,028

411

111

132

168

Lemon Grove

9,504

215

58

69

88

National City

16,174

314

85

100

129

Oceanside

63,012

944

255

302

387

Poway

15,815

307

83

98

126

San Diego

504,014

7,546

2,037

2,415

3,094

San Marcos

26,382

512

138

164

210

Santee

20,894

490

132

157

201

6,473

52

14

17

21

31,883

510

138

163

209

175,521

1,869

505

598

766

1,134,518

16,630

4,491

5,323

6,816

Jurisdiction

Solana Beach
Vista
County
Unincorporated
Totals

(3)
(4)
(5)
Estimated
Estimated Very Estimated Low
Extremely Low
Low Income
Income Goal
Income Goal
Goal (32%)
(41%)
(27%)

Column 2 is an estimate of the affordable housing goals. The actual calculation will be
based on the State Department of Finance housing unit estimates as of January 1, 2004. The
actual goal will vary depending on growth rates and annexations. These estimates are based
on the SANDAG Series 8 growth forecast and were prepared to assist jurisdictions planning
to self-certify in 2004.
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Housing Element Adoption and Certification in 2004

The self-certification process and adoption of an updated housing element is the same in
2004 as in 1999 for the eligible jurisdictions.

Affordable Housing Goal Methodology for 2004
The affordable housing goal methodology has three parts, it
1. Sets affordable housing goals for each jurisdiction;
2. Creates a system that varies the credit received depending on the difficulty associated
with creating different types of eligible housing opportunities; and
3. Establishes principles and guidelines that embody the flexibility for jurisdictions to
count a wide variety of affordable housing opportunities.
These 3 components of the affordable housing goal methodology are introduced below and
explained in more detail in Appendix III.
Affordable Housing Goals for 1999-2004

The law requires that the affordable housing goals for 1999-2004 equal the maximum
number of affordable housing units/opportunities jurisdictions can provide based on the
financial resources and regulatory measures available in the next housing element cycle. A
generalized approach to setting these goals was selected because future funding availability
can not be accurately quantified and any pre-determination of future local housing policy
choices would infringe on the autonomy of the jurisdictions.
This generalized approach to setting affordable housing goals relies on the following as
indicators of future housing performance:
1. 1991-1996 housing performance and financial resources/regulatory measures used;
2. Simulation of the future housing element cycle in a workshop setting;1
3. Financial resources available now and likely changes in the next cycle; and
4. Past pattern of jurisdictions' use of available regulatory measures as well as prospective
regulatory measures that may be under-utilized.
Appendices III and IV present detailed information on the creation of the affordable housing
goals for 2004.

1

Workshop participants in November 1996 were given the task to create low income housing opportunities using the
resources and regulatory measures available in three simulated jurisdictions representing composite characteristics found
among the region’s jurisdictions
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Credit System

A credit system was created to account for the differences in implementing various housing
programs. For example, the energy and political capital required to build a new low income
housing project for families far exceeds that needed to implement a shared housing program.
The credit system presented in Appendix III assigns base values ranging from .9 to 1.1 for
each eligible housing program. Additional credits are given depending on such
program/project characteristics as the length of the commitment to serve low income
persons and the size of the unit created. This credit system only applies to the housing
element cycle ending in 2004.
Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility

Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility were prepared to help guide a jurisdiction's
determination as to whether it has met its affordable housing goal.
See Appendix II for the full text of these Principles and Guidelines.

Frequently Asked Questions
Question 1:

If a jurisdiction is not interested in self-certification, is it required to have an
affordable housing goal for the 1999 to 2004 housing element cycle?

Answer:

A jurisdiction is not required to participate in the self-certification process
and may consider asking that an affordable housing goal not be set for it for
the next cycle (1999 to 2004). The drawback is that future elected officials
would not have the option to self-certify in 2004. Although many
jurisdictions are still considering whether self-certification is right for them,
they are participating in generating the affordable housing goals for 19992004 to enable future policy makers the choice of whether or not to selfcertify in 2004.

Question 2:

How can past performance weigh heavily on the prediction of future
performance since
a. programs available now may not be available during the next housing
element cycle, and
b. jurisdictions in the past may not have maximized their capability to
produce housing opportunities?

Answer:

a. The consultant and committee evaluated the data on past performance and
assessed which opportunities were likely to be available in the next cycle.
This thought process attempted to establish a level playing field between the
past and the future housing element cycles.
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The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Section
8 rental certificate program is an example of the need for adjusting past
performance data in the context of projecting future resources/program
availability. These certificates constituted up to 50% of some jurisdictions'
housing performance in 1991-96; yet this program is expected to be
dramatically cut-back or eliminated in the next housing element cycle.
In order for the committee to consider the 1991-96 housing performance data
as an indicator of future performance, these Section 8 data needed to be
adjusted to account for the program differences between this cycle and next
cycle. Without this adjustment, the past performance data could cause an
over-estimation of what a jurisdiction can reasonably accomplish next cycle.
This adjustment was balanced by a parallel action of committee agreement
that most Section 8 rental certificates would not be eligible to be counted next
cycle (since they would not be increasing much anyway).
b. The methodology for creating the affordable housing goals for 2004 used
the data from the top performers during the current cycle. The theory is that
the top performers tended to push the envelope on use of various measures to
create affordable housing opportunities. This prevented the lowest achievers
from influencing the standard for the next cycle.
The housing goals also include an adjustment that accounts for the
jurisdictions' ability to use additional measures (financial or regulatory) or
simply devote more energy to creating affordable housing opportunities. This
adjustment is warranted because of the requirement that the "maximum
number of low income housing opportunities" be identified for each
jurisdiction.
Question 3:

In reference to the Performance Standards shown on Table 6, Appendix IV,
the last page of this report:
a. Why were the jurisdictions grouped by size and the distinction made
between those with and without redevelopment agencies, and
b. Why is there a wide variation in the performance standards among the
jurisdictions, with large jurisdictions having a lower ratio?

Answer:

Appendix IV and Table 6 provide insight on the derivation of the
"performance standard" which is the greatest determinant of a jurisdiction's
affordable housing goal for the 1999-2004 housing element cycle. This
performance standard is applied against a jurisdiction's total housing units as
the first step in determining its affordable housing goal.
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a. Groupings of the Jurisdictions
The committee decided the best approach to devising the affordable housing
goals for 1999-2004 was to create a generalized performance standard ratio.
This required a methodology that grouped the 19 jurisdictions' past
performance data.
One alternative was to generate a performance standard ratio using data from
all the jurisdictions taken as one large group. This would have meant taking
the top performers and letting the averaging process (described elsewhere)
generate a single performance standard for all jurisdictions. The frailty of this
approach was that it did not account for the different capability of each
jurisdiction to create affordable housing. The alternative was to categorize the
jurisdictions into groups with some common characteristics.
Categorizing the jurisdictions into distinct groups was problematic because of
the many variables that contribute to a jurisdiction's ability to create
affordable housing opportunities. These include: vacant land, land cost,
growth and redevelopment potential, staff expertise, and funding sources
available.
To recognize all the unique attributes would mean dealing with each
jurisdiction individually, which would not implement the desire for a
generalized approach. Therefore the committee identified one primary
characteristic that had a relationship to the ability to generate affordable
housing opportunities, that is jurisdiction size based on the total number of
housing units. Jurisdiction size is relevant to creating housing opportunity
because jurisdictions of common size have similar opportunities to: fund the
staffing expertise, compete for financial resources and leverage their new
growth or redevelopment opportunities. Based on this observation, the
jurisdictions were grouped by those with more than 40,000 units, those with
25,000 to 40,000 units and those with fewer than 25,000 units. The
jurisdictions with fewer than 25,000 units were then further divided into
those which have a redevelopment agency and those without or with an
under-performing redevelopment agency. This was done to reflect the
considerable performance differential between those small cities with and
without redevelopment agencies.
A different approach was taken with the County of San Diego to recognize its
unique characteristics including its size, rural character, underperforming
redevelopment agencies, and use of housing funds within city boundaries.
Because of these unique characteristics the County was placed in a category
of its own.
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The committee members recognized that any grouping used in this
methodology risks being insensitive to the many differences among the
jurisdictions placed within a group. At the same time, however, the
recommended groupings are an effective and fair way to account for at least
the major variable of capabilities linked to jurisdiction size. It is an imperfect
but reasonable solution.
b. Variations in the Performance Standards
The performance standard is a ratio applied against the total number of
housing units in a jurisdiction. The result of this calculation is the first step
and the most substantive step in calculating the 1999-2004 affordable
housing goals.
Because the ratio is applied against the total number of housing units, the
affordable housing goals are much higher for larger jurisdictions than smaller
ones, even though the actual performance standard ratio may be lower. This
is the real pattern of the relationship between performance and jurisdiction
size as established by the 19 jurisdictions in the San Diego region. Using
these past performance data as an indicator for future performance is
consistent with AB 1715's intent to be reality based in setting affordable
housing goals.
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APPENDIX I
Copy of Assembly Bill 1715

Appendix I
COPY OF ASSEMBLY BILL 1715
65585.1. of the Government Code
(a)

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), if it approves a resolution
agreeing to participate in the self-certification process, and in consultation with the
cities and county within its jurisdiction, its housing element advisory committee, and
the department, shall work with a qualified consultant to determine the maximum
number of housing units that can be constructed, acquired, rehabilitated, and preserved
as defined in paragraph (11) of subdivision (e) of Section 33334.2 of the Health and
Safety Code, and the maximum number of units or households that can be provided
with rental or ownership assistance, by each jurisdiction during the third and fourth
housing element cycles to meet the existing and future housing needs for low and very
low income households as defined in Sections 50079.5, 50093, and 50105 of the
Health and Safety Code, and extremely low income households.
The methodology for determining the maximum number of housing units that can be
provided shall include a recognition of financial resources and regulatory measures
that local jurisdictions can use to provide additional affordable lower income housing.
This process is intended to identify the available resources that can be used to
determine the maximum number of housing units each jurisdiction can provide. The
process acknowledges that the need to produce housing for low, very low, and
extremely low income households may exceed available resources. The department
and SANDAG, with input from its housing element advisory committee, the
consultant, and local jurisdictions, shall agree upon definitions for extremely low
income households and their affordable housing costs, the methodology for the
determination of the maximum number of housing units and the number each
jurisdiction can produce at least one year before the due date of each housing element
revision, pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (e) of Section 65588. If SANDAG
fails to approve a resolution agreeing to participate in this pilot program, or SANDAG
and the department fail to agree upon the methodology by which the maximum
number of housing units is determined, then local jurisdictions may not self-certify
pursuant this section.
(1)

(2)

The "housing element advisory committee" should include representatives of the
local jurisdictions, nonprofit affordable housing development corporations and
affordable housing advocates, and representatives of the for-profit building, real
estate and banking industries.
The determination of the "maximum number of housing units" that the
jurisdiction can provide assumes that the needs for low, very low, and extremely
low income households, including those with special housing needs, will be met
in approximate proportion to their representation in the region's population.
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(3)

A "qualified consultant" for the purposes of this section means an expert in the
identification of financial resources and regulatory measures for the provision of
affordable housing for lower income households.

(b)

A city or county within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Association of Governments
that elects not to self-certify, or is ineligible to do so, shall submit its housing element
or amendment to the department, pursuant to Section 65585.

(c)

A city or county within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Association of Governments
that elects to self-certify shall submit a self-certification of compliance to the
department with its adopted housing element or amendment. In order to be eligible to
self-certify, the legislative body, after holding a public hearing, shall make findings,
based on substantial evidence, that it has met the following criteria for selfcertification:
(1)

(2)

(3)

The jurisdiction's adopted housing element or amendment substantially complies
with the provisions of this article, including addressing the needs of all income
levels.
For the third housing element revision, pursuant to Section 65588, the
jurisdiction met its fair share of the regional housing needs for the second
housing element revision cycle, as determined by the San Diego Association of
Governments. In determining whether a jurisdiction has met its fair share, the
jurisdiction may count each additional lower income household provided with
affordable housing costs. Affordable housing costs are defined in Section 6918
for renters, and in Section 6925 for purchasers, of Title 25 of the California
Code of Regulations, and in Sections 50052.5 and 50053 of the Health and
Safety Code, or by the applicable funding source or program.
For subsequent housing element revisions, pursuant to Section 65588, the
jurisdiction has provided the maximum number of housing units as determined
pursuant to subdivision (a), within the previous planning period.
(A)

The additional units provided at affordable housing costs as defined in
paragraph (2) in satisfaction of a jurisdiction's maximum number of
housing units shall be provided by one or more of the following means:
(i) New construction.
(ii) Acquisition.
(iii) Rehabilitation.
(iv) Rental or ownership assistance.
(v) Preservation of the availability to lower income households of
affordable housing units in developments which are assisted,
subsidized, or restricted by a public entity and which are threatened
with imminent conversion to market rate housing.

(B)

The additional affordable units shall be provided in approximate
proportion to the needs defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (a).
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(4)

(5)

(d)

When a city or county within the jurisdiction of the San Diego Association of
Governments duly adopts a self-certification of compliance with its adopted housing
element or amendment pursuant to subdivision (c), all of the following shall apply:
(1)
(2)

(3)

(e)

The city or county provides a statement regarding how its adopted housing
element or amendment addresses the dispersion of lower income housing within
its jurisdiction, documenting that additional affordable housing opportunities
will not be developed only in areas where concentrations of lower income
households already exist, taking into account the availability of necessary public
facilities and infrastructure.
No local government actions or policies prevent the development of the
identified sites pursuant to Section 65583, or accommodation of the
jurisdiction's share of the total regional housing need, pursuant to Section 65584.

Section 65585 shall not apply to the city or county.
In any challenge of a local jurisdiction's self-certification, the court's review
shall be limited to determining whether the self-certification is accurate and
complete as to the criteria for self-certification. Where there has not been a
successful challenge of the self-certification, there shall be a rebuttable
presumption of the validity of the housing element or amendment.
Within six months after the completion of the revision of all housing elements in
the region, the council of governments, with input from the cities and county
within its jurisdiction, the housing element advisory committee, and qualified
consultant shall report to the Legislature on the use and results of the selfcertification process by local governments within its jurisdiction. This report
shall contain data for the last planning period regarding the total number of
additional affordable housing units provided by income category , the total
number of additional newly constructed housing units, and any other
information deemed useful by SANDAG in the evaluation of the pilot program.

This section shall become inoperative on June 30, 2009, and as of January 1, 2010, is
repealed, unless a later enacted statute, which is enacted before January 1, 2010,
deletes or extends that date.
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APPENDIX II
Principles and Guidelines for Program Eligibility

Appendix II
PRINCIPLES AND GUIDELINES FOR PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY
The following principles and guidelines were prepared by SANDAG's Housing Element
Advisory Committee and approved by SANDAG for use by local jurisdiction staff in
determining which programs may be counted towards the affordable housing goals for selfcertification of their housing elements. A list of examples of the programs that count or do
not count is also included. The list is not exclusive. These principles and guidelines are for
use for both the 1991-1999 and 1999-2004 housing element cycles.
The principles and guidelines recognize a variety of types of housing programs and
opportunities that jurisdictions can provide to assist low, very low, or extremely low (also
referred to as low) income households. Assessing progress towards meeting the affordable
housing goals for self-certification is the responsibility of each jurisdiction, as is the selfcertification process. These principles and guidelines, and the list of program examples are
to be used by jurisdictions in determining whether they have met their affordable housing
goals during the previous housing element cycle, and reflect the requirements of subdivision
(c)(3) of Section 65585.1 of the Health and Safety Code. State law only allows jurisdictions
to "count each additional lower income household provided with affordable housing costs."
Principles

1. Jurisdictions may count each additional affordable housing opportunity provided for low
income households towards their affordable housing goals for the applicable housing
element cycle, in accordance with the Credit System for Measuring Performance.
2. Flexibility is provided to local jurisdictions in how they meet their affordable housing
needs. Credit may be claimed for: new construction, acquisition, rehabilitation, rental or
ownership assistance and preservation of the availability to lower income households of
affordable housing units which are assisted, subsidized, or restricted by a public entity
and are threatened with imminent conversion to market rate housing.
3. Housing opportunities counted must serve only low, very low, or extremely low income
households, between 51-80 percent, 31-50 percent or, at below 30 percent of the region’s
median income adjusted for household size, respectively.
4. Measures must be in place to assure that the units counted remain affordable.
5. Local jurisdiction administrative burdens related to self-certification should be
minimized.
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Guidelines

1. "Affordable housing costs are defined in Section 6918 for renters, and in Section 6920
for purchasers, of Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations, and in Sections
50052.5 and 50053 of the Health and Safety Code, or by the applicable funding source
or program." (Section 65585.1(c)(2) of the Health and Safety Code) For extremely low
income households, the definition of affordable housing costs is 30 percent of 30 percent
of area median income adjusted for household size.
For renters assisted using local regulatory measures, and local homeownership assistance
or owner-occupied rehabilitation programs, housing costs for low income households
shall not exceed 30 percent of 80 percent of area median income adjusted for household
size. For renters assisted with rent subsidies or units provided with an ongoing subsidy to
the property owner, affordability is defined in Section 6918 of Title 25 of the California
Code of Regulations and Section 50053 of the California Health and Safety code. (All
other types of subsidy are considered regulatory in nature.)
For homeownership assistance such as the federal HOME program and mortgage credit
certificates, the program regulations capping the cost of the dwelling unit and/or the
lender's loan underwriting standards define affordability.
2. For homebuyer programs, the sales price of the unit should not exceed three times the
household income.
3. Occupancy of new units, or certificates of inspection or affordability of existing units
began during the housing element cycle.
4. Units should be counted not households. Households may be counted for shared housing
programs, transitional housing and group homes (when the capacity of the unit is more
than one household), and rental subsidy programs.
5. For group homes and transitional housing, a jurisdiction should determine the capacity
of the dwelling unit by assessing the typical number of households occupying the
dwelling, but in no case shall the number of households credited exceed the number of
bedrooms.
6. Rental units shall be income and affordability restricted for at least five years.
7. Any program that extends affordability only counts when the extension will impose
income and affordability restrictions for at least an additional 30 years unless specified
by federal or state funding sources.
8. Second dwelling units shall count only if the units are rented at an affordable housing
cost to a low income household.
9. Owner-occupied rehabilitation shall count only if the household assisted is low income,
the rehabilitation done is substantial (i.e., a substandard unit is made standard), and the
household is paying affordable housing costs or the rehabilitation results in an increase
in affordability.
10. Only the net increase in households assisted through rental assistance or mobile home
rent programs may be counted.
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11. For homebuyer programs, affordability and income eligibility shall be verified at time of
sale; however, covenants are not required to assure ongoing income eligibility and
affordability provided program funds are recycled.
12. Transitional housing opportunities should be counted based on the household capacity of
the dwelling unit.
13. Credit for programs/units may be shared on a voluntary basis if there is joint
participation and agreement.
14. For the 5 year housing element cycle, only the net increase in low, very low, and
extremely low income households paying affordable housing costs who are placed in
shared housing may be counted. The number of shared households assisted for the 5 year
cycle would be calculated as follows: Total number of low income households assisted
(expressed in total number of months of assistance) divided by 60 months.
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Examples of Programs that Count*

Examples of Programs that Do Not Count***
1. Inclement weather shelter facilities

1.

Units funded by State Mobile Home Resident
Owner program

2.

Inclusionary and density bonus units

2. Market rate units unless affordability is
guaranteed and occupants are income eligible

3.

Conversion from commercial/industrial to
residential

3. Rental rehabilitation without rent restrictions

4.

Units funded with tax credits

5.

Transitional housing opportunities in a
permanent dwelling unit (includes
opportunities for persons with special needs)

6.

236 and 221(d)(3) units that have received
extended affordability

7.

Farmworker housing

8.

Section 202 – new rental housing

9.

Rent subsidy programs including new
competitively funded federal rental
assistance**

4. FEMA shelter vouchers
5. Cosmetic rehabilitation and fix-up/paint
programs
6. Dormitory style housing facilities and nursing
homes

*** Though these programs do not count towards
the affordable housing goals for selfcertification, they are recognized as programs
that address important housing needs.

10. Rental rehabilitation/ acquisition with rent
restriction
11. Second dwelling units/illegal unit conversion
12. Mobile home rent programs
13. Single room occupancy units (SROs)
14. Housing bonds/refinance
15. First-time homebuyer programs
16. Mortgage credit certificates
17. Shared housing operated by a non-profit and
funded by a jurisdiction
18. Owner-occupied rehabilitation of substandard
units
*

Jurisdictions should refer to the principles and
guidelines to determine whether a particular
program should be counted.

** The net increase in Section 8 certificates and
vouchers may be counted during the 1991-99
housing element cycle. For the 1999-2004
cycle, only new competitively funded federal
rental assistance may count.
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Appendix III
AFFORDABLE HOUSING GOAL METHODOLOGY
HOUSING ELEMENT SELF-CERTIFICATION IN 2004

Introduction
AB 1715 gives San Diego jurisdictions the option of self-certifying their housing elements.
One key criterion is whether the jurisdiction has met its affordable housing goal for the
subject housing element cycle.
To establish affordable housing goals for the 1999-2004 housing element cycle, AB 1715
required SANDAG to hire a consultant to evaluate the financial resources and regulatory
measures available at this future date and to recommend the methodology to determine the
affordable housing goals. The Housing Element Advisory Committee (committee),
consultant and SANDAG staff worked closely together to develop this methodology.
The Affordable Housing Goal Methodology for the 1999 - 2004 housing element cycle has 3
components:
1. The calculation of affordable housing goals by jurisdiction for 1999-2004 cycle
2. A credit system for counting the housing opportunities/units created in the next housing
element cycle.
3. Principles/guidelines for determining program/project eligibility (described in Appendix
II).
Each of these components is explained in more detail below.
AB 1715 has precipitated a new vocabulary. The definition of a few of these terms follows
to assist your understanding of the descriptions that follow.
Affordable Housing Goal Methodology: The methodology that jurisdictions will follow to
determine if they have complied with Criterion 3 for purposes of self-certification in 2004. It
includes: 1) the maximum number of low income housing opportunities (affordable housing
goals) for the next housing element cycle, 2) a credit system and 3) principles/guidelines for
program/project eligibility.
Performance Standard: The ratio used in Step 1 (described below) in the determination of
the affordable housing goal for each jurisdiction.
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Proportionality: AB 1715 requires the affordable housing goals to be met in approximate
proportion to the needs of low, very low and extremely low income households in the
regional population. These proportions expressed as a percentage of total low income
households are: 41% low, 32% very low and 27% extremely low.

Calculating A Jurisdiction's Affordable Housing Goal
Overview

Determining the 1999-2004 affordable housing goal began with an evaluation of existing
housing performance data. The 1991-1996 housing performance data were chosen because
they were reasonable indicators (with some modification and analysis) of the future
capability of San Diego jurisdictions to produce affordable housing. Details on the use of
these 1991-96 housing performance data are presented in Appendix IV.
To account for the differences between housing programs and resources this cycle and the
next housing element cycle, other factors were included in the methodology that generated
the affordable housing goals. These relate to unencumbered redevelopment funds and a the
need to assure the affordable housing goal is the "maximum" number of housing
opportunities (as required by AB 1715) a jurisdiction can create during the next cycle.
Steps in the Calculation

The final calculation of a jurisdiction's actual 1999-2004 affordable housing goal will be
done in 2004 when the California Department of Finance estimate of total housing units is
available for each jurisdiction. In the absence of these data, the preliminary affordable
housing goal is calculated using data from the Series 8 Interim Regional Growth Forecast.
These preliminary calculations are presented in Table 3.
In 2004, as well as for illustrative purposes now, the specific steps to calculate a
jurisdiction’s 1999-2004 affordable housing goal are:
1. Apply the performance standard to each jurisdiction's estimated year 2004 total housing
units. To determine the preliminary goal for use in the 1999-2004 housing elements, use
the Series 8 forecast for 2004, but in calculating the actual affordable housing goal, use
the Department of Finance estimates for January 1, 2004.
2. Apply the 10% regulatory measure factor
3. Add in the unencumbered redevelopment "housing set-aside" funds factor
4. Determine affordable housing goal and its proportionality (as required by AB 1715)
Each of these steps is discussed below.
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Step 1: Apply the Performance Standard to Each Jurisdiction's Estimated Year 2004 Total
Housing Units

Step 1 is the application of each jurisdiction's performance standard to the total number of
housing units (expressed in 1,000s) estimated by the Department of Finance (DOF) as of
January 1, 2004. These estimates will be available by May 2004.
For planning purposes this performance standard is applied to the Series 8 2004 housing unit
forecast for each jurisdiction. Refer to Table 3 for the performance standard for each
jurisdiction and the estimated results of Step 1.
Using the DOF estimates for 2004 in the ultimate calculation rather than the forecast is
advantageous for two reasons:
1. The DOF numbers represent the realities of growth which may vary from the forecast.
2. The DOF numbers account for jurisdiction boundary changes (annexations), which could
substantially alter the total number of housing units in a jurisdiction.
More details on the derivation of the performance standards and generation of the affordable
housing goals are presented in Appendix IV.
Step 2: Apply the Regulatory Measures Factor

This factor accounts for the State Department of Housing and Community Development
concern that the methodology did not identify the "maximum" number of housing
opportunities each jurisdiction could provide and did not account for the full spectrum of
available regulatory measures.
This factor is implemented by increasing the results of Step 1 by 10%.
Step 3: Add in the Unencumbered Redevelopment Funds Factor

This factor accounts for the housing opportunities (if any) that may result from
unencumbered redevelopment "set-aside" funds available at the end of the 1991-1999
housing element cycle.
Using the information for the fiscal year ending in 1999, take the jurisdiction's
unencumbered2 affordable housing fund less 1.5 times its latest annual "set aside."3 Divide
this number by $25,000. This product is the number of additional low-income housing
opportunities required of the jurisdiction and is added to the number of low income housing
opportunities yielded in Steps 1 & 2.

2
Section 3333.4.12 of CA Redevelopment Law defines “encumbered funds” as moneys that are committed pursuant to a
legally enforceable contract or agreement for expenditure for purposes specified in Section 33334.2 or 33334.3.
3

State law requires at least 20 % of the annual tax increment to be set aside for affordable housing. Health & Safety Code
Sections 33334.2(a), 33334.3(a) & 33334.6(c) and 76 CA.AttyGen 137). In some cases litigation has resulted in a larger
set aside.
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For purposes of this report, jurisdictions provided estimates of their unencumbered
affordable housing fund for the fiscal year ending in 1998. This enabled the calculation of
each jurisdiction's estimated 1999-2004 affordable housing goals shown in Table 2 in the
main body of this report.

Table 3
Performance Standards and Preliminary Step 1 Results
(3)
Preliminary Step 1 Results
(col. 1 x col. 2)
(# of Housing Opportunities)

(1)
Performance
Standard (Per 1000
dwelling units)

(2)
Series 8 4 Housing
Unit 2004 Forecast

Carlsbad

14.55

38,715

563

Chula Vista

13.61

68,671

935

Coronado

17.62

9,820

173

Del Mar

7.22

2,577

19

El Cajon

14.55

35,152

511

Encinitas

7.22

24,035

174

Escondido

13.61

50,429

686

7.22

10,419

75

La Mesa

14.55

25,028

364

Lemon Grove

17.62

9,504

167

National City

17.62

16,174

285

Oceanside

13.61

63,012

858

Poway

17.62

15,815

279

San Diego

13.61

504,014

6,860

San Marcos

17.62

26,382

465

Santee

17.62

20,894

368

7.22

6,473

47

14.55

31,883

464

9.67

175,521 total

Jurisdiction

Imperial Beach

Solana Beach
Vista
County
Unincorporated

1,134,518

1,697
14,990

4
The Series 8 Regional Growth Forecast was adjusted to the 1995 County Planning Area boundaries. This placed the
recently annexed Otay Ranch within the boundaries of Chula Vista.
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Step 4: Determine Proportionality of the Affordable Housing Goals

AB 1715 requires the affordable housing opportunities for the 1999-2004 housing element
cycle to be provided in approximate proportion to the needs defined in paragraph 2 of
Section 65585.1(a). This section states: The determination of the "maximum number of
housing units" that the jurisdiction can provide assumes that the needs for low, very low,
and extremely low income households, including those with special housing needs, will be
met in approximate proportion to their representation in the region's population.
Based on 1990 Census data, this means the beneficiaries of a jurisdiction's affordable
housing opportunities in 2004 must be approximately 41% low income, 32% very low
income, and 27% extremely low income households.
Jurisdictions are in compliance if they provide more than the required percentage of their
total in extremely low or very low income housing opportunities. For example a jurisdiction
could meet its performance requirements with housing opportunities as follows: 1/2
extremely low, 1/4 very low and 1/4 low. In this case the jurisdiction would have created
significantly beneficial housing opportunities for the difficult-to-serve extremely low
income households, yet may be out of compliance with a literal interpretation of the
proportionality requirement.
The following rule is meant to assure that the proportionality requirement is appropriately
implemented and does not penalize jurisdictions that provide a higher proportion of
extremely or very low income housing opportunities:
A jurisdiction will be considered in compliance with AB 1715's proportionality requirement
if excess housing opportunities are created at the extremely low or very low income levels as
follows: at least 27% of the housing opportunities benefit extremely low income households
and at least 59% of the housing opportunities benefit extremely low or very low income
households.

Credit System For Measuring Performance
Certain types of affordable housing opportunities are more difficult to accomplish due to the
political sensitivity or expertise needed to undertake them. Giving more credit to these more
difficult housing opportunities may encourage jurisdictions to expend the required extra
effort. The credit system for measuring the provision of affordable housing opportunities
during the next housing element cycle (1999-2004) is described below.
This system is not applicable to the self-certification process for the 1991-99 housing
element cycle
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Categories

The credit system has 5 categories of housing programs and projects. Category 1
programs/projects are the hardest to accomplish due to political sensitivity and effort to
accomplish; Category 5 programs/projects are generally easier to accomplish, politically and
administratively.
Projects/programs identified below can only be counted if they follow the eligibility
principles and guidelines recommended by the committee and comply with the affordability
and income eligibility requirements of AB 1715.
Category One Programs/Units

1. New construction of rental units by a public or non-profit agency, including multi-family
units for special populations such as farm worker housing. When a newly constructed
project has a mix of market rate and low income units, at least 49% of the units must be
for households with low, very low or extremely low income.
2. Transitional housing, permanent homeless housing, AIDS, alcohol/drug rehabilitation or
other special needs housing.
Category Two Programs/Units

1. Acquisition or acquisition and rehabilitation of rental units excluding extended
affordability "at risk" projects such as Section 236, 221(d)(3) units. If investor/private
party acquisition, a 30 year covenant guaranteeing affordability is obtained.
2. New or converted limited equity coops, condominium and similar multi-family
ownership projects (does not include individual home sales).
3. New construction of rental units with a mix of market rate and low income units where
fewer than 49% of the units are for households with low, very low or extremely low
incomes.
4. New construction of senior citizens projects
5. Mobile home conversions with guaranteed long-term affordability through deed
restriction or jurisdiction ownership of park.
6. Second units
Category Three Programs/Units

1. Investor/private party acquisition or acquisition and rehabilitation of rental units if less
than a 30 year covenant guaranteeing affordability is obtained.
2. Extended affordability of "at risk" projects such as Section 236, 221(d)(3) units.
3. Units funded by State Mobile Home Resident Owner program, and other mobile home
purchase or ownership programs(s) (no deed restriction)
4. Lease covenant and similar long term affordability covenants where a private owner is
compensated for imposing a deed restriction.
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5. Loan programs for private owners to rehabilitate rental units.
6. Homebuyer programs including those resulting from inclusionary, in lieu fees, 203(k)
funded projects or first time homebuyer subsidies.
7. Locally funded rental assistance (certificates or vouchers).
Category Four Programs/Units

1. Mobile home rent programs.
2. New federally funded rental assistance realized through a competitive process between
1999 and 2004. Portable rental assistance certificates where beneficiaries have simply
moved from one jurisdiction to another do not count.
Category Five Programs/Units

1. Shared housing programs operated by non-profit agencies funded by the subject
jurisdiction.
2. Rehabilitation of owner-occupied homes.
Guidance for Counting Other Projects

The listing above attempts to be inclusive of the many types of programs that create
affordable, low income housing opportunities. If a new program becomes available,
jurisdictions will make their best judgment as to which category appears appropriate. As a
general rule, no new program would likely qualify for Category 1 or 2. These two categories
are the most tightly defined and the most administratively and politically difficult to
accomplish.
Credit Received

The credit system shown on Table 4 will be used to calculate the credit a jurisdiction
receives towards meeting its affordable housing goal (Criterion 3 of AB 1715) in the next
housing element cycle (1999-2004). This credit system has no application to the 1991-99
housing element cycle.
Bonus Credit

The committee recognizes the difficulty in building new low income housing or special
needs housing in high income areas. Therefore, a .05 bonus credit for each Category 1
housing opportunity created in a census tract with a median income exceeding 120% of that
jurisdiction's median income.
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Table 4
Credit System for Housing Element Cycle - 1999 to 2004

Category

Category 1
All Programs
Category 2
All Programs
Category 2
Acquisition/Rehab
Category 3
All Programs
Category 4
All Programs
Category 5
All Programs

Base Credit
(applied to
all units)

Extra Credit
Length of Affordability
Number of Bedrooms
(applied to all units)
(only applied to the subject unit)
30-54 yrs 55 or more
3
4
5

1.1

0.05

0.1

0.5

1.0

1.5

1.05

0.05

0.1

0.5 5

1.0 5

1.5 5

0.05 6

0.15 6

0.2 6

0.5 5

1.0 5

1.5 5

1.0

0.05

0.1

0.95

0.05

0.1

0.9

0.05

0.1

5

This extra credit is only given for newly constructed units, those units where rehabilitation increases the number of
bedrooms in the subject unit, or if non-residential buildings are converted to residential

6
This extra credit applies to existing units with the specified number of bedrooms which are part of projects defined in item
1 under Category 2 which reads:

"Acquisition or acquisition and rehabilitation of rental units excluding extended affordability "at risk" projects such as
Section 236, 221(d)(3) units. If investor/private party acquisition, a 30 year covenant guaranteeing affordability is
obtained.”
Refer to the preceding "Category 2 All Programs" row for the base credit and credit if the number of bedrooms in a unit is
increased.
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APPENDIX IV
Use of the 1991-96 Housing Performance Data to
Generate Affordable Housing Goals for 1999-2004

Appendix IV
USE OF THE 1991- 96 HOUSING PERFORMANCE
DATA TO GENERATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING GOALS
FOR 1999-2004

Introduction
The cornerstone of the 1999-2004 affordable housing goals is the performance standard
(refer to both Table 3 and Table 6). These performance standards come into play in Step 1 of
the Affordable Housing Goal Methodology described in the preceding Appendix III. In Step
1 of the process to calculate the affordable housing goal, the relevant performance standard
is applied against each jurisdiction's 2004 housing unit estimate.
Because of the importance of the performance standard in setting each jurisdiction's 19992004 affordable housing goal, this appendix explains how these performance standards were
generated.

Overview
In concept, the consultant and committee evaluated data that are good indicators of a
jurisdiction's ability to create affordable housing opportunities. Baseline ratios were derived
from these data and adjustments were made to account for the differences between this cycle
and next cycle; after many iterations of calculations, the performance standards emerged.
Capturing the 20 month give-and-take process that occurred during the Housing Element
Advisory Committee meetings is difficult. The descriptions below present the highlights of
this process, however a thorough understanding may be more easily achieved in a workshop
setting. Jurisdictions or organizations interested in a detailed explanation may request
SANDAG staff assistance with such a workshop.

Deriving the Performance Standard
The performance standards were calculated using the 1991-96 housing performance data
submitted by jurisdictions to SANDAG. However, the workshop results (described below)
factored in qualitatively. The committee and consultant often referred back to these
workshop results to assess the reasonableness of the emerging affordable housing goals.
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In working with the 1991-96 housing performance data, the committee and consultant
focused on the achievements of the top performers. The reasoning was that these top
performing jurisdictions used financial resources, regulatory measures and their creative
staff energies to achieve what may be considered the "maximum" number of affordable
housing opportunities that can reasonably be created.
The committee's approach to the performance standards was to:
1. Generate baseline ratios using housing performance data;
2. Assess adjustments needed to account for differences between this cycle and the next
housing element cycle; and
3. Work with these ratios and adjustments to shift the focus from individual jurisdictions to
a set of generalized standards.
Each of these steps is discussed below.
Generating the Baseline Ratios

The approach generates baseline ratios derived from existing data sources. The chosen data
sources are reasonable indicators of a jurisdiction's ability to create additional low, very low
and extremely low income housing opportunities.
The data sources are the 1991-1996 housing performance data7 and the simulated workshop
(future cycle) data. The 1991-1996 data have the advantage of being linked to the reality of
current financial resources and regulatory measures, and the workshop simulations have the
advantage of reflecting the future theoretical resources/regulatory measures.
The ratios have two components. The numerator represents housing opportunities created
and the denominator is the total number of housing units (in 1000's).
Baseline Ratio Numerator: Workshop Results

Committee members and other interested persons participated in a workshop on November
21, 1996. Participants were assigned to four different groups and given information on a
simulated jurisdiction that had composite characteristics similar to those of area
jurisdictions. Their assignment was to decide how financial resources and regulatory
measures could be used to generate affordable housing opportunities.

7

In June/July 1997 each jurisdiction reported its affordable housing opportunity performance for 1991-1996 in the context
of its fair share goals. This information was reported in the July 25, 1997 update of the Housing Needs Performance
Report. Following the distribution of that report several jurisdictions updated their performance data and SANDAG
revised some of the Section 8 numbers based on information from the County. The data used to derive the performance
standards is based on information available as of June 5, 1998.
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The simulated jurisdictions used in this workshop were carefully crafted to represent the
reality of funding, programs and growth in the next housing element cycle. The groups'
deliberations on use of these resources replicated the give and take of governmental decision
making. Therefore the workshop results may be seen as a credible simulation of a
jurisdiction's ability to create housing opportunities during the next housing element cycle.
These workshop results may, however, have limitations as indicators of future housing
performance because each workshop group felt they may have undercounted and overcounted housing opportunities. The undercounting may also have resulted from lack of time
to fully consider such programs as shared housing. Over-counting may also have resulted
because what theoretically may be done is not the same as what actually can be done within
a given 5 year period. Overall the undercounting may balance the over-counting.

Table 5
Summary of Workshop Results
Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Size at the
end of the Housing
Element Cycle

Opportunities
Created in the
Workshop

Ratio

Shaffer Valley

44,500 Housing Units

780

17.5 Affordable Opportunities
per 1000 Housing Units

Shaffer Valley

44,500 Housing Units

750

16.90 Affordable Opportunities
per 1000 Housing Units

Susan City

20,400 Housing Units

588

28.8 Affordable Opportunities
per 1000 Housing Units

Sulzerville

10,190 Housing Units

141

13.8 Affordable Opportunities
per 1000 Housing Units

Baseline Ratio Numerator: Housing Needs Performance Reports 1991-1996

Use of the data reported by the jurisdictions as part of SANDAG's Housing Needs
Performance Report reflects the realities of the region's 19 jurisdictions' ability to create
affordable housing opportunities in the past. These data do not account for future changes in
programs and funding constraints or availability.
Baseline Ratio Denominator

The choice of the denominator is important because it not only functions as the baseline
ratio's denominator but it will also be the factor against which the performance standard is
multiplied to generate the affordable housing goals for 2004. Total housing units in a
jurisdiction was chosen because it was common to both housing performance data sources
used to generate the baseline ratios. More importantly, when the performance standard is
multiplied against a jurisdiction's total 2004 housing units, it by definition incorporates a
housing growth factor and gauges the affordable housing goal to a jurisdiction's size.
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Baseline Ratios

Baseline ratios were derived using the data sources described above. These baseline ratios
are presented in:
1. Table 5: Summary of the Workshop Results
2. Table 6: Deriving a Performance Standard (Step 1) Using the Housing Performance
Report
The committee chose to work with the baseline ratios in Table 6 to derive a performance
standard to use in the affordable housing goal methodology. The workshop results were
considered as background information and were not directly used in the methodology.
Making Needed Adjustments to the Housing Performance Data

The preceding discussion on the generation of baseline ratios demonstrated the importance
of the past performance data in determining future affordable housing goals. This section
will describe how these 1991-96 housing performance data were adjusted to account for the
differences between the current housing element cycle and the future cycle.
There were two major adjustments to the jurisdictions' housing performance reports:
1. Deleting 90% of the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Section 8
performance data, and
2. Calibrating the data to account for the required proportionality.8
Each of these is described below.
Section 8 Adjustments

In the past, HUD Section 8 rental assistance was mostly distributed to jurisdictions based on
a federal formula. For some jurisdictions between 1991-1996, Section 8 federal rental
assistance constituted more than 50% of their housing performance.
In the next housing element cycle this level of Section 8 activity will be significantly
reduced. For this reason, 90% of the Section 8 housing opportunities created in 1991-96
were deleted in calculating the affordable housing goal (performance standard) for 19992004.
A comparable adjustment was made in the credit system portion of the methodology.
Jurisdictions will only be able to count those federal rental assistance programs earned
through a competitive application process. Any rental assistance given to a jurisdiction
based on a generalized federal formula will not count in the 1999-2004 cycle.

8

AB 1715 requires the affordable housing goal to be met in approximate proportion to the needs of low, very low, and
extremely low income households in the regional population. These proportions expressed as a percentage of toal income
households are 41% low, 32% very low, and 27% extremely low.
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This adjustment for the 1999-2004 cycle in no way effects the current cycle; jurisdictions
can still count all their Section 8 rental assistance towards their fair share goal for 1991-1999
housing element cycle.
Proportionality Calibration

In the current housing element cycle, jurisdictions are producing affordable housing without
any particular goals in terms of the proportion of low, very low and extremely low income
households served. In the 1999-2004 housing element cycle, those jurisdictions choosing
self-certification must meet their affordable housing goals in approximately these
proportions: 41% low, 32% very low and 27% extremely low income households. These
percentages implement the following specific clause in AB 1715:
The determination of the "maximum number of housing units" that the
jurisdiction can provide assumes that the needs for low, very low, and
extremely low income households, including those with special housing
needs will be met in approximate proportion to their representation in the
region's population.
In considering past performance as a template for the future affordable housing goal, a
mathematical adjustment was made to each jurisdiction's 1991-96 performance data to
replicate the proportionality requirements for the next housing element cycle. In practice, for
example, more resources are consumed to reach extremely low income households than are
required to reach very low income households.
This mathematical adjustment related to proportionality is described in Appendix V.
This proportionality requirement and adjustment only applies to the 1999-2004 cycle. It has
no relevance to the 1991-99 housing element cycle.
Generating the Performance Standard

Table 6 groups jurisdictions by size and then ranks them in ascending order by their baseline
ratio of performance (housing performance in 1991-96 over the number of housing units as
of January 1, 1997 expressed in 1000's). Using these data, the committee considered how to
derive a generalized performance standard that could be used to calculate the 1999-2004
affordable housing goals.
The committee decided to rely on data from the top 4 performers in each grouping as a
means of setting a performance standard ratio. The top performers typically exhibited good
use of both the financial and regulatory resources available to provide affordable housing
opportunities. Therefore averaging these higher performers in the baseline ratio by definition
accounts for the AB 1715 requirement to include "use of available regulatory measures" in
determining the affordable housing goal.
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Table 6
Deriving a Performance Standard (Step 1)
Using Housing Performance Reports (Calibrated Numbers)9
(1)
Jurisdictions with 40,000 or
more units
(Housing Units as of 1/1/97)

(2)
Baseline Ratios
Housing Performance
for 1991-1996 10/
Housing Units as of
January 1, 1997 11

(3)
Averages

(4)
Performance Standard 12

1. Escondido (44,254)
2. Chula Vista (55,258)
3. Oceanside (56,567)
4. City of San Diego (457,231)

20.4 / 1000
14.42 / 1000
10.84 / 1000
10.74 / 1000

Average ratio using top 3
jurisdictions: 15.22

13.61 Affordable Low
Income Housing
Opportunities per 1000
Housing Units

Jurisdictions with 25,000 to 39,000 units
5. Carlsbad (29,940)
13.59 / 1000
6. Vista (29,184)
15.69 / 1000
7. El Cajon (34,838)
15.47 / 1000
8. La Mesa (24,828)
13.45 / 1000

Average ratio dropping top
performer, average next 3:
12.00
Average ratio using top 3
jurisdictions: 14.92
Average ratio dropping top
performer, average next 3:
14.17

14.55 Affordable Low
Income Housing
Opportunities per 1000
Housing Units

Jurisdictions with less than 25,000 units
9. Santee (19,046)
26.20 / 1000
Average ratio using top 3
17.62 Affordable Low
jurisdictions: 20.64
Income Housing
10. National City (15,485)
21.31 / 1000
Opportunities per 1000
11. San Marcos (17,147)
14.40 / 1000
Housing Units
12. Lemon Grove (8,792)
8.08 / 1000
Average ratio dropping top
performer, average next 3:
13. Poway (15,247)
6.17 / 1000
14.6
14. Coronado (9,538)
28.83 / 1000
Jurisdictions with less than 25,000 units (no redevelopment or under-performing redevelopment area)
15. Solana Beach (6,441)
12.27 / 1000
Average ratio using top 3
7.22 Affordable Low
jurisdictions:
7.22
Income Housing
16. Encinitas (22,709)
5.90 / 1000
Opportunities per 1000
17. Del Mar (2,567)
3.5 / 1000
Housing Units
18. Imperial Beach (9,867)
3.45 / 1000
19. County of San Diego
9.67 / 1000
9.67 Affordable Low
(Unincorporated)
Income Housing
(147,804 total, 110,853 – 75%)
Opportunities per 1000
Housing Units
9

The housing performance numbers for each jurisdiction have been calibrated to account for the AB 1715 requirement
that the next cycle’s performance must approximate the proportion of low, very low and extremely low persons in the
regional population. A technical paper on these calculations is part of the appendix and Table 4 in Attachment D.

10

Low, very low and extremely low income housing opportunities as reported in the July 25, 1997 SANDAG Agenda
Report “Housing Needs Performance Report” and as updated on or before June 5, 1998.
11
Based on State Department of Finance housing unit estimates for January 1, 1997. For the County of San Diego, the
performance standard was derived using 75 percent of its January 1, 1997 housing unit estimate. This is an estimate of the
number of units in the unincorporated area with sewer service.
12

The 2 averages in the “Averages” column are averaged to derive the performance standard in this column (with the
exception of the jurisdictions with less than 25,000 units and no or an under-performing redevelopment area.)
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The performance standard in column 4 of Table 6 is the result of averaging two separate
calculations: 1) an average ratio derived from the top three performing jurisdictions, and an
average ratio derived by dropping the top performer and averaging the next three.
The approach is slightly different for those jurisdictions with less than 25,000 housing units
which have either no redevelopment area or a non-performing redevelopment area. For these
jurisdictions the performance standard is derived by averaging the top 3 jurisdictions'
baseline ratios. This was done because there were so few jurisdictions in this category and
the overall relative low performance of these jurisdictions.
Within the grouping of jurisdictions with less than 25,000 units, there was another
adjustment. The city of Coronado was not included as one of the top three jurisdictions in
calculating the performance standard. The committee felt that the predominance of military
housing in its performance skewed their number and inclusion in the averaging process
(which generated the performance standard) would distort the result as it would apply to
other jurisdictions. This action is only applicable to generating the performance standard. It
does not effect the calculation of the city of Coronado's performance during either housing
element cycle.
Also, the County of San Diego was placed in a category of its own to account for its unique
characteristics with respect to its rural nature, size, underperforming redevelopment
agencies, lack of city services in many areas, and use of some entitlement grants for housing
production within city boundaries.
These performance standards were used in Step 1 as illustrated in Table 3 in the main body
of this report.
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APPENDIX V
Proportionality Calibration Methodology

Appendix V
PROPORTIONALITY CALIBRATION METHODOLOGY
One frailty in using past housing performance data as a prediction of future performance is
the difference between the income level requirements of the affordable housing provided. In
1991-96, affordable housing production was addressed in total. In 1999-2004, AB 1715
requires specific proportions for extremely low, very low and low income households.
Therefore, this calibration methodology adjusts the past performance data to reflect the
required future proportionality.
As indicated in this Housing Element Self-Certification Report, production goals in the
current housing element cycle are described in total units produced, not by income level
served. In the next cycle (1999-2004), jurisdictions choosing self-certification will need to
meet their affordable housing goals by three income levels, based on the following income
distribution: 41% low, 32% very low and 27% extremely low income households. These
percentages implement the following specific clause in AB 1715:
The determination of the “maximum number of housing units” that the
jurisdiction can provide assumes that the needs for low, very low, and
extremely low income households, including those with special housing
needs, will be met in approximate proportion to their representation in the
region’s population.
Therefore, historical housing performance data for the 19 jurisdictions must be adjusted to
reflect the differences in subsidy requirements for households at these target income levels.
This adjustment (or calibration) must be performed prior to establishing the production
standard for the next housing element cycle.
This appendix presents a simplified approach to this calibration methodology, and shows the
results of applying this calibration methodology to the historical production levels, as
reported by the nineteen jurisdictions to SANDAG.

Justification for Calibration of Historical Production Numbers
It is typically more costly for a jurisdiction to produce a housing unit affordable to an
extremely low income household (assumed at 30% of median income) than for a very low
income household (assumed at 50% of median income). Likewise, it is typically more costly
for a jurisdiction to produce a housing unit affordable to a very low income household
(assumed at 50% of median income) than for a low income household (assumed at 80% of
median income).
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Summary of Calibration Methodology
The calibration methodology first looks at historical production levels for each jurisdiction
as reported to SANDAG (see Table 7). It then applies an adjustment to each of the
jurisdiction’s production numbers by income level as follows:
•

an extremely low income unit is weighted upward, or given a greater credit, by
multiplying the historical production number times 1.4,

•

a very low income unit is weighted upward, or given a greater credit, by multiplying the
historical production number times 1.0, and

•

a low income unit is weighted downward, or given a lesser credit, by multiplying the
historical production number times 0.6.

Table 8 summarizes the results of applying these weighting factors (or calibration ratios) to
each jurisdiction’s production numbers. It also totals the weighted, or calibrated, results for
each jurisdiction.
The basis for these weighting factors (or calibration ratios) is shown in Table 9. Table 9
outlines a simple way to adjust for the difference in subsidy burden among income levels
based on several key assumptions:
•

a jurisdiction does not have to subsidize housing affordable to persons at 100% of
median income ($0 in subsidy).

•

a jurisdiction will likely have to subsidize housing affordable to persons at 70% of
median income and below.

•

This subsidy burden is calculated by taking the difference between the annual rent for
each different income level and the moderate income level, capitalized at 10% to reflect
the long term affordability restriction. The annual rent levels are based on 1997 monthly
rents published by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee which are in turn
based on the Department of Housing and Urban Development, December 1996,
published rents.

•

This subsidy burden is then used to develop a weighting factor or ratio for each income
level, rounded to the nearest tenth. The weighting factors are set to equal 3, representing
one unit from each income level: extremely low, very low and low income.

Table 10 shows a final adjustment to the adjusted production numbers shown in Table 8 to
reflect the desired distribution of housing by income level during the next (1999-2004)
cycle. As jurisdictions will be required to produce a greater percentage of extremely low
income units during the next cycle, the overall production goal is weighted downward to
reflect the more significant subsidy burden required to achieve the desired distribution of
units by income level. Table 10 thus presents the adjusted historical performance by
jurisdiction used in the final calculations included in this report.
In conclusion, this calibration methodology is a simple way to distill a very complicated
subject and is to be used solely for the purposes of developing an understandable, simplified
performance standard for the next cycle.
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Table 7
Summary Calibrated Housing Performance by Jurisdictions*
1991 - 1996

Jurisdiction
1.

Carlsbad

2.

Chula Vista

3.

Housing Units by Income Level
Ext. Low
Very Low
Low

Total

0

256

218

474

195

302

387

884

Coronado

0

123

212

335

4.

Del Mar

0

9

0

9

5.

El Cajon

317

175

15

507

6.

Encinitas

8

48

107

163

7.

Escondido

204

156

706

1,066

8.

Imperial Beach

1

30

5

36

9.

La Mesa

0

167

236

403

10. Lemon Grove

0

19

71

90

11. National City

16

143

237

396

12. Oceanside

0

446

250

696

13. Poway

7

64

34

105

14. San Diego

836

2,290

2,393

5,519

15. San Marcos

47

129

94

270

16. Santee

13

221

369

603

17. Solana Beach

32

44

1

77

18. Vista

192

137

148

477

19. County Unincorporated

133

492

610

1,235

2,001

5,252

6,092

13,345

Total

* Includes only 10% of Section 8 rental assistance
Source: San Diego Association of Governments, June 1998. (See footnotes 7 and 10.)
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Table 8
Calibrated Performance by Jurisdictions*
Weighted by Relative Consumption of Resource**
1991 - 1996
Housing Units by Income Level
Jurisdiction
1.

Carlsbad

2.

Chula Vista

3.

Ext. Low

Very Low

Low

Total

0

257

130

387

273

302

232

807

Coronado

0

123

127

250

4.

Del Mar

0

9

0

9

5.

El Cajon

444

175

9

628

6.

Encinitas

11

48

64

123

7.

Escondido

286

156

424

865

8.

Imperial Beach

1

30

3

34

9.

La Mesa

0

167

142

309

10. Lemon Grove

0

19

43

62

11. National City

22

143

142

308

0

446

150

596

10

64

20

94

1,170

2,290

1,436

4,896

15. San Marcos

66

129

56

251

16. Santee

18

221

221

461

17. Solana Beach

45

44

1

89

18. Vista

269

137

89

495

19. County Unincorporated

186

492

366

1,044

2,801

5,252

3,655

11,709

12. Oceanside
13. Poway
14. San Diego

Total

* Includes only 10% of Section 8 rental assistance
** The production numbers in Table 7 were weighted to account for the relative amount of
resources consumed to produce housing at different income levels, as follows:
Extremely Low - 1.4; Very Low – 1.0; Low – 0.6; Total – 3
(Note: this assumes that three units are generated, one at each income level.)
Source: San Diego Association of Governments, June 1998. (See footnotes 7 and 10.)
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Table 9
Supporting Calculations for the Calibration Methodology Ratios
Income Levels

Percent of
Median
Income

Monthly
Affordable
Rent13

100%

$1,092

$0

Low

70%

$764

Very Low

50%

Extremely Low

30%

Moderate

Difference
from
Moderate
Monthly
Rent

Average
Annualized
Difference14

Ratio or
Weighting
Factor

Ratio
Rounded to
Nearest
Tenth

$0

N/A

N/A

$328

$39,360

0.601

0.6

$546

$546

$65,520

1.000

1.0

$328

$764

$91,680

1.399

1.4

$196,560

3

3

13
Monthly affordable rent based on TCAC 1997 published rents for two bedroom units at 100% and 50% of median
income levels. Low and extremely low rent levels imputed from TCAC 1997 published rents assuming 30% of income to
housing.
14
Calculated assuming the average annualized, annual subsidy cost is equal to the difference between the annualized
affordable rent for each income level and the affordable rent for moderate income, capitalized at ten percent.

53

Table 10
Calibrated Performance by Jurisdictions*
Weighted by Resource Consumption and Income Distribution Goal**
1991 - 1996
Housing Units by Income Level
Jurisdiction
1.

Carlsbad

2.

Chula Vista

3.

Ext. Low

Very Low

Low

Total

0

247

160

407

221

290

286

797

Coronado

0

118

156

275

4.

Del Mar

0

9

0

9

5.

El Cajon

359

168

11

539

6.

Encinitas

9

46

79

134

7.

Escondido

231

150

521

902

8.

Imperial Beach

1

29

4

34

9.

La Mesa

0

160

174

334

10. Lemon Grove

0

18

52

71

11. National City

18

137

175

330

12. Oceanside

0

428

185

613

13. Poway

8

61

25

94

14. San Diego

948

2,198

1,766

4,912

15. San Marcos

53

124

69

247

16. Santee

15

212

272

499

17. Solana Beach

36

42

1

79

18. Vista

218

132

109

458

19. County Unincorporated

151

472

450

1,073

2,269

5,042

4,496

11,807

Total

* Includes only 10% of Section 8 rental assistance
** The production numbers in Table 8 were weighted to account for the relative amount of
units to be produced, as follows:
Weighting Distribution
Income Distribution Goal
Ratio of Above

Ext. Low
33%
27%
0.81

Very Low
33%
32%
.096

Low
33%
41%
1.23

Total
100%
1
3

Source: San Diego Association of Governments, June 1998, (See footnotes 7 and 10.)
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The attachments to this report may be obtained by
contacting SANDAG’s Public Information Office at (619) 595-5347.

