SACRAMEP:JTO
HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY

May 7, 1991
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Committee of the City Council
Sacramento, CA
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT: Revised Fair Share Plan
SUMMARY
The attached report is submitted to you for review and
recommendation prior to consideration by the Redevelcpment Agency,
Housing Authority and City Council of the City of Sacramento.
RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends approval of the attached resolutions approving
the plan and housing allocations.

Respectéifly submitted,
:CiN E. MOLLOY 2

Acting Executive Director
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Deputy City Manager
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Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and
Housing Authority of the
City of Sacramento
~Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: REVISED FAIR SHARE PLAN

SUMMARY

In this report staff recommends |modifications to the City of
Sacramento Fair Share Plan to 1ncorporate a preference for siting
certain low-income housing developments in Community Plan Areas
(CPAs) that do not currently meet ‘their fair share of the City's
need for such housing. Other modiﬂications to the Fair Share Plan
formula and analysis are also recommended.

The current Fair Share Plan considers the 1location of HUD
conventional public housing and private housing with project based
federal rent subsidies (Section 8) which are "tied" to the unit
only. In contrast, the revised Falr Share Plan would present a
more comprehen51ve evaluatlon of ex1st1ng communities by expanding
the analysis in two ways. First, additional types of housing would
be considered in calculating "falr share" to glve a more accurate
and comprehensive accounting of the hou51ng mix in a given area.

In addition to better measure each CPA's level of affordability and
general economic condition, staff|recommends expanding the fair
share analysis to include a measure of the percentage of City
public assistance recipients who relside within each Community Plan
Area, a count of federal housing subsidies not "tied" to the units,
(i.e., "free-floating" Section 8 |certificates), average market
rents, and average home prices within each area. Second, the
Plan's use as a tool to support the|l location of affordable housing
is slightly expanded to include other housing besides conventional
public housing. '
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Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and
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City of Sacramento
April 9, 1991

BACKGROUND: THE CURRENT FAIR SHARE PLAN

‘Achievements and Imgacté

In 1979, the City Council adopted a Fair Share Plan to guide the.
location of HUD conventional publicly owned housing in the City.ﬂ
The plan seeks to egquitably distribute public housing projects:
throughout the City and within each CPA, thereby, providing hou51ng
opportunities outside of existing low-income areas. The plan is.
based upon the desire to achieve greater economic integration and-
to provide lower income households with increased access to quality'
schools, job opportunities, open space, and recreatlonal|
facilities. Since 1979, over 700 HUD conventional publicly owned|
housing units have been constructed in accordance with the plan‘
throughout the City & County . \

The Fair Share Plan has been a successful tool in guiding theh
location of public housing developments. In fact, the Board OfF
Superv1sors and City Council have supported the locatlon of public
housing in Fair Share areas, even in light of strong neighborhood
opposition. However, in the recent past, some community groups»
have criticized the Fair Share Plan because it has not taken 1nto1
account all assisted units in a neighborhood, or housing that 1sV
affordable to low income families at market rents Wthh happen to
be at the same level as assisted housing rents.

While adequate for its purpose, the current fair share plan did not |
account for several factors which were of concern to nelghborhoodL
groups and others concerned about over-concentration of low-income '
housing. For example, the plan does not address the location of ;
low=income housing that is assisted by bond financing, tax credits,
state loan programs or local tax increment funds. Nor does it !
address other factors, such as, market rents, home prices and the :
. ability to pay for housing, which bear heavily on whether or not
further impaction might occur.

The revised Fair Share Plan proposed herein includes a formula
which recognizes the distribution of virtually all publicly ;
assisted housing units, as well as market conditicns by CPA. Morew
relevant criteria and a procedure to be used in conjunction with
the formula were also developed. Together these three factors ,
comprise the Fair Share Plan. ;
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How Fair Share Is Determined Under the Existing Plan

Under the current plan, preference for HUD conventional publicly
owned housing sites is 1dent1f1ed by calculating the ratio of
existing conventional publlcly owned housing and Section 8
"pro;ect-based“ units within each CPA to the CPA populatlcn The
existing plan does not include elderly housing in the analysis.
"Fair Share" is achieved when the| CPA's share of such units is
equal to the CPA's percentage of t?e Citywide population.

The following example 1llustrates how current Fair Share 1is
determined. According to the current plan, a planning area that
contains 15% of the City's populatlen should contain 15% of the HUD
conventional publicly owned houSLng and project-based Section 8
units. Those planning areas whlch have not achieved their fair
share receive priority conSLderatlon in the siting of new HUD
conventlonal publicly owned hou51ng projects.

Proposed Modifications 1

The City Council approved a‘resolukion authorizing the Agency to
develop a propocsal to modify the City's Fair Share Plan because of
its concern regarding the concentratlon of low income housing. The
objective was to be more ccmprehenseve and address the key factors
which determine ne1ghborhood impaction.

Staff also recommends 1mprev1ng the usefulness of the Fair Share
Plan in several ways. First, as noted above, we recommend
expanding the analysis to incorporate a count of all subsidized
housing units that are targetedi for occupancy by low-income
households. The inventory of| housing would include HUD
conventional publicly owned housing, Section 8, targeted low-income
units in housing developments that are financed or regulated
through density bonus agreements,l City and california Housing
Finance Agency (CHFA) mortgage revenue bonds, and state and federal
low-income tax credits. 1In eseenceL all lccal, state, and federal
programs that control affordability through regulatory agreements
are counted. Units with federal meortgage insurance are not
counted. (Units with federal mortgage insurance only are not.)
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Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and
Housing Authority of the

City of Sacramento
April 9, 1991

Seccond, we are recommending that elderly units not be included in
the revised Plan. Our primary focus is the location of family
housing. The original Fair Share Plan did not apply to seniors'
housing because its location is not a controversial issue. These

circumstances have not changed significantly. The expanded list of

assisted housing types proposed for use in the revised Fair Share
Plan is summarized in TABLE 1 on Page 5:
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SACRAMENTO HOUSING & REDEVELUPMENI Auchus

TABLE

i ) ASSISTED LOW INCOME HOUSING TYPES

INCLUDED IN THE REVISED
FAIR SHARE PLAN

.March 1991

GROUP SERVED,

ASSISTED PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE OF HOUSING PAYMENT
HOUSING OF MEDIUM AFFORDABLE STANDARD
TYPE (max incomes range) PROJEQT UNITS (Rent/Price)
HUD conventional 50% 100% 30% of individual
ublicl median median income.
gwned hgusing i
HUD 236/FHA/Sect 8 80% of 100% 30% of individual
new construction median 3 median income
i
Sect 8 Mod Rehab 50% of 1100% 30% of individual
median ; median income
i
Sect 8 Vouchers 50% of IN/A Fixed Subsidy by
median - SHRA 1
Sect 8 Certificates 50% of 100% 30% adjusted monthly
median annual income
Low Income 50%-60% imJ.n 20% 30% area median
Tax Credit max 100% income, adjusted for
| family size
!
Fed Hous Bill 80% of 150-100% 30% of 65% of area
HOME /HOPE median i median, adjusted for
: i family size
State Funds !’ .
» Acqg Rehab 80% with 2/3rds min 30% 30% of area median
» New Construction under 50% max 100% income, adjusted for
Efamily size
Housing 50-80% hin 20% - to be determined
Trust Fund 2 max 100%
|
|
Redevelopment 50-120% min 20% 30% of 50-120% of
Tax Increment l area median income adjusted
l for family size
’ income
Multi-Family 50-60% min 20% 10% units restricted at
Bond 'or 40% 30% of 50% of median.
Balance of units with
no rent restrictions
Density Bonus 80-115% 20% no rent restrictions
Transitional Homeless
» Families CSBG Criteria 3 100% N/A
» Singles 50-80% 100% $150/month

1 Based on adjusted monthly income.

2

Program parameters still to be de
‘lawsuit.

veloped pending settlement of the

3 H.U.D. Community Services Block Grant ($6,280-$21,260)
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In addition, staff also recommends consideration of several factors
other than "project specific" subsidies. Additional measures,
provide a more complete picture of the level of affordability of a:
planning area and an indication of whether each CPA meets its fair’
share of assisted housing. Staff, therefore, proposes to take
three other factors into consideration:

1. The median rent of a CPA, and its deviation from the median

rent of the City which demonstrates affordable rent;

2. The average sales price of a single family home in. a CPA and.
its deviation from the median price in the City which
demonstrates availability of affordable ownership housing; and,

3. The percentage of CPA households that receive public,

assistance, under Aid to Families with Dependent Children:

__ (AFDC), which demonstrates the general economic condition of
the population in each CPA.

The revised Fair Share formula which incorporates these factors is:

. ASSISTED HOUSE
FAIR SHARE = HOUSING + RENT +  PRICE +  AFDC
SCORE' MEASURE MEASURE MEASURE MERSRE |

The threshold for passing (meeting fair share) is the average of

-all of the City's CPAs which is 50.5%. TABLE 2 on Page 8 presents;

the data for each CPA, its score, and a pass/fail result indicated:

by YES or NO. Each measure is weighted according to the following,

systemn: S :
MEASURE WEIGHT

Assisted Housing:
» HUD conventional publicly 30%
owned housing, and all
Section 8 (including free-floating certlflcates)

» All Other 40%
Rent 15% *
Housing Price 5% ‘
AFDC Cases 10%
N 100%
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Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and
Housing Authority of the

City of Sacramento
April 9, 1991

The rationale for this welghtlng
concepts:

1.

2.

N

SACRAMENTO HOUSING & REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

system is based upon several

The housing measure should be given the greatest emphasis in

a housing allocation formula.

The housing data are the mest rellable because these data are
available by CPAs and census tracts. Rent and house price are
only available by larger geographlc area other than CPA. Data
become more prone to error as the size of the area under study
increases. %

The other three measures broaden the approach of the formula.
They emphasize naturally occurrlng economic conditions.

Of the hou51ng price measures*(l.e.'rent vs. purchase price),

rent is given the most weight because ownership of housing

tends to have less of an impact on overall neighborhood
conditions. 1
: . |

AFDC cases are highly cross-correlated with the location of
assisted housing. This factor is included to cover those
instances where AFDC rec1p1ents are living in market rate
housing which just happens to be available at low rents. This
measure is given the less welght because it is partly captured
in the "assisted" housing: and Fverage rent measures.

For a more complete explanatlon of each factor and the revised Fair
Share formula, please see the attached Technical Report in APPENDIX

1.
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Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and 7 u
Housing Authority of the t
City of Sacramento .
April 9, 1991

TABLE 2 presents the results of a community-by-community analysis using this formula. A map oi
. the Fair Share scores by community areas is provided on Page 10.

TABLE 2
CITY OF SACRAMENTO FAIR ALLOCATION BY

COMMUNITY PLANNING AREA (CPA)
March - 1991

AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS

Meet  Existing Current ° Future
_ Fair Asgisted. Units Unmet Unmet
Community Areag Score Share Units To Pasgs~* Needx** Need~ *
MEADOWVIEW 100.0% YES 1,087 1,950 372
SOUTHEAST SACTO 91.6% YES 617 ' 1,027 202
SOUTH SACTé;CITY 63.5% YES 739 : 2,830 467
DOWNTOWN - 59.2% YES 1,165 ' 3,249 669
NORTH SACRAMENTO 55.4% YES 708 4,808 770
EAST BROADWAY 55.1% YES 796 3,431 616
AVERAGE ’  50.5%
SOUTH NATOMAS ' 46.1% NO 875 127 2,873 489
LAND PARK 45.2% NO 1,046 162 3,112 537
EAST SACRAMENTO 35.7% NO 361 471 3,590 558
POCKET - ' 0.0% NO 172 3,502 4,255 637
TOTAL: 7,566 4,262 31,125 5,317

% %

Additional assisted housing units needed to meet the Fair Share Formula

In this instance housing need is defined as meeting the eligibility criteria
for purposes of computing fair share. These figures for Current Unmet Need
were derived from SACOG population estimates for all households with incomes
under 80% of the area median income. SHRA staff converted SACOG household
projections to housing units for only non-elderly, non-handicapped
individuals and families because that is the population counted for pu  es
of fair share.

[Source: SACOG---November 1990]
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SACRAMENTO HOUSING & REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Sacramento City Council .
Redevelopment Agency and
Housing Authority of the
City of Sacramento
April 9, 1991 | i

TABLE 2 may be interpreted as’folloks:

],

1. Community Area: - See Map.

2. Scorae: This column presentslthe relative ranking of each
community based on the compGSLte factors. The Citywide
average was 50.5% ,

3. Meet Fair Share: CPAs having a higher score than the Citywide

average were determined to have met their Fair Share. Those
below were not.

4. Existing 3351sted Units: Currently available below market
‘units. :

5. Units to Pass: That number of additional assisted units which

would be required in an area in order to bring it to parity.

" 6., Current Unmet Need: That number of assisted units which would

be required if all ellglble families had access to subsidized
housing and that housing was evenly distributed. '

7. Future Unmet Need: The number of needed assisted units by
which the.Current Unmet need 1s expected to grow between now
and 1996. e \

. f
TABLE 2 goes beyond the diSCrepanéies of distribution of those
subsidized units we currently have, although this is significant.
The most striking: thing is the huge number of units required to
meet the Unmet Need of qualified f?milies and the fact that the
need is growing as the population grows. The number in the far
right hand column is the number of new units we would need between
now and 1996 Jjust to stay even| -- approximately 1000/year.
Clearly, financing strategies are needed which go far beyond the
small number of federally subsidized units we receive each year.
While it is important to achieve baﬂance between communities as we
proceed, please remember that no community area is coming anywhere
near meeting the need.

it
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SACRAMENTO HOUSING’& REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

Sacramento City Council
Redevelopment Agency and
Housing Authority of the

City of Sacramento )
April 9, 1991 ‘ ‘ b

Applications of the Revised Fair Share Plan

In addltlon to these modlflcatlons to how "fair share" will be
computed, we also recommend several additicnal ways to use the
plan. For example, it is recommended that the plan be used as a
means to guide the selection of SLtes for Housing Authority-owned
HUD conventional public housing, and also as a means of guiding the
location of any housing project that meets the following criteria:

. S |
1. Provides permanent affordabilﬁty of over 30 years;

2. More than half the project unlts are targeted for very low
income families (50% of medlan) who pay an affordable rent
(30% of income); and |

3. Receives a local, direct, lonq-term public subsidy.
‘ | , J -

Although the staff is recommending a slightly expanded applicatiocn
of Fair Share, it is with caution:and on a limited basis only,
because Sacramento is far from meeting its affordable housing
deficit. The projects to which the Fair Share Plan would apply
will be very targeted. These prOJects will approximate traditional
public housing by the very low 1ncome cllents they serve.

staff has also analyzed "Fair Share" in terms of each CPA's future
unmet need for affordable housing. |Future unmet need will be used
as a supporting test for CPAs which have met their Fair Share. The
staff belleves all CPAs should consider the housing each requlres
to keep’ pace with Sacramento's: growth Future unmet need is also
presented in TABLE 2 on Page 8. Future need will be expressed in
terms of the total number of very low and low income housing units
each CPA needs to -have constructed. before 1996 Jjust to stay even
with the current deficit. This is a direct, objectlve, and easily
understood way of expressing future‘low income housing need.

Inaggropriaﬁe hgpiications'for‘Fair]snage

There are several circumstances under which staff would recommend
against financing affordable housing within the general category of
"impacted areas." The remainder of this section is a discussicn of
several contlngent situations where|Fair Share should not apply.

When the Agency has local funds |that it is allocating in a
competitive manner, Fair Share could be one of several criteria
considered in awarding of funds, 1f all other factors are equal.
However, there are some housing programs (CDBG, tax increment,
federal rental rehabilitation) whlch are linked to specific
geographic areas. In general, these funds are tied to achievement
of area-specific revitalization goals. These goals may outweigh
Fair Share gocals.
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Sacramento City Council
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Staff also recommends against applylng Fair Share criteria to
rehabilitation projects, infill projects of fifteen or fewer units,
low-income handicapped and seniors projects. These projects are
used as neighberhood revitalization tools of benefit to low=-income
- neighborhoods or they serve a very special high-need population.

One final issue is that assisted housing is often uneven in its
distribution. @ Many CPAs are rather large, contain several
neighborhoods, and consequently have higher concentrations of
assisted units in one area of the CPA, but not in anothetr. A good
example of this is Scuth Land Park, which has several public
housing units in its northeast corner, but little in the South Land
Park Drive area.

It may well be p0551ble that we shall not record projects in-
portions.of CPA's which have not met their fair share. Conversely,

some portions of these CPAs meeting their Fair Share may be good

choices for additional units. Similar to the existing Fair Share
. Plan, we also recommend that no project be located thhln 1/4 mile
of another project that meets the above crlterla.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
Fair share is a tool with three key objectlves-

1) equltable dlstrlbutlon of conventlonal publicly owned
housing;

2) equitable dlstrlbutlon of very low affordable housing
within all areas of the City; and

3) to prevent concentration of low-income housing.

#1: Equitable Economic Integration
/

Fair Share has an economic cost. We know that the cost of
developing housing in priority fair share areas (those CPAs that do
ngt meet Fair Share) will be more expensive because land costs are
generally higher in these locations.

We believe this cost of Fair Share is justifiable. In our opinion,
the benefit of providing dispersed affordable housing far outweighs
the additional cost of land. A team of researchers from CSUS is
currently undertaking a detailed cost-benefit analysis of
"scattered site" public housing. This study will assess the social
and ecconomic benefits of a falr share distribution of housing in
greater detail. <
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#2t: The Pent-Up Demand for. Affordable Housing

Another policy factor to con51der is the concern that the Fair
Share Plan may be used to stop needed affordable developments
within CPAs that already meet thelr overall fair share. From a
housing demand viewpoint, Sacramento City has an unmet need in
affordable housing as presented ﬂn TABLE 2. If this need 1is
apportioned by CPA proportional to all units within the CPA
(irrespective of availability of land), no CPA has met the actual
need for affordable housing. Staff has attempted to address this
concern in four ways: . |
i {

1. By re-evaluating CPA data- ahd performlng the Fair Share

analysis at the census tract level in cases that have met Fair

Share at the CPA level; }

2. By recommending that. rehabllltatlon, small infill and special
needs projects be exempted from the Fair Share allocation, as
appropriate; i

3. By limiting the.applicabilitf of Fair Share tests to only

publicly-owned and severely targeted projects that receive
local subsidy; and -

4. By adding a second tier to the Fair Share analysis. In this
step, "Fair Share" may be determined by the CPA's future unmet
need for affordable housing.

|
#3: Available.Supply of Land i
|

The planning areas which have not met their Fair Share have high
build-out ratios and 'less than 10% of the Citywide vacant land
supply. The ratios are Land Park 98% East Sacramento 98%, Pocket
at 89% and South Natomas at 75%. i

»

‘Conversely, two plannlng areas whlch have met their Fair Share have

approximately 30-50% vacant land. Qhelr build-out ratios are North
Sacramento 48% and South Sacramente 65%. In addition, the City's
porticn of North Natomas is at /1% build-out and will be a

‘'significant area for development in this decade. The 1lack of

available housing  data for North Natomas precludes treatment as a
separate area for now. It is considered as part of South Natomas
until data become available.
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In the case where planning areas have met Fair Share and have
available land, staff will go to the census tract level of analysis
to identify potential sites for affordable housing. In the other
case of CPAs with extensive build-out, vacant and re-usable infill
sites must be sought. Such infill sites are likely to command a
fairly high purchase price, which in most cases will have to be
- paid in order to achieve fair share gocals.

New State Legislation

It should be noted that SB 2011, signed into law Fall 1990, limits
the circumstances under which local jurisdictions may deny approval
of proposed low-income housing developments. However, the new law
allows disapproval of low-income housing which would "increase the
concentration of lower-income households in a neighborhood that
already has a disproportionate high number of lower income
households."” The State does not define "disproportionate high"
number of low income households. ‘

It should be clear that the proposed revision to the Fair Share
Plan is only applicable to certain units affordable to very low
income households. In addition, the staff recommends that projects
be evaluated at the census tract level which more <closely
approximates neighborhoods than do CPAs. Finally, it should be
pointed out again that the City is far from providing affordable
housing for those in need. Because of these reasons, staff does
not see our Fair Share Plan being used as a tool to prevent the
development of affordable housing. Staff believes that the
policies recommended in this report support this law. -

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

No Agency funding is required to implement this revision to the
Fair Share Plan; therefore no amendments to the budget are required
as a result of.the actions proposed in this report.

However, pursuant to securing sites, especially for conventional
public housing in CPAs which do not meet the Fair Share Plan, there
is a cost associated with more equitable distribution of affordable
housing. The Agency should expect an additional cost for the
purchase of land for some future projects. Our experience is that
this cost could be as much as $20,000/unit. ‘ o
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Staff plans to update the Fair Share Plan every two years. This
revision will require more exten51ve data gathering and monitoring
activities because of the plan's 1ncreased comprehensive nature.

. There will be admlnlstratlve/staft costs associated with data

acqulsltlon and consultant's analyses. These costs will be taken

4
All projects constructed: by the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) or w1th]SHRA assistance as a result of

the Fair Share Plan, will be subject to the established policies of
the Agency for minorities and women.

” | l

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW o |

The Fair Share Plan provides policy guidance to the Council without
legally binding the Council teo subsequent actions, and thus is
exempt from environmental review 1per CEQA Guidelines, Section -
15262. This Plan is also exempt from Federal environmental
requirements per 24CFR Part 58. 34(a)(2)

|

S : |
VOTE AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE COMMISBION

At its meeting of April 3, 1991 the Sacramento Heocusing and
Redevelopment Commission adopted a motlon recommending adoption of
the attached resolution. The votes were as follows:

AYES: " Amundson, Cespedes, Moose, Pernell, Simon, Simpson,
Viooley, Yew, Strong
NQES: None

. ABSENT: . Diepenbrock, Williams
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Sacramento City Council
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City of Sacramento
April 9, 1991

RECCMMENDATION

The staff recommends adoption of the attached resolutlons revising
the Falr Share Plan which:

1) Authorize the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency to
modify the Fair Share Housing Plan, and, as hecessary, to
carry out the Plan specified in the guidelines; and

2) Direct the Housing Authority of the City of Sacramento to use
the Fair Share Housing' Plan in locating certain very Low-
Income Affordable HouSLng Projects.

Respectfully submitted,

(:>>pk\ /\NWKX.BJ\ .
JOHN E. MOLLOY q/>~
D

Acting Executive/ Director

AN S

WALTER J. LI1PE v
City Manag
Contact person: Thomas V. Lee, Director

Community Development. Department
SHRA (440-1357)
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RESOLUTION NO.

ADOP’TED BY THE SACRAD?ENTO CITY COUNCIL

ON DATE OF

1

!

1

1

MODIFICATION OF FAIR SHARE HOUSING PLAN

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

SACRAMENTO:

Section 1:

The Sacramento Housmg and Redevelopment Commission is

authorized and directed to modify the City’s Fair Share Housing Plan as follows:

a. Expand the Fair Share formula to include the units whose rents or
sales prices are kept affordable to low and very low income households
through regulatory agreemepts or otherwise, in the following projects.

HUD conventional p%ublicly owned housing projects;

1)
2) Section 8§ Moderate Rehabilitation projects;
3)  Federal and State Low Income Housing Tax Credit projects;
4) Projects receiving Federal HOME and HOPE funds;
5)- Acqulsltlon and rehablhtatlon projects and new construction
- projects funded by state bond issues;
6) City Housing Trust Fund projects;
)] Projects outside the geographic boundaries of a redevelopment
project area receiving redevelopment tax increment funds;
8) Multi-family mortgage revenue bond projects; and
9) . Density bonus projects.
10)  Section 8 Certificates and Section 8 Vouchers;
11y HUD 236/FHA and|Section 8 new construction;
12)  Redevelopment Tax Increment; and
13)  Transitional Homeless.
b. Adopt the formulas, in the attached technical specifications for

determination and apphcanbn of the Fair Share Housing Plan

C. - Utlhze in the fair share anaIyms in Community Planning Areas (CPA)
of housing projects the following housing-related criteria:

(17)
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1) The median rent of a Community Planning Area (CPA), and its
deviation. from the rent of the City which demonstrates
affordable rent;

2)  The average sales price of a single-family home in a CPA and
its deviation from the median price in the City which
demonstrates availability of affordable ownership housing; and

3)  The percentage of CPA households that receive public
assistance,under Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), which demonstrates the general economic condition’
of the population in each CPA.

Adopt for calculation of the Fair Share formulas the following
weighting system:

Measure Weight
Assisted Housing: ‘
- HUD conventional publicly

. owned housing and ail Section 8 30%
- All other 40%
Rent - 15%
‘Housing Price - 5%
AFDC Cases : 10%

100%

Adopt the following criteria for determining which projects must be
included in a Fair Share Analysis:

1) Provides permanent affordability of 30, or more years;
2)°  More than half the project units are targeted for very low
income families (50% of area median income) who pay an
- affordable rent (30% of income); and
3):  Receives a local, direct, long-term public subsidy.

Adopt a supporting test for use when sites are not available in CPAs
with less than their fair share of assisted housing which determines fair
share at the census tract ievel of CPAs which have met their fair share. -

Adopt a second supporting test which provides an analysis of each
CPA’s fair share when taking into account future unmet affordable
housing needs. :

! (18)
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Section 2: The}City’s Fair Share Plan, as revised pursuant to Section
1, excludes rehabilitation, special needs and geographically targeted housing projects such
as housing funded by Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); projects in
redevelopment areas; and senior housing, handicapped housing, and infill housing
developments of fifteen units or less. - _

Section 3: The City’s Fhir Share Plan, shall be reviewe»d and
adjusted, as needed, every two years. '

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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RESOLUTION NO.

ADOPTED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO

- ON DATE OF

USE OF FAIR SHARE HOUSING PLAN
IN ALLOCATING AND ASSISTING LOW-INCOME HOUSING PROJECTS

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE
CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

Section 1: The Agency shall consider the Fair Share Housing Plan of the City
of Sacramento when all else is equal, as follows:

a. As one of the criteria in locating low and very low income, special needs
housing when tax increment funds are used competitively to subsidize the
project. ' ' ‘

b. As one of the criteria for support of applications for state and federal funds

and tax credits for proposed housing developments where tax increment funds
are used competitively as a match or subsidy.

CHAIR

ATTEST:

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

(20)
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RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO
ON DATE OF

|
USE OF FAIR SHARE HOUSING PLAN
IN ALLOCATING AND ASSISTING LOW-INCOME HOUSING PROJECTS

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE HOUSING AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF
SACRAMENTO: ‘

Section 1: The Agency shall c0n51der the Fau' Share Housing Plan of the City
of Sacramento when all else is equal, as follows

a. As one of the criteria in locating sites for new public housing.
b. As one of the criteria for support of applications for state and federal funds
and tax credits for proposed housing developments.

"CHAIR
ATTEST: . :

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

(21)
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CITY

TECHNICAL APPENDIX
REVISED FAIR SHARE PLAN 1991

INTRODUCTION

‘This appendix provides more detailed information about the revised
Fair Share formula and the data sources used. The purpose of the

revision 1is to broaden the c¢riginal Fair Share Plan, which

considered only SHRA owned housing units and units with project-
specific Section 8 subsidies. The revised Fair Share Plan differs
from the original plan in several major ways as follows:'

© The definition of assisted housing programs included is
much wider;

o The revised formula considers three additional indicators
for each Community Planning Area (CPA)---rent, housing price,
and AFDC caseload.
o The measures included in the formula are weighted.
The Fair Share formula is discussed below, followed by descriptions
of the data sources. :
FA S E
The formula to calculate the Fair Share score is shown at the

bottom of the first table, along with the weights used. The
weights are as follows:

SHRA* Units . : 30%
Other Assisted Units 40%
Rents . 15%
Housing Price 5%

AFDC Cases , 10%
The basic formula is: ~
CPA Score = 30%(SHRA* Units)+40% (Other Units)-15%(Rent

Measure)-5% (House Price Measure)-10%(AFDC Measure), with the

¥
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result multiplied by 10.

The measures in the formula are d%fined as follows:

- SHRA* Un;;s--The percentage of unuts in the CPA that are owned by

SHRA as well as pro:ect-based Sectlon 8 units. (The asterisk
denotes these additional unuts.} The number of units in this
category are divided by the total number of housing units in the
CPA. The housing units included correspond to the definition of
assisted units for the orlglnal Falr Share computatlon

Other Assisted gg;ts--The percentage of other assisted units in the
CPA. The number of units in this category are divided by the total
number of units in -the CPA. The housing programs included are
noted in the discussion of data sources.

Rent Measure--The percentage dlfference between the CPA average
rent and the average rent for | all CPAs (county or city as

~applicable). If the CPA rent. is mlgher than the average rent, the

percentage difference is subtracted, if it 1is 1lower, the
percentage difference is. added. | |

House Price Measure--The percentage difference between the CPA
median sales price and the average of the median sales prlces for
all CPAs (county or city as applzcable) If the CPA sale price is
higher than the CPA average, ‘the percentage difference is
subtracted; if it is lower, the percentage difference is added.

AFDGC Measure--The percentage of households in the CPA receiving
AFDC. The number of AFDC cases in the CPA is divided by the number
of housing units in the CPA. (The number of housing units is an
approximation of the number of households o)

cut-Off Crjteria--The minimum score for meeting Fair Share. The
average CPA score (county or city as applicable) is used; however,
higher or lower numbers could be chosen depending on policy
objectives. S ‘ ,

DDITIONAL UNITS' TQ ‘ME!

‘The number of additional a551Sted units needed has been calculated

for all CPAs that have Fair Sﬁare scores below the cut-off
criteria. The formula is shown at|the bottom of the second table.
The formula assumes that the rent,| housing price, AFDC, and other
assisted housing measures remain the same and that the only number
that can change is the number of SHRA* units.

(23]



ASSIS HOU G

To compile a comprehensive list of assisted. housing units, the
Consultant started with the list of units used for the initial Fair
Share calculations. For each (CPA) that 1list identified units:
owned by SHRA by as well as other units with long-term subsidies,
such as project-specific Section 8. The Consultant updated that
list to include new SHRA projects as well as units subsidized by
other federal, state and local progranms. The two housing inventory
tables show the distribution of units included by program for each
CPA. The first columns (SHRA and Federal) represent the programs
that were considered in the original Fair Share formula. For both
the city and county the Sec.8 voucher program accounts for the
hzghest percentage of un;ts, 33 percent and 29 percent. Some
important points to keep in mind about the assisted hou51ng units
include the following:

o0 Housing units for the elderly (over 3,000) are not anluded&m
in the measure although the preliminary analysis did consider”
these units, The original Fair Share plan also focused on
famlly units, excluding. elderly projects.

-} For the SHRA and CHFA bond programs only 20 percent of the
units at a project are included since the income restrictions
apply to these units only.

o Information on Section 8 voucher units was available by zip
code only. Most were easily converted to the applicable CPA;
however, without specific addresses or census tracts the
Section 8 voucher data cannot be used to calculate a Fair '
Share score for neighborhood areas within a CPA.

ING PRIC

The housing price data used in the Fair Share formula is based on
Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data compiled by the Sacramento
Association of Realtors. Each month the median sales price for
Class I Residential (single-family detached) is calculated by zone.
The map shows how Sacramento County is divided into eleven
different zones for MLS data. The median price figures for June
1990, which are shown below, were used in the formula. :

{au]
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|
It should be noted that for two CPAs (Land Park and East Broadway)
two areas overlap the CPA boundaries. The prices for the two
overlapping areas are averaged.
. ; i
|
RENT DATA |
t

The rent data is from Coldwell ﬁanker's "Sacramento Area Multi-
Family Vacancy/Rental Survey, Second Quarter 1990." Each quarter
Coldwell Banker collects rental and vacancy information from owners
and property managers representing approximately 20,000 to 25,000
rental units. The data is collected using a mail-in survey form. -
About 400 questionnaires are sent out, with about 95 percent
returned. The survey includes projects with eight or more units.
Projects are classified into three different categories as follows:
3 b
uilding: ' Best location, highest quality
construction,high amenities, average rent ranges.

.Type B_ Building: Excellent location, medium quallty

construction,average amenlties, low rent ranges.

Type ¢ Building: Lesser location, low quality construction,
none or limited amenltles, low rent ranges. ,

The quarterly survey presents average rents by building type and
unit type (1BD/1BA, 2BD/1BA, etc.) for nine different areas of
Sacramento County. For the Falr Share formula, the Consultant
averaged the rent data for all Type B and Type C two bedroom units
(2BD/1BA, 2BD/1.5BA, 2BD/2BA) for each area. The average rents by
area are shown below. The numbers; in parentheses denote the areas
on the Coldwell Banker map. ‘
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Citrus Heights-Orange (2)
Carmichael (3)

North Highlands-Antelope (4)
Natomas (5)

Arden-Arcade (6)
Downtown-Midtown (7)

Rancho Cordova-Rosemont (8)
South Sacramento (9)
Greenhaven-Pocket (10)

AFDC DATA

No.of Units
1,385

876

1,108

1,434

1,839

191

744

871

757

Rent .
$552
484
479
512
479
434
527
481
523

The Human Services Information System (HSIS) data base, sponsored
by the Community Services Planning Council, provides information

on public assistance caseload by Community Planning Area.

HSIS

obtains caseload information from the Sacramento County Department
of Social Services identifying cases by zip code.

the data to Community Planning Area.

HSIS converts

For the Fair share formula, the Consultant used the most recent
data available (January 1990) for AFDC-FG cases, or Aid to Families

with Dependent Children-Family Groups.
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EXPLANATORY NOTES
FAIR SHARE SCORES

|
The following il a list of pointn to rensmber vhen using Pazr Share
scores: : 1 .

o The final step in calculating th. scores was to convert them to
a 100% scale, with the highest scora to equal 1008, The basic
formula for the conversion ias to dividc each scors by ths highest.

o Negativa CPA scores were changod to zero; however, the actual
scores wers used to calculate the number of additional assisted
units needed to meet Palr Share.

o The Fair Share scoring has hgen separate for city CPAs and
unincorporated county CPAs. In| the mcoring, county CPAs are

- comparad to othar county CPFAs, whils city CPAs are compared to city .

CPAs. As a result, the scornn*hnv. different wmeanings. For
example, the cut-off critaria are substantially differant (50.5%
for tha city and 20.0% for the county)

o Calculation of two of thn n.anuron in the formula can also
differ for city and county if the averages for the city and county
are not the same. The House Price Msasurs differs because the
meagurae 1s the percentage differsnce batween tha CPA madian sales
price and the average of the nedian sales prices for all CPaAs
(county or city as applicable). For example, the city average is
$136,055 while the county average is $161,244. The Rent Measurs
can also vary for the same rséason; howaver with the current data
the average rents are virtually the same ($499 and $500).

1

h 4
. |
o
: |
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READOWIEW.
SUTHEAST SACTO
BOUTH SACTO-CILTY
OOWNTOM

YOATH CACRAMENTO
EAST BROADMAY

AVIRAQE

SOUTH NATORAS
LAND PARE:

EAST SACRANENTO
POCKET

“oCorRvOemceee ®eRrosoAUONDEOOs

TOTAL

{1) daditional essleted housing Units neaded to met the Fair Share formula.

a.0
. 2.3
an?
(I8.8)

8 COWRAIITY PLANNLING AREM

CITY OF SAGRANENTO
PAIR BuARE SCORRS

canceas aaetssLencsbersvvanm L R L T P T R PR TN

Exiating Aacitianol

Neat
Norsel { ted Felr  Aselsted
Scare thare Units

100, 0% Yoo 1,087
91.6% Yoo "7
03.5% Yol ™
59.2% L) 1,148
55.4% (] ]
‘$8.1% Yes ™0

50.5¢8
46.1% [ ] s
3.2 ] t, 008
n.n Neo 3
.00 Ve 72
7,564

AFFOIDABLE NOUSING UMITR

Unita
Te Pase(i)

2r
182
&n

3,302

4,262

Future
Unmet Vet

-------- LL TR LI EL LR R L L Y R L L Y P Y P LY Y R T

Noac(2) Need(3)
3,358 3n
1,767 MR
4,09 (Y44
5.5'0 6"
65,2 m
5,909 616
‘g"" 589'
5,356 537
4,11 558
T.323 37

53,543 .37

(2) Current Urmet Need 1s CPA‘e share of vary lov e lew Incems Rouseholds fa 19609 e

nbtracted (9,820).

(3) Zuture Uremt Weed {a €M7 gharo of 1996 reu housing untts naedes by very low and Low
fncome hounsholds 83 astiseted by $ACOR (9,312).
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Assisted Units

" CITY OF salcmisuro

FAIR SHARE CALCULATIONS

Cut-off Criteris:

Meet
Score Fair
Share

Yes
Yes

30.7%:

Nousing I zAvoragJ Rent  Median House Price AFDC Cases
Units SHRA* Other Rent variation Price™ Variation Number Percent
, ) CPA Units
€ G K M ]
South ﬁatomls(9) 13,501 67 0.5% 808 6.0% 512 7.0 119,900 -11.9% 951 7.0%
North Sacramento 21,255 450 2.1% 258 1.2% - 479 0.1X 119,900 -11.9% 3,546 16.7X
Downtown 18,459 518 2.8% 647 3.5X 434 -9.3% 150,700 10.8% 920 5.0%
Land Park 14,851 778 5.2% 248 1.8% 481 0.5% 148,000 8.8% 1,40 9.7%
Pocket 17,612 32 0.2%- 140 0.8% 523 | 9.3% 192,000 411X 329 1.9%
Meadowv i ew 10,304 31 7.1 356 3.5% 481 | 0.5% 104,000 -23.6% 1,510 14.7%
East Sacramento 15,473 1 0.0 340 2.3% 434 -9.3% 150,700 10.8% 575 3.7x.
East Broaduév} 17,043 186 2.3%. 430 2.4X 481 0.5% 135,350 -0.5% 2,983 17.5%
Southeast Sacto 5,530 345 6.2 2 4.9% 48t 0.5% 120,000 -11.8% 669 12.1%
South Sacto-City 13,010 154 1.2% 5a3 4.5% 481 0.5% 120,000 -11.8% 1,543 11.9%
Total 147,038 3,454 4,102 144 136,055 14,466
= Weight
L23  SHRA* Units: 30%
Note: Section 8 voucher units are included in 124 Ot?or Assisted Units 40%
assisted units. . L2% Rents 15%
128 no-.:-ing Price 5%
L27 10%

**For Land Park and East Broadusy the house price figures are thoi

AF?C Cases
|

average of two Muitiple Listing Service areas that the CPAs wort;ap;

FAIR SHARE FORMULA: t(emszsmcv'ts:;memﬂ.szn-(Lmsza)«(msznmo
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
FAIR SHARE CALCULATICNS

Units
Housing . Assisted Units . Rent Price AFDC Meet Needed
Units SHRA* Other . VvariationvariationPercent Score Fair ' To
‘ CPA Units Share Meet
E G J L N Q P Q R

s T L Lk L LT T T T T A S

South. Natomas(9) 13,501 67 0.5% 808 6.0% 7.0%  -11.9% 7.0% 28.0X No - 1.44% 127
North Sacramento 21,255 450  2.1X 258 1.2% 0.1X -11.9% 16.7X 33.7X Yes

Downtown 18,459 518 2.8% &7 3.5%  -9.3%  10.8% S5.0%  36.0X Yes

Land Park 1,851 778 - 5.2% 268 1.8%  0.5%  B.8% 9.7% 27.5% No  6.33% 162
Pocket 17612 32 0.2% 140 0.8%  9.3%  41.1X 1.9% -28.8% Mo  20.06% 3,502
Meadowview 10,306 731. 7.1% 356 3.5%  0.5% -25.6% 14.7%  60.8% Yes

East Sacrament. 15,473 ! 0.0% 360 2.3% -9.3% 10.8% 3.7% 21.7% No  3.058 471
East Broadway 17,043 386 . 2.3% 410 2.4X  0.5%  -0.5% 17.5%  33.5% Yes
Southeast Sacto 5,530 345 . 6.2% 272 4.9%  0.5% -11.8% 12.1%  S5.7X Yes

South Sacto-City 13,010 156 1.2X 583  4.5%  0.5% -11.8% 11.9% = 38.6% Yes

Total 147,038 3,464 4,102
Weight
} L23  SHRA" Units 30%
Note: Section 8 voucher units are 126 Other Assisted 40%Cut-off Criteris 30.7X
included in assisted units. L25 Rents 15%
L26 Housing Price 5%
L27 AFOC. Cases 10%
CALCULATION OF . .
ADOITIONAL UNITS REQUIRED TO MEET: €0.0308-(GITLS24)+{JI*L825)+(LI"LS26) - (NF*1L$27)) /1323

(Q9-E9)*89

**For Land Park and East: Brosdway the house price figures are the
average of two Multiple Listing Service areas that the CPAs overlap.
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ASSISTED HOUSING INVERNTORY

(with 20% of SHRA bond and CKFA]

Transitional Total
Ptanning ‘ SRHA CHEA Dms'ity Tax Housing Section 8 Aggisted
Area Name SHRA Federasl Bomd Bond 23&/FHA. !mi Credit (# Units) Vouchers Mod Rehab Units
........................ ..................-..-..-...........-..T..-........................-.........-.--......-....
SOUTH NATOMAS 21 48 642 0 0 \0 0 25 116 25 875
NORTH SACRAMENTO 160 290 1] 0 0 ‘0 o] 25 33 708
DOWNTOWN Bs 2 0 8 204 ]o 201 3 222 4 1,165
LAND PARK 778 0 0 0 0 llo 1] 0 268 1,068
.............................................. [emeeeemesesesesesesasasiioonoedtt et e caaaes
POCKET 0 32 105 0 0 ? 0 0 3% 1 172
 emeeseceeeceese erremsaamesascecnanscanns sewesepessesasasnensaanionn ceronn meseseststatacacananacnes
MEADOWVIEW %% 437 0 0 ‘0 ? 0 0 353 3 1,087
...................... B R e RRRGRARLELCEELCERLCL ARt
.EAST SACTO o1 0. 0 0 300 ? 0 0 &0 361
ceniwtececoconansnne EE T TR F R PR T R T o--T--.--.---o--.---. ----------------------------------
EAST BROADWAY 160 226 0 0 0 ? 0 1 376 33 796
o----;---q-.---.--...-.---------q--.'—,.--.--..-.‘ ...................................................
SOUTHEAST SACTO 122 23 0 0 1] 0' ane 617
.......................... R B RARGIIROEE
SQUTH. SACTO-CITY s¢ 97 0 0 0 or 543 739
) i
TOTALS 1,431 1,833 767 8 504 q 201 59 2,517 &6 7,566
PERCENTAGE 21.6X 24.2% ?.9% 0.1% 6.7X 0.0% 2.7% 0.8% 33.3x 0.9%  100.0%
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