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The order of the words in the title - regional planning housing and infill makes it clear that this is program is to be based on regional planning.  Regional planning has primarily been about transportation.  The transportation – housing infill connection has been established through recent regional transportation planning which has identified the need for increased infill development – mostly housing in key locations where we are making major transportation investments in order to reduce the number of vehicle trips associated with new development and thereby reduce congestion and to do this through infill which reduces the lengths of trips and also reduces the impact on conversion of current farmland or land containing important natural resources.  

The goal is to offer incentives to cities to plan and build more high density housing in key infill locations which support regional housing transportation and environmental goals.  The housing value is to generate housing that would not otherwise be provided, 

The identification of these key locations to accomplish these goals has become known as a “Regional Blueprint. They have been started in  areas representing 95% of the state’s population.  They were started because local officials in these regions preparing long range transportation plans concluded in all four of the state’s largest regions – SF, LA, SD and Sacramento that unless we changed our land use patterns we would have unacceptable congestion and use up too much of our remaining open space.  Moreover they consistently found that local governments and all stakeholders including neighborhood groups, business, development, environmental, affordable housing and other stakeholders supported the alternative of more intensive development in key locations and more preservation of natural resources in order to reduce vehicle trips and congestion.

These blueprints represent the first meaningful effort in this state to try to identify where the best locations for such development is and some of them have also quantified the potential benefit and our fundamental recommendation is to use these funds to incentivize local governments to take actions to implement these blueprints.

The planning agencies and stakeholders in each region can analyze the different project proposals to evaluate the impact that each proposed project would have and how the region would benefit 

The benefits are not just for the city which proposes the development as in fact they could be viewed as relieving their neighbors of a burden of producing more housing since this type of development is so difficult and leads to the frustration of local governments with RHNA which rather than offering incentives for housing production presents it as a command without any rewards.  These funds and others including transportation funds and potentially park funds offer incentives to local governments to provide more housing. 
For these reasons the key use of these funds should be to offer local governments incentives to implement the recommended regional blueprint infill projects. 
In the Bay Area and San Diego (as you will hear from Gary Gallegos of San Diego) there are already transportation funds which are tied to cities making more development which meets these objectives and finding that the availability of transit funding especially new stations is motivating more suburban communities to take action to build more housing.  This includes those cities  that have always resisted being assigned housing under the RHNA process  these actions benefit all of the cities in a region – often to a greater extent than the city receiving the funds.  
This is one reason to have a regional project ranking process to select the best projects that provide the greatest overall benefit within the state housing criteria.  

An essential element is to make sure that each part of the state has a designated amount of these funds that corresponds to its relative share of the need for new housing.  It is also the fairest approach because every part of the state – including rural areas does have a need for more housing and should get funding in proportion to that need to assist it in incentivizing its cities and counties to provide for that housing.

We think it is unrealistic to compare projects in different regions of the state and that projects should be compared through a process in each region involving all of the relevant stakeholders to determine which ones have the maximum overall difference making benefit.

It is acknowledged that all of the minimum conditions that HCD sets forth must eventually be met.  However, the blueprints go beyond current general plans.  General plan and housing element updates should be a condition of receiving funds together with starting the projects and not a condition up front. Similarly those cities that have not done well in the past should be equally eligible since we are trying to incentivize housing that would otherwise not occur.

Affordability to low and moderate income households cannot be universally required.  Most affordable housing projects will require subsidies beyond what this infrastructure funding can provide.  In some places the market fully supports high density projects so only those that offer affordability give us something that would not otherwise occur.  However, in many other locations any high density housing would be a significant improvement and it may be infeasible to insist upon an affordability element.  Clearly the affordable housing is the most needed and difficult to provide and would be favored in the regional project evaluation process.  

This funding together with other possible incentive funds including transportation and park funds represent a significant new opportunity to change our land use patterns.  Without using this funding to incentivize blueprint implementation we are not likely to see any changes from the longstanding patterns of development that have generally failed to meet housing needs, and resulted in ever increasing congestion and sprawl.  

We will be developing language for legislation that builds upon the technical requirements developed in the HCD proposal.  We will also incorporate appropriate performance objectives and measurements (which may vary by size and economic and environmental circumstances of each region) to set goals for each area and evaluate our progress in meeting the goals of the regional blueprint program.
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