
Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) Committee 
List of Public Comments 

Received before 5pm on Tuesday, November 10, 2026 
 

 Date Sender Name Organization Subject Matter 

Agenda Item 3 - Overview of 6th Cycle RHNA Methodology: Transit Accessibility   

1. 11/09/2026 Rick Cline   Email thread detailing 191 emails sent to City Clerks of all SCAG 
jurisdictions. The email and attachment urge respective Mayors, 
Councilmembers and City Managers to contact RHNA 
subcommittee rep requesting the addition of two more 
alternatives to SCAG's formal Objection response. 

2. 11/09/2026 Rick Cline  He believes the two additional alternatives they submitted on 
November 2 also merit consideration. He urges each 
Subcommittee member to ask staff to replicate and document 
both alternatives and to support including both alongside the 
October 26 alternative in SCAG’s formal objection. 

3. 11/12/2026 Michael Hitz  Explains one of the concerns that the City of Chino had during the 
last cycle was how HQTA were utilized in relation to how many 
units were assigned to each agency. Wants to understand when 
the determination for each city will be made as it relates to 
HQTA's, presuming that the RHNA Subcommittee agrees with their 
assessment on how the existence and/or future existence HQTA's 
should be utilized in the methodology for determining each 
jurisdiction RHNA. 

4. 11/10/26 Linh Doa City of Westminster  City of Westminster: Support for Appeal of HCD's 7th Cycle 
Regional Housing Need Determination. 

5. 11/10/26 Brianna Hemsley on behalf of 
Mayor Jeremy Smith 

City of Canyon Lake 
 

Mayor Jeremy Smith requesting that SCAG include both 
alternatives presented in Rick and Richard Cline's November 6, 
2026, briefing alongside the cost-burden objection approved by 
the Regional Council on November 5, 2026. 

6. 11/10/26 Jan Pye City of Desert Hot Spring Requesting that SCAG include both alternatives presented in Rick 
and Richard Cline's November 6, 2026, briefing alongside the cost-
burden objection approved by the Regional Council on November 
5, 2026. 

7. 11/10/26 Marika A. Poynter City of Irvine The City of Irvine understands the inclusion of transit accessibility 
in the development of the 6th Cycle RHNA methodology; however, 
the City has repeatedly expressed concern with the reliance and 
use of a 2045 or future transit network. Throughout the 6th Cycle 



RHNA process, the City of Irvine expressed written and verbal 
disagreement with the inclusion of High-Quality Transit Area 
(HQTA) stops associated with Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes that 
are hypothetical, conceptual in design, and deemed infeasible by 
the local County Transportation Commission. 
 

 



This Message Is From an External Sender
EXTERNAL: This email message was sent from outside our organization. Proceed with caution when
opening links or attachments. Submit as spam if you are not sure it is safe.

Report Suspicious

From: Rick Cline
To: ePublic Comment Group; Maggie Aguilar
Cc: Richard Cline
Subject: Fwd: Contact your SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Representatives: Add 2 Objection Alternatives
Date: Monday, November 9, 2026 8:49:47 AM
Attachments: SCAG Objection Alternatives v4.pptx

Maggie,

Good morning again.

Below is one of 191 emails that were sent to City Clerks of all SCAG jurisdictions.  The
original email, contained the attached briefing as well as the below narrative. In that email, we
are urging their respective Mayors, Council Members, even City Managers to contact their
representatives on the RHNA Subcommittee to request the addition of two more alternatives
to SCAG's formal Objection response.  We highlight that the proposed Objection is a sham,
since that alternative was already rejected by HCD. By contrast, our proposed alternatives
appear to satisfy the State’s burden for filing; while at the same time are easily reproducible
because they use the same data and methods used by HCD and SCAG.

Respectfully and Semper Fi,

Rick Cline
714-932-6857

Begin forwarded message:

From: City Clerk <cclerk@bellflower.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Contact your SCAG RHNA Subcommittee
Representatives: Add 2 Objection Alternatives
Date: November 9, 2026 at 07:39:24 PST
To: Richard Cline <rich.cline89@gmail.com>
Cc: Rick Cline <richard.g.cline@gmail.com>, City Clerk
<cclerk@bellflower.ca.gov>

Good Morning:
 
This is to confirm receipt of your email below, which will be forwarded to the City
Council.
 

https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/CbPtVw!N01YCsMVjfnTkfMMoDtH0r4ljrQQXNCfkxlxL6ICHE0LRKn6lLsgOHr4vtr6eeu8kkNaAqylspcZf5eo1E9tZgPKBa5OsxeTYVy1CfeG3g$
https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/CbPtVw!N01YCsMVjfnTkfMMoDtH0r4ljrQQXNCfkxlxL6ICHE0LRKn6lLsgOHr4vtr6eeu8kkNaAqylspcZf5eo1E9tZgPKBa5OsxeTYVy1CfeG3g$
mailto:richard.g.cline@gmail.com
mailto:ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov
mailto:aguilarm@scag.ca.gov
mailto:rich.cline89@gmail.com









SCAG Needs RHND Objection Alternatives Beyond
the Original Staff Proposal

Kevin Kane’s Lower-income Cost-burden Adjustment Was Already Rejected by HCD*

November 6, 2026

Rick Cline and Richard Cline

*p.32, 26 October 2026 SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Agenda Full Packet





We present a case for public review and challenge of the assumptions that set housing-planning obligations. The concern is whether the selected inputs and transformations credibly represent existing and projected housing need, and whether local governments can examine the basis for obligations imposed on their communities.



The argument proceeds from documented errors and revisions to specific potential weaknesses in current inputs and methods. A plausible defect warrants examination before its complete numerical effect has been calculated. We seek public validation, accountable review and approval of consequential SCAG submissions, and supported sensitivity analysis. The following evidence identifies what can be checked now and what remains to be established.



SOURCES

S9: SCAG, RHNA overview and seventh-cycle planning

https://www.scag.ca.gov/rhna





2 Additional Public-based Concepts have merit relative to Objection submittal

On October 26, the RHNA Subcommittee recommended a lower-income cost-burden adjustment. Its proposed regional total is 1,081,926 units.

11/6/26

2

We ask SCAG to replicate the tenure and 2033 projection scenarios, and to include these alternatives with the lower-income cost-burden alternative in their Objection Filing

		Public proposal		What we compare		Regional total

		Observed tenure alternative		Compare SCAG owners with U.S. owners and renters with renters, using 2024 data.		1,101,483

		2033 scenario		Project those regional and national rates to the middle of the planning period.		945,720







The October 26 subcommittee recommended replacing HCD lines 11 and 12 with 226,803 net cost-burden units for lower-income households. Staff also presented a second option to remove the cost-burden adjustment entirely, yielding 855,123. The November 5 packet sets out the action requested of the Regional Council.

HCD replicated the lower-income calculation during consultation and selected a different approach for its determination. These slides use the documented recommendation as the comparator. The two public proposals combine crowding and cost burden using annual ACS inputs; the five-year cost-burden-only case S2C5 is a distinct analysis.

SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17

SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.
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Justification for Adding Tenure Stratification and moving the Thresholds from 2024 to 2033

Economists and urban planners recognize the disparity between owners and renters with respect to Vacancy, overcrowding and cost-burdened rates

SCAG has a larger share of renters and higher cost-burden rates than U.S. Renters. HCD’s pooled comparison counts part of that difference in housing tenure as additional need.

HCD inserted tenure into the vacancy adjustments… but did not insert tenure into the interrelated Overcrowding and cost-burdened adjustments

TO suggest that no housing gains have been made since the inception of 65584, or that national metrics have also not changed is naive

Historical Trends for overcrowding and cost-burden rates can be extrapolated to forecasts—with as much precision as population and household forecasts

HCD uses observed 2024 rates to measure determination. 

Choosing threshold values tied to 2024, when 7th cycle window opens in 2029, fail to capture progress made between 2024 and 2037, when the window closes.



11/6/26
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We ask SCAG to object under §65584.01(c)(2)(B) because comparing like households better measures the regional difference and a 2033 projection captures progress otherwise lost

The Tenure Issue

The Threshold Application Date Issue





Government Code §65584.01(b)(1)(C), (E), (H), (b)(3), (c)(2)(B), and (c)(3). Authenticated text in the October 26 RHNA packet, pp. 60–61: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RHNA102626fullpacket_0.pdf#page=60



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

The code calls for percentages of households experiencing each condition in the region and the nation. A tenure-specific comparison preserves that regional and national comparison while controlling for different shares of owners and renters. Section (b)(1)(E) separately specifies a minimum healthy rental vacancy rate.



Our objection concerns the reasonableness of converting a pooled prevalence gap into additional units. After holding the DOF household multiplier constant, tenure composition accounts for all 33,984 units of the annual gross overcrowding reduction and 221,597 units of the gross cost-burden reduction. The remaining 2,686 units arise from the weight convention. See Tenure_Breakdown.csv.



The statute specifies a cost-burden threshold of more than 30% of income. The reference year for observed prevalence is a separate choice. The package provides two short holdout years. Section (c)(3) requires documentation of the alternative’s basis.



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.
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Approach to Generating Alternative Needs



11/6/26
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HCD data unchanged

HCD data unchanged



Used the same methods and sources

as described in Items #10, #11, and #12

in the Draft RHND. We apply the same Tenure parsing

of the “Explanations and Data Sources” contained 

method as described in Item #9, Vacancy Adjustment, to

accomplish Tenure parsing for both the Overcrowding

and Cost-Burdened Adjustments.

¹ fixed value was retained in all public options, and was carried  in all subsequent calculations

1





HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



HCD note 9 provides a precedent for distinguishing tenure in vacancy estimates. Notes 10 and 11 compare regional and national prevalence. The public alternative calculates the SCAG-minus-U.S. gap within each tenure and applies 2024 annual SCAG occupied-household weights to the DOF total. Negative gaps floor at zero separately. No floor changes the observed results.



HCD note 12 attributes 259,849 units to DOF’s analysis of 2024 one-year ACS PUMS households experiencing both conditions. The model carries that published count forward, capped at the smaller gross adjustment. Neither cap binds. It does not independently re-estimate the overlap by tenure or project the joint count to 2033. A deduction 10,000 units smaller would raise the total by 10,000, all else fixed.



The published arithmetic is 456,723 + 398,400 + 764,476 − 259,849 = 1,359,750. All quantities in the table are contributions to the regional determination.
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HOW THE TENURE MIX CHANGES THE 2024 RATE GAPS

Owners account for 53.18% of SCAG’s occupied households and renters for 46.82%. We use those shares to weight the two gaps.













Of the 224,283-unit drop in gross cost burden, 221,597 comes from the difference in tenure mix. The choice of household weights accounts for the remaining 2,686.

11/6/26

5

The observed tenure alternative yields 1,101,483 units:  258,267 below HCD’s total

		SCAG rate minus U.S. rate		All households		Owners		Renters

		Overcrowding		6.1 points		3.3 points1		8.2 points

		Cost burden (>30% of income)		11.7 points		10.4 points1		5.9 points1



¹ Each of these tenure-parsed rates is lower than the composite rate, when comparing owner-to-owner, and renter-to-renter





HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



Annual 2024 ACS. The occupied-unit weights come from 3,405,190 SCAG owner households out of 6,402,715 occupied units. We apply these shares to the 6,514,134 DOF household total. Published crowding uses >1 occupant per room and strict cost burden uses B25140, more than 30%. The table gives percentage-point gaps rounded to one decimal for display. Calculations use unrounded rates.



Gross overcrowding 364,416 and gross cost burden 540,193 are the S2C2 and S2C4 components. The combined scenario is 456,723 + 364,416 + 540,193 − 259,849 = 1,101,483. Net cost burden is 280,344. This is a combined annual scenario, distinct from the five-year cost-burden-only S2C5 total of 1,165,213.



Tenure_Breakdown.csv decomposes the 224,283-unit gross cost-burden reduction into 221,597 from the change in composition and 2,686 from using occupied-household shares instead of shares among households with a calculable cost ratio.
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EFFECT OF PROJECTING THE RATE GAPS TO 2033

11/6/26

6

We use exponential trends in annual SCAG and U.S. rates by tenure. The historical cost-burden series includes households spending exactly 30% of income on housing.













The fitted trends predicted the SCAG–U.S. gaps better than holding rates flat over two test years. 

With the same cutoff, the forecast reduces the modeled total by 158,278 units. Both cases retain the 2024 overlap deduction of 259,849

		Annual tenure case		Cost-burden cutoff		Combined RHND

		Observed 2024 · chart 5		More than 30%		1,101,483

		Observed 2024 · same cutoff as 2033		At least 30%		1,103,998

		Projected 2033		At least 30%		945,720







SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

Government Code §65584.01(b)(1)(C), (E), (H), (b)(3), (c)(2)(B), and (c)(3). Authenticated text in the October 26 RHNA packet, pp. 60–61: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RHNA102626fullpacket_0.pdf#page=60



The 2033 values use exponential fits to separate annual SCAG and U.S. rates by tenure: log(rate) regressed on calendar year. The annual series has ten observations in 2015–2025, excluding 2020. These results use the annual 2033 forecast, not a five-year period ending in 2033. The occupied-household weights and DOF household total are held fixed. HOA-fee treatment creates an additional break in the owner-cost series in 2024.

S3C2 and S3C4 give gross overcrowding 332,132 and gross cost burden 416,714. The arithmetic is 456,723 + 332,132 + 416,714 − 259,849 = 945,720. Net cost burden is 156,865. A lower projected SCAG–U.S. gap can also reflect changes in the U.S. benchmark.



The difference between 1,101,483 and 945,720 is 155,763 units. Switching the 2024 cost definition from >30% to ≥30% adds 2,515 units. At the same ≥30% definition, the 2024 calculation is 456,723 + 364,416 + 542,708 − 259,849 = 1,103,998. Its difference from 945,720 is 158,278. The statute specifies more than 30%; a formal forecast alternative should document a comparable strict-threshold series and justify the future rate for existing need.



Forecast_Gap_Backtest.csv: all four annual regional-minus-national gap cases beat a flat comparator over two held-out years, 2024 and 2025. All four five-year gap cases did worse. These tests do not measure eight-year accuracy against population forecasts.
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REGIONAL TOTALS FOR THE COUNCIL TO COMPARE

¹ SCAG excluded overcrowded households before calculating 226,803. Each total includes 456,723 units from the other components.

2 this option was not included in the vote to File an Objection to the HCD determination 

3 this option used the 2024 reference dates, like the HCD and SCAG calculations 

We request the Council compare the observed tenure and lower-income alternatives for inclusion in SCAG’s objection. 

11/6/26
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		Regional case		Overcrowding		Gross cost
burden		Overlap
deduction		Net cost
burden		Total RHND

		HCD determination		398,400		764,476		−259,849		504,627		1,359,750

		SCAG lower-income only		398,400		—		Included¹		226,803		1,081,926

		SCAG removal option2		398,400		—		—		0		855,123

		Public · Parsed by Tenure3		364,416		540,193		−259,849		280,344		1,101,483

		Public · projected 2033		332,132		416,714		−259,849		156,865		945,720







SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



The October 26 subcommittee recommended the lower-income method. HCD replicated it during consultation but adopted the all-household method in the October 15 determination. The recommendation went forward for Regional Council consideration on November 5. The full removal option was also considered by staff; the subcommittee recommended lower-income only.



SCAG used raw Census microdata, excluded households counted through overcrowding, and compared the remaining lower-income cost burden in the region with the national level. The 226,803 consists of 80,942 very-low-income and 145,861 low-income units. The dash in the gross column means SCAG calculates the net replacement directly. A second deduction would understate the result.



We ask for publication of the gross adjustments, overlap treatment, net adjustments, and rationale. The table places the official HCD determination, documented staff proposals and the two public alternatives on the same scale.
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End
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ATTACHMENT 2
HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION:
Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG): June 30, 2029 through October 15, 2037

Methodology

Southern California Association of Governments:

June 30, 2029 - October 15, 2037 (8 Years) HCD Determined

Population, Households, & Housing Need

Ref. No.| Steps Taken to Calculate Regional Housing Need Amount
1 Population: DOF 6/30/2037 Projection Adjusted 3.5 months to 18,792,495
10/15/2037
2 - Group Quarters Population: DOF 6/30/2037 Projection (394,638)
Adjusted 3.5 months to 10/15/2037
3 = Preliminary Household (HH) Population: 10/15/2037 18,397,857
5 Preliminary Projected Households (Occupied Unit Stock) 6,888,555
7 |+ Projected Apartment Style Student Households 708
\ 8 Total Projected Households 6,889,263
9 | + Vacancy Adjustment for Existing Households 16,275
+ Vacancy Adjustment for Projected Households 131,589
10 | + Overcrowding Adjustment 398,400
11 | + Cost-burden Adjustment 764,476
12 | - Adjustment to account for HHs that experience both (259,849)
overcrowding and cost-burden
13 | + Replacement Adjustment Demolitions 6,889
14| + Jobs Housing Relationship Adjustment 9,467
16 | + Homelessness Adjustment 38,646
16 | + State of Emergency Adjustment 8,056
17 | - Occupied Units (HHs) estimated projected June 30, 2029 (6,643,462)
18 | Preliminary Regional Housing Need 1,359,750
19 | + Replacement Adjustment Seasonal, Recreational, and 0
Occasional Use
20 |+ Feasible Jobs/Housing Balance Adjustment 0
Total | 7" Cycle Regional Housing Need Determination (RHND) 1,359,750
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Sincerely,
 
Mayra Ochiqui
City Clerk
City Clerk's Office
(562) 804-1424 x2272
mochiqui@bellflower.ca.gov
16600 Civic Center Drive
Bellflower, CA, 90706
www.bellflower.ca.gov

From: Richard Cline <rich.cline89@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2026 4:20 PM
Cc: Rick Cline <richard.g.cline@gmail.com>
Subject: Contact your SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Representatives: Add 2 Objection
Alternatives

 
Attention City Clerk

Please forward the letter below to your mayor and every member of your
council.

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

In less than one year, your city will receive a share of the planned 1,359,750
housing units for which the state has required the Southern California Region
to bear. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is
planning to formally object to HCD’s (California State Department of
Housing and Community Development) draft housing determination—due to
HCD by 14 November 2026.

The SCAG objection is based on staff’s (Kevin Kane, PhD) proposal limiting
the cost-burden adjustment to very-low- and low-income household
populations. That objection focuses on households where affordable
housing programs are designed to serve—the idea has real merit. However in
SCAG staff reports, including Kane’s own words—HCD rejected this
proposal during the consultation period prior to release of the draft
determination on 15 October 2026.

As members of the public, engaged in this process for over 2-years, we have
developed two distinct alternatives that we believe satisfy the CA Code
defining the criteria for filing an objection (see attached PPTX charts).

tel:(562)%20804-1424%20x2272
mailto:mochiqui@bellflower.ca.gov
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://bellflower.ca.gov/__;!!CbPtVw!-aQsMukBFy-Z2I5zUdfjEcHk_K-Ds8dQ-YI4zIY6LdkboAwPCg3QbBDkgX8In4QW-L7DAIOuivtLwMutGSOOnksdi43u7CNVFQ$


Further, these two alternatives rely on data that was pulled by HCD and
SCAG in the development of the original determination; and uses the same
methods that HCD and SCAG applied in similar adjustments.

— Our first alternative uses 2024 Census data to compare Southern
California renters with renters nationwide, and homeowners with
homeowners. Of note, a larger share of households rent within SCAG
compared to the national average. The state chose not to use a composite
rate (mixing renters with owners) when considering overcrowding and
housing cost-burden adjustments (despite making the distinction for
vacancy adjustments). Our estimate is 1,101,483 housing units, or ~258,000
less housing units than in HCD’s draft, when we parse by tenure.

— Our second alternative asks whether 2024 conditions are a good guide for
the 2029–2037 planning period (leveraging the same tenure stratification
observed in the first alternative). If recent owner and renter positive trends
continue into 2033, near the midpoint of the planning period, our estimate
requires the SCAG region to plan only for 945,720 housing units. This
alternative requires SCAG staff to project overcrowding and cost-burden
rates through the 2033 time period—not unlike how HCD/SCAG projected
population and household growth through the same period.

Please ask your Los Angeles County representatives on SCAG's Regional
Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee to urge SCAG to present the two
public alternatives alongside its staff proposal in their formal objection to the
HCD.

- Long Beach Councilmember Cindy Allen | district2@longbeach.gov (Long
Beach District 2 office) | (562) 570-2222
- West Hollywood Councilmember Chelsea Byers | cbyers@weho.org | (323)
848-6460 (City Council office)
- Duarte Councilmember Margaret Finlay | fjimenez@cityofduarte.ca.gov (via
Duarte City Clerk Frances Jimenez) | (626) 357-7931 ext. 223 (Finlay's council
office)
- Calabasas Councilmember David J. Shapiro |
dshapiro@cityofcalabasas.com | (818) 224-1602

Respectfully and Semper Fi,
Rick Cline

mailto:district2@longbeach.gov
tel:(562)%20570-2222
mailto:cbyers@weho.org
tel:(323)%20848-6460
tel:(323)%20848-6460
mailto:fjimenez@cityofduarte.ca.gov
tel:(626)%20357-7931
mailto:dshapiro@cityofcalabasas.com
tel:(818)%20224-1602


714-932-6857

tel:(714)%20932-6857










This Message Is From an External Sender
EXTERNAL: This email message was sent from outside our organization. Proceed with caution when
opening links or attachments. Submit as spam if you are not sure it is safe.

Report Suspicious

From: Rick Cline
To: ePublic Comment Group; Maggie Aguilar
Cc: Richard Cline
Subject: Fwd: Objection Filing: 2 Additional Alternatives for Inclusion
Date: Monday, November 9, 2026 8:51:22 AM
Attachments: SCAG Objection Alternatives v4.pptx

Maggie,

Trust things are going well.  I am forwarding you this email that was delivered directly to the
Subcommittee Members’ municipal email addresses.  I included a final version of a briefing
package (a DRAFT was dropped in the ePublic  basket on 2 November 2026).  Again, please
include the PPTX file and associated transmittal letter in the distribution.

Respectfully and Semper Fi,

Rick Cline
714-932-6857

Begin forwarded message:

From: Rick Cline <Richard.g.cline@gmail.com>
Subject: Objection Filing: 2 Additional Alternatives for Inclusion
Date: November 6, 2026 at 09:33:56 PST
Cc: Richard Cline <rich.cline89@gmail.com>

SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Member,

On October 26, the RHNA Subcommittee endorsed one staff-recommended
alternative as the basis for SCAG’s formal objection. We believe the two
additional alternatives we submitted on November 2 also merit consideration.

We developed both alternatives using data sources and methods documented by
HCD and SCAG. We believe SCAG staff can reproduce our calculations and
show how each alternative reduces the regional housing need from the original
HCD number.

We urge each Subcommittee member to ask staff to replicate and document both
alternatives and to support including both alongside the October 26 alternative in
SCAG’s formal objection.

https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/CbPtVw!N01YaqMbY_hycPMMoLtpUriD6dKuwzgHPcstkEYNRAMGTQGIG13gbk8GQACHpuWWk0DoMtFSqOKUcXFgsb91KE05NZz7j51ariX0D91pQA$
https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/CbPtVw!N01YaqMbY_hycPMMoLtpUriD6dKuwzgHPcstkEYNRAMGTQGIG13gbk8GQACHpuWWk0DoMtFSqOKUcXFgsb91KE05NZz7j51ariX0D91pQA$
mailto:richard.g.cline@gmail.com
mailto:ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov
mailto:aguilarm@scag.ca.gov
mailto:rich.cline89@icloud.com
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the Original Staff Proposal

Kevin Kane’s Lower-income Cost-burden Adjustment Was Already Rejected by HCD*

November 6, 2026

Rick Cline and Richard Cline

*p.32, 26 October 2026 SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Agenda Full Packet





We present a case for public review and challenge of the assumptions that set housing-planning obligations. The concern is whether the selected inputs and transformations credibly represent existing and projected housing need, and whether local governments can examine the basis for obligations imposed on their communities.



The argument proceeds from documented errors and revisions to specific potential weaknesses in current inputs and methods. A plausible defect warrants examination before its complete numerical effect has been calculated. We seek public validation, accountable review and approval of consequential SCAG submissions, and supported sensitivity analysis. The following evidence identifies what can be checked now and what remains to be established.



SOURCES

S9: SCAG, RHNA overview and seventh-cycle planning

https://www.scag.ca.gov/rhna





2 Additional Public-based Concepts have merit relative to Objection submittal

On October 26, the RHNA Subcommittee recommended a lower-income cost-burden adjustment. Its proposed regional total is 1,081,926 units.

11/6/26
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We ask SCAG to replicate the tenure and 2033 projection scenarios, and to include these alternatives with the lower-income cost-burden alternative in their Objection Filing

		Public proposal		What we compare		Regional total

		Observed tenure alternative		Compare SCAG owners with U.S. owners and renters with renters, using 2024 data.		1,101,483

		2033 scenario		Project those regional and national rates to the middle of the planning period.		945,720







The October 26 subcommittee recommended replacing HCD lines 11 and 12 with 226,803 net cost-burden units for lower-income households. Staff also presented a second option to remove the cost-burden adjustment entirely, yielding 855,123. The November 5 packet sets out the action requested of the Regional Council.

HCD replicated the lower-income calculation during consultation and selected a different approach for its determination. These slides use the documented recommendation as the comparator. The two public proposals combine crowding and cost burden using annual ACS inputs; the five-year cost-burden-only case S2C5 is a distinct analysis.

SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17

SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.
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Justification for Adding Tenure Stratification and moving the Thresholds from 2024 to 2033

Economists and urban planners recognize the disparity between owners and renters with respect to Vacancy, overcrowding and cost-burdened rates

SCAG has a larger share of renters and higher cost-burden rates than U.S. Renters. HCD’s pooled comparison counts part of that difference in housing tenure as additional need.

HCD inserted tenure into the vacancy adjustments… but did not insert tenure into the interrelated Overcrowding and cost-burdened adjustments

TO suggest that no housing gains have been made since the inception of 65584, or that national metrics have also not changed is naive

Historical Trends for overcrowding and cost-burden rates can be extrapolated to forecasts—with as much precision as population and household forecasts

HCD uses observed 2024 rates to measure determination. 

Choosing threshold values tied to 2024, when 7th cycle window opens in 2029, fail to capture progress made between 2024 and 2037, when the window closes.



11/6/26
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We ask SCAG to object under §65584.01(c)(2)(B) because comparing like households better measures the regional difference and a 2033 projection captures progress otherwise lost

The Tenure Issue

The Threshold Application Date Issue





Government Code §65584.01(b)(1)(C), (E), (H), (b)(3), (c)(2)(B), and (c)(3). Authenticated text in the October 26 RHNA packet, pp. 60–61: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RHNA102626fullpacket_0.pdf#page=60



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

The code calls for percentages of households experiencing each condition in the region and the nation. A tenure-specific comparison preserves that regional and national comparison while controlling for different shares of owners and renters. Section (b)(1)(E) separately specifies a minimum healthy rental vacancy rate.



Our objection concerns the reasonableness of converting a pooled prevalence gap into additional units. After holding the DOF household multiplier constant, tenure composition accounts for all 33,984 units of the annual gross overcrowding reduction and 221,597 units of the gross cost-burden reduction. The remaining 2,686 units arise from the weight convention. See Tenure_Breakdown.csv.



The statute specifies a cost-burden threshold of more than 30% of income. The reference year for observed prevalence is a separate choice. The package provides two short holdout years. Section (c)(3) requires documentation of the alternative’s basis.



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.
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Approach to Generating Alternative Needs



11/6/26
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HCD data unchanged

HCD data unchanged



Used the same methods and sources

as described in Items #10, #11, and #12

in the Draft RHND. We apply the same Tenure parsing

of the “Explanations and Data Sources” contained 

method as described in Item #9, Vacancy Adjustment, to

accomplish Tenure parsing for both the Overcrowding

and Cost-Burdened Adjustments.

¹ fixed value was retained in all public options, and was carried  in all subsequent calculations

1





HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



HCD note 9 provides a precedent for distinguishing tenure in vacancy estimates. Notes 10 and 11 compare regional and national prevalence. The public alternative calculates the SCAG-minus-U.S. gap within each tenure and applies 2024 annual SCAG occupied-household weights to the DOF total. Negative gaps floor at zero separately. No floor changes the observed results.



HCD note 12 attributes 259,849 units to DOF’s analysis of 2024 one-year ACS PUMS households experiencing both conditions. The model carries that published count forward, capped at the smaller gross adjustment. Neither cap binds. It does not independently re-estimate the overlap by tenure or project the joint count to 2033. A deduction 10,000 units smaller would raise the total by 10,000, all else fixed.



The published arithmetic is 456,723 + 398,400 + 764,476 − 259,849 = 1,359,750. All quantities in the table are contributions to the regional determination.
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HOW THE TENURE MIX CHANGES THE 2024 RATE GAPS

Owners account for 53.18% of SCAG’s occupied households and renters for 46.82%. We use those shares to weight the two gaps.













Of the 224,283-unit drop in gross cost burden, 221,597 comes from the difference in tenure mix. The choice of household weights accounts for the remaining 2,686.

11/6/26
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The observed tenure alternative yields 1,101,483 units:  258,267 below HCD’s total

		SCAG rate minus U.S. rate		All households		Owners		Renters

		Overcrowding		6.1 points		3.3 points1		8.2 points

		Cost burden (>30% of income)		11.7 points		10.4 points1		5.9 points1



¹ Each of these tenure-parsed rates is lower than the composite rate, when comparing owner-to-owner, and renter-to-renter





HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17



SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



Annual 2024 ACS. The occupied-unit weights come from 3,405,190 SCAG owner households out of 6,402,715 occupied units. We apply these shares to the 6,514,134 DOF household total. Published crowding uses >1 occupant per room and strict cost burden uses B25140, more than 30%. The table gives percentage-point gaps rounded to one decimal for display. Calculations use unrounded rates.



Gross overcrowding 364,416 and gross cost burden 540,193 are the S2C2 and S2C4 components. The combined scenario is 456,723 + 364,416 + 540,193 − 259,849 = 1,101,483. Net cost burden is 280,344. This is a combined annual scenario, distinct from the five-year cost-burden-only S2C5 total of 1,165,213.



Tenure_Breakdown.csv decomposes the 224,283-unit gross cost-burden reduction into 221,597 from the change in composition and 2,686 from using occupied-household shares instead of shares among households with a calculable cost ratio.
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EFFECT OF PROJECTING THE RATE GAPS TO 2033

11/6/26
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We use exponential trends in annual SCAG and U.S. rates by tenure. The historical cost-burden series includes households spending exactly 30% of income on housing.













The fitted trends predicted the SCAG–U.S. gaps better than holding rates flat over two test years. 

With the same cutoff, the forecast reduces the modeled total by 158,278 units. Both cases retain the 2024 overlap deduction of 259,849

		Annual tenure case		Cost-burden cutoff		Combined RHND

		Observed 2024 · chart 5		More than 30%		1,101,483

		Observed 2024 · same cutoff as 2033		At least 30%		1,103,998

		Projected 2033		At least 30%		945,720







SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

Government Code §65584.01(b)(1)(C), (E), (H), (b)(3), (c)(2)(B), and (c)(3). Authenticated text in the October 26 RHNA packet, pp. 60–61: https://scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RHNA102626fullpacket_0.pdf#page=60



The 2033 values use exponential fits to separate annual SCAG and U.S. rates by tenure: log(rate) regressed on calendar year. The annual series has ten observations in 2015–2025, excluding 2020. These results use the annual 2033 forecast, not a five-year period ending in 2033. The occupied-household weights and DOF household total are held fixed. HOA-fee treatment creates an additional break in the owner-cost series in 2024.

S3C2 and S3C4 give gross overcrowding 332,132 and gross cost burden 416,714. The arithmetic is 456,723 + 332,132 + 416,714 − 259,849 = 945,720. Net cost burden is 156,865. A lower projected SCAG–U.S. gap can also reflect changes in the U.S. benchmark.



The difference between 1,101,483 and 945,720 is 155,763 units. Switching the 2024 cost definition from >30% to ≥30% adds 2,515 units. At the same ≥30% definition, the 2024 calculation is 456,723 + 364,416 + 542,708 − 259,849 = 1,103,998. Its difference from 945,720 is 158,278. The statute specifies more than 30%; a formal forecast alternative should document a comparable strict-threshold series and justify the future rate for existing need.



Forecast_Gap_Backtest.csv: all four annual regional-minus-national gap cases beat a flat comparator over two held-out years, 2024 and 2025. All four five-year gap cases did worse. These tests do not measure eight-year accuracy against population forecasts.
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REGIONAL TOTALS FOR THE COUNCIL TO COMPARE

¹ SCAG excluded overcrowded households before calculating 226,803. Each total includes 456,723 units from the other components.

2 this option was not included in the vote to File an Objection to the HCD determination 

3 this option used the 2024 reference dates, like the HCD and SCAG calculations 

We request the Council compare the observed tenure and lower-income alternatives for inclusion in SCAG’s objection. 

11/6/26
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		Regional case		Overcrowding		Gross cost
burden		Overlap
deduction		Net cost
burden		Total RHND

		HCD determination		398,400		764,476		−259,849		504,627		1,359,750

		SCAG lower-income only		398,400		—		Included¹		226,803		1,081,926

		SCAG removal option2		398,400		—		—		0		855,123

		Public · Parsed by Tenure3		364,416		540,193		−259,849		280,344		1,101,483

		Public · projected 2033		332,132		416,714		−259,849		156,865		945,720







SCAG, November 5, 2026 Regional Council packet, item 1, pp. 10–11 and 15–17: https://www.scag.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2026-10/RC110526fullpacket.pdf#page=17



HCD, October 15, 2026, final SCAG regional determination, attachment 2, pp. 5–7, notes 9–12: https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/planning-and-community/housing-element/scag-7th-cycle-final-determination-letter.pdf#page=6

SCAG Alternative Cases package, October 31, 2026. Alternative_Cases_Analysis.xlsx, Alternative_Cases_Results.csv, and Analysis_Methods.txt. Data: Census ACS tables B25014, B25140, B25070 and B25091; DOF 2026 E-5 occupied-household estimate.



The October 26 subcommittee recommended the lower-income method. HCD replicated it during consultation but adopted the all-household method in the October 15 determination. The recommendation went forward for Regional Council consideration on November 5. The full removal option was also considered by staff; the subcommittee recommended lower-income only.



SCAG used raw Census microdata, excluded households counted through overcrowding, and compared the remaining lower-income cost burden in the region with the national level. The 226,803 consists of 80,942 very-low-income and 145,861 low-income units. The dash in the gross column means SCAG calculates the net replacement directly. A second deduction would understate the result.



We ask for publication of the gross adjustments, overlap treatment, net adjustments, and rationale. The table places the official HCD determination, documented staff proposals and the two public alternatives on the same scale.
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ATTACHMENT 2
HCD REGIONAL HOUSING NEED DETERMINATION:
Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG): June 30, 2029 through October 15, 2037

Methodology

Southern California Association of Governments:

June 30, 2029 - October 15, 2037 (8 Years) HCD Determined

Population, Households, & Housing Need

Ref. No.| Steps Taken to Calculate Regional Housing Need Amount
1 Population: DOF 6/30/2037 Projection Adjusted 3.5 months to 18,792,495
10/15/2037
2 - Group Quarters Population: DOF 6/30/2037 Projection (394,638)
Adjusted 3.5 months to 10/15/2037
3 = Preliminary Household (HH) Population: 10/15/2037 18,397,857
5 Preliminary Projected Households (Occupied Unit Stock) 6,888,555
7 |+ Projected Apartment Style Student Households 708
\ 8 Total Projected Households 6,889,263
9 | + Vacancy Adjustment for Existing Households 16,275
+ Vacancy Adjustment for Projected Households 131,589
10 | + Overcrowding Adjustment 398,400
11 | + Cost-burden Adjustment 764,476
12 | - Adjustment to account for HHs that experience both (259,849)
overcrowding and cost-burden
13 | + Replacement Adjustment Demolitions 6,889
14| + Jobs Housing Relationship Adjustment 9,467
16 | + Homelessness Adjustment 38,646
16 | + State of Emergency Adjustment 8,056
17 | - Occupied Units (HHs) estimated projected June 30, 2029 (6,643,462)
18 | Preliminary Regional Housing Need 1,359,750
19 | + Replacement Adjustment Seasonal, Recreational, and 0
Occasional Use
20 |+ Feasible Jobs/Housing Balance Adjustment 0
Total | 7" Cycle Regional Housing Need Determination (RHND) 1,359,750
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The attached briefing justifies our objection alternatives.

Respectfully and Semper Fi,

Rick Cline
714-932-6857











From: Maggie Aguilar
To: Kaitlin McCafferty
Cc: Cecilia Pulido
Subject: RE: SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Meeting 11/12/2026 Agenda Item #3
Date: Monday, November 9, 2026 10:33:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Thank you, Kaitlin.
 
From: Kaitlin McCafferty <mccafferty@scag.ca.gov> 
Sent: Monday, November 9, 2026 9:17 AM
To: Maggie Aguilar <aguilarm@scag.ca.gov>
Subject: Fw: SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Meeting 11/12/2026 Agenda Item #3

 
Hi Maggie, 
 
I received the below public comment directly in response to my 11/12 RHNA
subcommittee agenda item.
 
Best,
Kaitlin 

From: Hitz, Michael <MHitz@cityofchino.org>
Sent: Friday, November 6, 2026 9:50 AM
To: Kaitlin McCafferty <mccafferty@scag.ca.gov>
Cc: Corbin, Chris <ccorbin@cityofchino.org>; Meshram, Swati <smeshram@cityofchino.org>
Subject: SCAG RHNA Subcommittee Meeting 11/12/2026 Agenda Item #3

 
Good Morning Kaitlin, I reviewed the staff report for item #3 on the SCAG RHNA Subcommittee, 11/12/2026 meeting agenda packet. I am glad this is being discussed early in the RHNA methodology discussions. One of the concerns that the City of
ZjQcmQRYFpfptBannerStart
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Good Morning Kaitlin,
 
I reviewed the staff report for item #3 on the SCAG RHNA Subcommittee, 11/12/2026
meeting agenda packet. 
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I am glad this is being discussed early in the RHNA methodology discussions. One of the
concerns that the City of Chino had during the last cycle was how HQTA were utilized in
relation to how many units were assigned to each agency. The City of Chino was
assigned units based on existing and future HQTA's in the City of Chino. However, during
the appeal process it was pointed out that the City of Chino currently has no HQTA's in
the City and it is unclear if there will be any in the next 20 years or more. 
 
I wanted to understand when the determination for each city will be made as it relates to
HQTA's, presuming that the RHNA Subcommittee agrees with your assessment on how
the existence and/or future existence HQTA's should be utilized in the methodology for
determining each jurisdiction RHNA. 
 
The lack of HQTA's in the City of Chino could have a significant impact on how many
units are assigned to the City of Chino. 
 
I will attend the meeting on the Thursday, but I have a conflict at 2 p.m.. If the item is
reviewed by then I may ask the question at that time as well.
 
Let me know if you have any questions, 
 
Michael Hitz, AICP

Principal Planner
City of Chino | Development Services Department
13220 Central Avenue | Chino, CA  91710
Direct Phone 909-334-3448
 

www.cityofchino.org
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From: Doan, Linh
To: ePublic Comment Group
Subject: City of Westminster: Support for Appeal of HCD"s 7th Cycle Regional Housing Need Determination
Date: Monday, November 9, 2026 11:26:43 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Good morning,
Attached is the letter of support from the City of Westminster.
Thank you,
 
 
Linh Doan
Administrative Assistant to the City Manager and City Council
 
CITY of WESTMINSTER
8200 Westminster Blvd, Westminster, CA 92683
 
OFFICE: 714.548.3178  E-MAIL: ldoan@westminster-ca.gov
WORKDAYS: Monday - Thursday
NOTE: City Hall is open Monday through Friday from 7:30 a.m. to 5 p.m.
 
Please note that email correspondence with the City of Westminster, along with attachments, may be subject
to the California Public Records Act, and therefore may be subject to disclosure unless otherwise exempt.
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From: Brianna Hemsley
To: ePublic Comment Group
Cc: Regional Housing; ggardner@cityofdhs.org; 2mayor@riversideca.gov; smanos@lake-elsinore.org
Subject: City of Canyon Lake – Request to Include Both Public Alternatives in SCAG"s RHND Objection
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2026 12:31:11 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Canyon Lake Letter to SCAG_RHND Objection_11.10.2026.pdf

Good afternoon,
 
On behalf of the City of Canyon Lake, please find attached a letter from Mayor
Jeremy Smith requesting that SCAG include both alternatives presented in Rick and
Richard Cline's November 6, 2026, briefing alongside the cost-burden objection
approved by the Regional Council on November 5, 2026.
 
We respectfully request that this correspondence be provided to SCAG staff before
the November 12, 2026, Subcommittee meeting.
 
Please confirm receipt of the attached letter and inform us on how SCAG will address
this request.
 
Thank you,
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Brianna Hemsley

Executive Assistant to the City Manager

City of Canyon Lake
31516 Railroad Canyon Road
Canyon Lake, CA 92587

Email: bhemsley@canyonlakeca.gov







   


  


November 10, 2026 
 
Southern California Association of Governments 
Regional Housing Needs Assessment Subcommittee 
900 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 1700 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Subject: Request to Include Additional Alternatives in SCAG's RHND Objection 
 
Dear RHNA Subcommittee Members, 
 
On behalf of the City of Canyon Lake, I respectfully request that the Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG) submit both alternatives presented in Rick and Richard 
Cline's November 6, 2026, briefing alongside the cost-burden objection approved by the Regional 
Council on November 5, 2026. 
 
One compares renters and owners separately using 2024 data. The other projects recent trends 
through 2033 as a conditional scenario. 
 
We request that these alternatives be brought to SCAG staff before the November 12 RHNA 
Subcommittee meeting and that SCAG seek inclusion of both alternatives before filing its 
objection with the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), due 
November 14, 2026. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. Please confirm receipt of this request and provide information 
regarding how SCAG intends to address this request. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jeremy Smith 
Mayor 
City of Canyon Lake 
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Cline's November 6, 2026, briefing alongside the cost-burden objection approved by the Regional 
Council on November 5, 2026. 
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through 2033 as a conditional scenario. 
 
We request that these alternatives be brought to SCAG staff before the November 12 RHNA 
Subcommittee meeting and that SCAG seek inclusion of both alternatives before filing its 
objection with the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), due 
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regarding how SCAG intends to address this request. 
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Jeremy Smith 
Mayor 
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This Message Is From an External Sender
EXTERNAL: This email message was sent from outside our organization. Proceed with caution when
opening links or attachments. Submit as spam if you are not sure it is safe.

     Report Suspicious     ‌

From: Jan Pye
To: ePublic Comment Group; Gary Gardner; 2mayor@riversideca.gov; smanos@lake-elsinore.org
Cc: Regional Housing
Subject: Please include both public alternatives in SCAG’s RHND objection
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2026 4:05:40 PM
Attachments: Jan Pye SCAG.docx

 
Jan Pye
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 To: ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov and copy 

 Cc: housing@scag.ca.gov



Attention:

Gary Gardner, Desert Hot Springs councilmember | ggardner@cityofdhs.org

Patricia Lock Dawson, Riverside mayor | 2mayor@riversideca.gov 

Steve Manos, Lake Elsinore council member | smanos@lake-elsinore.org 

Subject: Please include both public alternatives in SCAG’s RHND objection

Dear Riverside County RHNA Subcommittee Representatives,

Please urge SCAG to submit both alternatives in Rick and Richard Cline’s November 6 briefing alongside the cost-burden objection approved by the Regional Council on November 5. One compares renters and owners separately using 2024 data. The other projects recent trends through 2033 as a conditional scenario.

Please bring this request to SCAG staff before the November 12 RHNA Subcommittee meeting and seek inclusion of both alternatives before SCAG files its objection with HCD, due November 14. Please confirm receipt and let me know how SCAG will address this request.

Thank you,
Jan Pye
Jan Pye

Councilmember City of Desert Hot Springs
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 To: ePublicComment@scag.ca.gov and copy  

 Cc: housing@scag.ca.gov 
 
Attention: 
Gary Gardner, Desert Hot Springs councilmember | ggardner@cityofdhs.org 
Patricia Lock Dawson, Riverside mayor | 2mayor@riversideca.gov  
Steve Manos, Lake Elsinore council member | smanos@lake-elsinore.org  

Subject: Please include both public alternatives in SCAG’s RHND objection 

Dear Riverside County RHNA Subcommittee Representatives, 

Please urge SCAG to submit both alternatives in Rick and Richard Cline’s November 6 

briefing alongside the cost-burden objection approved by the Regional Council on 

November 5. One compares renters and owners separately using 2024 data. The other 

projects recent trends through 2033 as a conditional scenario. 

Please bring this request to SCAG staff before the November 12 RHNA Subcommittee 

meeting and seek inclusion of both alternatives before SCAG files its objection with HCD, 

due November 14. Please confirm receipt and let me know how SCAG will address this 

request. 

Thank you, 

Jan Pye 
Jan Pye 

Councilmember City of Desert Hot Springs 
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From: Marika Poynter
To: ePublic Comment Group
Cc: Sarah J. Jepson; Ma"Ayn Johnson; Elizabeth Carvajal
Subject: Public Comment - November 2026 RHNA Subcommittee Item 3
Date: Tuesday, November 10, 2026 4:30:33 PM
Attachments: Outlook-ck0gxjkf.png

Dear Chair Rhodes, Vice Chair Gabbard, and RHNA Subcommittee Members:

The City of Irvine understands the inclusion of transit accessibility in the development of the
6th Cycle RHNA methodology; however, the City has repeatedly expressed concern with the
reliance and use of a 2045 or future transit network. 
 
Throughout the 6th Cycle RHNA process, the City of Irvine expressed written and verbal
disagreement with the inclusion of High-Quality Transit Area (HQTA) stops associated with Bus
Rapid Transit (BRT) routes that are hypothetical, conceptual in design, and deemed infeasible
by the local County Transportation Commission.
 
Specifically, the State Route (SR)-55 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) direct access ramps located at
Alton Parkway were utilized in the 6th Cycle RHNA methodology, while also being deemed
infeasible in the 2018 Orange County Transportation Authority BRT Study. There is no existing
or planned offramp or overcrossing at Alton Parkway, which is an arterial that currently
terminates at SR-55 in both the City of Irvine and the City of Santa Ana. Yet this hypothetical
and infeasible High-Quality Transit Area (HQTA) stop was identified in the RHNA methodology
for the City of Irvine. Additionally, the area within ½ mile of the hypothetical and infeasible
Alton Parkway stop is within the safety zones for approaching/departing flight paths for John
Wayne Airport and there are height and noise restrictions that would prohibit the construction
of residential uses in the area. 
 
The Alton Parkway HQTA stop was also utilized in calculating the City's share of the
Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) residual redistribution for Orange County. While SCAG
staff's presentation and staff report is silent on this issue, the 6th Cycle methodology explicitly
used the 50% transit/50% employment formula to redistribute the DAC residual. 
 
At this time, the City of Irvine encourages the RHNA Subcommittee to not utilize a future transit
network in the 7th Cycle RHNA methodology and instead focus on the existing transit network
and stops. If transit accessibility is used in the 7th Cycle and an alternative other than the
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existing transit network is considered, SCAG staff should present the RHNA Subcommittee
with various scenarios that demonstrate the impact to a jurisdiction's allocation based on: 
 

1. Existing transit;
2. Funded transit projects expected to operate during the 7th Cycle; 
3. Longer-range planned transit projects; and
4. Transit projects determined infeasible or formally abandoned.

 
In each scenario staff should identify the initial transit allocation and the DAC residual
redistribution effect.

Thank you for your consideration on this issue. 

Marika A Poynter, AICP | Chief of Planning and Policy
Community Development Department
949-724-6456 | 1 Civic Center Plaza, Irvine, CA 92606
mpoynter@cityofirvine.org | cityofirvine.org
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