HOUSING COMMISSION
AGENDA
Thursday, May 17 2018
7:00 P.M.
City Council Chamber, 200 Old Bernal Avenue
CALL TO ORDER



Pledge of Allegiance
Roll Call

AGENDA AMENDMENTS
MINUTES
1.

Approve Regular Meeting Minutes of March15, 2018

CONSENT CALENDAR
Items included on the Consent Calendar are routine and discussion by the Commission is not anticipated. Anyone wishing to
speak on a Consent Calendar item should step to the rostrum and ask the Chairperson to remove that item from the Consent
Calendar.

2.

Approval of March & April 2018 Financial Reports for Ridge View Commons

3.

Management Updates for March & April 2018 for Ridge View Commons

MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC
4.
5.

Introductions / Awards / Recognitions
Public Comment from the audience regarding items not listed on the agenda
Speakers are encouraged to limit comments to 3 minutes.

MATTERS BEFORE THE COMMISSION
Members of the audience wishing to address the Commission are requested to step to the rostrum or submit a speaker card to
the Chair after the agenda report on a particular item. I necessary to assure completion of the following items, the Chairperson
may establish time limits for the presentations by individual speakers.

6.

Review amendments to Chapter 17.44 – Inclusionary Zoning, of the Pleasanton Municipal Code to
require the construction of compact units within all single-family development projects of 15 units
or more

7.

Presentation of new California Housing Legislation

MATTERS INITIATED BY MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION
COMMISSION REPORTS: Brief reports on any meetings, conferences, and/or seminars attended by the
Commission members.

FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
ADJOURNMENT

Notice
Under Government Code §54957.5, any writings/documents regarding an open session item on this agenda provided to a majority of the
Commission after distribution of the agenda packet are available for public inspection at the Housing Division, 200 Old Bernal Avenue,
Pleasanton.

Accessible Public Meetings
The City of Pleasanton will provide special assistance for citizens with disabilities to participate in public meetings upon advance notice. If you
need an auxiliary hearing aid or sign language assistance at least two working days advanced notice is necessary. Please contact the Housing
Division, PO Box 520, Pleasanton, CA 94566 or (925) 931-5007.

Page 2

Housing Commission
Minutes
[SUBJECT TO APPROVAL]
City Council Chambers, 200 Old Bernal Ave., Pleasanton, CA

March 15, 2018

7:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER – PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Chairperson Tony Soby called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. on Thursday, March 15, 2018,
in the City Council Chambers, 200 Old Bernal Avenue, Pleasanton, California.
The Pledge of Allegiance was recited, led by Chairperson Welsh.
Roll call:
Present:

Commissioners Jay Galvin, Zarina Kizilolgu, Alyx MacTernan, Tony Soby, and
Chairperson Ann Welsh.

Absent:

Commissioners Matthew Gaidos

Staff:

Steve Hernandez, Housing Manager, Brian Dolan, Assistant City Manager; and
Edith Caponigro, Recording Secretary).

AGENDA AMENDMENTS
There were none.
MINUTES
1.

Approve Regular Meeting Minutes of February 15, 2018
A motion was made by Commissioner McTernan, seconded by Commissioner Walsh, to
approve the meeting minutes of February 15, 2018. The motion was approved unanimously.

CONSENT CALENDAR
2.

Approval of February 2018 Financial Reports for Ridge View Commons

3.

Management Updates for February 2018 Ridge View Commons
Chairperson Soby had questions pertaining to the financial report and Mr. Barcelon advised that
tax and insurance amounts were incorrectly entered. He will have this amended and provide a
corrected copy of the report for the Commission.
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A motion was made by Commissioner Galvin, seconded by Commissioner McTernan, to
approve the consent calendar items. The motion was approved unanimously.
MEETING OPEN TO THE PUBLIC
4.

Introductions / Awards / Recognitions
None.

5.

Public Comment from the audience regarding items not listed on the agenda
None

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND OTHER MATTERS
6.

Review of Federal HOME Funds and City Lower Income Housing Funds Related to the
Housing and Human Services Grant (HHSG) Program for Fiscal Year 2018/19
Mr. Hernandez provided a PowerPoint presentation outlining the annual process for distribution
of Housing and Human Services Grant (HHSG) funds through the Human Services and Housing
Commissions. He advised that in 2010 the City implemented the HHSG program and combined
CDBG Funds, HOME Investment Partnership Program Funds, Low Income Housing Funds, and
City General Funds into a single streamlined grants program.
Commissioners were informed that a total of 28 applications had been received, 23 of which
had been reviewed by the Human Services Commission at their March 7, 2018 meeting and the
remaining 4 are to be considered by the Housing Commission at this meeting. The Housing
Commission’s recommendations will focus on housing related projects/programs and
applications received from Abode Services, Eden Council for Hope and Opportunity ECHO),
Community Resources for Independent Living (CRIL), Tri-Valley REACH, and Habitat for
Humanity. Commissioners were reminded by Mr. Hernandez, that except for Tri-Valley REACH,
the agencies requesting funding had presented their programs/projects to the Commission at
the February 2018 meeting.
Mr. Hernandez reviewed with Commissioners the amount of funds being requested by the
agencies and the funds available to be allocated. He noted that the City received annual
allocations of federal HOME funds through membership in the Alameda County HOME
Consortium, however, not notification has been received yet regarding the allocation to be
received for FY 2018/19, so staff is estimating that $83,034 will be available for FY 2018/19
projects. Therefore, adjustments may need to be made by staff to projects funded with federal
HOME dollars.
Additionally, Mr. Hernandez commented on the funding recommendations made by staff. He
noted that staff was recommending funding for the Abode Hope Outreach and Tri-Valley Rapid
Rehousing Programs for FY 2018/19 and that unused carry-over funds from FY 2016/17 and FY
2017/18 be used to fund these projects. He noted that CRIL had not requested funding the
previous year and the Human Services Commission had recommended that staff look at the
possibility of the Tri-Valley REACH project being funded by the Housing Commission. Mr.
Hernandez also advised that Habit for Humanity was instructed not to submit a request for
additional funding as there were sufficient unused funds remaining from its original contract that
began in October 2016 and extends through June 30, 2018, but staff is recommending the
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allocation of federal HOME funds to Habitat for FT 2018/19 to supplement its existing funds.
Commissioner Kizilolgu questioned why staff was making the recommendation for Habitat and
why Abode has not used allocated funds for their projects. Mr. Hernandez commented on the
difficulty Habitat has been experiencing in finding contractors to do small jobs because many
prefer to take on larger jobs.
Mr. Hernandez asked the Commission to review the funding applications and provide their
recommendations for consideration by City Council.
Chairperson Soby opened the meeting for agency presentations.
Tri-Valley REACH, Kay King – provided information about Tri-Valley REACH and the services
they provide to those with disabilities and are low-income. She advised that REACH has seven
homes in Pleasanton and two in Livermore and are diligent in taking care of the homes some
their tenants are made welcome in the neighborhoods. They are a volunteer Board and have
no paid staff. Ms. King informed the Commission that funds are being requested because they
have identified homes with foundation, painting, and maintenance issues.
Ms. King discussed with Commissioner Kizilolgu the difficulties they have experienced in getting
contractors to do some of the small jobs. Commissioner Kizilolgu questioned whether funds
were also being requested from the City of Livermore and how Tri-Valley REACH planned to
raise other funds.
Chairperson Soby asked about the possibility of Tri-Valley REACH working with other groups
and the Housing Rehab Program. Mr. Hernandez indicated this would be a legal question but
something that could be researched. Commissioner Galvin suggested this was something that
could be asked of City Council.
Commissioner Kizilolgu was informed by Ms. King that Tri-Valley REACH has independent
tenants, and none would be moving to the Sunflower Hill program. Ms. King noted that TriValley REACH has a long waiting list and would like to be able to focus on other things besides
maintenance issues.
Community Resources for Independent Living (CRIL), Michal Galvan – commented on CRIL
missing the filing date the previous year for submitting a funding application. He provided
information about the independent living and housing services provided by CRIL to those with
disabilities. He advised that housing search is the most requested help, especially subsidized
housing. Mr. Galvan commented on independent learning skills provided that includes
issuance of pocket talkers and work with occupational therapists to help individuals learn to use
these devices. CRIL also works with high school students to help them learn about interview
skills, job searching/working, and other benefits. The major goal of CRIL is to get people with
disabilities to be more independent.
Mr. Galvan provided Chairperson Soby information about the relationship CRIL has with TriValley REACH.
Commissioner Kizilolgu was informed by Mr. Galvan that about thirty Pleasanton residents use
the services of CRIL and funds requested would be used for providing direct services.
Eden Council for Hope and Opportunity (ECHO), Marjorie Rocha- provided details about the
services ECHO provides with the strategic goals of HUD and advised that hundreds of
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Pleasanton residents are assisted with rent issues. She provided information about a Landlord
Research Fair with the cities of Pleasanton and Livermore, fair housing counseling services,
workshops for renters, home seeking services, and rental assistance for low-income
households. Ms. Rocha advised that services are critical for people who hope to remain living
in the tri-valley area.
Commissioner Kizilolgu commented on the number of families assisted and wondered how
many were helped so they could remain in their homes. Ms. Rocha indicated she did not have
numbers readily available but could provide them to the Commission. She advised the ECHO
also informs individuals on their rights, so they can make educated decisions to stay in their
homes. ECHO has two staff persons and work closely with Abode.
Habitat for Humanity, Jan Gray- provided information about Habitat, the services they provide
and their resources. She advised that Habitat responded to a City of Pleasanton RFP in the fall
of 2016 seeking an administrator for the city’s Housing Rehab Program. Ms. Gray commented
on the amount of time it takes to service and process people through the program and people in
the program being the vulnerable, seniors, and disabled. She provided information about the
program and the number of people being served. She advocated for the Commission to
continue funding this program.
Commissioner Galvin questioned what the action should be of the commission and
Commissioner Kizilolgu wondered why funds remain unused. Ms. Gray provided information
about the number of jobs being processed and the number of people in the pipeline with other
jobs to be considered, and the need for funds to pay for this work.
Commissioner Kizilolgu indicated she understood that construction projects take time but felt
grant funds could be better used for other human needs. Ms. Gray disagreed stating that many
people are living in substandard conditions. Mr. Hernandez clarified for Commissioner Kizilolgu
that the funds being requested by Habitat are federal HOME Funds that have restrictions that
apply.
Chairperson Soby discussed with Ms. Gray whether Habitat would be able to spend funds
before the next funding cycle. Ms. Gray commented on staff’s recommendation and why they
will be able to do with the funds. She provided information on how the Housing Rehabilitation
Program is set up.
Commissioner Kizilolgu discussed Attachment 3 of the Staff Report and wondered why more
funds were being allocated.
Commissioner Welsh commented on restrictions and use of HOME funds. Ms. Gray provided
information about the use for affordable housing for low-income and applying funds to Habitat
makes sense based on the reasoning given by staff.
Abode Services / Tri-Valley Rapid Re-Housing Program, Juan Guel, Jr. – reviewed information
from their February 2018 presentation.
Commissioner Kizilolgu questioned whether the number of people they had assisted were
families and wondered how they came up with the funding amount and the number of families
they will assist. She also asked why funds had not been used from the previous year. Mr. Guel
advised that information was provided based on numbers from the previous year and the
projections they make. He also advised that changes and phasing had been made to the
program and commented on transitions in the new model.
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Commissioner Kizilolgu was provided information on the number of Pleasanton residents served
in the program. Mr. Guel also discussed program enrollments, work done with the Housing
Specialist, and the difficulties in trying to find housing in Pleasanton.
Commissioner Galvin discussed with Mr. Guel the number of people housed and participants in
other aspects of the program.
Commissioner Kizilolgu questioned the amount of funds allocated for rents in Pleasanton. Mr.
Guel advised that it is $16,000 for a full year and HUD guidelines are used for rent.
Commissioner Kizilolgu provided information on what she has done with families she has
assisted. She commented on the need to subsidize people and thought Abode needed to
rework their program for people to be able to stay in their homes.
Mr. Hernandez provided information about federal HOME funds and the strings and caps that
apply and not being able to pay rents for a whole year. He also noted that the Rapid Rehousing
Program provides self-sufficiency for 12-months.
Mr. Guel informed Commissioner Kizilolgu that Abode performs assessments every three
months, so they assess a family’s income and job skills. They are trying to help people become
self-sufficient. He provided additional information about how the program works and how they
work with people and try to find other resources if Rapid Re-housing is not going to work.
Abode Services / HOPE Outreach, Rachel Cole-Jansen – provided information on why this
program did not use all funds allocated for the previous year. She provided details on the
difficulty of getting willing individuals to be field staff but are now fully staffed and able to be out
on the field.
Commissioner Kizilolgu asked about the number of people being helped and the number of
homeless in the city of Pleasanton. Ms. Cole-Jansen advised there are approximately 20-30
homeless in any given months and three individuals have been enrolled with housing
navigation. She discussed with Commissioner Kizilolgu the difficulties of finding affordable
housing in Pleasanton and finding landlords that are willing to accept subsidies. Ms. ColeJansen indicated she would like to see additional housing for these individuals and if there are
no units it would be hard to bring the number of homeless to zero.
Commissioner Kizilolgu discussed the possibility of the City of Pleasanton co-signing for rents.
Mr. Hernandez advised that the City of Pleasanton does not have a Master Lease Program with
Abode and the city has not been approached to do such.
Chairperson Soby closed the meeting for agency presentations and opened it for public
comment at 8:20 p.m.
Sean Sowell – advised he has been homeless since August 2000 and provided information
about his circumstances, his work with Open Heart Kitchen, and his enrollment in the Rapid ReHousing Program that he believes doesn’t work in the City of Pleasanton because no landlord in
Pleasanton has accepted a subsidy. He informed the Commission that with the Rapid ReHousing Program he not only has to sell himself but also the program and overcome the strings
attached with federal money. He felt Abode was trying, but the source of income for rent
shouldn’t be a factor, and City of Pleasanton policies and landlords are not interested in bringing
in people with problems.
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Mr. Sowell felt it was a burden to put selling the program and themselves on people trying to
find places to rent and asked the Commission to consider the number of Pleasanton families
that were served through the Re-housing program. He wondered whether a report has been
generated that provides information on: 1) people that have been assisted through the program;
2) the number of homes in Pleasanton that were found; 3) the reason landlords don’t want to
accept two checks; and 4) looking at a solution to be problem being more homes. Mr. Sowell
asked about the number of empty hotel rooms, empty home rooms, and other vacancies in
Pleasanton that might be considered for housing.
Commissioner Galvin asked Mr. Sowell to comment on the difficulties of finding places to park
when a homeless person is living in their car. Mr. Sowell provided information about Police
Department restrictions and the Walmart Parking lot being the only permitted location.
Chairperson Soby closed the meeting for public comment at 8:32 p.m.
Commissioner Kizilolgu stated that she felt the City of Pleasanton has failed and commented on
availableCDBG, LIHF, and HOME funds. She felt the City needed to apply more funds from the
General Fund.
Mr. Dolan noted that City Council and staff know programs are not perfect and need to be
reviewed when moving forward but this Commission should still make a recommendation to City
Council based on staff’s recommendations, or a split recommendation from the Commission
and staff. He strongly encouraged the Commission to act and stated that staff would look at all
things to be explored.
Commissioner Welsh asked for information about a Master Lease Program that the City of
Fremont has with Abode. Mr. Guel provided information about a tenant based rental agreement
in which the tenant is named on the lease and in a Master Lease Abode is on the agreement
and sub-leases to the tenant and tenants pay varying amount. Commissioner Welsh asked for
information on how this was funded.
Commissioner Welsh stated that she approves of the funding recommendations provided by
staff with the request that staff investigate the possibility of exploring a Master Lease Program
that could address some of the issues. She felt this would help with issues in the future. Mr.
Dolan stated that adding that to the recommendation that will go to City Council would be a
good step to take.
Commissioner Kizilolgu indicated she could also approve funding recommendations but
expressed concern about something that might be added in the fine print and would ask the City
of Pleasanton to generate funds that don’t have strings attached.
Chairperson Soby agreed but felt other things need to be looked at also. He noted that the
Commissioner had discussed some time ago about receiving more frequent updates from
agencies and would like to be sure this could be done on a quarterly or semi-annual basis. Mr.
Dolan discussed the difficulty of getting agencies to present on a quarterly basis when they
have received a small funding amount. Mr. Hernandez advised that reporting is already being
done and at the February meeting the Commission had received semi-annual reports from
agencies.
Commissioner Kizilolgu commented on finding solutions for people like Mr. Sowell and felt it
was unfair to wait to find solutions and something needed to be determined now.
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A motion was made by Commissioner Welsh, seconded by Commissioner Galvin, to approve
the funding recommendations provided by staff with a request that City Council allow staff to
explore a Master Lease Program to expedite rehousing with as few restrictions attached
aspossible.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
AYES:
Commissioners Galvin, Kizilolgu, McTernan, Soby, and Chairperson Welsh.
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
Commissioners Gaidos
ABSTAIN:
None
Commissioner Galvin noted the need for adding more funds to the program and Commissioner
Kizilolgu agreed and felt the City of Pleasanton needed to accept ownership. Mr. Dolan felt that
a Master Lease Program would mean involving additional funds and staff will explore having as
few strings attached to the program.
7.

Review of Recommendation of City policy on “Over-Income” Households Residing in
Below Market Rent (BMR) Rental Housing Units Restricted Through the City’s
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
Mr. Hernandez provided background on the City’s adoption of the Inclusionary Zoning
Ordinance (IZO) and the requirements that 15% of units in multiple family developments consist
of 15 or more units, must be affordable to very low [50% Area Median Income (AMI) and low
(80% AMI)] income households. He advised that while the City negotiates Affordable Housing
Agreements with each of the rental property owners to stipulate the affordability restrictions of
these City-regulated BMR units, there is no policy in place that provides guidance on how
properties address BMR residents who upon annual income recertification are determined to
have incomes that now exceed the required income limits for their BMR rental units and
property owners have requested guidance from the City on this matter.
Mr. Hernandez reviewed with Commissioners the proposed Annual Income Recertification
Policy and its Applicability. He noted that upon annual income recertification, over-income
households who initially qualified as income-eligible households may remain in their BMR rental
units at the same restricted rent levels provided the annual household incomes do not exceed
one hundred forty percent (140%) of the designated income restrictions of the units.
Households who exceed the 140% upon recertification may continue to occupy their BMR rental
units, however, rents may be increased by the owner in accordance with California Civil Code
section 827, to the amount charged for an Unrestricted Unit.
Chairperson Soby was informed by Mr. Hernandez that when a family exceeds the 140%
amount the rents will be increased, and the unit converted to an unrestricted unit.
Commissioner Kizilolgu stated she would not like for the landlord to convert the unit to a regular
rental but would prefer some hand-holding and some options provided to the families to move
somewhere else so the units remain for low-income.
Commissioner Galvin indicated he didn’t see any flexibility for short-term additional income in
the family and how would such temporary situations be identified. Mr. Hernandez commented
on rental stipulations and open discussions between tenants and landlords. He provided
information about tax-credit units and recertifications that can take place, noting that the
objective of the policy is to prevent displacement and allow BMR residents to improve
livelihoods without displacement.
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Commissioner Kizilolgu felt it would be helpful if City Council and staff could come up with
additional resources.
Commissioner Welsh commented on application of the ‘next available unit’ rule and keeping
numbers at the approved level. She doesn’t agree with displacing people because they make
too much money.
Chairperson Soby commented on information found on the Galloway apartments website. He
felt the Commission should agree to accept the proposed policy provided by staff.
A motion was made by Commissioner Welsh, seconded by Commissioner McTernan,
recommending City Council approve the staff proposed policy on “Over-Income” Household
Residing in Below Market Rent (BMR) Rental Housing Units Restricted through the City’s
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance.
ROLL CALL VOTE:
AYES:
Commissioners Galvin, Kizilolgu, McTernan, Soby, and Chairperson Welsh.
NOES:
None
ABSENT:
Commissioners Gaidos
ABSTAIN:
None
Mr. Hernandez addressed Chairperson Soby’s concern regarding families having to pay rent
increases or decide to move somewhere else. He informed the Commission that this Policy
would be presented to City Council for formal approval at their next meeting.
MATTERS INITIATED BY MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION
Commissioner Galvin asked Mr. Sowell to provide information about parking space for
homeless individuals in the City of Livermore.
Sean Sowell – provided information about a parking lot in the City of Livermore that has Police
Department approval for use by homeless individuals who live in their cars. He asked that staff
check on this to determine if something similar could be done in the City of Pleasanton.
Commissioner Kizilolgu commented on the expense for a homeless individual to drive to
Livermore everyday to park in a safe lot.
COMMISSION REPORTS
None.
FUTURE MEETING AGENDAS
None.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting was adjourned at 9:22 p.m. by unanimous consent.
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DATED:

________________________________
Anthony Soby, Chairperson
ATTEST:

_____________________________________
Steve Hernandez, Housing Manager
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Housing Commission
Agenda Report
May 17, 2018
Item 02

SUBJECT

APPROVAL OF THE MARCH & APRIL 2018 FINANCIAL REPORTS FOR
RIDGEVIEW COMMONS

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends approval of the financial reports for Ridge View Commons.
ATTACHMENTS
1.

Ridge View Commons March and April 2018 Financial Reports

The March and April 2018 financial reports for Ridge View Commons are attached for the
Commission’s review and approval. A summary of monthly variances is included as attachments to the
reports. Staff recommends approval of the attached financial reports.

Ridge View Commons
Financial Reports
MARCH 2018

RIDGEVIEW COMMONS
March 2018 – Variance Report

REVENUE
Actual: $175,334.70

Budget: $169,409

Variance: $5,925.70

Budget: $27,729.79

Variance: $(120.88)

Budget: $20,882.22

Variance: $(3,661.30)

Project Revenue is just over budget.
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Actual: $27,850.67
Administrative expenses are right on budget.
UTILITIES
Actual: $24,543.52

March utility expense are over budget due to high gas usage during the colder months.
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
Actual: $22,361.19

Budget: $29,582.21

Variance: $7,221.02

March maintenance expenses are under budget with no extraordinary expenses.
TAXES & INSURANCE
Actual: $11,664.58

Budget: $14,913.00

Variance: $3,248.42

Budget: $3,680.00

Variance: $(90.49)

Tax and Insurance expenses are under budget.
SERVICE EXPENSE
Actual: $3,770.49

The service expense is entirely comprised of the site Service Coordinator wages
REPLACEMENT RESERVE
Actual: $5,778.90

Budget: $0

Variance: $(5,778.90)

Replacement Reserve includes payments for misc. replacement items such as toilets, sinks, vanities, flooring, PTAC
units, awnings, appliances, and other building systems.

Variance Report completed by Sean Barcelon

OTHER CASH PAYMENTS
Actual: $72,542.48

Budget: $60,298.50

Variance: $(12,243.98)

Other Cash Payments include RVC’s debt service, reserve for replacement impound, prepaid insurance allowance,
and reserve for replacement withdrawal allowance.

Total Expenses
Actual: $168,511.83

Budget: $157,085.72

Variance: $(11,426.11)

Net Income for March
Actual: $6,822.87

Budget: $12,323.28

Variance: $(5,500.41)

Year-to-Date Budget Comparison Net Income
Actual: $162,149.50

Budget: $36,969.84

Variance: $125,179.66

Please note that this report is based off the accrual budget comparison completed by Eden Housing’s
accounting department.

March 31, 2018

RIDGE VIEW COMMONS
PART I
1.

2.

OPERATING ACCOUNT TRANSACTIONS

BEGINNING BALANCE -

Petty Cash

300.00

Cash In Bank

463,322.04

(1) OPENING CASH
AMOUNTS RECEIVED DURING THE MONTH
(a) Rent Collections
(b) Interest
(c) Cable TV
(d) Other Revenue Collected:
Forfeited Security Deposits
Laundry & Vending
Open Heart reimburse Electrial repair GL65420
Cintas credit for uniforms GL65140
Total Income Deposited
(e) Commercial rent - Open Heart Kitchen
(f) Extra SD cash transfer to OP account
(g) Miscellaneous
(h) Miscellaneous

463,622.04
158,513.00
6,697.00
1,880.12
150.00
664.97
167,905.09
1,076.00
-

Total Booked Income

168,981.09

(2) AVAILABLE CASH
TOTAL AVAILABLE CASH
3.
DISBURSEMENTS MADE DURING THE MONTH
(a) Current Expenses
(b) Other Disbursements
(1) Monthly Mortgage & Impound payment
(2) Monthly Replacement Reserve transfer
3) NSF checks & bank charges/adjustments
(4) OP cash transfer to SD account
(3) TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS
4.
ADJUSTMENTS Petty Cash
Cash In Bank

168,981.09
632,303.13
78,618.19
3,029.24
55,265.73
11,737.50
148,650.66
300.00
483,652.47
483,952.47

(4) ENDING BALANCE

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

PART II
OTHER FINANCIAL DATA
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
OUTSTANDING PURCHASE ORDERS
TENANT SECURITY DEPOSIT LIABILITY
VACANCY LOSS:
Number of Units
TENANT RECEIVABLE:
Number of Tenants
<60 DAYS

-0-

<90 DAYS

6.

SECURITY DEPOSIT ACCOUNT FUNDED

1.
2.
3.
4.

PART III OTHER STATISTICS
NUMBER OF VACANT UNITS AT END OF MONTH
NUMBER OF RENTED UNITS AT END OF MONTH
NUMBER OF RENT FREE UNITS
RENTAL ACTIVITY:
Move-Ins

$
$
$
$
$
-0-

>90 DAYS

-0$

200 UNITS
1
199
2
1

Move-Outs

1

50,278.39
158,743.00
1,415.00
2,919.00

158,743.00

PTD Actual
51100-000
51200-000
51212-000
51400-000
52200-000
52999-000

RENTAL INCOME
Tenant Rent
Tenant Based Subsidy
Stores & Commercial
Vacancy Loss
TOTAL RENTAL & SALES INCOME

54000-000
54100-000
54999-000

FINANCIAL REVENUE
Interest Income
TOTAL FINANCIAL REVENUE-UNREST

59000-000
59100-000
59200-000
59255-000
59900-000
59998-000

OTHER REVENUE
Laundry & Vending Revenue
NSF & Late Fees
Cable TV
Other Revenue (Specify)
TOTAL OTHER REVENUE

62000-000
62500-000
63100-000
63110-000
63113-000
63115-000
63200-001
63300-000
63310-000
63400-000
63500-000
63510-001
63600-000
63750-000
63760-000
63920-000
63930-000
63990-000
63999-000

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

150,494.00
13,407.00
1,076.00
-1,415.00
163,562.00

162,696.00
0.00
916.00
-1,952.00
161,660.00

-12,202.00
13,407.00
160.00
537.00
1,902.00

-7.50
N/A
17.47
27.51
1.18

449,954.00
40,333.00
3,708.00
-3,049.00
490,946.00

488,088.00
0.00
2,748.00
-5,856.00
484,980.00

-38,134.00
40,333.00
960.00
2,807.00
5,966.00

-7.81
N/A
34.93
47.93
1.23

1,952,351.00
0.00
10,992.00
-23,428.00
1,939,915.00

2.58
2.58

75.00
75.00

-72.42
-72.42

-96.56
-96.56

8.59
8.59

225.00
225.00

-216.41
-216.41

-96.18
-96.18

895.00
895.00

1,880.12
0.00
6,697.00
3,193.00
11,770.12

655.00
53.00
6,966.00
0.00
7,674.00

1,225.12
-53.00
-269.00
3,193.00
4,096.12

187.04
-100.00
-3.86
N/A
53.38

2,768.69
50.00
20,136.00
2,560.00
25,514.69

1,965.00
159.00
20,898.00
0.00
23,022.00

803.69
-109.00
-762.00
2,560.00
2,492.69

40.90
-68.55
-3.65
N/A
10.83

7,855.00
638.00
83,598.00
0.00
92,091.00

TOTAL REVENUE

175,334.70

169,409.00

5,925.70

3.50

516,469.28

508,227.00

8,242.28

1.62

2,032,901.00

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Other Renting Expenses
Office Salaries
Office Supplies
Equipment Leases
Postage/Delivery
Management Fee
Manager Salary
Staff Rent Free Unit
Legal Expense
Audit/Tax Preparation
Accounting Services
Telephone/Answering Service
Bank Charges
Payroll Costs
Computer Support & Equipment
Training
Other Miscellaneous
TOTAL ADMIN EXPENSE

35.00
6,375.11
550.48
417.49
0.00
6,945.00
4,840.00
2,006.00
0.00
833.33
1,900.00
1,373.94
53.68
790.97
1,623.57
0.00
106.10
27,850.67

136.99
6,813.00
300.76
358.44
72.10
6,841.00
4,735.00
2,026.00
146.26
833.00
1,900.00
1,261.75
108.15
835.33
984.00
172.01
206.00
27,729.79

101.99
437.89
-249.72
-59.05
72.10
-104.00
-105.00
20.00
146.26
-0.33
0.00
-112.19
54.47
44.36
-639.57
172.01
99.90
-120.88

74.45
6.43
-83.03
-16.47
100.00
-1.52
-2.22
0.99
100.00
-0.04
0.00
-8.89
50.37
5.31
-65.00
100.00
48.50
-0.44

349.90
20,025.89
1,076.21
900.64
232.64
20,835.00
14,420.50
6,018.00
0.00
2,499.99
5,700.00
4,121.22
168.43
2,819.45
4,933.21
400.00
299.98
84,801.06

410.97
20,439.00
902.28
1,075.32
216.30
20,523.00
14,205.00
6,078.00
438.78
2,499.00
5,700.00
3,785.25
324.45
2,505.99
2,952.00
516.03
618.00
83,189.37

61.07
413.11
-173.93
174.68
-16.34
-312.00
-215.50
60.00
438.78
-0.99
0.00
-335.97
156.02
-313.46
-1,981.21
116.03
318.02
-1,611.69

14.86
2.02
-19.28
16.24
-7.55
-1.52
-1.52
0.99
100.00
-0.04
0.00
-8.88
48.09
-12.51
-67.11
22.49
51.46
-1.94

1,642.85
81,760.00
3,605.00
4,298.19
869.32
82,092.00
56,816.00
24,313.00
1,751.00
10,000.00
22,800.00
15,144.09
1,299.86
10,027.05
11,811.00
2,060.00
2,472.00
332,761.36

59999-000
60000-000

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
PTD Budget
Variance
% Var

EXPENSES

PTD Actual

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
PTD Budget
Variance
% Var

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

64000-000
64500-000
64505-000
64510-000
64520-000
64900-000
64999-000

UTILITIES EXPENSE
Electricity
Solar True-up
Water
Gas
Cable TV
TOTAL UTILITIES EXP

2,638.13
1,123.26
7,945.00
5,405.66
7,431.47
24,543.52

5,028.46
0.00
6,761.95
2,139.31
6,952.50
20,882.22

2,390.33
-1,123.26
-1,183.05
-3,266.35
-478.97
-3,661.30

47.54
N/A
-17.50
-152.68
-6.89
-17.53

7,679.17
3,369.78
14,767.29
12,581.39
22,294.41
60,692.04

15,085.38
0.00
20,285.85
6,417.93
20,857.50
62,646.66

7,406.21
-3,369.78
5,518.56
-6,163.46
-1,436.91
1,954.62

49.10
N/A
27.20
-96.04
-6.89
3.12

60,346.67
0.00
81,139.28
25,672.75
83,434.12
250,592.82

65000-000
65100-000
65140-000
65150-000
65190-000
65200-000
65250-000
65300-000
65370-000
65400-000
65410-000
65420-000
65450-000
65460-000
65600-000
65610-000
65910-000
65999-000

OPERATING & MAINT EXPENSE
Janitor & Cleaning Payroll
Janitor & Cleaning Contract
Janitor & Cleaning Supplies
Exterminating Contract
Exterminating Supplies
Rubbish Removal
Security Payroll/Contract
Grounds Contract
Maintenance Payroll
Maintenance Supplies
Repair Contract
Elevator Maintenance/Contract
HVAC Repairs/Maint
Decorating Contract
Decorating Supplies
Kitchen Equipment
TOTAL OP & MAINT EXP.

1,604.64
-499.97
335.24
528.00
0.00
5,203.08
477.75
3,592.00
4,604.71
1,831.31
2,801.00
945.00
0.00
650.00
29.71
258.72
22,361.19

5,054.00
1,428.61
287.37
650.96
8.24
5,296.26
701.43
3,460.80
5,054.00
1,676.84
2,813.96
1,055.75
363.59
1,523.37
207.03
0.00
29,582.21

3,449.36
1,928.58
-47.87
122.96
8.24
93.18
223.68
-131.20
449.29
-154.47
12.96
110.75
363.59
873.37
177.32
-258.72
7,221.02

68.25
135.00
-16.66
18.89
100.00
1.76
31.89
-3.79
8.89
-9.21
0.46
10.49
100.00
57.33
85.65
N/A
24.41

6,350.42
1,143.12
585.61
1,584.00
21.88
15,609.24
2,783.25
10,776.00
13,905.63
5,171.96
5,276.04
2,835.00
0.00
1,100.00
422.51
776.32
68,340.98

15,162.00
4,285.83
862.11
1,952.88
24.72
15,888.78
2,104.29
10,382.40
15,162.00
5,030.52
8,441.88
3,167.25
1,090.77
4,570.11
621.09
0.00
88,746.63

8,811.58
3,142.71
276.50
368.88
2.84
279.54
-678.96
-393.60
1,256.37
-141.44
3,165.84
332.25
1,090.77
3,470.11
198.58
-776.32
20,405.65

58.12
73.33
32.07
18.89
11.49
1.76
-32.27
-3.79
8.29
-2.81
37.50
10.49
100.00
75.93
31.97
N/A
22.99

60,653.00
17,141.26
3,451.53
7,815.64
103.00
63,553.06
8,422.31
41,525.48
60,653.00
20,128.26
33,771.64
12,669.00
4,359.99
18,276.32
2,480.24
0.00
355,003.73

67000-000
67100-000
67110-000
67120-000
67190-000
67200-000
67220-000
67230-000
67290-000
67599-000

TAXES & INSURANCE
Real Estate Taxes
Payroll Taxes
State Taxes
Misc. Taxes, Licenses & Permit
Property & Liability Insurance
Workmen's Compensation
Health Insurance
Other Insurance (Specify)
TOTAL TAX & INSURANCE

0.00
1,740.38
66.67
0.00
4,509.72
931.31
2,309.12
2,107.38
11,664.58

583.00
2,155.00
67.00
167.00
4,598.00
2,092.00
3,092.00
2,159.00
14,913.00

583.00
414.62
0.33
167.00
88.28
1,160.69
782.88
51.62
3,248.42

100.00
19.24
0.49
100.00
1.92
55.48
25.32
2.39
21.78

0.00
8,504.08
200.01
0.00
13,529.16
2,926.89
6,944.61
6,322.14
38,426.89

1,749.00
6,465.00
201.00
501.00
13,794.00
6,276.00
9,276.00
6,477.00
44,739.00

1,749.00
-2,039.08
0.99
501.00
264.84
3,349.11
2,331.39
154.86
6,312.11

100.00
-31.54
0.49
100.00
1.92
53.36
25.13
2.39
14.11

7,000.00
25,864.00
800.00
2,000.00
55,182.00
25,109.00
37,100.00
25,906.00
178,961.00

PTD Actual
69000-000
69250-001
69299-000

SERVICE EXPENSE
SC - Contracted Services
TOTAL RESIDENT SERVICE ADMINIST

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
PTD Budget
Variance
% Var

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

3,770.49
3,770.49

3,680.00
3,680.00

-90.49
-90.49

-2.46
-2.46

11,302.69
11,302.69

11,040.00
11,040.00

-262.69
-262.69

-2.38
-2.38

44,160.00
44,160.00

69990-000

TOTAL SERVICE EXPENSE

3,770.49

3,680.00

-90.49

-2.46

11,302.69

11,040.00

-262.69

-2.38

44,160.00

73000-000
73100-000
73120-000
73140-000
73150-000
73173-000
73220-000
73550-000
73560-000
73570-000
73699-000

REPLACEMENT RESERVE
Floor Coverings
Kitchen Appliances
Tubs/Showers/Toilets/Sinks/Vanity
Doors & Windows
A. C. / Chiller Units
Paving (ParkingLots/Sidewalks)
Furn, Fixtures & Equip (T)
Other Improvements (T)
RR Eligible Capitalized
TOTAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE

1,561.96
0.00
178.00
100.00
1,321.00
0.00
8,157.19
0.00
-5,539.25
5,778.90

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-1,561.96
0.00
-178.00
-100.00
-1,321.00
0.00
-8,157.19
0.00
5,539.25
-5,778.90

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

4,128.64
1,586.24
507.00
100.00
1,321.00
5,975.00
10,829.27
923.39
-11,514.25
13,856.29

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

-4,128.64
-1,586.24
-507.00
-100.00
-1,321.00
-5,975.00
-10,829.27
-923.39
11,514.25
-13,856.29

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

83000-000
83100-000
83102-000
83112-000
83125-000
83140-000
83150-000
83299-000

OTHER CASH PAYMENTS
Tax & Ins Impound Funding
Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal
Replacement Reserve Funding
Debt Service
Replacement Reserve Withdrawal
Fixed Assets Capitalized
TOTAL CASH PAYMENTS

6,705.48
0.00
11,737.50
48,560.25
0.00
5,539.25
72,542.48

0.00
0.00
11,737.50
48,561.00
0.00
0.00
60,298.50

-6,705.48
0.00
0.00
0.75
0.00
-5,539.25
-12,243.98

N/A
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
-20.31

20,116.44
-51,931.33
35,212.50
145,680.75
-83,692.78
11,514.25
76,899.83

0.00
0.00
35,212.50
145,683.00
0.00
0.00
180,895.50

-20,116.44
51,931.33
0.00
2.25
83,692.78
-11,514.25
103,995.67

N/A
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
57.49

0.00
0.00
140,850.00
582,733.00
0.00
0.00
723,583.00

168,511.83

157,085.72

-11,426.11

-7.27

354,319.78

471,257.16

116,937.38

24.81

1,885,061.91

6,822.87

12,323.28

-5,500.41

-44.63

162,149.50

36,969.84

125,179.66

338.60

147,839.09

89990-000
90900-000

TOTAL EXPENSES
NET INCOME

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date
51100-000

RENTAL INCOME

51200-000

Tenant Rent

51212-000

Year to Date

150,494.00

449,954.00

Tenant Based Subsidy

13,407.00

40,333.00

51400-000

Stores & Commercial

1,076.00

3,708.00

52200-000

Vacancy Loss

-1,415.00

-3,049.00

163,562.00

490,946.00

52999-000

TOTAL RENTAL & SALES INCOME

54000-000

FINANCIAL REVENUE

54100-000

Interest Income

2.58

8.59

54150-000

Interest-Tax & Ins

5.04

211.64

7.62

220.23

67.71

2,848.98

67.71

2,848.98

1,880.12

2,768.69

0.00

50.00

54999-000
55100-000
55200-000
55999-000
59000-000

TOTAL FINANCIAL REVENUE-UNREST
RESTRICTED INCOME
Int - Repl Res
TOTAL RESTRICTED INCOME
OTHER REVENUE

59100-000

Laundry & Vending Revenue

59200-000

NSF & Late Fees

59255-000

Cable TV

6,697.00

20,136.00

59900-000

Other Revenue (Specify)

3,193.00

2,560.00

11,770.12

25,514.69

175,407.45

519,529.90

35.00

349.90

59998-000

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE

59999-000
60000-000

TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES

62000-000

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

62500-000

Other Renting Expenses

63100-000

Office Salaries

6,375.11

20,025.89

63110-000

Office Supplies

550.48

1,076.21

63113-000

Equipment Leases

417.49

900.64

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date

Year to Date

63115-000

Postage/Delivery

0.00

232.64

63200-001

Management Fee

6,945.00

20,835.00

63300-000

Manager Salary

4,840.00

14,420.50

63310-000

Staff Rent Free Unit

2,006.00

6,018.00

63500-000

Audit/Tax Preparation

833.33

2,499.99

63510-001

Accounting Services

1,900.00

5,700.00

63600-000

Telephone, Cable & Internet

1,373.94

4,121.22

63750-000

Bank Charges

53.68

168.43

63760-000

Payroll Costs

790.97

2,819.45

63920-000

Computer Support & Equipment

1,623.57

4,933.21

63930-000

Training, Events & Giveaways

0.00

400.00

63990-000

Other Miscellaneous

106.10

299.98

27,850.67

84,801.06

63999-000
64000-000

TOTAL ADMIN EXPENSE
UTILITIES EXPENSE

64500-000

Electricity

2,638.13

7,679.17

64505-000

Solar True-up

1,123.26

3,369.78

64510-000

Water

7,945.00

14,767.29

64520-000

Gas

5,405.66

12,581.39

64900-000

Cable TV

7,431.47

22,294.41

24,543.52

60,692.04

1,604.64

6,350.42

64999-000

TOTAL UTILITIES EXP

65000-000

OPERATING & MAINT EXPENSE

65100-000

Janitor & Cleaning Payroll

65140-000

Janitor & Cleaning Contract

-499.97

1,143.12

65150-000

Janitor & Cleaning Supplies

335.24

585.61

65190-000

Exterminating Contract

528.00

1,584.00

65200-000

Exterminating Supplies

0.00

21.88

65250-000

Rubbish Removal

5,203.08

15,609.24

65300-000

Security Payroll/Contract

477.75

2,783.25

65370-000

Grounds Contract

3,592.00

10,776.00

65400-000

Maintenance Payroll

4,604.71

13,905.63

65410-000

Maintenance Supplies

1,831.31

5,171.96

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date
65420-000

Repair Contract

65450-000

Year to Date

2,801.00

5,276.04

Elevator Maintenance/Contract

945.00

2,835.00

65600-000

Decorating Contract

650.00

1,100.00

65610-000

Decorating Supplies

29.71

422.51

65910-000

Kitchen Equipment

258.72

776.32

22,361.19

68,340.98

1,740.38

8,504.08

66.67

200.01

4,509.72

13,529.16

931.31

2,926.89

65999-000
67000-000

TOTAL OP & MAINT EXP.
TAXES & INSURANCE

67110-000

Payroll Taxes

67120-000

State Taxes

67200-000

Property & Liability Insurance

67220-000

Workmen's Compensation

67230-000

Health Insurance

2,309.12

6,944.61

67290-000

Other Insurance (Specify)

2,107.38

6,322.14

11,664.58

38,426.89

67599-000
68000-000

TOTAL TAX & INSURANCE
FINANCIAL ACCOUNTS

68200-000

Interest on Mortgage Payable

22,842.61

68,879.29

68245-000

Interest - City Loans

28,010.42

84,031.25

50,853.03

152,910.54

3,770.49

11,302.69

68599-000
69000-000
69250-001

TOTAL FINANCIAL ACCTS
SERVICE EXPENSE
Contracted Services

69299-000

TOTAL RESIDENT SERVICE ADMINIST

3,770.49

11,302.69

69990-000

TOTAL SERVICE EXPENSE

3,770.49

11,302.69

1,561.96

4,128.64

0.00

1,586.24

73000-000

REPLACEMENT RESERVE

73100-000

Floor Coverings

73120-000

Kitchen Appliances

73140-000

Tubs/Showers/Toilets/Sinks/Vanity

178.00

507.00

73150-000

Doors & Windows

100.00

100.00

73173-000

A. C. / Chiller Units

1,321.00

1,321.00

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date
73220-000

Paving (ParkingLots/Sidewalks)

73550-000

Furn, Fixtures & Equip (T)

73560-000

Other Improvements (T)

73570-000

RR Eligible Capitalized

73699-000
78000-000

TOTAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE

Year to Date

0.00

5,975.00

8,157.19

10,829.27

0.00

923.39

-5,539.25

-11,514.25

5,778.90

13,856.29

DEPRECIATION/AMORTIZATION

78100-000

Depreciation

34,180.29

102,408.81

78150-000

Amortization

6,075.27

18,225.80

40,255.56

120,634.61

6,705.48

20,116.44

-6,705.48

-20,116.44

78199-000
83000-000

TOTAL DEPRECIATION/AMORTIZATIO
OTHER CASH PAYMENTS (T)

83100-000

Tax & Ins Impound Funding

83101-000

Tax & Ins Impound Funding Contra

83102-000

Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal

0.00

-51,931.33

83103-000

Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal Contra

0.00

51,931.33

83112-000

Replacement Reserve Funding

11,737.50

35,212.50

83113-000

Replacement Reserve Funding Contra

-11,737.50

-35,212.50

83125-000

Debt Service

48,560.25

145,680.75

83126-000

Debt Service Contra

-48,560.25

-145,680.75

83140-000

Replacement Reserve Withdrawal

0.00

-83,692.78

83141-000

Replacement Reserve Withdrawal Contra

0.00

83,692.78

83150-000

Fixed Assets Capitalized

5,539.25

11,514.25

83151-000

Fixed Assets Capitalized Contra

-5,539.25

-11,514.25

83152-000

Fixed Asset Disposal

-4,828.54

-8,989.72

83153-000

Fixed Asset Disposal Contra

4,828.54

8,989.72

83299-000

TOTAL CASH PAYMENTS

0.00

0.00

89990-000

TOTAL EXPENSES

187,077.94

550,965.10

-11,670.49

-31,435.20

90900-000

NET INCOME

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Balance Sheet (With Period Change)
Period = Jan 2018-Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_bs
Balance
Current Period

Beginning
Balance

Net
Change

10100-000
10110-000
10120-000
10122-000
10491-000
10499-000

CURRENT ASSETS
Petty Cash
Operating Account
Payroll Account
Transfer to/from Security Deposit
TOTAL UNRESTRICTED CASH

300.00
483,652.47
27,489.48
4,309.24
515,751.19

300.00
359,104.89
24,386.23
13,506.00
397,297.12

0.00
124,547.58
3,103.25
-9,196.76
118,454.07

10600-000
10690-000
10691-000
10695-000
10699-000

RESTRICTED FUNDS
Security Deposits
Security Deposit Transfer
Security Deposit Acct. (2)
TOTAL RESTRICTED FUNDS

63,052.24
-4,309.24
100,000.00
158,743.00

72,998.00
-13,506.00
100,000.00
159,492.00

-9,945.76
9,196.76
0.00
-749.00

10700-000
10716-000
10718-000
10730-000
10798-000

IMPOUNDED FUNDS
Hazard Insurance Impound
Earthquake Insurance Impound
Replacement Reserve
TOTAL IMPOUNDED FUNDS

24,883.80
14,847.86
988,458.34
1,028,190.00

61,151.60
10,183.31
1,034,089.64
1,105,424.55

-36,267.80
4,664.55
-45,631.30
-77,234.55

1,186,933.00
1,702,684.19

1,264,916.55
1,662,213.67

-77,983.55
40,470.52

2,919.00
2,919.00

29.00
29.00

2,890.00
2,890.00

39,859.01
14,751.64
13,266.02
67,876.67

1,456.84
21,073.78
22,974.44
45,505.06

38,402.17
-6,322.14
-9,708.42
22,371.61

1,773,479.86

1,707,747.73

65,732.13

15,090,118.97
293,956.61
110,742.11
125,748.68
394,470.35
-11,302,462.67
4,712,574.05

15,090,118.97
293,956.61
113,756.83
125,748.68
388,931.10
-11,209,043.58
4,803,468.61

0.00
0.00
-3,014.72
0.00
5,539.25
-93,419.09
-90,894.56

9,690.00
691,988.72
143,962.24

11,220.00
708,684.52
145,902.85

-1,530.00
-16,695.80
-1,940.61

10799-000
10999-000

TOTAL RESTRICTED FUNDS
TOTAL CASH / CASH EQUIVALENTS

11000-000
13910-000
13999-000

RECEIVABLES
Tenant Accounts Receivable
TOTAL RECEIVABLES

14500-000
14515-000
14525-000
14590-000
14599-000

PREPAID EXPENSES
Prepaid Property Insurance
Prepaid Insurance - Other
Miscellaneous Prepaid Expenses
TOTAL PREPAID EXPENSES

15599-000

TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS

17499-000
17800-000
17805-000
17820-000
17851-000
17853-000
17950-000
17999-000

LAND AND FIXED ASSETS
Buildings
Building Improvements
Other Improvements
Carpeting
Furniture, Fixtures & Equipt
Accumulated Depreciation
TOTAL LAND AND FIXED ASSETS

18100-000
18132-000
18185-000
18300-000

OTHER ASSETS
Bond Financing
Perm. Loan Fees
Refundable Deposits

19900-000
19999-000
20100-000
20120-000
20160-000
20199-000

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Balance Sheet (With Period Change)
Period = Jan 2018-Mar 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_bs
Balance
Current Period
TOTAL OTHER ASSETS
845,640.96
TOTAL ASSETS
Accounts Payable
Accrued Liabilities
Accrued Income Taxes
TOTAL ACCOUNTS PAYABLE / ACCRUED L

21900-000
21910-000
21960-000
21999-000

SECURITY DEPOSITS
Tenant Security Deposits
Deposit Refund
TOTAL SECURITY DEPOSITS

23700-000
23710-000
23799-000

INTEREST PAYABLE-Current
Accrued Mortgage Interest
TOTAL INTEREST PAYABLE-Current

Beginning
Balance
865,807.37

Net
Change
-20,166.41

7,331,694.87

7,377,023.71

-45,328.84

11,433.13
38,645.25
200.01
50,278.39

35,877.20
33,490.62
800.00
70,167.82

-24,444.07
5,154.63
-599.99
-19,889.43

158,743.00
-485.00
158,258.00

159,492.00
0.00
159,492.00

-749.00
-485.00
-1,234.00

22,842.61
22,842.61

23,193.01
23,193.01

-350.40
-350.40

231,379.00

252,852.83

-21,473.83

4,983,841.54
4,000,000.00
225,000.00
2,250,000.00
11,458,841.54

5,060,292.60
4,000,000.00
225,000.00
2,250,000.00
11,535,292.60

-76,451.06
0.00
0.00
0.00
-76,451.06

24999-000

TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITY

25100-000
25120-000
25170-000
25171-000
25172-000
25499-000

NOTES AND LOAN PAYABLES
Mortgage Payable
Loan Payable - City
Loan Payable-City RDA
Loan Payable - City (II)
TOTAL NOTES AND LOAN PAYABLES

26700-000
26720-000
26799-000

INTEREST PAYABLE-LT
Accrued Int - City
TOTAL INTEREST PAYABLE-LT

8,077,534.25
8,077,534.25

7,993,503.00
7,993,503.00

84,031.25
84,031.25

29999-000

TOTAL LIABILITIES

19,767,754.79

19,781,648.43

-13,893.64

-12,084,498.50
-12,084,498.50

-12,084,498.50
-12,084,498.50

0.00
0.00

-351,561.42
-351,561.42

-320,126.22
-320,126.22

-31,435.20
-31,435.20

7,331,694.87

7,377,023.71

-45,328.84

30010-000
30120-000
30199-000

CAPITAL/FUND BALANCE
Capital Contributions - GP
TOTAL CAPITAL / FUND BALANCE

30500-000
30510-000
31199-000

EARNINGS
Accumulated Earnings
TOTAL EARNINGS

32999-000

TOTAL EQUITY & LIABILITY

Ridge View Commons
Financial Reports
APRIL 2018

RIDGEVIEW COMMONS
April 2018 – Variance Report

REVENUE
Actual: $169,766.97

Budget: $169,342.00

Variance: $424.97

Budget: $27,583.00

Variance: $(396.18)

Project Revenue is right on budget.
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
Actual: $27,979.18

Administrative expenses are right on budget with no unusual expenses.
UTILITIES
Actual: $14,296.03

Budget: $22,424.00

Variance: $(8,127.97)

Budget: $28,626.00

Variance: $9,484.57

April utility expenses are under budget.
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE EXPENSES
Actual: $19,141.43

April maintenance expenses are under budget with no extraordinary expenses.
TAXES & INSURANCE
Actual: $11,484.21

Budget: $13,824.00

Variance: $2,339.79

Budget: $3,680.00

Variance: $4,37.88

Tax and Insurance expenses are under budget.
SERVICE EXPENSE
Actual: $3,242.12

The service expense is entirely comprised of the site Service Coordinator wages
REPLACEMENT RESERVE
Actual: $5,501.02

Budget: $15,408.00

Variance: $9,906.98

Replacement Reserve includes payments for misc. replacement items such as toilets, sinks, vanities, flooring, PTAC
units, awnings, appliances, and other building systems.

Variance Report completed by Sean Barcelon

OTHER CASH PAYMENTS
Actual: $76,240.01

Budget: $67,679.50

Variance: $(8,650.51)

Other Cash Payments include RVC’s debt service, reserve for replacement impound, prepaid insurance allowance,
and reserve for replacement withdrawal allowance. During April RVC paid $8,542 for a water heater replacement,
because this expense is capitalized, the payment is shown here rather than the Replacement Reserve Section.

Total Expenses
Actual: $157,884.00

Budget: $179,224.50

Variance: $21,340.50

Budget: $(9,882.50)

Variance: $21,765.47

Budget: $(39,530.00)

Variance: $213,562.47

Net Income for April
Actual: $11,882.87
Year-to-Date Budget Comparison Net Income
Actual: $174,032.47

Please note that this report is based off the accrual budget comparison completed by Eden Housing’s
accounting department.
We have worked with Eden’s accounting department to adjust the budget comparison report to include the
budget allowances for the impound funding and Replacement Reserve expenses. Replacement Reserve
expenses may be capitalized and are eligible for reimbursement from the Reserve Account.

Variance Report completed by Sean Barcelon

April 30, 2018

RIDGE VIEW COMMONS
PART I
1.

2.

OPERATING ACCOUNT TRANSACTIONS

BEGINNING BALANCE -

Petty Cash

300.00

Cash In Bank

483,652.47

(1) OPENING CASH
AMOUNTS RECEIVED DURING THE MONTH
(a) Rent Collections
(b) Interest
(c) Cable TV
(d) Other Revenue Collected:
Laundry & Vending
PG&E refund
Maintenance Fee
Duplicate petty cash reimbursement
Total Income Deposited
(e) Commercial rent - Open Heart Kitchen
(f) Extra SD cash transfer to OP account
(g) Miscellaneous
(h) Miscellaneous

483,952.47
161,625.00
6,735.00
30.52
5.00
264.22
168,659.74
1,076.00
4,309.24
-

Total Booked Income

174,044.98

(2) AVAILABLE CASH
TOTAL AVAILABLE CASH
3.
DISBURSEMENTS MADE DURING THE MONTH
(a) Current Expenses
(b) Other Disbursements
(1) Monthly Mortgage & Impound payment
(2) Monthly Replacement Reserve transfer
3) NSF checks & bank charges/adjustments
(4) OP cash transfer to SD account
(3) TOTAL DISBURSEMENTS
4.
ADJUSTMENTS Petty Cash
Cash In Bank

174,044.98
657,697.45
101,512.08
5,723.07
55,265.73
11,737.50
174,238.38
300.00
483,459.07
483,759.07

(4) ENDING BALANCE

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

PART II
OTHER FINANCIAL DATA
ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
OUTSTANDING PURCHASE ORDERS
TENANT SECURITY DEPOSIT LIABILITY
VACANCY LOSS:
Number of Units
TENANT RECEIVABLE:
Number of Tenants
<60 DAYS

-0-

<90 DAYS

6.

SECURITY DEPOSIT ACCOUNT FUNDED

1.
2.
3.
4.

PART III OTHER STATISTICS
NUMBER OF VACANT UNITS AT END OF MONTH
NUMBER OF RENTED UNITS AT END OF MONTH
NUMBER OF RENT FREE UNITS
RENTAL ACTIVITY:
Move-Ins

$
$
$
$
$
-0-

>90 DAYS

-0$

200 UNITS
1
199
2
0

Move-Outs

0

29,552.59
159,631.00
1,013.00
1,211.00

159,631.00

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
PTD Actual

PTD Budget

Variance

% Var

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

1,952,351.00

51100-000

RENTAL INCOME

51200-000

Tenant Rent

148,413.00

162,696.00

-14,283.00

-8.78

598,367.00

650,784.00

-52,417.00

-8.05

51212-000

Tenant Based Subsidy

16,128.00

0.00

16,128.00

N/A

56,461.00

0.00

56,461.00

N/A

0.00

51400-000

Stores & Commercial

1,076.00

916.00

160.00

17.47

4,784.00

3,664.00

1,120.00

30.57

10,992.00

52200-000

Vacancy Loss

52999-000

TOTAL RENTAL & SALES INCOME

54000-000

FINANCIAL REVENUE

54100-000

Interest Income

54999-000
59000-000

TOTAL FINANCIAL REVENUE-UNRESTRICTE

-1,013.00

-1,952.00

939.00

48.10

-4,062.00

-7,808.00

3,746.00

47.98

-23,428.00

164,604.00

161,660.00

2,944.00

1.82

655,550.00

646,640.00

8,910.00

1.38

1,939,915.00

2.57

8.00

-5.43

-67.88

11.16

32.00

-20.84

-65.12

93.00

2.57

8.00

-5.43

-67.88

11.16

32.00

-20.84

-65.12

93.00

7,855.00

OTHER REVENUE

59100-000

Laundry & Vending Revenue

0.00

655.00

-655.00

-100.00

2,768.69

2,620.00

148.69

5.68

59200-000

NSF & Late Fees

0.00

53.00

-53.00

-100.00

50.00

212.00

-162.00

-76.42

638.00

59255-000

Cable TV

6,735.00

6,954.00

-219.00

-3.15

26,871.00

27,816.00

-945.00

-3.40

83,448.00

59900-000

Other Revenue (Specify)

-1,574.60

12.00

-1,586.60

-13,221.67

985.40

48.00

937.40

1,952.92

150.00

5,160.40

7,674.00

-2,513.60

-32.75

30,675.09

30,696.00

-20.91

-0.07

92,091.00

169,766.97

169,342.00

424.97

0.25

686,236.25

677,368.00

8,868.25

1.31

2,032,099.00

59998-000

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE

59999-000
60000-000

TOTAL REVENUE
EXPENSES

62000-000

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

62500-000

Other Renting Expenses

63100-000

Office Salaries

63110-000

Office Supplies

63113-000

Equipment Leases

63115-000

Postage/Delivery

63130-000

Dues, Memberships & Subscriptions

63200-001

Management Fee

63300-000

Manager Salary

63310-000

Staff Rent Free Unit

63400-000

Legal Expense

63500-000

Audit/Tax Preparation

63510-001
63600-000
63750-000

Bank Charges

53.33

66.00

12.67

19.20

221.76

63760-000

Payroll Costs

654.56

818.00

163.44

19.98

3,474.01

63920-000

Computer Support & Equipment

1,686.07

1,092.00

-594.07

-54.40

6,619.28

4,368.00

63930-000

Training

-400.00

158.00

558.00

353.16

0.00

632.00

63950-000

Mileage

0.00

8.00

8.00

100.00

0.00

63990-000

Other Miscellaneous

-53.05

403.00

456.05

113.16

246.93

126.20

67.00

-59.20

-88.36

476.10

268.00

-208.10

-77.65

800.00

7,030.66

6,813.00

-217.66

-3.19

27,056.55

27,252.00

195.45

0.72

81,760.00

75.01

433.00

357.99

82.68

1,151.22

1,732.00

580.78

33.53

5,200.00

315.54

335.00

19.46

5.81

1,216.18

1,340.00

123.82

9.24

4,018.00
212.00

13.14

18.00

4.86

27.00

245.78

72.00

-173.78

-241.36

400.00

0.00

-400.00

N/A

400.00

0.00

-400.00

N/A

0.00

6,945.00

6,841.00

-104.00

-1.52

27,780.00

27,364.00

-416.00

-1.52

82,089.00

4,840.00

4,735.00

-105.00

-2.22

19,260.50

18,940.00

-320.50

-1.69

56,816.00

2,006.00

2,026.00

20.00

0.99

8,024.00

8,104.00

80.00

0.99

24,313.00

0.00

142.00

142.00

100.00

0.00

568.00

568.00

100.00

1,700.00

833.33

833.00

-0.33

-0.04

3,333.32

3,332.00

-1.32

-0.04

10,000.00

Accounting Services

1,900.00

1,900.00

0.00

0.00

7,600.00

7,600.00

0.00

0.00

22,800.00

Telephone/Answering Service

1,553.39

895.00

-658.39

-73.56

5,674.61

3,580.00

-2,094.61

-58.51

10,737.00

264.00

42.24

16.00

796.00

3,272.00

-202.01

-6.17

9,817.00

-2,251.28

-51.54

13,100.00

632.00

100.00

1,900.00

32.00

32.00

100.00

100.00

1,612.00

1,365.07

84.68

4,840.00

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
63999-000
64000-000

TOTAL ADMIN EXPENSE

PTD Actual

PTD Budget

Variance

% Var

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

27,979.18

27,583.00

-396.18

-1.44

112,780.24

110,332.00

-2,448.24

-2.22

330,998.00

56,860.00

UTILITIES EXPENSE

64500-000

Electricity

1,225.30

4,738.00

3,512.70

74.14

8,904.47

18,952.00

10,047.53

53.02

64505-000

Solar True-up

2,078.03

0.00

-2,078.03

N/A

5,447.81

0.00

-5,447.81

N/A

0.00

64510-000

Water

2,969.71

7,945.00

4,975.29

62.62

17,737.00

31,780.00

14,043.00

44.19

95,338.00

64520-000

Gas

27,990.00

64900-000

Cable TV

64999-000

TOTAL UTILITIES EXP

591.52

2,332.00

1,740.48

74.63

13,172.91

9,328.00

-3,844.91

-41.22

7,431.47

7,409.00

-22.47

-0.30

29,725.88

29,636.00

-89.88

-0.30

88,910.00

14,296.03

22,424.00

8,127.97

36.25

74,988.07

89,696.00

14,707.93

16.40

269,098.00

65000-000

OPERATING & MAINT EXPENSE

65100-000

Janitor & Cleaning Payroll

0.00

2,595.00

2,595.00

100.00

6,350.42

10,380.00

4,029.58

38.82

31,140.00

65140-000

Janitor & Cleaning Contract

135.64

727.00

591.36

81.34

1,278.76

2,908.00

1,629.24

56.03

8,725.00

65150-000

Janitor & Cleaning Supplies

107.78

618.00

510.22

82.56

693.39

2,472.00

1,778.61

71.95

7,410.00

65190-000

Exterminating Contract

538.00

611.00

73.00

11.95

2,122.00

2,444.00

322.00

13.18

7,336.00

65200-000

Exterminating Supplies

65250-000

Rubbish Removal

65300-000

Security Payroll/Contract

65360-000

Grounds Supplies

65370-000

0.00

8.00

8.00

100.00

21.88

32.00

10.12

31.62

100.00

5,203.08

5,064.00

-139.08

-2.75

20,812.32

20,256.00

-556.32

-2.75

60,769.00

477.75

727.00

249.25

34.28

3,261.00

2,908.00

-353.00

-12.14

8,725.00

0.00

42.00

42.00

100.00

0.00

168.00

168.00

100.00

500.00

Grounds Contract

3,592.00

4,526.00

934.00

20.64

14,368.00

18,104.00

3,736.00

20.64

54,316.00

65400-000

Maintenance Payroll

5,307.03

7,514.00

2,206.97

29.37

19,212.66

30,056.00

10,843.34

36.08

90,166.00

65410-000

Maintenance Supplies

1,345.66

1,625.00

279.34

17.19

6,517.62

6,500.00

-17.62

-0.27

19,502.00

65420-000

Repair Contract

289.69

2,374.00

2,084.31

87.80

5,565.73

9,496.00

3,930.27

41.39

28,483.00

65450-000

Elevator Maintenance/Contract

1,881.00

1,025.00

-856.00

-83.51

4,716.00

4,100.00

-616.00

-15.02

12,300.00

65460-000

HVAC Repairs/Maint

0.00

474.00

474.00

100.00

0.00

1,896.00

1,896.00

100.00

5,691.00

65600-000

Decorating Contract

0.00

326.00

326.00

100.00

1,100.00

1,304.00

204.00

15.64

3,917.00

65610-000

Decorating Supplies

65910-000

Kitchen Equipment

65999-000
67000-000

TOTAL OP & MAINT EXP.

Real Estate Taxes

67110-000

Payroll Taxes

67120-000

State Taxes

67190-000

Misc. Taxes, Licenses & Permit

67200-000

Property & Liability Insurance

67220-000

Workmen's Compensation

67230-000
67290-000

69000-000

111.00

111.00

100.00

422.51

444.00

21.49

4.84

1,332.00

259.00

-4.80

-1.85

1,040.12

1,036.00

-4.12

-0.40

3,107.00

19,141.43

28,626.00

9,484.57

33.13

87,482.41

114,504.00

27,021.59

23.60

343,519.00

0.00

300.00

300.00

100.00

0.00

1,200.00

1,200.00

100.00

3,600.00

1,492.18

2,251.00

758.82

33.71

9,996.26

9,004.00

-992.26

-11.02

27,016.00

TAXES & INSURANCE

67100-000

67599-000

0.00
263.80

66.67

67.00

0.33

0.49

266.68

268.00

1.32

0.49

800.00

0.00

167.00

167.00

100.00

0.00

668.00

668.00

100.00

2,000.00

4,509.72

4,598.00

88.28

1.92

18,038.88

18,392.00

353.12

1.92

55,182.00

899.18

1,190.00

290.82

24.44

3,826.07

4,760.00

933.93

19.62

14,274.00

Health Insurance

2,409.08

3,092.00

682.92

22.09

9,353.69

12,368.00

3,014.31

24.37

37,100.00

Other Insurance (Specify)

2,107.38

2,159.00

51.62

2.39

8,429.52

8,636.00

206.48

2.39

25,906.00

11,484.21

13,824.00

2,339.79

16.93

49,911.10

55,296.00

5,384.90

9.74

165,878.00

TOTAL TAX & INSURANCE
SERVICE EXPENSE

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Budget Comparison
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_sur_is
69250-001
69299-000
69990-000
73000-000

SC - Contracted Services
TOTAL RESIDENT SERVICE ADMINISTRATI
TOTAL SERVICE EXPENSE

PTD Actual

PTD Budget

Variance

% Var

YTD Actual

YTD Budget

Variance

% Var

Annual

3,242.12

3,680.00

437.88

11.90

14,544.81

14,720.00

175.19

1.19

44,160.00

3,242.12

3,680.00

437.88

11.90

14,544.81

14,720.00

175.19

1.19

44,160.00

3,242.12

3,680.00

437.88

11.90

14,544.81

14,720.00

175.19

1.19

44,160.00

REPLACEMENT RESERVE

73100-000

Floor Coverings

2,165.45

1,896.00

-269.45

-14.21

6,294.09

7,584.00

1,289.91

17.01

22,752.00

73110-000

Window Coverings

0.00

167.00

167.00

100.00

0.00

668.00

668.00

100.00

2,000.00

73120-000

Kitchen Appliances

0.00

296.00

296.00

100.00

1,586.24

1,184.00

-402.24

-33.97

3,547.00

73130-000

Countertops/Tile/Cabinets

0.00

10.00

10.00

100.00

0.00

40.00

40.00

100.00

125.00

73140-000

Tubs/Showers/Toilets/Sinks/Vanity

127.45

450.00

322.55

71.68

634.45

1,800.00

1,165.55

64.75

5,400.00

73150-000

Doors & Windows

293.51

33.00

-260.51

-789.42

393.51

132.00

-261.51

-198.11

400.00

73160-000

Small Appliances

0.00

223.00

223.00

100.00

0.00

892.00

892.00

100.00

2,680.00

73170-000

Large Appliance

8,542.00

1,550.00

-6,992.00

-451.10

8,542.00

6,200.00

-2,342.00

-37.77

18,600.00

73173-000

A. C. / Chiller Units

0.00

758.00

758.00

100.00

1,321.00

3,032.00

1,711.00

56.43

9,090.00

73190-000

Repl Reserve-Other

0.00

4,167.00

4,167.00

100.00

0.00

16,668.00

16,668.00

100.00

50,000.00

73200-000

Roofs/Decks

0.00

525.00

525.00

100.00

0.00

2,100.00

2,100.00

100.00

6,300.00

73220-000

Paving (ParkingLots/Sidewalks)

0.00

0.00

0.00

N/A

5,975.00

0.00

-5,975.00

N/A

0.00

73550-000

Furn, Fixtures & Equip (T)

2,914.61

3,333.00

418.39

12.55

13,743.88

13,332.00

-411.88

-3.09

40,000.00

73560-000

Other Improvements (T)

24,000.00

73570-000

RR Eligible Capitalized

73699-000
83000-000

TOTAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE

0.00

2,000.00

2,000.00

100.00

923.39

8,000.00

7,076.61

88.46

-8,542.00

0.00

8,542.00

N/A

-20,056.25

0.00

20,056.25

N/A

0.00

5,501.02

15,408.00

9,906.98

64.30

19,357.31

61,632.00

42,274.69

68.59

184,894.00

OTHER CASH PAYMENTS

83100-000

Tax & Ins Impound Funding

83102-000

Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal

7,400.26

6,757.00

-643.26

-9.52

27,516.70

27,028.00

-488.70

-1.81

81,088.00

0.00

-6,757.00

-6,757.00

-100.00

-51,931.33

-27,028.00

24,903.33

92.14

-81,088.00

83112-000

Replacement Reserve Funding

11,737.50

11,737.50

0.00

0.00

46,950.00

46,950.00

0.00

0.00

140,850.00

83125-000

Debt Service

48,560.25

48,560.00

-0.25

0.00

194,241.00

194,240.00

-1.00

0.00

582,723.00

83140-000

Replacement Reserve Withdrawal

83150-000

Fixed Assets Capitalized

0.00

0.00

0.00

N/A

-83,692.78

0.00

83,692.78

N/A

0.00

8,542.00

7,382.00

-1,160.00

-15.71

20,056.25

29,528.00

9,471.75

32.08

88,590.00

83299-000

TOTAL CASH PAYMENTS

76,240.01

67,679.50

-8,560.51

-12.65

153,139.84

270,718.00

117,578.16

43.43

812,163.00

89990-000

TOTAL EXPENSES

157,884.00

179,224.50

21,340.50

11.91

512,203.78

716,898.00

204,694.22

28.55

2,150,710.00

11,882.97

-9,882.50

21,765.47

220.24

174,032.47

-39,530.00

213,562.47

540.25

-118,611.00

90900-000

NET INCOME

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date

Year to Date

148,413.00

598,367.00

51100-000

RENTAL INCOME

51200-000

Tenant Rent

51212-000

Tenant Based Subsidy

16,128.00

56,461.00

51400-000

Stores & Commercial

1,076.00

4,784.00

52200-000

Vacancy Loss

-1,013.00

-4,062.00

164,604.00

655,550.00

52999-000

TOTAL RENTAL & SALES INCOME

54000-000

FINANCIAL REVENUE

54100-000

Interest Income

2.57

11.16

54150-000

Interest-Tax & Ins

0.00

211.64

2.57

222.80

0.00

2,848.98

0.00

2,848.98

54999-000

55100-000
55200-000
55999-000

59000-000

TOTAL FINANCIAL REVENUE-UNRESTRICTE

RESTRICTED INCOME
Int - Repl Res
TOTAL RESTRICTED INCOME

OTHER REVENUE

59100-000

Laundry & Vending Revenue

0.00

2,768.69

59200-000

NSF & Late Fees

0.00

50.00

59255-000

Cable TV

6,735.00

26,871.00

59900-000

Other Revenue (Specify)

-1,574.60

985.40

5,160.40

30,675.09

169,766.97

689,296.87

126.20

476.10

59998-000

TOTAL OTHER REVENUE

59999-000

60000-000

TOTAL REVENUE

EXPENSES

62000-000

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

62500-000

Other Renting Expenses

63100-000

Office Salaries

7,030.66

27,056.55

63110-000

Office Supplies

75.01

1,151.22

63113-000

Equipment Leases

315.54

1,216.18

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date

Year to Date

13.14

245.78

400.00

400.00

63115-000

Postage/Delivery

63130-000

Dues, Memberships & Subscriptions

63200-001

Management Fee

6,945.00

27,780.00

63300-000

Manager Salary

4,840.00

19,260.50

63310-000

Staff Rent Free Unit

2,006.00

8,024.00

63500-000

Audit/Tax Preparation

833.33

3,333.32

63510-001

Accounting Services

1,900.00

7,600.00

63600-000

Telephone, Cable & Internet

1,553.39

5,674.61

63750-000

Bank Charges

53.33

221.76

63760-000

Payroll Costs

654.56

3,474.01

63920-000

Computer Support & Equipment

1,686.07

6,619.28

63930-000

Training, Events & Giveaways

-400.00

0.00

63990-000

Other Miscellaneous

-53.05

246.93

27,979.18

112,780.24

63999-000

64000-000

TOTAL ADMIN EXPENSE

UTILITIES EXPENSE

64500-000

Electricity

1,225.30

8,904.47

64505-000

Solar True-up

2,078.03

5,447.81

64510-000

Water

2,969.71

17,737.00

64520-000

Gas

591.52

13,172.91

64900-000

Cable TV

7,431.47

29,725.88

14,296.03

74,988.07

0.00

6,350.42

64999-000

TOTAL UTILITIES EXP

65000-000

OPERATING & MAINT EXPENSE

65100-000

Janitor & Cleaning Payroll

65140-000

Janitor & Cleaning Contract

135.64

1,278.76

65150-000

Janitor & Cleaning Supplies

107.78

693.39

65190-000

Exterminating Contract

538.00

2,122.00

65200-000

Exterminating Supplies

0.00

21.88

65250-000

Rubbish Removal

5,203.08

20,812.32

65300-000

Security Payroll/Contract

477.75

3,261.00

65370-000

Grounds Contract

3,592.00

14,368.00

65400-000

Maintenance Payroll

5,307.03

19,212.66

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date

Year to Date

1,345.66

6,517.62

289.69

5,565.73

1,881.00

4,716.00

65410-000

Maintenance Supplies

65420-000

Repair Contract

65450-000

Elevator Maintenance/Contract

65600-000

Decorating Contract

0.00

1,100.00

65610-000

Decorating Supplies

0.00

422.51

65910-000

Kitchen Equipment

263.80

1,040.12

19,141.43

87,482.41

1,492.18

9,996.26

66.67

266.68

4,509.72

18,038.88

899.18

3,826.07

65999-000

67000-000

TOTAL OP & MAINT EXP.

TAXES & INSURANCE

67110-000

Payroll Taxes

67120-000

State Taxes

67200-000

Property & Liability Insurance

67220-000

Workmen's Compensation

67230-000

Health Insurance

2,409.08

9,353.69

67290-000

Other Insurance (Specify)

2,107.38

8,429.52

11,484.21

49,911.10

67599-000

68000-000

TOTAL TAX & INSURANCE

FINANCIAL ACCOUNTS

68200-000

Interest on Mortgage Payable

22,724.73

91,604.02

68245-000

Interest - City Loans

28,010.42

112,041.67

50,735.15

203,645.69

3,242.12

14,544.81

3,242.12

14,544.81

3,242.12

14,544.81

2,165.45

6,294.09

0.00

1,586.24

68599-000

69000-000
69250-001
69299-000

69990-000

73000-000

TOTAL FINANCIAL ACCTS

SERVICE EXPENSE
Contracted Services
TOTAL RESIDENT SERVICE ADMINISTRATI

TOTAL SERVICE EXPENSE

REPLACEMENT RESERVE

73100-000

Floor Coverings

73120-000

Kitchen Appliances

73140-000

Tubs/Showers/Toilets/Sinks/Vanity

127.45

634.45

73150-000

Doors & Windows

293.51

393.51

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Income Statement
Period = Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_is
Period to Date

Year to Date

8,542.00

8,542.00

73170-000

Large Appliance

73173-000

A. C. / Chiller Units

0.00

1,321.00

73220-000

Paving (ParkingLots/Sidewalks)

0.00

5,975.00

73550-000

Furn, Fixtures & Equip (T)

2,914.61

13,743.88

73560-000

Other Improvements (T)

0.00

923.39

73570-000

RR Eligible Capitalized

-8,542.00

-20,056.25

5,501.02

19,357.31

73699-000

78000-000

TOTAL REPLACEMENT RESERVE

DEPRECIATION/AMORTIZATION

78100-000

Depreciation

34,526.95

136,935.76

78150-000

Amortization

6,075.26

24,301.06

40,602.21

161,236.82

7,400.26

27,516.70

-7,400.26

-27,516.70

78199-000

83000-000

TOTAL DEPRECIATION/AMORTIZATION

OTHER CASH PAYMENTS (T)

83100-000

Tax & Ins Impound Funding

83101-000

Tax & Ins Impound Funding Contra

83102-000

Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal

0.00

-51,931.33

83103-000

Tax & Ins Impound Withdrawal Contra

0.00

51,931.33

83112-000

Replacement Reserve Funding

11,737.50

46,950.00

83113-000

Replacement Reserve Funding Contra

-11,737.50

-46,950.00

83125-000

Debt Service

48,560.25

194,241.00

83126-000

Debt Service Contra

-48,560.25

-194,241.00

83140-000

Replacement Reserve Withdrawal

0.00

-83,692.78

83141-000

Replacement Reserve Withdrawal Contra

0.00

83,692.78

83150-000

Fixed Assets Capitalized

8,542.00

20,056.25

83151-000

Fixed Assets Capitalized Contra

-8,542.00

-20,056.25

83152-000

Fixed Asset Disposal

-7,368.96

-16,358.68

83153-000

Fixed Asset Disposal Contra

7,368.96

16,358.68

83299-000

TOTAL CASH PAYMENTS

0.00

0.00

89990-000

TOTAL EXPENSES

172,981.35

723,946.45

-3,214.38

-34,649.58

90900-000

NET INCOME

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Balance Sheet (With Period Change)
Period = Jan 2018-Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_bs

10100-000

Balance

Beginning

Net

Current Period

Balance

Change

CURRENT ASSETS

10110-000

Petty Cash

10120-000

Operating Account

10122-000

Payroll Account

10491-000

Transfer to/from Security Deposit

10499-000

TOTAL UNRESTRICTED CASH

300.00

300.00

0.00

483,459.07

359,104.89

124,354.18

31,842.14

24,386.23

7,455.91

32.97

13,506.00

-13,473.03

515,634.18

397,297.12

118,337.06

10600-000

RESTRICTED FUNDS

10690-000

Security Deposits

59,633.57

72,998.00

-13,364.43

10691-000

Security Deposit Transfer

-32.97

-13,506.00

13,473.03

10695-000

Security Deposit Acct. (2)

100,030.40

100,000.00

30.40

159,631.00

159,492.00

139.00

-31,291.04

10699-000
10700-000

TOTAL RESTRICTED FUNDS
IMPOUNDED FUNDS

10716-000

Hazard Insurance Impound

29,860.56

61,151.60

10718-000

Earthquake Insurance Impound

17,271.36

10,183.31

7,088.05

10730-000

Replacement Reserve

1,000,195.84

1,034,089.64

-33,893.80

1,047,327.76

1,105,424.55

-58,096.79

10798-000

TOTAL IMPOUNDED FUNDS

10799-000

TOTAL RESTRICTED FUNDS

1,206,958.76

1,264,916.55

-57,957.79

10999-000

TOTAL CASH / CASH EQUIVALENTS

1,722,592.94

1,662,213.67

60,379.27

1,211.00

29.00

1,182.00

1,211.00

29.00

1,182.00

11000-000
13910-000
13999-000
14500-000

RECEIVABLES
Tenant Accounts Receivable
TOTAL RECEIVABLES
PREPAID EXPENSES

14515-000

Prepaid Property Insurance

35,349.29

1,456.84

33,892.45

14525-000

Prepaid Insurance - Other

12,644.26

21,073.78

-8,429.52

14590-000

Miscellaneous Prepaid Expenses

13,512.17

22,974.44

-9,462.27

61,505.72

45,505.06

16,000.66

1,785,309.66

1,707,747.73

77,561.93

14599-000
15599-000
17499-000

TOTAL PREPAID EXPENSES
TOTAL CURRENT ASSETS
LAND AND FIXED ASSETS

17800-000

Buildings

15,090,118.97

15,090,118.97

0.00

17805-000

Building Improvements

293,956.61

293,956.61

0.00

17820-000

Other Improvements

110,742.11

113,756.83

-3,014.72

17851-000

Carpeting

125,748.68

125,748.68

0.00

17853-000

Furniture, Fixtures & Equipt

17950-000

Accumulated Depreciation

17999-000
18100-000

TOTAL LAND AND FIXED ASSETS

395,643.39

388,931.10

6,712.29

-11,329,620.66

-11,209,043.58

-120,577.08

4,686,589.10

4,803,468.61

-116,879.51

OTHER ASSETS

18132-000

Bond Financing

9,180.00

11,220.00

-2,040.00

18185-000

Perm. Loan Fees

686,423.46

708,684.52

-22,261.06

18300-000

Refundable Deposits

143,315.37

145,902.85

-2,587.48

Ridgeview Commons (480)
Balance Sheet (With Period Change)
Period = Jan 2018-Apr 2018
Book = Accrual ; Tree = prop_bs

19900-000
19999-000

TOTAL OTHER ASSETS
TOTAL ASSETS

Balance

Beginning

Net

Current Period

Balance

Change

838,918.83

865,807.37

-26,888.54

7,310,817.59

7,377,023.71

-66,206.12

20100-000

Accounts Payable

3,599.37

35,877.20

-32,277.83

20120-000

Accrued Liabilities

25,686.54

33,490.62

-7,804.08

20160-000

Accrued Income Taxes

266.68

800.00

-533.32

29,552.59

70,167.82

-40,615.23

159,631.00

159,492.00

139.00

-485.00

0.00

-485.00

159,146.00

159,492.00

-346.00

20199-000
21900-000

TOTAL ACCOUNTS PAYABLE / ACCRUED LIABI
SECURITY DEPOSITS

21910-000

Tenant Security Deposits

21960-000

Deposit Refund

21999-000

TOTAL SECURITY DEPOSITS

23700-000

INTEREST PAYABLE-Current

23710-000

Accrued Mortgage Interest

22,724.73

23,193.01

-468.28

23799-000

TOTAL INTEREST PAYABLE-Current

22,724.73

23,193.01

-468.28

24999-000

TOTAL CURRENT LIABILITY

211,423.32

252,852.83

-41,429.51

-102,168.70

25100-000

NOTES AND LOAN PAYABLES

25120-000

Mortgage Payable

4,958,123.90

5,060,292.60

25170-000

Loan Payable - City

4,000,000.00

4,000,000.00

0.00

25171-000

Loan Payable-City RDA

225,000.00

225,000.00

0.00

25172-000

Loan Payable - City (II)

25499-000
26700-000

TOTAL NOTES AND LOAN PAYABLES

2,250,000.00

2,250,000.00

0.00

11,433,123.90

11,535,292.60

-102,168.70

INTEREST PAYABLE-LT

26720-000

Accrued Int - City

8,105,544.67

7,993,503.00

112,041.67

26799-000

TOTAL INTEREST PAYABLE-LT

8,105,544.67

7,993,503.00

112,041.67

29999-000

TOTAL LIABILITIES

19,750,091.89

19,781,648.43

-31,556.54

-12,404,624.00

-12,404,624.00

0.00

-12,404,624.00

-12,404,624.00

0.00

-34,650.30
-34,650.30

-0.72
-0.72

-34,649.58
-34,649.58

7,310,817.59

7,377,023.71

-66,206.12

30010-000
30120-000
30199-000
30500-000
30510-000
31199-000
32999-000

CAPITAL/FUND BALANCE
Capital Contributions - GP
TOTAL CAPITAL / FUND BALANCE
EARNINGS
Accumulated Earnings
TOTAL EARNINGS
TOTAL EQUITY & LIABILITY

Housing Commission
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Item 03

SUBJECT

MANAGEMENT UPDATE FOR MARCH & APRIL 2018 FOR RIDGE VIEW COMMONS

RECOMMENDATION
This item is informational; no action is necessary.

ATTACHMENTS
1.

Ridge View Commons Monthly Management Update for March and April 2018

The most recent monthly management reports for Ridge View Commons are attached. These items
are for the Commission’s information and reference and no action is required.
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RIDGE VIEW COMMONS UPDATE
MARCH 2018

• Apartment Turnover
We had one move-in, and one move-out in March. The M/O will require a full
rehab, as this was an apartment occupied for many years. We currently have
one 30-day notice in process.
• Fire Alarm Testing
In March, Cal Building did our quarterly fire alarm notification, and system
testing. This is an all-day test and inspection involving all sensors, reporters,
audible fire sprinkler alarms, and systems. It includes tests of our monitoring
alarms, to insure they are functioning properly as designed. There were no
major issues found from these tests.

• Staffing
In March, our custodian gave her 2-week notice. This is a full-time position
that works closely with staff, and residents on-a daily basis. We are still
looking for the right person to fill this position.
• New Water Heater
In March, we had to replace one of the 100 - gallon water heaters in the North
Building. Due to the hardness of the Pleasanton water, we are lucky if we can get
10 years of service out of any replacement. During the installation of the new water
heater we also found out the re-circulating pump that moves hot water through the
supply loop for the North residential building had failed. We are now in the process
of getting bids for a replacement pump.

RIDGE VIEW COMMONS UPDATE
APRIL 2018

• Apartment Turnover
For the first time in recent memory, we went through a month (April) without
any turnovers. We currently have one 30-day notice in process.
• Dryer Lint Traps & Vents
RVC has four groups of cottage apartments. Each cottage apartment has its
own washer and dryer. We also have 2 community laundry rooms, one for
residents in the North building, and one for residents in the South building.
Alpha Fire Control cleaned 55 lint traps, dryer vents and ducts. This is
something we have not done for several years and will be done more
frequently moving forward.
• New Water Heater
In March, we had to replace one of the 100 - gallon water heaters in the North
Building. During the installation of the new water heater, the re-circulating pump
that moves the hot water from the four water heaters, through the supply loop had
failed. A new replacement pump was ordered and installed in April.

• Elevator Repair
PG&E shut off all power to RVC to replace a transformer on the North side
of the property. Following the outage, we had to replace and reprogram the
CLC computer board in elevator #3 in the South building.
• Additional Work
We are currently soliciting bids to resurface and stripe our parking lot, and to
replace our outdoor bollard lighting with new outdoor LED bollards.

Housing Commission
Agenda Report
May 17, 2018
Item 06
SUBJECT:

P17-0903

APPLICANT:

City of Pleasanton

PURPOSE:

Consider an amendment to Chapter 17.44 - Inclusionary Zoning of
the Pleasanton Municipal Code to promote City goals and policies
related to affordable housing by requiring the construction of
compact units within all single-family development projects of 15
units or more.

LOCATION:

Citywide

GENERAL PLAN/
SPECIFIC PLAN/
ZONING:

Various

EXHIBITS:

A.
B.

Draft Amendments to the Pleasanton Municipal Code (clean
and redlined versions)
Agenda Report and Minute Excerpt of the November 8,
2017, Housing and Planning Commission Joint Workshop

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Review the amendments to Chapter 17.44 - Inclusionary Zoning, of the Pleasanton Municipal
Code, as shown in Exhibit A, and recommend approval and adoption by the City Council.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Housing Commission is requested to consider amendments to Chapter 17.44 of the
Pleasanton Municipal Code, also known as the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO). Per the
Pleasanton Municipal Code (PMC) the Housing Commission is responsible for making
recommendations to the City Council and/or establishing policies regarding affordable housing
projects. Accordingly, the draft amendments are before the Housing Commission for its
consideration and recommendation. The amendments, which incorporate input from the
Housing Commission and Planning Commission at a Study Session held on November 8,
2017, are intended to further promote City goals and policies related to affordable housing by
increasing the availability and variety of housing available to all income levels. As such, and as
detailed in this staff report, staff recommends the Housing Commission recommend the City
Council adopt the proposed amendments, which will also be brought before the Planning
Commission for consideration at their June 13, 2018 meeting. Recommendations from both
Commissions will then be brought to the City Council, as they consider adoption of the
amendments.

BACKGROUND
The City’s IZO was adopted in 2000, with a key purpose to ensure that private development
projects incorporate affordable residential units as part of those projects. Projects may propose
alternative means to satisfy their inclusionary housing requirements, including payment of a
Lower Income Housing Fee (LIHF) in lieu of constructing units on-site. Additional background
information on the existing IZO is provided in the November 8, 2017 Agenda Report, included
as Exhibit B.
The City has generally been successful in obtaining inclusionary units within multi-family rental
developments. However, developers of new single-family developments often opt out of
constructing affordable units, suggesting that it is more costly to construct affordable units than
it is to pay the LIHF, and that building affordable ownership units may create equity issues.
The LIHF rate was originally established by the City in 2000, and is adjusted annually based
on the Consumer Price Index. The current rate is $2,882/unit for rental developments and
single-family homes under 1,500-square-feet; and $11,627/unit for single-family homes in
excess of 1,500-square-feet. In addition, new commercial developments are charged a fee of
$3.07 per square foot to support production of affordable housing. Although no below market
rate ownership units have been constructed in recent years, the LIHF has been important to
the City in facilitating the construction of other affordable projects, such as Kottinger Gardens
and the future Sunflower Hill community. The LIHF has also been used to support other City
programs that promote housing affordability.
In recent years, Pleasanton, along with many other jurisdictions, have been considering ways
to further increase the availability and variety of housing available to all income levels – the
City and the Housing Commission has supported this goal and recent efforts to provide more
affordable units, such as the recent adoption of streamlined review procedures for Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs). In February 2017, the City Council established a work program priority
to update the IZO to help address affordable housing needs that were not being met.
In addition to the current effort to consider amendments to the IZO, the City is reviewing the
existing LIHF, under a separate process, to ensure it is set at an appropriate level. No fee
changes will be considered as part of this amendment. On May 1, 2018, City staff presented
the City Council with a newly completed Nexus Study including initial technical work such as
development impact fee methodology and results for suggested changes to various
Development Impact Fees including the LIHF. The City Council provided direction to return
recommendations regarding new Development Impact Fee amounts following outreach and
presentations to various stakeholder groups within the community.
Joint Housing Commission/Planning Commission Workshop
On November 17, 2017, the Planning Commission and Housing Commission held a joint
workshop to discuss potential amendments to the IZO that could further support the production
of affordable housing within single-family residential projects, including a potential amendment
to the IZO that would require single-family projects of 15 units or more to include a proportion
of “compact units” that are smaller than typical detached single family homes, and therefore
“affordable by design.” As proposed, compact units would be defined as being between 500
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and 1,800 square feet which could be attached or detached or constructed as Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs).
Comments from commissioners at the workshop varied widely and included:
 Interest in providing incentives for affordable housing, both in addition to and instead of
mandates or requirements.
 Support for the concept of housing variety in single-family projects, such as
incorporation of duets/duplexes and other similar small, attached housing types, as well
as ADUs.
 Acknowledgement that housing costs, in general, are high in Pleasanton, which means
that even smaller units are expensive.
 Interest in increasing the LIHF, since it appears to be set at a level that does not
encourage on-site inclusionary housing.
 A range of opinions on the “ideal” size of compact units, with suggested maximum sizes
ranging from 1,200 to 1,800 square feet.
The November 8, 2017 Agenda Report and Minutes are included as Exhibit B.
DISCUSSION
Revised IZO Amendments
Although input from the Commission members varied, staff continues to believe that
augmenting the existing IZO to require a proportion of new units in larger single-family
development to be compact units and/or ADUs would be beneficial. Staff has considered ways
to incentivize developments to build affordable units. However, staff believes, at this time, that
integrating requirements into the IZO remain the most viable strategy, particularly for singlefamily projects. This does not preclude future consideration of incentives such as further fee
reductions or waivers, permit streamlining, or density bonuses (beyond those already included
in the Code) for affordable housing.
Exhibit A provides the proposed draft IZO amendments. As shown, the recommended draft
IZO amendments include the following provisions:


At least 20 percent of the total units in all detached single-family projects with 15 units
or more will be required to be “compact” units. This would be in addition to the
requirement to provide inclusionary units or pay the LIHF. Compact units would be
defined as a dwelling unit that is between 500 and 1,800 square-feet in size, intended to
be small, but still be able to accommodate a household of two or more persons. For
sale single-family home compact units (which could include attached, duplex/duet
units,) would be permitted up to 1,800-square-feet and each be located on a single lot.



Attached and detached ADUs up to 1,200-square-feet would also be permitted and
would be located on a lot containing a single-family home as an accessory use.

Staff does not propose that the compact units and ADUs be income-restricted.. Even without
rent restrictions however, the City can count ADUs as moderate-income level units towards
meeting the City’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals. Due to their limited
size, compact units are often considered to be “affordable by design” and would diversify the
City’s housing stock, providing more options for new homeowners or households wanting or
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needing to downsize. Although such units would not be considered “affordable” under
conventional definitions, they can be expected to be more affordable than larger units (other
variables being equal). For example, at a typical sales price of $532/square foot1, a 1,500
square foot home would sell for approximately $798,000 while a 3,000 square foot home for
twice that, or approximately $1.6 Million. The $798,000 sales price is still unaffordable for
moderate- and below moderate-income households, based on the Area Median Income (AMI)
for Alameda County. However, the lower price may help to close the affordability gap for some
households and put additional units within the financial reach of some households, particularly
given that median household incomes in Pleasanton are higher than in other Alameda County
communities.
As recommended by staff, the amended IZO would allow developers to choose between the
construction of smaller ownership units or the construction of ADU’s on the same lot as a
single-family home. A combination of smaller units and ADUs could also be developed as part
of a project. For ADUs, one of the units could be renter-occupied while the other unit on the lot
would need to be owner-occupied. Staff believes the proposed amendment provides flexibility
to builders to determine which type of units would best complement their proposed project. The
final make-up of the proposed compact units would then be finalized as part of an Affordable
Housing Agreement for each project. The ordinance also allows for some flexibility for
developers to proposed alternative means of satisfying the compact unit requirement;
however, payment of LIHF for these units is explicitly disallowed, to steer such proposals
towards actual housing production or equivalent benefits.
General Plan Conformance
The proposed amendments would be consistent with the General Plan and the following
policies and implementation measures contained in the Land Use and Housing Elements:
Land Use Element – Goal 2: Achieve and maintain a complete well-rounded community of
desirable neighborhoods, a strong employment base, and a variety of community facilities.
Housing Element – Goal 1: Attain a variety of housing sizes, types, densities, designs, and
prices which meet the existing and projected needs of all economic segments of the
community.
Housing Element – Goal 2: Provide residential densities capable of accommodating housing
affordable to extremely low-, low- and very low-income households while taking into account
the character and development pattern of the surrounding area.
o Policy 6: Actively promote the creation of second units on single-family
residential lots and their maintenance as sources of housing affordable to
moderate-, low-, and very low-income households.
Housing Element – Developers of Small Housing Units
o Policy 28: Strongly encourage housing developers to build small single-family
housing units, including detached second units. Single-family residential
developments with units and/or second units less than 1,200 square feet in floor
area, which provide housing affordable to moderate-income households, shall
1

Based on the Pleasanton February 2018 median listing price per square foot according to Realtor.com.
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have the third highest priority for City approval. To the extent that these
developments provide resale restrictions to retain the units as affordable to
moderate-income households, they may qualify for incentives at the discretion of
the City Council.
Housing Element – Goal 11: Manage residential growth in an orderly fashion while enabling
Pleasanton to meet its housing needs.
Housing Element – Goal 15: Adopt land use changes from non-residential to residential
designations where appropriate.
o Policy 38: Strongly encourage residential infill in areas where public facilities are
or can be made to be adequate to support such development.
 Program 38.2: Encourage the development of second units and shared
housing in R-1 zoning districts to increase the number of housing units
while preserving the visual character within existing neighborhoods of
single-family detached homes.
ALTERNATIVES
As described above, staff has provided the attached IZO amendments for Housing
Commission consideration, recommending the City Council approve the proposed
amendments. However, if the Housing Commission does not find that the proposed
amendments will help to attain a variety of housing sizes, types, and densities that are
envisioned within the General Plan or believes additional units should be required, the
following alternatives may be considered by the Commission:
1. Recommend the City Council amend the IZO to require at least 25 percent of the total
units in all detached single-family projects with 15 units or more be “compact” units.
2. Recommend the City Council amend the IZO, reflecting the proposal included within
Exhibit A, with further modifications to address outstanding concerns that may emerge
from the Housing Commission discussion and hearing.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
The proposed amendments to the Pleasanton Municipal Code have no possibility to have a
significant effect on the environment and are therefore exempt from California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) per Title 14 California Code of Regulations § 15061( b)( 3).
CONCLUSION
The proposed text amendments will facilitate the development of smaller “compact” units and
ADUs and help the City achieve multiple goals and policies within the Housing Element in
compliance with State law. If adopted as proposed in Exhibit A, the Code amendment would
help to further increase the availability and variety of housing available to all income levels in
Pleasanton.
Primary Author: Jennifer Hagen, Associate Planner, 925-931-5607 or jhagen@cityofpleasantonca.gov.
Reviewed/Approved By:
Steve Hernandez, Housing Manager
Ellen Clark, Planning Manager
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Gerry Beaudin, Director of Community Development
Brian Dolan, Assistant City Manager
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EXHIBIT A

Chapter 17.44 INCLUSIONARY ZONING
Article I. General Provisions
17.44.010 Title.
This chapter shall be called the “Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Pleasanton.”
17.44.020 Purpose.
The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the public welfare and assure that further
housing development attains the city’s affordable housing goals by increasing the
production of residential units that are affordable by design, and affordable to
households of very low, low, and moderate income, and by providing funds for the
development of very low, low, and moderate income ownership and/or rental housing. In
order to assure that the remaining developable land is utilized in a manner consistent
with the city’s housing policies and needs, 15 percent of the total number of units of all
new multiple-family residential projects containing 15 or more units, constructed within
the city as it now exists and as may be altered by annexation, shall be affordable to very
low and low income households. For all new single-family residential projects of 15 units
or more, at least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be affordable to very
low, low, and/or moderate income households, and shall meet the minimum prescribed
requirements of this chapter to provide compact units that are affordable by design.
These requirements shall apply to both ownership and rental projects.
17.44.030 Definitions.
For the purposes of this chapter, certain words and phrases shall be interpreted as set
forth in this section unless it is apparent from the context that a different meaning is
intended.
“Affordable by design.” A project designed so that it incorporates compact units.
“Affordable housing proposal.” A proposal submitted by the project owner as part of
the city development application (e.g., design review, planned unit development,
etc.) stating the method by which the requirements of this chapter are proposed to
be met.
“Affordable rent.” A monthly rent (including utilities as determined by a schedule
prepared by the city) which does not exceed one-twelfth of 30 percent of the
maximum annual income for a household of the applicable income level.
“Affordable sales price.” A sales price which results in a monthly mortgage payment
(including principal and interest) which does not exceed one-twelfth of 35 percent of
the maximum annual income for a household of the applicable income level.
“Amenities.” Interior features which are not essential to the health and safety of the
resident, but provide visual or aesthetic appeal, or are provided as conveniences
rather than as necessities. Interior amenities may include, but are not limited to,
fireplaces, garbage disposals, dishwashers, cabinet and storage space and
bathrooms in excess of one. Amenities shall in no way include items required by
1

city building codes or other ordinances that are necessary to ensure the safety of
the building and its residents.
“Applicant.” Any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture, corporation, or
any entity or combination of entities which seeks city permits and approvals for a
project.
“City.” The city of Pleasanton or its designee or any entity with which the city
contracts to administer this chapter.
“Commercial, office, and industrial project.” For the purposes of this chapter, any
new nonresidential (commercial, office, or industrial) development or
redevelopment greater than 10 gross acres 250,000 square feet of gross building
area, whichever is less.
“Compact unit.” A dwelling unit that is no larger than 1,800 square feet, or meets
the requirements for accessory dwelling units contained in chapter 18.106.
Compact units shall exceed 500 square feet.
“Dwelling unit.” A dwelling designed for occupancy by one household.
“HUD.” The United States department of housing and urban development or its
successor.
“Household.” One person living alone; or two or more persons sharing residency
whose income is considered for housing payments.
“Household, low income.” A household whose annual income is more than 50
percent but does not exceed 80 percent of the annual median income for Alameda
County, based upon the annual income figures provided by the U.S. department of
housing and urban development (HUD), as adjusted for household size.
“Household, moderate income.” A household whose annual income is more than 80
percent but does not exceed 120 percent of the annual median income for Alameda
County, based upon the annual income figures provided by HUD, as adjusted for
household size.
“Household, very low income.” A household whose annual income does not exceed
50 percent of the annual median income for Alameda County, based upon the
annual income figures provided by HUD, as adjusted for household size.
“Inclusionary unit.” A dwelling unit as required by this chapter which is rented or
sold at affordable rents and/or affordable sales prices (as defined by this chapter)
to very low, low, or moderate income households.
“Inclusionary unit credits.” Credits approved by the city council in the event a
project exceeds the total number of inclusionary units required in this chapter.
Inclusionary unit credits may be used by the project owner to meet the affordable
housing requirements of another project subject to approval by the city council.
“Income.” The gross annual household income as defined by HUD.
“Life of the inclusionary unit.” The term during which the affordability provisions for
inclusionary units shall remain applicable. The affordability provisions for
2

inclusionary units shall apply in perpetuity from the date of occupancy, which shall
be the date the city of Pleasanton performs final inspection for the building permit.
“Lower income housing fee.” A fee paid to the city by an applicant for a project in
the city, in lieu of providing the inclusionary units required by this chapter.
“Median income for Alameda County.” The median gross annual income in
Alameda County as determined by HUD, adjusted for household size.
“Off-site inclusionary units.” Inclusionary units constructed within the city of
Pleasanton on a site other than the site where the applicant intends to construct
market rate units.
“Ownership units.” Inclusionary units developed as part of a residential
development which the applicant intends will be sold, or which are customarily
offered for individual sale.
“Project.” A residential housing development at one location or site including all
dwelling units for which permits have been applied for or approved.
“Project owner.” Any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture,
corporation, or any entity or combination of entities which holds fee title to the land
on which the project is located.
“Property owner.” The owner of an inclusionary unit, excepting a “project owner.”
“Recapture mechanisms.” Legal programs and restrictions by which subsidies
provided to inclusionary units will be controlled and repaid to the city and/or other
entity upon resale, to ensure the ongoing preservation of affordability of
inclusionary units or to ensure funds for inclusionary units remain within the city’s
affordable housing program.
“Rental units”: Inclusionary units which the applicant intends will be rented or
leased, or which are customarily offered for lease or rent.
“Resale restrictions.” Legal restrictions which restrict the price of inclusionary units
to ensure that they remain affordable to very low, low, and moderate income
households on resale.
“Residential project, multiple-family.” A residential project consisting of
condominiums, apartments, and similar dwellings attached in groups of four or
more units per structure and including multiple units located on a single parcel of
land under common ownership.
“Residential project, single-family.” A residential project consisting of detached and
attached single-family homes, including paired single-family, duets, duplexes,
townhomes, and similar unit types where each unit is located on a separate parcel
of land.
“Unit type.” Various dwelling units within a project which are distinguished by
number of bedrooms and/or the type of construction (e.g., detached single-family,
duets, townhomes, condominiums).
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Article II. Zoning Requirements
17.44.040 General requirements/applicability.
A.

Residential Development.
1. For all new multiple-family residential projects of 15 units or more, at least
15 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be inclusionary units.
2. For all new single-family detached residential projects of 15 units or more:
a. At least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be inclusionary
units; and
b. At least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be compact
units.
3. For all other new single-family residential projects of 15 units or more, at
least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be inclusionary units.

B.

Commercial, Office, and Industrial (COI) Development. In lieu of paying the
lower income fee as set forth in Chapter 17.40 of this title, COI development
may provide affordable housing consistent with this chapter. As a result, new
COI developments are strongly encouraged to submit an affordable housing
proposal as set forth in Section 17.44.100 of this chapter. Upon submittal of
the affordable housing proposal, city staff will meet with the developer to
discuss the potential for providing incentives to encourage on-site
construction of affordable housing units and alternatives to constructing
affordable units as set forth in this chapter. In the event a developer requests
incentives or alternatives as a means of providing affordable housing in
connection with a COI development, the affordable housing proposal will be
reviewed as set forth in Section 17.44.100 of this chapter. COI development
not pursuing the inclusion of affordable housing shall be subject to the lower
income fees as set forth in Chapter 17.40 of this title.

17.44.050 Compact unit provisions, specifications, and alternatives.
A. Provisions and specifications.
1. The percentage of compact units required for a particular project shall be
determined only once on a given project, at the time of tentative map
approval, or, for projects not processing a map, prior to issuance of
building permit. If the subdivision design changes, which results in a
change in the number of unit types required, the number of compact units
required shall be recalculated to coincide with the final approved project.
In applying and calculating the 20 percent requirement, any decimal
4

fraction less than or equal to 0.50 may be disregarded, and any decimal
fraction greater than 0.50 shall be construed as one unit.
2. The specific mix of compact units shall be subject to approval by the city.
3. Compact units shall be dispersed throughout the project unless otherwise
approved by the city.
4. Compact units shall be constructed with identical exterior materials and an
exterior architectural design that is consistent with the market rate units in
the project.
5. All compact units in a project shall be constructed concurrently within or
prior to the construction of the project’s market rate units.
6. Deed restricted compact units that do not meet the definition of an
Accessory Dwelling Units may be counted as both inclusionary units and
compacts. Accessory Dwelling Units may not be counted as inclusionary
units.
B.

Alternatives to constructing inclusionary units on-site. The city acknowledges
that it may not always be practical to require that every project satisfy its
requirement to provide compact units through the construction of the specified
units within the project itself. Therefore, the requirements of this chapter may
be satisfied by alternative methods including providing additional community
benefits. The city council may approve a mixture of unit types or alternate
methods of compliance that meet the purpose of this chapter. Alternative
methods shall be set forth in the affordable housing agreement for the project.
The payment of additional Low Income Housing Fees would not be an
acceptable alternative method. Some examples of alternate methods of
compliance appear below.
1. Off-Site Projects. Compact units required pursuant to this chapter may be
permitted to be constructed at a location within the city other than the
project site.
2. Land Dedication. An applicant may dedicate land to the city or a local
nonprofit housing developer in place of actual construction of compact
units upon approval of the city council. The intent of allowing a land
dedication option is to provide the city or a local nonprofit housing
developer the free land needed to make a variety of housing types
available, thus furthering the intent of this chapter.
3. Alternate Methods of Compliance. Applicants may propose creative
concepts for meeting the requirements of this chapter, in order to bring
down the cost of providing compact units, whether on- or off-site. The city
council may approve alternate methods of compliance with this chapter if
5

the applicant demonstrates that such alternate method meets the purpose
of this chapter.
17.44.060 Inclusionary unit provisions and specifications.
A.

The percentage of inclusionary units required for a particular project shall be
determined only once on a given project, at the time of tentative map
approval, or, for projects not processing a map, prior to issuance of building
permit. If the subdivision design changes, which results in a change in the
number of unit types required, the number of inclusionary units required shall
be recalculated to coincide with the final approved project. In applying and
calculating the percent requirement, any decimal fraction less than or equal to
0.50 may be disregarded, and any decimal fraction greater than 0.50 shall be
construed as one unit.

B.

Inclusionary units shall be reserved for rent or purchase by eligible very low,
low, and moderate income households, as applicable. Projects subject to
these requirements include, but are not limited to, single-family detached
dwellings, townhomes, apartments, condominiums, or cooperatives provided
through new construction projects, and/or through conversion of rentals to
ownership units.

C.

Special consideration will be given to projects in which a significant
percentage of the inclusionary units are for very low and low income
households.

D.

The specific mix of inclusionary units within the three affordability categories
shall be subject to approval by the city.

E.

Inclusionary units shall be dispersed throughout the project unless otherwise
approved by the city.

F.

Inclusionary units shall be constructed with identical exterior materials and an
exterior architectural design that is consistent with the market rate units in the
project.

G.

Inclusionary units may be of smaller size than the market units in the project.
In addition, inclusionary units may have fewer interior amenities than the
market rate units in the project. However, the city may require that the
inclusionary units meet certain minimum standards. These standards shall be
set forth in the affordable housing agreement for the project.

H.

Inclusionary units shall remain affordable in perpetuity through recordation of
an affordable housing agreement as described in Section 17.44.090 of this
chapter.
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I.

All inclusionary units in a project shall be constructed concurrently within or
prior to the construction of the project’s market rate units.

J.

For purposes of calculating the affordable rent or affordable sales price of an
inclusionary unit, the following household size assumptions shall be used for
each applicable dwelling unit type:

Unit Size

HUD Income Category by Household
Size

Studio unit

1 person

1 bedroom unit

2 persons

2 bedroom unit

3 persons

3 bedroom unit

4 persons

4 or more bedroom 5 or more persons
unit
K.

The City’s adopted preference and priority system shall be used for
determining eligibility among prospective beneficiaries for affordable housing
units created through this inclusionary zoning ordinance.

17.44.070 Incentives to encourage on-site construction of inclusionary units.
The city shall consider making available to the applicant incentives to increase the
feasibility of residential projects to provide inclusionary units. Incentives or financial
assistance will be offered only to the extent resources for this purpose are available and
approved for such use by the city council or city manager, as defined below, and to the
extent that the project, with the use of incentives or financial assistance, assists in
achieving the city’s housing goals. However, nothing in this chapter establishes, directly
or through implication, a right of an applicant to receive any assistance or incentive from
the city.
Any incentives provided by the city shall be set out in the affordable housing agreement
pursuant to Section 17.44.090 of this chapter. The granting of the additional incentives
shall require demonstration of exceptional circumstances that necessitate assistance
from the city, as well as documentation of how such incentives increase the feasibility of
providing affordable housing.
The following incentives may be approved for applicants who construct inclusionary
units on-site:
A.

Fee Waiver or Deferral. The city council, by resolution, may waive or defer
payment of city development impact fees and/or building permit fees
applicable to the inclusionary units or the project of which they are a part. Fee
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waivers shall meet the criteria included in the city’s adopted policy for
evaluating waivers of city fees for affordable housing projects. The affordable
housing agreement shall include the terms of the fee waiver.
B.

Design Modifications. The granting of design modifications relative to the
inclusionary requirement shall require the approval of the city council and
shall meet all applicable zoning requirements of the city of Pleasanton.
Modifications to typical design standards may include the following:
Reduced setbacks;
Reduction in infrastructure requirements;
Reduced open space requirements;
Reduced landscaping requirements;
Reduced interior or exterior amenities;
Reduction in parking requirements;
Height restriction waivers.

C.

Second Mortgages. The city may utilize available lower income housing funds
for the purpose of providing second mortgages to prospective unit owners or
to subsidize the cost of a unit to establish an affordable rent or an affordable
sales price. Terms of the second mortgage or subsidy shall be stated in the
affordable housing agreement. The utilization of these incentives shall not be
the sole source of providing the inclusionary units and they are intended to
augment the developer’s proposal.

D.

Priority Processing. After receiving its discretionary approvals, a project that
provides inclusionary units may be entitled to priority processing of building
and engineering approvals subject to the approval of the city manager. A
project eligible for priority processing shall be assigned to city engineering
and/or building staff and processed in advance of all nonpriority items.

17.44.080 Alternatives to constructing inclusionary units on-site.
The primary emphasis of this inclusionary zoning ordinance is to achieve the inclusion
of affordable housing units to be constructed in conjunction with market rate units within
the same project in all new residential projects. However, the city acknowledges that it
may not always be practical to require that every project satisfy its affordable housing
requirement through the construction of affordable units within the project itself.
Therefore, the requirements of this chapter may be satisfied by various methods other
than the construction of inclusionary units on the project site. Some examples of
alternate methods of compliance appear below. As housing market conditions change,
the city may need to allow alternatives to provide options to applicants to further the
intent of providing affordable housing with new development projects.
A.

Off-Site Projects. Inclusionary units required pursuant to this chapter may be
permitted to be constructed at a location within the city other than the project
site. Any off-site inclusionary units must meet the following criteria:
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1. The off-site inclusionary units must be determined to be consistent with
the city’s goal of creating, preserving, maintaining, and protecting housing
for very low, low, and moderate income households.
2. The off-site inclusionary units must not result in a significant concentration
of inclusionary units in any one particular neighborhood.
3. The off-site inclusionary units shall conform to the requirements of all
applicable city ordinances and the provisions of this chapter.
4. The occupancy and rents of the off-site inclusionary units shall be
governed by the terms of a deed restriction, and if applicable, a
declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions similar to that used
for the on-site inclusionary units.
The affordable housing agreement shall stipulate the terms of the off-site
inclusionary units. If the construction does not take place at the same time as
project development, the agreement shall require the units to be produced
within a specified time frame, but in no event longer than five years. A cash
deposit or bond may be required by the city, refundable upon construction, as
assurance that the units will be built.
B.

Land Dedication. An applicant may dedicate land to the city or a local
nonprofit housing developer in place of actual construction of inclusionary
units upon approval of the city council. The intent of allowing a land
dedication option is to provide the city or a local nonprofit housing developer
the free land needed to make an inclusionary unit development feasible, thus
furthering the intent of this chapter.
The dedicated land must be appropriately zoned, buildable, free of toxic
substances and contaminated soils, and large enough to accommodate the
number of inclusionary units required for the project. The city’s acceptance of
land dedication shall require that the lots be fully improved, with infrastructure,
adjacent utilities, grading, and fees paid.

C.

Credit Transfers. In the event a project exceeds the total number of
inclusionary units required in this chapter, the project owner may request
inclusionary unit credits which may be used to meet the affordable housing
requirements of another project. Inclusionary unit credits are issued to and
become the possession of the project owner and may not be transferred to
another project owner without approval by the city council. The number of
inclusionary unit credits awarded for any project is subject to approval by the
city council.

D.

Alternate Methods of Compliance. Applicants may propose creative concepts
for meeting the requirements of this chapter, in order to bring down the cost of
providing inclusionary units, whether on- or off-site. The city council may
approve alternate methods of compliance with this chapter if the applicant
demonstrates that such alternate method meets the purpose of this chapter
(as set forth in Section 17.44.020 of this chapter).
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E.

Lower Income Housing Fee Option. In lieu of providing inclusionary units in a
project, an applicant may pay the city’s lower income housing fee as set forth
in Chapter 17.40 of this title.

17.44.090 Affordable housing agreement.
An affordable housing agreement shall be entered into by the city and the project
owner. The agreement shall record the method and terms by which a project owner
shall comply with the inclusionary and compact unit requirements of this chapter. The
approval and/or recordation of this agreement shall take place prior to final map
approval or, where a map is not being processed, prior to the issuance of building
permits for such lots or units.
For inclusionary units, the affordable housing agreement shall state the methodology for
determining a unit’s initial and ongoing rent or sales and resale price(s), any resale
restrictions, occupancy requirements, eligibility requirements, city incentives including
second mortgages, recapture mechanisms, the administrative process for monitoring
unit management to assure ongoing affordability and other matters related to the
development and retention of the inclusionary units.
In addition to the above, the affordable housing agreement shall set forth any waiver of
the lower income housing fee. For projects which meet the inclusionary unit affordability
threshold with very low and/or low income units, all units in the project shall be eligible
for a waiver of the lower income housing fee. For single-family residential projects which
meet the affordability threshold with moderate income units, or multiple-family
residential projects which do not meet the affordability threshold, only the inclusionary
units shall be eligible for a waiver of the lower income housing fee except as otherwise
approved by the city council.
To assure affordability of inclusionary units over the life of the unit, the affordable
housing agreement shall be recorded with the property deed or other method approved
by the city attorney.
The community development director may waive the requirement for an affordable
housing agreement for projects approved prior to the effective hereof and/or for projects
that have their inclusionary affordable housing requirements and compact unit
requirements included in a development agreement or other city document.

Article III. Miscellaneous
17.44.100 Administration.
An applicant of a project subject to this chapter shall submit an affordable housing
proposal stating the method by which it will meet the requirements of this chapter. The
affordable housing proposal shall be submitted as part of the applicant’s city
10

development application (e.g., design review, planned unit development, etc.) to the
planning division in a form approved by the city manager. The community development
director may waive the requirement for submittal of an affordable housing proposal for
projects approved prior to the effective date hereof and/or for projects that have
undergone considerable public review during which affordable housing issues were
addressed.
The affordable housing proposal shall be reviewed by the city’s housing commission at
a properly noticed meeting open to the public. The housing commission shall make
recommendations to the city council either accepting, rejecting or modifying the
developer’s proposal and the utilization of any incentives as outlined in this chapter. The
housing commission may also make recommendations to the planning commission
regarding the project as necessary to assure conformance with this chapter.
Acceptance of the applicant’s affordable housing proposal is subject to approval by the
city council, which may direct the city manager to execute an affordable housing
agreement in a form approved by the city attorney. The city manager or his or her
designee shall be responsible for monitoring the sale, occupancy and resale of
inclusionary units.
17.44.110 Conflict of interest.
The following individuals are ineligible to purchase or rent an inclusionary unit: (a) city
employees and officials (and their immediate family members) who have policymaking
authority or influence regarding city housing programs; (b) the project applicant and its
officers and employees (and their immediate family members); and (c) the project owner
and its officers and employees (and their immediate family members).
17.44.120 Enforcement.
The city manager is designated as the enforcing authority. The city manager may
suspend or revoke any building permit or approval upon finding a violation of any
provision of this chapter. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all agents,
successors and assigns of an applicant. No building permit or final inspection shall be
issued, nor any development approval be granted which does not meet the
requirements of this chapter. In the event that it is determined that rents in excess of
those allowed by operation of this chapter have been charged to a tenant residing in an
inclusionary unit, the city may take appropriate legal action to recover, and the project
owner shall be obligated to pay to the tenant, or to the city in the event the tenant
cannot be located, any excess rents charged.
17.44.130 Appeals.
Any person aggrieved by any action or determination of the city manager under this
chapter, may appeal such action or determination to the city council in the manner
provided in Chapter 18.144 of this code.
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Chapter 17.44 INCLUSIONARY ZONING
Article I. General Provisions
17.44.010 Title.
This chapter shall be called the “Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance of the City of
Pleasanton.” (Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)
17.44.020 Purpose.
The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the public welfare and assure that further
housing development attains the city’s affordable housing goals by increasing the
production of residential units that are affordable by design, and affordable to
households of very low, low, and moderate income, and by providing funds for the
development of very low, low, and moderate income ownership and/or rental housing. In
order to assure that the remaining developable land is utilized in a manner consistent
with the city’s housing policies and needs, 15 percent of the total number of units of all
new multiple-family residential projects containing 15 or more units, constructed within
the city as it now exists and as may be altered by annexation, shall be affordable to very
low and low income households. For all new single-family residential projects of 15 units
or more, at least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be affordable to very
low, low, and/or moderate income households., and shall meet the minimum prescribed
requirements of this chapter to provide compact units that are affordable by design.
These requirements shall apply to both ownership and rental projects. (Ord. 1818 § 1,
2000)
17.44.030 Definitions.
For the purposes of this chapter, certain words and phrases shall be interpreted as set
forth in this section unless it is apparent from the context that a different meaning is
intended.
“Affordable by design.” A project designed so that it incorporates compact units.
“Affordable housing proposal.” A proposal submitted by the project owner as part of
the city development application (e.g., design review, planned unit development,
etc.) stating the method by which the requirements of this chapter are proposed to
be met.
“Affordable rent.” A monthly rent (including utilities as determined by a schedule
prepared by the city) which does not exceed one-twelfth of 30 percent of the
maximum annual income for a household of the applicable income level.
“Affordable sales price.” A sales price which results in a monthly mortgage payment
(including principal and interest) which does not exceed one-twelfth of 35 percent of
the maximum annual income for a household of the applicable income level.
“Amenities.” Interior features which are not essential to the health and safety of the
resident, but provide visual or aesthetic appeal, or are provided as conveniences
rather than as necessities. Interior amenities may include, but are not limited to,
fireplaces, garbage disposals, dishwashers, cabinet and storage space and
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bathrooms in excess of one. Amenities shall in no way include items required by
city building codes or other ordinances that are necessary to ensure the safety of
the building and its residents.
“Applicant.” Any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture, corporation, or
any entity or combination of entities which seeks city permits and approvals for a
project.
“City.” The city of Pleasanton or its designee or any entity with which the city
contracts to administer this chapter.
“Commercial, office, and industrial project.” For the purposes of this chapter, any
new nonresidential (commercial, office, or industrial) development or
redevelopment greater than 10 gross acres 250,000 square feet of gross building
area, whichever is less.
“Compact unit.” A dwelling unit that is no larger than 1,800 square feet, or meets
the requirements for accessory dwelling units contained in chapter 18.106.
Compact units shall exceed 500 square feet.
“Dwelling unit.” A dwelling designed for occupancy by one household.
“HUD.” The United States department of housing and urban development or its
successor.
“Household.” One person living alone; or two or more persons sharing residency
whose income is considered for housing payments.
“Household, low income.” A household whose annual income is more than 50
percent but does not exceed 80 percent of the annual median income for Alameda
County, based upon the annual income figures provided by the U.S. department of
housing and urban development (HUD), as adjusted for household size.
“Household, moderate income.” A household whose annual income is more than 80
percent but does note exceed 120 percent of the annual median income for
Alameda County, based upon the annual income figures provided by HUD, as
adjusted for household size.
“Household, very low income.” A household whose annual income does not exceed
50 percent of the annual median income for Alameda County, based upon the
annual income figures provided by HUD, as adjusted for household size.
“Inclusionary unit.” A dwelling unit as required by this chapter which is rented or
sold at affordable rents and/or affordable sales prices (as defined by this chapter)
to very low, low, or moderate income households..
“Inclusionary unit credits.” Credits approved by the city council in the event a
project exceeds the total number of inclusionary units required in this chapter.
Inclusionary unit credits may be used by the project owner to meet the affordable
housing requirements of another project subject to approval by the city council.
“Income.” The gross annual household income as defined by HUD.
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“Life of the inclusionary unit.” The term during which the affordability provisions for
inclusionary units shall remain applicable. The affordability provisions for
inclusionary units shall apply in perpetuity from the date of occupancy, which shall
be the date the city of Pleasanton performs final inspection for the building permit.
“Lower income housing fee.” A fee paid to the city by an applicant for a project in
the city, in lieu of providing the inclusionary units required by this chapter.
“Median income for Alameda County.” The median gross annual income in
Alameda County as determined by HUD, adjusted for household size.
“Off-site inclusionary units.” Inclusionary units constructed within the city of
Pleasanton on a site other than the site where the applicant intends to construct
market rate units.
“Ownership units.” Inclusionary units developed as part of a residential
development which the applicant intends will be sold, or which are customarily
offered for individual sale.
“Project.” A residential housing development at one location or site including all
dwelling units for which permits have been applied for or approved.
“Project owner.” Any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture,
corporation, or any entity or combination of entities which holds fee title to the land
on which the project is located.
“Property owner.” The owner of an inclusionary unit, excepting a “project owner.”
“Recapture mechanisms.” Legal programs and restrictions by which subsidies
provided to inclusionary units will be controlled and repaid to the city and/or other
entity upon resale, to ensure the ongoing preservation of affordability of
inclusionary units or to ensure funds for inclusionary units remain within the city’s
affordable housing program.
“Rental units”: Inclusionary units which the applicant intends will be rented or
leased, or which are customarily offered for lease or rent.
“Resale restrictions.” Legal restrictions which restrict the price of inclusionary units
to ensure that they remain affordable to very low, low, and moderate income
households on resale.
“Residential project, multiple-family.” A residential project consisting of
condominiums, apartments, and similar dwellings attached in groups of four or
more units per structure and including multiple units located on a single parcel of
land under common ownership.
“Residential project, single-family.” A residential project consisting of detached and
attached single-family homes, including paired single-family, duets, duplexes,
townhomes, and similar unit types where each unit is located on a separate parcel
of land.
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“Unit type.” Various dwelling units within a project which are distinguished by
number of bedrooms and/or the type of construction (e.g., detached single-family,
duets, townhomes, condominiums). (Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)

Article II. Zoning Requirements
17.44.040 General requirements/applicability.
A.

Residential Development.
1. For all new multiple-family residential projects of 15 units or more, at least
15 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be affordable to very low,
and/or low income households. For allinclusionary units.
2. For all new single-family detached residential projects of 15 units or more:
a. At least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be inclusionary
units; and
b. At least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be compact
units.
3. For all other new single-family residential projects of 15 units or more, at
least 20 percent of the project’s dwelling units shall be affordable to very
low, low, and/or moderate income households. These dwelling units shall
be referred to as “Inclusionary Units”. Special consideration will be given
to projects in which a significant percentage of the inclusionary units are
for very low and low income households. The specific mix of units within
the three affordability categories shall be subject to approval by the
city.inclusionary units.

Comment [JH1]: Moved to Section 17.44.060(C)

The inclusionary units shall be reserved for rent or purchase by eligible very
low, low, and moderate income households, as applicable. Projects subject to
these requirements include, but are not limited to, single-family detached
dwellings, townhomes, apartments, condominiums, or cooperatives provided
through new construction projects, and/or through conversion of rentals to
ownership units.

Comment [JH2]: Moved to Section 17.44.060(B)

The percentage of inclusionary units required for a particular project shall be
determined only once on a given project, at the time of tentative map
approval, or, for projects not processing a map, prior to issuance of building
permit. If the subdivision design changes, which results in a change in the
number of unit types required, the number of inclusionary units required shall
be recalculated to coincide with the final approved project. In applying and
calculating the 15 percent requirement, any decimal fraction less than or
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equal to 0.50 may be disregarded, and any decimal fraction greater than 0.50
shall be construed as one unit.
B.

Commercial, Office, and Industrial (COI) Development. In lieu of paying the
lower income fee as set forth in city Ordinance No. 1488Chapter 17.40 of this
title, COI development may provide affordable housing consistent with this
chapter. As a result, new COI developments are strongly encouraged to
submit an affordable housing proposal as set forth in Section 17.44.090100 of
this chapter. Upon submittal of the affordable housing proposal, city staff will
meet with the developer to discuss the potential for providing incentives to
encourage on-site construction of affordable housing units and alternatives to
constructing affordable units as set forth in this chapter. In the event a
developer requests incentives or alternatives as a means of providing
affordable housing in connection with a COI development, the affordable
housing proposal will be reviewed as set forth in Section 17.44.090100 of this
chapter. COI development not pursuing the inclusion of affordable housing
shall be subject to the lower income fees as set forth in city ordinance 1488.
(Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)Chapter 17.40 of this title.

17.44.050 Compact unit provisions, specifications, and alternatives.
A. Provisions and specifications.
1. The percentage of compact units required for a particular project shall be
determined only once on a given project, at the time of tentative map
approval, or, for projects not processing a map, prior to issuance of
building permit. If the subdivision design changes, which results in a
change in the number of unit types required, the number of compact units
required shall be recalculated to coincide with the final approved project.
In applying and calculating the 20 percent requirement, any decimal
fraction less than or equal to 0.50 may be disregarded, and any decimal
fraction greater than 0.50 shall be construed as one unit.
2. The specific mix of compact units shall be subject to approval by the city.
3. Compact units shall be dispersed throughout the project unless otherwise
approved by the city.
4. Compact units shall be constructed with identical exterior materials and an
exterior architectural design that is consistent with the market rate units in
the project.
5. All compact units in a project shall be constructed concurrently within or
prior to the construction of the project’s market rate units.

5

Comment [JH3]: Moved to Section 17.44.060(A)

6. Deed restricted compact units that do not meet the definition of an
Accessory Dwelling Units may be counted as both inclusionary units and
compacts. Accessory Dwelling Units may not be counted as inclusionary
units.
B.

Alternatives to constructing inclusionary units on-site. The city acknowledges
that it may not always be practical to require that every project satisfy its
requirement to provide compact units through the construction of the specified
units within the project itself. Therefore, the requirements of this chapter may
be satisfied by alternative methods including providing additional community
benefits. The city council may approve a mixture of unit types or alternate
methods of compliance that meet the purpose of this chapter. Alternative
methods shall be set forth in the affordable housing agreement for the project.
The payment of additional Low Income Housing Fees would not be an
acceptable alternative method. Some examples of alternate methods of
compliance appear below.
1. Off-Site Projects. Compact units required pursuant to this chapter may be
permitted to be constructed at a location within the city other than the
project site.
2. Land Dedication. An applicant may dedicate land to the city or a local
nonprofit housing developer in place of actual construction of compact
units upon approval of the city council. The intent of allowing a land
dedication option is to provide the city or a local nonprofit housing
developer the free land needed to make a variety of housing types
available, thus furthering the intent of this chapter.
3. Alternate Methods of Compliance. Applicants may propose creative
concepts for meeting the requirements of this chapter, in order to bring
down the cost of providing compact units, whether on- or off-site. The city
council may approve alternate methods of compliance with this chapter if
the applicant demonstrates that such alternate method meets the purpose
of this chapter.

17.44.050 060 Inclusionary unit provisions and specifications.
AA. The percentage of inclusionary units required for a particular project shall be
determined only once on a given project, at the time of tentative map
approval, or, for projects not processing a map, prior to issuance of building
permit. If the subdivision design changes, which results in a change in the
number of unit types required, the number of inclusionary units required shall
be recalculated to coincide with the final approved project. In applying and
calculating the percent requirement, any decimal fraction less than or equal to
0.50 may be disregarded, and any decimal fraction greater than 0.50 shall be
construed as one unit.
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B.

Inclusionary units shall be reserved for rent or purchase by eligible very low,
low, and moderate income households, as applicable. Projects subject to
these requirements include, but are not limited to, single-family detached
dwellings, townhomes, apartments, condominiums, or cooperatives provided
through new construction projects, and/or through conversion of rentals to
ownership units.

C.

Special consideration will be given to projects in which a significant
percentage of the inclusionary units are for very low and low income
households.

D.

The specific mix of inclusionary units within the three affordability categories
shall be subject to approval by the city.

E.

Inclusionary units shall be dispersed throughout the project unless otherwise
approved by the city.

B
F.

C
G.

D
H.

E
I.
F
J.

Inclusionary units shall be constructed with identical exterior materials and an
exterior architectural design that is consistent with the market rate units in the
project.
Inclusionary units may be of smaller size than the market units in the project.
In addition, inclusionary units may have fewer interior amenities than the
market rate units in the project. However, the city may require that the
inclusionary units meet certain minimum standards. These standards shall be
set forth in the affordable housing agreement for the project.
Inclusionary units shall remain affordable in perpetuity through recordation of
an affordable housing agreement as described in Section 17.44.060090 of
this chapter.
All inclusionary units in a project shall be constructed concurrently within or
prior to the construction of the project’s market rate units.
For purposes of calculating the affordable rent or affordable sales price of an
inclusionary unit, the following household size assumptions shall be used for
each applicable dwelling unit type:

Unit Size

HUD Income Category by Household
Size

Studio unit

1 person

1 bedroom unit

2 persons

2 bedroom unit

3 persons

7

3 bedroom unit

4 persons

4 or more bedroom 5 or more persons
unit
GK. The city’sCity’s adopted preference and priority system shall be used for
determining eligibility among prospective beneficiaries for affordable housing
units created through this inclusionary zoning ordinance. (Ord. 1818 § 1,
2000)
17.44.060 Affordable housing agreement.

Comment [JH4]: Moved to Section 17.44.090

An affordable housing agreement shall be entered into by the city and the project
owner. The agreement shall record the method and terms by which a project owner
shall comply with the requirements of this chapter. The approval and/or recordation of
this agreement shall take place prior to final map approval or, where a map is not being
processed, prior to the issuance of building permits for such lots or units.
The affordable housing agreement shall state the methodology for determining a unit’s
initial and ongoing rent or sales and resale price(s), any resale restrictions, occupancy
requirements, eligibility requirements, city incentives including second mortgages,
recapture mechanisms, the administrative process for monitoring unit management to
assure ongoing affordability and other matters related to the development and retention
of the inclusionary units.
In addition to the above, the affordable housing agreement shall set forth any waiver of
the lower income housing fee. For projects which meet the affordability threshold with
very low and/or low income units, all units in the project shall be eligible for a waiver of
the lower income housing fee. For single-family residential projects which meet the
affordability threshold with moderate income units, or multiple-family residential projects
which do not meet the affordability threshold, only the inclusionary units shall be eligible
for a waiver of the lower income housing fee except as otherwise approved by the city
council.
To assure affordability over the life of the unit, the affordable housing agreement shall
be recorded with the property deed or other method approved by the city attorney. In
the event an inclusionary unit is affordable by design the affordable housing agreement
shall stipulate the method for assuring that the units retain their affordability as the
housing market changes.
The community development director may waive the requirement for an affordable
housing agreement for projects approved prior to the effective hereof and/or for projects
that have their affordable housing requirements included in a development agreement
or other city document. (Ord. 2000 § 1, 2009; Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)
alternative
8

Formatted: Justified, Indent: Left: 0.38",
Hanging: 0.38", Don't add space between
paragraphs of the same style, Line spacing:
single, Tab stops: 0.75", Left

17.44.070 Incentives to encourage on-site construction of inclusionary units.
The city shall consider making available to the applicant incentives to increase the
feasibility of residential projects to provide inclusionary units. Incentives or financial
assistance will be offered only to the extent resources for this purpose are available and
approved for such use by the city council or city manager, as defined below, and to the
extent that the project, with the use of incentives or financial assistance, assists in
achieving the city’s housing goals. However, nothing in this chapter establishes, directly
or through implication, a right of an applicant to receive any assistance or incentive from
the city.
Any incentives provided by the city shall be set out in the affordable housing agreement
pursuant to Section 17.44.060090 of this chapter. The granting of the additional
incentives shall require demonstration of exceptional circumstances that necessitate
assistance from the city, as well as documentation of how such incentives increase the
feasibility of providing affordable housing.
The following incentives may be approved for applicants who construct inclusionary
units on-site:
A.

Fee Waiver or Deferral. The city council, by resolution, may waive or defer
payment of city development impact fees and/or building permit fees
applicable to the inclusionary units or the project of which they are a part. Fee
waivers shall meet the criteria included in the city’s adopted policy for
evaluating waivers of city fees for affordable housing projects. The affordable
housing agreement shall include the terms of the fee waiver.

B.

Design Modifications. The granting of design modifications relative to the
inclusionary requirement shall require the approval of the city council and
shall meet all applicable zoning requirements of the city of Pleasanton.
Modifications to typical design standards may include the following:
Reduced setbacks;
Reduction in infrastructure requirements;
Reduced open space requirements;
Reduced landscaping requirements;
Reduced interior or exterior amenities;
Reduction in parking requirements;
Height restriction waivers.

C.

Second Mortgages. The city may utilize available lower income housing funds
for the purpose of providing second mortgages to prospective unit owners or
to subsidize the cost of a unit to establish an affordable rent or an affordable
sales price. Terms of the second mortgage or subsidy shall be stated in the
affordable housing agreement. The utilization of these incentives shall not be
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the sole source of providing the inclusionary units and they are intended to
augment the developer’s proposal.
D.

Priority Processing. After receiving its discretionary approvals, a project that
provides inclusionary units may be entitled to priority processing of building
and engineering approvals subject to the approval of the city manager. A
project eligible for priority processing shall be assigned to city engineering
and/or building staff and processed in advance of all nonpriority items. (Ord.
1818 § 1, 2000)

17.44.080 Alternatives to constructing inclusionary units on-site.
The primary emphasis of this inclusionary zoning ordinance is to achieve the inclusion
of affordable housing units to be constructed in conjunction with market rate units within
the same project in all new residential projects. However, the city acknowledges that it
may not always be practical to require that every project satisfy its affordable housing
requirement through the construction of affordable units within the project itself.
Therefore, the requirements of this chapter may be satisfied by various methods other
than the construction of inclusionary units on the project site. Some examples of
alternate methods of compliance appear below. As housing market conditions change,
the city may need to allow alternatives to provide options to applicants to further the
intent of providing affordable housing with new development projects.
A.

Off-Site Projects. Inclusionary units required pursuant to this chapter may be
permitted to be constructed at a location within the city other than the project
site. Any off-site inclusionary units must meet the following criteria:
1. The off-site inclusionary units must be determined to be consistent with
the city’s goal of creating, preserving, maintaining, and protecting housing
for very low, low, and moderate income households.
2. The off-site inclusionary units must not result in a significant concentration
of inclusionary units in any one particular neighborhood.
3. The off-site inclusionary units shall conform to the requirements of all
applicable city ordinances and the provisions of this chapter.
4. The occupancy and rents of the off-site inclusionary units shall be
governed by the terms of a deed restriction, and if applicable, a
declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions similar to that used
for the on-site inclusionary units.
The affordable housing agreement shall stipulate the terms of the off-site
inclusionary units. If the construction does not take place at the same time as
project development, the agreement shall require the units to be produced
within a specified time frame, but in no event longer than five years. A cash
deposit or bond may be required by the city, refundable upon construction, as
assurance that the units will be built.
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B.

Land Dedication. An applicant may dedicate land to the city or a local
nonprofit housing developer in place of actual construction of inclusionary
units upon approval of the city council. The intent of allowing a land
dedication option is to provide the city or a local nonprofit housing developer
the free land needed to make an inclusionary unit development feasible, thus
furthering the intent of this chapter.
The dedicated land must be appropriately zoned, buildable, free of toxic
substances and contaminated soils, and large enough to accommodate the
number of inclusionary units required for the project. The city’s acceptance of
land dedication shall require that the lots be fully improved, with infrastructure,
adjacent utilities, grading, and fees paid.

C.

Credit Transfers. In the event a project exceeds the total number of
inclusionary units required in this chapter, the project owner may request
inclusionary unit credits which may be used to meet the affordable housing
requirements of another project. Inclusionary unit credits are issued to and
become the possession of the project owner and may not be transferred to
another project owner without approval by the city council. The number of
inclusionary unit credits awarded for any project is subject to approval by the
city council.

D.

Alternate Methods of Compliance. Applicants may propose creative concepts
for meeting the requirements of this chapter, in order to bring down the cost of
providing inclusionary units, whether on- or off-site. The city council may
approve alternate methods of compliance with this chapter if the applicant
demonstrates that such alternate method meets the purpose of this chapter
(as set forth in Section 17.44.020 of this chapter).

E.

Lower Income Housing Fee Option. In lieu of providing inclusionary units in a
project, an applicant may pay the city’s lower income housing fee as set forth
in Chapter 17.40 of this title. (Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)

17.44.090 Affordable housing agreement.
An affordable housing agreement shall be entered into by the city and the project
owner. The agreement shall record the method and terms by which a project owner
shall comply with the inclusionary and compact unit requirements of this chapter. The
approval and/or recordation of this agreement shall take place prior to final map
approval or, where a map is not being processed, prior to the issuance of building
permits for such lots or units.
For inclusionary units, the affordable housing agreement shall state the methodology for
determining a unit’s initial and ongoing rent or sales and resale price(s), any resale
restrictions, occupancy requirements, eligibility requirements, city incentives including
second mortgages, recapture mechanisms, the administrative process for monitoring
unit management to assure ongoing affordability and other matters related to the
development and retention of the inclusionary units.
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In addition to the above, the affordable housing agreement shall set forth any waiver of
the lower income housing fee. For projects which meet the inclusionary unit affordability
threshold with very low and/or low income units, all units in the project shall be eligible
for a waiver of the lower income housing fee. For single-family residential projects which
meet the affordability threshold with moderate income units, or multiple-family
residential projects which do not meet the affordability threshold, only the inclusionary
units shall be eligible for a waiver of the lower income housing fee except as otherwise
approved by the city council.
To assure affordability of inclusionary units over the life of the unit, the affordable
housing agreement shall be recorded with the property deed or other method approved
by the city attorney.
The community development director may waive the requirement for an affordable
housing agreement for projects approved prior to the effective hereof and/or for projects
that have their inclusionary affordable housing requirements and compact unit
requirements included in a development agreement or other city document.

Article III. Miscellaneous
17.44.090100 Administration.
An applicant of a project subject to this chapter shall submit an affordable housing
proposal stating the method by which it will meet the requirements of this chapter. The
affordable housing proposal shall be submitted as part of the applicant’s city
development application (e.g., design review, planned unit development, etc.) to the
planning division in a form approved by the city manager. The community development
director may waive the requirement for submittal of an affordable housing proposal for
projects approved prior to the effective date hereof and/or for projects that have
undergone considerable public review during which affordable housing issues were
addressed.
The affordable housing proposal shall be reviewed by the city’s housing commission at
a properly noticed meeting open to the public. The housing commission shall make
recommendations to the city council either accepting, rejecting or modifying the
developer’s proposal and the utilization of any incentives as outlined in this chapter. The
housing commission may also make recommendations to the planning commission
regarding the project as necessary to assure conformance with this chapter.
Acceptance of the applicant’s affordable housing proposal is subject to approval by the
city council, which may direct the city manager to execute an affordable housing
agreement in a form approved by the city attorney. The city manager or his or her
designee shall be responsible for monitoring the sale, occupancy and resale of
inclusionary units. (Ord. 2000 § 1, 2009; Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)
17.44.100110 Conflict of interest.
12

The following individuals are ineligible to purchase or rent an inclusionary unit: (a) city
employees and officials (and their immediate family members) who have policymaking
authority or influence regarding city housing programs; (b) the project applicant and its
officers and employees (and their immediate family members); and (c) the project owner
and its officers and employees (and their immediate family members). (Ord. 1818 § 1,
2000)
17.44.110120 Enforcement.
The city manager is designated as the enforcing authority. The city manager may
suspend or revoke any building permit or approval upon finding a violation of any
provision of this chapter. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all agents,
successors and assigns of an applicant. No building permit or final inspection shall be
issued, nor any development approval be granted which does not meet the
requirements of this chapter. In the event that it is determined that rents in excess of
those allowed by operation of this chapter have been charged to a tenant residing in an
inclusionary unit, the city may take appropriate legal action to recover, and the project
owner shall be obligated to pay to the tenant, or to the city in the event the tenant
cannot be located, any excess rents charged. (Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)
17.44.120130 Appeals.
Any person aggrieved by any action or determination of the city manager under this
chapter, may appeal such action or determination to the city council in the manner
provided in Chapter 18.144 of this code. (Ord. 1818 § 1, 2000)
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EXHIBIT B

Housing and Planning
Commission
Agenda Report
November 8, 2017
Item 1.a.(1)
SUBJECT:

P17-0903

APPLICANT:

City of Pleasanton

PURPOSE:

Joint meeting with the Housing and Planning Commissions to
discuss an amendment to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO)
of the Pleasanton Municipal Code to promote City goals and
policies related to affordable housing.

LOCATION:

Citywide

GENERAL PLAN/
SPECIFIC PLAN/
ZONING:

Various

EXHIBITS:

A.

Discussion Topics

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Housing and Planning Commissions discuss an amendment to the
Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO) of the Pleasanton Municipal Code to promote City goals
and policies related to affordable housing as detailed in this report, take public comment, and
provide direction to staff so the matter can be brought forward for formal action at a future
meeting.
BACKGROUND
The City’s IZO was adopted to allow for the development of affordable residential units as part
of private development projects. The IZO requires that 15 percent of all units in a new
multi-family residential rental development of 15 units or more be rent restricted to very low
income households (i.e., households making 50 percent of the Area Annual Median Income for
Alameda County or AMI 1) and low income households (i.e., households making 80 percent of
the AMI). The IZO also requires that 20 percent of all units in a new single-family residential
ownership development of 15 units or more be made available to very low, low, and/or
moderate income households (i.e., households making 120 percent of the AMI). While the IZO
is clear in stating that the goal is to require affordable units to be built as part of private
development projects, it recognizes this may not always be practical and lists alternatives
including:

1

The current Annual Median Income for Alameda County is as follows by Persons in Household: 1=$68,200; 2=$77,900;
3=$87,650; and 4=$97,400

•
•
•
•

Provide for inclusionary units at a location within the City other than the project site;
Dedicate land to a non-profit housing developer for development of affordable units;
Allow developments that have provided more inclusionary units than required by the
IZO to receive inclusionary unit credits that can be used for another development; and
Undertake another alternative approved by the City.

As a last alternative, the City allows private development applicants to pay the City’s Lower
Income Housing Fee (LIHF) instead of constructing affordable units. The LIHF is adjusted
annually based on the Consumer Price Index, and is currently $2,882/unit for rental
developments and single-family homes under 1,500 square feet. The fee for single-family
homes in excess of 1,500 square feet is currently $11,627/unit, and the fee for commercial
development is $3.07 per square foot. It should be noted that in accordance with long term
practice, the LIHF is the minimum payment and may be negotiated higher, and the option is
considered only after all other options are determined to be impractical.
The City has generally been successful in obtaining inclusionary units within multi-family rental
developments. However, developers of new single-family developments often opt out of
constructing affordable units, indicating it is more costly to construct affordable units than it is
to pay the LIHF, and that building affordable ownership units often raises equity issues.
DISCUSSION
The IZO has been successful in producing affordable housing within multi-family rental
projects; however, developers have requested to pay the LIHF for all recent single-family home
developments with no affordable units constructed within the current Housing Element cycle.
Although no ownership units have been constructed, the City considers the payments into the
LIHF important as they have helped to fund the construction of other affordable projects in the
City such as Kottinger Gardens and the future Sunflower Hill community. They have also
contributed to other City programs that promote housing affordability.
In the context of low rates of affordable ownership unit production, staff believes the creation of
compact units such as smaller single-family ownership units and rental Accessory Dwelling
Units (ADU’s) will be a practical way to create additional units that are smaller and more
affordable. The creation of smaller compact units and ADUs will help to implement the
following goals, policies and programs in the City’s General Plan Housing Element:
Policy 6: Actively promote the creation of second units on single-family residential lots
and their maintenance as sources of housing affordable to moderate-, low-, and very
low-income households.
Policy 28: Strongly encourage housing developers to build small single-family housing
units, including detached second units. Single-family residential developments with units
and/or second units less than 1,200 square feet in floor area, which provide housing
affordable to moderate-income households, shall have the third highest priority for City
approval. To the extent that these developments provide resale restrictions to retain the
units as affordable to moderate-income households, they may qualify for incentives at
the discretion of the City Council.
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Program 38.2: Encourage the development of second units and shared housing
in R-1 zoning districts to increase the number of housing units while preserving
the visual character within existing neighborhoods of single-family detached
homes.
Staff does not propose that the compact units and ADUs be income restricted. Even without
rent restrictions however, the City is able to count ADUs as moderate income level units
towards meeting our Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals. Due to their limited
size, smaller units are often considered to be “affordable by design” and would diversify the
City’s housing stock, providing more options for new homeowners or households wanting or
needing to downsize. It should be noted that even small residential units in this very expensive
housing market would not be considered “affordable” under conventional definitions, but are
expected to be more affordable than larger units (other variables being equal).
To help facilitate the creation of compact units, staff is recommending that at least 20 percent
of the total units in all detached single-family projects with 15 units or more be compact. This
would be in addition to the requirement to provide inclusionary units or pay the LIHF. Compact
units are proposed to be defined as a dwelling unit that is between 500 and 1,800 square feet.
For sale single-family home compact units would be permitted up to 1,800 square feet and be
located on a single lot. Attached and detached ADUs would be permitted up to 1,200 square
feet and be located on a lot as an accessory use to the main single-family home. Staff has
identified a minimum and maximum unit size to encourage units that are small, but still be able
to accommodate a household of two or more persons. The proposed amendment is included in
Exhibit A for reference.
As recommended by staff, the amended IZO would allow developers to choose between the
construction of smaller ownership units or the construction of ADU’s on the same lot as a
single-family home. A combination of smaller units and ADUs could also be developed as part
of a project. For ADUs, one of the units could be renter occupied while the other unit on the lot
would need to be owner occupied. Staff believes the proposed amendment provides flexibility
to builders to determine which type of units would best complement their proposed project. The
final make-up of the proposed compact units would then be finalized as part of an Affordable
Housing Agreement for each project.
CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE MEETING
The following section provides potential discussion topics for the proposed amendments. This
meeting will allow the Housing and Planning Commissions to provide direction to staff in order
to further refine a recommendation so the matter can be brought forward for formal action at a
future meeting. Although staff is recommending the IZO amendment detailed in this report,
staff would like to hear all comments and alternative amendments that may be proposed by the
Commissioners or public. A list of these discussion topics is attached to this report as Exhibit C
for the Commission’s consideration and discussion.
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Discussion Point #1 - Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance
1.

Are the discussed amendments to the IZO, as proposed, acceptable?
If not:
a. What types of housing units should be encouraged? Smaller single-family homes
(ownership units), ADUs, or both?
b. Is limiting compact homes to 1,800 square feet acceptable (attached and detached
ADUs are limited to 1,200 square feet)?
c. For all new single-family detached residential projects of 15 units or more, is
requiring at least 20 percent to be compact units acceptable?

Primary Author:
Jennifer Hagen, Associate Planner, 925-931-5607 or jhagen@cityofpleasantonca.gov.
Reviewed/Approved By:
Steve Otto, Senior Planner
Dennis Corbett, Chief Building Official
Melinda Denis, Interim Planning Manager
Adam Weinstein, Planning Manager
Gerry Beaudin, Director of Community Development
Brian Dolan, Assistant City Manager
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JOINT HOUSING COMMISSION/PLANNING COMMISSION WORKSHOP
a. P17-0903, IZO Update
(1) Discuss an amendment to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO) of the
Pleasanton Municipal Code to promote City goals and policies related to
affordable housing.
Director of Community Development Gerry Beaudin presented the Agenda Report.
Assistant City Manager Brian Dolan referred to the history of the existing in-lieu fee developers
request to pay versus providing physical affordable units in their projects. He stated the fee
was $11,000 which was based some time ago upon a nexus study. A subsequent study has
justified a higher fee and City staff has negotiated with developers to pay this increased in-lieu
fee, and a more recent study is underway which will be coming forward to the City Council.
Commissioner O’Connor said a discussion point is limiting compact homes to 1,800 square
feet as acceptable and he asked if staff would additionally encourage a lower number.
Mr. Beaudin explained that 1,800 square feet is an appropriate starting point and could be
smaller, but they want to be sure to create “affordable by design” units at a size which is
practical for a floor plan, comfort and functional for families.
Commissioner O’Connor commented that 1,800-square-foot homes are typically selling for
over $1 million.
Mr. Dolan remarked that this square footage was selected for a number of reasons and
reiterated that when proposing lower square footages, the developer could propose ADUs or
choose some units to be smaller units.
Commissioner Kizilolgu addressed rental rates of one-bedroom apartments versus developers
paying a low in-lieu fee of $11,000, stating developers would be enticed to pay in-lieu fees
instead of building a unit which she felt did not make sense.
Mr. Dolan commented that developers spend a lot of money in creating the unit, and while
there is some profit margin, they still incur significant costs.
Commissioner Kizilolgu stated she was not concerned with the profit margin for developers but
rather the need for the city to provide affordable housing. She asked if the City has measured
the success of the IZO, given people cannot find units for less than $1,800.
Mr. Beaudin stated the units are being provided and success can be viewed in a number of
ways for inclusionary zoning. The idea of collecting fees can be seen as a success because it
allows the City to partner and leverage dollars for additional units that may otherwise not have
been provided, such as senior and special needs projects which often need public assistance.
Mr. Dolan explained that per the ordinance, the City has approved or constructed over
1,500 apartment buildings over the last 5 years, and 15 percent of those are income restricted
and affordable to people with lower incomes.
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Commissioner Allen questioned if 15 percent of 1,500 actually got built versus the developer
paying an in-lieu fee.
Mr. Dolan replied the Auf Der Maur property was the only project that the Council allowed to
pay an in-lieu fee but all others provided the actual units.
Commissioner Allen asked what other cities have done something similar to what is being
proposed tonight in terms of limiting size.
Mr. Beaudin replied that they polled other cities regarding this and most other cities have
inclusionary zoning, but the compact development or ADU additional requirement would be
unique to Pleasanton as far as the Bay Area.
Commissioner Soby asked for clarification on Page 3, the second paragraph which states, “To
help facilitate the creation of compact units, staff is recommending that at least 20 percent of
the total units in all detached single-family projects with 15 units or more be compact.” He
asked if this would be in addition to the requirement to provide inclusionary units.
Mr. Beaudin clarified that the city’s base inclusionary zoning requirement is the percent of all
new multi-family units in projects of 15 units or more and then 20 percent of all single family
residential units of 15 units or more. Staff is showing on the slide how people typically
approach alternatives to providing those units and this will remain. Staff is suggesting that in
addition to this requirement that the 20 percent of the total units in detached single family
projects with 15 percent or more be compact units, and this is in addition to the base
requirement for 20 percent for the single family residential units.
Mr. Dolan further clarified that the practical way it is played out is that Lund Ranch started as a
50-unit project and it was approved at 40+, and the City allowed them to pay the in-lieu fee.
When talking about executive homes, the city has not made a practice of making 20 percent of
those eligible as income restricted to low and very low income families. In those cases, the City
has taken the fee and used it to produce housing elsewhere. This is likely to happen because
the City is only proposing to apply this new idea to single-family detached homes and then the
new requirement which would say that 20 percent of those lots in Lund Ranch would either
have had to have an 1,800-square-foot home on one of them instead of the
3,200-3,500-square-foot that was proposed and approved, or 20 percent of them would have
to have an ADU that would be between 500 and 1,200 square feet.
Commissioner O’Connor asked and confirmed they would have to meet code.
Commissioner Soby asked if they would still pay the in-lieu fee.
Mr. Dolan said yes. He explained the new requirement is not about income restriction but
about creating units that would be more affordable in the market, and staff totally
acknowledges that on some level, if it is the 1,800-square-foot ownership home, it is not
affordable when talking about it in a HUD or county definition. It is just providing a less
expensive, smaller home that the market does not necessarily build at this time.
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Commissioner Soby said something he did not see discussed was how duplexes fit into this,
given there would still be an affordable issue with smaller homes which are non-income
restricted.
Mr. Dolan said while an interesting point and something the City should think about, he
questioned whether it is rental or ownership. He provided an example of a lot where a compact
home is provided and it is really two 1,800-square-foot units, and possibly credit would be
given for two compact homes on that one lot and make it a bit bigger. He said either they
would have to ‘condo’ that and split it up or have one owner and one renter.
Commissioner Soby asked if the nexus study would feed into this.
Mr. Dolan said the nexus study will only deal with the income restriction currently in effect.
Commissioner Ritter asked and confirmed there was only one project that paid the in-lieu fee.
Mr. Dolan clarified there was only one multi-family apartment project that was not required to
have a percentage of their units affordable.
Commissioner Ritter asked and confirmed that most people have been meeting the
requirement of the IZO.
Mr. Dolan said yes, and technically they also met the requirement by using one of the
alternative means that the City Council approved.
Commissioner Ritter asked if the $11,000 per unit is defined by square footage.
Mr. Dolan replied there is a range. For a smaller unit it is less. One of the most recent
examples is Valley Trails that paid $25,000 or $26,000 per unit which was negotiated and this
was based on what the nexus study they did before the recession hit said they could justify for
a house of that size.
Commissioner Ritter questioned whether the City has considered just basing in-lieu fees on
square footage only and not percentage of units in a development.
Mr. Dolan said the fee fluctuates with the size of the home.
Commissioner Ritter asked if the nexus study does or does not include the income aspect.
Mr. Dolan explained the nexus study identifies what need for affordable housing is generated
by the creation of new market rate housing. It goes into detail on family metrics, disposable
income, and other complex methodology factors.
Commissioner Ritter asked and confirmed that most cities require this analysis be done for
their nexus study.
Commissioner Gaidos asked if the requirement was to be adopted or codified somehow that it
had to be an owner and a renter he asked how the City would enforce that. He questioned
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whether it would be worth trying to do that or the goal to make the ADU to house more people
regardless of whether they are paying rent for other family members.
Mr. Beaudin commented that it does pose challenges, as the current rule for the ADU is that
one unit be owner-occupied to ensure they do not end up with rental housing situations in
established neighborhoods. The challenge with the language is that someone might not be
collecting rent from a family member so it is not the easiest thing to regulate and would be
complaint-based. Staff has talked about “rental” to try and create additional supply, so the
question is whether to use the word “rental” or just made the unit available for use in the
community, and it is an enforcement challenge.
Commissioner Nagler prefaced his comments by stating that the subject is a tough
conversation and will not be settled tonight, but he appreciates the fact that they are starting
the conversation. He questioned what the average square footage is at Irby Ranch.
Mr. Beaudin said he thought it was somewhere around 2,000 square feet.
Commissioner Nagler said he asks because when the Planning Commission reviewed that
project they were going to be “more affordable” than other typical developments in town.
Mr. Beaudin said he wants to say that the two-story units were about 1,800 square feet and the
three-story units were about 2,500 to 2,600 square feet.
Commissioner Nagler said he thinks then it is possible to build a nice development that
conforms with the community at about 1,800 square feet. From Mr. MacDonald’s analysis and
economics, the math does not work out well and does not stimulate additional affordable
housing, but whether right or wrong it begs the question that in proposing this particular idea,
he would imagine staff has prepared a calculation on what the economic impact would be on a
development to require both smaller units and either the in-lieu fee or affordable units. He
asked if staff concluded after running the analysis that this is a reasonable approach and in the
end would not discourage development they would otherwise like to have.
Mr. Beaudin stated staff did not run an economic analysis but they did look at recent residential
housing applications and how they have moved forward. The fact they are including ADUs in
the discussion means that for most developers there is an opportunity to build an ADU into an
existing home or on larger lots, while there would be an additional cost in constructing the
home, the outcome of having a unit smaller in square footage available for the life of that home
is a significant addition.
He noted that the Spotorno application does have ADUs as part of the project because it is a
way to house a caregiver, senior, or child care person, so he thinks ADUs provide a lot of
flexibility and he did not think it would be a financial challenge based on the kind of housing
market.
Mr. Dolan referred to Commissioner Nagler’s first question and stated staff has data going
back to 2011. The City had issued permits for a total of 353 single-family homes and the
average livable space was 3,167 square feet. He commented that Irby Ranch was a pretty
unique piece of property in that it is flat, on a busy street and near downtown so it is not
necessarily a universal example
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Commissioner Nagler stated that if Lund Ranch were required to build a number of
1,800-square-foot units, it could substantially change the economics of that project. Therefore,
he wonders what unintended consequences this proposal might create.
Mr. Dolan commented that the battle with Lund Ranch was the number of units and where they
were going to exit.
Mr. Beaudin said he thinks this is the importance with the flexibility of the compact units and
ADUs because they can be in the proposed home or detached in the rear yard and there is an
opportunity to work with the development application. He would argue most of the homes that
get over 3,000 or 4,000 square feet have ample opportunity to incorporate something like this
into an existing floor plan fairly straight forward.
Commissioner Nagler asked if staff has considered alternatives to the recommendation put
forward tonight and rejected them.
Mr. Dolan stated staff began thinking there was a connection between the income restriction
and these units, but it got unwieldy.
Commissioner Brown said he did not see anywhere where the in-lieu fee was an option with
this, and in doing backwards math, even if the in-lieu fee is $28,000 to $35,000 per unit,
assuming Mr. MacDonald is correct, they would have to make at least $35,000 more in
revenue to want to choose one of these other options. Therefore, he asked what staff sees as
success. The IZO currently is meeting the intent for rental but not for single-family detached,
so staff wants to make changes to increase the flexibility to reduce the 100 percent in 5 years
of developers choosing to pay in-lieu fees. He asked if half of the projects proposed would pick
this as an alternative.
Mr. Beaudin stated it comes back to a two-tier system. The single family home developers may
still continue to pay the in-lieu fee. What the City is not getting now is units built in these same
projects, so they would pay their fee or build the units as required by the existing regulations.
Then the new layer would mean an additional 20 percent would have to provide either a
compact unit or an ADU. Staff would still be collecting the fee but they would actually be
generating new, more affordable by design units.
Commissioner Brown asked if in-lieu fees were still available.
Mr. Beaudin said yes, the alternatives list still exists, whether it is being provided elsewhere in
the community or allowing developments to provide more inclusionary units to receive credits,
all exist. The last one is the alternative approved by the City which is in the in-lieu fee.
Commissioner Brown said his question relates to the single-family attached, noting that over
the past 5 years, 100 percent have chosen the in-lieu fee.
Mr. Beaudin said the City has allowed this and negotiated a higher fee than what is in effect.
Commissioner Brown asked what staff believes would be the percentage with the higher in-lieu
fees, and asked if the whole point is more units for single-family detached, he asked what staff
thought they could get to with the proposed changes.
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Mr. Dolan explained that the City is not proposing that they do anything about the opportunity
to pay the in-lieu fee. There is no change to that and developers still have the same choices to
meet their income restricted. This is a new layer of requirement that was generated in a
recommendation by the Housing Commission and Planning Commission for the City Council to
consider as a priority. He said somehow it addressed the fact that all the city gets in the singlefamily subdivisions are very large homes. He clarified also that they received new data on Irby
Ranch, stating the three-story units were 2,100-2,500 square feet and two-story units were
2,350-2,450 square feet. Therefore, it is not an either/or regarding collecting money for the inlieu fee, but 20 percent or some number that may be appropriate, include an ADU or have a
smaller home for more variety in development.
Chair Welsh asked if staff has considered expanding the definition of compact unit to include
the duet or townhomes.
Mr. Dolan stated they did not specifically but Commissioner Soby also raised that point and he
felt it would be worth exploring. He believes there are some examples of this in town but not
recently, and these exist all over the Bay Area.
Chair Welsh asked if the ADUs built under this provision would be deed restricted and the
home remain owner occupied.
Mr. Beaudin stated the ADUs are put on the deed and one of the units must be owner
occupied. A renter requirement for the other unit, while talking about the additional 20 percent,
would create a challenge which he briefly described.
Chair Welsh commented the buyer would have to agree that they would never be able to rent
one of the homes.
Mr. Beaudin said the disclosure packet would say they could not rent both and must live in
one.
Chair Balch asked how the City would handle restricting the 1,800 square feet when
homeowners want to expand.
Mr. Beaudin responded that they would have to limit or restrict the size of the home. The ADU
of 1,800 square feet has a state law requirement, so the actual unit itself would have to be
limited.
Mr. Dolan indicated this is how staff has been thinking about it but they are open.
Chair Balch felt that micro-units in terms of the duet conversation in the city might be one way
to address the same issue.
Mr. Beaudin referred to the Augustine project across from City Hall which is entitled but not yet
constructed. There are units in the 300 to 400 square foot range proposed on the second floor.
While this is not the norm for Pleasanton, the idea behind setting a minimum size is that they
are talking about single-family development projects and the city wants to be sure units can
house two or more people comfortably and there is the opportunity to live in a single-family
neighborhood.
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Commissioner Kizilolgu questioned AB 1600.
Mr. Beaudin explained this is the legal term for the required nexus study to study fees that are
applied to projects.
Commissioner Kizilolgu asked staff to provide the current nexus study. She asked and
received an explanation from Mr. Beaudin regarding how developers work with the City with
credits.
Commissioner Soby asked if compact homes count towards RHNA.
Mr. Beaudin replied no, only the ADUs. He responded that they would not qualify as affordable
unless they are income-restricted.
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS OPENED.
Carmen Hendrickson voiced concerns with the lack of accessibility for very low income units,
said she worked hard with the city to have sidewalks get up to code and cited the need for the
city to maintain basic and housing accessibility. She also stated rent controlled units have
gone from $800/month to $1,800/month within two months, renters are being pushed out of
their homes, and she asked that the city serve the community.
Lisa Vorderbrueggen, Director of Government Affairs, BIA of the Bay Area, thanked the
Commissions for making the subject matter clear but felt that adding a new layer of
requirements, particularly the compact options, could potentially cost more money. She cited
issues of less profitability, requirements to build smaller homes and less returns on
investments, and thought ADUs would be a better option but questioned whether there was a
market for 20 percent ADUs in a project. Lastly, their membership would always rather see the
incentive route rather than a mandate and she asked that whatever is approved be returned to
determine how it is working.
THE PUBLIC HEARING WAS CLOSED.
Chair Balch suggested Commissions hold comment on discussion points as outlined in the
staff report.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Are the discussed amendments to the IZO, as proposed, acceptable?
What types of housing units should be encouraged?
Is limiting compact homes to 1,800 square feet acceptable?
For all new single-family detached residential projects of 15 units or more, is requiring at
least 20 percent to be compact units acceptable?

Commissioner Brown questioned what amendments would translate to dwelling units per acre.
Mr. Beaudin answered that the ADU does not count towards the density for the project and
creating a smaller home could potentially increase the density in a project. The General Plan
has ranges, so staff would be able to work with this in an existing development, but this is only
if the compact home was on a smaller lot. There is always an opportunity to put the home on a
similar lot and not change the density at all in the project.
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Commissioner Brown said he did not see anything in the proposal that addresses the point
made that the City wants to be sure homes are occupied and is providing housing for family
members or non-family members, but suggested deferring receipt of an answer.
Commissioner Nagler stated California must build another 3.5 million housing units by 2025
and he spoke about issues relating to maintaining a nice community while integrating various
types of housing, addressing RHNA requirements, and creating balance. He was opposed to
requiring deed restrictions or obstacles and while he was not sure about sizes of units, he
supported encouraging the creation of smaller units, ADUs, and a variety of housing stock for
the City. Regarding asking that 20 percent of a development of 15 units or more choose to
build or pay an in-lieu fee is something the City should do so as to allow the developer to make
a profit, build a nice sized home, and provide housing needs.
Commissioner Gaidos commented that if the City wants to encourage the ADUs to be rented
out, they should be detached. He supported Commissioner Soby’s comments on duplex/duets
and thought a mix of these in single-family neighborhoods was great.
Commissioner Ritter said he prefers an incentive-based approach or waiving fees for lower
square foot units and charging higher on larger square footages. He encourages units where
people can live and was not in favor of requiring/restricting they must be “rental” and thinks it
should be market based.
Commissioner Soby stated he thinks they should be encouraged and any increase of a variety
of housing stock should be encouraged. He did not know the right number for square footages
for compact homes/ADUs, was inclined to prefer incentives over mandates to encourage
building more units or a combination of both.
Commissioner Allen said she believes the City should promote smaller housing units in a way
that strategically fits with RHNA so it is fully integrated. She also thinks focus should be on
affordability and she worries that on compact units, although the intent is right, in fact it does
not do this. An example would be Lunch Ranch where a 1,800-square-foot home would
probably cost $1.5 million instead of $2.5 million. The Ponderosa Ironwood senior community
homes are about 1,800 to 2,000 square feet and are selling now for about $1.5 million.
She thinks the discussion is about improving affordability and in using these two examples she
did not think the compact housing strategy does that and she thinks it may hurt the City with
restricting developers. In terms of the two choices, she preferred ADUs versus compact units.
She agree with Commissioner Ritter’s comments on incentives over restrictions, supports
increasing the City’s in-lieu fees, suggested talking about where to place affordable housing in
the City and whether it was better to have more Irby Ranch type properties for duet housing,
and to use the higher fees to create the ideal housing opportunities.
Commissioner Kizilolgu believed the City was not meeting affordable housing needs, thinks
developers are making millions of dollars and thinks “affordable by design” will not work. She
asked for real affordability, smaller homes, detached homes, and lower cost housing.
Chair Balch said he believes staff has come up with one proposal and he asked
Commissioners to provide any suggestions to staff.
EXCERPT: JOINT WORKSHOP MINUTES, November 8, 2017
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Mr. Dolan noted that staff is trying to meet the City Council’s priorities and he noted there were
boundaries to the conversation.
Commissioner Kizilolgu stated it seems like it is an incentive to developers because building
smaller homes is less costly to the developer, yet they still sell for high prices.
Mr. Beaudin commented that if the compact units are not something the Commissions believe
will not be viable, the ADU program is in place currently, and staff is really talking about
offering options to the development community. The reason staff included the compact unit is
because of General Plan policy, adopted Housing Element policy language they are trying to
follow through on, and they will not address the housing affordability issue in Pleasanton with
just this policy but through changes over time. Without additional supply they cannot address
this issue. He suggested considering opportunities for “gentle infill” or “affordable by design”
which put housing units into the community that has a much lower impact than other housing
which requires the City to zone for it through the RHNA process and staff was seeking input
through every effort to address this issue.
Commissioner O’Connor said he thinks the RHNA cycles will drive multi-family volumes and
rental stock and did not think the ADUs were helping the city because there was not
“affordable by design” stock homes for purchase. He did not think the city was providing
something affordable to someone who needs it so he supported “affordable by design” and
along with that, “zoning by design”, smaller lots and smaller compact homes. He thinks limiting
homes to 1,800 square feet was a good starting point, and referred to the Jenson homes which
go up to about 1,600 square feet as something to be encouraged. He thinks the numbers are
right at 20 percent and he thinks building an 1,800-square-foot home near a 2,500-square-foot
home was appropriate, but not to build it next to something too much larger.
Commissioner Brown asked staff to provide information on needs in the community and
shortages. He echoed concerns that this proposal is not necessarily addressing needs, and
echoed comments that incentives are preferred over restrictions.
Chair Balch agreed with increasing the in-lieu fee, agreed with Commissioner Allen’s
comments on location of compact units, agreed with Commissioner Nagler’s comment that a
variety of housing types is most desirable. He said deed restrictions on ADUs might be more
prohibitive to getting ADUs built than was intended. He suggested talking about a main and
two 600 square feet ADUs in a duet or duplex style. He thinks there should be incentives for
single-story units over two-story based on comments heard throughout the community for
seniors and ADA occupants, suggested gaining tractions from existing housing infill on older
developments and he asked not to limit to one housing type.
Chair Welsh thinks compact units should be encouraged as a means to diversifying housing
stock, thinks ADUs could provide housing for a nanny, in-laws or students or caregivers, and
while some might not be used, they may be used in the future. She supported increasing
density by encouraging duets/duplexes within developments, adding density bonuses, and
regarding limiting 1,800 square feet it is reasonable but not really compact. She questioned
whether an 1,800 square foot home would be allowed to add a 1,200 square foot ADU. Lastly,
requiring 20 percent, from an inclusionary standpoint it helps diversify the housing stock and
she would like to see diversity and options.

EXCERPT: JOINT WORKSHOP MINUTES, November 8, 2017
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Mr. Dolan provided rebuttal to Chair Welsh’s comments, stating she brought up the density
bonus at the Housing Commission pre-study session. One of the reasons it was not brought
forward was because he believes it is within the parameters of Council’s direction, but he
knows of zero or few projects that have been developed at the maximum density allowed in
Pleasanton.
Commissioner Nagler asked Mr. Dolan if it was possible for a developer to build two smaller
detached units on a normal lot and whether they would get credit towards LIHF or in-lieu fee or
a credit to carry to another development.
Mr. Dolan stated staff could look at this.
Commissioner Nagler said in response to comments, he hopes the Commission sees this
issue in the way it has been brought forward; a larger macro housing issue and it is not about
seniors, those with special needs, but it is a community issue than a particular constituency.
Commissioner Kizilolgu added that she was involved in the Tri-Valley Anti-Poverty
Collaboration this week and learned of 31 students in Pleasanton Unified School District who
are homeless, and she asked staff to promote affordable housing initiatives to the City Council.
Chair Balch closed the discussion and asked staff to provide metrics on the ADU to see how
well that is moving along. Mr. Beaudin stated staff will be bringing back housing reports and
share this information.

EXCERPT: JOINT WORKSHOP MINUTES, November 8, 2017
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SUBJECT:

PRESENTATION OF NEW CALIFORNIA HOUSING LEGISLATION

EXHIBITS:

A.
B.

Executive Summary: California’s Housing Future: Opportunities
and Challenges
Summary of Other 2017 Housing Package Bills

STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Receive the presentation on the 2017 California Housing Legislation and pending California
Housing Legislation.
SUMMARY
On September 29, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law 15 bills related to housing. Those 15
bills have collectively come to be known as the “housing package.” The majority of these new
laws will have little to no impact on the City’s processes and procedures for reviewing housing
development. However, there are three laws in particular that may impact the City more
significantly. This report provides a detailed summary of those laws that could have the most
impact on Pleasanton (Senate Bill (SB) 35, SB 166, and Assembly Bill AB 1397) and outlines
some of the key housing legislation that is currently under review by the State, including
Senate Bill 827.
The Governor’s approval of the 2017 housing package was a response to the ongoing
challenge of housing availability and affordability in the State. Findings of a recently published
report titled, California’s Housing Future: Opportunities and Challenges (Executive Summary
included as Exhibit A1), found that the production of housing annually continues to be far below
the projected population needs, the lack of supply and rising costs are compounding growing
inequality for younger Californians, while continued sprawl continues to decrease affordability
and quality of life while contributing to increased transportation costs.
The State has consistently recognized the important role that local governments play in the
production of housing. The State has deployed a range of strategies over recent years in an
effort to address housing needs, and these include: the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) allocated to each local jurisdiction as their “fair share” of the Statewide housing need
and the Housing Element ; legislation that requires local jurisdictions to accommodate housing
through appropriate zoning and reducing barriers to the production of housing; incentives such
as density bonuses for affordable housing; and streamlining provisions intended to remove

1

Complete report available at: http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-HousingFuture-Full-Public-Draft.pdf

regulatory constraints, particularly for housing in proximity to transit. The “housing package”
builds upon and expands these existing measures.
The City of Pleasanton updated its most recent Housing Element in 2015, covering a period
from 2015 to 2023. On the basis of a legal settlement between the City and the State, the 2015
Housing Element identified a total of twelve housing sites suitable for high density housing; to
date, six of these sites have been developed. The City’s next RHNA is anticipated in 2022,
allowing the City to have an updated Housing Element adopted by January 31, 2023.
DISCUSSION
The 2017 Housing Package
The 15 bills in the Housing Package all of which seek to address the housing shortfall with
their strategies generally falling into five categories:






providing financing for affordable housing production;
streamlining local review processes to facilitate housing;
increasing local accountability and reporting requirements for accommodating a fair
share of new housing development;
allowing funding to pay for affordable housing development through inclusionary zoning; or
preserving the affordability of existing subsidized housing.

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) is still in the process of
creating regulations and guidelines to implement of the Housing Package, and local
jurisdictions are just starting to see projects being proposed under the new legislation. As a
result, the precise impacts and outcomes of the 2017 legislation are still being ascertained.
Detailed Summary of Senate Bill (SB) 35, SB 166, and Assembly Bill (AB) 1397
SB 35 (Streamlined Approval Process)
This is one of two bills (SB 35 and SB 166, discussed below) approved by the State that could
have the most impact on the City of Pleasanton. SB 35 requires cities and counties to follow a
streamlined local review process for some types of housing projects if the jurisdiction has failed
to meet certain established goals for accommodating the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA). Specifically, if the defined number of units in any assigned RHNA income category
has not been constructed in the city, projects within that jurisdiction are eligible for the
streamlined development process. This bill essentially uses progress towards meeting RHNA
targets as a key factor in determining whether or not a developer can choose the streamlined
review process.
Under the new streamlined process (which is largely at the developer’s option based on
meeting the criteria referenced above) these projects would not be subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), would require staff-level design review only, and would not
be required to provide more than one parking space per unit and in some cases (e.g., if the
project is within one half mile of public transit) no parking spaces may be required.
Pleasanton is included among HCD’s list of cities in the State that are eligible for the
streamlined development process, based on RHNA performance. In addition, projects and
sites must meet a number of specific criteria to be eligible for this streamlined approval
process in the City of Pleasanton including that the project must:
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be a multi-family development and cannot involve development/redevelopment of a site
that has contained tenant-occupied housing within 10 years;
be an “infill” site (located in areas surrounded by development on 75 percent of its
borders), and not be located in environmentally sensitive areas;
pay prevailing wages to construction workers; and
restrict at least 50 percent of its units to be affordable to households classified as having
low income (e.g. less than 80 percent of the area median income).

At this time, it is not clear whether the extent to which developers will elect to participate in the
streamlining process; and staff feels it is likely that the relatively stringent list of eligibility
requirements, including the requirement to make at least 50 percent of the total units
affordable to low-income households, may make many projects financially infeasible.
Statewide, since adoption of SB35, only a handful of projects have come forward to take
advantage of the streamlining provisions, but more may be proposed in the future.
That said, a streamlined process for residential project review is a significant change from past
review processes in Pleasanton. Prior to adoption of SB35, all of the potential high-density
housing sites were zoned Planned Unit Development (PUD), and subject to review by both the
Planning Commission and the City Council for conformance to the development standards and
design guidelines adopted specifically for high density projects. If the projects meet these
standards and guidelines, or approval of exceptions to these requirements has been granted,
the projects are approved. After review of the various eligibility requirements, staff believes the
only sites likely to be eligible for the streamlined processing in the short-term, would be the
remaining five high density2 housing sites listed within the Housing Element site inventory, and
which
SB 166 (Residential Density and Affordability)
Existing “no net loss” provisions in State law require cities to demonstrate that adequate
housing sites remain within the local jurisdictions’ inventory prior to “downzoning” sites (rezoning to a lower density or non-residential zoning district), or approving projects at less
density than shown in the adopted Housing Element.
SB 166 requires local jurisdictions to demonstrate similar findings for developments not only
based on total numbers, but also if a project is approved for different income categories than
shown in the adopted Housing Element site inventory. This would mainly impact high density
sites. This means when a high density residential project on an inventory site is presented, and
the applicant does not provide the number or percentage of affordable units in the income
categories identified for that site in the Housing Element, a new replacement site (or sites) will
have to be rezoned for high density residential within 180 days of the inventory site approval,
to maintain the possibility of meeting the specified number of units at various income levels.
As part of the next RHNA cycle, staff will consider and present options to Council on how to
address this issue. In the meantime, SB166 is applicable to changes made to sites previously
identified within the adopted housing site inventory that obtain entitlements after January 1,
2018. There is a low likelihood that any of the remaining high-density housing sites will be
2

These sites include: East Dublin/Pleasanton BART parking lot site (Owens Drive); Roche Site (vacant property
at 4300 Hacienda Drive); Kaiser Site (vacant property at 5600 Stoneridge Mall Road);Sheraton/Marriott hotel site
near the West Dublin/Pleasanton BART station (5990 Stoneridge Mall Road); and Stoneridge Shopping Center
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redeveloped in the near future. This pause in entitlement proposals allows the City time to
consider how best to proceed when an application comes forward. If there is development
interest in the remaining high density housing sites, the City will work with the State (HCD) to
ensure the legislative requirements are being navigated in a prudent manner.
AB 1397 (Inventory of Land for Residential Development)
AB 1397 specifies that housing elements can only identify “potential sites” to accommodate
new housing if that land has a realistic capacity to accommodate new housing development,
and takes a more stringent approach to what is considered “realistic” in terms of development
potential.
Staff believes this bill is unlikely to have immediate impacts on current City processes and
procedures. However, it may have a significant impact on the site inventory that will be
prepared for the next housing element in 2023, particularly because the bill specifically
prohibits use of housing sites in the new inventory if they have been included in the City’s
inventory for two cycles and have not been developed with housing. In Pleasanton, this would
potentially eliminate several sites from inclusion in the next Housing Element opportunity site
list, including the previously mentioned remaining high density housing sites; and therefore
require additional sites to be identified.
Other Housing Package Bills
The remaining 13 bills, which are summarized in Attachment 2, do not appear to create
significant policy or procedural issues for the City. They include bills related to funding for
housing projects; additional (voluntary) opportunities to provide streamlined review for housing
projects; standards for review for denial of housing projects; and a fix to address restrictions on
designation of affordable rental housing units.
Future Legislation
As the State continues to navigate through the future housing challenges and opportunities,
there will continue to be further discussion and pending legislation. Senate Bill 827, proposed
earlier this year by Senator Scott Wiener, would impose statewide standards for the height,
density, and required parking for new residential projects close to public transportation; thereby
limiting local jurisdiction’s authority over these aspects, and ability to reject such proposals.
The bill has the potential to allow private for-profit housing developers to take advantage of
relaxed standards for housing, which could conflict with the City’s General Plan and other land
use regulations and guidelines, and substantially reduce the City’s ability to regulate new
housing development. Cities could still regulate the design of projects and establish their own
zoning standards for properties close to transit, but those standards would not be allowed to
conflict with the minimum standards established under the State law.
In the current proposal, most recently amended on April 9, 2018, projects within a half-mile of a
major transit stop (BART and ACE Train stations) - or within one-quarter-mile of a “high quality
bus corridor” (LAVTA Bus Route 10 - Stanley Boulevard/Santa Rita Road/Owens Drive BART
Station) - could rise three to four stories tall (between 45 and 55 feet), and developers would
no longer be required to build parking if within a quarter mile from a major transit stop and only
0.5 parking spaces per unit for projects if further than this distance. The recent amendments
also added new affordability requirements requiring below market rate units be included in all
projects.
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Although the proposal would support high density housing production and provide muchneeded housing opportunities, SB 827 has drawn significant attention from local cities, housing
advocates and others, with concerns about issues such as compatibility of very dense and tall
buildings with adjacent land uses, loss of local control, impacts to transportation, schools and
public services; uncertainty in outcomes when, for example, non-fixed transit lines shift over
time; and unintended consequences such as displacement of existing residents. The
legislation has been revised since the initial proposal, and continues to be hotly debated.
Working with other Tri-Valley cities Pleasanton submitted a formal letter to oppose SB 827
unless amended, articulating local concerns. The Tri-Valley Mayors met with Senator Wiener
to recommend amendments and explain concerns. As of April 17, 2018 SB 827 failed to
advance out of the Transportation and Housing Committee. The bill was granted
reconsideration by the committee in its current form, however it is unlikely that it will be brought
back this legislative session.
CONCLUSION
There continues to be significant interest at the State level in addressing the statewide housing
issue, SB 827 as an example, and there is a high likelihood that additional legislation will be
forthcoming. Staff continues to monitor future legislative changes.
Staff anticipates starting discussions and holding informational public outreach regarding the
next housing element and RHNA cycle in the 2020/2021 timeframe, during which this (and any
other changes to housing law) will be discussed.
Primary Authors: Jennifer Hagen, Associate Planner, 925-931-5607 or jhagen@cityofpleasantonca.gov.
Reviewed/Approved By:
Ellen Clark, Planning Manager
Gerry Beaudin, Director of Community Development
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Attachment
EXHIBIT A1
Executive Summary
For the complete article of California’s Housing Future: Opportunities and Challenges
please go to the following page:
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/plans-reports/docs/California%27s-Housing-Future-FullPublic-Draft.pdf
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Executive Summary

Executive Summary
Home is the foundation for life. It’s where we raise families, feel safe and secure, rest and recharge. Our
options for where we live have far-reaching impacts in our lives – from our job opportunities to our
physical and mental health, from our children's success in school to our environmental footprint.
With California's desirable climate, diverse economy, and many of the nation’s top colleges, the State
continues to experience strong housing demand; however, housing construction is constrained by
regulatory barriers, high costs, and fewer public resources.
Some of the housing challenges facing California include:
x

Production averaged less than 80,000 new homes annually over the last 10 years, and ongoing
production continues to fall far below the projected need of 180,000 additional homes
annually.

x

Lack of supply and rising costs are compounding growing inequality and limiting advancement
opportunities for younger Californians. Without intervention much of the housing growth is
expected to overlap significantly with disadvantaged communities and areas with less job
availability,

x

Continued sprawl will decrease affordability and quality of life while increasing transportation
costs.

x

The majority of Californian renters — more than 3 million households — pay more than 30
percent of their income toward rent, and nearly one-third — more than 1.5 million households
— pay more than 50% of their income toward rent.

x

Overall homeownership rates are at their lowest since the 1940s.

x

California is home to 12 percent of the nation’s population, but a disproportionate 22 percent
of the nation’s homeless population.

x

For California’s vulnerable populations, discrimination and inadequate accommodations for
people with disabilities are worsening housing cost and affordability challenges.

But while California’s housing challenges may appear to be overwhelming, California’s Housing Future:
Challenges and Opportunities provides the data and analysis to describe the problem and frame the
discussion surrounding solutions. This report offers five challenges to add context to discussions about
the current state of housing affordability, and provides several possible options to address housing
affordability.

California’s Housing Future: Challenges And Opportunities
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Executive Summary

C hallenges
California’s Housing Future: Challenges and Opportunities includes five key challenges regarding
housing affordability:
1. Housing supply continues to not keep pace with demand, and the existing system of land-use
planning and regulation creates barriers to development.
2. The highest housing growth is expected in communities with environmental and socioeconomic disparities.
3. Unstable funding for affordable home development is hindering California’s ability to meet
California’s housing demand, particularly for lower-income households.
4. People experiencing homelessness and other vulnerable populations face additional barriers to
obtaining housing.
5. High housing costs have far-reaching policy impacts on the quality of life in California, including
health, transportation, education, the environment, and the economy.

Options for Addressing Housing Challenges
Options for advancing the discussion about how to address the cost of housing fall into three broad
categories, with specific potential actions falling under each:
x

Reforming land use policies to advance affordability, sustainability, equity.

x

Addressing housing and access needs for vulnerable populations through greater inter-agency
coordination, program design, and evaluation.

x

Investing in affordable home development and rehabilitation, rental and homeownership
assistance, and community development.

California’s Housing Future: Challenges And Opportunities
January 2017 Draft
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Attachment 2
Other Housing Package Bills
The remaining bills described below do not appear to create significant policy or
procedural issues for the City.
SB 167/AB 678 (Housing Accountability Act)
SB 167 and the identical AB 678 increase the burden of proof required for a local
government to reject or require downsizing of a housing project that includes affordable
units. These bills also require written documentation to justify decisions to reject this
type of housing project, and impose fines on jurisdictions that improperly reject or
require downsizing of housing projects or fail to comply with required timelines for
making approval decisions. The City has not rejected any multifamily housing projects in
recent history, and the minimum and maximum density requirements on the majority of
the existing housing inventory sites have also prevented the reduction in density from
being an issue. Staff does not anticipate the requirements of SB167/AB 678 will be an
issue for the City, provided properties are approved at densities that are within the
range(s) specified by the applicable zoning.
AB 879 (Annual Reporting & Fees)
This bill adds more technical requirements to provide additional data for required annual
reports, which document the City’s actual housing production each year, starting with
the Annual Progress Report due April 1, 2019. It also directs HCD to evaluate the
reasonableness of local government fees by June 30, 2019. These requirements will
likely necessitate additional staff time to comply with the new requirements.
AB 72 (Compliance Review by HCD)
This bill authorizes HCD to find a city out of compliance with State housing law at any
time, instead of the current practice where compliance is determined in conjunction with
Housing Element certification by HCD; and to refer violations of State housing law to the
Attorney General if deemed to be inconsistent with the City’s adopted housing element.
This bill is primarily of concern as it relates to SB 166 above, since the City could be
found to be out of compliance if it were determined that adequate sites were not
available based on project approvals during the current Housing Element period.
SB 2 (Building Homes and Jobs Act – Recordation Fee)
This bill provides funding for affordable housing by imposing a $75 fee on each
recorded document up to a maximum of $225 per transaction per parcel (payable by the
property owner). These fees are not a concern.
SB 3 (Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018)
This bill places a bond on the November 2018 ballot. The bond measure would raise
$3 billion for existing state affordable housing programs and $1 billion for CalVet, the
home purchase assistance program for veterans. If the bond passes, it would provide
significantly more resources for developers (most likely non-profit organizations) to build
affordable permanent or transitional housing for veterans and others in the state, and
possibly in Pleasanton.

SB 540 (Workforce Housing Opportunity Zone)
This bill allows cities, at their option, to create Workforce Housing Opportunity Zones, or
areas within the city or county that are designated for expedited housing development,
with at least half of the homes required to be affordable to households with low or
moderate incomes. Jurisdictions that opt in to this program would be eligible to apply for
State grants or zero-interest loans to cover the costs of completing the needed planning
and environmental review processes.
AB 73 (Housing Sustainability Districts)
This bill allows cities and counties to create Housing Sustainability Districts, which
function similarly to SB 540’s housing zones. Housing and Sustainability Districts
require at least 20 percent of the homes required to be affordable and would allow
streamlined environmental and planning review. Jurisdictions that opt-in to this program
would be eligible to apply for State grants or other financial incentives.
AB 1515 (Reasonable Person Standard)
This bill provides a “reasonable person standard” when a developer legally challenges a
local jurisdiction’s decision to reject a proposed housing project. It requires courts to
give less deference to evidence presented by local governments, and more
consideration of alternative reasonable evidence that would allow a reasonable person
to reach that conclusion. This bill is primarily of concern as it relates to SB 35 and
determining compliance of a proposed project with adopted City development standards
and design guidelines. It emphasizes the need for those standards and guidelines to be
clear, objective, and easily interpreted by all.
AB 1505 (The Palmer Fix)
This bill is known as the “the Palmer Fix.” Since the Court of Appeals 2009 decision in
Palmer/Sixth Street Properties v. City of Los Angeles, most local agencies have not
been able to require affordable housing in rental projects. This bill provides
authorization for these requirements, so long as an alternate means of compliance,
such as in lieu fees, is also provided. The restrictions imposed by the Palmer case has
not been an issue for Pleasanton as the City has been able to satisfactorily negotiate
affordable components of all proposed rental projects.
AB 1521 (Enhanced Preservation Notice Law)
This bill strengthens the existing Preservation Notice Law by requiring sellers of a
subsidized housing development to accept an offer from a qualified buyer if specified
requirements are met. This law also provides HCD with additional tracking and
enforcement responsibilities. This bill could assist the City in maintaining affordable
units at such time as below market rent restrictions are about to expire on older
affordable housing projects.
AB 571 (Farmworker Housing)
This bill allows individual farmworker housing projects to qualify for more public funding
and allows projects with 50 percent of units for farmworkers (instead of 100 percent) to
qualify, making these types of projects more financially viable. This is not likely to occur
in Pleasanton.

