
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) 
 
 
MEETING DATE: January 9, 2008 AGENDA ITEM: 6 C 
 
 
STAFF CONTACT: Brian Bresolin, Michael Powers 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Review and discuss options to address jobs housing relationship factor in the RHNA 
methodology. 
 
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
The RHNA process requires that a variety of factors are addressed in allocating housing need 
by income group.  One of these factors is the jobs housing relationship.  In each previous RHNA 
public workshop the jobs housing relationship was a factor mentioned by several participants.  
As a result, this staff report is being provided for background information on this particular 
allocation factor with the intent that TPAC provide direction to staff in how to incorporate this 
factor into the RHNA methodology. 
    
The Inter-Regional Partnership For Jobs, Housing and Mobility, a SBCAG July 2004 publication, 
addresses the relationship between jobs and housing.  The report provides a framework to 
identify, evaluate and recommend strategies to improve the relationship between jobs and 
housing in the Ventura-Santa Barbara study area.  The report suggests ways to collaborate at 
local, regional, and state levels to encourage more housing choices in areas rich in jobs and job 
creation and ways to take better advantage of local skills and human resources in areas rich in 
housing.  While the report includes information for Western Ventura County that is not part of 
our RHNA Allocation, it does provide a context for the South Coast ―commuter shed‖ that needs 
to be considered in examining this issue. 
 
Development that features a variety of housing opportunities closer to job centers will more 
likely yield shorter commutes and a higher quality of life for our residents and workforce.  
Excerpts from The Inter-Regional Partnership report that describe the jobs housing relationships 
issue are included in this staff report.  In addition, the full report can be read or downloaded from 
the www.SBCAG.org website. 
 

http://www.sbcag.org/
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The recent Regional Growth Forecast 2007 that is also available on line at the SBCAG website, 
also addressed this issue and is cited in this report. 
 
Setting 
 
California’s population of over 34 million in year 2000 continues to grow by almost 600,000 
people each year.  There are over 12.6 million housing units in the state, or one for every 1.17 
jobholders.  In recent years, however, we have been building only slightly more than half of the 
necessary housing that the new Californians—whether they are new arrivals to the state or 
newborns—will need. 
 
At the regional level, Santa Barbara County currently hosts 179,756 jobs and has 142,901 
housing units, for a 1.26 jobs/housing unit ratio.  Within the County, the ratio varies from a high 
of 2.30 jobs per housing unit in Goleta, to a low of 0.39 jobs per unit in the unincorporated Santa 
Maria area.  Ventura County west of the Conejo Grade hosts about 197,000 jobs and has 
approximately 129,000 housing units, for a 1.53 jobs/housing ratio.  Within West County, the 
ratio varies from a high of 2.09 in Port Hueneme to a low of 0.82 in Santa Paula.  (The Inter-
Regional Partnership for Jobs, Housing and Mobility) 
 
By 2020, Santa Barbara County and Western Ventura County’s population will increase by 
208,000; employers will create 105,000 new jobs, and builders will construct 61,000 housing 
units.  This is an addition of only one unit for every 3.4 people overall (compared to 1 unit for 
every 3.3 people overall currently).  Thus, the average number of persons per housing unit will 
have to increase, in order to absorb the population growth.  The South Coast will add one-third 
of the new jobs in the region, but only one tenth of the new housing units. 
 
Definition 
 
Jobs-housing relationships is a planning tool that local governments can use to achieve a 
roughly equal number of jobs and housing units or households in all or part of their jurisdiction.  
The notion of balancing jobs and housing goes well beyond trying to attain numerical equality.  
Ideally, the jobs available in a community need to match the skills of the workforce and housing 
should be available at prices, sizes, and locations for workers who wish to live in the area.  
Hence, there is a qualitative as well as quantitative component to achieving job-housing 
relationships. 
 
There is no single jobs/housing ratio that is the goal for all regions.  The appropriate 
jobs/housing ratio for a given region is a function of its employment patterns (the number of 
multi-income families, retired empty nesters, etc.) and of its housing patterns (the number of 
bedrooms in its residential units, the number of persons per household, etc.)  Similarly, there is 
no one goal for all communities within a given region.  It can be healthy to have what seems to 
be, at first glance, a significant community-to-community difference.  Not every community 
either can or wishes to provide exactly the same number of jobs and job seekers.  The historical 
development of communities has resulted in a concentration of jobs in some areas with other 
communities being primarily residential.  However, the farther from the ratio of job holders to 
housing units balance that a given community has, the more commuting that will be necessary 
to connect workers and their jobs.  Even primarily residential communities require workers, 
many of which are lower income maintenance, e.g., gardeners, and moderate-income public 
safety workers, e.g., police service.  However, as housing costs have increased these workers 
may no longer be able to afford to live in the community. 
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A substantial imbalance between jobs and housing—as well as the associated issue of inter-
region commuting—is a key indicator of the overall quality of life we are capable of offering 
residents and businesses to locate or remain here.  In general, the ratio of jobs to households 
for most communities should be between 0.8:1 and 1.2:1 (meaning between 0.8 - 1.2 housing 
units for every full-time equivalent job).  The In the 15 cities within the area, as well as their 
associated unincorporated areas, the imbalance ranges from a low of 0.39 housing units per job 
to a high of 2.30 housing units per job (The Inter-Regional Partnership For Jobs, Housing and 
Mobility).  When jobs at various income levels are matched against housing affordable to those 
income levels, the ratios become even more extreme. 
 
An effective job / housing relationship requires more than simply providing an ideal ratio of 
housing units and jobs.  In order to give people the option of living close to their jobs, it is vital 
that a community’s housing stock match the economic profile of its workers.  For example, if 
15% of a community’s employees are in low-income jobs, then approximately 15% of that area’s 
housing ought to be affordable to people in that income level.  However, information on 
employment by income level is problematic. 
 
A better jobs / housing relationship over time would indicate that one or more underlying 
problems are being addressed.  Studies in other areas, for example, have demonstrated that 
census tracts with fairly equal numbers of jobs and employed residents experience significantly 
shorter commute times than unbalanced tracts.  Other underlying problems may still persist, 
however: even if a more desirable ratio is achieved, which implies a better relationship between 
incomes and the cost of housing, the housing may still require a higher-than-preferred 
proportion of total household income.  In 2000, for example, one-half of all renters and one-third 
of all homeowners in Santa Barbara County were spending more than 30% of their income on 
housing.  The comparable figures are considerably worse today. 
 
Impacts 
 
As cited in the Interregional study that focused on southern Santa Barbara County and Western 
Ventura County the potential risks to the region and individual communities of not successfully 
addressing these challenges are the following: 
 

Western Ventura County and Northern Santa Barbara Counties will increasingly serve 
as bedroom communities for middle-income workers from the Santa Barbara South 
Coast who desire affordable single-family homes. 

 
South Coast workers who provide basic services—including nurses, teachers, police, 
firefighters, and others—will continue the mass exodus already underway because they 
can’t afford to live where they work, thus increasing health and safety factors during 
emergencies, amongst other issues. 

 
Gentrification and economic stagnation will overtake much of the region due to: 
 
o a degradation of the business and jobs climate; 
o significant loss of moderate- to higher-paying jobs; 
o a generation of higher paid workers who retire but remain in the area, and the 

industries they leave are unable to backfill those positions because the wage rates 
cannot support the purchase of even a modest home or condominium. 
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Low and moderate income households – those most vulnerable to rising housing costs – 
face increasing overcrowding and payment of an increasing amount of their income for 
housing, (perhaps over 50%). 
 
All of these changes could also lead to a loss of sense of community – loss of civic 
vibrancy, adaptability to change, and other strengths that diversity and engagement 
brings. 

 
The region may also see increased factionalism brought about by a permanent two-tier 
economy, and the increasing recognition by lower-income workers that they will never be 
able to afford the type of housing that they desire. 

 
Regional problems related to housing issues arise from four conditions that have worsened the 
historical supply/demand imbalance. 
 

First, the region is running out of room by using low-density land use patterns to 
construct significant amounts of housing to respond to demand (both internal population 
growth, and in-migration trends). 

 
Second, what is being built does not match what is needed in terms of housing price, 
type and size. 

 
Third, much of the new housing construction is located in the wrong place to address 
local needs, such as proximity to key transit hubs. 

 
And finally, much of the housing that is produced is bought by people who work 
elsewhere, and therefore commute from the community within which it is constructed. 

 
Regional Growth Forecast 2007 
 
An issue that has emerged from the update of local housing and land use plans within Santa 
Barbara County is the current and future relationship of jobs and housing.  During the 1980’s for 
example, commercial growth in the South Coast outpaced residential development activity that 
was occurring largely away from commercial centers.  Following nationwide trends, this 
relationship has become increasingly important with longer commute times and distances 
among those who live further from their place of work, which influences future transportation 
demand as it relates to the proximity of jobs and housing.  As the jobs/housing imbalance has 
intensified in recent years, workers have increasingly crowded into the limited available housing 
on the South Coast, or sought less-expensive housing in northern Santa Barbara and Ventura 
County.  New housing developments in North county and Western Ventura County are housing 
a larger proportion of workers from the South Coast.  Through its forecast of housing and 
employment, the RGF 2007 provides additional information that can be used to evaluate future 
changes in the jobs/housing relationship. 
 
Table 1 compares workers and employment for county regions.  Note that in some regions, 
such as the South Coast, there is more employment than there are workers.  In contrast, the 
Santa Maria Region initially has more workers than employment. 
 
Housing affordability has become a key factor in housing choice.  Table 2 below shows the 
disparity between median housing prices and median incomes for county jurisdictions tabulated 
from the 2005 UCSB Economic Forecast.  While the median incomes are not significantly 
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different, countywide the South Coast housing costs are at least double of what they are in 
North County. 
 
 

Table 1 
Comparison of Workers and Employment 

Workers

Region 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

South Coast 92,721       97,002       98,962     101,063    102,779     103,858    104,708    105,352     

Lompoc Valley 20,618       21,104       21,705     22,169      22,698       23,313      24,002      24,475       

Santa Maria Valley 50,566       54,160       57,943     61,481      65,999       67,795      69,190      70,179       

Santa Ynez Valley 10,346       10,681       11,148     11,543      11,794       12,096      12,427      12,682       

Countywide 174,251     182,948     189,758   196,257    203,270     207,063    210,327    212,688     

          

Employment

Region 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

South Coast 110,350     115,094     119,230   122,496    125,300     126,070    126,417    126,672     

Lompoc Valley 20,517       21,900       22,800     23,723      24,469       24,996      25,524      26,051       

Santa Maria Valley 47,902       53,063       56,579     58,964      63,915       70,135      76,850      83,582       

Santa Ynez Valley 9,432         10,144       10,691     11,117      11,664       12,149      12,635      13,120       

Countywide 188,201     200,201     209,300   216,300    225,348     233,350    241,426    249,425     

Difference of Workers - Employment

Region 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

South Coast (17,629)     (18,092)      (20,268)    (21,433)     (22,521)      (22,212)     (21,709)     (21,320)     

Lompoc Valley 101            (796)           (1,095)      (1,554)       (1,771)        (1,683)       (1,522)       (1,576)       

Santa Maria Valley 2,664         1,097         1,364       2,517        2,084         (2,340)       (7,660)       (13,403)     

Santa Ynez Valley 914            537            457          426           130            (53)            (208)          (438)          

Countywide (13,950)     (17,253)      (19,542)    (20,043)     (22,078)      (26,287)     (31,099)     (36,737)      
 
 

Table 2 
2005 Median Housing Costs and Household Income 

Jurisdiction Median Housing 
Cost 

Median Household 
Income 

Carpinteria 1,295,000 57,610 

Goleta 1,149,898 69,151 

Santa Barbara 1,310,000 55,481 

Buellton 583,522 58,773 

Solvang 640,760 52,778 

Lompoc 360,000 41,727 

Santa Maria 376,635 42,220 

Guadalupe 382,938 39,555 

 
 
Defining the regional level at which jobs housing relationships should exist is difficult.  An 
argument could be made, for instance, that the jobs housing relationship exists on a countywide 
level since this is where most working households have homes.  The difficulty is that many of 
those homes are located so far away from the workers jobs that commuting to or from work 
requires a disproportionate length of time.  The jobs housing relationship must include a sense 
of limited geographical area.  This might lead some to strive for a jobs housing relationship at 
the city level.  As politically distinct geographical units, cities have great potential to influence 
the relationship between the number and type of jobs through their General Plan. 
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Figures 1 and 2 portray the relationship between jobs and housing for a variety of geographical 
areas and forecast periods 2005 and 2040.  In Figure 1, the existing year 2005 relationship is 
shown for the major county regions.  Note the surplus proportion of jobs vs. housing in the 
South Coast in comparison to the other regions in the county that have a more even proportion 
of jobs and housing.  As a result, there is more commuting to the South Coast for jobs. 

Figure 1 
2005 Jobs, Housing Relationship 
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Figure 2 shows the 2040 Forecast relationship of jobs and housing resulting in a continuing 
higher proportion of jobs in the South Coast and an increase in the job proportion in the Santa 
Maria Valley region.  The Lompoc and Santa Ynez Valley regions show more of an even 
proportion of jobs and housing.  Additional workers for vacant jobs not filled by Santa Barbara 
County residents are assumed to come from San Luis or Ventura Counties. 

 
Figure 2 

2040 Jobs, Housing Relationship for Regions 
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Figure 3 shows the countywide comparison for the number of jobs and housing in 2005 and 
2040.  The resulting comparison shows a higher proportion of jobs vs. housing in 2040.  Figure 
4 shows the increase from 2005 to 2040 in jobs and housing.  In some cases the jobs increase 
is more than double housing increase.  The workers per household density increase helps 
provide some of the additional labor force in the slower growing housing stock. 

 
Figure 3 

2005 and 2040 Jobs Housing Relationship, Countywide 
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Figure 4 
2005-2040 Change in Jobs, Housing  
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Figure 5 and 6 provide a comparison of the 2005 and 2040 relationship between jobs and 
workers.  Over the forecast period, the Santa Maria Valley goes from a worker surplus in 2005 
to a job surplus in 2040. 
 
 
 

Figure 5 
2005 Jobs Worker Relationship 
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Figure 6 
2040 Jobs Worker Relationship 
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Table 3 shows the forecast jobs housing ratios for all jurisdictions in the county.  These ratios 
are the result of dividing the employment forecast by jurisdiction by the household forecast by 
jurisdiction.  The resulting ratios show the number of jobs per occupied housing unit. 
 

Table 3 
Jobs Housing Ratio 

Jurisdiction 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040

South Coast 1.46 1.49 1.52 1.53 1.55 1.54 1.53 1.53

  City of Carpinteria 1.39 1.40 1.44 1.47 1.49 1.48 1.47 1.45

  City of Santa Barbara 1.76 1.78 1.80 1.81 1.83 1.84 1.85 1.85

  City of Goleta 2.07 2.07 2.10 2.11 2.09 2.02 1.97 1.98

Unincorporated 0.69 0.76 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77

 

Lompoc Valley 1.07 1.12 1.14 1.16 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.17

  City of Lompoc 1.03 1.11 1.13 1.16 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.18

  Lompoc - Uninc. 1.16 1.14 1.15 1.16 1.17 1.17 1.17 1.16

Santa Maria Valley 1.22 1.26 1.26 1.24 1.27 1.38 1.49 1.60

  City of Santa Maria 1.58 1.59 1.57 1.53 1.56 1.71 1.87 2.04

  City of Guadalupe 1.16 1.04 0.97 0.90 0.86 0.84 0.83 0.82

  SM - Uninc. 0.44 0.53 0.55 0.56 0.59 0.64 0.68 0.72

Santa Ynez Valley 1.12 1.15 1.16 1.16 1.19 1.21 1.23 1.25

  City of Solvang 1.70 1.65 1.61 1.56 1.52 1.48 1.45 1.41

  City of Buellton 1.59 1.70 1.74 1.74 1.76 1.77 1.78 1.79

  SY - Uninc. 0.69 0.72 0.73 0.75 0.79 0.82 0.86 0.89

County Total 1.32 1.36 1.37 1.37 1.39 1.42 1.45 1.49  
 
RHNA Methodology and Jobs Housing Options 
 
The jobs housing allocation factor can be addressed in a number of different ways if the 
advisory group chooses to pursue this criteria.  The potential options utilize data from the RGF 
2007 that include job and/or household growth.  Fortunately, the RGF provides estimates for the 
city and unincorporated geographic level so that they can be used to differentiate subtleties 
between each jurisdiction. 
 
Option 1: Allocate based on the growth in jobs between the 2007 to 2014 RHNA planning 
period.  This approach would ultimately allocate more housing to those areas with more job 
growth.  In addition, it may be more effective if the housing allocation was adjusted by income 
level to better ensure that it matches the needs of the local workforce.  For example, the need 
allocated to the South Coast might better address moderate-income workforce housing for the 
higher paid workers in this region vs. the Santa Maria Valley that may have a need for low and 
very low-income housing for farm workers. 
 

Pros: Addresses future growth and alleviates exacerbation of existing 
imbalance of jobs and housing 

Cons: Does not address existing imbalances. 
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Option 2: Use the existing allocation of jobs.  This could address existing imbalances to some 
degree and provide more opportunities for commuters to relocate closer to their place of 
employment. 
 

Pros: Attempts to correct existing problem 

Cons: Does not account for short term change 
 
Option 3: Use the ratio of jobs and housing.  The existing as well as forecast ratio’s are 
calculated in Table 3. 
 

Pros: If the methodology were to utilize the existing jobs housing ratios, 
jurisdictions with more jobs compared to housing units would be 
allocated more housing need.  In theory, this would help alleviate the 
existing imbalance.  The allocation of need should also attempt to 
match the workforce income with the allocation housing by income 
level. 

Cons: While the relationship of jobs and housing are important, care must be 
taken not to exclude other factors in the allocation criteria. 

 
Option 4: Use ratio of residential build out capacity to commercial-retail-industrial build out 
capacity in local land use plans as identified in the Regional Growth Forecast, Appendix 5, 
Tables 1 and 2.  Use ratio to increase allocation to areas that have an imbalance in their zoning 
for residential vs. non-residential lands. 
 

Pros: Ties estimate to land use plans 

Cons: Surrogate for jobs-housing relationship 
 
TPAC members should indicate their preferences for a method and may also wish to provide 
other options for staff to quantify in the allocation methodology. 


