ANNOTATED
AGENDA
CITY OF ANTIOCH PLANNING COMMISSION
ANTIOCH COUNCIL CHAMBERS
THIRD & “H” STREETS
WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 3, 2014
6:30 P.M.
NO PUBLIC HEARINGS WILL BEGIN AFTER 10:00 P.M.
UNLESS THERE IS A VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
TO HEAR THE MATTER

APPEAL

All items that can be appealed under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be
appealed within five (5) working days of the date of the decision. The final appeal date of
decisions made at this meeting is 5:00 p.m. on THURSDAY, DECEMBER 11, 2014.

If you wish to speak, either during “public comments” or during an agenda item, fill out a
Speaker Request Form and place in the Speaker Card Tray. This will enable us to call upon
you to speak. Each speaker is limited to not more than 3 minutes. During public hearings,
each side is entitled to one “main presenter” who may have not more than 10 minutes. These
time limits may be modified depending on the number of speakers, number of items on the
agenda or circumstances. No one may speak more than once on an agenda item or during
“public comments”. Groups who are here regarding an item may identify themselves by
raising their hands at the appropriate time to show support for one of their speakers.

ROLL CALL 6:33 P.M.

Commissioners Hinojosa, Chair
Motts, Vice Chair
Miller
Westerman

Pinto (absent)

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS




CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed under Consent Calendar are considered routine and are recommended for
approval by the staff. There will be one motion approving the items listed. There will be no
separate discussion of these items unless members of the Commission, staff or the public
request specific items to be removed from the Consent Calendar for separate action.

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: November 5, 2014 APPROVED
* * * END OF CONSENT CALENDAR * * * MINUTES

NEW PUBLIC HEARINGS

2. PDP-12-01 — Black Diamond Unit 4 Preliminary Development Plan — Discovery
Builders requests the review of a preliminary development plan, which is not an
entitlement, for the development of 17 single family homes on approximately 20.98
acres. The projectis generally located west of the intersection of Somersville Road
and James Donlon Boulevard (APN: 089-160-010). STAFE REPORT

Staff recommends that this item be continued to December 17, 2014.
CONTINUED TO 12/17/14

3. The City of Antioch is conducting a study session on a proposed update to the
City’s Housing Element, a required chapter for the General Plan, for the 2015-2023
cycle. The City initiated an update to the Housing Element in the winter of 2014.
The Housing Element includes policies and goals to address the diverse housing
needs of the City over the next eight years. The Planning Commission will be
receiving feedback and comments on the proposed changes to the Housing
Element.

COMMENTS/FEEDBACK RECEIVED

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS STAFF REPORT

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURNMENT (7:37 p.m.)

Notice of Availability of Reports
This agenda is a summary of the discussion items and actions proposed to be taken by the
Planning Commission. For almost every agenda item, materials have been prepared by the
City staff for the Planning Commission’s consideration. These materials include staff reports
which explain in detail the item before the Commission and the reason for the
recommendation. The materials may also include resolutions or ordinances which are




proposed to be adopted. Other materials, such as maps and diagrams, may also be included.
All of these materials are available at the Community Development Department located on
the 2" floor of City Hall, 3 and H Streets, Antioch, California, 94509, between the hours of
8:00 a.m. and 11:30 a.m. or by appointment only between 1:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m. Monday
through Thursday for inspection and copying (for a fee). Copies are also made available at
the Antioch Public Library for inspection. Questions on these materials may be directed to
the staff member who prepared them, or to the Community Development Department, who
will refer you to the appropriate person.

Notice of Opportunity to Address the Planning Commission
The public has the opportunity to address the Planning Commission on each agenda item.
You may be requested to complete a yellow Speaker Request form. Comments regarding
matters not on this Agenda may be addressed during the “Public Comment” section on the
agenda.

Accessibility
The meetings are accessible to those with disabilities. Auxiliary aids will be made available
for persons with hearing or vision disabilities upon request in advance at (925) 779-7009 or
TDD (925) 779-7081.




CITY OF ANTIOCH
PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES

Regular Meeting November 5, 2014
6:30 p.m. City Council Chambers
CALL TO ORDER

Chair Hinojosa called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m. on Wednesday, November 5,
2014, in the City Council Chambers. She stated that all items that can be appealed
under 9-5.2509 of the Antioch Municipal Code must be appealed within five (5) working
days of the decision. The final appeal date of decisions made at this meeting is 5:00
p.m. on Monday, November 17, 2014.

ROLL CALL

Present: Commissioners Pinto and Baatrup
Chair Hinojosa and Vice Chair Motts

Absent: Commissioners Miller and Westerman

Staff: Senior Planner, Mindy Gentry

Associate Planner, Alexis Morris
City Attorney, Lynn Tracy Nerland
Minutes Clerk, Cheryl Hammers

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

PUBLIC COMMENTS

None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1. Approval of Minutes: September 17, 2014

On motion by Vice Chair Motts, and seconded by Commissioner Baatrup, the
Planning Commission approved the Minutes of September 17, 2014.

AYES: Hinojosa, Motts, Pinto, and Baatrup
NOES: None

ABSTAIN: None

ABSENT: Miller and Westerman

END OF CONSENT CALENDAR

NEW PUBLIC HEARING
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2. PDP-14-07 - Laurel Ranch Preliminary Development Plan - Strack Farms
LLC requests review of a preliminary development plan, which is not an
entitlement, for the development of approximately 191 single family homes on
approximately 54 acres. The project site is located to the east of the current
terminus of Laurel Road and to the west of the Highway 4 Bypass (APN 053-
060-031).

Associate Planner Morris provided a summary of the staff report dated October 30,
2014 recommending the Planning Commission provide feedback to the applicant and
staff regarding the proposal and to provide direction to the applicant for the Final
Development Plan submittal.

OPENED PUBLIC HEARING

Applicant, Aaron Ross Swain of Richland Communities, thanked staff. He gave a
presentation to get feedback which included a property description, governing land
uses, project description and project approvals.

Architect Jill Williams gave a presentation on neighborhood/architecture on private lane
homes and conventional homes.

Applicant, Aaron Ross Swain, continued his presentation on the project highlights.

In response to Vice Chair Motts, applicant said that the four foot side yard along the
sound wall is something they would have to research, if they had to adjust it they would
have to go back and rework their plan as there is not a lot of room to increase the
setbacks; that this is very difficult to address without a complete rework of the product.
He said that the CC&Rs will preclude parking in the alleys, that there will be striping on
the curbs, that the HOA will be responsible for enforcement of the no parking in the
alleys, and that effective lighting at night will help with police concerns. Applicant said
that the park was omitted because Parkridge to the south was going to have a large
park and there was no need to incorporate a small park in their project but that they will
address that. He said that there are two detention basins for storm water.

In response to Chair Hinojosa, applicant said that the setbacks for the private lane
project are a minimum four feet on each side, five feet in the rear and ten feet in the
front. Because the setbacks of the proposed project does not match the previously
approved product, the project would require a rezone. He said that it is very challenging
to grade the space around the water district property to incorporate a park and if they
are going to incorporate a park, they would have to look at the current development and
find a spot. Applicant said that “private” means that elements of the project will be the
responsibility of the HOA to maintain, not the City. The applicant had considered a gate
but the elements that would be required such as vehicle stacking and the location of the
project wouldn’t be fitting for a gate. He said that homeowners will have two spaces to
park in their garage and can also park on their driveway; however there may be some
parking issues if guests come on garbage day but that there is still a good amount of
guest parking even on garbage day.
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In response to Commissioner Pinto, the applicant said that the main entrance street
width would be thirty-six feet curb to curb and that there is a secondary exit along the
west side of the property and said they will take a look at the second exit to see if it can
be an entrance as well as an exit. He said that there is an EVA incorporated into the
proposal in the event of emergency and emergency responders will also be able to
utilize the trail. The timing of the trail is unknown and up for discussion with staff.
Commissioner Pinto recommended that the trail be part of the initial phase rather than
later on. The applicant said that they are not able to maintain the City’'s current
standards for setbacks and that they would have to rethink setbacks especially with the
private lane product. He said that is why they are pursuing a PD as the City doesn’t
have standards for this small product. The applicant indicated they would have to go
back and incorporate a different product if they were to increase setbacks. He said that
there are no single story units proposed for this project.

Commissioner Pinto noted that empty nesters are usually older and typically look for
single level homes.

CLOSED PUBLIC HEARING

Chair Hinojosa asked staff’s opinion on the setback and density issue to which SP
Gentry said that the Commission and staff hasn’t seen a six pack product type in recent
history and the City does not currently have standards for this product type. The
Bluerock project is the most recently constructed project with a four pack product. She
said that hopefully standards will be developed but as part of the peer review process,
the peer reviewer will be taking standard industry practices into account.

Chair Hinojosa asked staff if they had thoughts about parking and garbage day to which
SP Gentry said that staff does have concerns but that staff is looking to the Planning
Commission for feedback and noted that high density communities do find a way to
make it work.

Commissioner Pinto asked staff if they can require this project to have solar panels or
be prewired for solar to which SP Gentry said they haven’t been required in the past
and that there isn't anything currently in the City’s municipal code requiring it. She said
that it may be in the purview of the City Council to adopt an ordinance or the Planning
Commission can recommend that to the City Council as a condition of approval.

Vice Chair Motts asked staff about the RV parking and the lack of extra parking within
200 feet to which SP Gentry said that there have been other developments that do not
have RV storage due to lot size with Bluerock being the best example. She said that
she doesn't recall if they had the 200 foot requirement.

Chair Hinojosa asked about Lot 18 on the site plan and how that was accessible to
which AP Morris said the tentative map will have to have an easement, they will create
a flag lot, or they will have to eliminate that lot.

Chair Hinojosa asked staff about the access to the trail only on the east side to which
AP Morris said that this is preliminary, that they don't have the exact trail, that the trail
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would be accessed by Laurel Road and not internally, and that they don’t have final
plans which will include engineering and grading.

Commissioner Pinto asked staff to elaborate on the financing paragraph on page 6 of
the staff report to which AP Morris said that the Parkridge project and this project are
required to establish and participate in a financing district. SP Gentry said that when
the East Lone Tree Specific Plan was adopted, Slatten Ranch Road is one of those
items included in that mechanism to divvy up the cost amongst the property owners.
She said that this mechanism hasn’'t been established yet and that it is up to the
developers.

Commission Pinto stated his preference that the City not get into a Mello Roos situation
and asked that they make sure we get away from those situations. SP Gentry said that
since it hasn’t been established, she not sure how that is going to occur. The costs
could be upfront and then built into the cost of the house or maybe a tax on the
property. Staff will be able to provide a better answer when applicant comes back for
entitlement review.

Commissioner Baatrup asked staff about the entitlements for developing on this
property and the number of units based on the General Plan and the Specific Plan to
which SP Morris said that Bixby was allowed a maximum of 209 units and that the
Specific Plan was amended to say it should conform to the Bixby project.

Commissioner Baatrup asked staff how do we keep these smaller six pack projects from
turning into projects that become crime impacted areas. SP Gentry said that the
Sycamore area does have challenges with design, lots of alley ways, a lot of those
properties are four plexes with four different owners, and that sometimes you have
investors and probably no HOA. She said that the Police Department can add
components to incorporate into CC&Rs to address safety concerns.

CA Nerland interjected that enforcement of the HOA is crucial and that it is more than
just having the documents. The HOA may be funded to include a professional
management and the HOA can be setup in such a way that they have enough funding
to implement professional management.

Commissioner Baatrup stated that he strongly encourages solid CC&Rs for a quality
HOA to enforce. He said that he is bothered by the fact that there is no landscaping or
open space to break up a very dense project, and that he would like to see more of that
incorporated into this project.

Vice Chair Motts agreed with Commissioner Baatrup’s concerns on safety issues and
wondered if working with the applicant to address design standards and safety
standards would work well to which SP Gentry said that it is their hope that through the
development standards with feedback from police on crime, there would be no problems
down the road.

Vice Chair Motts said that he is very happy to see a trail connection and he thinks it is
important to work a park into the project especially with the trail only accessible from
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one side of the development, and asked if we can utilize funds from the funding
mechanisms to help augment other projects in the City. SP Gentry said that there is a
Developer Impact Fee, along with the establishment of the CFD, which would be
implemented to mitigate their impacts and to address city standards.

Chair Hinojosa said that she has generally been open minded to this higher density
project but that she has to say that with regard to this project, she is extremely
concerned with the density, that she does not like the proposed setbacks for the private
lane properties, that she doesn’t like the overall development that does not provide
single story homes, and that she would like more consideration to the overall density of
the project. She said that she is very familiar with Bluerock, but that she has concerns
with garbage and parking but would be willing to flex on the parking within 200 feet.
She agreed with staff about the access in and out of the driveways being comfortable to
all residents and that with less density could provide RV parking. She said that she isn’t
on board with the Laurel Road setbacks and that they need to go to fifteen to twenty
feet. She doesn't like the fact that houses abut such a major thoroughfare and that she
100% thinks there should be a park and supports that on a revised plan. She said the
pedestrian trail is an awesome detail but that additional access should be considered.
She agreed with the lack of landscaping and would like to see more to break up the
facade and the density. She had concerns regarding the sound walls and the four foot
side yard adjacent to it. She was also concerned with the restraints of lot coverage and
residents not being able to put up ancillary structures. She said she is tired of projects
coming to the Commission and the Commission is asked to flex to that project to make
it work and she would like to see guidelines for consistency.

Commissioner Baatrup said that he doesn’t see anything in the project that stands out
as high quality and having super dense six packs on small properties, he is afraid to see
something turn for the worse in this community. He said that we need good quality
documents in the CC&Rs to make sure this doesn't turn into one of those
embarrassments for the City of Antioch. This project has to stand out and not be a
problematic eye sore for the City and that he is not excited about it today. He said it is
time to get serious about this and we need to change what we are doing to get change
in the City.

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Commissioner Baatrup said that he is moving out of the City of Antioch and therefore
stepping down from the Commission. That he really appreciates being on the Planning
Commission and appreciates the time of his fellow Commissioners.

Vice Chair Motts thanked Greg on his efforts and wise comments and said that he will
be sorely missed.

Commissioner Pinto wished Greg the best and said that his contributions have been
significant.
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Chair Hinojosa said that she is sad to hear Greg is leaving, that she appreciates serving
with him with his foresight, comments and feedback, that he has been a valuable
addition to the team, and will be a big loss for the City.

SP Gentry thanked Greg for his feedback and service to the City and said that she is
working on his sign and will invite him back when she has it.

SP Gentry said that with the holidays, she asked that the Commissioners to let staff
know if they are not able to make any upcoming meetings. She said that staff has
scheduled a community meeting on the downtown plan SEecific Plan, General Plan and
Zoning update on November 12" and on November 19" there will be a joint meeting
with EDC for feedback. She said staff is scheduled to have a Planning Commission
meeting on December 3 for a study session on the Housing Element. Also, the City is
getting ready to begin interviews for the vacancy having received four applications and
that hopefully they will be able to seat someone by December 3,

Vice Chair Motts confirmed with staff that November 19" would be for public input.

Chair Hinojosa said that she will be unavailable until Thanksgiving but will be available
for the December 3™ meeting.

Commissioner Pinto said that he will be unavailable Nov. 23 through December 22 but
that he will be at the November 19" meeting.

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

None.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

Vice Chair Motts said that there was a Transplan meeting but just for procedural stuff.
ADJOURNMENT
Chair Hinojosa adjourned the Planning Commission at 8:10 p.m.

Respecifully Submitted,
Cheryl Hammers



STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 3, 2014

Prepared by: Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner &
Date: November 25, 2014

Subject: Black Diamond Unit 4
DISCUSSION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission continue this item to December 17,
2014.
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STAFF REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
FOR CONSIDERATION AT THE MEETING OF DECEMBER 3, 2014

Prepared by: Mindy Gentry, Senior Planner M

Reviewed by: Tina Wehrmeister, Community Development Director
Date: November 25, 2014

Subject: General Plan Housing Element Update
RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Planning Commission conduct a study session on the
Housing Element Update for the 2015-2023 planning period and provide direction and
feedback to staff regarding the issues discussed in the staff report in order to complete
the draft General Plan Housing Element Update.

BACKGROUND

The Housing Element is one of the seven State-mandated elements of the General Plan
and includes a comprehensive assessment of current and projected housing needs for
all economic segments of the community. The Housing Element will include policies to

provide adequate housing and a program of actions to address the City’s housing
needs.

The City’s current Housing Element was adopted by the City Council on October 12,
2010 and covers the planning period from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2014. The
Housing Element was deemed to be in compliance with State law in December of 2010.
The City has now embarked on a subsequent update to the Housing Element for the
fifth cycle, which will be valid for the planning period of January 31, 2015 to January 31,
2023.

After input and direction is received from the Planning Commission, the draft Housing
Element will be submitted to the State Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for review of compliance with State law.

DISCUSSION

The key issues that are addressed in this update of the Housing Element are the
changes to State law since the last element was adopted, ensuring adequate sites for
the City’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA), and an examination of the City’s
Housing Element policies. The purpose of this study session is to focus on the City’s
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housing policy issues since compliance with State law is mandatory. Further, it has
been determined that the City has adequate housing sites available to meet its RHNA
allocation.

State Housing Element Law

As part of the update to the subject Housing Element, there were changes to State
Housing Element Law that needed to be addressed. The changes to the State Housing
Element law are as follows:

e SB 812, Persons with Developmental Disabilities. This legislation, which took
effect in January 2011, requires the analysis of the disabled to include an
evaluation of the special housing needs of persons with developmental
disabilities.

e AB 1103. This bill allowed foreclosed properties converted by acquisition or the
purchase of affordability covenants to qualify under the alternative adequate
sites program.

o AB 2038. This legislation authorized a municipality to reduce its share of the
RHNA by the number of units built between the start of the projection period and
the deadline for housing element adoption if it identifies a methodology for
assigning these units to an income category based on actual or projected sales
prices, rent levels, or other mechanisms to ensure affordability.

e SB 375, Global Warming. This legislation requires the Regional Housing Needs
Assessment to be consistent with the development pattern reflected in the
region’s Sustainable Community Strategy, which is built upon a sustainable
growth framework.

e SB 1241, Safety Element Amendment. This legislation requires revisions to the
Safety Element requirements for state responsibility areas and very high fire
hazard severity zones.

Adequate Sites

State law requires each jurisdiction to identify adequate sites for a range of housing
types and income levels. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the
comprehensive regional planning agency for the Bay Area, has allocated 1,448 housing
units for the City of Antioch (Table 1) for the 2014-2023 planning period. This is a
decrease in the number of units required in the previous cycle. As part of the 2007-
2014 Housing Element cycle, the City had to commit to a rezoning program to provide
adequate sites to meet its remaining housing growth needs. The Implementation
Program, which rezoned sites to meet the housing need identified by the City’'s RHNA
for 2007-2014 planning period, was approved by the City Council on June 26, 2014.
Based on projects that have been constructed as well as those that are in the pipeline,
the City's RHNA number has decreased between the previous cycle and the current
cycle. Even though the City has lost some sites for housing, the rezoning program still
demonstrates there are sufficient sites within the City to address the remaining need of
housing units, including the RHNA allocation for the 2015-2023 planning period.
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Table 1 - Antioch RHNA

Income Group Number
Very Low 349
Low 205
Moderate 214
Above Moderate 680
Total 1,448

Housing Element Policy Direction

The 2015-2023 Housing Element update explored the City’s existing policies that may
affect housing production as well as updated the Program Accomplishments for the
2007-2014 planning period. The update included review of the policies in the current
Housing Element that have been successful as well as removed any outdated or
unsuccessful policies to ensure that the City’s current goals are adequately reflected.

The biggest changes to the policies section of the 2015-2023 Housing Element are as
follows:

e Modified program 1.1.6 to eliminate infrastructure support for farm worker
housing from the policy as there are a minimal number of farm workers within the
City of Antioch. The City contains nominal lands for agriculture, therefore does
not have a farm worker population that requires the housing support.

e Modified program 1.1.10 by eliminating foreclosure counseling because the City
no longer offers this service due to the dramatic reduction of the number of
foreclosures. However, the City still offers foreclosure prevention services.

¢ Modified program 2.1.2 (Adequate Sites for Housing) to reflect the City Council
approved Implementation Program that rezoned an adequate number of sites to
address the City’s housing needs.

e Replaced program 2.2.2 (First-Time Homebuyer Program) with a loan promotion
program. The City no longer has a First-Time Homebuyer Program due to the
loss of redevelopment funds; however, the City does provide information to
eligible buyers about loan programs.

o Updated program 3.1.5 to reflect the City’'s action of implementing the
Emergency Shelter Overlay District.

o Eliminated program 3.1.6 (Zoning for Employee and Farmworker Housing) due to
the lack of farmworkers within the City of Antioch.

e Updated program 5.1.2 due to the City’'s replacement of the Residential
Development Allocation Program with the Residential Development Impact Fee.

e Added program 5.1.8, which is a program to amend the City's Growth
Management Program to exempt income-restricted housing if the City
experiences an inability to meet its RHNA needs and the rate of development
increases to the point of triggering the growth management ordinance.



e Added program 5.1.9 to monitor the regional traffic impact fees on housing costs
and production, and continue to work to ensure the fees are equitable and
appropriately applied.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Draft 2015-2023 Housing Element
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1. INTRODUCTION

1. INTRODUCTION
A. PURPOSE AND CONTENT

The City of Antioch’s Housing Element is the component of the City's General Plan that
addresses housing needs and opportunities for present and future Antioch residents
through 2023. It provides the primary policy guidance for local decision-making related
to housing. The Housing Element of the General Plan is the only General Plan Element
that requires review and cerfification by the State of California.

The Housing Element provides a detailed analysis of Antioch’s demographic, economic
and housing characteristics as required by State Law. The Element also provides a
comprehensive evaluation of the City’s progress in implementing the past policy and
action programs related to housing production, preservation, conservation and
rehabilitation. Based on the community’s housing needs, available resources, constraints,
opportunities and past performance, the Housing Element identifies goals, policies,
actions and objectives that address the housing needs of present and future Antioch
residents.

B. HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE PROCESS

The California State Legislature has identified the attainment of a decent home and
suitable living environment for every Californian as the State’s main housing goal.
Recognizing the important part that local planning programs play in pursuit of this goal,
the Legislature has mandated that all cities and counties prepare a Housing Element as
part of their comprehensive General Plans (California Government Code Section 65580
et al.).

It is intended that this Housing Element be reviewed annually and updated and modified
not less than every eight years in order to remain relevant and useful and reflect the
community’s changing housing needs. The City is updating its Housing Element at this
time to comply with the update required of all jurisdictions in the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) region, as well as to respond to the issues that currently face the
City. This Housing Element update covers the planning period from January 31, 2015
through January 31, 2023.

C. STATE LAW AND LOCAL PLANNING

1. Consistency with State Law

The Housing Element is one of the seven General Plan elements mandated by the State of
California, as articulated in Sections 65580 to 65589.8 of the California Government
Code. State Law requires that each jurisdiction’s Housing Element consist of “an
identification and analysis of existing and projected housing needs and a statement of
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1. INTRODUCTION

goals, policies, quantified objectives, and scheduled program actions for the preservation,
improvement, and development of housing.” The Housing Element plans for the provision
of housing for all segments of the population.

Section 65583 of the Government Code sets forth specific requirements regarding the
scope and content of each Housing Element. Table 1-1 summarizes these requirements

and identifies the applicable sections in the Housing Element where these requirements
are addressed.

Table 1-1
STATE HOUSING ELEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Required Housing Element Component Reference

A. Housing Needs Assessment
1. Analysis of population trends in Antioch in relation to countywide

Section 2
trends
2. Analysis of employment trends in Antioch in relation to regional Section 2
trends
3. Projections and quantification of Antioch’s existing and projected .
. . Section 3
housing needs for all income groups
4. Analysis and documentation of Antioch’s housing characteristics,
including:
a. Level of housing cost compared to ability to pay Section 2
b. Overcrowding Section 3
c. Housing stock condition Section 2
5. An inventory of land suitable for residential development
including vacant sites and having redevelopment potential and Appendix A

an analysis of the relationship of zoning, public facilities and
services to these sites

6. Analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon
the maintenance, improvement, or development of housing for Section 4
all income levels

7. Analysis of potential and actual nongovernmental constraints
upon the maintenance, improvement, or development of Section 4
housing for all income levels

8. Analysis of special housing need: elderly, persons with
disabilities, large families, farm workers, and families with Section 3
female heads of household

9. Analysis of housing needs for families and persons in need of

Section 3
emergency shelter
10. Analysis of opportunities for energy conservation with respect to .
. . Section 4
residential development
11. Analysis of assisted housing developments that are eligible to .
. i . Appendix A
change from lower-income housing during the next ten years
. Godls and Policies
12. |dentification of Antioch’s goals, quantified objectives and
policies relative o maintenance, improvement and development Section 5

of housing
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1. INTRODUCTION

Required Housing Element Component Reference

C. Implementation Program

13. Identify adequate sites which will be made available through
appropriate action with required public services and facilities for Appendix A
a variety of housing types for all income levels

14. Programs to assist in the development of adequate housing to

meet the needs of low and moderate income households. Section 5

15. Address, and where appropriate and legally possible, remove
governmental constraints fo the maintenance, improvement, and Section 5
development of housing

16. Remove constraints to or provide reasonable accommodations

for housing for persons with disabilities Section 5

17. Conserve and improve the condition of the existing affordable

housing stock in Antioch Section 5

18. Promote housing opportunities for all persons Section 5

19. Identify programs to address the potential conversion of assisted

housing development to market-rate housing Section 5
20. Program actions to identify zone(s) where emergency shelters are
permitted without a conditional use or other discretionary permit Section 5

and with the capacity fo meet the needs of individuals and
persons needing emergency shelter.

2. General Plan Consistency

The Housing Element is one component of the City’s overall long-range planning strategy.
The California Government Code requires that the General Plan contain an integrated,
consistent set of goals and policies. The Housing Element is affected by policies contained
in other elements of the General Plan. For example, the Land Use Element designates
land for residential development and indicates the type, location and density of the
residential development permitted in the City. Working within this framework, the Housing
Element identifies goals, policies, actions and objectives for the planning period that
directly addresses the housing needs of Antioch’s existing and future residents. The
policies contained within other elements of the General Plan affect many aspects of life
that residents enjoy — the amount and variety of open space; the preservation of natural,
historic and cultural resources, the permitted noise levels in residential areas and the
safety of the residents in the event of a natural or man-made disaster.

The Housing Element policies must be consistent with policies identified in other elements
of the General Plan. The Housing Element has been reviewed for consistency with the
City’s other General Plan Elements. The policies and programs in this Element reflect the
policy direction contained in other parts of the General Plan. As portions of the General
Plan are amended in the future, this Housing Element will be reviewed to ensure that
internal consistency is maintained.

Antioch General Plan ll 1-3 ||

Al



1. INTRODUCTION

3. Relationship to Other Plans and Programs

The Housing Element identifies goals, objectives, policies and action programs for the
2015-2023 Planning Period that directly address the housing needs of Antioch. There are
a number of City plans and programs which work to implement the goals and policies of
the Housing Element. These include the City’s Municipal Code and various Specific Plans.

a. Antioch Municipal Code

The Antioch Municipal Code contains the regulatory and penal ordinances and certain
administrative ordinances of the City, codified pursuant to Sections 50022.1 through
50022.8 and 50022.10 of the Government Code. The Antioch Municipal Code includes
the City’s Subdivision and Zoning regulations.

The Subdivision Chapter of the Municipal Code regulates the design, development and
implementation of land division. It applies when a parcel is divided into two or more
parcels; a parcel is consolidated with one or more other parcels; or the boundaries of two
or more parcels are adjusted to change the size and/or configuration of the parcels.

The Zoning Chapter of the Municipal Code is the primary tool for implementing the
General Plan, and is designed to protect and promote the health, safety and welfare of
the people. The Zoning Chapter designates various districts and outlines the permitted,
conditionally permitted and prohibited uses for each zone district. Finally, the Zoning
Chapter provides property development standards for each zone district and overall
administrative and legislative procedures.

b. Specific Plans

Specific Plans are customized regulatory documents that provide focused guidance and
regulations for a particular area to address the specific characteristics or needs for that
area. They generally include a land use plan, circulation plan, infrastructure plan, zoning
classifications, development standards, design guidelines, and implementation plan. The
City has six approved Specific Plans and one Specific Plan in the early stages of the
planning process.

e East Antioch Specific Plan (SP-1)

e East Eighteenth Street Specific Plan

e East Lone Tree Specific Plan (FUA #2)

e Hillcrest Corridor Specific Plan

e Southeast Specific Plan (SP-3)

e Hillcrest Station Area Specific Plan

e Downtown Specific Plan (in planning process)
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D. HOUSING ELEMENT ORGANIZATION

California Government Code Section 65583 requires a jurisdiction’s Housing Element to
include the following components:

e A review of the previous Element’s goals, policies, objectives and programs to
ascertain the effectiveness of each of these components, as well as the overall
effectiveness of the Housing Element;

* An assessment of housing need and an inventory of resources and constraints
related to meeting these needs;

e A statement of goals, policies and quantified objectives related to the
maintenance, preservation, improvement and development of housing; and

e A policy program that provides a schedule of actions that the City is undertaking
or intends to undertake implementing the policies set forth in the Housing
Element.

The Antioch Housing Element is organized into five parts:

1. Introduction — Explains the purpose, process and contents of the Housing Element

2. Community Profile — Describes the demographic, economic and housing
characteristics of Antioch

Housing Needs — Analyzes the current and projected housing needs in Antioch

Resources and Constraints Analysis —~ Analyzes the actual and potential
governmental and non-governmental constraints to the rehabilitation,
preservation, conservation and construction of housing

5. Housing Plan — Details specific policies and programs the City of Antioch will carry
out over the planning period to address the City’s housing goals

Given the detail and lengthy analysis in developing the Housing Element, supporting
background material is included in the following appendices:

e Appendix A: Adequate Sites Analysis

e Appendix B: Review of Housing Element Past Performance

e Appendix C: Glossary of Housing Terms

Antioch General Plan “ 1-5 ||




1. INTRODUCTION

E. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The California Government Code requires that local governments make diligent efforts to
solicit public participation from all segments of the community in the development of the
Housing Element. Outreach concerning housing needs has been fairly continuous due to
the recent effort to update the Zoning Ordinance to implement the 2007-2014 Housing
Element, which was completed earlier in 2014. Because the public was well informed
about the state of housing and housing-related policy and zoning in Antioch by this
process, it was determined that additional outreach for this update was unnecessary.
Public testimony will be taken during Planning Commission and City Council study
sessions prior to submission of the Housing Element to HCD for review, and at hearings
prior to the adoption of the Housing Element.
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

A. POPULATION TRENDS AND CHARACTERISTICS

Housing needs are generally influenced by population and employment trends. This
section provides a summary of the changes to the population size, age and racial
composition of the City.

1. Historical, Existing and Forecast Growth

The City of Antioch is one of 19 cities in Contra Costa County. The Department of Finance
(DOF) estimated that Contra Costa County’s population in 2014 was 1,087,008. Table
2-1 lists adjacent counties and their respective populations.

Table 2-1
REGIONAL POPULATION TRENDS, 1990-2014
County 1990 2000 2010 20141
Contra Costa County 803,732 948,816 1,049,025 1,087,008
Alameda County 1,279,182 1,443,741 1,510,271 1,573,254
Santa Clara County 1,497,577 1,682,585 1,781,642 1,868,558
San Mateo County 649,623 707,161 718,451 745,193
San Joaquin County 480,628 563,598 685,306 710,731
Santa Cruz County 229,734 255,602 262,382 271,595
Monterey County 355,660 401,762 415,057 425,756
Stanislaus County 370,522 446,997 514,453 526,042
Merced County 178,403 210,554 255,793 264,922
San Benito County 36,697 53,234 55,269 57,517
! Estimates from Deportment of Finance
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 STF 1, 2000 SF 1 and 2010 SF 1, Department of Finance, Report E-5,
2014

As Table 2-2 highlights, Antioch experienced a significant 45.6 percent population
increase between 1990 and 2000, which was more than double the overall growth rate
of the County (18.1 percent). Since 2000, the growth rate has slowed substantially to
13.1 percent between 2000 and 2010 and 4 percent between 2010 and 2014. This
more closely aligns with County-wide trends. Over the next 26 years, as indicated in
Figure 2-1, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) forecasts a population of
124,600 for Antioch in 2040, which would be a 17 percent increase from 2014,
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

Table 2-2
POPULATION GROWTH, 1990-2014

1990-2000 2000-2010 2010-2014
Jurisdiction | 1990 2000 2010 2014' Growth Growth Growth

# % # # %
Antioch 62,195 | 90,532 | 102,372 | 106,455 | 28,337 |45.6% | 11,840 | 13.1% | 4,083 | 4.0%
Contra
Costa 803,732|948,816|1,049,025[1,087,008 | 145,084 | 18.1% | 100,209 | 10.6% | 37,983 | 3.6%
County

! Estimates from Department of Finance

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 1990 STF 1, 2000 SF 1 and 2010 SF 1,; Depariment of Finance, Report E-5, 2014
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

2. Age Composition

Between 2000 and 2010, Antioch’s population has experienced a numerical increase in
nearly every age group. (The 0-9 and 35-44 age groups are exceptions as both
experienced a numerical decrease during this time period.) The 45-54 age group
experienced the largest numerical growth since the 2000 Census, followed by the 55-59
and 20-24 age groups respectively.

According to the 2010 Census, the 0-9, 10-19 and 45-54 age groups represented the
largest age cohorts in Antioch. The population under 20 represented 31.4 percent of the
total population in Antioch, compared to 27.4 percent in the County as a whole. The
senior population, age 65 and over, represented 8.9 percent of Antioch’s total
population, compared to 12.4 percent of the County overall. The median age increased
from 32.3 to 33.8 years. These characteristics taken together imply an aging population
with a significant proportion of children under the age of 20. Table 2-3 summarizes the
population’s age distribution between 2000 and 2010.

Table 2-3
AGE DISTRIBUTION, 2000-2010
Age Group N 2000 - 2010 "
umber % of Population Number % of Population

0-9 years 16,412 18.1% 15,003 14.7%
10-19 years 15,216 16.8% 17,124 16.7%
20-24 years 5,025 5.6% 7,273 7.1%
25-34 years 12,673 14.0% 13,308 13.0%
35-44 years 16,615 18.4% 14,151 13.8%
45-54 years 11,795 13.0% 15,695 15.3%
55-59 years 3,628 4.0% 6,187 6.0%
60-64 years 2,460 2.7% 4,633 4.5%
65-74 years 3,692 4.1% 5,170 5.1%
75-84 years 2,281 2.5% 2,725 2.7%
85+ years 735 0.8% 1,103 1.1%
Total 90,532 100.0% 102,372 100.0%
Median Age 32.3 years 33.8 years
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF 1 and 2010 SF 1

3. Race and Ethnicity

Between 2000 and 2010, Antioch saw an increase in the overall diversity of its
population. During this time, the White population decreased by 16.4 percent while all
other racial and ethnic groups experienced numeric growth. Notably, the Hispanic/Latino
population (which may represent any race, including those who identified as White or
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

Black) increased by 9.6 percent and the Black population increased by 7.6 percent. The
White population remained the largest racial or ethnic group, comprising 48.9 percent of
the total population in 2010. Table 2-4 summarizes the racial and ethnic composition of
the population between 2000 and 2010.

Table 2-4
RACIAL AND ETHNIC COMPOSITION, 2000-2010
2000 2010 2000-2010
Racial/ , ) Change in %
Ethnic Group % o % o of
Number Population’ Number Population’ Population
White 59,148 65.3% 50,083 48.9% -16.4%
Black 8,824 9.7% 17,667 17.3% +7.6%
American Indian &
Alaska Native 843 0.9% 887 0.9% 0%
Asian 6,697 7.4% 10,709 10.5% +3.1%
Native Hawaiian
and Other Pacific 360 0.4% 817 0.8% +0.4%
Islander
Other 8,352 9.2% 14,310 14.0% +4.8%
Two or more races 6,308 7.0% 7,899 7.7% +0.7%
Total 90,532 100% 102,372 100% “-
pepanicorlafito 20,024 22.1% 32,436 31.7% +9.6%
rigin

! Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding
? May be of any race

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF1 and 2010 SF1

B. ENPLOYMENT TRENDS

Housing needs are influenced by employment trends. Significant employment
opportunities within a city can lead to greater demand for housing in proximity to jobs.
The quality and/or pay of available employment can influence the demand for various
housing types and prices.

As Table 2-5 shows, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) projects the
number of jobs in Antioch to increase from 19,090 to 25,530 between 2010 and 2040, a
33.7 percent increase over 30 years. Household growth is expected to be lower, rising
from 32,252 households to 38,790, a gain of 20.3 percent. These numbers show that
while the jobs-housing ratio in Antioch is projected to increase from 0.59 to 0.66, a
significant proportion of workers will continue to work outside of City boundaries. When
considering the County as a whole, the jobs-housing ratio is projected to hover around 1
for the next few decades.
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

Table 2-5
POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS AND JOBS PROJECTIONS, 2010-2040
2010-2040
2010 2020 2030 2040 Change
# %
Antioch
Population 102,372 | 108,900 | 116,200 | 124,600 | 22,228 | 21.7%
Households 32,252 34,420 36,600 38,790 6,538 | 20.3%
Jobs 19,090 22,320 23,660 25,530 6,440 | 33.7%
Jobs-Housing Ratio 0.59 0.65 0.65 0.66 -- --
ng"ski;i" County | 1 049,025 | 1,123,500 | 1,224,400 | 1,338,400 | 289,375 | 27.6%
Ho‘i,sehol e 375,364 | 400,800 | 432,430 | 464,150 | 88,786 | 23.7%
ok 344,920 | 407,810 | 432,730 | 467,390 | 122,470 | 35.5%
. . 0.92 1.02 1.00 1.01 - -
Jobs-Housing Ratio

Sources: ABAG PFrojections, 2013

Antioch’s employment profile generally reflects that of the County, with some minor
variation. As shown in Table 2-6, in 2012, 24 percent of Antioch residents were employed
in educational services, health care and social assistance (compared to 21.9 percent in
the County overall); 14 percent were employed in the retail trade (compared t010.9
percent in the County); and 11.4 percent were employed in professional, scientific,
management, administrative and waste management services (compared to 14.8 percent

in the County).

Table 2-6
EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 2012’
Indust Antioch Contra Costa County
i Employees %? Employees %32
Agn‘culture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 231 0.5% 3,237 0.7%
mining
Construction 3,322 7.5% 34,395 7.1%
Manufacturing 3,380 7.7% 35,256 7.2%
Wholesale trade 964 2.2% 12,976 2.7%
Retail trade 6,166 14.0% 53,137 10.9%
Transportation, warehousing, and utilities 2,542 5.8% 24,678 5.1%
Information . 1,030 2.3% 13,983 2.9%
qu'nce, insurance, real estate, and rental and 3,347 7 6% 47 443 9.7%
leasing
Professional, scientific, management,
administrative, and waste management 5,007 11.4% 72,011 14.8%
services
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2. CommMmuNITY PROFILE

Table 2-6
EMPLOYMENT BY INDUSTRY, 201 2
Indust Antioch Contra Costa County
i Employees %? Employees %>

Edt{cahonal services, health care and social 10,564 24.0% 106,849 21.9%
assistance
Arts, entertcur.\ment, recreo'rlon,‘ 3,195 7.3% 37,205 7 6%
accommodation and food services
Other services (except public administration) 2,155 4.9% 24,661 5.1%
Public Administration 2,161 4.9% 21,250 4.4%
Total 44,064 100% 487,081 100%

! Estimates from the American Community Survey; Data indicates the occupations held by Antioch/Contra
Costa County residents. The location of the related workplace is not indicated by this data.
2 May not equal 100% due to rounding

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

As shown in Table 2-7, Kaiser Permanente was the largest single employer in Antioch in
2013 with 2,240 employees. Other large employers included the Antioch Unified School

District with 1,867 employees and Sutter Delta Medical Center with 1,200 employees.

Table 2-7
MAJOR EMPLOYERS, 2013
Employer Industry Employees
Kaiser Permanente Edecc'nonol services, health care and social 2,240
assistance
Antioch Unified School Educational services, health care and social
. . 1,867
District assistance
Sutter Delta Medical Center EdL{cchonol services, health care and social 1,200
assistance
CCC Social Services EdL{ccﬁonal services, health care and social 593
assistance
Wal-Mart Retail trade 321
Target Retail trade 250
Costco Retail trade 250
City of Antioch Public administration 243
Antioch Auto Center Retail trade 238
Safeway Retail trade 139
Source: Cily of Antioch, 2013
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

Table 2-8 shows estimates from the 2012 American Community Survey on the median
annual earnings for Antioch residents who are employed in the major industries
represented in Tables 2-6 and 2-7.

Table 2-8
MEDIAN EARNINGS, 2012
Industry Employees Median Earnings
Health care and social assistance 7,667 $33,377
Retail trade 6,166 $24,547
Manufacturing 3,380 $61,494
Construction 3,322 $42,905
,:\edrxlr;isstroﬂve, support and waste management 2,963 $25.773
Educational services 2,897 $34,363
Accommodation and food services 2,546 $14,821
Finance and insurance 2,509 $43,990
Transportation and warehousing 2,232 $54,710
Public administration 2,161 $70,790
Other services, except public administration 2,155 $25,177
! Estimates from the American Community Survey; Data indicates the occupations held by Antioch/Contra
Costa County residents. The location of the related workplace is not indicated by this data.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

Antioch’s labor force was impacted by the 2008 recession, as shown in Table 2-9. The
unemployment rate peaked at 12.6 percent in 2010, but has steadily been improving
since, dropping to 8.4 percent in 2013. However, between 2009 and 2013, Antioch
consistently experienced a higher unemployment rate than Contra Costa County.

Table 2-9
LABOR FORCE TRENDS, 2009-2013

} Contra Costa
Antioch County
Unemployment | Unemploymen
Labor Force Employment | Unemployment Rafe t Rate
2009 49,300 43,600 5,700 11.5% 10.2%
2010 49,200 43,000 6,200 12.6% 11.1%
2011 49,600 43,800 5,800 11.7% 10.4%
2012 50,200 45,100 5,100 10.2% 9.0%
2013 50,300 46,100 4,200 8.4% 7.4%
Source: State of California Employment Development Department (EDD)
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C. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

This section describes Antioch’s household characteristics. The U.S. Census Bureau
defines a “household” as all persons living in a single housing unit, whether or not they
are related. One person living alone is considered a household, as is a group of
unrelated people living in a single housing unit. The U.S. Census Bureau defines “family”
as related persons living within a single housing unit.

1. Household Formation and Characteristics

In 2010, the U.S. Census Bureau reported 32,252 households in Antioch, which marked
a 9.9 percent increase from 2000. In Contra Costa County, the total number of
households increased 9.1 percent during this time, while the total households in
California increased 9.3 percent. The Department of Finance (DOF) provides data on
occupied housing units, which corresponds to total households reported in the U.S.
Census. As shown in Table 2-10, the DOF reported 32,838 housing units in Antioch in
2014, a 1.8 percent increase from 2010. This represents a more rapid pace of increase
than the County and the State experienced during this time, which are reported at 1.4
percent and 1.2 percent respectively.

Table 2-10
TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS, 2000-2014
Percent Percent
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2014 Increase Increase
2000-2010 2010-2014

Antioch 29,338 32,252 32,838 9.9% 1.8%
g°”"° Costa 344,129 375,364 380,562 9.1% 1.4%

ounty
California 11,502,870 12,577,498 12,731,223 9.3% 1.2%
! Estimates from the Department of Finance
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF1 and 2010 SF; Department of Finance, Report £-5, 2014

The average number of persons per household in Antioch was 3.15 in 2010. The DOF
estimates that in 2014, persons per household in Antioch increased to 3.22. As shown in
Table 2-11, the average number of persons per household in Antioch continues to be

higher than the County and State averages.

This is indicative of the high number of

family households in Antioch and reflects the need for large unit sizes.
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Table 2-11
AVERAGE PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD, 2000-2014

Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2014
Antioch 3.07 3.15 3.22
Contra Costa County 2.72 2.77 2.83
California 2.87 2.90 2.95
1 Estimates from Department of Finance
Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF1 and 2010 SF; Department of Finance, Report £-5, 2014

As Table 2-12 shows, between 2000 and 2010, the number of owner-occupied
households stayed relatively constant while the number of renter-occupied households
increased by 35 percent. Renter-occupied households now account for 35.7 percent of
the total housing stock. This may reflect the high number of foreclosures, some of which

were subsequently purchased by investors in Anfioch during the recent economic
downturn.

Table 2-12
HOUSEHOLDS BY TENURE, 2000-2010
2000 2010

Number Percent Number Percent
Owner 20,817 71.0% 20,751 64.3%
Renter 8,521 29.0% 11,501 35.7%
Total 29,338 100.0% 32,252 100.0%
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF1 and 2010 SF1

Table 2-13 shows that in 2010, 78.9 percent of single family housing units were occupied
by owner households while 93.7 percent of multifamily housing units were occupied by
renter households. However, between 2000 and 2010, there has been a 47.9 percent
increase in the number of renter households in single family housing. Once again, this

shift is likely due to the increase in foreclosures and investors purchasing properties
following the 2008 recession.
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Table 2-13
TENURE BY UNIT TYPE, 2000-2010
2000 2010’
Single Family? Multifamily® Single Family? Multifamily®

Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Owner 20,376 84.5% 432 8.2% 20,640 78.9% 312 6.3%

Renter 3,739 15.5% 4,819 91.8% 5,530 21.1% 4,637 93.7%
Total 24,115 | 100.0% | 5,251 | 100.0% | 26,170 | 100.0% | 4,949 | 100.0%

! Estimates from the American Community Survey
2 “Single Family” denctes single units, mobile homes and vehicles.
3 “Multifamily” denotes structures with two or more units.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 SF3 and 2006-2010 American Community Survey

2. Household Income

As indicated in Table 2-14, Antioch’s median household income in 2012 was $65,494,
which marked a 1.3 percent decrease from 2010. Antioch’s median household income
was less than the County’s by $12,693 (16.2 percent). During this time, the median
income for owner-occupied households dropped by 2 percent while the median income
for renter-occupied households increased by 8.8 percent. While this increase in income
amongst renter-occupied households is positive, the median income for owner-occupied
households ($82,906) in Antioch was still more than $40,000 higher than the median
income for renter-occupied households ($39,745). This is particularly noteworthy given

that a significant amount of the City’s recent housing growth is in renter-occupied
households.

Table 2-14
MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY TENURE, 2010-201 2!
Jurisdiction 2010 Median 2012 Median
Household Income Household Income
City of Antioch $66,351 $65,494
Owner-Occupied Households $84,602 $82,906
Renter-Occupied Households $36,520 $39,745
Contra Costa County $78,385 $78,187

' Estimates from the American Community Survey

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Communily Survey and 2008-2012 American
Communily Survey

HUD calculates an annual median family income (MFI) for the purpose of determining
program eligibility. The State of California uses five income categories to determine
housing affordability based on the MFl. Table 2-15 shows the income ranges for each
income category based on the 2014 HUD MFI| for Contra Costa County and the
estimated number of Antioch households that fall in each category.
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2. COMMUNITY PROFILE

The HUD median family income for jurisdictions in Contra Costa County was $88,500 in
2014. Based on estimates from the American Community Survey, approximately 33.9
percent of Antioch households were within the Very-Low and Extremely-Low Income
categories. An additional 19.7 percent of the households were within the Low-Income
category. This suggests the need for a significant stock of affordable housing options for
households that fall within these income categories.

Table 2-15
INCOME RANGE BY AFFORDABILITY CATEGORY
Percent of Estimated Estimated
Affordability Category County Income Range? | Households Percent of
Median’ 3 Households?
Extremely-Low Income <30% <$26,550 6,175 19.4%
$26,551-
0, r
Very-Low [ncome 31%-50% $44.250 4,634 14.5%
$44,251-
0, 0, ’ [+)
Low Income 51%-80% $70,800 6,273 19.7%
$70,801-
0, [+) ’ 0,
Moderate Income 81%-120% $106,200 6,554 20.6%
Above-Moderate Income >120% >$106,200 8,235 25.8%
Total -- - 31,871 100.0%

! Based on State HCD income categories

2 Based on 2014 HUD MFI of $88,500 for Contra Costa County

3 Estimated based on data from the 2008-2012 American Community Survey (ACS). Because the income
categories on the ACS differ from the State HCD income categories, households that fell within Census
income categories that straddled State HCD income categories were divided proportionally between the
two categories. These figures are for illustrative purposes only.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008-2012 American Community Survey

D. HOUSING INVENTORY AND MARKET CONDITIONS

This section describes the housing stock and market conditions in the City of Antioch. By
analyzing past and current housing trends, future housing needs can be projected.

1. Housing Stock Profile

In 2000, Antioch had 30,116 housing units, which was 8.5 percent of the County’s total
housing units. In 2010, Antioch’s stock increased to 34,849 housing units, which was 8.7
percent of the County’s total units. According to the DOF, in 2014 there were 35,482
housing units within the City, which continued to make up 8.7 percent of the County’s
housing units. This reflects the fact that household sizes in Antioch are growing (see Table
2-11