
 
Office of the City Manager 
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PUBLIC HEARING 
April 28, 2015 

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 

From: Christine Daniel, City Manager 

Submitted by:  Jane Micallef, Director, Health, Housing & Community Services 
Department 

Subject: Allocations of FY2016-2017 Funds for Community Agencies and 
Submission of the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, Including the PY2015 
Annual Action Plan  

RECOMMENDATION 
Conduct a Public Hearing on 1) the allocation of funds for community agencies for 
FY2016 and FY2017 and 2) the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, including the Program 
Year (PY) 20151 Annual Action Plan (AAP), and upon conclusion:  

1. Adopt a Resolution: 
 

a. Approving proposed funding allocations under the PY2015 Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), 
and Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME); and  

b. Authorizing the execution of resultant agreements and amendments with 
community agencies for the above-mentioned funds; and  

c. Allocating 90% of the PY2015 HOME funds to the Housing Trust Fund, 
and 10% for program administration; and  

d. Authorizing the City Manager to submit the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, 
including the PY 2015 Annual Action Plan to the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD), addressing any public 
comments; and 

2. Adopt a Resolution approving the proposed FY 2016-17 CDBG funding for 
Biotech Partners, Inc. and authorizing the execution of resultant agreements and 
amendments with Biotech Partners, Inc. 

 
 

                                            
1
 PY2015 means the federal fiscal year 2015, funding under which is made available to the City of 

Berkeley in July 2015, coinciding with the City’s Fiscal Year 2016.  
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SUMMARY   
This report includes funding recommendations for $2,760,327 in CDBG funds, $222,546 
in ESG funds, and $582,305 in HOME funds, as detailed in Attachment 1, Exhibit A.  
The recommendations include: $1.3 million in CDBG funding for housing services 
activities, $430,476 in CDBG funding for public services, $343,289 in CDBG funding for 
five community facility improvement projects, and $159,196 in CDBG funding and 
$524,075 in HOME funding for the Housing Trust Fund. 

This report includes authorization for the required submission of the 2015-2020 
Consolidated Plan, including the PY2015 Annual Action Plan (Attachment 8), which 
details the City’s plans for implementing the CDBG, HOME and ESG programs for the 
next five fiscal years.  

In order for Council to may make fully informed allocation decisions regarding the 
federal funds, staff has provided all recommended allocations for community agencies, 
including FY2016-17 General Fund allocations to community agencies and FY2016-17 
allocations of Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) funds, as recommended 
through the commission review process. (See Attachment 7, Exhibit A for a funding 
summary) The City Manager is not asking Council to take action on the General Fund 
and CSBG allocations, as this will be acted upon through the regular budget adoption 
process ending on June 30, 2015. 

FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
The City of Berkeley was allocated $2,450,327 in CDBG funding for Program Year 
2015, a 2% decrease from the current year. CDBG program income is estimated to be 
$60,000. Staff anticipate having $250,000 in unexpended funds from prior years 
available for allocation, which will give the City a total of $2,760,327 in CDBG funds for 
allocation for FY 2016. Unexpended prior year funds cannot be used for public services 
or administration because they are capped funding categories. These additional funds 
can be used, however, for housing services, community facility projects and the 
Housing Trust Fund. The City’s HOME entitlement is $562,305, a decrease of 13% from 
current year funding. Program income is estimated to be $20,000 making a total of 
$582,305 in HOME funds available for allocation for FY 2016. The City’s ESG 
entitlement for next year is $222,546.   

City staff anticipates approximately $159,324 in CSBG funding will be available in 
FY2016 for community agency funding, the same amount as the current year. Finally, 
the City Manager is recommending a 3% increase in General Fund (GF) available for 
community agencies in FY2016 and FY2017. This results in an increase of $132,645 in 
GF available.   

Proposed expenditures of CDBG, ESG and HOME Funds are detailed in Attachment 1, 
Exhibit A. 
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CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
Every two years, the City of Berkeley issues a Request for Proposals (RFP) for funding 
for community agencies. Funds allocated as part of this process include annual 
recurring entitlement grants the City receives through the CDBG, ESG, CSBG, and 
HOME programs, as well as the City’s General Fund. The RFP is guided by federal, 
state and local regulations, which require a process that is open to and encouraging of 
public participation. This process culminates in funding recommendations to City 
Council. The CDBG, ESG and HOME final allocation amounts are submitted to the 
federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as part of the Annual 
Action Plan for the coming fiscal year. This plan is due to HUD by May 15, 2015 and 
contains not only the funding allocations, but also the City’s plan to implement its 
housing and community development programs. This year, a larger five-year planning 
document, the Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development, is also due 
to HUD on May 15, 2015. Failure to approve the Consolidated Plan and Annual Action 
Plan for submission by this date could result in delays or loss of this funding. 

BACKGROUND 
Consolidated Plan / Annual Action Plan  
HUD regulations governing CDBG, ESG and HOME funds require that the City of 
Berkeley submit a five-year Consolidated Plan and an Annual Action Plan.  The 
Consolidated Plan examines housing needs and establishes funding priorities in the 
areas of affordable housing and services for a wide range of low-income populations 
over the next five-year period. The PY2015 Annual Action Plan (AAP), covering the 
period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016, describes the City’s strategy for developing 
and maintaining a viable urban community through the provision of decent housing and 
a suitable living environment, while expanding economic, health and educational 
opportunities principally for households with incomes at or below 80% of Area Median 
Income (see Attachment 8). The PY2015 AAP is based on goals contained in the City’s 
Five Year Consolidated Plan2 (2015 – 2020). HUD requires the involvement of the 
public in the creation of each Annual Action Plan.  Berkeley’s public participation 
process began on November 13, 2014 with a public hearing convened by the four 
commissions that review applications for community agency funding, the Housing 
Advisory, Human Welfare & Community Action, Homeless, and Children, Youth & 
Recreation Commissions, and culminates in the April 28, 2015 public hearing.  

At its March 11, 2015 meeting, the Housing Advisory Commission voted unanimously to 
adopt the recommendations as outlined below and contained in Attachment 1, Exhibit A 
(M/S/C: Soto-Vigil/Drake.  Ayes: Abramson, Darrow, Drake, Gordon, Magofna, Mahrer, 
Skjerping, Soto-Vigil, and Wolfe.  Noes: None.  Abstain:  None.)   
 
Community Agency Allocation Process  
Every two years, the City of Berkeley combines multiple sources of funds into one 

                                            
2
 The Consolidated Plan can be found at http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=12160 
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consolidated Request for Proposals (RFP) and allocation process for community 
agencies. These funds are used to support public services and capital projects that 
benefit people with incomes at 80% of Area Median Income or below. Health, Housing 
& Community Services Department staff manages the RFP and allocation process and 
coordinates the review process among four commissions: the Housing Advisory (HAC), 
Homeless, Human Welfare and Community Action (HWCAC) and Children, Youth and 
Recreation (CYRC) Commissions. The consolidated allocation process includes specific 
recommendations for CDBG and ESG funds to community agencies. During this 
funding process, 61 agencies applied for over $10.7 million in funding for 120 programs. 
For more information on this process and the rationale for all of the funding 
recommendations, including CDBG, CSBG and City General Fund, see the 
accompanying commission reports and the City Manager rationale (Attachments 3 
through 7).  

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
The City Manager and the Housing Advisory Commission’s recommendations are in 
agreement, recommending CDBG funding for seven housing services projects, totaling 
$1,330,292, six public services projects, totaling $268,420, and five facility improvement 
projects, totaling $343,289. At its March 11, 2015 meeting, the HAC voted unanimously 
to recommend funding for these projects (M/S/C: Soto-Vigil/Drake.  Ayes: Abramson, 
Darrow, Drake, Gordon, Magofna, Mahrer, Skjerping, Soto-Vigil, and Wolfe.  Noes: 
None.  Abstain:  None.) In addition, approximately $502,065 in CDBG funding (or the 
maximum amount permitted under the regulations) is recommended to administer the 
City’s CDBG program.  

The Homeless Commission and CYRC also make funding recommendations for 
agencies that receive CDBG and ESG funding. Those recommendations, and all 
detailed CDBG proposed allocations are summarized in Attachment 1, Exhibit A. 

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) 
The City’s ESG entitlement allocation for FY2016 is $222,546, and should Council 
approve this recommendation the majority of the ESG funds will be used to continue to 
fund the City’s Priority Home Partnership (PHP) program which began in April 2013, 
utilizing ESG funds for homeless rapid re-housing and homeless prevention,.  

This recommendation shifts the operation of the PHP program from City staff to the 
Housing Crisis Resolution Center, the proposed new front door to homeless services 
and housing in Berkeley. ESG funds will provide financial assistance and housing 
relocation and stabilization services for individuals accessing the HCRC. Approximately 
90% of the funds will be used to assist literally homeless individuals and families 
become rapidly re-housed. HCRC staff will provide housing location and navigation 
services and case management to stabilize clients in housing. HCRC staff will review 
and approve applications for assistance, enter client information into the Homeless 
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Management Information System (HMIS), coordinate and review housing inspections, 
and administer rental assistance.  
 
ESG funds in the amount of $6,676 will continue to support the County-wide Homeless 
Management Information System, known as InHouse, and 7.5% of the overall allocation 
will be allocated to the Health, Housing & Community Services Department to 
administer the funds (see Attachment 1, Exhibit A).  
 
Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME)  
The City’s HOME entitlement is expected to be $562,305. Program income for FY2016 
is projected at $20,000. Staff recommends allocating 90% for the Housing Trust Fund, 
and 10% (the maximum allowed) for program administration (see Attachment 1, Exhibit 
A). 

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
Projects funded with CDBG, ESG and HOME are required to follow state and local 
regulations, including those related to green building and energy. Applicants are also 
encouraged to propose projects that help reach City-wide goals within the Climate 
Action Plan. CDBG funding for community facility projects place a priority on projects 
that promote environmental sustainability and improve accessibility. Two community 
facility projects recommended for funding this round would improve water efficiency in 
three bathrooms. Staff will work with the Energy Division to strengthen the RFP 
language regarding sustainability and modify the scoring criteria to reflect this goal. 
 
RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
Consolidated Plan / Annual Action Plan  
The submission of the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan and the PY2015 Annual Action 
Plan is required to continue to receive CDBG, ESG and HOME funds.  

Community Agency Allocations  
The City Manager recommends a three percent increase in the amount of General Fund 
available for community agency funding for both FY2016 and FY2017. Commissioners 
and City staff reviewed and rated proposals during the months of January and February. 
The City Manager recommendations are in agreement with the CYRC and Housing 
Advisory Commission recommendations, differ from the Homeless Commission on 
recommendations for five of the 42 applications submitted, and the City Manager and 
HWCAC take different approaches to funding, with the City Manager recommending 
continuing to fund current agencies and the Commission adding two new agencies to 
the allocation. For a full discussion of the City Manager’s recommendations, see 
Attachment 7. 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Allocations 
The 3% reduction in CDBG can be absorbed mainly by reducing the allocation for the 
Housing Trust Fund and shifting some funding for CDBG public services projects into 
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the General Fund (e.g. Rising Sun Energy Center). Prior year funds are also available 
to add to the reduced entitlement allocation and allow for funding all projects at the 
current year level, while funding five public facility improvement projects. One new 
project, Neighborhood Solutions, is not recommended for funding. For a full discussion 
of  the recommended CDBG allocations, see Attachment 3.  Should Youth Spirit 
Artworks fail to receive funds for its programs, the City Manager recommends placing 
the $45,000 allocated for its community facility improvement into the Housing Trust 
Fund.  

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Allocations 
As in past years, staff recommend spending the vast majority of ESG funds on rapid re-
housing and homeless prevention activities. HUD officials have provided clear direction 
that the majority of the Emergency Solutions Grant funding should focus on rapidly re-
housing homeless people. Homelessness prevention activities are also eligible but HUD 
strongly discourages jurisdictions from using a large portion of the federal funds for this 
activity given the challenges of predicting which households would become homeless 
but for financial assistance. Staff propose allocating ESG funds to HMIS and 
administration, eligible expenses under the program regulations, and the remaining 
FY2016 ESG funds to be used by the operator of the Housing Crisis Resolution Center 
for rapid re-housing and homeless prevention activities   

HOME Allocations 
Staff proposes allocating the maximum amount of HOME funds for administration of the 
program and placing the remaining funds in the City’s Housing Trust Fund.  

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
Reductions in CDBG funding for public services could result in targeted reductions to 
community agencies instead of using General Fund to maintain current funding levels. 
Both the Housing Advisory Commission and staff agree that since General Fund is 
available, and community agencies are facing reductions from other sources, the City 
should maintain funding at current levels. 

CONTACT PERSON 
Kristen Lee, Manager, Housing & Community Services Division, HHCS, (510) 981-5427 

Attachments:  
1: Resolution 

Exhibit A: CDBG/HOME/ESG Allocations Spreadsheet 
2: Resolution – Biotech Partners 
3: Housing Advisory Commission Report 
4: Homeless Commission Report 

Exhibit A: FY2016-17 Homeless Services Applications 
5: HWCAC Report 

Exhibit A: FY2016-17 HWCAC Community Agency Funding Recommendations 
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6: Children, Youth and Recreation Commission Report  
Exhibit A: CYRC Recommended Community Agency Allocations FY2016-17 

7:  City Manager’s Rationale: Community Agency Funding Recommendations 
Exhibit A: City Manager / Commission Funding Recommendations Comparison 

8: City of Berkeley 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan and PY2015 Annual Action Plan  
9: Public Hearing Notice 
 



 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S. 
 

SUBMISSION OF THE 2015-2020 CONSOLIDATED PLAN AND THE PY2015 ANNUAL 
ACTION PLAN, INCLUDING ALLOCATIONS OF FEDERAL COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG), EMERGENCY SOLUTIONS GRANT (ESG), 
AND HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIP GRANT (HOME) FUNDS  

WHEREAS, the submission of the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, including the PY2015 
Annual Action Plan is a requirement the City must meet in order to receive its allocation 
of CDBG, ESG and HOME funds, available for the period July 1, 2015 through June 30, 
2016; and 
 
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2015, the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) and City 
Manager made funding recommendations to City Council on the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and HOME 
Programs as contained in Exhibit A attached to this resolution, with the exception of 
Biotech Partners, which will be voted on in a separate resolution; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City will continue to 1) utilize the full allowable portion of the HOME 
funds for program administration; and 2) allocate the remainder of the HOME 
entitlement allocation and any program income into the Housing Trust Fund; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has established the following budget codes in FUND$: CDBG 370-
various, ESG: 045-7902-331-1001, HOME: 040-various and General Fund: 010-various.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that the 
City Manager is authorized to: 
 

1. Execute any resultant agreements and amendments for agencies receiving 
funding under the CDBG, ESG, or HOME Program in accordance with the 
proposal approved hereunder. If the federal government does not allocate 
sufficient funds to cover the allocations attached to this resolution in this year or 
subsequent years, the City may either terminate the resultant agreements with 
agencies without any liability occurring to the City.  A record copy of said 
contracts and any amendments are on file in the Office of the City Clerk; and  

2. Carry over any ESG unspent funds from FY2015 into FY2016 and allocate those 
funds to the HCRC for ESG eligible activities. These funds will be included in the 
First Amendment to the FY2016 Annual Appropriations Ordinance; and  

3. Allocate 90% of the FY2016 HOME funds to the Housing Trust Fund and 10% for 
HOME program administration; and 

4. Finalize the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, including the PY2015 Annual Action 
Plan, including responses to public comments received until May 1, 2015, adding 
required HUD application forms and certifications, and including other HUD-
required information, submit it to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
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Development (HUD), and execute all documents necessary to receive the City’s 
entitlement grants under the CDBG, ESG and HOME Programs.  

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City manager is authorized to execute or amend 
contracts with agencies receiving funding under the CDBG, ESG or HOME Program in 
accordance with the proposals approved hereunder. A record copy of said contracts 
and any amendments are on file in the Office of the City Clerk. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to use the following 
invoicing/reporting system in contract administration, but maintains the discretion of 
requiring more frequent invoices and reports from new grantees or in contracts deemed 
to require closer scrutiny: 
 

Fiscal Reports:  
 All agencies, regardless of funding level, are required to submit quarterly 

statements of expense and quarterly requests for advance payment. The final 
statement of expense for each fiscal year must be accompanied by a copy of the 
agency’s General Ledger and a Statement of Revenues and Expenditures for 
each program.  

Program Reports:  
 Agencies funded with non-federal funding:  End-of-year narrative summary of 

accomplishments for the following types of programs, due by July 31: 1) Drop-In 
Services only with no intensive case management attached, 2) Meal Programs, 
and 3) Recreation Services.   

 
 All other agencies with non-federal funding: Two program reports, due by 

January 31 and July 31;  
 

 Agencies with federal funding (any amount): Four program reports due by 
October 31, January 31, April 30, and July 31. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to refuse to execute a 
contract with any agency that has not provided required contract exhibits and 
documentation within 90 days of award of funding.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to recapture any 
unspent CDBG funds awarded to an agency for a community facility improvement 
contract, if the funds are not spent by June 30, 2016.  
 
 
Exhibits  

A: FY2016 CDBG/ESG/HOME Allocation Recommendations 



CDBG, ESG and HOME Recommended FY2016-17 Funding

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)

REVENUES  Allocated FY2015  FY2016 (-2%)
CDBG Award 2,496,679$              2,450,327$        

 Program Income (projected FY16) 100,494$                 60,000$             
Earlier Unused Funds 300,000$                 250,000$           

SUBTOTAL CDBG Funds Available 2,897,173$              2,760,327$        

GF Funding Available 187,627$                 213,007

EXPENDITURES - By Category  Funded FY2015 
Applied 

FY2016/17
Awarded 

FY2016/17

I. Housing Services 1,331,740$              1,482,301$        1,325,301$      

II. Public Services (17.83%) 455,856$                 485,004$           430,476$         

III. Public Facility Improvements 236,193$                 630,515$           343,289$         

IV. Planning & Administration (20%) 511,336$                 502,065$           502,065$         

V. Housing Trust Fund 321,554$                 159,941$           159,196$         

Total CDBG Funds Allocated/Requested 2,856,679$              3,259,826$        2,760,327$      

GF Funds Allocated/Requested 187,627$                 251,535$           213,007$         

CDBG Project Details

I.  CDBG - HOUSING SERVICES PROJECTS  Funded FY2015 
Applied 

FY2016/17
Awarded 

FY2016/17

1 Center for Independent Living: Residential Access Project for Disabled 140,219$                 140,219$           140,219$         

2 Community Energy Services Corp.: Home Safety & Repair Program 282,334$                 282,334$           282,334$         

3 Rebuilding Together Safe Homes Project 98,279$                   98,279$             98,279$           

4 Bay Area Community Land Trust (GF) 4,991$                     5,100$               4,991$             

5 COB HHCSD: Loan Services 114,058$                 58,325$             58,325$           

6 COB HHCSD: Senior and Disabled Rehab Program 177,540$                 204,138$           204,138$         

          Rehab Loans 150,000$                 150,000$           150,000$         

7 COB HHCSD: Affordable Housing Development and Rehab 369,310$                 392,006$           392,006$         

8 Neighborhood Solutions: Rehab Program -$                         157,000$           -$                 

SUBTOTAL Housing Projects -- CDBG 1,331,740$              1,482,301$        1,325,301$      
Subtotal Housing Projects -- GF 4,991$                     5,100$               4,991$             

Exhibit A



CDBG, ESG and HOME Recommended FY2016-17 Funding

 Funded FY2015 
Applied 

FY2016/17
Awarded 

FY2016/17
9 Homeless Services (Berkeley Food & Housing Project)* (CDBG) 180,986$                 180,986$           180,986$         
11 The Bread Project: Culinary Job Readiness Training (GF) 41,165$                   50,000$             41,165$           
12 Center for Independent Living: Employment Services (GF) 36,607$                   36,607$             36,607$           
13 EBCLC: Fair Housing Counseling (CDBG) 34,932$                   34,932$             34,932$           
14 Inter-City Services: Employment, Education and Training (GF) 95,036$                   150,000$           95,036$           
15 Homeless Services (HCRC)* (CDBG) 59,107$                   59,107$             59,107$           
16 Resources for Community Development: Social Svcs. at Special Needs Housing (GF) 9,828$                     9,828$               9,828$             
17 Rising Sun Energy Center: Green Energy Training Services (CDBG) 50,852$                   80,000$             25,472$           

Rising Sun Energy Center: Green Energy Training Services (GF) 25,380$           
18 Homeless Services (Women's Daytime Drop-In Center)* (CDBG) 61,885$                   61,885$             61,885$           

Subtotal Public Services:      CDBG 455,856$                 485,004$           430,476$         

Subtotal Public Services:            GF 182,636$                 246,435$           208,016$         

CDBG Public Services CAP 463,076$                 447,591$           447,591$         

GF Available 182,636$                 213,007$           213,007$         

III. CDBG - PUBLIC/COMMUNITY FACILITIES IMPROVEMENTS: Allocations or recommended funding is one-time only. 

 Funded FY2015 
Applied 

FY2016/17
Awarded 
FY2016

19 Berkeley Food and Housing Project: Facility Project -$                         124,874$           -$                 

20 COB Aging Services: ADA Upgrades and Interior Improvements -$                         203,220$           109,350$         

21 COB Public Health: Ann Chandler Improvements -$                         49,742$             36,135$           

22 Youth Spirit Artworks: ADA and Other Improvements* -$                         45,000$             45,000$           

23 COB HHCSD: Public Facilities Improvements 134,085$                 128,229$           128,229$         

Lifelong Medical Care: Dental Clinic Improvements 34,493$                   -$                   

24 LIfelong Medical Care: Over 60s Improvements 43,040$                   54,875$             -$                 

25 Rebuilding Together: Community Facilities 24,575$                   24,575$             24,575$           

Subtotal Public Facilities Improvements: 236,193$                 630,515$           343,289$         

*Should Council decline to award funding to YSA for services in FY2016-17, the $45,000 allocation would revert to the Housing Trust Fund. 

IV.  CDBG - PLANNING AND ADMINISTRATION**  Funded FY2015 
Projected 
FY2016/17

Projected 
FY2016/17

COB HHCSD: CDBG Planning & Administration 373,275$                 366,508$           366,508
COB City Manager's Office: Support Costs 138,061$                 135,558$           135,558

CDBG Planning & Administration TOTAL 511,336$                 502,065$           502,065

V. HOUSING TRUST FUND  Funded FY2015 
Applied 

FY2016/17
Awarded 
FY2016

7 City of Berkeley Housing Trust Fund*** 321,554$                 159,941$           159,196

II.  CDBG/GF - PUBLIC SERVICES PROJECTS

***Should the final amount of CDBG funding awarded to the City of Berkeley change, the funding amount for the Housing 
Trust Fund would be adjusted accordingly to utilize the full CDBG allocation. 

 **Set-aside. Planning and Administration is a capped category of CDBG funding. The City of Berkeley City Manager and 
Housing & Community Services Departments will utilize the maximum amount of funding available under this category.    

* These projects are shown here for CDBG budgeting purposes, but are reviewed by other Commissions whose 
recommended funding level is reflected here. 



CDBG, ESG and HOME Recommended FY2016-17 Funding

HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) Allocations

REVENUES  Allocated FY2015 FY2016 (-13%)
HOME Award 644,224$                 562,305$           

Program Income (projected) 20,000$                   20,000$             
SUBTOTAL HOME Funds Available 664,224$                 582,305$           

EXPENDITURES  Allocated FY2015 
 Awarded 
FY2016 

Administration (10%)  $                  66,422  $            58,231 
CHDO Operating Funds (5%) 28,638$                   28,638$             

Available for HTF Projects 569,164$                 495,437$           
Total 664,224$                 582,305$           

Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) Allocation SUMMARY

REVENUES  Funded FY2015 FY2016 (+9%)
ESG Award 203,290$                 222,546$           

Earlier Unused Funds -$                   
SUBTOTAL ESG Funds Available 203,290$                 222,546$           

EXPENDITURES  Funded FY2015 
Awarded 
FY2016

A. Homeless Prevention* 39,040$                   19,918$             

B. Rapid Rehousing* 142,303$                 179,261$           

C. Emergency Shelter -$                         -$                   

D. Homeless Management Information System 6,700$                     6,676$               

E. Administration (7.5%) 15,247$                   16,691$             

Total ESG Funds Allocated 203,290$                 222,546$           

* Funding will be allocated to the Housing Crisis Resolution Center to carry out the program. 



 

 

RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S. 
 
APPROVAL OF FY2016-FY2017 CDBG FUNDING FOR BIOTECH PARTNERS, INC. 
 
WHEREAS, on April 28, 2015, the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) and the City 
Manager recommended that Biotech Partners, Inc. receive an allocation of $68,094 in 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that the 
City Manager is authorized to execute any resultant agreements and amendments with 
Biotech Partners, Inc., which is receiving $68,094 in funding under the CDBG Program 
(budget code CDBG: 370-7902-463-3510) in accordance with the proposal approved 
hereunder. If the federal government does not allocate sufficient funds to cover the 
allocations attached to this resolution in this year or subsequent years, the City may 
either terminate the resultant agreements with agencies without any liability occurring to 
the City.  A record copy of said contract and any amendments are on file in the Office of 
the City Clerk.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to use the following 
invoicing/reporting system in contract administration, but maintains the discretion of 
requiring more frequent invoices and reports for contracts deemed to require closer 
scrutiny: 
 

Fiscal Reports:  
 All agencies, regardless of funding level, are required to submit quarterly 

statements of expense and quarterly requests for advance payment. The final 
statement of expense for each fiscal year must be accompanied by a copy of the 
agency’s General Ledger and a Statement of Revenues and Expenditures for 
each program.  

Program Reports:  
 Agencies with federal funding (any amount): Four program reports due by 

October 31, January 31, April 30, and July 31. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Manager is authorized to refuse to execute a 
contract with any agency that has not provided required contract exhibits and 
documentation within 90 days of award of funding.  
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housing services, community facility projects and the Housing Trust Fund. The City’s 
HOME entitlement is $562,305, a decrease of 13% from current year funding. Program 
income is estimated to be $20,000 making a total of $582,305 in HOME funds available 
for allocation for FY 2016. The City’s ESG entitlement for next year is $222,546. The 
City Manager recommends a 3% increase in General Funds available for community 
agencies in FY2016 and FY2017. This results in an increase of $25,380 in GF available 
for applications reviewed by the HAC.  This additional GF amount was used to offset a 
decrease in CDBG funding available for public services.  

Proposed expenditures of CDBG, ESG and HOME Funds are detailed in Attachment 1, 
Exhibit A. 

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
In December 2015 the City of Berkeley issued a Request for Proposals for CDBG 
funding, soliciting applications from non-profit community agencies. This fiscal year the 
HAC reviewed proposals from January through March and made site visits to agencies 
requesting funding for community facility improvements and housing services. At its 
March 11, 2015 meeting, the HAC voted unanimously to adopt the recommendations as 
outlined below and in the attached spreadsheet (M/S/C: Soto-Vigil/Drake.  Ayes: 
Abramson, Darrow, Drake, Gordon, Magofna, Mahrer, Skjerping, Soto-Vigil, and Wolfe.  
Noes: None.  Abstain:  None.)  The CDBG, ESG and HOME final allocation amounts 
are submitted to the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) as 
part of the Annual Action Plan for the coming fiscal year. This plan is due to HUD by 
May 15, 2013 and contains not only the funding allocations, but also the City’s plan to 
implement its housing and community development programs. This year, a larger five-
year planning document, the Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community 
Development, is also due to HUD on May 15. Failure to approve the Consolidated Plan 
and Annual Action Plan for submission by this date could result in delays or a loss of 
this funding. The HAC reviewed progress drafts of the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan at 
their February 5, and March 5, 2015 meetings. HAC members had questions regarding 
Council Action on and information on funding from the Affordable Housing Mitigation 
Fee, whether the data on low-income households included UC Berkeley students, and 
where the data on the report comes from. The Commission voted unanimously at their 
March 5, 2015 meeting (M/S/C: Drake/Wolfe.  Ayes: Abramson, Darrow, Drake, 
Gordon, Magofna, Skjerping, Tregub, and Wolfe.  Noes: None.  Abstain: None.  Absent: 
Soto-Vigil.) to recommend that City Council approve its submission to HUD once 
completed, taking into consideration any comments received from the public. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The Housing Advisory Commission participates each year in making recommendations 
to City Council regarding allocations of CDBG funds. It designates a CDBG 
Subcommittee to review and evaluate proposals and recommend projects for CDBG 
funding. Proposals reviewed by the HAC and its CDBG Subcommittee include 
proposals for single family housing rehabilitation carried out by non-profits or the City’s 
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Health, Housing and Community Services Department (HHCS), other housing services, 
such as HHCS’s Loan Services project, public services, carried out by non-profits, and 
public facilities improvement projects, carried out both by City departments and by non-
profits. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
Upon release of the Request for Proposals for CDBG, ESG and HOME funding every 
two years, applicants are encouraged to propose projects that meet various City-wide 
goals, such as the Climate Action Plan. CDBG funding for community facility projects 
place a priority on projects that promote environmental sustainability.  

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The CDBG Subcommittee engaged in deliberations from January through March 2015. 
As a result of active dialogue with community partners, site visits to community facility 
improvement projects, and careful review of available information and testimony, the 
CDBG Subcommittee developed preliminary recommendations upon which the final 
HAC recommendations are based.  
 
At its March 11, 2015 meeting, the HAC voted unanimously to adopt the 
recommendations as outlined below and in the attached spreadsheet. Allocations are 
recommended for two years, with the second year funding amount contingent upon 
funds available.   
 

1. Housing Programs 
The HAC recommends funding all community agencies providing housing services 
(Center for Independent Living’s Residential Access Program,  Rebuilding 
Together’s Safe Homes Community Energy Services Corporation’s Berkeley Home 
Repair) at their current year levels. The HAC recommends funding all proposals 
submitted by the Health, Housing & Community Services Department at the 
requested levels (Loan Services, Senior & Disabled Rehabilitation Program, and 
Affordable Housing Development and Rehabilitation). The sum total of all HHCS 
proposals is the same as the current year, but there are variations in the amounts 
requested for each program. The Senior & Disabled Rehabilitation program includes 
a request for $150,000 in loans to clients. The Affordable Housing Development and 
Rehabilitation program includes a request for $159,196 in CDBG funding to be 
placed into the City’s Housing Trust Fund. Neither the HAC nor the City Manager 
recommends funding for the one new project, City of Berkeley Rehabilitation 
Program, proposed by Neighborhood Solutions. This program is more expensive 
than, and would duplicate the single family rehabilitation program currently provided 
by CESC. CESC proposes to provide major and minor improvements to 120 homes 
at an average cost of $2,353 per home. Neighborhood Solutions proposes to provide 
major and minor improvements to 40 homes at an average cost of $3,925 per home.  
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2. Public Services 
The HAC reviews only those projects under this category that provide workforce 
development or housing related services. Berkeley Food and Housing Project, 
Biotech Partners and the Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center are reviewed by the 
Homeless and Children Youth and Recreation Commissions. The HAC recommends 
maintaining funding for workforce development and housing related public services 
projects at the same level as the current year. This is below the mandated cap 
allowed for public services. In addition, the City already funds East Bay Community 
Law Center to provide fair housing tenant education and outreach.  

 
3. Public Facility Improvement Projects 
The HAC recommends: 
 $109,350 in funding for the City of Berkeley Aging Services Division for ADA 

improvements at the North and South Berkeley Senior Centers. The Aging 
Services Division requested $203,220 to 1) install an accessible pathway at the 
emergency exit of the North Berkeley Senior Center facing MLK Jr. Way, 2) lower 
the information desk for accessibility to wheelchair users at both the North and 
South Berkeley Senior Centers, and 3) restructure the information desk, replace 
carpet in the lunch and game rooms, refinish original wood trim and repair a 
handrail to the stage at the South Berkeley Senior Center. The HAC does not 
recommend funding for the bathroom upgrades at the North Berkeley Senior 
Center, or carpet replacement, wood trim refinishing and handrail repair at the 
South Berkeley Senior Center, since funds are limited. The HAC does, however, 
recommend funding for the ADA ramp at the North Berkeley Senior Center and 
for making the reception areas of both Senior Centers accessible to people in 
wheelchairs.  

 $36,135 in funding for the City of Berkeley Public Health Division: Ann Chandler 
Health Center Improvements. The Public Health Division requested $49,742 for 
upgrades to two bathrooms, making one ADA accessible, and correcting a 
plumbing problem and upgrading the second bathroom, and replacing a hand 
sink in the Clinic kitchen with a utility sink. The HAC does not recommend 
funding for the utility sink, since is does not benefit the clients of the center, but 
does recommend funding for the two bathroom upgrades.  

 $128,229 for City HHCS staff to provide oversight and technical assistance to 
community agencies accessing funding for community facilities improvements;  

 $45,000 for Youth Spirit Artworks. Funds will be used for improvements to 1740 
Alcatraz Avenue, a commercial space leased by YSA for programming for low-
income youth. The scope of work will include 1) making the front door wheelchair 
accessible, 2) upgrading the bathroom to be ADA compliant, and 3) installing a 
new accessible utility sink;  

 $24,575 for Rebuilding Together’s Community Facilities program to utilize 
volunteers to implement five community facility improvements throughout 
Berkeley.  
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The HAC does not recommend funding for:  
 The Berkeley Food and Housing Project improvements at 2140 Dwight 

Way. Funds were requested to 1) replace existing single pane ground 
floor storefront windows with energy efficient models, 2) upgrade the third 
floor kitchen, bathrooms, and flooring, and 3) conduct an ADA and 
Accessibility Compliance Survey and CASp (Certified Access Specialist) 
inspection report for the entire building site to identify accessibility barriers. 
Funding is not recommended for this project because the upgrades being 
proposed are either not critical health and safety issues or would be 
access projects that would be restructured in coming years.  

 Lifelong Medical Care’s Over 60s Clinic Improvements. Funds were 
requested for the installation of new ADA compliant wall-mounted hand 
washing sinks in the patient treatment rooms. Funding is not 
recommended because Lifelong Medical Care has not yet used $138,923 
in CDBG funding already awarded over the last two years.   

 
4. CDBG Program Delivery Funds 
The HAC concurs with the City Manager that funds up to the amount allowed under 
the Planning and Administration category be used to pay for Housing & Community 
Services Department staff, support costs in the City Manager’s office and the Single 
Audit required by the CDBG program.  
 
5. Housing Trust Fund 
The HAC recommends placing the remaining $159,196 into the City’s Housing Trust 
Fund.  

 
A full list of projects, funding levels and conditions on funding are contained in the 
Attachment 1, Exhibit A of the City Manager’s Companion report.  
 
ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
None.  

CITY MANAGER 
See companion report. 
 
CONTACT PERSON 
Kristen Lee, Housing & Community Services Division Manager, HHCS, (510) 981-5427 
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BACKGROUND 
The Homeless Commission is one of four commissions that review applications for 
funding from community agencies providing homeless services every two years and 
makes recommendations to City Council. Homeless Commission members met four 
times, from January to March 2015, to discuss Requests for Funding  Proposals (RFPs) 
submitted by homeless providers serving Berkeley residents. Each proposal was scored 
by commissioners prior to discussion with the full Commission.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
There are no identifiable environmental impacts or opportunities associated with the 
subject of this report.  

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
Throughout the evaluation process this year, the Commission kept returning to three priorities 
for funding: (1) Housing First, the nationally recognized evidence-based principle that housing 
is top priority in solving homelessness; (2) a focus on chronic, and/or actually homeless 
individuals; and (3) coordinating services through the new Housing Crisis Resource Center. 
 
The RFP for homeless services this year was more specific than in past years about the 
types of homeless services the City will consider funding.  Applicants were required to 
develop proposals under seven specific categories of assistance: (1) Housing Crisis 
Resolution Center (HCRC); (2) homeless targeted outreach/engagement; (3) emergency 
shelter; (4) transitional housing; (5) case management tied to permanent housing; (6) 
basic needs services (meals and laundry); and (7) other services (including AOD 
services, domestic violence services, etc.).  In response to the RFP, the City of Berkeley 
received 42 proposals requesting almost $4.2 million in total funding for homeless programs. 
 
The rationale for funding recommendations in each category is provided below: 

1. Housing Crisis Resolution Center (HCRC):  The Homeless Commission 
recommends $996,899 in funding for the HCRC operated by Berkeley Food and 
Housing Project. The other HCRC proposal, submitted by BOSS, does not 
contain all of the necessary functions outlined in the RFP for an HCRC.  

2. Emergency Shelter:  The Homeless Commission recommends funding for all 
existing emergency shelters, but these contracts will no longer include funding for 
case management, as this function will move to the HCRC. 

3. Transitional Housing:  The Homeless Commission recommends funding for all 
currently funded transitional housing programs at the current level. In addition, 
funding for a new proposal by Options is recommended for funding at the 
requested level, which will provide five transitional housing slots for referrals from 
the HCRC. Funding for Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center’s Bridget Transitional 
House is recommended for an increase in funding over the currently funded level 
because the outcomes for this program are exemplary.  
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4. Case Management:  The Homeless Commission agrees with the City manager 
approach to funding case management for people in permanent supportive 
housing in a more standardized manner, based on average costs across the 
system. The recommendations preserve funding for 351 existing case 
management slots in 10 projects, and provide for 38 new case management slots 
at a lower case manager to client ratio at BOSS, Women’s Daytime Drop-In 
Center and YEAH!.   

5. Other Services: 
 Alcohol and Drug Treatment: The Homeless Commission recommends 

funding for daytime treatment at Options Recovery Services and residential 
treatment at Newbridge Foundation at the requested level. In order to fund 
Options transitional housing slots, the Options Dual Diagnosis clinic is 
recommended at a reduced level. We also anticipate that fewer clients than 
projected will access these services given that this is only one of many 
treatment modalities that dually diagnosed clients accessing services through 
the HCRC will be referred to.   

 Domestic Violence Services: The Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center is 
recommended at the requested level to provide domestic violence services to 
clients accessing WDDC through the HCRC.  

 Representative Payee Services: The Homeless Commission recommends 
funding approximately 183 Representative Payee slots at BOSS, BFHP and 
Berkeley Drop-In in a more standardized manner based on the cost it would 
take to procure these services in the private market1, plus an administrative 
fee. Representative Payee services are a critical service and help support 
clients to maintain their housing, therefore additional slots are recommended 
for the Berkeley Drop-In Center.  

 Benefits Advocacy Services: The Homeless Action Center is recommended for 
level funding to continue providing SSI advocacy to clients referred through 
the HCRC.  

 Employment Services: Rubicon is recommended for level funding to continue 
to provide employment preparation and search services for clients referred 
through the HCRC.  

 Other Services: The Homeless Commission recommends funding a new 
project proposed by the Suitcase Clinic, and no funding for United For Health, 
which provides acupuncture services at one Suitcase Clinic site. The Suitcase 
Clinic serves a chronically homeless population, and funding for it would 
support all three Suitcase Clinic sites.  

6. Basic Needs Services 

                                            
1 The Social Security Administration allows private payees to charge $40 per client per month for payee 
services. That is the amount that most private payee services, such as Benefits Management, the largest 
payee service in California, charges clients. 
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The Homeless Commission recommends continued funding for existing meals 
programs (the BFHP Quarter meal and the Dorothy Day House Breakfast), for a 
lunch program at the Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center and for showers and 
laundry operated by BOSS at 1931 Center Street. The Commission recommends 
a decrease in funding for the Quarter meal in part due to higher cost of this 
program compared to other meals programs and because the program does not 
provide a direct link to case management services, like for example the WDDC 
lunch program does, and recommends funding for the Dorothy Day House 
Breakfast at the requested level, which is below their current funding level.  

7. Outreach:  The Homeless Commission does not recommend funding for outreach 
programs at this time.  
 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
In the event that the City can spend additional resources on homeless services, the 
Commission’s strong recommendation is that those dollars go to fund additional 
housing. 

CITY MANAGER 
See companion report.  

CONTACT PERSON 
Andrew Wicker, CSSII, HHCS, (510) 981-5418 

Attachments:  
1: Funding Recommendations 
 
 



Homeless Funding Recommendations

FY2016-2017

Agency Program
 Current 

Funding 

 Funding 

Requested 

 Commission 

Recommended 

Funding 

 City Manager 

Recommended 

Funding 

Building Opportunities for Self-Sufficiency (BOSS) HCRC  $                    -    $       450,145  $                          -    $                            -   

Berkeley Food and Housing Project (BFHP) HCRC  $                    -   996,899$        996,899$             $                 996,899 

-$                  1,447,044$    996,899$            996,899$                  

BFHP Men's Shelter 180,986$         150,085$        150,085$             $                 150,085 

BFHP Women's Shelter 116,469$         165,000$        116,469$             $                 116,469 

BOSS Ursula Sherman Village Singles Shelter 110,277$         92,950$          92,950$              92,950$                    

Dorothy Day House (DDH) Berkeley Emergency Storm Shelter 

(BESS) 
30,101$            17,794$          30,101$              30,101$                    

YEAH! Winter Shelter 109,115$         131,535$        109,115$             $                 109,115 

546,948$         557,364$        498,720$            498,720$                  

BOSS Sankofa  $          26,253  $      29,450  $           26,253  $                26,253 

BOSS Harrison House Families  $          27,706  $      24,950  $           27,706  $                27,706 

BOSS McKinley House  $                  -    $      24,450  $                    -    $                         -   

WDDC  Bridget House   $        23,838  $      34,586  $           29,686  $                31,118 

Fred Finch  Turning Point  $        86,655  $    100,000  $           86,655  $                86,655 

Options Recovery Services  Transitional Housing   $        39,311  $      52,800  $           39,311  $                39,311 

Options  Transitional Housing   $                 -    $      44,000  $           44,000  $                44,000 

203,763$         310,236$        253,611$            255,043$                  

Alameda County Network of Mental Health Clients 

(ACNMHC) 

Berkeley Drop-In Center (BDIC) Existing 

10 Shelter Plus Care (S+C) Case 

Management (CM) Slots

N/A 89,817$          22,080$              22,080$                    

BFHP Existing 50 S+C CM Slots N/A 74,339$          74,339$              74,339$                    

Bonita House Existing 18 S+C CM Slots (SIL) 18,151$            27,975$          27,975$              27,975$                    

BOSS Existing 41 S+C CM Slots N/A 96,500$          64,861$              64,861$                    

BOSS New 20 CM Slots N/A 31,639$              31,639$                    

Lifelong Medical Care COACH/Square One 153,652$         153,652$        153,652$            153,652$                  

Housing Crisis Resource Center (HCRC) 

Emergency Shelter

Transitional Housing

Case Management Tied to Permanent Housing (PH) 

Shelter Subtotal

HCRC Subtotal

TH Subtotal



Homeless Funding Recommendations

FY2016-2017

Agency Program
 Current 

Funding 

 Funding 

Requested 

 Commission 

Recommended 

Funding 

 City Manager 

Recommended 

Funding 

Options Case Management Tied to PH -$                  52,000$          -$                     -$                          

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center (WDDC) Existing 16 S+C CM Slots N/A 82,296$          35,328$              35,328$                    

WDDC New 12 CM Slots N/A 44,160$              44,160$                    

YEAH Existing 11 S+C CM Slots N/A 35,000$          24,288$              24,288$                    

YEAH New 6 CM Slots N/A 10,712$              10,712$                    

Lifelong Medical Care Case Management Tied to PH 52,250$            52,250$          52,250$              52,250$                    

Tooworks Case Management Tied to PH 47,665$            47,665$          47,665$              47,665$                    

BFHP / Russell Street Case Management Tied to PH 13,045$            13,380$          -$                          

284,763$         724,874$        588,949$            588,949$                  

Options Day Treatment 38,132$            46,200$          46,200$              46,200$                    

Options Dual Diagnosis Clinic 114,396$         137,500$        62,328$              62,328$                    

Newbridge Residential Treatment 50,000$            50,000$          50,000$              50,000$                    

WDDC Domestic Violence Services N/A 26,832$          26,832$              26,832$                    

BOSS 65 Rep. Payee Services 11,917$            118,642$        35,361$              36,146$                    

BFHP 60 Rep. Payee Services -$                  75,090$          33,120$              33,120$                    

ACNMHC/BDIC 58 Rep. Payee Services 39,780$            89,817$          31,770$              32,016$                    

Homeless Action Center Benefits Advocacy 126,349$         126,349$        126,349$            126,349$                  

Rubicon Workforce Development 35,266$            35,266$          35,266$              35,266$                    

Suitcase Clinic Other -$                  46,433$          12,291$              -$                          

United For Health Other 9,828$              15,500$          -$                     9,828$                      

387,536$         767,629$        459,517$            458,085$                  

Case Management Subtotal

Other Services

Other Services Subtotal 



Homeless Funding Recommendations

FY2016-2017

Agency Program
 Current 

Funding 

 Funding 

Requested 

 Commission 

Recommended 

Funding 

 City Manager 

Recommended 

Funding 

BOSS Showers/Laundry N/A 87,075$          24,702$              24,702$                    

BFHP Quartermeal 45,786$            52,400$          35,786$              35,786$                    

DDH Breakfast 41,223$            32,329$          32,329$              32,329$                    

WDDC Lunch -$                  28,793$          28,793$              28,793$                    

87,009$           200,597$        121,610$            121,610$                  

YEAH Outreach  $                    -   35,000$          -$                     -$                          

BOSS Outreach  $                    -   123,250$        -$                     -$                          

-$                  158,250$        -$                     -$                          

4,165,994$    2,919,306$         2,919,306$              

Outreach Subtotal

GRAND TOTALS

Basic Needs Services

Basic Needs Services Subtotal

Outreach
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HWCAC Community Agency Funding Recommendations April 28, 2015 

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
The HWCAC advises Council on issues affecting low-income residents of Berkeley, and 
recommends funding for services that form a social safety net to assist these residents 
to achieve self-sufficiency.  The HWCAC makes recommendations regarding the 
Community Services Block Grant Community Action Plan and the allocation of 
resources to carry out that plan.  The Community Action Plan emphasizes the provision 
of basic human needs: food, shelter, medical care and employment.  Every two years, 
the HWCAC reviews agency programs that offer services to low-income seniors, youth, 
families and the disabled through a variety of supportive services, including medical 
care and legal services.  This year, the HWCAC met in February and March to review 
applications for funding, and develop funding recommendations.  At its meeting on 
March 12, 2015, the HWCAC finalized its funding recommendations as detailed in 
Exhibit A (M/S/C: Sood/McMullan. Ayes – McMullan, Trigueros, Browne, Dunner, Sood, 
Cross; Noes – None; Abstain – Omodele, Davila; Absent: Luu, Flanders). 

BACKGROUND 
With experience reviewing applications for funding from previous fiscal years 2014 and 
2015, commissioners reviewed funding proposals submitted via the City’s on-line 
application process.  The HWCAC also heard a presentation from United for Health at a 
commission meeting in February 2015.  The Commission discussed and finalized 
funding recommendations at a special meeting on March 12, 2015.   

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
There are no identifiable environmental impacts or opportunities associated with the 
action suggested in this report. 

RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The HWCAC reviewed requests totaling $608,252 for 22 programs offered by 17 
agencies.  The HWCAC recommends funding to agencies as detailed in Exhibit A, and 
summarized below: 

New Funding: 

East Bay Community Law Center’s Education Defense and Justice for Youth program 
($7,000) : The HWCAC believes this program fills a gap in the area of legal services for 
youth in the city of Berkeley and is recommending that the city prioritize some funding 
towards that need. 

United for Health’s Youth Wellness Program ($10,000): The HWCAC believes this 
funding presents the city with the opportunity to help launch a program for youth that is 
designed to provide a well-rounded wellness program. While this program is new, the 
HWCAC feels that the track record of its founder can help in the development of the 
program. 

  



HWCAC Community Agency Funding Recommendations April 28, 2015 

Strategic Reductions: 
 

Due to additional applications for funds to serve low-income Berkeley residents, the 
HWCAC was faced with having to recommend difficult cuts. In order to meet available 
funding levels, the HWCAC agreed with the staff recommended reductions for the 
agencies listed below. These organizations scored lower than 80 on their applications, 
and/ or served a low percentage/number of residents in poverty, and/or were programs 
that the HWCAC looked to shift resources from to support programs that they believed 
were consistent with the priority needs of the community.  
 

Alzheimer services of the East bay: 30% reduction due to the small number of clients 
the program serves whose income is at or below the national poverty line. 
 
Bay area Outreach and Recreation Programs: 30% reduction due to the small number 
of clients the program serves whose income is at or below the national poverty line. 
East Bay Community Law Center, Housing Advocacy: 30% reduction due to the small 
number of clients the program serves whose income is at or below the national poverty 
line.  The HWCAC is recommending shifting the reduction in funding to EBCLC’s new 
Education Defense and Justice for Youthprogram. 
 
Family Violence Law Center: 30% reduction due to the small number of clients the 
program serves whose income is at or below the national poverty line. 
SEEDS Community Resolution Center: Reduce to $20,000 due to the small number of 
clients the program serves whose income is at or below the national poverty line. In 
addition, the HWCAC felt that it would be beneficial to the city to shift some of the 
funding to new programs.  
 
Berkeley Community Gardening Collaborative: 100% reduction. While the HWCAC 
applauds the efforts of the organization, the HWCAC recommends defunding this 
program for several reasons. First, there was concern regarding the long term 
sustainability of the program, with the city providing 69% of the proposed funding and 
the program being administered and operated by one person; in addition, only 1% of the 
residents served are at or below the poverty line. 
 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
The HWCAC considered not funding any of the new agencies but ultimately decided it 
wouldn’t be congruent with its dedication to the youth in poverty in Berkeley.  
 

CITY MANAGER 
See companion report. 
 
CONTACT PERSON 
Raquel Molina, Associate Management Analyst, HH&CS, (510) 981-5412 
 

Attachments:  
1: Exhibit A 



HWCAC FY2016-17 Community Agency Recommendations

 Commission Commission Manager 
 

Recommend Rationale  Recommends 

Alzheimers Services of the East Bay (ASEB)Dementia Specific Services Senior Services 19,235$         20,000$        13,464$         13.4% across the board 13,464$         10% across the board

Bay Area Outreach & Recreation ProgramRecreational Services for Disabled Disability Services 40,608$         46,000$        28,426$         cut; 30%  reduction to 28,426$         cut; 30%  reduction to

Berkeley Community Gardening Collab. (Ecology Ctr) (Com.Gardens)Urban Agriculture & Healthy Food Other Services 10,123$         12,000$        -$              low scores (<80 )on their -$               low scores (<80 )on their

Berkeley Free Clinic Funding for free women and transgender health care services at the Berkeley Free ClinicHealth Care Services 15,000$         16,500$        12,990$         application AND/OR 13,500$         application AND/OR

Berkeley Place, Inc. Deaf/Disability Project Disability Services 16,985$         16,986$        14,710$         serve a low% of Berkeley 15,287$         serve a low% of Berkeley

Bonita House Creative Wellness Center (CWC) Disability Services 14,426$         25,790$        12,495$         residents in poverty. 12,983$         residents in poverty.

East Bay Community Law Center Housing Advocacy Legal / Mediation Services 19,235$         19,235$        13,465$         13,465$         

East Bay Community Law Center Neighborhood Justice Clinic Legal / Mediation Services 19,225$         21,655$        16,650$         17,303$         

Family Violence Law Center Domestic Violence & Homeless Prevention (DVHP)Legal / Mediation Services 87,030$         87,323$        60,041$         Defund Urban 60,041$         Defund Urban 

J-Sei Senior Services Senior Services 9,828$           15,000$        8,512$           Agriculture 8,845$           Agriculture

Lifelong Medical Care Acupuncture Drop-in Clinic AOD Services (non-homeless) 64,656$         64,656$        55,993$         58,190$         

Lifelong Medical Care Access to Primary Care for the Low-Income/UninsuredHealth Care Services 138,045$       138,045$      119,548$       Fund two of the new 124,240$       No funding to new

Lifelong Medical Care Hypertension Drop-in Clinic Health Care Services 80,388$         80,388$        69,617$         programs that are youth 72,349$         programs

Lifelong Medical Care Primary Geriatric Care Health Care Services 43,176$         43,176$        37,390$         oriented. 38,858$         

McGee Avenue Baptist Church Meals Program Other Services 16,821$         16,821$        15,139$         15,139$         

Multicultural Institute Lifeskills Program Other Services 71,394$         71,394$        61,828$         64,255$         

SEEDS Community Resolution CenterComm Mediation & Conflict Res. Legal / Mediation Services 56,434$         61,434$        20,000$         20,000$         

South Berkeley Community Church Nutrition Program Homeless Basic Needs Services (Meals)8,210$           8,210$          7,389$           7,389$           

Through The Looking Glass Berkeley Parenting & Disability ProjectDisability Services 27,242$         27,242$        23,595$         24,518$         

TOTALSTOTALSTOTALSTOTALS Agencies: 14 Programs: 18 758,061$       775,034$      591,252$       608,252$       

East Bay Community Law Center Education Defense and Justice for YouthLegal / Mediation Services -$               12,450$        7,000$           -$               

Legal Assistance for Seniors Legal Assistance and Community Education for Berkeley SeniorsLegal / Mediation Services -$               25,000$        -$              -$               

Pacific Center for Human Growth LGBTQ Seniors Support Program Senior Services -$               25,000$        -$              -$               

United for Health Youth Wellness Program AOD Services (non-homeless) -$               48,000$        10,000$         -$               

TOTALSTOTALSTOTALSTOTALS Agencies: 4 Programs: 4 -$               110,450$      

OVERALL TOTALSOVERALL TOTALSOVERALL TOTALSOVERALL TOTALS Agencies: 17 Programs: 22 758,061$       885,484$      608,252$       608,252$       

Funding Available 608,252$       608,252$      608,252$       608,252$       

Difference 149,809$       277,232$      0$                  -$               

New Programs

 Amount 

Requested 

City Manager 

Rationale

Existing Programs

 Current 

Award Type of ServiceProgram NameAgency Name
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those categories, as well as questions related to the 2020 Vision in order to best 
determine which proposals could be most effective in reducing the achievement 
gap among Berkeley students; and 

 Community agencies received training and technical assistance to improve their 
ability to track and report the outcomes and impact of their work. 

 
Further, community agencies were informed that prior or current funding was no 
guarantee of future funding, and that in the FY15-16 funding cycle, the criteria would be 
applied and only the best qualified would be recommended to City for funding. 
 
The proposals were submitted in the following priority areas categories: 

 Behavioral Health Services 
 Early Childhood Care and Education – Family Engagement 
 Early Childhood Care and Education – Quality Improvement 
 Early Childhood Care and Education – Tuition Subsidies 
 Out of School Time Programs  
 College-Career Readiness and Success Programs 
 Other Services 

 
Over the course of seven meetings between January and March 2015, CYRC 
Commissioners read and discussed each application for funding; considered responses 
to supplemental questions in each of the priority area categories; and, for returning 
programs, reviewed the results of the Gibson and Associates’ program evaluation. This 
information provided Commissioners with an excellent basis for evaluating the proposals.  
 
On March 9, 2015, the CYRC unanimously recommended 21 proposals for full or partial 
funding, supporting 17 youth-serving agencies submitting applications. Proposals being 
recommended for funding met the following criteria and priorities, as outlined in the City’s 
request for proposals: 

 Services that address the goals of Berkeley’s 2020 Vision 
 Services that demonstrate or project impact  
 Services for Berkeley residents, particularly those living at or below the poverty 

level 
 Demonstrated coordination and alignment with Berkeley Unified School District 
 Strong past performance, and (for returning applicants) positive evaluation results  

 
Proposed changes to early childhood landscape 

In the past, City funding for early childhood has been focused on providing tuition 
assistance to Berkeley families. In this funding cycle, as presented during the October 28, 
2014 Council Worksession, there are two new categories of early childhood 

file:///C:/Users/cerickson/Downloads/2014-10-28%20WS%20Item%2001a%20Opportunities%20for%20FY16-FY17.pdf
file:///C:/Users/cerickson/Downloads/2014-10-28%20WS%20Item%2001a%20Opportunities%20for%20FY16-FY17.pdf
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programming: family engagement and quality improvement. The CYRC is pleased to 
recommend two new programs for City funding in these areas. Healthy Black Families, 
Inc.’s Sisters Together Educating Peers (STEP) program would provide highly targeted 
family outreach services to African American families and kin-care providers of pre-K 
aged children to share information about quality child care, the importance of early 
childhood experiences and Kindergarten readiness. BANANAS would provide Quality 
Rating & Improvement Services (QRIS), including assessments, quality improvement 
plans and coaching to City-funded and other child care providers doing business in 
Berkeley. QRIS coaching provides an important path for achieving higher quality early 
care in Berkeley. 
 
New focus on math 

The CYRC is also pleased to highlight a new program being recommended for funding. 
Bridging Berkeley is a new partnership between BUSD and the UC Berkeley Public 
Service Center for Cal students to provide one-to-one after-school tutoring to BUSD 
middle school students in math. This program would work towards the 2020 Vision 
indicator of successful completion of 9th grade math standards; and would meet a critical 
need at BUSD for helping students adapt to changes in the District’s math curriculum, A 
Story of Ratios, and the concurrent shift to the Common Core.  
 
Evaluation, training, & technical assistance 

The CYRC recommends that $73,820 per year be reserved to provide 1) training and 
technical assistance for community agencies on how to develop and monitor outcomes 
that are in line with the City’s 2020 Vision;  2) independent evaluations of funded 
programs’ effectiveness, and 3) technical refinements to the RFP process and application 
that further improve alignment with 2020 Vision goals. The CYRC believes that the similar 
funding dedicated to these activities in the last cycle made a substantial difference in 
improving the quality of youth-serving proposals and programming, and we urge the 
Council to continue this investment. 
 
The CYRC is proud of the progress that the City has made in improving the quality of 
youth-serving proposals. We wish to acknowledge and appreciate the Council, City staff 
and our youth-serving community agencies for their dedication to helping our City’s youth. 
We are confident that the changes we have implemented together, and will continue to 
improve, are positioning us well to achieve our 2020 Vision goals, ensuring that all 
children living in Berkeley receive a healthy start, are equally ready to learn, and are 
provided the opportunities and support necessary to thrive.  
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BACKGROUND 
The 2020 Vision for Berkeley’s Children and Youth is a multi-agency initiative aimed at 
ending the racial predictability in academic achievement in Berkeley public schools. On 
June 24, 2008, Council adopted a Resolution authorizing the City Manager to develop 
plans and models for internal and cross-jurisdictional collaboration to remove barriers to 
learning and to promote healthy development for all Berkeley children and youth 
(Resolution No. 64,113-N.S.).  
 
On February 25, 2013, following review of youth-serving community agency funding 
requests, the then newly-formed Children, Youth & Recreation Commission drafted a 
White Paper on Community Agency funding that called for better information on agency 
program quality, effectiveness and alignment with the City’s 2020 Vision.  
 
On July 8, 2014, City staff provided the City Council with an update on the improvements 
to the youth-serving community agency contracting process. The CYRC endorsed these 
efforts, which included conducting independent evaluations of community agencies, 
delivering technical assistance sessions, and advising on improvements to the funding 
application. 
 
On October 28, 2014, the CYRC reported during a Council Worksession on the potential 
to leverage the community agency process to increase the quality of early childhood 
education and care. The CYRC recommended funding a community agency with the 
capability to provide Quality Rating Improvement System (QRIS) assessment and 
coaching; funding community agencies that provide childcare subsidies or tuition 
assistance for low-income Berkeley families; and funding a community agency with the 
capability to provide family outreach services to support parents and guardians in making 
the best early care decisions. Further, the CYRC recommended that all recipients of 
community agency funding for early care and education be required to participate in 
quality improvement work using QRIS; and participate in a cohort of child care providers 
that are working on the adoption of QRIS. 
 
On December 1, 2014, the City released a request for proposals for community agency 
funding, which included a request for proposals that would help move the City further 
along in achieving the goals of the 2020 Vision by:  

 
 Increasing Kindergarten readiness; 
 Increasing reading proficiency; 
 Improving student attendance;  
 Increasing math achievement; 
 Supporting college and career readiness and success; 

http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/recordsonline/export/12891569.pdf
http://www.ci.berkeley.ca.us/recordsonline/export/16088158.pdf
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2014/07_Jul/Documents/2014-07-08_Item_55b_Update_on_Improvements.aspx
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2014/07_Jul/Documents/2014-07-08_Item_55a_Endorsement_of_the_City’s_Process.aspx
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2014/07_Jul/Documents/2014-07-08_Item_55a_Endorsement_of_the_City’s_Process.aspx
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/Clerk/City_Council/2014/10_Oct/Documents/2014-10-28_WS_Item_01a_Opportunities_for_FY16-FY17.aspx
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Housing/Level_3_-_General/02-RFP_FY16-17.pdf
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Housing/Level_3_-_General/02-RFP_FY16-17.pdf
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 Decreasing school suspensions and police contacts; and 
 Increasing student engagement and resiliency. 

 
In January 2015, the CYRC was charged with reviewing community agency funding 
proposals from agencies serving children and youth. The Commission met on January 
12th, January 26th, January 31st, February 7th, February 9th, February 23rd, and March 9th 
to discuss and take action on the recommendations. 
 
On March 9, 2015, it was motioned, seconded, and carried (Dahl/Gerstein/Unanimous) 
that the recommended funding as described in Exhibit A be forwarded to City Council. 
(Ayes: Dahl; Gallegos-Diaz; Gebhart; Gerstein; Kenney; O’Keefe; Orellana; Waldstein; 
No’s: None; Abstain: None; Absent: None). 
 
CONTACT PERSON 
Christina Erickson, Secretary, Children, Youth and Recreation Commission, 981-6703. 
 
Attachments: 

Exhibit A: CYRC Recommended Community Agency Funding Allocations FY16-17 
 



Project Sponsor Program Name Type of Service

Prior Year 

Funding

 Amount 

Requested 

CYRC 

Recommendation

City Manager 

Recommendation
Bay Area Community Resources (BACR)BACR School-based Behavioral Health Services Behavioral Health Services 17,564$               82,500$               75,000$                       75,000$                         

Berkeley Youth Alternatives Counseling Behavioral Health Services 17,007$               49,674$               49,674$                       49,674$                         

Lifelong Medical Care Rosa Parks Collaborative, Family Resource Center Behavioral Health Services 44,804$               44,804$               44,804$                       44,804$                         

Pacific Center for Human Growth Youth Program Behavioral Health Services 23,245$               50,000$               23,245$                       23,245$                         

SEEDS Community Resolution Center Restorative Justice in Schools Behavioral Health Services 25,000$               50,000$               25,000$                       25,000$                         

Subtotal 127,620$             276,978$             217,723$                     217,723$                       

Berkeley Unified School District Berkeley High School Bridge Program College-Career Readiness and Success Programs 54,000$               76,330$               70,000$                       70,000$                         

Berkeley Youth Alternatives BYA Environmental Training Center's Youth Employment ProgramCollege-Career Readiness and Success Programs 28,747$               51,315$               -$                             -$                               

Biotech Partners Biotech Academy at Berkeley High School College-Career Readiness and Success Programs 68,094$               76,750$               76,750$                       76,750$                         

Community Alliance for Learning WriterCoach Connection College-Career Readiness and Success Programs -$                    65,000$               -$                             -$                               

Ecology Center Youth Environmental Academy College-Career Readiness and Success Programs -$                    25,000$               -$                             -$                               

R.I.S.E.- Responsibility, Integrity, Strength, EmpowermentR.I.S.E.- Responsibility, Integrity, Strength, EmpowermentCollege-Career Readiness and Success Programs 216,039$             219,996$             200,000$                     200,000$                       

Stiles Hall Berkeley Scholars to Cal College-Career Readiness and Success Programs 45,312$               100,000$             91,000$                       91,000$                         

Youth Spirit Artworks (YSA) BUSD Homeless Student Program College-Career Readiness and Success Programs 50,000$               60,000$               -$                             -$                               

Subtotal 462,192$             674,391$             437,750$                     437,750$                       

A Better Way, Inc. Mental Health and Occupational Therapy Consultation to Head StartEarly Childhood Care & Education-Family Outreach 59,166$               59,166$               40,000$                       40,000$                         

BANANAS Child Care Support Services Early Childhood Care & Education-Family Outreach -$                    47,592$               -$                             -$                               

Healthy Black Families, Inc. Sisters Together Educating Peers (STEP) Early Childhood Care & Education-Family Outreach 13,759$               75,826$               70,000$                       70,000$                         

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center Children's Program Early Childhood Care & Education-Family Outreach -$                    29,912$               -$                             -$                               

BANANAS QRIS Services Early Childhood Care & Education-QRIS Services -$                    133,416$             133,416$                     133,416$                       

BANANAS Child Care Subsidies Early Childhood Care & Education-Tuition Assistance 250,135$             250,135$             250,135* 250,135$                       

Bay Area Hispano Institute for Advancement, Inc. (BAHIA)BAHIA Child Development Services Early Childhood Care & Education-Tuition Assistance 82,143$               82,143$               82,143$                       82,143$                         

Ephesians Childrens Center Childcare Program Early Childhood Care & Education-Tuition Assistance 45,507$               45,507$               40,000$                       40,000$                         

Nia House Childcare Early Childhood Care & Education-Tuition Assistance 33,390$               39,999$               39,999$                       39,999$                         

Saint Johns Presbyterian Church of BerkeleySt. Johns Childcare - Early Intervention & Tuition AssistanceEarly Childhood Care & Education-Tuition Assistance 46,490$               97,650$               -$                             -$                               

Subtotal 530,590$             861,346$             655,693$                     655,693$                       

Berkeley Unified School District Gardening and Cooking Program Other Services 630,387$             -$                             -$                               

South Berkeley Community Church Youth Program Other Services 13,272$               13,272$               -$                             -$                               

Subtotal 13,272$               643,659$             -$                             -$                               

Bay Area Hispano Institute for Advancement, Inc. (BAHIA)BAHIA Child Development Services Out-of-School Time Programs 21,447$               21,447$               21,447$                       21,447$                         

Berkeley Youth Alternatives Afterschool Center Out-of-School Time Programs 26,602$               85,068$               30,000$                       30,000$                         

Building Opportunities for Self-SufficiencyBOSS Children's Learning Center Out-of-School Time Programs -$                    103,610$             -$                             -$                               

Community Education Partnerships Berkeley Early Literacy Campaign Out-of-School Time Programs -$                    52,240$               -$                             -$                               

Ephesians Childrens Center School Age Program Out-of-School Time Programs 39,840$               39,840$               -$                             -$                               

Multicultural Institute Mentoring for Academic Success (MAS) Out-of-School Time Programs 33,603$               33,603$               33,603$                       33,603$                         

Regents of the University of California - UC Berkeley Public Service CenterBUILD Literacy/UC Berkeley Public Service Center Out-of-School Time Programs 56,906$               79,750$               79,750$                       79,750$                         

Regents of the University of California - UC Berkeley Public Service CenterBridging Berkeley Out-of-School Time Programs -$                    32,720$               32,720$                       32,720$                         

Youth Spirit Artworks (YSA) Vocational Arts Training Out-of-School Time Programs 33,777$               33,777$               -$                             -$                               

Subtotal 212,175$             482,055$             197,520$                     197,520$                       

TOTAL 1,345,849$          2,938,429$          1,508,686$                  1,508,686$                    

EVALUATION/TA 87,308$               73,820$                       73,820$                         

3,042,019$          1,582,506$                  1,582,506$                    

Amount Available 1,538,223$          

Childcare Mitigation Funds* 44,283$               

Total Amount Available for Allocation 1,582,506$          

*The $44,283 available from childcare mitigation funds is included in the amount recommended for allocation to the BANANAS Child Care Subsidies program. 

FY16-17 Funding Recommendations for Programs Serving Children & Youth
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Community Agency Funding Recommendations FY2016-2017
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������������������������������������	������������������ funding for new 
initiatives in the homeless services and children and youth services areas, and to 
maintain funding for agencies which serve the lowest income Berkeley residents, 
produce immediate and direct benefits, and provide evidence of substantive and 
effective past performance. The City Manager also recommends a three percent 
increase in General Funds for each of FY2016 and FY2017. 

Sixty-one agencies applied for over $10.7 million in funding for 120 programs. The City 
Manager recommendations are in complete agreement with the CYRC and Housing 
Advisory Commission recommendations, differ from the Homeless Commission on 
recommendations for five of the 42 applications submitted, and the City Manager and 
the HWCAC are in agreement on the overall funding strategy.  

A full listing of agencies, in alphabetical order, with Commission and City Manager
funding recommendations can be found in Attachment 7, Exhibit A.

Homeless Services / Homeless Commission 

In 2014 the City of Berkeley undertook a strategic planning process to re-design its 
approach to addressing homelessness.  Based on this planning work, the City Manager 
and the Homeless Commission are recommending funding that will support the creation of 
a coordinated access system to provide a streamlined way for homeless people to
access shelter, transitional and permanent housing, and services.

The City Manager and Homeless Commission recommendations are guided by the following 
key principles:

� Maximize funding for programs and activities that will strengthen the ability of our 
homeless system to move people to permanent housing;

� Maintain essential basic services for homeless people;
� To the extent possible, ensure existing providers maintain the same funding level 

as in the past, even if for a different array of activities; 
� Create a phased-in set of changes that will lead to a re-designed system over a 

period of two years.

A key feature of the new approach is the creation of a single point of entry, the Housing Crisis 
Resolution Center (HCRC), which will conduct a standardized process of intake, triage, 
assessment and referral for people who are homeless to ensure that those with the greatest 
needs are prioritized for assistance. Both the City Manager and the Homeless Commission 
recommend:  

� Funding the Berkeley Food and Housing Project to operate the HCRC; 
� Preserving funding for existing shelter and transitional housing capacity, 

Attachment # 7
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 Preserving funding for all existing case management services for clients in the Shelter 
Plus Care program and adding 38 new case management slots for high needs clients 
referred through the HCRC,  

 Preserving a basic level of funding for meals programs, showers and laundry, and  
 Preserving other services, accessed through the HCRC, including drug and alcohol 

treatment, benefits advocacy, job search assistance, domestic violence services, and 
representative payee services.   

 Shifting $13,045 in General Funds to MHSA funds to create more funding for the 
HCRC while continuing to support BFHP’s Russell Street Residence.  

The rationale for funding by category is contained in the Homeless Commission report 
(see Attachment 4).  
 
The City Manager and the Homeless Commission agree completely on funding 
recommendations for 37 of the 42 applications submitted. The key differences are: 

 The City Manager recommends maintaining funding for United For Health for 
acupuncture services at the Suitcase Clinic and the Commission is 
recommending to defund United for Health.  

 The City Manager does not agree with the Commission to fund a new proposal 
submitted by the Suitcase Clinic. This is a new proposal that would divert 
resources from the HCRC. 

 The City Manager recommends increasing funding in an amount slightly higher 
than the increase recommended by the Commission for the Women’s Daytime 
Drop-In Center’s Bridget Transitional House. 

 The City Manager recommends increasing funding in an amount slightly higher 
than the increase recommended by the Commission for BOSS Representative 
Payee services to provide an additional 25 slots over the 40 slots currently 
funded.   

 The City Manager recommends increasing funding in an amount slightly higher 
than the increase recommended by the Commission for BDIC Representative 
Payee services to provide an additional eight slots over the 50 slots currently 
funded.   

The chart below compares current and recommended funding levels by agency:  
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Berkeley Drop-In Center and BOSS may be able to augment City funding in future by 
applying to a Request for Proposals (RFP) from the Mental Health Division for 
Representative Payee services for Berkeley Mental Health clients. This RFP will be 
released in early FY2016.  

Children and Youth Services / Children Youth and Recreation Commission 
 
The City Manager and the Children, Youth and Recreation Commission (CYRC) agree 
completely on all funding recommendations. The City Manager and CYRC prioritized 
funding for proposals that help move the City further along in achieving the goals of the 
2020 Vision Initiative for Berkeley’s Children and Youth. Twenty-one proposals are 
recommended for full or partial funding, supporting 17 youth-serving agencies 
submitting applications.  
 
Both the City Manager and the CYRC applied the following criteria and priorities 
outlined in the City’s request for proposals in reviewing applications: 

 Services that address the goals of Berkeley’s 2020 Vision; 
 Services that demonstrate or project impact;  
 Services for Berkeley residents, particularly those living at or below the poverty 

level; 

Agency Name Current Funding 
City Manager 

Proposed Funding  Difference  
 Commission 

Proposed Funding   Difference  

Homeless Action 
Center  $             126,349   $                126,349   $                 -     $                126,349   $                 -    

Berkeley Drop-In 
Center  $               89,817   $                  54,096   $       (35,721)  $                   53,850         $      (35,967) 

Berkeley Food and 
Housing Project   $             870,645   $             1,406,698   $      536,053   $             1,406,698   $     536,053  

Bonita House  $               18,151   $                  27,975   $          9,824   $                  27,975   $          9,824  

BOSS  $             390,961   $                304,257   $       (86,704)  $                303,472   $       (87,489) 

Dorothy Day House  $               71,324   $                  62,430   $         (8,894)  $                  62,430   $         (8,894) 

Fred Finch  $               86,655   $                  86,655   $                 -     $                  86,655   $                 -    

Lifelong Medical Care  $             205,902   $                205,902   $                 -     $                205,902   $                 -    

New Bridge  $               50,000   $                  50,000   $                 -     $                  50,000   $                 -    

Options  $             191,839   $                191,839   $                 -     $                191,839   $                 -    

Rubicon  $               35,266   $                  35,266   $                 -     $                  35,266   $                 -    

Toolworks  $               47,665   $                  47,665   $                 -     $                  47,665   $                 -    

United For Health  $                 9,828   $                    9,828   $                 -     $                           -     $         (9,828) 

Suitcase Clinic  $                        -     $                           -     $                 -     $                  12,291   $        12,291  

Women's Daytime 
Drop-In Center  $             166,231   $                166,231   $                 -     $                164,799   $         (1,432) 

YEAH!  $             109,115   $                144,115   $        35,000   $                144,115   $        35,000  
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 Demonstrated coordination and alignment with Berkeley Unified School District; 
 Strong past performance, and (for returning applicants) positive evaluation 

results.  

As a result, five programs that did not meet the criteria are recommended for defunding, 
and an additional two programs are recommended for a reduction. Agencies that 
performed well relative to these criteria are recommended for continued level funding 
and agencies that excelled are recommended for an increase in funding.  
 
Both the City Manager and the CYRC recommend funding for new initiatives:  

1. Family Outreach Services - Healthy Black Families, Inc.’s Sisters Together 
Educating Peers (STEP) program would provide highly targeted family outreach 
services to African American families and kin-care providers of pre-K aged 
children to share information about quality child care, the importance of early 
childhood experiences and Kindergarten readiness; and 

2. Quality Rating & Improvement Services (QRIS) - BANANAS would provide QRIS 
including assessments, quality improvement plans and coaching to City-funded 
and other child care providers doing business in Berkeley. 

The City Manager agrees with the CYRC that $73,820 per year be reserved to provide 
training and technical assistance, independent evaluations of funded programs’ 
effectiveness, and refinements to the RFP process and application. 
 
Anti-Poverty Services / Human Welfare and Community Action Commission 
 
The City Manager and the HWCAC agree on the following principles for making funding 
decisions in this category:  

 Reduce funding for agencies that serve a relatively low percentage or low 
number of Berkeley residents living in poverty; and 

 Reduce funding for all other agencies by an across-the-board cut.  

The City Manager does not recommend funding any of the four new proposals, since 
funding for new projects would deepen the cut for existing agencies. The City Manager 
and the HWCAC agree, however, on defunding the Berkeley Community Gardening 
Collaborative. This program serves an extremely low percentage of people living in 
poverty. The City Manager and the HWCAC also agree on a 30% cut for agencies that 
had a low evaluation score, and/or serve a relatively low percentage or low number of 
people living in poverty. The City Manager recommends a targeted reduction to SEEDS 
Community Mediation and Conflict Resolution program. The program is a valuable 
resource but does not specifically outreach to low-income residents. A portion of its 
referrals come from sources that are not currently funding the program, such as the 
Rent Stabilization Board. For all other proposals, the City Manager recommends a 10% 
across-the-board reduction to stay within the funding available. This differs from the 
HWCAC, which recommends a 13.4% across-the-board reduction for all remaining 
agencies to accommodate funding for two new programs.  
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Housing and Workforce Development Services and Public Facility Improvements / 
Housing Advisory Commission  
 
The City Manager is in almost complete agreement with the funding recommendations 
contained in the Housing Advisory Commission report. Despite a three percent 
reduction in CDBG funding, projected program income, a recommended 3% increase in 
GF proposed by the City Manager, and unused funds carried over from prior years allow 
all currently funded community agency and City projects to continue to receive their 
current allocations. This method results in a small decrease in CDBG funding for the 
Housing Trust Fund (HTF). This method also enables funding for five community facility 
projects. Should Council agree to eliminate funding for Youth Spirit Artworks’ services, 
as recommended by the City Manager and the CYRC, the City Manager recommends 
shifting the $45,000 recommended for YSA’s community facility improvement project to 
the Housing Trust Fund.  
 



Exhibit A: City Manager and Commission Recommendations for Community Agency Funding: FY2016-FY2017 

Page 1 of 8 

 

Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

A Better Way Mental Health Services for 
Uninsured Children 

$59,166 $40,000 $40,000 

Alameda County Homeless Action 
Center 

Homeless Other - Benefits Advocacy $126,349 $126,349 $126,349 

Alameda County Network of Mental 
Health Clients 

Homeless Other - BDIC 
Representative Payee Services 

N/A $32,016 $31,770 

Alameda County Network of Mental 
Health Clients 

Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

N/A $22,080 $22,080 

Alzheimers Services of the East Bay 
(ASEB) 

Dementia Specific Services $19,235 $13,464 $13,464 

Bananas Inc. 
 

QRIS Services $0 $133,416 $133,416 

Bananas Inc. 
 

Childcare Subsidies $250,135 $250,135 $250,135 

Bananas Inc. 
 

Childcare Support Services $0 $0 $0 

Bay Area Community Land Trust Housing Co-op Training and 
Technical Assistance Program 

$4,991 $4,991 $4,991 

Bay Area Community Resources 
(BACR) 

Malcolm X School Mental Health $17,564 $75,000 $75,000 

Bay Area Hispano Institute for 
Advancement, Inc. (BAHIA) 

BAHIA Child Development Program $82,143 $82,143 $82,143 

BAHIA 
 

BAHIA After School Program $21,447 $21,447 $21,447 

Bay Area Outreach and Recreation 
Program (BORP) 

Recreational Services for the 
Disabled 

$40,608 $28,426 $28,426 

Berkeley Community Gardening 
Collaborative 

Community Gardens  $10,123 $0 $0 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project 
 

HCRC N/A $996,889 $996,889 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project 
 

Shelter - Men’s Housing Program $180,986 $150,085 $150,085 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project North County Women’s Center 
Public Facility Improvements  

N/A $0 $0 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project 
 

Quarter Meal  $45,786 $35,786 $35,786 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project Homeless Other - Representative. N/A $33,120 $33,120 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

Payee Services 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing - Russell Street 
Residence 

$13,045 $13,045** $13,045** 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

N/A $74,339 $74,339 

Berkeley Food & Housing Project 
 

Shelter - Women’s Shelter $116,469 $116,469 $116,469 

Berkeley Free Clinic Free women and transgender health 
care service 

$15,000 $13,500 $12,991 

Berkeley Place 
 

Deaf/Disability Project $16,985 $15,287 $14,710 

Berkeley Unified School District 
 

Gardening and Cooking Program $0 $0 $0 

Berkeley Unified School District Berkeley High School Bridge 
Program 
 

$54,000 $70,000 $70,000 

Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) 
 

Afterschool Center $26,602 $30,000 $30,000 

Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) 
 

Counseling $17,007 $49,674 $49,674 

Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) 
 

Youth Employment $28,747 $0 $0 

Biotech Partners Biotech Academy at Berkeley High 
School 

$68,094 $76,750 $76,750 

Bonita House 
 

Creative Wellness Center (CWC) $14,426 $12,983 $12,494 

Bonita House Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing - Supported 
Independent Living (SIL) 

$18,151 $27,975 $27,975 

Bread Project 
 

Culinary Job Readiness Training $41,165 $41,165 $41,165 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

BOSS Children's Learning Center $0 $0 $0 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

N/A $64,861 $64,861 

Building Opportunities for Self- New Case Management Tied to $0 $31,639 $31,639 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

Sufficiency Permanent Housing 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

McKinley Transitional House $0 $0 $0 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Harrison House Family Transitional 
Shelter  

$27,706 $27,706 $27,706 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Ursula Sherman Village Singles 
Shelter 

$110,277 $92,950 $92,950 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Homeless Outreach  $0 $0 $0 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Homeless Basic Needs - 
Showers/Laundry 

N/A $24,702 $24,702 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Housing Crisis Resource Center N/A $0 $0 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Homeless Other - Representative 
Payee Services 

N/A $36,146 $35,361 

Building Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency 

Ursula Sherman Village - Sankofa 
Transitional House 

$26,253 $26,253 $26,253 

Berkeley Unified School District 
 

Gardening and Cooking Program $0 $0 $0 

Berkeley Unified School District Berkeley High School Bridge 
Program 
 

$54,000 $70,000 $70,000 

Center for Independent Living (CIL) 
 

Employment Services $36,607 $36,607 $36,607 

Center for Independent Living (CIL) 
 

Residential Access $140,219 $140,219 $140,219 

City of Berkeley (COB) Aging 
Services 

ADA Upgrades and Interior 
Improvements 

$0 $109,350 $109,350 

COB Health, Housing & Community 
Services Department (HHCSD) 

Community Facility Improvements $134,085 $128,229 $128,229 

COB HHCSD Affordable Housing Development & 
Rehabilitation  

$369,310 $392,006 $392,006 

COB HHCSD 
 

Housing Trust Fund $321,554 $159,196 $159,196 

COB HHCSD 
 

Loan Services $114,058 $58,325 $58,325 

COB HHCSD Senior and Disabled Home $177,540 $204,138 $204,138 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

Rehabilitation Loan Program 

COB HHCSD 
 

Senior & Disabled Rehab. Loans $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 

COB Public Health 
 

Ann Chandler Improvements $0 $36,135 $36,135 

COB Parks, Recreation & Waterfront 
Department 

Evaluation, Training and Technical 
Assistance 

$0 $73,820 $73,820 

Community Alliance for Learning 
 

Writer Coach Connection $0 $0 $0 

Community Education Partnerships 
 

Berkeley Early Literacy Campaign $0 $0 $0 

Community Energy Services Corp. 
(CESC) 

Home Safety & Repair Program $282,334 $282,334 $282,334 

Dorothy Day House Berkeley Emergency Storm Shelter 
(BESS) 

$30,101 $30,101 $30,101 

Dorothy Day House Homeless Basic Needs - Trinity 
Church Breakfast 

$41,223 $32,329 $32,329 

East Bay Community Law Center  Education Defense and Justice for 
Youth 

$0 $0 $7,000 

East Bay Community Law Center 
 

Fair Housing Counseling $34,932 $34,932 $34,932 

East Bay Community Law Center 
 

Housing Advocacy $19,235 $13,465 $13,465 

East Bay Community Law Center 
 

Neighborhood Justice Clinic $19,225 $17,303 $16,650 

Ecology Center 
 

Youth Environmental Academy $0 $0 $0 

Ephesians Childrens’ Center 
 

School Age Program $39,840 $0 $0 

Ephesians Childrens’ Center 
 

Childcare Program $45,507 $40,000 $40,000 

Family Violence Law Center Domestic Violence & Homelessness 
Prevention Project 

$87,030 $60,041 $60,041 

Fred Finch Youth Center 
 

Turning Point $86,655 $86,655 $86,655 

Inter-City Services  
 

Employment, Training & Education $95,036 $95,036 $95,036 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

Healthy Black Families, Inc. Sister Together Empowering Peers 
(STEP) 

$13,759 $70,000 $70,000 

J-Sei 
 

Senior Services $9,828 $8,845 $8,512 

Legal Assistance for Seniors Legal Assistance and Community 
Education for Berkeley Seniors 

$0 $0 $0 

Lifelong Medical Care  Access to Primary Care for the 
Uninsured 

$138,045 $124,240 $119,548 

Lifelong Medical Care  
 

Acupuncture Drop-in Clinic  $64,656 $58,190 $55,993 

Lifelong Medical Care  Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 
(COACH/Square One)  

$153,652 $153,652 $153,652 

Lifelong Medical Care 
 

Hypertension Drop-in Clinic $80,388 $72,349 $69,617 

Lifelong Medical Care  
 

Primary Geriatric Care  $43,176 $38,858 $37,391 

LIfelong Medical Care 
 

Over 60s Improvements $43,040 $0 $0 

Lifelong Medical Care  
 

Rosa Parks Collaborative $44,804 $44,804 $44,804 

Lifelong Medical Care  Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing (SHP at UA) 

$52,250 $52,250 $52,250 

McGee Avenue Baptist Church 
 

Food Program $16,821 $15,139 $15,139 

Multicultural Institute 
 

Lifeskills Program $71,394 $64,255 $61,828 

Multicultural Institute 
 

Mentoring for Academic Success $33,603 $33,603 $33,603 

Neighborhood Solutions 
 

Rehab Program $0 $0 $0 

New Bridge Foundation, Inc. Homeless Other Services - 
Residential Substance Abuse 
Treatment 

$50,000 $50,000 $50,000 

Nia House 
 

Childcare $33,390 $39,999 $39,999 

Options Recovery Services Case Management for Transitional $39,311 $39,311 $39,311 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

Housing 

Options Recovery Services 
 

Transitional Housing Beds $0 $44,000 $44,000 

Options Recovery Services 
 

Day Treatment Program $38,132 $46,200 $46,200 

Options Recovery Services 
 

Dual Diagnosis Clinic $114,396 $62,328 $62,328 

Options Recovery Services Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

$0 $0 $0 

Pacific Center for Human Growth 
 

LGBTQ Seniors Support Program $0 $0 $0 

Pacific Center for Human Growth 
 

Youth Program $23,245 $23,245 $23,245 

Rebuilding Together East Bay-North 
 

Community Facility Improvements $24,575 $24,575 $24,575 

Rebuilding Together East Bay-North 
 

Safe Homes Project $98,279 $98,279 $98,279 

Regents of UC Berkeley - Cal Corps 
Public Service Center 

Bridging Berkeley $0 $32,720 $32,720 

Regents of UC Berkeley - Cal Corps 
Public Service Center 

BUILD Literacy/Cal Corps $56,906 $79,750 $79,750 

Resources for Community 
Development 

Social Services at Special Needs 
Housing 

$9,828 $9,828 $9,828 

R.I.S.E.- Responsibility, Integrity, 
Strength, Empowerment 

R.I.S.E.- Responsibility, Integrity, 
Strength, Empowerment 

$216,039 $200,000 $200,000 

Rising Sun Energy Center 
 

Green Energy Training Services $50,852 $50,852 $50,852 

Rubicon Programs Homeless Other - Workforce 
Services 

$35,266 $35,266 $35,266 

Saint John’s Presbyterian Church of 
Berkeley 

St. John's Childcare - Tuition 
Assistance 

$46,490 $0 $0 

SEEDS Community Resolution 
Center 

Community Mediation & Conflict 
Resolution 

$56,434 $20,000 $20,000 

SEEDS Community Resolution 
Center 

Restorative Justice in Schools $25,000 $25,000 $25,000 

South Berkeley Community Church 
 

Nutrition Program $8,210 $7,389 $7,389 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

South Berkeley Community Church 
 

Youth Program $13,272 $0 $0 

Stiles Hall 
 

Berkeley Scholars to Cal $45,312 $91,000 $91,000 

Suitcase Clinic 
 

Homeless Other Services $0 $0 $12,291 

Through The Looking Glass Berkeley Parenting & Disability 
Project 

$27,242 $24,518 $23,593 

Toolworks, Inc. Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing  

$47,665 $47,665 $47,665 

United for Health 
 

Youth Suitcase Clinic $9,828 $9,828 $0 

United for Health 
 

Youth Wellness Program $0 $0 $10,000 

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center 
 

Children's Program $0 $0 $0 

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center 
 

Bridget Transitional House  $23,838 $29,686 $31,118 

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center 
 

Domestic Violence N/A $26,832 $26,832 

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

N/A $35,328 $35,328 

Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center New Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

$0 $44,160 $44,160 

Women's Daytime Drop-In Center Homeless Basic Needs - Meal 
Program 

$0 $28,793 $28,793 

Youth Engagement Advocacy 
Housing (YEAH!) 

Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

N/A $24,288 $24,288 

Youth Engagement Advocacy 
Housing (YEAH!) 

New Case Management Tied to 
Permanent Housing 

$0 $10,712 $10,712 

Youth Engagement Advocacy 
Housing (YEAH!) 

Outreach to Transition Age Youth $0 $0 $0 

Youth Engagement Advocacy 
Housing (YEAH!) 

Winter Shelter $109,115 $109,115 $109,115 

Youth Spirit Artworks (YSA) 
 

BUSD Homeless Student Program $50,000 $0 $0 

Youth Spirit Artworks (YSA) Vocational Arts Training $33,777 $0 $0 
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Agency Program Name Current Funding City Manager 
Recommendation 

Commission 
Recommendation 

 

Youth Spirit Artworks 
(YSA) 

ADA and Other Improvements $0 $45,000* $45,000 

*reverts to Housing Trust Fund if Council opts not to fund YSA services.  
**This funding will be shifted to MSHA funds. 
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Executive Summary  

ES-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b) 

1. Introduction 

Eligible state and local governments receive annual block grants for community development and 

affordable housing from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).  These grants 

include the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), the HOME Investment Partnerships Program 

(HOME), and the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG).  For each program, HUD describes a broad range of 

eligible activities.  The state or local governments determine which of the eligible activities will best 

serve the needs of their community.  In order to determine the most pressing needs and develop 

effective, place-based market-driven strategies to meet those needs, HUD requires grantees to develop 

a Consolidated Plan (Plan). 

This Plan by the City of Berkeley lays out the City’s overall investment strategies for the City’s use of 

federal entitlement grant funds for affordable housing, homelessness, addressing poverty, and 

community development from July 1, 2015, through June 30, 2020. Please note that throughout the 

Consolidated Plan and Annual Action Plan, the terms “fiscal year” and “program year” are both used. 

The period from July 1, 2015 through June 30, 2016 is the City’s fiscal year (FY) 2016 and HUD’s program 

year (PY) 2015. 

The Plan was prepared in accordance with HUD’s Office of Community and Planning Development (CPD) 

eCon Planning Suite which was introduced in 2012.  Since that time, HUD requires grantees submit their 

Consolidated Plan and year one Annual Action Plan using the Consolidated Plan template through the 

Integrated Disbursement and Information System (IDIS), their nationwide database.  Most of the data 

tables in the Plan are populated with default data from the U.S. Census Bureau, specifically 2007-2011 

American Community Survey (ACS) and Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data.  

Other sources of data are noted throughout the Plan.  

The Plan is divided into six sections: 

 Executive Summary 

 The Process 

 Needs Assessment 

 Market Analysis 

 Strategic Plan 

 First-Year Action Plan 
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2. Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment 

Overview 

The City of Berkeley has set an ambitious array of goals for the use of its federal entitlement grant 

resources.  The priority needs of the City are affordable housing, non-housing community development, 

and homelessness.  The City has three goals to address those priority needs: 

 Affordable housing supply and quality; 

 Improve public facilities and public services; and 

 Homeless prevention and rapid re-housing. 

The City of Berkeley has long placed a high priority on affordable housing and community services 

because they reflect important community values. The City now invests more General Fund dollars into 

related programs than it receives in federal funding for these activities. The City is committed to 

maintaining high-quality programs for those in need but faces challenges due to reductions in federal 

funds available. At the same time, ESG, HOME, Consolidated Plan, and Annual Action Plan requirements 

have substantially increased. These projected cuts, combined with an increased administrative burden 

will impact the City’s ability to address all the many needs identified. 

3. Evaluation of past performance 

The City tracks single family and multi-family housing rehabilitation efforts and housing development 

efforts. Outcomes for all community agency programs funded with federal funds are also tracked and 

prior outcomes are used to inform funding decisions. The City also uses countywide Homeless Count and 

program outcome data to inform its goals on homelessness. 

4. Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process 

Draft copies of the plan were presented to the Housing Advisory Commission and additional outreach 

was accomplished via mailings to interested parties, which include individuals, the Alameda County 

Homeless Continuum of Care, community agencies serving low income people, public buildings such as 

recreation centers, senior centers, libraries and other government buildings. The plan will also be posted 

on the City’s website. In addition, a public hearing on the Plan was held on April 28, 2015 [planned date] 

before the Berkeley City Council. 

5. Summary of public comments 

To be completed later. 

6. Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them 

To be completed later. 
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The Process 

PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b) 

1. Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those 

responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source 

The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and 

those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source. 

Agency Role Name Department/Agency 

Lead  Agency BERKELEY  Department of Health, Housing, and 

Community Services 

Table 1 – Responsible Agencies 

 
Narrative 

In 2011, the City’s Department of Housing and Community Services merged with the City’s Health 

Department, creating the Department of Health, Housing & Community Services (HH&CS).  The HH&CS 

is the lead agency for overseeing the development of the plan.  The Department coordinates the City’s 

funding allocation and monitoring for community based organizations, administration of the Housing 

Trust Fund, and operation of other housing and community services programs such as the Shelter Plus 

Care Program, and Senior and Disabled Home Rehabilitation Loan Program. The Department also 

includes the Mental Health, Public Health, and Aging Services divisions, which provide direct services to 

the community, and it includes the Environmental Health division. 

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information 

Kristen Lee, Manager, Housing & Community Services Division 
City of Berkeley Health, Housing & Community Services Department 
2180 Milvia Street, 2nd Floor 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
Phone: (510) 981-5427 
Email: KSLee@cityofberkeley.info 
 
Be Tran, Associate Planner 
City of Berkeley Health, Housing & Community Services Department 
2180 Milvia Street, 2nd Floor 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
Phone: (510) 981-5422 
Email: BTran@cityofberkeley.info 
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PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)  

1. Introduction 

The consolidated planning process requires jurisdictions to reach out to and consult with other public 

and private agencies when developing the plan.  The Plan includes a summary of the consultation 

process, including identification of the agencies that participated in the process.  

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between 

public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health 

and service agencies (91.215(I)). 

The City of Berkeley coordinates the housing and community services activities within the HH&CS 

department through regular senior staff meetings and coordination on specific topics.  City staff also 

participates in the implementation of Everyone Home, the countywide plan to end homelessness. 

Everyone Home spearheads Alameda County’s Continuum of Care. Staff will continue to participate in 

the initiative’s Leadership Board, which includes most public funders of housing and homeless services 

in the county, as well as leadership from key community based organizations. Leadership Board 

membership helps to coordinate efforts across the county. Staff also participates in other committees 

composed of other funders (such as Alameda County Behavioral Health Care Services and the Social 

Services Agency) as well as many community based organizations. Recent countywide collaboration 

efforts include the issuance of a countywide report on homeless program outcomes compared to 

adopted countywide performance benchmarks, the 2013 homeless survey and count, and the 

development of Home Stretch, a coordination initiative targeting people who are chronically homeless 

and highly vulnerable. 

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of 

homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with 

children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness 

Consultation with Everyone Home, the Alameda-Countywide Continuum of Care began on January 30, 

2012, when representatives from the City of Berkeley, the City of Oakland, Alameda County Housing and 

Community Services Department, and the Executive Director of Everyone HOME participated in a 

conference call.  The discussion focused on how to implement the new ESG requirements in a way that 

would be consistent county-wide and would continue the collaboration, launched in 2009 with the 

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-housing 

(HPRP) funds.  The group held several meetings in PY2012, and, after a series of discussions in which 

approaches to utilizing the ESG funds were discussed, in the fall of PY2012, the group hired a consultant 

to draft a policies and procedures manual that was used to implement the new Priority Home 

Partnership Program.  
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Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in 

determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate 

outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS 

City staff will continue to participate in the implementation of Everyone Home, the countywide plan to 

end homelessness. Everyone Home spearheads Alameda County’s Continuum of Care. Staff will continue 

to participate in the initiative’s Leadership Board, which includes most public funders of housing and 

homeless services in the county, as well as leadership from key community based organizations. 

Leadership Board membership helps coordinate efforts across the county. Specific activities will include: 

 Membership in the Leadership Board, which guides the organization’s activities; 

 Continued participation in reviewing county-wide outcomes; and 

 Involvement in the committee charged with oversight of research, evaluation, and compliance 

with HUD requirements for the Continuum of Care. 

2. Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process 

and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other 

entities 

Table 2 – Agencies, groups, organizations who participated 

1 Agency/Group/Organization City of Berkeley Housing Advisory 

Commission 

Agency/Group/Organization Type Other government - Local 

What section of the Plan was addressed by 

Consultation? 

Housing Need Assessment 

Homelessness Strategy 

Homeless Needs - Chronically homeless 

Homeless Needs - Families with children 

Homelessness Needs - Veterans 

Homelessness Needs - Unaccompanied 

youth 

Non-Homeless Special Needs 

Market Analysis 

Anti-poverty Strategy 

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted 

and what are the anticipated outcomes of the 

consultation or areas for improved coordination? 

Draft copies of the plan were presented to 

the Housing Advisory Commission (HAC) at 

their February and March 2015 meetings 

for comments. 
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Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting 

No Agency Types were knowingly excluded. 

 

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan 

Name of Plan Lead Organization How do the goals of your Strategic Plan overlap with the goals 
of each plan? 

Continuum of 

Care 

EveryOne Home 

(Alameda County's 

Continuum of Care) 

The EveryOne Home is the countywide plan to end 

homelessness and was adopted by the City in 2006. 

Housing 

Element 

2015-2023 

City of Berkeley The Housing Element addresses housing production and 

preservation in the City of Berkeley 

Health Report 

of 2013 

Health, Housing, 

and Community 

Services; Public 

Health Division 

The goal of the Report is to reduce and eliminate health 

inequities in Berkeley, which includes assessing and addressing 

the social determinants of health. 

2020 Vision Collaboration 

between various 

local agencies 

Collaboration between: City of Berkeley, Berkeley Unified School 

District, Berkeley Alliance, University of California at Berkeley, 

Berkeley City College, United in Action, Berkeley Federation of 

Teachers, Berkeley Organizing Congregations for Action, and the 

Berkeley community.  2020 Vision is a citywide movement to 

ensure academic success and well-being for all children and 

youth growing up in Berkeley by closing the achievement gap in 

BerkeleyÃ¢Â¿Â¿s public schools by the year 2020.  This is 

consistent with goals of reducing inequities and increasing 

economic opportunities for Berkeley residents. 

Table 3 – Other local / regional / federal planning efforts 

 

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any 

adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan 

(91.215(l)) 

EveryOne Home, described above under the Continuum of Care question, is an important venue for 

coordination with other units of local government on the issue of homelessness. Most affordable 

housing developments in Berkeley receive other public funding, most typically Low Income Housing Tax 

Credits, but also other County and State programs. The City works with those funders to coordinate 

project activities. 
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PR-15 Citizen Participation 

1. Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation 
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting 
 

This plan was developed with citizen participation consistent with the City’s adopted public participation plan. 

A public hearing to receive input from Berkeley residents on Berkeley’s housing and community development needs was held on November 13, 

2014.   The draft Plan was distributed to the Housing Advisory Commission on February 5, and March 5, 2015, and a public comment period was 

opened on [DATE]. Announcements regarding the public hearing and public comment period were published in the Oakland Tribune on [DATE] 

and in The Berkeley Voice on [DATE]. The announcement stated that the public comment period would close on DATE and included a summary 

of all key elements of the Plan. The announcement also included information in Spanish and Chinese regarding how to obtain information about 

the Plan in those languages. 

Additional outreach was accomplished via mailings to interested parties on the Health, Housing and Community Services Department outreach 

lists, which include interested individuals, community agencies serving low-income people, public buildings such as recreation centers, senior 

centers, libraries and other government buildings. The plan will also be posted on the City’s website. 

A public hearing on the Plan was held on April 28, 2015 [planned DATE] before the Berkeley City Council. Additional outreach for the public 

hearing was sent via the mailing distribution lists mentioned above. 

This section to be completed later.  
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Citizen Participation Outreach 

This section to be completed later. 
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Needs Assessment 

NA-05 Overview 

Needs Assessment Overview 

The Needs Assessment of the Consolidated Plan, in conjunction with information gathered through 

consultations and the citizen participation process, will provide a clear picture of the jurisdiction’s needs 

related to affordable housing, special needs housing, community development, and homelessness. The 

Needs Assessment includes the following sections: 

• Housing Needs Assessment 

• Disproportionately Greater Need 

• Public Housing 

• Homeless Needs Assessment 

• Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment 

• Non-Housing Community Development Needs 

The Needs Assessment identifies those needs with the highest priorities which form the basis for the 

Strategic Plan section and the programs and projects to be administered. Most of the data tables in this 

section are populated with default data from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 

developed by the Census Bureau for HUD based on 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) 

Census. Other sources are noted throughout the Plan. 
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c) 

Summary of Housing Needs 

As defined by HUD, housing problems include: 

 Units lacking a complete kitchen or plumbing facilities; 

 Housing cost burden of more than 30 percent of the household income (for renters, housing 

costs include rent paid by the tenant plus utilities and for owners, housing costs include 

mortgage payments, taxes, insurance, and utilities); 

 Severe housing cost burden of more than 50 percent of gross income; and 

 Overcrowding which is defined as more than one person per room, not including bathrooms, 

porches, foyers, halls, or half-rooms. 

The following income categories are used throughout the Plan: 

 Extremely low: households with income less than 30 percent of area median income (AMI) 

 Very low: households with income between 30 and 50 percent of AMI 

 Low: households with income between 51 and 80 percent of AMI 

 Moderate: households with income between 81 and 120 percent of AMI 

 Above moderate: households with income above 120 percent of AMI 

Based on the data presented in tables below, there are 111,008 people residing in the City of Berkeley 

comprising 44,904 households.  Of these households, 23,630 households (or 52.6 percent) are 

considered “low income” per HUD definitions.  According to the 2007-2011 American Community Survey 

(ACS) 5-year Estimates, 43.5 percent of occupied housing units are owner-occupied and 56.5 percent are 

renter-occupied.  The data shows that approximately 14,555 renter-households and 3,413 owner-

households have some type of housing problem.  That is equivalent to 40 percent of the households in 

the City of Berkeley.  The vast majority of households in Berkeley with a housing problem have a housing 

affordability problem.  Overcrowding and substandard units are far less common, according to Census 

data. 

Demographics Base Year:  2000 Most Recent Year:  2011 % Change 

Population 102,743 111,008 8% 

Households 45,007 44,904 -0% 

Median Income $44,485.00 $60,908.00 37% 

Table 4 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics 

 
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year) 
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Number of Households Table 

 0-30% 
HAMFI 

>30-50% 
HAMFI 

>50-80% 
HAMFI 

>80-100% 
HAMFI 

>100% 
HAMFI 

Total Households * 8,885 4,920 5,975 3,850 21,270 

Small Family Households * 1,345 1,120 1,450 1,015 9,195 

Large Family Households * 135 90 200 115 560 

Household contains at least one 

person 62-74 years of age 1,130 835 855 675 4,735 

Household contains at least one 

person age 75 or older 810 540 540 390 1,710 

Households with one or more 

children 6 years old or younger * 515 324 380 405 2,305 

* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI 
Table 5 - Total Households Table 

Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 



  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     16 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 

Housing Needs Summary Tables 

1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs) 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Substandard 

Housing - 

Lacking 

complete 

plumbing or 

kitchen facilities 185 65 50 15 315 0 0 4 0 4 

Severely 

Overcrowded - 

With >1.51 

people per 

room (and 

complete 

kitchen and 

plumbing) 125 30 100 30 285 0 10 15 15 40 

Overcrowded - 

With 1.01-1.5 

people per 

room (and none 

of the above 

problems) 210 80 80 75 445 0 45 4 10 59 

Housing cost 

burden greater 

than 50% of 

income (and 

none of the 

above 

problems) 5,115 1,825 820 125 7,885 650 600 570 340 2,160 

Housing cost 

burden greater 

than 30% of 

income (and 

none of the 

above 

problems) 650 1,095 2,230 785 4,760 155 240 320 285 1,000 
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 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

Zero/negative 

Income (and 

none of the 

above 

problems) 865 0 0 0 865 150 0 0 0 150 

Table 6 – Housing Problems Table 
Data 
Source: 

2007-2011 CHAS 

 

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen 

or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden) 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 0-
30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Having 1 or more of 

four housing 

problems 5,635 2,000 1,050 250 8,935 650 655 590 365 2,260 

Having none of four 

housing problems 1,365 1,645 3,255 2,325 8,590 220 615 1,080 915 2,830 

Household has 

negative income, 

but none of the 

other housing 

problems 865 0 0 0 865 150 0 0 0 150 

Table 7 – Housing Problems 2 
Data 
Source: 

2007-2011 CHAS 

 

3. Cost Burden > 30% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small Related 875 690 640 2,205 135 230 345 710 

Large Related 110 4 25 139 15 55 35 105 

Elderly 1,060 400 179 1,639 440 380 360 1,180 
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 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-80% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 

Other 4,040 1,980 2,255 8,275 210 220 155 585 

Total need by 

income 

6,085 3,074 3,099 12,258 800 885 895 2,580 

Table 8 – Cost Burden > 30% 
Data 
Source: 

2007-2011 CHAS 

 

4. Cost Burden > 50% 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Small Related 715 365 185 1,265 135 200 230 565 

Large Related 110 0 0 110 15 55 15 85 

Elderly 670 120 74 864 315 260 195 770 

Other 3,910 1,355 560 5,825 185 125 130 440 

Total need by 

income 

5,405 1,840 819 8,064 650 640 570 1,860 

Table 9 – Cost Burden > 50% 
Data 
Source: 

2007-2011 CHAS 

 

5. Crowding (More than one person per room) 

 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

>80-
100% 
AMI 

Total 

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS 

Single family 

households 225 55 140 85 505 0 50 4 25 79 

Multiple, unrelated 

family households 15 25 4 0 44 0 4 15 0 19 

Other, non-family 

households 125 30 35 25 215 0 0 0 0 0 

Total need by 

income 

365 110 179 110 764 0 54 19 25 98 

Table 10 – Crowding Information – 1/2 
Data 
Source: 

2007-2011 CHAS 
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 Renter Owner 

0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 0-30% 
AMI 

>30-
50% 
AMI 

>50-
80% 
AMI 

Total 

Households with 

Children Present 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Table 11 – Crowding Information – 2/2 
Data Source 
Comments:  

 

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance. 

The 2007-2011 ACS showed that of 44,904 households, 36.2 percent (or 16,255 households) are single-

person households. Slightly more of the single-person households are women (55.2 percent) and 27.1 

percent are 65 years old and over. The big difference between men and women who live alone is their 

age. There are more women aged 65 years old and over living alone (66.5 percent) compared to men of 

the same age group living alone (33.5 percent). 

Compared to the average household (in Berkeley it is 2.3 people), a single-person household will likely 

pay a larger portion of their income on housing. This is not surprising given the high cost of housing in 

Berkeley and in the Bay Area generally. As a result, many single-person households are in need of more 

affordable housing options and assistance. 

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or 

victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking. 

The Berkeley Housing Authority (BHA) has 1,684 Housing Choice Vouchers and according to the BHA, 60 

percent of the vouchers are utilized by families with disabilities (see NA-35 below).  When the waiting 

list for the Housing Choice Voucher program was opened in 2010, approximately 37,000 people applied.  

Twenty percent of applicants, or 7,400 people, indicated on their application that they had a disability.  

The percentage of current voucher holders with disabilities and the number of applicants with 

disabilities showcase the large need of affordable housing for families with disabilities.  

According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), victims of domestic violence have a 

greater risk of becoming homeless and experiencing poverty.  The lack of affordable housing in the City 

makes it difficult for victims of domestic violence to leave their violent homes when they do leave, so 

they are likely to move to an overcrowded unit or into a homeless shelter.  The 2009 Alameda 

Countywide Homeless County found a total of 824 people homeless in Berkeley with 120 of them (or 

14.6 percent) stating they have experienced domestic abuse.  The City has seen an increase in domestic 

violence-related calls for assistance to the Berkeley Police Department. From 2008-2010, there was an 

average of 122 domestic violence-related calls per year while the 2011-2013 period which saw an 
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average of 217 domestic violence-related calls per year (State of California Department of Justice, 

http://oag.ca.gov/crime/cjsc/stats/domestic-violence).  The increase means more families will require 

housing assistance in order to relocate. 

What are the most common housing problems? 

The most common housing problems are cost burdens for both renters and homeowners. A housing 

cost burden of greater than 50 percent of income affects 5,115 of renter households in the lowest 

income range (0-30 percent AMI).  In total, housing cost burden greater than 50 percent of income 

affects 10,045 households. 

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems? 

Renters in most income categories are the most affected by housing cost burdens and thus, have the 

greatest needs.  The data from the above tables show that 49.8 percent of renters are paying 30 percent 

or more of household income on housing compared to 16.2 percent of homeowners.  The largest renter 

group experiencing housing cost burdens are unrelated and non-elderly households while the owner 

group most burdened by housing costs are elderly households. 

Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with children 

(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of 

either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the 

needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing 

assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance 

According to the CHAS data, here are 515 households with one or more children 6 years or younger in 

the extremely low income category, 324 households in the very low income category, and 380 

households in the low income category. These households are at higher risks of homelessness, especially 

the extremely low income group, due to their limited income and the City’s high housing cost burden. 

Low income families with children need affordable homes that are large enough to accommodate them. 

The City funds a variety of social services for low income families, such as health care, child care, and 

programs serving children and youth. In addition, in 2014, the City adopted its own Minimum Wage 

Ordinance, raising the minimum wage to $10 per hour, in order to help low income individuals and 

families. Unfortunately, according to the National Low Income Housing Coalition, a person would need 

to make $19.90 per hour even to be able to afford a studio apartment in the Oakland-Fremont, CA 

region where Berkeley is located (National Low Income Housing Coalition, 

http://nlihc.org/oor/2014/CA). 

The City of Berkeley is increasingly targeting our homeless financial resources to serve chronically 

homeless households. The City initially used ESG funds for homeless prevention and rapid re-housing for 

a general homeless population. The City then redirected those resources to target chronically homeless 

households living on the streets in Berkeley. We are currently tracking the results of this program.  
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Since June 2014, the City of Berkeley has housed 81 households in the Priority Home Partnership 

Program, the City’s Rapid Re-Housing and Homeless Prevention Program. A total of five households 

were provided with homeless prevention assistance, and 76 with Rapid Re-Housing assistance. Forty-

three percent of the rapid re-housing households were families with varying forms of employment or 

other incomes. Forty percent have assumed the full rent and are still currently housed. The remainder 

are working with a case manager to stabilize their income to afford their current rent without a subsidy. 

Twenty-three percent of the rapid re-housing households assisted were single disabled adults on either 

General Assistance or Supplemental Security Income (SSI). Twenty-eight percent of these households 

transitioned off of a subsidy and are still currently housed without assistance. The remainder are 

working with a benefits advocacy organization and expect to receive SSI within the next 24 months. 

Once their income is attained, they will be able to afford the unit they are currently occupying. 

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an 

increased risk of homelessness 

In the City of Berkeley, the high cost burden is a housing characteristic most commonly linked with 

instability and an increased risk of homelessness.  The National Low Income Housing Coalition publishes 

an annual report, called Out of Reach, to show how much a household must earn to afford a decent 

two-bedroom rental home at HUD-estimated Fair Market Rent (FMR) while spending no more than 30 

percent of their income on housing costs.  According to the 2014 report, the hourly wage needed to 

afford a two-bedroom at FMR ($1,578) in Alameda County is $30.35.  This is equivalent to 3 full time 

jobs at Berkeley’s minimum wage in order to afford a two-bedroom at FMR. 

Discussion 

Housing affordability persists as a critical housing issue in Berkeley as well as the whole San Francisco 

Bay Area.  The City continues to fund a variety of programs to support low income renters and 

homeowners with federal and local funds. 
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems – 91.205 (b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to 

the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction 

A disproportionately greater need exists when the members of racial or ethnic group at a given income 

level experience housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than the income 

level of the jurisdiction as a whole.  The four housing problems are: 1) the lack of complete kitchen 

facilities, 2) the lack of complete plumbing facilities, 3) more than one person per room, and 4) a cost 

burden greater than 30 percent. 

0%-30% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 6,930 635 925 

White 3,135 195 435 

Black / African American 1,115 305 99 

Asian 1,760 84 315 

American Indian, Alaska Native 0 0 4 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 610 35 70 

Table 12 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per 
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%  
 
 

30%-50% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 3,575 855 0 

White 2,090 405 0 

Black / African American 545 245 0 
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Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Asian 470 125 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 4 0 0 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 370 45 0 

Table 13 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per 
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%  
 
 

50%-80% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 2,880 1,815 0 

White 1,750 1,010 0 

Black / African American 330 230 0 

Asian 365 260 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 10 4 0 

Pacific Islander 65 0 0 

Hispanic 325 240 0 

Table 14 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per 

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30% 

80%-100% of Area Median Income 

Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 1,305 2,050 0 
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Housing Problems Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

White 845 1,385 0 

Black / African American 79 265 0 

Asian 220 240 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 10 0 0 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 115 64 0 

Table 15 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per 

room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30% 

Discussion 

Generally speaking, those in lower income categories in Berkeley have higher rates of housing problems. 

For example, 82 percent of people in the 0-30 percent of Area Median Income have one of the four 

housing problems, compared to 81 percent of the 30-50 percent of Area Median Income category, 61 

percent of the 50-80 percent of Area Median Income category, and 39 percent of the 80-100 percent of 

Area Median Income category. (In the 0-30 percent, there are an additional 925 households which have 

no or negative income as their sole housing problem). As income drops, chances of having housing 

problems increase.  

The following groups have disproportionately greater needs: 

• American Indians/Alaska Natives in the 30-50 percent, 50-80 percent, and 80-100 percent of Area 

Median Income categories. The numbers of people in these groups are very small, from 4 to 10 

households. 

• Pacific Islanders in the 50-80 percent of Area Median Income category, with 100 percent having 

housing problems compared to 61 percent in the City as a whole at that income range. This group is also 

relatively small, at 65 households. 

• Hispanics in the 80-100 percent Area Median Income category, with 64 percent having housing 

problems compared to 39 percent of households in that income category for the City as a whole. 
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems – 91.205 

(b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to 

the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction 

The four housing problems are: 1) the lack of complete kitchen facilities, 2) the lack of complete 

plumbing facilities, 3) more than 1.5 persons per room, and 4) a cost burden greater than 50 percent. 

0%-30% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 6,185 1,380 925 

White 2,920 410 435 

Black / African American 820 600 99 

Asian 1,635 205 315 

American Indian, Alaska Native 0 0 4 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 520 135 70 

Table 16 – Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four severe housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per 
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%  
 
 

30%-50% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 1,990 2,440 0 

White 1,230 1,260 0 

Black / African American 295 490 0 

Asian 265 335 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 0 4 0 
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Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 130 285 0 

Table 17 – Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four severe housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per 
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%  
 
 

50%-80% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 990 3,705 0 

White 660 2,100 0 

Black / African American 80 480 0 

Asian 95 525 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 0 14 0 

Pacific Islander 0 65 0 

Hispanic 135 440 0 

Table 18 – Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
*The four severe housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per 
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%  
 
 

80%-100% of Area Median Income 

Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Jurisdiction as a whole 485 2,865 0 

White 295 1,935 0 
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Severe Housing Problems* Has one or more of 
four housing 

problems 

Has none of the 
four housing 

problems 

Household has 
no/negative 

income, but none 
of the other 

housing problems 

Black / African American 20 325 0 

Asian 105 360 0 

American Indian, Alaska Native 10 0 0 

Pacific Islander 0 0 0 

Hispanic 45 140 0 

Table 19 – Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 

*The four severe housing problems are:  
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per 
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%  
 
 
Discussion 

There are two problems that distinguish “severe housing problems” from “housing problems”: 

 Overcrowded households with more than 1.5 persons per room instead of 1 person per room, 

not including bathrooms, porches foyers, halls, or half-rooms. 

 Households with cost burdens of more than 50 percent of income instead of 30 percent. 

The following groups had disproportionate greater needs in the 80-100 percent of area median income 

category when compared to the jurisdiction as a whole at 14 percent:       

 American Indian and Alaska Natives, a total of 10 households (100 percent). 

 Hispanic, a total of 45 households (24 percent). 
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens – 91.205 (b)(2) 

Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to 

the needs of that category of need as a whole. 

Introduction:  

The following table displays cost burden information for the jurisdiction and each racial and ethnic 

group, including no cost burden (less than 30 percent), cost burden (30-50 percent), severe cost burden 

(more than 50 percent), and no/negative income. 

Housing Cost Burden 

Housing Cost Burden <=30% 30-50% >50% No / negative 
income (not 
computed) 

Jurisdiction as a whole 21,020 8,105 9,949 1,005 

White 15,095 4,950 5,540 490 

Black / African American 1,665 1,055 1,210 99 

Asian 2,430 1,045 2,095 340 

American Indian, Alaska 

Native 60 14 0 4 

Pacific Islander 15 65 0 0 

Hispanic 1,220 825 695 70 

Table 20 – Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 

Discussion:  

When individuals of all incomes are combined by race or ethnicity, the only disproportionately greater 

needs based on a housing cost burden of 30-50 percent or >50 percent of AMI identified were: 

 Pacific Islanders, 81 percent of whom have a cost burden of 30-50 percent of their income, 

compared to 20 percent of the City as a whole.  The number of households affected was just 14. 

 Asians, 35 percent of whom have a housing cost burden of 50 percent or more, compared to 25 

percent of the City as a whole. This number likely includes many University of California – 

Berkeley student households. The University’s data shows a third (33 percent) of their students 

are Asian, compared to 19 percent of the City as a whole 

(http://opa.berkeley.edu/statistics/enrollmentdata.html). Although not all University students 

live in Berkeley, the number of Asian students the University is equal to 55 percent of the 

number of Asian Berkeley residents. 
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion – 91.205(b)(2) 

Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately 

greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole? 

At the 0-30 percent of AMI category, there is no racial or ethnic group with a disproportionately greater 

need than the needs of the income category as a whole.  In the 30-50 percent of AMI range, American 

Indian and Alaska Natives is the only group experiencing a disproportionate need.  At the 50-80 percent 

of AMI category, Pacific Islanders experience the greatest need followed by American Indian and Alaska 

Natives.  At the 80-100 percent of AMI range, American Indian and Alaska Natives along with Hispanics 

are experiencing a disproportionate housing need.  However, for all three income categories the size of 

the affected population is very small.  The American Indian and Alaska Natives population contain ten 

households or less, the Pacific Islanders population contain 65 households, and the Hispanics population 

contain 115 households. 

If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs? 

No additional needs have been identified. 

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your 

community? 

The 2010 Census data shows that most of the Hispanic populations are located in the census tracts in 

the central, southern and western parts of the City along with the area around the University.  The 

strongest concentration occurred in the western quadrant of the City.  The American Indian and Alaskan 

Native populations are scattered throughout the City but the number of American Indian and Alaskan 

Native households are too small to determine whether they’re concentrated in a specific area. 

 



  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     30 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 

NA-35 Public Housing – 91.205(b) 

Introduction 

In Berkeley, Public Housing is administered by the Berkeley Housing Authority (BHA). BHA is not a part of the City government structure, but the 

board of the Housing Authority is appointed by the Mayor of the City of Berkeley and confirmed by the City Council.  BHA updated the following 

data for inclusion in this Plan from PIC (PIH Information Center) since the populated data from HUD was outdated. 

 Totals in Use 

Program Type 

 Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 

Program 

Disabled 
* 

# of units vouchers in use 0 95 0 1,684 172 1,512 0 0 0 

Table 21 - Public Housing by Program Type 
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition  

 
Alternate Data Source Name: 
Berkeley Housing Authority 
Data Source Comments:  
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 Characteristics of Residents 

 

Program Type 

 Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 

Program 

Average Annual Income 0 9,617 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Average length of stay 0 6 0 10 3 11 0 0 

Average Household size 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 

# Homeless at admission 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 

# of Elderly Program Participants 

(>62) 0 19 0 594 79 515 0 0 

# of Disabled Families 0 75 0 1,010 90 920 0 0 

# of Families requesting accessibility 

features 0 90 0 1,704 132 1,572 0 0 

# of HIV/AIDS program participants 0 0 0 0 11 0 0 0 

# of DV victims 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 

Table 22 – Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type  

 

Alternate Data Source Name: 
Berkeley Housing Authority 
Data Source Comments:  
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 Race of Residents 

Program Type 

Race Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 

Program 

Disabled 
* 

White 0 36 0 454 55 399 0 0 0 

Black/African American 0 55 0 0 94 0 0 0 0 

Asian 0 3 0 77 19 58 0 0 0 

American Indian/Alaska 

Native 0 0 0 17 2 15 0 0 0 

Pacific Islander 0 1 0 17 2 15 0 0 0 

Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition 

Table 23 – Race of Public Housing Residents by Program Type 
Alternate Data Source Name: 
Berkeley Housing Authority 
Data Source Comments:  
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Ethnicity of Residents 

Program Type 

Ethnicity Certificate Mod-
Rehab 

Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project -
based 

Tenant -
based 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 

Program 

Disabled 
* 

Hispanic 0 6 2 92 8 84 0 0 0 

Not Hispanic 0 84 50 1,612 124 1,488 0 0 0 

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition 

Table 24 – Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type 
Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center) 
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Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and applicants 

on the waiting list for accessible units: 

Berkeley Housing Authority (BHA) disposed of its 61 units of low income public housing and is now a 

voucher-only Housing Authority.  Related California acquired all of the public housing units and now 

operates them as affordable housing.  Most of these units currently receive Project-based vouchers.  In 

the Section 8 Program, the waitlist last opened in 2010, with over 37,000 applicants (1,500 were 

selected randomly for the Tenant-based waitlist; 1,500 were selected randomly for the Project-based 

waitlist).  Twenty percent of applicants indicated on their application that they were disabled.  There is a 

lack of affordable fully accessible units, specifically with roll in shower for wheelchair-reliant individuals, 

and others with significant mobility impairments.  A resource in Berkeley, the Center for Independent 

Living, has limited funds to offer minor remodeling of current homes including rentals (ramps, grab bars, 

hearing and visual impaired door bells and alarms), but the demand outweighs the supply. 

Most immediate needs of residents of Public Housing and Housing Choice voucher holders 

The most immediate need of voucher holders is reasonable inventory of affordable rental housing units. 

 BHA’s Section 8 program and the 110 percent Payment Standards are losing the competition of 

attracting landlords willing to rent to extremely low income households, with the current market rate 

rents continuing to skyrocket.  Several years ago, BHA’s “Available Unit Listing,” updated weekly, 

contained an average of 18 units.  Currently the list has averaged 4 or 5.  This makes it very difficult for 

even voucher holders to obtain housing in Berkeley.  For tenants needing accessible units, it is even 

more difficult. Finding those accessible units in the limited pool of affordable units limits options even 

further. 

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large 

There is a significant shortage of accessible housing units for households of all income ranges. 

 Professionals earning high salaries are better able to pay higher market rents, and this drives the rental 

market higher in Berkeley.  Data from the Apartment List website shows San Francisco has the most 

expensive rents in the country, averaging, $4,350 for a 2-bedroom unit 

(https://www.apartmentlist.com/rentonomics/nov-14-rental-price-monitor/).  BHA’s Payment Standard 

for a 2-bedroom unit is $1,743 (the 4-bedroom Payment Standard is $2,987). 

Discussion 

The extremely high cost rental market in Berkeley and the rest of the Bay Area poses challenges for all 

but the highest income households. Unfortunately, even having a Housing Choice Voucher no longer 

guarantees finding housing in Berkeley will be possible. 
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NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment – 91.205(c) 

Introduction: 

The City of Berkeley adopted the EveryOne Home Plan in 2006 with a goal of broadening the City’s approach to services and housing to allow for 

better outcomes among people with long-term homeless histories and severe disabling conditions.  As required by HUD, Alameda County 

conducts a countywide homeless count every other year but a city-level count occurs when resources permit.  The most recent comprehensive 

data available on Berkeley’s homeless population comes from the 2009 homeless count. A homeless count will be conducted in January 2015 

and will provide Berkeley-specific data. This data will not be available, however, before the publication of this Consolidated Plan. 

In 2009 the survey found that Berkeley has 824 homeless people homeless in any given night. This includes 680 literally homeless people (People 

who are residing on the streets, places not meant for human habitation, in shelters or in transitional housing programs) and 144 hidden 

homeless people (living temporarily with a friend or relative, in a motel, or facing eviction within seven days). 

The data show: 

 Berkeley’s total homeless population represents 11 percent of the County’s homeless population, while Berkeley has 9 percent of the 

County’s overall population (2000). Berkeley has a greater share of chronically homeless adults (27 percent) and literally homeless 

people (16 percent) and a lower share of the hidden homeless (5 percent) than averages would predict. 

 Berkeley’s homeless are mostly adults in households with no children (79 percent), while adults with no children make up only 51 

percent of the homeless population countywide. 

 33 percent (276 people) of homeless people in Berkeley met HUD’s definition of chronically homeless—a single adult with a disability, 

homeless for one year consecutively or 4 or more times in 3 years. 

 38 percent of Berkeley’s homeless have a serious mental illness, compared to 17 percent countywide. 

 38 percent of Berkeley’s homeless have chronic substance abuse, compared to 27 percent of Alameda County’s homeless population. 

 18 percent of Berkeley’s homeless population are veterans, compared to 12 percent countywide. 
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Homeless Needs Assessment  

Population Estimate the # of persons 
experiencing homelessness 

on a given night 

Estimate the # 
experiencing 

homelessness 
each year 

Estimate the # 
becoming 
homeless 
each year 

Estimate the # 
exiting 

homelessness 
each year 

Estimate the # 
of days persons 

experience 
homelessness 

 Sheltered Unsheltered     

Persons in Households with Adult(s) 

and Child(ren) 96 35 393 0 0 0 

Persons in Households with Only 

Children 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Persons in Households with Only 

Adults 213 336 1,647 0 0 0 

Chronically Homeless Individuals 0 276 828 0 0 0 

Chronically Homeless Families 0 8 24 0 0 0 

Veterans 0 136 408 0 0 0 

Unaccompanied Child 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Persons with HIV 0 14 52 0 0 0 

Table 25 - Homeless Needs Assessment  

Data Source Comments:  

  

Alameda County 2009 Homeless Count. 

 

City has no Rural Homeless.  
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If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting homelessness each year," and "number of 

days that persons experience homelessness," describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically 

homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth): 

Berkeley’s total homeless population represents 11 percent of the County’s homeless population, while Berkeley has 9 percent of the County’s 

overall population (2000). Berkeley has a greater share of chronically homeless adults (27 percent) and literally homeless people (16 percent) 

and a lower share of the hidden homeless (5%) than averages would predict. Berkeley’s homeless are mostly adults in households with no 

children (79%), while adults with no children make up only 51 percent of the homeless population countywide. Thirty-three percent (276 people) 

of homeless people in Berkeley met HUD’s definition of chronically homeless—a single adult with a disability, homeless for one year 

consecutively or 4 or more times in 3 years. Thirty-eight percent of Berkeley’s homeless have a serious mental illness, compared to 17 percent 

countywide. Thirty-eight percent of Berkeley’s homeless have chronic substance abuse, compared to 27 percent of Alameda County’s homeless 

population. Eighteen percent of Berkeley’s homeless population are veterans, compared to 12 percent countywide. 
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Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with 

children and the families of veterans. 

According to the 2009 count, there were 125 people in families. Fifty-five percent of these families had a 

disabled family member, 7 percent were long-term homeless, and 5.5 percent were disabled and long-

term homeless.  

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group. 

Fifty-nine percent of the homeless service users during the 2009 Homeless Count were African-American 

and 24 percent were white. 

Berkeley had a much smaller percentage of Hispanic/Latino service users (4 percent) than the county as 

a whole (15 percent). 

 Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness. 

The 2009 count found a total of 824 people homeless in Berkeley. This included 680 people who were 

literally homeless (on the streets, in shelters or in transitional housing programs) at that time, and 

another 144 in certain temporary situations.  

Of the 680 literally homeless people, 309 or 45 percent, were living in unsheltered situations. The vast 

majority of unsheltered homeless are men (79 percent), and the average age of the unsheltered 

homeless population is 50.  
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment - 91.205 (b,d) 

Introduction:  

The special needs population consists of persons who are not homeless but requires supportive housing 

and services for various reasons.  This population includes (but is not limited to) persons with mental, 

physical, and/or developmental disabilities; the elderly and frail elderly; persons with alcohol or other 

drug addiction; persons with HIV/AIDS and their families; victims of domestic violence, dating violence, 

sexual assault, and stalking; and transitional age youth. 

 

 

 

 

 

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community: 

Persons with Mental, Physical, and/or Development Disabilities 

People with disabilities often have special housing requirements due to the need for accessibility, 

frequently fixed low incomes, and higher health care costs associated with a disability. According to the 

2008-2012 ACS population estimate, 8 percent of the total Berkeley population had one or more 

disabilities, compared to 9.2 percent in Alameda County. The ACS identifies disability as having difficulty 

with one or more of four basic areas of functioning—hearing, vision, cognition, and ambulation—and/or 

difficulty performing everyday tasks such as, bathing, dressing and/or running errands.  

Elderly and Frail Elderly 

The 2008-2012 ACS reports that 12 percent of Berkeley’s population is over 65, and that 21 percent of 

all Berkeley households are led by a senior householder. This is equivalent to 9,427 senior-headed 

households, 73 percent of which are owner-occupied.  

Some of the main housing issues facing seniors are housing cost and mobility. Of the senior-headed 

households, 18 percent had income levels below the federal poverty guidelines. Seniors often have fixed 

incomes so they have difficulty with increased rental and utility costs or housing maintenance costs. In 

2012, the ACS estimated that 34.6 percent of all senior-headed households in Berkeley were extremely 

low income or very low income households, earning less than 50 percent of area median income. 

According to the 2008-2012 ACS estimate, in 2012 approximately 73.5 percent of senior households 
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owned homes, and approximately 26.5 percent were renters. In terms of housing cost burden, 27.5 

percent of senior homeowner households and 54.7 percent of senior renter households were 

overpaying for housing, which is defined as paying more than 30 percent of their income on housing 

costs.  

The prevalence of disabilities in the population increases as the population ages, with 29.5 percent of 

the senior population reporting one or more disability in 2012. Ambulatory and independent living 

difficulties are most common within the senior population. Between 2008 and 2012, 33.6 percent of all 

elderly households had ambulatory and independent living limitations. 

Persons with Alcohol or Other Drug Addictions 

Comprehensive local data on the number of people with alcohol and other drug addiction is not 

available. However, the 2012 National Survey on Drug Use and Health estimated that 8.5 percent of the 

American population ages 12 or older have substance dependence or abuse. If this statistic is accurate 

for Berkeley, at least 9,436 people have substance dependence or abuse. The survey also estimated that 

23 percent of the American population (or 25,532 Berkeley residents) participated in binge drinking of 

alcohol at least once in the 30 days prior to the survey and 6.5 percent (or 7,216 Berkeley residents) 

were heavy drinkers. 

Victims of Domestic Violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking 

The City has seen an increase in domestic violence-related calls for assistance to the Berkeley Police 

Department. From 2008-2010, there was an average of 122 domestic violence-related calls while the 

2011-2013 period which saw an average of 217 domestic violence-related calls per year (State of 

California Department of Justice, http://oag.ca.gov/crime/cjsc/stats/domestic-violence). The increase 

means more families will require housing assistance in order to relocate. From the last comprehensive 

City homeless count in 2009, families were asked about their experience with domestic violence. Among 

homeless adults with minor children in Berkeley, 47 percent left their last place because of family 

violence. In Alameda County, the proportion was 17 percent. Regarding resources, 37 percent of those 

who left their last place because of family violence reported no income but the figure for the whole 

county was 16 percent. 

What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these 

needs determined?    

The primary need for the populations identified above, under Non-Homeless Special Needs, is for 

housing that is subsidized deeply enough to be affordable at extremely low income levels. Many seniors 

and people with disabilities have some form of income from the Social Services Administration, which, 

as described in the Housing Market Analysis, is simply not sufficient to pay for market-rate housing in 

Berkeley, or much of the affordable housing. Even those who do not require supportive housing 

(meaning affordable housing with connected supportive services) need affordable housing. 
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Other needs include: 

• Home rehabilitation for maintenance and for accessibility. 

• Supportive services that include enough flexibility in type, intensity, and duration to support people to 

stay stably housed. 

• Services that help people who are eligible to access entitlements such as SSI and Medi-Cal, to increase 

their housing and service options. 

• Education and employment programs which help people increase their income. 

These needs are determined by consultation with local non-profit agencies providing services to the 

special needs populations listed above. The City’s last major planning initiative for homeless and special 

needs housing was the Everyone Home Plan. The City continues to participate actively on the Leadership 

Board of Everyone Home, which includes representatives of local jurisdictions and community based 

organization, and addresses a wide variety of homeless and housing issues. 

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within 

the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:  

Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) is an infection that causes Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome 

(AIDS). More than 1.1 million people in the United States over the age of 13 are currently living with 

HIV/AIDS. In general, HIV/AIDS is continuing to increase in minorities, especially African Americans and 

Latino populations. Disproportionate rates of HIV in these minority groups leads to an even more 

disproportionate rate of AIDS for these same groups. HIV/AIDS primarily affects men who engage in 

homosexual sex and women who engage in heterosexual sex, and intravenous/injection drug use.  

In Berkeley all of this remains true except that HIV/AIDS infections and death are actually decreasing. 

The rate of new AIDS cases occurring annually in Berkeley has fallen steadily over the last decade. 

Berkeley’s rate of new cases meets the Healthy People 2020 goal of fewer than 13 new cases per 

100,000 population annually. Berkeley’s 2013 Public Health Report states there were no reported 

Berkeley AIDS deaths in 2010, the most recent year for which data are available. Antiretro¬viral drugs 

account for the reduction in number of HIV cases that progress to AIDS and for the decline in deaths 

attributable to AIDS. 

Discussion: 

Alameda County Housing and Community Development administers the allocation of Housing 

Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) funds on behalf of the City of Oakland for the 

metropolitan area which includes Berkeley. Berkeley has provided Housing Trust Fund funding to 

projects which include HOPWA units targeted to people living with HIV/AIDS, including to the University 

Neighborhood Apartments, Oxford Plaza, UA Homes, and Grayson Street Apartments projects. 
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs – 91.215 (f) 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities: 

The City of Berkeley’s General Plan adopted several policies and actions which addressed the City’s need 

for public facilities.  Some of these policies and actions include the following: 

 Ensure neighborhoods are well served by community services and facilities such as parks, 

schools, child-care facilities, and religious institutions 

 Establish a network of community centers including school sites, neighborhood resource 

centers, and City facilities that offer community services such as child care, health care, and 

recreational programs 

 Create new open space and recreational resources throughout Berkeley and preserve, maintain, 

and repair the City’s existing open space and recreational resources and facilities 

 Provide properly staffed and equipped fire stations and engine companies 

How were these needs determined? 

The City’s General Plan was developed through many community meetings, public workshops, and the 

efforts of City Council, Planning Commission, and City staff.  During the drafting of the Consolidated 

Plan, there were several community meetings in which the need for 

public facilities and their maintenance were discussed.  For instance, the City’s three senior centers were 

built in 1977, 1979, and 1980 and have not been renovated after 30 years of intensive use. Now many 

systems are reaching the end of their expected useful lives, and the centers have significant physical 

needs. Physical changes may also be needed to address the programmatic needs of a changing senior 

population.  These public facilities are critical infrastructure for the delivery of public services, and are 

therefore a high priority.  Although the City prioritizes its CDBG resources to support public services, it 

has allocated funds for system upgrades at the senior centers along with the rehabilitation of 

community centers and the public health clinic. 

 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements: 

The City’s need for public improvements is described in the City’s Capital Improvement Projects, 

available online at http://www.cityofberkeley.info/CIP/. Capital improvements include streets, 

transportation, storm drains, sidewalks, sanitary sewer, parks and marina, information technology, City 

facilities, equipment, fleet and other infrastructure. 

How were these needs determined? 

These needs were determined by the City Manager and adopted by City Council during the biennial 

budget process.  The biennial budget cycle begins with the development of the Budget Development 
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instructions, including policy directives.  The City Manager reviews and evaluates the baseline budgets 

and supplemental requests to determine whether they fulfill City Council goals and objectives, improve 

management effectiveness and service delivery, or increase productivity.  

The City Manager then develops a balanced budget proposal for submission to the Mayor and City 

Council.  Copies of the proposed budget are distributed to all Boards, Commissions, City Departments, 

and made available to the general public.  City Council then holds public meetings to discuss the 

proposed budget, including at least two formal public hearings. 

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services: 

The City has historically funded a wide variety of public services for Berkeley’s diverse population. 

Supporting public services will continue to be a high priority for the City.  These services could include, 

but are not limited to, the following: 

 Senior services 

 Handicapped services 

 Legal services 

 Youth services 

 Transportation services 

 Substance abuse services 

 Services for battered/abused spouses 

 Employment training 

 Crime awareness/prevention 

 Housing counseling 

 Childcare services 

 Health services 

 Services for abused/neglected children 

 Mental health services 

 Fair housing monitoring 

How were these needs determined? 

The City has historically funded a wide array of public services based on community input. The vast 

majority of public services are funded with local sources, including General Fund, instead of federal 

funds.  For public services funded with local sources, the needs are determined by the same process 

outlined above for public improvements.  For public services funded with federal funding, the needs are 

determined by consultation with local non-profit agencies providing the services. 
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Housing Market Analysis 

MA-05 Overview 

Housing Market Analysis Overview: 

The purpose of the Market Analysis is to provide a clear picture of the environment in which the City will 

administer its CDBG, HOME, and ESG programs over the course of this Consolidated Plan.  In conjunction 

with the Needs Assessment, this chapter will provide the basis for the Strategic Plan and the programs 

and projects to be administered.  Most of the data tables in this section are populated with default data 

developed by the Census Bureau for HUD based on 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) 

Census.  Other sources are noted throughout the Plan. 

The Market Analysis includes the following sections: 

 Number of Housing Units 

 Cost of Housing 

 Condition of Housing 

 Public and Assisted Housing 

 Homeless Facilities and Services 

 Special Needs Facilities and Services 

 Barriers to Affordable Housing 

 Non-Housing Community Development Assets 

 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion 
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MA-10 Number of Housing Units – 91.210(a)&(b)(2) 

Introduction 

Based on the 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) data, there are 44,904 households in the 

City with 48,468 housing units with 46.5 percent of those units in single-unit structures, 53 percent in 

multi-unit structures, and one half of a percent were mobile homes.  

Census data (2000 and 2010) shows a 6 percent increase in total housing units; and the following 

percent change in housing units by units in structures: 

 4 percent increase for 1-unit detached, 

 17 percent increase for 1-unit attached, 

 7 percent increase for 2-4 units and 

 4 percent increase for 5+ units. 

Most of Berkeley’s buildings were constructed between 1875 and 1940.  Densities are greatest in the 

areas close to the University campus and Downtown, where there are multi-unit apartment buildings 

and large single-family homes converted to rooming houses or apartments.  Density can also be found 

along the main arterials of the city in both older and new apartment buildings.  The majority of the city 

is characterized by small lots with one to four units. 

According to the 2015-2023 Housing Element, the City of Berkeley has capacity for approximately 5,328 

new units on underutilized parcels throughout the City.  The City identified four main areas with the 

greatest potential for new units and a track record of units being built.  These are the downtown area, 

the southside area, the commercial corridors, and vacant lots in the residential districts.  For the period 

2014-2022, the City estimates that the capacity for 997 units can be built in the downtown, 430 units in 

the Southside, 1,794 units in the commercial corridors, and 237 units in the residential districts. 

All residential properties by number of units 

Property Type Number % 

1-unit detached structure 20,726 43% 

1-unit, attached structure 1,821 4% 

2-4 units 9,948 21% 

5-19 units 8,391 17% 

20 or more units 7,355 15% 

Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc 227 0% 
Total 48,468 100% 

Table 26 – Residential Properties by Unit Number 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 



 

  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     46 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 

Unit Size by Tenure 

 Owners Renters 

Number % Number % 

No bedroom 120 1% 2,837 11% 

1 bedroom 997 5% 10,675 42% 

2 bedrooms 5,730 29% 8,446 33% 

3 or more bedrooms 12,673 65% 3,426 14% 
Total 19,520 100% 25,384 100% 

Table 27 – Unit Size by Tenure 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with 

federal, state, and local programs. 

Under the City of Berkeley’s Housing Trust Fund (HTF), the City of Berkeley has assisted the 

development of 1,248 rental housing units and 142 homeownership units.  Of the 1,248 rental housing 

units, 45 percent of the units serve extremely low and low income families and individuals; 35 percent 

are designated specifically for extremely low and low-income seniors; and 20 percent serve a targeted 

special needs population, including formerly homeless, battered women with children, people with 

physical and/or development disabilities, people with AIDS and Transition-Aged Youth.  The 142 

homeownership units are occupied by low- to moderate-income families and individuals.  Each 

homeownership unit is subject to a regulatory agreement which requires long-term affordability and 

restricts resale of the affordable unit to another low income first-time homebuyer during the 

affordability period. 

Since the inception of the HTF in 1990, the City has invested over $46 million, including the City’s 

allocation of federal HOME and CDBG funds, former redevelopment funds, City general funds and other 

local sources of funding.  The City’s investment has enabled local nonprofit project sponsors to secure 

over $208 million in other financing, including low income housing tax credits, state Multifamily Housing 

Program funds, and in a few projects, federal New Markets Tax Credits.  The majority of the City-assisted 

housing projects is 100 percent affordable and meets the deepest affordability levels per the City’s 

Housing Trust Fund guidelines.  Under the City’s guidelines, project sponsors are required to set aside at 

least 60% of all the units for extremely low and very low income households, including a 20 percent set-

aside for families and individuals who are extremely low-income or whose incomes are at or below 30 

percent area median income. 

Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from the affordable housing inventory for 

any reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts. 

No units are expected to be lost. In its Housing Element, the City identified five developments containing 

297 restricted units as being at risk since they are in annual renewals of their Section 8 contracts and 
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have no other restrictions on their affordability.  However, the City does not have any evidence that the 

owners of any of these properties have any intention of converting to market rate.  Of course, all of 

these properties would be at risk in the event of federal policy changes that reduced or eliminated 

Section 8 subsidies for these properties.  The City informally monitors the status of these developments: 

 Bonita House – 2 restricted units; 

 Lawrence Moor Manor – 46 restricted units; 

 Stuart Pratt Manor – 44 restricted units; 

 Redwood Gardens – 169 restricted units; and 

 Rosewood Manor – 36 restricted units. 

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population? 

Despite the City’s commitment to investing in affordable housing, and the many projects and programs 

that the City has supported, there is not enough affordable housing to meet the needs of the 

population. The Bay Area, including Berkeley, has some of the highest housing costs in the country. 

Rents and home prices have increased sharply since the recession, and vacancy rates are low. In 

addition to the ongoing needs for housing for extremely low, very low, and low income households, 

there is evidence that housing is becoming unaffordable for even households above low income levels. 

As one example of the local affordability issues, it is very difficult to find housing units for rent at HUD’s 

Fair Market Rents (FMR) in Berkeley, impacting the City’s Shelter Plus Care program and the Berkeley 

Housing Authority’s (BHA) Housing Choice Voucher program.   The City has also heard from the BHA and 

social services providers that there are not enough accessible units which are affordable, even for 

Housing Choice Voucher holders. 

Describe the need for specific types of housing: 

The data shows that approximately 45.3 percent of all households in the City are paying too much for 

their housing costs.  A closer look at the data shows the burden is greater for renters (53 percent) than 

owners (33 percent).   This shows the City has a large need for affordable rental units.  

As mentioned above, affordable and accessible units have been identified as a need by the BHA.  From 

July 2013 to January 2015, almost half of the Housing Choice Vouchers issued by the BHA were for the 

lease of a studio apartment, one bedroom unit, and single room occupancy (SRO) unit.  This aligns with 

the City’s current rental housing stock with about 53 percent of it consisting of studios and one-

bedrooms, although many of them do not have rents affordable at HUD’s FMR and thus not available to 

Housing Choice Voucher holders. 

Discussion 

Affordable housing units of all types are needed to meet local housing needs. 
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MA-15 Housing Market Analysis: Cost of Housing - 91.210(a) 

Introduction 

The very high cost of housing is Berkeley’s most critical housing issue and creates the most pressing 

housing need.  Data in this section shows that the median home price increased 92 percent over the 

past 11 years, and the median contract rent rose 53 percent during this same time period. While 

incomes have increased, they have not kept pace with housing costs.  According to the Center for 

Housing Policy’s Paycheck to Paycheck 2014 Metro rankings, the Oakland metropolitan area (which 

includes Berkeley) is now the 7th most expensive rental market in the nation, and the 8th most 

expensive ownership market. 

Cost of Housing 

 Base Year:  2000 Most Recent Year:  2011 % Change 

Median Home Value 374,300 720,100 92% 

Median Contract Rent 692 1,159 67% 

Table 28 – Cost of Housing 

 
Data Source: 2000 Census (Base Year), 2007-2011 ACS (Most Recent Year) 

 

 
Rent Paid Number % 

Less than $500 2,514 9.9% 

$500-999 7,784 30.7% 

$1,000-1,499 7,983 31.5% 

$1,500-1,999 4,042 15.9% 

$2,000 or more 3,061 12.1% 

Total 25,384 100.0% 
Table 29 - Rent Paid 

Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 
 

Housing Affordability 

% Units affordable to Households 
earning  

Renter Owner 

30% HAMFI 1,455 No Data 

50% HAMFI 4,090 95 

80% HAMFI 10,645 445 

100% HAMFI No Data 685 
Total 16,190 1,225 

Table 30 – Housing Affordability 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 
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Affordability of Market-Rate Rental Housing in Berkeley, 2014 
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Median Home Sales Price, Berkeley and Alameda County, 2005-2014 

 
Monthly Rent  

Monthly Rent ($) Efficiency (no 
bedroom) 

1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom 4 Bedroom 

Fair Market Rent 892 1,082 1,361 1,901 2,332 

High HOME Rent 1,035 1,121 1,347 1,547 1,706 

Low HOME Rent 818 876 1,052 1,215 1,356 

Table 31 – Monthly Rent 
Data Source: HUD FMR and HOME Rents 

 

Number of Bedrooms 2009 2013 

Studio $975 $1,100 

1 Bedroom $1,275 $1,460 

2 Bedroom $1,765 $2,046 

3 Bedroom $2,450 $2,895 

Table 32 - Average Market Rents for New Tenancies in Units Subject to Rent Stabilization (2009 and 2013) 

 

Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels? 

There is probably not sufficient housing for households at all income levels, evidenced by rising rents 

and home prices combined with a historically low vacancy rate. 



 

  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     51 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or 

rents? 

Given recent trends in the Bay Area, it is likely that home values and rents will continue to increase.  

During the recent recession, Berkeley saw a relatively minor dip in home prices and rents when 

compared to the rest of the country, followed by increasing rents and home prices.  Preliminary analysis 

of current market rents suggests that rental housing in Berkeley is generally affordable (with the cost 

burden below 30 percent) to moderate-income households earning 80-120 percent of AMI and higher 

income households, particularly households that can be accommodated in smaller units.  For example, a 

single-person household would need to earn $45,564 per year, or 76 percent of AMI, to afford a studio 

apartment based on average market rent.  However, as shown in the Affordability of Market-Rate Rental 

Housing table (Bay Area Economics, 2014 Draft Affordable Housing Nexus Study), in 2014 average 

market rents exceed maximum affordable rent for all lower-income households (80 percent of AMI and 

below). As shown in the Median Home Sales graph, with the economic downturn there was a decrease 

in home-sales prices starting in 2008, but with the recovery, prices have returned to pre-downturn 

levels.  

Analysis of the affordability of for-sale housing in 2010 indicated that single-family homes and 

condominiums in Berkeley were largely unaffordable for low income households earning less than 80 

percent of AMI (Bay Area Economics, 2014 Draft Affordable Housing Nexus Study).  Moderate-income 

households earning up to 120 percent of AMI had substantially greater ability to purchase single-family 

homes and condominiums in the City. 

Recent analysis of the affordability of market rate condominiums (by Bay Area Economics’ Affordable 

Housing Fee Nexus Study for Berkeley) indicates that in 2014 fewer condominiums are affordable to 

moderate and lower income households than were in 2010.  Condominium sales prices in Berkeley are 

largely unaffordable for households with low or moderate incomes based on affordability scenarios for a 

three-person household, meaning household income needs to exceed 120 percent of AMI. 

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this 

impact your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing? 

Berkeley’s Area Median Rents are higher than the HOME rents and Fair Market Rents.  Services 

providers have difficulty identifying units for Shelter Plus Care certificate holders within Berkeley.  In 

addition, Area Median Rents are currently rising quickly.  In July 2013, the Wall Street Journal reported 

that Oakland metropolitan area (which includes Berkeley) rents rose 6.8 percent during the second 

quarter of 2013, the second highest rate of increase in the country.  

The Average Market Rents table produced by the Berkeley Rent Stabilization Board shows the average 

market rents for new tenancies in units subject to rent stabilization between 2009 and 2013.  Not only 

are the average market rents in Berkeley higher than HUD’s FMR, they’re also greater than the High 
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HOME Rent listed above.  Therefore, the City’s affordable housing strategy has and continues to 

emphasize producing and preserving affordable housing. 

Discussion 

In addition to rising housing costs, Berkeley has experienced rising costs for producing affordable 

housing. Especially given the limited amount of HOME funding the City now receives, these high 

development costs require developers to pursue multiple, highly competitive sources of funding which 

can take years to assemble. Faced with rigid HOME program spending deadlines, during this 

Consolidated Plan period, the City is likely to examine options for using HOME funds for tenant-based 

rental assistance, as a strategy to avoid recapture of HOME funds if they cannot feasibly be used in 

housing development or preservation. 
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MA-20 Housing Market Analysis: Condition of Housing – 91.210(a) 

Introduction 

As previously mentioned, most of Berkeley’s buildings were constructed between 1875 and 1940 with 

almost half of all Berkeley’s housing stock consisting of single-family units. Of the multi-family units, 

4,239 units (or 15 percent) are in buildings with 20 or more units. The age of the housing stock in 

Berkeley is much older when compared to other areas. Eighty-three percent of Berkeley’s housing stock 

was built before 1970, compared to 57 percent in Alameda County and 44 percent in California. Despite 

the prevalence of older units in Berkeley, the City’s housing stock is in very good condition. This is likely 

due to the amount of owner-occupied units, single-family units, and high property values. 

Over time the City has implemented a variety of programs to upgrade the quality of housing units in the 

City, including home rehabilitation loan programs and the Rental Housing Safety Program. Based on the 

experience with these programs, the rapid increase in property values in Berkeley over the last decade 

coupled with the availability of home equity loans for home rehabilitation, the City believes a very small 

number of housing units in Berkeley have significant rehabilitation needs. 

Definitions 

The City of Berkeley uses HUD’s Housing Quality Standards (HQS) to define “standard condition” for 

units in the rental assistance programs. HQS consists of the following thirteen performance 

requirements: sanitary facilities; food preparation and refuse disposal; space and security; thermal 

environmental; structure and materials; interior air quality; water supply; lead-based paint; access; site 

and neighborhood; sanitary condition; and smoke detectors. For example, the dwelling unit must have 

suitable space and equipment to store, prepare, and serve food in a sanitary manner in order to satisfy 

the performance requirement for food preparation and refuse disposal. 

This table displays the number of housing units, by tenure, based on the number of “conditions” the 

units has. Selected conditions are similar to housing problems in the Needs Assessment and are (1) lacks 

complete plumbing facilities, (2) lacks complete kitchen facilities, (3) more than one person per room, 

and (4) cost burden greater than 30 percent. The table also calculates the percentage of total units that 

the category represents. 

Condition of Units 

Condition of Units Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

With one selected Condition 6,479 33% 13,914 55% 

With two selected Conditions 94 0% 493 2% 

With three selected Conditions 0 0% 46 0% 

With four selected Conditions 0 0% 26 0% 

No selected Conditions 12,947 66% 10,905 43% 
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Condition of Units Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 
Total 19,520 99% 25,384 100% 

Table 33 - Condition of Units 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 
 

Year Unit Built 

Year Unit Built Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

2000 or later 225 1% 1,514 6% 

1980-1999 852 4% 1,888 7% 

1950-1979 2,873 15% 9,969 39% 

Before 1950 15,570 80% 12,013 47% 
Total 19,520 100% 25,384 99% 

Table 34 – Year Unit Built 
Data Source: 2007-2011 CHAS 

 
 

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard 
Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 

Number % Number % 

Total Number of Units Built Before 1980 18,443 94% 21,982 87% 

Housing Units build before 1980 with children present 219 1% 215 1% 

Table 35 – Risk of Lead-Based Paint 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS (Total Units) 2007-2011 CHAS (Units with Children present) 

 
 
Vacancy Rates 

The original Vacant Units Table has been deleted and replaced with a different table with a narrative 

from the 2015 Housing Element below. 

Because of the high cost of and high demand for housing in Berkeley, vacant and abandoned units have 

not been a common problem.  The City does not track which units are suitable for rehabilitation and 

which are not.  The Planning & Development Department reports anecdotally that virtually any property 

in Berkeley can be rehabilitated because of the demand and high market prices for housing.  Vacancy 

rates in Berkeley were relatively level at around four percent from 1970-2000 and increased to seven 

percent in 2010 according to the decennial census.  Many California cities report an increased vacancy 

rate from 2000 to 2010.  For example, Oakland’s rate doubled from 4.3 to 9.4 percent and San 

Francisco’s rate increased from 4.9 to 8.3 percent.  There are several possible explanations, such as the 

timing of the Census count coinciding with new housing units becoming available and with a regional 

decline in housing demand due to the economic downturn.  However, it seems unlikely that this could 
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explain the magnitude of the change, and it is therefore possible that reporting errors may also be a 

contributing factor. 

A vacancy rate of 3.1 percent is shown for all properties in Berkeley that are included in the realAnswers 

inventory, a private data vendor, which surveys 1,054 rental units in nine properties (Bay Area 

Economics, 2014 Draft Affordable Housing Nexus Study).  All Berkeley properties in the realAnswers 

inventory consist of 50 units or more and were constructed between 2001 and 2012.  Based on the low 

vacancy rate in new multifamily developments, which have higher rents than older construction, it is 

reasonable to conclude the vacancy rate among older units is also lower than that reported by the 2010 

Census. 

Conventional wisdom is that a “normal” vacancy rate is about two percent for owner-occupied housing, 

six to seven percent for rental housing, and about five percent overall. Although it is difficult to pinpoint 

one original source of this conventional wisdom, an internet search of “normal vacancy rate” finds 

numerous references in real estate reports, housing studies, academic research, and other documents 

to a “normal” vacancy rate for a housing market in balance as being about five percent overall, two 

percent for ownership housing, and six or seven percent for rental housing.  Many ordinances use a five 

percent long-term vacancy rate as the measure of a healthy rental market. 

 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Number of Housing Units 46,160 46,334 45,735 46,875 49,454 

Occupied Housing Units or Households 44,494 44,704 43,453 44,955 46,029 

Vacant Housing Units 1,666 1,630 2,282 1,920 3,425 

Vacancy Rate 3.6% 3.5% 5.0% 4.1% 6.9% 

Table 36 - Occupied Housing Units and Vacancy Rates, 1970 to 2010 

 

Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation 

As shown by the data above, more than half of Berkeley’s housing stock does not have any of the 

selected quality conditions.  Among the housing units that do have any of the reported conditions, high 

cost compared to the resident’s income (cost burden) is by far the most common problem.  At the same 

time, the vast majority of Berkeley’s housing stock is more than 30 years old.  Due to the age of the 

housing stock, rehabilitation is often needed to bring the housing up to current standards, particularly in 

regard to accessibility features for people with disabilities.  Because many Berkeley residents are 

housing cost-burdened, there is also a need for affordable rehabilitation opportunities. 

The City supports the rehabilitation of ownership and rental units through a variety of efforts.  For 

ownership units, the City administers the Senior and Disabled Rehabilitation Loan Program. This 

program provides a zero interest deferred loan to low- and moderate-income senior and disabled 

homeowners to improve their homes.  The City also provides funding to several local non-profit agencies 

for minor rehabilitation of units owned or rented by low-income households.  For rental housing in the 
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Housing Choice Voucher and Shelter Plus Care programs, the units are routinely inspected to ensure 

they meet HUD’s Housing Quality Standard requirements.  All rental units in the City participate in the 

Rental Housing Safety Program.  Part of the program is reactive/complaint-based were state-mandated 

housing code inspections are conducted in response to complaints.  Another part of the program is 

proactive whereas inspections are performed on randomly selected residential rental properties.  The 

program also has a Safety Certification Checklist which requires owners of rentals to annually inspect 

their units and certify that specific housing safety standards are being met. 

Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP 

Hazards 

From the Number of Households Table (see Needs Assessment), there are 3,915 small family households 

at or below 80 percent HAMFI income category and there are 425 large family households in the same 

income category. Therefore, approximately 9.7 percent of housing units are occupied by low income 

families. Applying that percentage to the total number of units built before 1980, an estimated 3,921 

housing units occupied by low income families may contain LBP hazards. 

The table above indicates that one percent of housing units built before 1980 contains children in the 

household. However, the 2007-11 ACS shows there are approximately 8,845 households with children in 

the City, or 20 percent of households. Therefore, the figures above appear to be too low and are unlikely 

incorrect. 

Discussion 

Generally, Berkeley’s housing stock is in very good condition.  Needs for rehabilitation are for low 

income homeowners, rental housing affordable to people with low incomes, and in accessibility 

improvements. 
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MA-25 Public and Assisted Housing – 91.210(b) 

Introduction 

 

Totals Number of Units 

Program Type 

 Certificate Mod-Rehab Public 
Housing 

Vouchers 

Total Project -based Tenant -based 
 

Special Purpose Voucher 

Veterans 
Affairs 

Supportive 
Housing 

Family 
Unification 

Program 

Disabled 
* 

# of units vouchers 

available 0 87 61 1,844 195 1,649 0 0 0 

# of accessible units                   

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition 

Table 37 – Total Number of Units by Program Type 
Data Source: PIC (PIH Information Center) 

 

Describe the supply of public housing developments:  

Not applicable. 

Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, including those that are participating in an 

approved Public Housing Agency Plan: 

Not applicable.  BHA no longer owns the 61 units of former public housing. Via the disposition process, the units were sold to a private developer 

(Related California) that rehabilitated and will operate the units as permanently affordable housing under the Project-based Vouchers program. 
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Describe the restoration and revitalization needs of public housing units in the jurisdiction: 

Not applicable. 

Describe the public housing agency's strategy for improving the living environment of low- 

and moderate-income families residing in public housing: 

Not applicable. 

Discussion: 

The Berkeley Housing Authority administers a voucher program only. 
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MA-30 Homeless Facilities and Services – 91.210(c) 

Introduction 

The City funds a wide range of homeless programs including 118 year round shelter beds and 121 

seasonal shelter beds, as well as winter hotel vouchers as funding permits, through 8 emergency shelter 

programs. After working hours, these beds are filled through evening Centralized Shelter Reservation 

Hotline. A portion of the beds at the BFHP Men's and Women's shelters and at the BOSS Harrison House 

shelter are available by referral only through Alameda County Social Services Agency’s Community 

Housing and Shelter Services (CHASS) program, or through Alameda County Behavioral Health Care 

Services Agency (BHCS), with the remaining beds available to the general homeless population in 

Berkeley. 

Sometimes people move right from street homelessness into transitional housing, but more often they 

move into transitional housing from emergency shelter. The City funds 98 transitional housing beds in 

five programs, and five other programs operate without City funding. 

The City funds six programs which provide support services in permanent housing. Four are associated 

with specific sites, while the others serve tenants renting private apartments using rental subsidies. 

Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households 

 Emergency Shelter Beds Transitional 
Housing Beds 

Permanent Supportive 
Housing Beds 

Year Round 
Beds 

(Current & 
New) 

Voucher / 
Seasonal / 
Overflow 

Beds 

Current & 
New 

Current & 
New 

Under 
Development 

Households with 

Adult(s) and Child(ren) 8 55 114 62 0 

Households with Only 

Adults 110 92 50 390 5 

Chronically Homeless 

Households 0 0 0 55 5 

Veterans 0 0 19 0 0 

Unaccompanied Youth 0 21 18 10 0 

Table 38 - Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households 
Alternate Data Source Name: 
City of Berkeley HH&CS Department 
Data Source 
Comments: 

City of Berkeley 

 



 

  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     60 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 

 
Current Inventory: Emergency Shelters 
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Current Inventory: Transitional Housing 
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Current Inventory: Permanent Housing for People Who Are Homeless 

 

Describe mainstream services, such as health, mental health, and employment services to the 
extent those services are use to complement services targeted to homeless persons 
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All homeless agencies rely in part on mainstream services to meet the needs of their clients.  Berkeley 

has its own Mental Health Division that accepts referrals from homeless providers and outreaches to 

homeless people living on the streets. Berkeley is also home to Lifelong Medical care and provides 

funding for Lifelong to serve low-income residents, including those who are homeless. In addition, the 

City funds Lifelong to provide services to formerly homeless people living in permanent housing in 

Berkeley. The City also funds both benefits advocacy services and employment training and placement 

services specifically for homeless clients. More information about the mainstream services accessed by 

homeless services providers is provided in Section SP-60.  

List and describe services and facilities that meet the needs of homeless persons, particularly 
chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their 
families, and unaccompanied youth. If the services and facilities are listed on screen SP-40 
Institutional Delivery Structure or screen MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services, 
describe how these facilities and services specifically address the needs of these populations. 

All homeless housing and service programs in Berkeley may be serving people who are chronically 

homeless. The 2009 homeless count (the last count from which Berkeley-specific data is available) found 

that chronically homeless people were a third of the City¿s homeless population (down from two-thirds 

in 2004), and most agencies have at least some experience serving people who are chronically homeless. 

Berkeley has five City-operated programs serving primarily people who are chronically homeless: 

 The Shelter Plus Care Collaborative Opportunity to Address Chronic Homelessness (¿COACH¿) 

grant, provides tenant-based rental assistance to a minimum of 33 chronically homeless single 

adults who are frequent users of emergency services, or have repeated contacts with law 

enforcement.  

 The Shelter Plus Care Housing Opportunity for Older Adults (HOAP) Project also specifically 

targets chronically homeless single adults.  This grant provides a minimum of 14 tenant-based 

subsidies for chronically homeless adult aged 55 and older who receive services through the 

City’s Aging Services Division. 

 The Shelter Plus Care Tenant-Based Rental Assistance provides rental assistance to a minimum 

of 129 households, either families or single adults, and prioritizes households that meet the 

HUD criteria for being chronically homeless, but the grant allows some flexibility to serve 

households who are homeless and disabled who may not meet the strict criteria for being 

chronically homeless.  

 The Shelter Plus Care Alameda County Collaborative grant is a tenant-based rental assistance 

grant in partnership with Alameda County that serves a minimum of 15 households with a 

disabling condition related to HIV/AIDS, and prioritizes people who are chronically homeless. 

 The Shelter Plus Care Supportive Housing Network is a sponsor-based grant with Resources for 

Community Development as the project sponsor.  The grant primarily serves 15 chronically 

homeless single adults who reside at one of two sites owned and managed by RCD.  
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 The Public Commons for Everyone Initiative Square One program, which combines a locally 

funded housing subsidy with services provided by Berkeley Mental Health, Lifelong Medical 

Care, and the Homeless Action Center. 

The City of Berkeley invests close to $400,000 each year in services for transition age youth. The City has 

21 seasonal beds for homeless TAY (YEAH! Shelter), 18 transitional housing beds (Fred Finch Youth 

Center) and 10 permanent supportive housing units (Harmon Gardens).   

Through the Mental Health Division, the City has contracted with Youth Engagement, Advocacy, Housing 

(YEAH!) for $101,978, to provide services, supports, and/or referrals to Transition Age Youth (TAY) with 

serious mental illness who are homeless or marginally housed and not currently receiving services in its 

TAY Support Services. This program is part of the City¿s Mental Health Services Act (MHSA) 

implementation. 

The Berkeley Food and Housing Project has set aside 12 beds for single homeless male veterans and 

provides case management services during the day and shelter at night. In addition, Ashby House, 

owned by Resources for Community Development and operated by Operation Dignity provides 7 units 

of transitional housing for homeless veterans.  
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MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services – 91.210(d) 

Introduction 

As previously discussed in the Needs Assessment, the special needs population consists of persons who 

are not homeless but requires supportive housing and services for various reasons.  This population 

includes (but is not limited to) persons with mental, physical, and/or developmental disabilities; the 

elderly and frail elderly; persons with alcohol or other drug addiction; persons with HIV/AIDS and their 

families; victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking; and transitional age 

youth. 

 

Including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental), 
persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families, 
public housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify, and describe 
their supportive housing needs 

The City of Berkeley’s Aging Services Division, part of the Health, Housing & Community Services 

(HH&CS) Department, operates two senior centers and offers a variety of computer classes, seminars, 

and social events for adults 55 years of age and older.  The Aging Services Division offers lunch at the 

two senior centers, delivers meals to homebound seniors through their Meals on Wheels Program, and 

provides consultation/referral services via the Social Services Unit.  The City also funds the following 

programs: 

 Alzheimer’s Services of the East Bay, Dementia Specific Services 

 Japanese American Services of the East Bay, Senior Services 

 Eden Council for Home and Opportunity: Senior Home Equity Conversion 

The City of Berkeley’s Mental Health Division (also part of HH&CS) provides mental health prevention 

and intervention services with a focus on high-risk adult, youth, and families.  Working closely with other 

City departments and community partners, the City’s Mental Health Services Division provides programs 

for people in crisis, people with serious mental illnesses and disabilities, people in need of mental health 

or related social services, and children, teens, and families experiencing emotional difficulties.  The 

division is also one of a number of agencies providing services for participants in Berkeley’s Shelter Plus 

Care Program.  Their assistance allows seriously mentally ill adults who are homeless, frequently 

chronically homeless, to become permanently housed with ongoing support. 

In addition to the work of the Mental Health Division, the City has funded the following programs for 

people with disabilities using a combination of federal and local funds. These programs serve primarily 

non-homeless people but do not prohibit participation by people who are homeless. 

 Bay Area Outreach and Recreation Program: Fitness Access for People with Physical Disabilities 
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 Bay Area Outreach and Recreation Program: Transportation and Outreach to People with 

Disabilities 

 Berkeley Place 

 Center for Independent Living: Residential Access Project for Disabled 

 Center for Independent Living: Blind Services 

 Center for Independent Living: Employment 

 Emergency Services for Severely Disabled Transportation Program 

 Through the Looking Glass  

The City funds the following programs for people with alcohol and drug addiction: 

 Bonita House: Supported Living 

 Bonita House: Creative Living Center 

 Lifelong Medical Care: Acupuncture Detox Clinic 

 Options Recovery Services: Case Manager/Housing Benefits Coordinator 

 Options Recovery Services: Day Treatment Program 

 Options Recovery Services: Dual Diagnosis Clinic 

The City funds the following programs for victims of domestic violence: 

 Family Violence Law Center: Family Violence and Homelessness Prevention 

 Family Violence Law Center: Domestic Violence Advocacy Project  

The City of Berkeley’s Public Health Division has provided HIV/AIDS services and funds other services 

provided by community based organizations.  The services include clinic-based HIV counseling and 

testing services, AIDS Drug Assistance Program, and AIDS/HIV case surveillance.   

The following programs serve transitional age youth: 

 Fred Finch Youth Center: Turning Point 

 Youth Emergency Assistance Hostel (YEAH!): Winter Shelter Program 

 YEAH!: Transition Age Youth Program 

 United for Health: Youth Suitcase Clinic 

Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health 

institutions receive appropriate supportive housing 

The City of Berkeley provides funding to LifeLong Medical Care’s Interim Care Program (ICP).  The 

mission of the ICP is to provide shelter, food, and ancillary services to homeless adults who are 

discharged from the inpatient unit at Alta Bates Summit Medical and do not have a safe place for 

recovery.  The goal of the program is to abate medical treatment costs for the homeless by reducing 
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unnecessary inpatient hospital days, re-admissions, and emergency department visits and by increasing 

access to primary care and supportive services to improve health and housing outcomes. 

The Alameda County-wide Continuum of Care (CoC) provides several programs to ensure persons 

returning from mental and physical health institutions receive appropriate supportive housing. The 

CoC’s efforts are outlined in its FY2013 application to HUD for funding and are summarized below: 

Health Care: Persons are not routinely discharged from health care facilities into homelessness, and the 

CoC worked aggressively with a variety of health care institutions to reduce discharges into literal 

homelessness.  In recent years, the County has established two medical respite programs for individuals 

being discharged from local hospitals.  Several care transition initiatives with two of the area’s major 

hospitals have resulted in improved discharge planning efforts.  A federally qualified health center in the 

region provides supportive housing-based services and operates a housing first program targeted to 

frequent users of local hospital emergency departments.  Individuals admitted to health care institutions 

as homeless are discharged to a variety of locations depending on several relevant factors.  Locations 

include skilled nursing facilities, licensed residential care facilities, room and boards, medical respite 

programs, emergency hotels, family/friends, and others. 

Mental Health: The CoC works with Housing Services Office of Behavioral Health Care Services (BHCS) to 

improve discharge planning from mental health facilities.  To that end, the Housing Services Office, with 

coordination by the CoC created a homelessness prevention/rapid re-housing fund, modeled after and 

delivered in partnership with the Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program.  The fund has 

been used to help hospitalized persons continue to pay rent so units are not lost, or to obtain units upon 

exit from the facility.  The CoC worked with permanent supportive housing providers to develop 

protocols allowing tenants hospitalized for more than 30 days to retain their units.  The CoC and the 

Housing Services Office trained staff on how to assess patients’ housing needs and assist in resolving 

them as part of discharge planning, utilizing the Office’s centralized housing resource database and 

webpage.  BHCS also contracts for dedicated emergency hotel beds for use while ACT teams work on 

locating permanent housing.  BHCS also pays subsidies for licensed residential care facilities to which 

people routinely exit. 

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to address 

the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with 

respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs. Link to one-year 

goals. 91.315(e) 

The City of Berkeley will continue to fund public services, housing rehabilitation, public facility 

renovations and other housing services with CDBG and HOME funds in PY2015. See the Strategic Plan 

and Annual Action Plan for more detail.  
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MA-40 Barriers to Affordable Housing – 91.210(e) 

Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and Residential Investment 

The City is currently updating its Housing Element and the December 2014 Draft contains an updated 

evaluation of potential constraints to housing production.  The following narrative is adapted from the 

draft. 

To identify potential constraints to housing production, City staff analyzed the specific constraint 

categories as described in state law and discussed the City’s regulations with local developers.  Planning 

and zoning regulations establish rules for how land may be used, thereby limiting the amount of 

development in a city.  Although local ordinances and policies are typically adopted to protect the 

health, safety, and welfare of residents, they may have the consequence of creating constraints to the 

development of housing.  This consequence may be intentional (as is the case with growth control 

ordinances) or unintentional (such as with certain zoning requirements).  

As described in detail below, most constraints have been addressed by existing City programs.  The 

development record and densities of approved projects are the best evidence that there are not 

significant constraints to housing production.  However, housing policies have been designed to 

minimize potential constraints including: identification and consideration of options to revise the zoning 

regulations in lower and medium-density areas for infill developments, consideration of revisions to the 

accessory dwelling unit regulations, and continued improvement to the development review process.   

Density and Development Standards 

Density is a key factor in identifying potential constraints to development of housing.  The more cities 

limit density, the fewer units are constructed and, in general, the more expensive they are on a per-unit 

basis.  Most lots in Berkeley are developed and most zoning districts allow residential uses.  Thus, 

housing is allowed in most of the City, except portions of West Berkeley that are developed with and 

planned for manufacturing uses.  

For most zoning districts, residential development standards, such as lot size, setbacks, lot coverage, etc. 

are similar to standards in other nearby cities.  There are not many vacant lots and construction of new 

single-family dwellings has been limited.  According to the Berkeley Planning Department’s records, 10 

new single-family dwellings were approved or constructed on vacant lots between 2009 and 2013.  

Single-family development tends to provide above-moderate income housing, so to the extent that this 

is a constraint, it is not on the development of affordable units. 

Berkeley has numerous medium and high density residential zoning districts. This type of infill 

development (adding units to developed lots) occurs throughout the City.  The City approved seven new 

infill dwelling units in the time from of 2013-2014. 
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As previously indicated, residential growth has concentrated on commercial corridors, with recent 

development densities ranging from 69 to 202 dwelling units per acre.  The densities of larger mixed-use 

projects approved in the period between 2010-2014 averaged 125 units per acre, demonstrating that 

Berkeley’s zoning regulations and permit process have not constrained development of high density 

housing along the City’s commercial corridors.  

While the flexibility of Berkeley’s zoning ordinance and the lack of specific density standards may be 

seen as providing less certainty than more traditional zoning, it is clear from the record of development 

that specific density standards are not needed to produce housing of sufficient density to be financially 

feasible and attractive to developers.  However, while the zoning ordinance includes five multi-family 

zoning districts and the City has seen numerous medium density multi-family development projects, 

Housing Policy H-34 encourages the review the regulation of medium density infill development and to 

identify and change possible constraints. 

Parking 

The City’s residential parking requirements are generally low and are not a constraint to development.  

The zoning regulations for mixed-use projects also provide flexibility to the parking standards.  For 

example, the City allows deep parking reductions for projects located Downtown and along major transit 

corridors.  Many mixed-use projects have been built with less than one parking space per dwelling unit.  

Some have been approved with no parking for the residential component and several Downtown 

projects that were allowed a parking reduction have discovered that there is less tenant demand than 

expected.   

In addition, Berkeley was one of the first cities in the country to allow double and triple stacks lifts to 

satisfy the City’s residential parking requirements. This can eliminate the need for expensive below-

grade parking and/or leave more leasable ground floor area by minimizing the space needed for parking. 

Second Residential Units 

Provision of small, accessory dwelling units in low density areas can be a good way to add housing units 

outside of the commercial corridors and higher density residential districts, while also meeting personal 

or financial needs of property owners.  For example, a second unit on a single-family property can 

provide an opportunity for an older owner to remain at home, either with a caretaker in the second unit 

or by renting the house to a family and the owner moving into the smaller unit. 

In July 2003, the City adopted a second unit ordinance allowing ministerial approval of Accessory 

Dwelling Units (ADU) subject to certain development standards. New units meeting the certain 

standards are allowed in all residential zoning districts as of right.  An ADU that does not meet certain 

the requirements may be permitted with approval of an AUP, a discretionary permit decided by the 

Zoning Officer.  
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On April 30, 2013 the City Council referred to the Planning Commission a set of 10 recommendations 

intended to reduce barriers to the development of residential ADUs.  Planning Department staff 

analyzed the referral and presented options for zoning amendments to the Planning Commission at two 

meetings in 2014.  The Planning Commission recommended a package of zoning changes to the City 

Council on June 4, 2014.  The City Council considered the changes on September 16, 2014 and continued 

the item to a workshop on February 26, 2015 to discuss the changes in more detail. 

Demolition Controls 

The City regulates demolition of dwelling units to protect the affordable housing supply and existing 

tenants.  In general, the Zoning Adjustments Board (ZAB) may approve a use permit to demolish 

dwelling units only if the units are replaced by new construction or if the structure is hazardous, 

unusable or infeasible to repair. However, if elimination of a rent-controlled unit is proposed, the 

requirements are more stringent.  

There is an exception to allow elimination of a controlled rental unit if all of the following apply: (1) the 

dwelling unit is in a building that is seriously deteriorated beyond the conditions which might reasonably 

be expected due to normal use in the written determination of the Building Official and will be 

rehabilitated to meet City housing code requirements; (2) the replacement unit will be provided to a 

very-low or lower-income household; (3) the elimination of the dwelling unit will not cause 

displacement of any tenant against that tenant’s will; and (4) a signed statement supporting the 

application has been filed by of all of the tenants whose units will be physically modified and from all 

tenants who may be required to move temporarily. 

The issue is further complicated by interpretation of other ordinances, including the Rent Stabilization 

and Eviction for Good Cause Ordinance, the Relocation Ordinance, and the Ellis Act.  Due to the 

restrictive nature of these exceptions and their interaction with other City ordinances, the controls on 

demolition of rent-controlled units can be a constraint to development.  A housing policy proposes that 

they city consider revisions to the demolition controls that would provide better coordination designed 

to protect tenants and continue to meet affordable housing needs.  A subcommittee of the City Council 

is currently working on revisions. 

Berkeley’s demolition regulations are not a constraint to housing development, as demolition of units is 

permissible upon replacement of at least the same number of dwelling units as the demolished 

structure.  Additionally, demolition of a controlled rental unit is permissible only if the replacement 

dwelling unit is available for occupancy to Households for Lower Income or Very Low Income 

Households. 

Affordable Housing Incentive Programs 

Inclusionary housing was originally adopted as City policy as part of the Neighborhood Preservation 

Ordinance in 1973 and it was codified in the zoning ordinance in 1987.  In 2009, the Palmer/Sixth Street 
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Properties vs. City of Los Angeles court ruling found that inclusionary housing requirements on rental 

developments violate the Costa-Hawkins Rental Act of 1995, thereby invalidating the City’s inclusionary 

requirements for rental housing.  In order to continue to provide income-restricted units in Berkeley, 

Council adopted an affordable housing mitigation fee (AHMF) on new market-rate rental units 

(Ordinance 7,192-N.S.) on June 28, 2011.  The fee was established by an impact fee nexus study, which 

quantified the need for affordable housing created by the development of new market rate rental 

housing.  

On October 16, 2012, the City Council adopted Resolution 65,920-N.S. setting the fee at $28,000 and 

establishing criteria for applying the fee. On February 19, 2013, City Council adopted Resolution 66,015-

N.S. which reduced the fee for projects meeting certain benchmarks within the first two years of the 

program. On October 7, 2014, Council adopted Resolution No. 66,809–N.S. amending Resolution No. 

66,015-N.S. to extend the affordable housing mitigation fee discount of $8,000 for six months to April 

16, 2015, requiring projects receiving the discount to obtain needed approval of the Zoning Adjustments 

Board by April 16, 2017, and directing staff to work with the Planning Commission and the Housing 

Advisory Commission to complete the new nexus study for possible revisions to the fee. 

In response to current market conditions and the 2013 the Sterling Park, L.P. v. City of Palo Alto ruling, 

the City is currently updating the nexus study to include potential affordable housing mitigation fees for 

ownership housing. 

The AHMF is deposited in the City’s Housing Trust Fund.  The AHMF applies to new rental housing 

projects of 5 or more dwelling units (certain types of projects are exempt).  An applicant for a 

development project that is subject to the Fee may elect to avoid the Fee by providing, for the life of the 

project, a number of units equal to 10 percent of the market rate units in the project at rental rates 

affordable to Very Low- Income Households. 

Between 2009 and July 31, 2014, the City issued building permits for nine projects that included 

dedicated BMR units.  These nine projects represent a total of 533 units, including 37 Low Income (51 – 

80 percent AMI) and 48 Very Low Income (<50 percent AMI) units.   Five of these projects included a 

density bonus.  During this time frame, the City entitled (i.e. use permit) nine additional projects 

(building permit issuance is pending), that represent a total of 828 units, 87 of which are dedicated as 

Very Low Income. Five of these projects include density bonus units. 

As demonstrated by development activity in Berkeley, the zoning standards, including density, parking 

and affordable housing requirements, have not constrained approval of housing projects or 

development of affordable units.  The residential zoning standards are appropriate for residential areas 

and flexibility is provided for high density projects on commercial corridors.  The affordable housing 

mitigation fee (AHMF), or provision of on-site units available to Very Low Income Households, has not 

deterred new residential development as can be seen with the number of applications the City has 

received and the continued interest in new multi-family construction.  The fee per unit is roughly 

equivalent to the cost of providing the income restricted units on site, and unlike the fee formula under 
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the Inclusionary Ordinance, the fee is a known variable that housing developers can calculate in a 

project’s pro forma.  The 2010 nexus study prepared by Bay Area Economics found the AHMF would 

bring the fees charged per unit in Berkeley within comparable range of other East Bay cities such as 

Oakland and Hayward.  The requirement for payment of the AHMF or provision of Very Low Income 

units on site is, therefore, not considered a constraint on housing development in Berkeley. 
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets – 91.215 (f) 

Introduction 

This section covers the economic development needs of the City and provides data regarding the local economic condition. 

Economic Development Market Analysis 

Business Activity 

Business by Sector Number of 
Workers 

Number of Jobs Share of Workers 
% 

Share of Jobs 
% 

Jobs less workers 
% 

Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction 202 33 1 0 -1 

Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations 4,017 7,260 15 18 3 

Construction 784 1,246 3 3 0 

Education and Health Care Services 5,405 9,646 20 24 4 

Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate 2,129 1,814 8 4 -4 

Information 1,285 1,475 5 4 -1 

Manufacturing 1,377 3,574 5 9 4 

Other Services 2,451 4,099 9 10 1 

Professional, Scientific, Management Services 5,061 4,984 19 12 -7 

Public Administration 0 0 0 0 0 

Retail Trade 2,516 5,168 9 13 4 

Transportation and Warehousing 501 159 2 0 -2 

Wholesale Trade 852 1,391 3 3 0 

Total 26,580 40,849 -- -- -- 

Table 39 - Business Activity 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS (Workers), 2011 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (Jobs) 
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Labor Force 

 
 

 Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force 57,319 

Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over 53,222 

Unemployment Rate 7.15 

Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24 11.34 

Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65 4.83 

Table 40 - Labor Force 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

 
Top 10 Berkeley Employers, 4th Quarter, 2013 

 

Occupations by Sector Number of People 

Management, business and financial 22,499 

Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations 1,826 

Service 3,428 

Sales and office 9,307 

Construction, extraction, maintenance and 

repair 2,140 
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Occupations by Sector Number of People 

Production, transportation and material moving 975 

Table 41 – Occupations by Sector 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

Travel Time 

Travel Time Number Percentage 

< 30 Minutes 28,485 61% 

30-59 Minutes 13,854 30% 

60 or More Minutes 4,273 9% 
Total 46,612 100% 

Table 42 - Travel Time 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

Education: 

Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older) 

Educational Attainment In Labor Force  

Civilian Employed Unemployed Not in Labor Force 

Less than high school graduate 1,029 249 1,221 

High school graduate (includes 

equivalency) 2,437 415 1,369 

Some college or Associate's degree 6,080 759 2,906 

Bachelor's degree or higher 31,610 1,277 6,528 

Table 43 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

Educational Attainment by Age 

 Age 

18–24 yrs 25–34 yrs 35–44 yrs 45–65 yrs 65+ yrs 

Less than 9th grade 30 329 143 619 560 

9th to 12th grade, no diploma 591 243 581 584 596 

High school graduate, GED, or 

alternative 3,828 922 1,154 2,145 1,453 

Some college, no degree 16,930 2,002 1,513 3,785 1,816 

Associate's degree 756 465 630 1,361 518 

Bachelor's degree 4,645 7,648 4,076 6,721 2,923 

Graduate or professional degree 140 5,492 4,921 10,567 5,307 

Table 44 - Educational Attainment by Age 
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Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

Educational Attainment – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 

Educational Attainment Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 

Less than high school graduate 22,509 

High school graduate (includes equivalency) 27,393 

Some college or Associate's degree 32,029 

Bachelor's degree 43,946 

Graduate or professional degree 61,856 

Table 45 – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months 
Data Source: 2007-2011 ACS 

 

 

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within 

your jurisdiction? 

According to the data above, the top employment sector in the City of Berkeley is education and health 

care services with 23 percent share of the jobs. The arts, entertainment, and accommodations sector 

follow with 17 percent share. 

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community: 

The workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community are broad.  As in most Bay Area 

cities, Berkeley’s businesses require an educated and skilled workforce, a robust transportation system, 

public safety and health, and a business-friendly policy climate. 

According to the City’s Office of Economic Development, some of Berkeley’s emerging growth sectors 

include biotech/life sciences, information technology, health care, food production, food services, and 

small-scale manufacturing.  Specific needs include: 

 Workers with Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) education. 

 Transportation infrastructure, particularly linking to Berkeley’s west side. 

 More connections/access to training, job and career opportunities for people from low income 

or limited English-speaking households. 

Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or 

regional public or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect 

job and business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for 

workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create. 
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Some specific developments that will likely have a notable economic impact in Berkeley include: 

 Increased investment and real estate activity from University of California, Berkeley. UC 

Berkeley has planned a number of development projects, primarily in and around Downtown 

Berkeley. The City of Berkeley must plan to support the ancillary companies and economic 

activities that may result from this investment. 

 Recent and pending land use planning activities (the Downtown Plan, the pending Adeline 

Corridor Specific Plan) spur new mixed-use development in key corridors. The City must attract 

and support neighborhood serving businesses to fill spaces. 

 New funded transportation infrastructure investment in the Downtown BART Plaza and some of 

the surrounding streets that will improve the attractiveness of the area and encourage transit 

use. 

 The pending construction of a new highway interchange at Route 80 and Gilman Street could 

spur economic growth on the west side. 

Taken together, these projects will make Berkeley a more attractive location for business, catalyze more 

development activity, and ultimately generate new business activity and employment opportunity in the 

growing economic sectors mentioned above. 

How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment 

opportunities in the jurisdiction? 

The City of Berkeley features a population that is exceptionally well-educated.  Sixty-nine percent of 

Berkeley’s population (age 25 and up) has a bachelor’s degree or more education, compared to just 31 

percent for California overall (2009-2013 ACS).  That said, there are certainly unmet needs among the 

City’s unemployed, underemployed and low income populations.  There is still a strong need to provide 

relevant job skills training and employment opportunities for these populations. 

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce 

Investment Boards, community colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts 

will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan. 

The City has contracted with the following workforce development programs to provide training, 

education and job placement for low income, under-employed, and unemployed residents: 

 Rubicon Programs, which provides 1) Landscape Work Maturity Training (providing hands-on job 

training for Rubicon clients) for maintenance of five City facilities operated the City of Berkeley’s 

Public Health Division, and 2) Workforce Services and Shelter Plus Care administration. Rubicon 

also receives funds from the federal Supportive Housing Program for its Rubicon Berkeley 

Services' operation of its Homeless One-Stop Center. 
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 Inter-City Services provides employment, training, and education and continues to serve 

veterans as funded under the Governor’s 15% Discretionary pool of Workforce Investment Act 

(WIA) funds. 

 Biotech Partners operates the Biotech Academy at Berkeley High School, targeting youth from 

under-represented populations in the fields of science and technology (African American, Latino, 

South East Asian, female and low income youth) and who may be at risk of not graduating from 

high school. 

 The Bread Project provides training in culinary arts and bakery production, and includes the 

formerly incarcerated as their target population.  They operate a social enterprise (wholesale 

bakery) that creates opportunities for trainees to obtain crucial on-the-job experience. 

 Rising Sun Energy Center’s Green Energy Training Services (GETS) provides classroom and hands-

on training in Building Performance which serves as a pathway for careers in green and clean 

technologies. Rising Sun also operates the California Youth Energy Services (CYES) program 

funded by the CA Public Utilities Commission, providing summer jobs conducting residential 

energy audits. 

 Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) receives WIA funding through Alameda County Workforce 

Investment Board (ACWIB) to provide workforce development services to in-school and out-of-

school youth.  The area of workforce development is a focus area for increased coordination, 

including establishing methods to maximize and leverage resources.  BYA, utilizing city funds, 

provides training to disadvantaged youth in all aspects of park and landscape maintenance. 

 Continuing the City’s First Source local hiring policy and working closely with local workforce 

development programs to coordinate outreach to low income, at-risk residents to ensure access 

to employment opportunities on publicly funded projects.  The local hiring policy was used as a 

springboard to develop the Community Workforce Agreement (CWA) between the City of 

Berkeley and the Building trades (created in 2011) which applies to publicly funded construction 

projects estimated at $1million or above.  

 The YouthWorks employment program continued its partnerships with City and nonprofit 

agencies.  YouthWorks targets low income, at-risk youth from South & West Berkeley, and 

provides all youth with training regarding important workplace skills. City of Berkeley 

departments and organizations serve as worksites providing valuable work experience to 

Berkeley youth.  

 With support from the City’s Recreation Division of Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department, 

continue CalCorps’ West Berkeley after-school youth program, as well as the Community 

Builders program, an after-school targeting at-risk South Berkeley youth, focusing on addressing 

issues of violence, self-esteem and community service. 

 A Green Career Pathways program has been developed and Regional Workforce Development 

training programs have been successful in leveraging resources to provide training in green and 

clean technologies to local residents, with expansion of the program underway. 

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy 

(CEDS)? 
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No 

If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be coordinated 

with the Consolidated Plan? If not, describe other local/regional plans or initiatives that 

impact economic growth. 

The City participates in a number of regional economic development initiatives and strategies: 

 East Bay Economic Development Alliance is a next-generation, cross-sector membership 

organization dedicated to growing the economy from the inside out.  Working with the world-

class companies, leading research institutions, passionate community organizations, small 

business leaders, and forward thinking local government agencies that constitute the 

membership, East Bay EDA represents the collective identity of the East Bay and the special 

power of a fully functional regional partnership.  The organization conducts research, advocacy, 

and marketing to attract business investment to the region. 

 East Bay Green Corridor Partnership is a collaboration of municipalities and research institutions 

to build and leverage the region’s existing strength as a center for emerging green technology, 

innovation and entrepreneurship. 

 Berkeley-Emeryville Bio is a collaboration of Berkeley and Emeryville to support and grow the 

cities’ biotechnology and medical research business cluster. 

 Design It – Build It – Ship It (DBS) is a 4-year, $14.9 million U.S. Department of Labor-funded 

initiative in the East Bay under the Obama Administration’s Trade Adjustment Assistance 

Community college Career Training program (TAACCCT).  The goal of DBS is to build an 

integrated, regional, industry-driven workforce development system in the East Bay.  The City of 

Berkeley supports the grant’s key efforts with participation in industry and sector focus groups.  

The grant is led by the Contra Costa Community College District and boasts participation from a 

number of regional consortia including the East Bay Advanced Manufacturing Partnership, and 

the East Bay Transportation and Logistics Partnership. 

 The Career Pathways Consortium, a program of Peralta College, is designed to help students 

stay in school and move toward college and employment in high-demand fields.  The program 

emphasizes a strong connection to industry where jobs will be available. City of Berkeley is 

participating in this effort as an industry partner in advisory role, along with Berkeley City 

College and the Berkeley Unified School District. 
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MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion  

Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated? 

(include a definition of "concentration") 

The City of Berkeley does not currently allocate funds on a geographic basis and does not have a HUD 

approved Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area.  Funds are allocated to organizations that provide 

services to low income households and the homeless population. 

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income 

families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration") 

HUD regulations indicate that the City should not allocate funds to an area of minority concentration 

unless certain conditions are met. Minority concentration is defined as when “the percentage of 

households in a particular racial or ethnic minority group is at least 20 percentage points higher than the 

percentage of that minority group for the housing market area, i.e. the Metropolitan Statistical Area 

(MSA) in which the proposed housing is to be located.” 

The City of Berkeley is divided into the following neighborhoods: Central, Greater Downtown, North 

East, South, South East, and West (see “Berkeley Neighborhoods” map). Each neighborhood consists of 

several census tracts which is more reflective of the City’s areas for market purposes. When the 

neighborhoods are compared to the City as a whole, none meets the “concentrated” standard for Asian, 

African American, or Latino residents. Based on the 2010 Census data, the areas closest to concentrated 

are African Americans in South Berkeley and Latinos in West Berkeley but they do not meet the 

definition of “concentration.”  

What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods? 

Not applicable. 

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods? 

Not applicable. 

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas? 

Not applicable. 
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Berkeley Neighborhoods 
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Strategic Plan 

SP-05 Overview 

Strategic Plan Overview 

The purpose of the Strategic Plan is to identify the priority needs of the City and describe strategies that 

the City will undertake to serve the priority needs.  The Strategic Plan includes the following sections: 

 Geographic Priorities 

 Priority Needs 

 Influence of Market Conditions 

 Anticipated Resources 

 Institutional Delivery Structure 

 Goals 

 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement 

 Barriers to Affordable Housing 

 Homelessness Strategy 

 Lead-based Paint Hazards 

 Anti-Poverty Strategy 

 Monitoring 
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities – 91.215 (a)(1) 

Geographic Area 

Table 46 - Geographic Priority Areas 

1 Area Name: BERKELEY  

Area Type: Local Target 

area 

Other Target Area Description:   

HUD Approval Date:   

% of Low/ Mod:   

Revital Type:  Housing 

Other Revital Description:   

Identify the neighborhood boundaries for this target area. City-wide 

Include specific housing and commercial characteristics of this target area.   

How did your consultation and citizen participation process help you to identify 

this neighborhood as a target area? 

  

Identify the needs in this target area.   

What are the opportunities for improvement in this target area?       

Are there barriers to improvement in this target area?   

 

General Allocation Priorities 

Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or within the EMSA 

for HOPWA) 

The City of Berkeley is divided into the following neighborhoods: Central, Greater Downtown, North 

East, South, South East, and West (see "Berkeley Neighborhoods" map in section MA-50). However, the 

City does not allocate federal funds based on geography. It funds a variety of services targeting low 

income and homeless people that are located in all parts of the jurisdiction.  
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SP-25 Priority Needs - 91.215(a)(2) 

Priority Needs 

Table 47 – Priority Needs Summary 

1 Priority Need 

Name 

Affordable Housing 

Priority Level High 

Population Extremely Low 

Low 

Moderate 

Large Families 

Families with Children 

Elderly 

Chronic Homelessness 

Individuals 

Families with Children 

Mentally Ill 

Chronic Substance Abuse 

veterans 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Unaccompanied Youth 

Elderly 

Frail Elderly 

Persons with Mental Disabilities 

Persons with Physical Disabilities 

Persons with Developmental Disabilities 

Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions 

Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Geographic 

Areas 

Affected 

BERKELEY  

Associated 

Goals 

Affordable Housing Supply and Quality 

Description Approximately 90 percent of the HOME funds and 66 percent of CDBG funding will 

be utilized for the affordable housing development and rehabilitation. This includes 

affordable multi-family housing funded through the City's Housing Trust Fund and 

single family rehabilitation programs funded with CDBG.  
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Basis for 

Relative 

Priority 

As mentioned in the Needs Assessment Section, 52.6 percent of Berkeley 

households are considered "low income" per HUD definitions.  In addition, 45.3 

percent of all households in the City are paying too much for their housing costs. 

 There is a strong need for more affordable housing options in the City. It is 

expected that federal funding will be allocated to these activities during the period 

covered by the consolidated plan.  

2 Priority Need 

Name 

Homelessness 

Priority Level High 

Population Extremely Low 

Low 

Families with Children 

Elderly 

Chronic Homelessness 

Individuals 

Families with Children 

Mentally Ill 

Chronic Substance Abuse 

veterans 

Persons with HIV/AIDS 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Unaccompanied Youth 

Geographic 

Areas 

Affected 

BERKELEY  

Associated 

Goals 

Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing 

Description Approximately 90 percent of the ESG funds will be used for Rapid Re-Housing and 

Homeless Prevention activities. The remainder will be used to fund the Homeless 

Management Information System and for the administration of the program.  

Basis for 

Relative 

Priority 

ESG funds are expected to be allocated to these activities during the period of the 

consolidated plan.  

3 Priority Need 

Name 

Non-Housing Community Development 

Priority Level High 
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Population Extremely Low 

Low 

Large Families 

Families with Children 

Elderly 

Chronic Homelessness 

Individuals 

Mentally Ill 

Chronic Substance Abuse 

veterans 

Elderly 

Frail Elderly 

Persons with Mental Disabilities 

Persons with Physical Disabilities 

Persons with Developmental Disabilities 

Persons with Alcohol or Other Addictions 

Persons with HIV/AIDS and their Families 

Victims of Domestic Violence 

Non-housing Community Development 

Geographic 

Areas 

Affected 

BERKELEY  

Associated 

Goals 

Improve Public Facilities and Public Services 

Description CDBG funds will be used for public facility improvements and public services. 

Approximately 28 percent of CDBG funding available each year will be used for 1) 

renovations to facilities operated by non-profits for homeless and other low-

income populations and 2) public services such as workforce development services 

for youth and low-income populations and homeless services.  

Basis for 

Relative 

Priority 

Federal funds are expected to be allocated to these resources during the period of 

the consolidated plan.  

 

Narrative (Optional) 

The Consolidated Plan Section NA-05 through NA-50 provides detail on the priority needs in Berkeley.  
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SP-30 Influence of Market Conditions – 91.215 (b) 

Influence of Market Conditions 

Affordable 
Housing Type 

Market Characteristics that will influence  
the use of funds available for housing type 

Tenant Based 

Rental Assistance 

(TBRA) 

The City currently does not use HOME funds for TBRA but the City may consider it 

as an increasing number of Berkeley residents face a housing cost burden.  As 

previously discussed, 33 percent of homeowners are paying 30 percent or more of 

their household income towards housing costs.  For renters, the figure jumps to 

53 percent. 

TBRA for Non-

Homeless Special 

Needs 

Although there is a need for the non-homeless special needs population, the City 

does not currently use HOME funds for TBRA. 

New Unit 

Production 

The characteristics of Berkeley’s market that would substantiate the need for 

funding new affordable unit production includes the cost of land, cost of 

construction, and economic conditions including income/employment levels.  

HOME funds can be used in the development of new unit production for projects 

offering affordable housing at various levels. 

Rehabilitation The City contains an old housing stock with more than 90 percent of all housing 

constructed before 1980.  As the housing stock continues to age, the need for 

rehabilitation will increase.  Other factors influencing the use of funds include 

economic conditions since it would affect whether property owners have the 

funds for repair.  

Acquisition, 

including 

preservation 

As economic conditions change and housing cost burdens increase, HOME and 

CDBG funds continue to be a good source of gap financing for acquisition and 

preservation projects.   

Table 48 – Influence of Market Conditions 
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SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2) 

Introduction  

 

Anticipated Resources 

Program Source of 
Funds 

Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 
Amount 
Available 
Reminder 
of ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 
Description Annual 

Allocation: 
$ 

Program 
Income: $ 

Prior Year 
Resources: 

$ 

Total: 
$ 

CDBG public - 

federal 

Acquisition 

Admin and Planning 

Economic Development 

Housing 

Public Improvements 

Public Services 2,421,779 60,000 250,000 2,731,779 9,687,116 

See below 

HOME public - 

federal 

Acquisition 

Homebuyer assistance 

Homeowner rehab 

Multifamily rental new 

construction 

Multifamily rental rehab 

New construction for 

ownership 

TBRA 197,191 0 0 197,191 788,764 

See below 
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Program Source of 
Funds 

Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 
Amount 
Available 
Reminder 
of ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 
Description Annual 

Allocation: 
$ 

Program 
Income: $ 

Prior Year 
Resources: 

$ 

Total: 
$ 

ESG public - 

federal 

Conversion and rehab for 

transitional housing 

Financial Assistance 

Overnight shelter 

Rapid re-housing (rental 

assistance) 

Rental Assistance 

Services 

Transitional housing 624,897 20,000 1,051,211 1,696,108 2,499,588 

See below 

Table 49 - Anticipated Resources 

 

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how 

matching requirements will be satisfied 

Most of the housing and community services programs described in the Consolidated Plan will continue to be delivered by nonprofit community 

based organizations.  The City contracts with a wide range of housing and service providers using CDBG, HOME, ESG, Community Services Block 

Grant (CSBG), General Fund, and other sources of funding. These organizations leverage significant financial and in-kind support from individual 

community members, foundations, and private organizations that help meet the needs identified in this plan. 

In addition to leveraging at the individual agency level, the City has historically matched the investment of CDBG, HOME, and ESG dollars with 

the investment of General Funds. Typically, over two-thirds of the funding for community agency programs comes from General Funds. The City 

meets the HOME 25% match requirement and has accumulated over $4 million in excess match by investing local funds in HOME eligible 

affordable housing projects. The City meets the dollar for dollar match requirements for the ESG program by allocating General Funds to various 

homeless services providers. These programs received a total of over $365,000 in City General Funds each year. 
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs 

identified in the plan 

The City has long-term leases of City-owned property with non-profit organizations that address the needs identified. Programs operating in 

leased City-owned properties include: 

 Berkeley Food and Housing Project’s Men’s Overnight Homeless Shelter; 

 BOSS’ Harrison House Shelter for Homeless men, women and families; 

 BOSS’ MASC – a homeless daytime Drop-In Center; 

 BOSS’ Sankofa House – transitional housing for homeless families; and 

 Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center’s Bridget House – transitional housing for homeless families.  

On January 20, 2015, City Council will consider adopting the second reading of an Ordinance approving a Disposition and Development Loan 

Agreement (DDLA) for 3135 Harper Street, a City-owned property, for development as affordable housing by Satellite Affordable Housing 

Associates (SAHA).  The City Council has already approved a Housing Trust Fund reservation of $1.8 million for the project. Under the terms of 

the DDLA, SAHA would acquire the site, valued at $1.46 million, for $500. 

The City is also exploring the use of the City-owned Berkeley Way parking lot to address the needs identified in the plan, specifically for use as 

permanent supportive housing.  On September 9, 2014, after a Request for Qualifications process, the City Council approved the selection of a 

development team consisting of Bridge Housing, the Berkeley Food and Housing Project, and Leddy Maytum Stacy Architects (LMSA) as the 

preferred development team for the site. The City will enter into an agreement with the development team, during which the development 

team will work to identify a feasible proposal for the site, taking into account the identified priorities of emergency shelter, administrative 

offices, community space, open space and supportive services. 
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure – 91.215(k) 

Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan 

including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions. 

Responsible Entity Responsible Entity 
Type 

Role Geographic Area Served 

RESOURCES FOR 

COMMUNITY 

DEVELOPMENT 

Developer Rental Region 

Berkeley Housing 

Authority 

PHA Public Housing Jurisdiction 

Berkeley Food & 

Housing Project 

Non-profit 

organizations 

Homelessness Region 

Biotech Partners Non-profit 

organizations 

Non-homeless special 

needs 

public services 

Jurisdiction 

LIFELONG MEDICAL 

CARE - OVER 60 HEALTH 

CENTER 

Non-profit 

organizations 

Non-homeless special 

needs 

public facilities 

Region 

CITY OF BERKELEY Government Economic 

Development 

Non-homeless special 

needs 

Jurisdiction 

Table 50 - Institutional Delivery Structure 

Assess of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System 

Due to past and ongoing efforts, the City of Berkeley has strong working relationships with other 

jurisdictions and public agencies in the delivery system. Examples of coordination and collaboration 

include: 

 Membership in the Everyone Home Leadership board by City of Berkeley staff, Berkeley 

community agencies, and public agencies across the county. 

 Countywide coordinated planning and implementation of the Homelessness Prevention and 

Rapid Re-housing (HPRP) funding from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). 

 Monthly coordination meeting between Housing and Community Services Department and 

Planning Department staff. 

 Joint development of outcomes to use in homeless program contracts by the Cities of Berkeley 

and Oakland, and several Alameda County agencies, starting in fall 2009. 

 Collaboration countywide to develop a grant application to the Substance Abuse and Mental 

Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) for homeless services in 2008 (ultimately 

unsuccessful). 
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Although there are needs for additional services and housing, no specific gaps in the delivery system 

have been identified.  Most of the housing and community services programs described in the 

Consolidated Plan are delivered by nonprofit community based organizations.  The City contracts with a 

wide range of housing and service providers using CDBG, HOME, ESG, CSBG, General Fund, and other 

sources of funding.  These organizations leverage significant financial and in-kind support from 

individual community members, foundations, and private organizations that help meet the needs 

identified in this plan. 

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream 

services 

Homelessness Prevention 
Services 

Available in the 
Community 

Targeted to 
Homeless 

Targeted to People 
with HIV 

Homelessness Prevention Services 

Counseling/Advocacy X X   

Legal Assistance X     

Mortgage Assistance X     

Rental Assistance X X   

Utilities Assistance X     

Street Outreach Services 

Law Enforcement X X     

Mobile Clinics X X     

Other Street Outreach Services X X     

Supportive Services 

Alcohol & Drug Abuse X X    

Child Care X       

Education X       

Employment and Employment 

Training X X    

Healthcare X       

HIV/AIDS X X X 

Life Skills X X    

Mental Health Counseling X X    

Transportation X X    

Other 

        

Table 51 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary 

 

Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed 

above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and 

families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) 
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Alameda County’s Continuum of Care (CoC) is comprised of three Consolidated Plan jurisdictions: the 

Cities of Berkeley and Oakland, and the Alameda County HOME Consortium.  The CoC held community-

wide meetings and several focus groups to determine how best to prioritize the use of Emergency 

Shelter Grant (ESG) funds.  All three jurisdictions’ Consolidated Plans include the goals of the EveryOne 

Home Plan (the CoC Strategic Plan).  The goals are: 

 Prevent homelessness and other housing crises; 

 Increase permanent housing opportunities for homeless and high risk households; 

 Provide wrap-around services to ensure housing stability and quality of life—no wrong door to 

help; 

 Measure success and report outcomes; and 

 Develop long-term leadership and political will, which includes inter jurisdictional cooperation 

and participation in the CoC. 

Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population 

and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed 

above 

Berkeley has its own “mini continuum” of programs and services for homeless people, with entry points 

all along the continuum including drop-in centers, shelters, transitional, and permanent supportive 

housing, as well as a range of services to support people both before and after they are housed. While 

these existing programs all individually focus on serving homeless people and they partner and work 

collaboratively, they are not organized into a system in which all the parts work together to achieve a 

common objective of helping homeless people become housed. 

The City invests approximately $3 million annually in homeless services through community agency 

contracts. Funding for drop-in centers and emergency shelters accounts for 54 percent of City 

investment while 19 percent goes to supportive services not connected to permanent housing. 

Approximately 10 percent of City funding is for rapid re-housing and 9 percent is for services linked to 

permanent housing. City dollars are overwhelmingly invested in emergency services that focus on 

addressing basic needs, but are not necessarily targeted to getting people housed and ending their 

homelessness. 

Despite ongoing efforts to target services to chronically homeless people, services in Berkeley are not 

serving this population at a level commensurate with their prevalence in the overall Berkeley homeless 

population. Furthermore, almost one-third of the clients served by homeless agencies are not literally 

homeless at time of entry. Most of the homeless programs funded by the City of Berkeley use the 

county-wide Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) to track client demographics. Data for 

2013 reveals that chronically homeless clients are being underserved: chronically homeless clients 

represent 46 percent of the homeless population but they account for only 30 percent of the people 

served.  
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Though countywide efforts to focus on producing positive housing outcomes have resulted in 

improvements, HMIS data shows that 38 percent of households served by Berkeley agencies exited to a 

permanent housing destination. More than half (52 percent) remained homeless or exited to other 

temporary housing situations, while another 7 percent exited to unknown situations. This rate of exit 

out of homelessness is not high enough to significantly reduce the number of homeless people. 

Importantly, data suggests that many people exit the homeless service system in the exact same 

situation they entered.  About 21 percent of people exit to family and friends, either in permanent or 

temporary situations. This is roughly equivalent to the numbers who enter the system from staying with 

family and friends. This data suggests that a strategy to assist people who are living with family and 

friends to remain in their current housing rather than having to enter shelter or even an unsheltered 

situation in order to receive assistance would be effective. If nearly 20 percent of clients can be 

“diverted” from becoming literally homeless by assisting them in preserving their informal housing, 

resources for literally homeless people would be freed up. 

Finally, though Berkeley offers a rich fabric of homeless services, they are not well coordinated resulting 

in a frustrating experience for clients and a poor use of limited resources. Currently there are multiple 

front doors, including four main drop-in centers, to the homeless system where clients can receive help 

with securing housing, emergency shelters, and transitional housing. All offer case management and 

some clients receive case management simultaneously at more than one program. A cursory review of 

applications for the City of Berkeley’s Rapid Re-Housing Program shows that a little over one-half of the 

clients were served at multiple agencies in Berkeley at the same time. 

Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and 

service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs 

The following general recommendations were made to City Council in September 2014 for the creation 

of a Centralized Access System for homeless services in Berkeley: 

1. Centralize access into housing resources; 

2. Establish and implement intake, assessment and referral policies to effectively target system 

resources to people with the highest needs, including those who are chronically homeless; 

3. Establish a system to divert those who are not literally homeless from the homeless system; 

4. Develop and centralize housing expertise; and 

5. Implement and Monitor a System for Real Time Data Entry.   

The system envisions a single point of entry called the Housing Crisis Resolution Center, where clients 

are triaged based on housing situation.  There are two primary goals of the Housing Crisis Resolution 

Center.  The first is to “divert” people who are not actually homeless from entering shelter and other 

traditional homeless services by assisting them to resolve issues that are causing them to need to leave 

their current housing situation and to provide limited financial assistance to keep their housing. The 

second goal is to assess clients who are actually homeless and offer services matched to their need, 
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prioritizing services for those with the highest need. The Housing Crisis Resolution Center acts as the 

access point into emergency shelter and transitional housing, and provides housing search assistance 

and other housing supports. Referrals are also made through this front door to other existing services in 

the community. 

A Request for Proposals was issued in December 2014 to encourage proposals that support this systems 

change and City staff envisions the creation of a Housing Crisis Resolution Center in 2015.  
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SP-45 Goals Summary – 91.215(a)(4) 

Goals Summary Information  

Sort 
Order 

Goal Name Start 
Year 

End 
Year 

Category Geographic 
Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

1 Affordable Housing 

Supply and Quality 

2015 2019 Affordable Housing BERKELEY  Affordable Housing CDBG: 

$1,653,294 

HOME: 

$644,897 

Rental units constructed: 

80 Household Housing Unit 

  

Rental units rehabilitated: 

100 Household Housing Unit 

  

Homeowner Housing 

Rehabilitated: 

980 Household Housing Unit 

2 Improve Public 

Facilities and 

Public Services 

2015 2019 Non-Housing 

Community 

Development 

BERKELEY  Non-Housing 

Community 

Development 

CDBG: 

$3,460,245 

Public service activities other 

than Low/Moderate Income 

Housing Benefit: 

7185 Persons Assisted 

3 Homeless 

Prevention and 

Rapid Re-Housing 

2015 2019 Homeless BERKELEY  Homelessness ESG: 

$985,957 

Tenant-based rental 

assistance / Rapid Rehousing: 

405 Households Assisted 

Table 52 – Goals Summary 

 

Goal Descriptions 
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1 Goal Name Affordable Housing Supply and Quality 

Goal 

Description 

CDBG and HOME funds will be used for affordable housing acquisition and rehabilitation, and single family rehabilitation 

programs.  

2 Goal Name Improve Public Facilities and Public Services 

Goal 

Description 

CDBG funds will be used to rehabilitate approximately 4-5 public facilities per year. CDBG funds will also be used for 

homeless services and workforce development services.  

3 Goal Name Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing 

Goal 

Description 

ESG funds will be used to provide homeless households with financial and other assistance to move them as quickly as 

possible into permanent housing.  

 

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide 

affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2) 

The number of new affordable housing units created during the Consolidated Plan period will depend on the amount of HOME and CDBG funds 

available to the City, the availability of other sources of affordable housing development funding, and the cost of rehabilitating and constructing 

affordable housing in Berkeley.  Generally, the City has experienced declining allocations of federal funding combined with rising costs of 

housing development and operation.  Assuming an average of $500,000 in HOME funds per year, a 5 year Consolidated Plan period, and the 

maximum allowable HOME subsidy per unit of $185,136 per two bedroom unit, the City will provide funding for at least 4 extremely low income 

units and 10 low income units in the Consolidated Plan period.  This does not include the hundreds of previously created HOME and CDBG units 

which the City continues to monitor for compliance. 
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SP-50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement – 91.215(c) 

Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary 

Compliance Agreement)  

Not applicable. 

Activities to Increase Resident Involvements 

Not applicable. 

Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902? 

No 

Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation  

Not applicable. 
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SP-55 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.215(h) 

Barriers to Affordable Housing 

The City is currently updating its Housing Element and the December 2014 Draft contains an updated 

evaluation of potential constraints to housing production.  The following narrative is adapted from the 

draft. 

To identify potential constraints to housing production, City staff analyzed the specific constraint 

categories as described in state law and discussed the City’s regulations with local developers.  Planning 

and zoning regulations establish rules for how land may be used, thereby limiting the amount of 

development in a city.  Although local ordinances and policies are typically adopted to protect the 

health, safety, and welfare of residents, they may have the consequence of creating constraints to the 

development of housing.  This consequence may be intentional (as is the case with growth control 

ordinances) or unintentional (such as with certain zoning requirements).  

As described in detail below, most constraints have been addressed by existing City programs.  The 

development record and densities of approved projects are the best evidence that there are not 

significant constraints to housing production.  However, housing policies have been designed to 

minimize potential constraints including: identification and consideration of options to revise the zoning 

regulations in lower and medium-density areas for infill developments, consideration of revisions to the 

accessory dwelling unit regulations, and continued improvement to the development review process.   

Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing 

As stated in MA-40, the following are considered potential constraints in Berkeley: accessory dwelling 

unit (ADU) requirements, infill development regulations and permit review process. While the City’s 

accessory dwelling unit requirements meet state law, they may be a constraint to development of 

additional units; therefore, the Housing Element includes a housing program to evaluate the regulations 

and consider changes to development standards for ADUs, a process that is currently underway. 

Additionally, while the zoning ordinance includes five multi-family zoning districts and the City has seen 

a number multi-family development projects, Housing Policy H-34 encourages the review of infill 

development regulations in residential districts to identify and change possible constraints. 

The permit process in Berkeley may be considered a constraint to housing production, although based 

on the amount of affordable and market-rate development that has been approved and the density of 

those projects, it does not appear to have deterred new development and the City met most of the 

previous California Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) targets. However, Policy H-34 calls for 

the City to continue to improve and streamline the development review process and to evaluate 

regulations to identify and reduce unnecessary impediments to housing development and affordable 

housing projects. 
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SP-60 Homelessness Strategy – 91.215(d) 

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their 

individual needs 

The newly redesigned system will target people who are literally homeless in Berkeley.  Staff at the 

Housing Crisis Resolution Center (HCRC) will utilize an intake and assessment tool that will match 

individuals with the services and housing they need, which may include a bed reservation at a shelter or 

transitional housing program.  The intake and assessment tool will prioritize people with the greatest 

needs. 

Addressing the emergency and transitional housing needs of homeless persons 

In 2013, the City Council allocated funding to design and facilitate a planning process to develop a 

Coordinated Access System (CAS) in Berkeley that would provide a clear and streamlined way for literally 

homeless people to access the services and housing assistance they need.   In 2014, the City hired 

consultants to facilitate the planning process and to develop a set of strategies to implement a CAS.  

From June through August 2014, the Consultants facilitated one consumer focus group and four half-day 

stakeholder meetings. Consumers were referred from shelters and Drop-In Centers. Opinions expressed 

included frustration that the wait for a shelter bed is too long and access is too complicated, that 

homeless services staff need better information and training about housing resources, and that it is 

frustrating to have to provide the same intake information over and over at different homeless agencies. 

Fourteen agencies providing homeless services, a subcommittee of the Homeless Commission, a 

representative of the Ambassadors Program, the Executive Director of EveryOne Home and HH&CS staff 

attended the stakeholder meetings. 

In addition to stakeholder input, the Consultants gathered and analyzed information about people who 

are homeless in Berkeley and the inventory of services and program available to meet their needs. This 

included data from the HMIS system, Alameda County Housing Inventory (HIC), Alameda County 

homeless point in time count, and the City of Berkeley’s database of contracts with homeless providers. 

Based on their analysis of the existing system strengths and weaknesses, input from consumers and 

stakeholders over a four month period, and review of best practices from other communities, the 

consultants suggested the following general recommendations for creation of a CAS in Berkeley: 

1. Centralize access into housing resources; 

2. Establish and implement intake, assessment and referral policies to effectively target system 

resources to people with the highest needs, including those who are chronically homeless; 

3. Establish a system to divert those who are not literally homeless from the homeless system; 

4. Develop and centralize housing expertise; and 

5. Implement and Monitor a System for Real Time Data Entry.  
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Based on the recommendations, the City released its biennial Request for Proposals (RFP) in December 

2014.  The RFP was redesigned to fund programs and activities that incorporate the recommendations 

to better serve people who are literally homeless in Berkeley.   The proposed system will include a single 

point of entry called the Housing Crisis Resolution Center (HCRC), where clients are triaged based on 

housing needs.   The HCRC will be augmented by outreach workers to conduct street based intakes and 

assessments of literally homeless people who are unable to access the HCRC.  There are two primary 

goals of the Housing Crisis Resolution Center.  The first is to “divert” people who are not literally 

homeless from entering shelter and other traditional homeless services by assisting them to resolve 

issues that are causing them to need to leave their current housing situation and to provide limited 

financial assistance to keep their housing. The second goal is to assess clients who are literally homeless 

and offer services matched to their need, prioritizing services for those with the highest need.  The HCRC 

will act as the access point into emergency shelter, transitional housing, rapid rehousing financial 

assistance,  and will provide housing search assistance and other housing supports.  The HCRC will also 

make referrals through this front door to other existing services in the community, such as medical 

services, alcohol and other drug treatment programs, and SSI advocacy.   

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families 

with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to 

permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that 

individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals 

and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were 

recently homeless from becoming homeless again. 

In the newly redesigned coordinated homeless system, the intake and assessment process will be re-

tooled to ensure that people are moved as quickly as possible to the appropriate level of assistance. 

HCRC staff will conduct a brief initial intake and triage with those who phone in or walk in to the center. 

To ensure that the homeless system is effectively targeting people who are homeless and have the 

greatest needs, only those who are literally homeless (on the streets or living in shelter or transitional 

housing) will be served with housing resources through the HCRC. People who are at risk of 

homelessness will proceed to a diversion interview. 

Once a client has had the initial triage and is determined to be at risk of homelessness, HCRC staff will 

conduct a brief interview to determine if diversion is possible. Staff will use mediation and problem 

solving, active listening, and knowledge of housing/landlord connections to help the client explore and 

reality test options. Staff will also have access to small amounts of flexible funding for purpose of 

helping people to not enter the homeless system. Staff will assist client in accessing community and 

mainstream resources. 

For those not initially diverted or re-housed immediately, the HCRC will conduct an assessment to match 

to a “best fit“ housing intervention: rapid re-housing, transitional housing, or permanent supportive 

housing. The goal of this process is to ensure people are matched as quickly as possible to the least 
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amount of assistance needed to end their homelessness (typically rapid re-housing) and reserve the 

most costly interventions (permanent supportive and transitional housing) for those with the highest 

needs and greatest barriers. 

Help low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely 

low-income individuals and families who are likely to become homeless after being 

discharged from a publicly funded institution or system of care, or who are receiving 

assistance from public and private agencies that address housing, health, social services, 

employment, education or youth needs 

Low income households in Berkeley at risk of homelessness and being discharged from institutions will 

benefit from the groundwork laid by the Alameda County-wide Homeless Continuum of Care (CoC). The 

CoC’s discharge planning efforts are outlined in its FY2013 application to HUD for funding and are 

summarized below. 

Foster Care: Primarily through its member providers who serve transition age youth (TAY), the CoC has 

worked with the County Department of Children and Family Services (DCSF) to maximize the 

opportunities afforded by the California Fostering Connections to Success Act (AB 12). The law funds 

multiple housing options to ensure that non minor dependents and youth exiting foster care “maintain 

stable housing.” Due to AB 12, DCSF has seen nearly 80 percent of its youth age 18 or older opt to stay in 

foster care, dramatically reducing discharges to only 45 TAY in 2013. Those that initially opt to exit can 

re-enter foster care, which includes housing, up until their 21st birthday. DCSF reports that less than 2 

percent of youth report no housing option during exit planning and another 7 percent are AWOL. 

Twenty percent move in with a parent or care giver, 21 percent utilize transition-in-place housing 

subsidies, 32 percent move in with other roommates, 12 percent become renters, and 6 percent move 

into dorms. 

Health Care: Persons are not routinely discharged from health care facilities into homelessness, and the 

CoC worked aggressively with a variety of health care institutions to reduce discharges into literal 

homelessness. In recent years, the County has established two medical respite programs for individuals 

being discharged from local hospitals. Several care transition initiatives with two of the area’s major 

hospitals have resulted in improved discharge planning efforts. A federally qualified health center in the 

region provides supportive housing-based services and operates a housing first program targeted to 

frequent users of local hospital emergency departments. Individuals admitted to health care institutions 

as homeless are discharged to a variety of locations depending on a variety of factors. Locations include 

skilled nursing facilities, licensed residential care facilities, room and boards, medical respite programs, 

emergency hotels, family/friends, and others. 

Mental Health: The CoC works with Housing Services Office of Behavioral Health Care Services (BHCS) to 

improve discharge planning from mental health facilities. The Housing Services Office, with coordination 

by the CoC, created a homelessness prevention/rapid re-housing fund. The fund has been used to help 

hospitalized persons continue to pay rent so units are not lost, or to obtain units upon exit from the 
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facility. The CoC worked with permanent supportive housing providers to develop protocols allowing 

tenants hospitalized for more than 30 days to retain their units. The CoC and the Housing Services Office 

trained staff on how to assess patients’ housing needs and assist in resolving them as part of discharge 

planning, utilizing the Office’s centralized housing resource database and webpage. BHCS also contracts 

for dedicated emergency hotel beds for use while ACT teams work on locating permanent housing. BHCS 

also pays subsidies for licensed residential care facilities to which people routinely exit. 

Corrections: In 2012, the CoC and the Alameda County Probation and Housing and Community 

Development Departments launched the Realignment Housing Program, rapid re-housing funded by 

Probation to ensure that formerly incarcerated people returning to, or remaining in, Alameda County 

due to realignment at the State level are not released into homelessness. When ex-offenders initially 

report, housing status is assessed and a referral is made if needed. In the first year, 28 percent reported 

having a housing crisis. To ensure that inmates at Santa Rita Jail are not discharged into homelessness, 

Inmate Services conducts a pre-release housing needs assessment and connects the person to housing 

services. They also work to reconcile prisoners with friends and family to whom many return. Inmates 

can also elect to utilize the following programs which are not funded by HUD McKinney-Vento: multiple 

residential drug treatment programs funded by BHCS; the MOMS program, which provides transitional 

housing and wrap around services; or up to 90 days of post-release housing assistance specifically for 

those with HIV or dementia. 
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SP-65 Lead based paint Hazards – 91.215(i) 

Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards 

While lead-based paint was banned in 1978 by the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission (CPSC), it 

is still a significant problem in cities where the housing stock is relatively old and built before the ban.  In 

Berkeley, over 90 percent of the housing stock was built before 1979. 

In 1991, the Alameda Board of Supervisors passed a resolution officially establishing the Alameda 

County Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (ACLPPP) aimed at preventing childhood lead poisoning and 

other health-related environmental problems.  The resolution allowed cities in the County to participate 

in and support the Program by assessing an annual $10 fee on all residential dwellings constructed 

before 1978. The Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and Alameda were the first to participate in the program 

and the City of Emeryville joined in 1992. The program is governed by the Joint Powers Authority (JPA) 

which is composed of elected officials from each participating city and a community representative. 

The City of Berkeley Public Health Division and the Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

work together to increase awareness and knowledge about lead poisoning prevention in Berkeley.  This 

includes providing lead-safe painting classes, in-home consultations, garden soil lead testing kits, 

presentations, educational materials, and other services.  The local chapter of Rebuilding Together, a 

non-profit agency that assists low income homeowners with maintenance of their homes, will continue 

working with the City of Berkeley and Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Programs to increase 

awareness of lead issues among their clients and volunteers and to incorporate lead safe work practices 

into their activities. 

The City of Berkeley Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program collaborates with the Berkeley 

Health, Housing & Community Services Department’s State lead-certified Risk Assessor/Inspector, 

Project Designer, and Project Monitor. The Alameda County Healthy Homes Department also has a HUD 

Lead Hazard Control grant to remediate lead hazards in approximately 6 qualifying Berkeley housing 

units that are vacant, or occupied by a low income household with either a child under 6, a pregnant 

woman, or a child under 6 years who regularly visits during the 2014-15 year. Berkeley’s program also 

provides case management services to families with children who have elevated blood lead levels. 

Services range from Public Health Nursing case management for children with blood lead levels above 

15 µg/dL to health education for children with levels between 5-14 µg/dL.  

How are the actions listed above related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards? 

The City’s old housing stock increases the risk of lead-based paint hazard.  Approximately 87 percent of 

renter-occupied units are built before 1980.  For owner-occupied units, the figure is 94 percent.  There 

has been years of education and assistance to the public but the City does not know the extent of lead 

poisoning and hazards.  The City will continue to take action as necessary to reduce lead-based paint 

hazards as required by HUD regulations.  
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How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures? 

In 1991, the Lead Abatement District (LAD) was created by the Cities of Berkeley, Oakland, and 

Emeryville to provide outreach, education, and casework for children with high blood lead levels.  They 

provide funding to the Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Program.  All participants of the 

City’s Housing Choice Voucher Program and prospective tenants of a pre-1978 residential building are 

required to receive a copy of the EPA booklet entitled “Protect Your Family From Lead In Your Home.” 

 Landlords must also provide a disclosure form for the tenants to sign that informs them either of any 

known lead-based paint the property or that no testing has been done.  The Alameda County Lead 

Poisoning Prevention Program also provides information to property owners, realtors, and contractors. 

 The actions above will also assist the City in meeting its policy of encouraging housing types that are 

environmentally and chemically safe (Policy H-26). 
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SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy – 91.215(j) 

Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families 

The City funds a wide variety of social service programs designed to assist households with poverty level 

incomes. These programs include childcare and a range of services for special needs populations, which 

are outlined in other sections of this Consolidated Plan. This section will highlight the City’s strategies to 

increase livable wage employment opportunities by supporting related community services and working 

with public and private regional partners. Strategies include: 

 Funding and refinement of anti-poverty programs provided by community-based organizations 

and by the City.  Community agency contracts are outlined in the Annual Action Plan. 

 Collaborate actively with CalWORKS (TANF) and Workforce Investment Act programs. 

 Continue implementation of the City of Berkeley’s Living Wage Ordinance. 

 Foster regional coordination on economic development to benefit low income Berkeley 

residents. 

 Linking homelessness and homelessness prevention programs, such as the HPRP-funded 

Housing Resource Center, to employment training and placement opportunities.  

The City has contracted with the a number of workforce development programs to provide training, 

education and job placement for low income, under-employed, and unemployed residents: 

 Rubicon Programs, which provides 1) Landscape Work Maturity Training for maintenance of five 

City facilities operated the City of Berkeley’s Public Health Division, and 2) Workforce Services 

and Shelter Plus Care administration. 

 Inter-City Services provides employment, training, and education and continues to serve 

veterans as funded under the Governor’s 15 percent Discretionary pool of Workforce 

Investment Act (WIA) funds. 

 Biotech Partners operates the Biotech Academy at Berkeley High School, targeting youth from 

under-represented populations in the fields of science and technology (African American, Latino, 

South East Asian, female and low income youth) and who may be at risk of not graduating from 

high school. 

 The Bread Project provides training in culinary arts and bakery production, and includes the 

formerly incarcerated as their target population.  They operate a social enterprise (wholesale 

bakery) that creates opportunities for trainees to obtain crucial on-the-job experience. 

 Rising Sun Energy Center’s Green Energy Training Services (GETS) provides classroom and hands-

on training in Building Performance which serves as a pathway for careers in green and clean 

technologies. Rising Sun also operates the California Youth Energy Services (CYES) program 

funded by the CA Public Utilities Commission, providing summer jobs conducting residential 

energy audits. 

 Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) receives WIA funding through Alameda County Workforce 

Investment Board (ACWIB) to provide workforce development services to in-school and out-of-
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school youth.  The area of workforce development is a focus area for increased coordination, 

including establishing methods to maximize and leverage resources.  BYA, utilizing city funds, 

provides training to disadvantaged youth in all aspects of park and landscape maintenance. 

The City's anti-poverty strategy continues to be closely tied to the funding of over 50 community 

agencies to provide services as described above to enable people in poverty to attain self-sufficiency, 

support at-risk youth to succeed in school and graduate, and protect the health and safety of low 

income people. The City also funds anti-poverty programs from other federal entitlement sources for 

job training and creation/job placement agencies.  

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this 

affordable housing plan 

The City will undertake the following additional actions to reduce poverty which are coordinated with 

this Consolidated Plan: 

 Continuing the City’s First Source local hiring policy and working closely with local workforce 

development programs to coordinate outreach to low income, at-risk residents to ensure access 

to employment opportunities on publicly funded projects.  The local hiring policy was used as a 

springboard to develop the Community Workforce Agreement (CWA) between the City of 

Berkeley and the Building trades (created in 2011) which applies to publicly funded construction 

projects estimated at $1million or above.  

 The YouthWorks employment program continued its partnerships with the YMCA Teen Center, 

Public Health Division, Berkeley Public Library, Community Mural projects, Public Works 

Department.  YouthWorks targets low income, at-risk youth from South & West Berkeley, and 

provides all youth with training regarding important workplace skills. City of Berkeley 

departments and organizations serve as worksites providing valuable work experience to 

Berkeley youth.  YouthWorks provides positive and meaningful youth-focused activities, which 

address youth unemployment, crime and poverty, teach fundamental life and workplace skills 

and help them to explore, prepare for, transition, and ultimately succeed in the adult world of 

work.  YouthWorks partners with a local credit union to provide financial literacy workshops for 

all youth participating in the program. 

 With support from the City’s Recreation Division of Parks, Recreation & Waterfront Department, 

continue CalCorps’ West Berkeley after-school youth program, as well as the Community 

Builders program, an after-school targeting at-risk South Berkeley youth, focusing on addressing 

issues of violence, self-esteem and community service. 

 As part of the East Bay Green Corridor partnership, continue to build upon and strengthen 

partnerships and programs that will both effectively address the critical workforce development 

needs of green industries, and to provide a means for Berkeley residents to gain access to good 

paying jobs in green sectors.  A Green Career Pathways program has been developed and 

Regional Workforce Development training programs have been successful in leveraging 
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resources to provide training in green and clean technologies to local residents, with expansion 

of the programs underway.  
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SP-80 Monitoring – 91.230 

Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities 

carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with 

requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the 

comprehensive planning requirements 

Monitoring Completed Developments: The Housing Services Division of the Health, Housing and 

Community Services Department (HH&CS) is responsible for monitoring affordable housing 

developments funded with Housing Trust Fund (HTF) money to ensure ongoing compliance with federal 

regulations under the HOME and CDBG programs and other local requirements. The HTF Program pools 

funds from various sources to achieve the City’s General Plan and Consolidated Plan goals of developing 

and preserving long-term affordable housing. To achieve this purpose, the City provides loan and grants 

to qualified developers to undertake activities which create, preserve and expand the City’s affordable 

housing stock. The federal and local requirements are incorporated in the development loan 

agreements and regulatory agreements associated with each project.  Currently, there are a total of 70 

properties of which 44 have HOME-assisted units. The monitoring procedures are documented in the 

City of Berkeley Monitoring Procedures for the HTF Program. 

Monitoring During Construction: Consistent with federal requirements and good lending practices, the 

City is very involved in monitoring funded developments during construction.  Individual projects may 

require a varying degree of City staff involvement depending upon the project size, complexity of the 

construction activity, type of sponsor, and subrecipient’s development expertise/process. 

Community Agency Services Contract Monitoring: HH&CS staff both prepare and monitor more than 60 

community agency contracts for services annually. The City requires outcome reporting for all 

community agency contracts, and has drawn on outcome reporting information in the RFP process since 

November 2003.  

Community Facilities Improvements Monitoring: The CDBG Coordinator reviews the contract between 

the non-profit and the general contractor to ensure that all local and federal requirements are passed 

on. The CDBG Coordinator is responsible for submitting the Semi-Annual Labor Enforcement Report 

(HUD 4710) and the Annual Contractor and Subcontractor Activity Report (HUD 2516). These reports 

include both information from the community facility improvement projects and information from any 

other construction activity undertaken by the HH&CS.  

Senior and Disabled Home Rehabilitation Loans Monitoring: The City’s contracts include insurance and 

permitting requirements, payment instructions, the construction drawings and the scope of work 

detailing the work to be executed. The payment schedules and change orders document the procedure 

employed to implement payments, changes to the scope of work and time schedules. All pre 1978 

properties must employ lead-safe work practice and are tested when the work is completed to ensure 

there has not been contamination during the construction process. 
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The Program Analyst processes the progress payments for work completed. The progress payments are 

based on 95 percent of the cost associated in the line item breakdown for the work completed. The 

progress payment includes the pay request, payment tabulation, lien waivers and approved permit 

signatures. All payments require the owner(s), Contractor, and Assistant Architect to approve the 

payment. The final 5 percent retainage payment is held for 35 days after the Notice of Completion has 

been recorded and any documentation that may be required to close out the contract. The property 

owner is sent a program evaluation form after all portions of the project are completed to assess the 

program. The feedback obtained from the evaluation form provides information to staff to refine the 

program to improve services offered to our property owners. 
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Expected Resources  

AP-15 Expected Resources – 91.220(c)(1,2) 

Anticipated Resources 

Program Source of 
Funds 

Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 
Amount 
Available 
Reminder 
of ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 
Description Annual 

Allocation: 
$ 

Program 
Income: $ 

Prior Year 
Resources: 

$ 

Total: 
$ 

CDBG public - 

federal 

Acquisition 

Admin and Planning 

Economic Development 

Housing 

Public Improvements 

Public Services 2,421,779 60,000 250,000 2,731,779 9,687,116 

See below 

HOME public - 

federal 

Acquisition 

Homebuyer assistance 

Homeowner rehab 

Multifamily rental new 

construction 

Multifamily rental rehab 

New construction for 

ownership 

TBRA 197,191 0 0 197,191 788,764 

See below 
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Program Source of 
Funds 

Uses of Funds Expected Amount Available Year 1 Expected 
Amount 
Available 
Reminder 
of ConPlan  

$ 

Narrative 
Description Annual 

Allocation: 
$ 

Program 
Income: $ 

Prior Year 
Resources: 

$ 

Total: 
$ 

ESG public - 

federal 

Conversion and rehab for 

transitional housing 

Financial Assistance 

Overnight shelter 

Rapid re-housing (rental 

assistance) 

Rental Assistance 

Services 

Transitional housing 624,897 20,000 1,051,211 1,696,108 2,499,588 

See below 

Table 53 - Expected Resources – Priority Table 

 
Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how 

matching requirements will be satisfied 

Most of the housing and community services programs described in the Consolidated Plan will continue to be delivered by nonprofit community 

based organizations.  The City contracts with a wide range of housing and service providers using CDBG, HOME, ESG, Community Services Block 

Grant (CSBG), General Fund, and other sources of funding. These organizations leverage significant financial and in-kind support from individual 

community members, foundations, and private organizations that help meet the needs identified in this plan. 

In addition to leveraging at the individual agency level, the City has historically matched the investment of CDBG, HOME, and ESG dollars with 

the investment of General Funds. Typically, over two-thirds of the funding for community agency programs comes from General Funds. The City 

meets the HOME 25% match requirement and has accumulated over $4 million in excess match by investing local funds in HOME eligible 

affordable housing projects. The City meets the dollar for dollar match requirements for the ESG program by allocating General Funds to various 

homeless services providers. These programs received a total of over $365,000 in City General Funds each year. 
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that 

may be used to address the needs identified in the plan 

The City has long-term leases of City-owned property with non-profit organizations that address the 

needs identified. Programs operating in leased City-owned properties include: 

 Berkeley Food and Housing Project’s Men’s Overnight Homeless Shelter; 

 BOSS’ Harrison House Shelter for Homeless men, women and families; 

 BOSS’ MASC – a homeless daytime Drop-In Center; 

 BOSS’ Sankofa House – transitional housing for homeless families; and 

 Women’s Daytime Drop-In Center’s Bridget House – transitional housing for homeless families.  

On January 20, 2015, City Council will consider adopting the second reading of an Ordinance approving a 

Disposition and Development Loan Agreement (DDLA) for 3135 Harper Street, a City-owned property, 

for development as affordable housing by Satellite Affordable Housing Associates (SAHA).  The City 

Council has already approved a Housing Trust Fund reservation of $1.8 million for the project. Under the 

terms of the DDLA, SAHA would acquire the site, valued at $1.46 million, for $500. 

The City is also exploring the use of the City-owned Berkeley Way parking lot to address the needs 

identified in the plan, specifically for use as permanent supportive housing.  On September 9, 2014, after 

a Request for Qualifications process, the City Council approved the selection of a development team 

consisting of Bridge Housing, the Berkeley Food and Housing Project, and Leddy Maytum Stacy 

Architects (LMSA) as the preferred development team for the site. The City will enter into an agreement 

with the development team, during which the development team will work to identify a feasible 

proposal for the site, taking into account the identified priorities of emergency shelter, administrative 

offices, community space, open space and supportive services. 
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Annual Goals and Objectives 

 

AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives 

Goals Summary Information  

Sort 
Order 

Goal Name Start 
Year 

End 
Year 

Category Geographic 
Area 

Needs Addressed Funding Goal Outcome Indicator 

1 Affordable 

Housing Supply 

and Quality 

2015 2019 Affordable Housing BERKELEY  Affordable Housing Unknown at 

this time  

 Rental units constructed: 80 

Household Housing Unit 

Rental units rehabilitated: 100 

Household Housing Unit 

Homeowner Housing Rehabilitated: 

980 Household Housing Unit 

2 Improve Public 

Facilities and 

Public Services 

2015 2019 Non-Housing 

Community 

Development 

BERKELEY  Non-Housing 

Community 

Development 

Unknown at 

this time  

 Public service activities other than 

Low/Moderate Income Housing 

Benefit: 7,185 Persons Assisted 

3 Homeless 

Prevention and 

Rapid Re-Housing 

2015 2019 Homeless BERKELEY  Homelessness Unknown at 

this time  

 Tenant-based rental 

assistance/Rapid Rehousing: 405 

Households Assisted 

Table 54 – Goals Summary 

 

Goal Descriptions 

See section AP-55 for this information. 
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Projects  

AP-35 Projects – 91.220(d) 

Introduction  

With its CDBG, HOME, and ESG funds, the City of Berkeley will fund eligible projects in the following 

categories: housing development, rehabilitation and services projects, public services, 

public/community facility improvement projects, emergency shelter grant programs, program planning 

and administration, and the Housing Trust Fund.  

 

List of projects will be completed when funding is determined. 
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AP-38 Project Summary 

Project Summary Information 

 

This section will be completed when funding is determined
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution – 91.220(f) 

Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and 

minority concentration) where assistance will be directed  

As discussed in MA-50, the City does not have areas of low income or minority concentration and 

therefore does not allocate federal funds geographically.  

Geographic Distribution 

Target Area Percentage of Funds 

BERKELEY  100 

Table 55 - Geographic Distribution  

 
Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically  

Not applicable. 
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Affordable Housing  

AP-55 Affordable Housing – 91.220(g) 

Introduction 

This section includes HOME-funded units only.  Unit counts are broken out two ways: by population 

served and by type of housing provided. 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported 

Homeless  

Non-Homeless  

Special-Needs  

Total  

Table 56 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement 
 

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through 

Rental Assistance  

The Production of New Units  

Rehab of Existing Units  

Acquisition of Existing Units  

Total  

Table 57 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type 
 

 

This section will be completed when funding is determined. 
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AP-60 Public Housing – 91.220(h) 

Introduction 

The Berkeley Housing Authority (BHA) is not a department of the City of Berkeley. BHA Board members 

are appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the City Council. 

Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing 

The BHA no longer owns any public housing.  The 75 units formerly in their portfolio transitioned to a 

new ownership entity (Berkeley 75 Housing Partnership, LP) in 2014.  The units were rehabilitated and 

have Project-based Section 8 assistance tied to them.  

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and 

participate in homeownership 

Not applicable. 

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be 

provided or other assistance  

Not applicable. 
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities – 91.220(i) 

Introduction 

 

Describe the jurisdictions one-year goals and actions for reducing and ending homelessness 

including 

Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their 

individual needs 

The City will continue to operate two Shelter Plus Care programs (COACH and HOAP) and the locally-

funded Square One program, all of which include a street outreach and assessment component. The 

Housing for Older Adults Project (HOAP) provides rental subsidies through the City’s Aging Services 

Division. The COACH grant provides rental subsidies and targets people who are chronically homeless. 

The City’s Mental Health Division and non-profit provider Lifelong Medical Care provide services. The 

City’s Mental Health Division has one outreach worker on its Homeless Outreach Team. 

During PY2015, the City will work on its implementation of coordinated assessment and coordinate with 

Everyone Home’s work on coordinated assessment countywide. Outreach and assessing individual 

needs are important components of coordinated assessment as envisioned by HUD. Additional activities 

may be identified. 

Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons 

The City will continue to provide funding for shelter and transitional housing as described in section MA-

30. 

The City funds agencies providing 115 year round shelter beds and 120 seasonal shelter beds, as well as 

winter hotel vouchers as funding permits, through 8 emergency shelter programs. After working hours, 

these beds are filled through evening Centralized Shelter Reservation Hotline. The Centralized Shelter 

Bed Hotline opens after 7:00 pm and makes available shelter beds operated by BOSS and BFHP that 

were not filled after the daytime shelter bed reservation process. Sometimes people have a bed 

reserved but do not come in to the shelter in the evening. Before this program was implemented in 

2009, these beds stayed vacant all night. 

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families 

with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to 

permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that 

individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals 

and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were 

recently homeless from becoming homeless again 
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The City of Berkeley has encouraged its network of providers of services to the homeless to focus their 

efforts on rapidly re-housing their clients. Providers have re-tooled staffing to focus case management 

efforts on preparing clients for stabilization in housing. City General Funds already support these efforts. 

These providers report that the lack of financial assistance to rapidly re-house clients has impeded their 

efforts. However, the City of Berkeley has not been able to spend down accumulated allocations of ESG 

funds for rapid re-housing and homeless prevention. In PY2015, City of Berkeley staff, homeless 

providers and the Homeless Commission will review existing services in Berkeley to prepare for future 

coordinated intake/assessment required by HUD. A review of the use of ESG funds will be included. The 

City of Berkeley will again budget the majority of PY2015 ESG funds for financial assistance to rapidly re-

house clients accessing services at existing homeless programs. 

Helping low-income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely 

low-income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from publicly 

funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health facilities, 

foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or, receiving 

assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social services, 

employment, education, or youth needs 

Prevention assistance will be directed to persons who are not literally homeless but are at imminent risk 

of homelessness per the HUD Homeless definition (Category 2). Prevention assistance may include 

support to a household to retain its current housing or to move to other housing without having to 

become literally homeless.  While the ESG regulations allow for ESG prevention to be provided to those 

categorized as “at-risk” but not necessarily at “imminent risk”, Alameda County ESG programs will target 

prevention services specifically to those that are at “immediate risk” defined as: 

“An individual or family who will imminently lose their primary nighttime residence, provided that: 

 the primary nighttime residences will be lost within 14 days of the day of application for 

homeless assistance; 

 No subsequent residence has been identified; and, 

 the individual or family lacks the resources of support networks, e.g., family, friends, faith-based 

or other social networks, needed to obtain other permanent  housing.”  

Within the category of “imminent risk” special attention and outreach will be done to target those 

households: 

 that are doubled up with family and friends, must move within 14 days  and are seeking to enter 

shelter; 

 that are living in a hotel or motel using their own resources , must leave within 14 days, and are 

seeking to enter shelter; 

 that are living in their own housing, are being evicted for non-payment of rent, must leave 
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within 14 days, and are seeking shelter; 

 That are fleeing domestic violence; 

 That are imminently leaving foster care, or have recently left foster care and are at imminent 

risk of losing their current housing. 

Alameda County has mental health, foster youth, health care, and corrections discharge policies 

intended to prevent discharges of individuals from these systems into homelessness, described in detail 

in the Consolidated Plan. The City will continue to participate in countywide efforts to reduce discharges 

into homelessness. 

Discussion 

The City of Berkeley supports a wide range of homeless programs, including emergency/crisis drop in 

centers and shelters, transitional housing, permanent supportive housing, prevention and rapid 

rehousing services. All contracted service providers report outcomes based on the countywide outcome 

standards developed by Everyone Home, in order to inform future adjustments to the service system. 
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.220(j) 

 

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve 

as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning 

ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the 

return on residential investment 

As stated in section MA-40, the following are considered potential constraints in Berkeley: accessory 

dwelling unit (ADU) requirements, infill development regulations and permit review process. While the 

City’s accessory dwelling unit requirements meet state law, they may be a constraint to development of 

additional units; therefore, the Housing Element includes a housing program to evaluate the regulations 

and consider changes to development standards for ADUs, a process that is currently underway. 

Additionally, while the zoning ordinance includes five multi-family zoning districts and the City has seen 

a number multi-family development projects, Housing Policy H-34 encourages the review of infill 

development regulations in residential districts to identify and change possible constraints. 

The permit process in Berkeley may be considered a constraint to housing production, although based 

on the amount of affordable and market-rate development that has been approved and the density of 

those projects, it does not appear to have deterred new development and the City met most of the 

previous California Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) targets. However, Policy H-34 calls for 

the City to continue to improve and streamline the development review process and to evaluate 

regulations to identify and reduce unnecessary impediments to housing development and affordable 

housing projects. 
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AP-85 Other Actions – 91.220(k) 

Introduction:  

The City of Berkeley uses a range of strategies to address the housing, homeless, and community 

development goals identified in the Consolidated Plan. This section discusses actions planned to foster 

and maintain affordable housing, to reduce lead-based paint hazards, to reduce the number of poverty-

level families in Berkeley, and to coordinate activities in these areas with other entities. 

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs 

One of Berkeley’s major obstacles to meeting underserved needs is the limited amount of federal, state, 

and local resources available given the diversity of needs in the community and high cost of housing in 

the Bay Area. The City of Berkeley will continue to pursue new State and Federal resources as available 

to meet underserved needs. 

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing 

The City has several programs which foster and maintain affordable housing in Berkeley: 

 Rent Stabilization Program. In 1980, Berkeley residents passed the Rent Stabilization and 

Eviction for Good Cause Ordinance. The Ordinance regulates most residential rents in Berkeley, 

provides tenants with increased protection against unwarranted evictions and is intended to 

maintain affordable housing and preserve community diversity. 

 Affordable Housing Mitigation Fee (AHMF). In FY2012, the City adopted a new AHMF for 

$28,000 per unit on new market-rate rental housing. Developers have the option to provide 

units affordable to people earning up to 50 percent of area median income in-lieu of paying the 

fee. In FY2013, City Council reduced the fee to $20,000 and the reduction was extended for six 

months to April 16, 2015. The City Council directed staff to complete a new nexus study for 

possible revisions to the fee. 

 Condominium Conversion Ordinance (CCO). The CCO governs the conversion of rental 

apartments and tenancy-in-common buildings to condominiums, and other types of mutual or 

cooperative housing. A mitigation fee for production of permanently affordable housing will be 

collected. 

 Commercial Linkage Fee. The Affordable Housing Mitigation Program was approved on April 20, 

1993. It imposed fees on commercial new construction in which the newly constructed gross 

floor area is over 7,500 square feet. Since 2009, the City has approved four commercial and 

mixed-use projects that will contribute a total of $346,399 to the Housing Trust Fund. 

 Housing Trust Fund (HTF). The City of Berkeley created its HTF in 1990 to help develop and 

preserve below-market-rate housing. The HTF pools funds for affordable housing construction 

from a variety of sources with different requirements, makes them available through one single 

application process to local developers, then monitors development and operation of the 
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funded housing. 

 Inclusionary Housing Ordinance for ownership housing. The ordinance requires developers of 

market rate ownership housing to include affordable ownership units or pay a fee.  On 

November 19, 2013, City Council approved completing a nexus study to determine the 

appropriate fee applicable to new for-sale housing.   

 Mortgage Credit Certificate. MCC is a federal income tax credit that provides qualified low 

income homebuyers a tax credit worth up to 15 percent of their annual mortgage interest paid 

on their home loan. MCC recipients adjust their federal income tax withholding, which increases 

their take-home pay, making monthly mortgage payments more affordable. The City 

participates in the Alameda County MCC program. 

 Senior and Disabled Loan Rehab Program. HH&CS administers the program as an effort to 

preserve the City’s housing stock and to assist low- and moderate-income senior and disabled 

homeowners, funded by CDBG and CalHOME. The applicants receive a zero interest loan, 

secured by a deed of trust on their home, which is repaid when title to the property changes 

hands, normally as a result of the sale of the property or inheritance by the owner’s heirs. 

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards 

The City will continue to comply with the Environmental Protection Agency’s Renovation, Repair, and 

Painting Program in its Senior and Disabled Rehabilitation Loan Program. 

The City of Berkeley Public Health Division and the Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 

will work together to increase awareness and knowledge about lead poisoning prevention in Berkeley 

including providing lead-safe painting classes, in-home consultations, garden soil lead testing kits, 

presentations, educational materials, and other services. Rebuilding Together will work with the City of 

Berkeley and Alameda County Lead Poisoning Prevention Programs to increase awareness of lead issues 

among their clients and volunteers and to incorporate lead safe work practices into their activities. 

The City of Berkeley Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program collaborates with the Berkeley 

Health, Housing & Community Services Department’s State lead-certified Risk Assessor/Inspector, 

Project Designer, and Project Monitor. The Alameda County Healthy Homes Department also has a HUD 

Lead Hazard Control grant to remediate lead hazards in approximately 6 qualifying Berkeley housing 

units that are vacant, or occupied by a low income household with either a child under 6, a pregnant 

woman, or a child under 6 years who regularly visits during the 2014-15 year. Berkeley’s program also 

provides case management services to families with children who have elevated blood lead levels. 

Services range from Public Health Nursing case management for children with blood lead levels above 

15 µg/dL to health education for children with levels between 5-14 µg/dL.  

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families 

The City funds a wide variety of social service programs designed to assist households with poverty level 

incomes. These programs include childcare and a range of services for special needs populations, which 
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are outlined in other sections of this Consolidated Plan. This section will highlight the City’s strategies to 

increase livable wage employment opportunities by supporting related community services and working 

with public and private regional partners. Strategies include: 

 Funding and refinement of anti-poverty programs provided by community-based organizations 

and by the City.  Community agency contracts are outlined in the Annual Action Plan. 

 Collaborate actively with CalWORKS (TANF) and Workforce Investment Act programs. 

 Continue implementation of the City of Berkeley’s Living Wage Ordinance. 

 Foster regional coordination on economic development to benefit low income Berkeley 

residents. 

 Linking homelessness and homelessness prevention programs, such as the HPRP-funded 

Housing Resource Center, to employment training and placement opportunities. 

The City has contracted with the a number of workforce development programs to provide training, 

education and job placement for low income, under-employed, and unemployed residents: 

 Rubicon Programs, which provides 1) Landscape Work Maturity Training for maintenance of five 

City facilities operated the City of Berkeley’s Public Health Division, and 2) Workforce Services 

and Shelter Plus Care administration. 

 Inter-City Services provides employment, training, and education and continues to serve 

veterans as funded under the Governor’s 15 percent Discretionary pool of Workforce 

Investment Act (WIA) funds. 

 Biotech Partners operates the Biotech Academy at Berkeley High School, targeting youth from 

under-represented populations in the fields of science and technology (African American, Latino, 

South East Asian, female and low income youth) and who may be at risk of not graduating from 

high school. 

 The Bread Project provides training in culinary arts and bakery production, and includes the 

formerly incarcerated as their target population.  They operate a social enterprise (wholesale 

bakery) that creates opportunities for trainees to obtain crucial on-the-job experience. 

 Rising Sun Energy Center’s Green Energy Training Services (GETS) provides classroom and hands-

on training in Building Performance which serves as a pathway for careers in green and clean 

technologies. Rising Sun also operates the California Youth Energy Services (CYES) program 

funded by the CA Public Utilities Commission, providing summer jobs conducting residential 

energy audits. 

 Berkeley Youth Alternatives (BYA) receives WIA funding through Alameda County Workforce 

Investment Board (ACWIB) to provide workforce development services to in-school and out-of-

school youth.  The area of workforce development is a focus area for increased coordination, 

including establishing methods to maximize and leverage resources.  BYA, utilizing city funds, 

provides training to disadvantaged youth in all aspects of park and landscape maintenance. 

 The City's anti-poverty strategy continues to be closely tied to the funding of over 50 community 

agencies to provide services as described above to enable people in poverty to attain self-
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sufficiency, support at-risk youth to succeed in school and graduate, and protect the health and 

safety of low income people. The City also funds anti-poverty programs from other federal 

entitlement sources for job training and creation/job placement agencies. 

Actions planned to develop institutional structure  

During the next year, the City of Berkeley will continue to coordinate the housing and community 

services activities within the department through regular senior staff meetings and coordination on 

specific topics.  The City’s Health and Housing and Community Services departments began merging in 

PY 2012, and will continue to seek opportunities to increase coordination during PY 2015. 

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social 

service agencies 

City staff will also continue to participate in the implementation of Everyone Home, the countywide plan 

to end homelessness. Everyone Home spearheads Alameda County’s Continuum of Care. Staff will 

continue to participate in the initiative’s Leadership Board, which includes most public funders of 

housing and homeless services in the county, as well as leadership from key community based 

organizations. Leadership Board membership helps coordination efforts across the county. Staff also 

participates in other committees composed of other funders (such as Alameda County Behavioral Health 

Care Services and the Social Services Agency) as well as many community based organizations. 

Recent countywide collaboration efforts include the issuance of a countywide report on homeless 

program outcomes compared to adopted countywide performance benchmarks, planning for the 2015 

homeless survey and count, the planning and implementation of the Housing Retention and 

Homelessness Prevention (HPRP) program. 

BHA as well plans to enhance its coordination with private housing and social services agencies. The 

disposition of the units in 2014 to Berkeley 75 Housing Partnership, LP (a subsidiary of Related 

Companies of California), marks BHA’s first public-private partnership on a housing development 

project. Supportive services previously identified for residents for self-selection, will now be directly 

marketed by, and available from, the new ownership entity via a contract with Project Access. The 

Service Specialist will meet with every adult in each household, conduct a needs assessment to identify 

the needs/goals of each individual, and develop a customized set of recommendations. Project Access 

staff will assist with connecting residents with local resources, education programs and employment 

opportunities associated with the local community development provided by the Berkeley 75 Housing 

Partnership, LP. The Service Specialist’s key role will be to ensure residents are aware of and connected 

with the education, health, employment and social services that meet their needs including gaining new 

skills, improving health and wellness, and serve as a liaison to other social service agencies. 

Discussion:  
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The majority of Berkeley’s activities furthering the goals of the Consolidated Plan are provided by 

community agency partners. This will continue to be the case in PY 2013. 
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Program Specific Requirements 

AP-90 Program Specific Requirements – 91.220(l)(1,2,4) 

Introduction:  

 

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)  
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(1)  

Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the 
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in 
projects to be carried out.  
 

 
1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before the start of the next 

program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed $ 

2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be used during the year to 

address the priority needs and specific objectives identified in the grantee's strategic plan. $ 

3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements $ 

4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the planned use has not 

been included in a prior statement or plan $ 

5. The amount of income from float-funded activities $ 

Total Program Income: $ 

 

Other CDBG Requirements  
 
1. The amount of urgent need activities $ 

  
2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that benefit 

persons of low and moderate income.Overall Benefit - A consecutive period of one, 

two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum overall benefit of 70% 

of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and moderate income. Specify the 

years covered that include this Annual Action Plan. % 

 
 
This section will be completed when funding is determined 
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HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)  
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(2)  

1. A description of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in Section 92.205 is 
as follows:  

The City of Berkeley uses no forms of investment other than ones described in §92.205(b) 

(Refinancing Costs).  

 
2. A description of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when used 

for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:  

No homeownership or tenant-based rental assistance activities are anticipated for PY 2015. 

 
3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units acquired 

with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:  

No homeownership activities are anticipated for PY 2015. 

 
4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is 

rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing guidelines required that 
will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:  

The City of Berkeley’s HTF Guidelines apply to any project using HOME funds to refinance existing 

debt.  Per the Guidelines, Project owners submit funding requests to the City, or reply to the City’s 

Requests for Proposals for funding, with the following information, among other things: 

a)      As a condition precedent to funding, Owners must demonstrate an extension of affordability 

term.  For new HOME funds invested in the Project, the minimum affordability term is the term 

required by 24 CFR 92 et seq., but, typically, the required extension of affordability is 55 years. 

b)      As a condition precedent to funding, Owners must demonstrate that the refinancing preserves 

the affordable Project through rehabilitation.  

1. Minimum rehab costs/unit must correspond to at least the value identified in a current physical 

needs assessment to ensure that the long-term needs of the Project can be met.  

2. Typical rehab/unit costs are no less than $10,000/unit, the minimum rehab value required by 

the California Debt Limit Allocation Committee Regulations. 
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c)      Owners indicate if their refinancing request includes new construction that adds net new units 

to the Project 

d)      Owners provide extensive Project data, including audited financial statements, cash flows, rent 

rolls, services plans, PNAs, and rehabilitation proformas to demonstrate that: 

1. The project is sound financially and disinvestment has not occurred 

2. The long-term needs of the Project and residents will be met by the rehab 

3. The proposed rehab is financially feasible, includes no barriers to refinancing existing mortgage 

loans, does not include the refinancing of any existing federal or federally-insured loans, and 

leverages other non-federal funds to the greatest extent possible 
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Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG)  
Reference 91.220(l)(4)  

 
1. Include written standards for providing ESG assistance (may include as attachment)  

The City’s standards for providing ESG assistance are attached as Attachment 1: Alameda County 

Priority Home Partnership City of Berkeley Manual.  

2. If the Continuum of Care has established centralized or coordinated assessment system that 
meets HUD requirements, describe that centralized or coordinated assessment system.  
 

3. Identify the process for making sub-awards and describe how the ESG allocation available to 
private nonprofit organizations (including community and faith-based organizations).  

The City of Berkeley was allocated $203,290 in ESG funding for PY2014. Funds will be used to 

continue a program started in PY2012, which provides rapid re-housing and homeless prevention 

financial assistance to homeless clients and clients who are imminently homeless and seeking 

shelter. The City of Berkeley will utilize the maximum amount possible for administration (7.5 

percent of the grant) and allocate funds to support the County-wide Homeless Management 

Information System, known as InHouse. The table below shows how PY2015 ESG funds will be used. 

The City of Berkeley has encouraged its network of providers of services to the homeless to focus 

their efforts on rapidly re-housing their clients. Providers have re-tooled staffing to focus case 

management efforts on preparing clients for stabilization in housing. City General Funds already 

support these efforts. These providers report that the lack of financial assistance to rapidly re-house 

clients has impeded their efforts. For this reason, the City of Berkeley will again use a large portion 

of new ESG funds for financial assistance to rapidly re-house clients accessing services at existing 

homeless programs. 

ESG funds will be used to fund City staff and will be sole-sourced to the Berkeley Food and Housing 

Project (BFHP). BFHP provided financial assistance processing services both for the HPRP program 

and for the City’s Housing Retention Program, and has developed adequate systems to meet the 

regulatory requirements of the funding. Utilizing City staff for the administration and coordination 

of the program will ensure that financial assistance will be made available to clients of existing 

homeless agencies on an equitable basis, when the clients they serve are ready to receive the 

assistance. 
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4. If the jurisdiction is unable to meet the homeless participation requirement in 24 CFR 
576.405(a), the jurisdiction must specify its plan for reaching out to and consulting with 
homeless or formerly homeless individuals in considering policies and funding decisions 
regarding facilities and services funded under ESG.  

The policy-making entity for the City of Berkeley which makes decisions regarding the facilities, 

services, and other programs to receive funding under the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) is the 

Berkeley City Council. The Berkeley City Council is elected by the citizens of Berkeley. The City 

cannot mandate that a homeless or formerly homeless individual be on the City Council. Therefore, 

the City must develop and implement a plan to consult with homeless or formerly homeless 

individuals in making policies and decisions regarding programs that receiving funding under ESG. 

City staff are planning, in conjunction with Everyone Home, to host a forum each year for homeless 

clients, in order to involve them in policy-making and decisions regarding ESG-funded services. The 

details have yet to be determined. 

5. Describe performance standards for evaluating ESG.  

The performance standards to be applied to ESG activities is attached as an image labeled Outcome 

Measures. These standards were developed in 2009-2010 through the leadership of Everyone Home 

(the Continuum of Care) and partially funded by City of Berkeley General Funds. This matrix presents 

outcome standards for each type of program in the Continuum of Care. Most were established as a 

percentage of the average outcomes achieved by all County programs (for example, the average 

permanent housing placement rate of all emergency shelters) and will be adjusted over time to 

ensure continued improvement. 
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Outcome Measures 
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Discussion:  

Together Priority Home Partnership and the Housing Retention program make up the housing retention 

and rapid rehousing segment of the City’s continuum of services. The City will continue to work with 

Everyone Home and community agencies to ensure that prevention and rapid rehousing funds are fully 

utilized and play an important role in ending homelessness in Berkeley. 
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Attachments 
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Grantee Unique Appendices 
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  Consolidated Plan BERKELEY     139 

OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015) 
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Appendix - Alternate/Local Data Sources  

 
1 Data Source Name 

Berkeley Housing Authority 

List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set. 

Berkeley Housing Authority 

Provide a brief summary of the data set. 

The table was updated with the most current data available from PIC (PIH Information Center) 

What was the purpose for developing this data set? 

  

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected. 

December 2014 

Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection. 

  

Describe the total population from which the sample was taken. 

  

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of 

respondents or units surveyed. 

  

 



NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL 

 
The Health, Housing & Community Services Department is proposing a Public Hearing 
addressing the proposed 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan, including the Annual Action Plan 
for Program Year (PY) 2015 (7/01/15-6/30/16) which includes recommended allocations of 
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and 
Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funds. 
 
The hearing will be held on Tuesday, April 28, 2015, at 7:00 P.M., in the City Council 
Chambers, 2134 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, Berkeley.  

 
The proposed 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan and PY2014 Annual Action Plan are required 
by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The Consolidated Plan 
examines housing needs and establishes funding priorities in the areas of affordable housing 
and services for low-income populations over the next five-year period. The Annual Action 
Plan describes the City’s one-year strategy and allocation of $2.7 million in Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds available for housing related activities, 
improvement of public facilities, public services, and planning and administration. In addition, 
the plan outlines the proposed use of approximately $222,546 for homeless rapid re-housing, 
prevention, and other related activities under the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and 
the use of $582,305 in HOME funds for affordable housing development and rehabilitation.  
 
A copy of the agenda material for this hearing will be available on the City’s website at 
www.CityofBerkeley.info as of April 15, 2015.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: The public also has from April 1, 2015 to May 1, 2015 to 
submit written comments on the 2015-2020 Consolidated Plan and PY2015 Annual Action 
Plan. A draft of the Plan is available for public review at the reference desk of the 
Berkeley Public Library at 2090 Kittredge Street, and at the Front Desk of the Health, 
Housing and Community Services Department at 2180 Milvia Street, 2nd Floor between the 
hours of 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. The Plans are also available on the City’s website at 
http://www.cityofberkeley.info/ContentDisplay.aspx?id=12160. For more information or to 
provide written comments on any of these plans or funding allocations, contact Kristen Lee at 
kslee@ci.berkeley.ca.us or 981-5427.  
 

  This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. 
 
Accommodations Provided Upon Request. To request a disability-related 
accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services, please 
contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6342 (V) or 981-6345 (TDD) at least three 
business days before the meeting date. Providing at least three working days’ notice will help 
to ensure availability at the meeting.   
 
El Honorable Concejo Municipal de la Ciudad de Berkeley da aviso que el día martes, 28 de 
abril de 2015 a las 7:00 pm en la Sala Municipal ubicada en 2134 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way 
el Departamento de Salud, Vivienda y Servicios Comunitarios auspiciará una Audiencia 
Pública para discutir la distribución de los fondos monetarios de la Beca de Desarrollo del 
Bloque Comunitario (Community Development Block Grant- CDBG) Beca de Soluciones de 
Emergencia (Emergency Solutions Grant - ESG), la beca HOME y el Plan Anual de Acción 
para el Año Fiscal 2015 (que cubre el periodo de 07/01/15 – 06/30/16).  Si necesitan más 

Attachment # 9



información o si desean presentar comentarios por escrito, favor comunicarse con Roxana 
Andrade-Lizarzaburu al 510.981.5402 o por correo electrónico a 
randrade@cityofberkeley.info . 
 

 

通告 
柏克萊市議會將舉行公聽會，討論二零一五至二零二零年聯邦經費分配，計劃建議書， 及市民

参與計劃。  
 
時間：二零一五年，四月二十八日，星期二， 下午七時 

地點：柏克萊市議廳，2134  Martin Luther King Jr. Way   
 
經費包括：社區發展經費(CDBG)， 緊急庇護經費(ESG)，及房屋建設經費(HOME)， 並討論計

劃建議書（二零一五年七月一日至二零一六年六月三十日）。  

 
詳情請致電：（510）981 4928 鄭女士查詢 
 
 
 
Published: April 1, 2015 
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