
Housing and Human Services 

Commission

City of Sunnyvale

Notice and Agenda

Teleconference Meeting: City Web Stream7:00 PMWednesday, August 24, 2022

Meeting Online Link: https://sunnyvale-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/92867949471

Special Teleconference Notice

Because of the COVID-19 emergency and the health orders issued by Santa Clara 

County and the State of California, this meeting of the Sunnyvale Housing and 

Human Services Commission will take place by teleconference, as allowed by 

Government Code Subdivision 54953(e) and Resolution No. 1089-21 (reaffirmed 

August 9, 2022).

Public Participation

• Teleconference participation: You may provide audio public comment by 

connecting to the teleconference Meeting online or by telephone. Use the Raise 

Hand feature to request to speak (*9 on a telephone):

     Meeting online link: https://sunnyvale-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/92867949471

     Meeting call-in telephone number: 833-548-0276 | Meeting ID: 928 6794 9471

     (*9 to request to speak | *6 to unmute/mute)

• Watch the Housing and Human Services Commission meeting at: 

http://youtube.com/SunnyvaleMeetings

• Submit written comments to the Housing and Human Services Commission no 

later than 4 hours prior to the meeting start to 

HousingHumanServices@sunnyvale.ca.gov or by mail to City Clerk, 603 All 

America Way, Sunnyvale, CA 94086.

• Review recordings of this meeting and past meetings at 

https://sunnyvaleca.legistar.com/calendar.aspx or 

http://youtube.com/SunnyvaleMeetings
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August 24, 2022Housing and Human Services 

Commission

Notice and Agenda

Accessibility/Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Notice

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if you need special 

assistance to provide public comment, or for other special assistance; please 

contact the City at least 48 hours prior to the meeting to enable the City to make 

reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting. ADA contact: 

Housing staff may be reached at 408-730-7250 or housing@sunnyvale.ca.gov (28 

CFR 35.160 (b) (1)).

CALL TO ORDER

Call to Order via teleconference.

ROLL CALL

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

This category provides an opportunity for members of the public to address the 

Housing and Human Services Commission on items not listed on the agenda and 

is limited to 15 minutes (may be extended or continued after the public 

hearings/general business section of the agenda at the discretion of the Chair) 

with a maximum of up to three minutes per speaker. Please note the Brown Act 

(Open Meeting Law) does not allow the Housing and Human Services 

Commission to take action on an item not listed on the agenda. If you wish to 

address the Housing and Human Services Commission, please refer to the notice 

at the beginning of this agenda. Individuals are limited to one appearance during 

this section.

CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed on the consent calendar are considered to be routine and will be 

acted upon by one motion. There will be no separate discussion of these items. If 

a member of the public would like a consent calendar item pulled and discussed 

separately, please refer to the notice at the beginning of this agenda.

Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission 

Meeting Minutes of May 25, 2022

22-07621.A

Recommendation: Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission 

Minutes of May 25, 2022 as submitted.

Page 2 City of Sunnyvale Printed on 8/18/2022



August 24, 2022Housing and Human Services 
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Notice and Agenda

PUBLIC HEARINGS/GENERAL BUSINESS

If you wish to speak to a public hearing/general business item, please refer to 

notice at the beginning of this agenda. Each speaker is limited to a maximum of 

three minutes.

Consider Draft Assessment of Fair Housing22-01592

Recommendation: Alternative 1: Recommend that the City Council Approve the 

draft Assessment of Fair Housing as presented in Attachment 

2 of the staff report.

Consider a Tenant Protections and Right to Lease Ordinance 

(Study Issue)

22-07103

Recommendation: Alternative 1. Recommend that the City Council introduce an 

ordinance to add Chapter 19.71 (Residential Tenant 

Protections Ordinance) to Title 19 ("Zoning") of the Sunnyvale 

Municipal Code to create enhanced tenant protections.

Election of Chair and Vice Chair for FY 2022/2322-08744

STANDING ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL STUDY ISSUES

Consideration of Potential Study Issues22-0868

STANDING ITEM: HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

Housing Element Update22-0869

NON-AGENDA ITEMS & COMMENTS

-Commissioner Comments

-Staff Comments

INFORMATION ONLY REPORTS/ITEMS

Housing and Human Services Commission Proposed Study 

Issues, Calendar Year: 2023

22-0870
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ADJOURNMENT

Notice to the Public:

Any agenda related writings or documents distributed to members of this meeting 

body regarding any item on this agenda will be made available for public 

inspection in the originating department or can be accessed through the Office of 

the City Clerk located at 603 All America Way, during normal business hours and 

in the Council Chamber on the evening of the Housing and Human Services 

Commission Meeting, pursuant to Government Code §54957.5. 

Agenda information is available by contacting Edith Alanis at 408-730-7254 or 

ealanis@sunnyvale.ca.gov. Agendas and associated reports are also available on 

the City’s website at sunnyvale.ca.gov or at the One-Stop Desk, City Hall, 456 W. 

Olive Ave., Sunnyvale, CA, 72 hours before the Meeting.
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City of Sunnyvale

Agenda Item

22-0762 Agenda Date: 8/24/2022

SUBJECT
Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission Meeting Minutes of May 25, 2022

RECOMMENDATION
Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission Minutes of May 25, 2022 as submitted.
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City of Sunnyvale

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Housing and Human Services 

Commission

7:00 PM Telepresence Meeting: City Web StreamWednesday, May 25, 2022

CALL TO ORDER

Chair Stetson called the meeting to order at 7.p.m.

ROLL CALL

Chair Elinor Stetson

Vice Chair Linda Sell

Commissioner Jim Davis

Commissioner Scott Duncan

Commissioner Leesa Riviere

Present: 5 - 

Commissioner Ken HiremathAbsent: 1 - 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

None.

CONSENT CALENDAR

1.A 22-0623 Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission 

Meeting Minutes of April 20, 2022

Chair Stetson asked if anyone wished to discuss the Consent Calendar or if any 

member of the public wanted to discuss any item. There was no discussion

Chair Stetson asked for a motion.

MOTION:Commissioner Duncan moved and Commissioner Riviere seconded the 

motion to Approve the Housing and Human Services Commission Minutes of April 

20, 2022 as submitted.

The motion carried by the following vote:
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May 25, 2022Housing and Human Services 

Commission

Meeting Minutes - Draft

Yes: Chair Stetson

Vice Chair Sell

Commissioner Davis

Commissioner Duncan

Commissioner Riviere

5 - 

No: 0   

Absent: Commissioner Hiremath1 - 

PUBLIC HEARINGS/GENERAL BUSINESS

2 22-0618 Forward Recommendation to City Council Related to Approval 

of the Draft 2023-2031 Housing Element and Submittal of the 

Draft to California Department of Housing and Community 

Development for Review

Housing Officer Jenny Carloni gave a quick overview of the process and introduced 

staff and consultant working on the Housing Element update.

Chelsey Payne, Director of Urban Design and Planning at Ascent Environmental, 

gave the staff report with a slide presentation

Chair Stetson opened the public hearing at 8:23 p.m.

Dee Fitzpatrick expressed concern about the proximity of Moffett Park to the 

highway and the health issues posed by the traffic fumes. She also had additional 

questions of staff regarding income limits, the availability of the report for review, 

and parking requirements.

Chuck Fraleigh suggested that the Housing Element have an analysis that shows 

how Moffett Park will turn into a high resource area to address fair housing 

concerns about the volume of low-income units in north Sunnyvale.

Agnes Veith, co-chair of Housing Element Committee and 25-year Sunnyvale 

resident, advocated for the unhoused population in Sunnyvale. She suggested a 

re-evaluation of current programs designed to provide supportive services in light of 

the recent increase, rather than decrease in number of unhoused people.

Chair Stetson closed the public hearing at 8:30 p.m.
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May 25, 2022Housing and Human Services 

Commission

Meeting Minutes - Draft

After staff answered some questions, Chair Stetson asked for any additional 

discussion or a motion from the commissioners.

After a short discussion, commissioners made the following suggestions to be 

included in the final modifications as feasible:

• Include an analysis of how proposed policies and programs will reduce 

homelessness given that preliminary results from the 2022 Point-In-Time Homeless 

Census data show a slight increase in homelessness in Santa Clara County.

• Include more specific details on how Moffett Park will become a high resource area 

once the Moffett Park Specific Plan is released.

• Identify school-aged children data to assess needs of future school facilities.

• Analyze air quality impacts.

Chair Stetson asked for a Motion.

MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved and Commissioner Duncan seconded to 

approve Alternative 1: Recommend that the City Council Approve the Draft Housing 

Element as shown in Attachment 2, Authorize staff to make final modifications based 

on Commissioner feedback and current and future public comment, and Authorize 

staff to submit the Draft Housing Element to HCD for review

The motion carried by the following vote:

Yes: Chair Stetson

Vice Chair Sell

Commissioner Davis

Commissioner Duncan

Commissioner Riviere

5 - 

No: 0   

Absent: Commissioner Hiremath1 - 

3 22-0622 Review of Fiscal Year 2022/23 Recommended Budget

Housing Officer Jenny Carloni provided the staff report, answered questions from 

the Commissioners and noted that other than any feedback on the budget 

documents itself there was no action from the commissioners needed on this item. 

Chair Stetson opened and closed the public hearing at 8:50 p.m.upon confirming 

that there were no members of the public wishing to speak. 

There were no additional comments.
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May 25, 2022Housing and Human Services 

Commission

Meeting Minutes - Draft

STANDING ITEM: CONSIDERATION OF POTENTIAL STUDY ISSUES

22-0624 Consideration of Potential Study Issues

None.

STANDING ITEM: HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE

22-0625 Housing Element Update

None.

NON-AGENDA ITEMS & COMMENTS

-Commissioner Comments

-Staff Comments

INFORMATION ONLY REPORTS/ITEMS

22-0626 Housing and Human Services Commission Proposed Study 

Issues, Calendar Year: 2023

ADJOURNMENT

Chair Stetson adjourned the meeting at 8:52 p.m.
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City of Sunnyvale

Agenda Item

22-0159 Agenda Date: 8/24/2022

REPORT TO HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES COMMISSION

SUBJECT
Consider Draft Assessment of Fair Housing

BACKGROUND
The City receives an annual award of federal grant funds from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). For 2022, the grant amount is approximately $1.5 million collectively for the
Home Investment Partnerships (HOME) and Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
programs.  The City uses these funds to support affordable housing, public improvements, and
homeless prevention services.

Cities and counties that receive CDBG and HOME funds from HUD are required to complete an
Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) once every five years (the five-year rule was later modified, as
discussed below).  HUD requires federal entitlement jurisdictions (such as Sunnyvale) that receive
CDBG and HOME funds to certify that they will affirmatively further fair housing by analyzing
impediments to fair housing choices within their jurisdictions and to take appropriate actions to
overcome the effects of any impediments identified through that analysis and maintain records on the
progress being made through various actions. The City’s current AFH was prepared in 2014.

The Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (“AFFH”) Final Rule was published by HUD in July 2015 to
establish a process that clarifies how recipients of HUD funding are required to meet obligations to
affirmatively further fair housing as established by the Fair Housing Act, which was adopted as part of
Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968. In 2018, the Trump Administration made the Assessment
optional. In response, the California Legislature passed Assembly Bill 686 (Santiago) in 2018. This
California law requires that an AFH be included as part of a jurisdiction’s Housing Element. The State
law basically mirrors the 2015 version of the federal guidance for the AFH.

In 2019, the City partnered with the County’s Office of Supportive Housing and other jurisdictions
within the County of Santa Clara to retain the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (LCCR)
as consultants to help prepare the AFH. LCCR used HUD databases to prepare an overview of the
City and County population demographics and housing markets. Then LCCR and the City, along with
partnering jurisdictions, conducted local outreach to obtain input on potential fair housing concerns
from stakeholders such as public and private housing providers, property managers, residents and
public agencies. The project was significantly delayed due to the COVID-19 pandemic and then
stalled further due to Housing Element Update schedules; however, the County finally adopted their
AFH on June 28, 2022.

EXISTING POLICY
2020-2025 HUD Consolidated Plan:
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Goal A Assist in the creation, improvement, and preservation of affordable housing for lower-
income and special needs households.

Goal B Alleviation of Homelessness
Goal C Support provision of essential human services, particularly for special needs

populations.
Goal D Expanding Economic Opportunities

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This matter is not a project within the meaning of CEQA, because the creation of government
funding mechanisms or other government fiscal activities, such as annual grant reporting, do not
involve commitments to any specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical
impact on the environment (CEQA Guideline 15378(b)(4)).

DISCUSSION
The AFH is a thorough examination of structural barriers to fair housing choice and access to
opportunity for members of historically marginalized groups protected from discrimination by the
federal Fair Housing Act (FHA). This AFH is a collaborative effort encompassing the County and all
seven entitlement jurisdictions within the County. The AFH also outlines fair housing priorities and
goals to overcome fair housing issues. In addition, the AFH lays out meaningful strategies that can be
implemented to achieve progress towards the County’s obligation to affirmatively furthering fair
housing. The AFH draft references broader regional data and goals (County) around fair housing -
then references City specific data and goals and compares the two entities.  It is important to note
that the County and City have similar proposed goals and actions cited in their respective AFH plans.

Outreach
From October 2019 to January 2020, the LCCR and staff from a variety of jurisdictions facilitated a
community engagement process through print, social media, community meetings, focus groups and
surveys. In December 2019, the Santa Clara AFH Advisory Committee, representing several
community and stakeholder groups, was established to provide ongoing input to the consultants
during the AFH process. All jurisdictions in the County of Santa Clara participated in the AFH
Advisory Committee, including Sunnyvale.

During the first phase of community engagement, the LCCR held numerous in person outreach
meetings with hundreds of stakeholders throughout the County to receive regional stakeholder
feedback. Meetings held included tenants, landlords, homeowners, fair housing organizations, civil
rights and advocacy organizations, legal services providers, social services providers, housing
developers, local housing and planning staff, and industry groups. Then, between October 1, 2019
and January 29, 2020 the City held more locally focused meetings to get specific feedback about
Sunnyvale.

The second phase of community engagement focused on discussing the findings of the report and
review of the recommended goals with the AFH Advisory Committee, and other partners. The LCCR
engaged in an in-depth analysis of quantitative and qualitative data to identify contributing factors.
Contributing factors are defined as “a factor that creates, contributes to, perpetuates or increases
severity of one or more housing issues.”

Some of the key contributing factors described during the AFH process include the following:
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1. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures.
2. Loss of affordable housing.
3. Lack of affordable housing, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes.
4. Land use and zoning laws.
5. Private discrimination.

Key Data Findings
The AFH analyzes a variety of issues, including patterns of residential segregation.  A common metric
used to determine levels of residential segregation between groups is the Dissimilarity Index, - which
shows the degree two-groups are distributed across a geographic area.  The Dissimilarity Index for
the City reflects low levels of segregation for all racial and ethnic groups, - though Hispanic residents
are approaching the moderate threshold, which is important to consider and to continue to assess.

While the City has low levels of residential segregation, it is important to note that Sunnyvale’s school
proficiency data represents a disparity among racial groups. Where the White and Asian populations
have more access to proficient schools, pursuant to the School Proficiency Index, the Black, Hispanic
and Native American populations have less access. The Black and Native American populations, as
cited in the AFH, are small, making up respectively 1.59% and 0.17% of the total population in
Sunnyvale.

Part of the issue with school access in Sunnyvale is that Sunnyvale students are served by multiple
school districts, including Sunnyvale School District (entirely within the boundaries of Sunnyvale),
Cupertino Union School District (which serves residents in five cities), Fremont Union High School
District (which serves students in the Sunnyvale and Cupertino Union school districts) and Santa
Clara Unified School District (which serves students in four cities). Attachment 3 is a map of the
school districts serving Sunnyvale.  While most schools serving Sunnyvale students perform above
standard in English and math, it is important to better understand, in an effort to remedy the issue,
how access to quality public schools may be more challenging for some groups, compared to others.

As the City continues to discuss contributing factors, along with strategies to address any disparities,
one larger action item can include partnering with local school districts to further assess this finding.

Goals and Strategies
The Goals and Strategies Section of the AFH is a response to the contributing factors identified in the
AFH. This section provides draft strategies for the City to help address the types of fair housing
issues and contributing factors affecting people:

· Goal 1: Promote residential and racial and ethnic integration and reduce displacement by
increasing the supply of affordable housing in high opportunity areas, areas with ongoing
displacement, and areas where residents are at risk of displacement.

· Goal 2: Reduce zoning and land- use barriers to affordable housing development.

· Goal 3: Protect tenants from displacement through more robust tenant protections and access
to legal services.

· Goal 4: Increase access to opportunity for residents of historically disinvested low -income
communities of color.

· Goal 5: Adjust prioritization of permanent supportive housing to meet the needs of Hispanic
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residents more equitably, domestic violence victims, persons with limited English proficiency
and individuals with chronic health problems.

· Goal 6: Increase support for fair housing enforcement, education and outreach.

HUD and the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) expect the City,
in conjunction with its partner agencies, to make a reasonable effort to carry out the identified goals
of the Assessment of Fair Housing. These goals are very similar to fair housing goals found in the
Draft 2023-2031 Housing Element (see Attachment 4 for a side-by-side comparison of AFH and HE
Goals and policies/programs). While the AFH was prepared with 2019 data due to the timing of the
project, more recent analysis done during the Housing Element update mirrors this work and the
outcomes and goals remain consistent.

FISCAL IMPACT
There is no cost or fiscal impact related to approving this report.  However, it is important to note
that some of the proposed goals and actions, if pursued, would require funding from the Housing
Department’s operating budget, or a request to City Council for additional funding.

PUBLIC CONTACT
In addition to the substantial outreach conducted as part of this project, public contact was made
through posting of the Housing and Human Services Commission agenda on the City's official-
notice bulletin board and the agenda and staff report on the City's website. Notice of a public
hearing, including a 30-day public comment and review period, was published in a legal
advertisement in the Sunnyvale Sun newspaper on August 12, 2022.

ALTERNATIVES
Recommend that the City Council:

1. Approve the draft Assessment of Fair Housing as presented in Attachment 2 of the staff
report.

2. Approve the draft Assessment of Fair Housing as presented in Attachment 2 of the staff report,
with modifications.

3. Do not approve the draft Assessment of Fair Housing and provide direction to staff.

RECOMMENDATION
Alternative 1: Recommend that the City Council Approve the draft Assessment of Fair Housing as
presented in Attachment 2 of the staff report.

Prepared by: Leif Christiansen, Housing Programs Analyst
Reviewed by: Jenny Carloni, Housing Officer
Reviewed by: Trudi Ryan, Director, Community Development
Reviewed by: Teri Silva, Assistant City Manager
Approved by: Kent Steffens, City Manager

ATTACHMENTS
1. Reserved for Report to Council
2. Sunnyvale Draft Assessment of Fair Housing
3. Map of School Districts Serving Sunnyvale
4. Comparison of Assessment of Fair Housing Draft Housing Element Goals and Policies
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I. Executive Summary

The Santa Clara County Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) is a thorough examination of 
structural barriers to fair housing choice and access to opportunity for members of historically 
marginalized groups protected from discrimination by the federal Fair Housing Act (FHA). This 
AFH is a collaborative effort encompassing the following jurisdictions: 

• Santa Clara County
• Santa Clara County Housing Authority
• Cupertino
• Gilroy
• Mountain View
• Palo Alto
• San José
• City of Santa Clara
• Sunnyvale

The AFH also outlines fair housing priorities and goals to overcome fair housing issues. In 
addition, the AFH lays out meaningful strategies that can be implemented to achieve progress 
towards the County’s obligation to affirmatively furthering fair housing. The Lawyers’ Committee 
for Civil Rights Under Law (Lawyers’ Committee), in consultation with the County, the 
entitlement cities, and the Housing Authority, and with input from a wide range of stakeholders 
through a community participation process, prepared this AFH. To provide a foundation for the 
conclusions and recommendations presented in this AFH, the Lawyers’ Committee reviewed and 
analyzed: 

• Data from the U.S. Census Bureau and other sources about the demographic, housing,
economic, and educational landscape of the County, entitlement cities, nearby
communities, and the broader region;

• Various County and City planning documents and ordinances;
• Data reflecting housing discrimination complaints;
• The input of a broad range of stakeholders that deal with the realities of the housing

market and the lives of members of protected classes in Santa Clara County.

The AFH draws from these sources to conduct an analysis of fair housing issues such as patterns 
of integration and segregation of members of protected classes, racially or ethnically concentrated 
areas of poverty regionally, disparities in access to opportunity for protected classes, and 
disproportionate housing needs. The analysis also examines publicly supported housing in the city 
as well as fair housing issues for persons with disabilities. Private and public fair housing 
enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources are evaluated as well. The AFH identifies 
contributing factors to fair housing issues and steps that should be taken to overcome these barriers. 
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Overview of Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara County is located in the Bay Area of Northern California, and is home to Silicon 
Valley. It has a population of nearly two million people, and is highly diverse, with no majority 
racial/ethnic group. Asian American and Pacific Islanders are the most prevalent (35%), followed 
by White (33%), Hispanic (26%), and Black (2%) residents. However, these trends vary within 
the various entitlement jurisdictions. While the urban county, Cupertino, San José, city of Santa 
Clara, Sunnyvale, and the Region maintain predominantly-Asian populations, Gilroy is 
predominantly Hispanic, and Mountain View and Palo Alto are predominantly White. Across the 
entitlement jurisdictions, San José displays the highest levels of segregation, with Asian American 
and Pacific Islanders and Hispanics more likely to live in the segregated eastern part of the city. 
This analysis utilizes an alternative definition of R/ECAPs (Racially/Ethnically Concentrated 
Areas of Poverty) in order to properly reflect the high cost of living in the area. Under this new 
definition, R/ECAPs are predominantly located in eastern San José, aligning with existing and 
historical segregative patterns. 

There is a significant immigrant population in the County, with top national origins of Mexico 
(7%), India (6%), China (6%), Vietnam (5%) and the Philippines (3%); these population shares 
are closely mirrored at the regional level. However, which entitlement jurisdictions these 
immigrant groups choose to settle in varies. Cupertino has significant immigrant populations from 
India and China but lower populations from Mexico and Vietnam than much of the rest of the 
County. Meanwhile, Mexican immigrants are strongly represented in Gilroy (17%), Mountain 
View (6%), and San José (10%). Indian immigrants are highly represented in Cupertino (17%), 
Mountain View (7%), city of Santa Clara (13%), and Sunnyvale (15%). Vietnamese immigrants 
are most strongly represented in San José (8%), and Chinese immigrants have a strong presence 
in Cupertino (16%), Mountain View (8%), Palo Alto (10%), San José (5%), city of Santa Clara 
(6%), and Sunnyvale (9%). While immigrant populations are not a perfect analogue for 
communities with Limited English Proficiency, in the County at large, Spanish, Chinese, and 
Vietnamese are the most prevalent languages.  

Across nearly every entitlement jurisdiction, Black and Hispanic residents face the highest rate of 
housing problems, and Hispanic families are overcrowded at a rate of 12% (three times the rate of 
the next highest share, Asian American or Pacific Islanders). Additionally, throughout the County, 
there are clear disparities in access to opportunity across several categories – including 
environmental health, labor market, and school proficiency – which all seem to be higher in the 
western part of the County, and lower in San José. Noting that eastern San José is particularly 
segregated compared to the rest of the County, any disparities in access to opportunity is more 
impactful on the predominantly Hispanic and Asian American or Pacific Islander population in 
that area. Access to low-cost and comprehensive transportation networks, on the other hand, is 
consistently good throughout the County.  

There is very little traditional public housing in Santa Clara County, with an alternative reliance 
on Project-Based Section 8 and LIHTC units, as well as Housing Choice Vouchers. Additionally, 
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many of the entitlement jurisdictions utilize inclusionary zoning programs, affordable Accessory 
Dwelling Unit (ADU) programs, and mobile home rent stabilization ordinances to supplement 
their affordable housing stock.  

There is relatively little concentration of persons with disabilities in the County, as well as a lower 
relative share than in other, comparable housing markets. Residents of Project-Based Section 8 
units have disabilities that roughly align with the County’s population share with disabilities. 
However, Housing Choice Voucher holders have disabilities at twice the rate. While there are very 
few publicly supported housing developments reserved for people with disabilities, a significant 
share are reserved for seniors, who are more likely to have disabilities. Additionally, newer and 
larger developments are subject to increased accessibility construction standards, making them a 
more viable option for affordable housing residents with disabilities. Santa Clara County Measure 
A bond funds (Measure A) have been dedicated to permanent supportive housing, specifically 
seeking developments in which at least 50% of units are permanent supportive housing (PAH). 
However, it should be noted that dedicating 50% of units runs the risk of segregating people with 
disabilities, when the goal should be greater community integration.  

Fair Housing Enforcement in Santa Clara County is very reliant on private fair housing 
organizations, which contract with various municipalities to provide housing mediation and 
arbitration, while also pursuing private fair housing enforcement actions and providing outreach 
to Santa Clara County residents. Despite the wealth of private organizations, many of which serve 
very specific populations, still, available resources do not rise to the level necessary to ensure fair 
access to housing for all Santa Clara County residents. 

Contributing Factors to Fair Housing Issues 

The AFH includes a discussion and analysis of the following contributing factors to fair housing 
issues:  

1. Access to financial services
2. Access for persons with disabilities to proficient schools
3. Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities
4. Access to transportation for persons with disabilities
5. Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly

supported housing
6. Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes
7. Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation
8. Community opposition
9. Deteriorated and abandoned properties
10. Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating

violence, sexual assault, and stalking
11. Displacement of residents due to economic pressures
12. Impediments to mobility
13. Inaccessible public or private infrastructure

Attachment 2 
Page 5 of 171



14. Inaccessible government facilities or services 
15. Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
16. Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes 
17. Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 
18. Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 
19. Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
20. Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing 
21. Lack of community revitalization strategies 
22. Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
23. Lack of local public fair housing enforcement 
24. Lack of local or regional cooperation 
25. Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 
26. Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
27. Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
28. Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations 
29. Lack of state or local fair housing laws 
30. Land use and zoning laws 
31. Lending discrimination 
32. Location of accessible housing 
33. Location of employers 
34. Location of environmental health hazards 
35. Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 
36. Location and type of affordable housing 
37. Loss of affordable housing 
38. Occupancy codes and restrictions 
39. Private discrimination 
40. Quality of affordable housing information programs 
41. Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 

disabilities 
42. Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, 

including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
43. Source of income discrimination  
44. State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities 

from living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other integrated 
settings 

45. Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law 

Proposed Goals and Actions 

To address the contributing factors described above, the AFH proposes the following goals and 
strategies for the City of Sunnyvale, working in partnership with other jurisdictions and regional 
entities. 
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I. Promote residential racial and ethnic integration and reduce displacement by increasing 
the supply of affordable housing in both high opportunity areas, areas with ongoing 
displacement, and areas that are at risk of displacement. 

a. Evaluate whether to place a new countywide affordable housing bond on the 
ballot within the next five years. 

b. Build support for city-level affordable housing opportunities within the city of 
Sunnyvale. 

c. Provide grants to single-family homeowners with household incomes of up to 
120% of the Area Median Income (AMI) to develop ADUs and consider 
affordability restrictions on their property. 

d. Coordinate and expand inclusionary housing and commercial linkage fee policies 
with proceeds dedicated to affordable housing across the City of Sunnyvale. 

e. Incorporate priorities for expanding access to high opportunity areas and reducing 
displacement into notices of funding availability and requests for proposals for 
affordable housing funds. 

II. Reduce zoning and land use barriers to affordable housing development. 
a. Increase high density zoning near transit in high opportunity areas through 

overlay affordable housing overlay districts. 
b. Reduce parking minimums near public transit service.  
c. Incorporate a fair housing equity analysis into the review of significant rezoning 

proposals and specific plans. 
d. Increase planning staffing and prioritize staff retention to ensure prompt, 

consistent processing of development projects. 
III. Protect tenants from displacement through more robust tenant protections and access to 

legal services. 
a. Provide funding to ensure a right to counsel for tenants in landlord-tenant 

proceedings, including those involving the application of new laws like A.B. 
1482. 

b. Support education for tenants and housing providers regarding new tenants’ rights 
laws. 

IV. Increase access to opportunity for residents of historically disinvested low-income 
communities of color. 

a. Target funds for environmental remediation to low-income communities of color, 
particularly those in close proximity to major highways or polluting facilities. 

b. Encourage flexibility in policies that allow for inter-district transfers. 
c. Expand bus service in areas with limited service by creating new service on major 

arterial roads and reducing headways. 
d. Explore fare-free public transportation, particularly for local bus service. 

V. Adjust prioritization of permanent supportive housing units to more equitably meet the 
needs of Hispanic residents, domestic violence victims, persons with limited English 
proficiency, and individuals with chronic health problems. 

VI. Increase support for fair housing enforcement, education, and outreach. 
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II. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION PROCESS 
 
1.  Describe outreach activities undertaken to encourage and broaden meaningful community 
participation in the AFH process, including the types of outreach activities and dates of public 
hearings or meetings. Identify media outlets used and include a description of efforts made to 
reach the public, including those representing populations that are typically underrepresented in 
the planning process such as persons who reside in areas identified as R/ECAPs, persons who are 
limited English proficient (LEP), and persons with disabilities. Briefly explain how these 
communications were designed to reach the broadest audience possible. For PHAs, identify your 
meetings with the Resident Advisory Board. 
 
In order to ensure that the analysis contained in an AFH truly reflects conditions in a community 
and that the goals and strategies are targeted and feasible, the participation of a wide range of 
stakeholders is of critical importance.  A broad array of outreach was conducted during a four-
month community engagement process through print and social media engagement, community 
meetings, focus groups, surveys, and the establishment of a count-wide Santa Clara County 
Regional AFH Advisory Committee.  
 
In preparing this AFH, the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law held numerous in-
person stakeholder meetings with hundreds of stakeholders, including tenants, landlords, 
homeowners, public housing residents, fair housing organizations, civil rights and advocacy 
organizations, legal services provers, social services providers, housing developers, local housing 
and planning staff, and industry groups to hear directly about fair housing issues affecting residents 
of Santa Clara County. Multiple meetings were co-hosted by the housing authority and advertised 
directly to voucher holders and residents of project-based voucher developments. 

All community meetings had translation services available if requested. Multiple meetings had 
Spanish translators and another had Vietnamese translators. Flyers promoting meetings were in 
Spanish in areas with high concentrations of Spanish-speaking residents. In addition, all meetings 
were held in locations accessible to people with mobility issues. The Executive Summary of the 
AFH will be translated into Spanish and Vietnamese. 
 
Geographically specific community meetings were held across Santa Clara County, including 
Urban County, South County, Central County, and the cities of San José and Santa Clara. In 
addition, several focus groups were established to focus on specific fair housing issues. They 
include Formerly Incarcerated Individuals, Homeless Individuals and Families, Nonprofit 
Affordable Housing Developers, Domestic Violence Survivors, Seniors, Health Trust for 
HIV/AIDS, the Vietnamese Community, geographically-oriented focus groups, the Hispanic 
Community, the Filipino Community, and Students and Educators.  
 
In December of 2019, the Santa Clara County Regional AFH Advisory Committee, comprised of 
13 members and representing several community and stakeholder groups, was established to 
provide ongoing input during the AFH process. In addition to helping shape goals and 
recommendations in the AFH, the AFH Advisory Committee will continue its work beyond 
submission of the AFH to insure that these goals and strategies are included in the Consolidated 
Planning Process and implemented over the next several years. 
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Below is a list AFH meetings to date: 
 
Public Community Meetings 
San José Evening Community Meeting  November 13, 2019 
City of Santa Clara Community Meeting  November 14, 2019 
San José Daytime Community Meeting  November 16, 2019 
Urban County Community Meeting    December 11, 2019 
Cupertino Meeting      December 19, 2019 
Central County     January 14, 2020 
South County      January 15, 2020 
 
Focus Groups 
 
Formerly Incarcerated Individuals   December 12, 2019 
Homeless Individuals and Families   December 12, 2019 
Non-Profit Affordable Housing Developers   December 13, 2019 
Women      December 13, 2019 
Seniors      January 13, 2020 
Central County     January 13, 2020 
Health Trust for HIV/AIDS    January 14, 2020 
Vietnamese Community    January 15, 2020 
South County      January 15, 2020 
Filipino Community     January 26, 2020 
Schools/Educators     January 27, 2020 
Seniors      January 29, 2020 
Hispanic Community     January 29, 2020 
 
Stakeholder Meetings 
 
Project Sentinel      October 1, 2019 
San José NAACP     October 1, 2019 
Asian Law Alliance     October 2, 2019 
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley   October 2, 2019 
Latinos United for a New America   October 21, 2019 
California Apartment Association    October 21, 2019 
The Silicon Valley Organization   October 21, 2019 
Catalyze SV      October 21, 2019 
Santa Clara County Housing Authority  October 21, 2019 
International Children Assistance Network  October 21, 2019 
Bay Area Legal Aid     October 22, 2019 
Housing Trust Silicon Valley    October 22, 2019 
Gilroy Compassion Center    October 22, 2019 
City of Gilroy       October 22, 2019 
Senior Adults Legal Assistance   October 22, 2019 
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Day Worker Center of Mountain View   October 22, 2019 
Santa Clara County Association of Realtors  October 23, 2019 
City of Santa Clara     October 23, 2019 
City of Sunnyvale     October 23, 2019 
Silicon Valley at Home    October 23, 2019 
Bay Area Homeowners Network   October 23, 2019 
Sunnyvale Community Services   November 12, 2019 
SOMOS Mayfair     November 14, 2019 
Amigos de Guadalupe     November 15, 2019 
West Valley Community Services   November 15, 2019 
Habitat for Humanity     December 10, 2019 
Working Partnerships USA    December 11, 2019 
 
Public hearings will be held in each city and in the Urban County while the draft is available for 
public review. All written comments received during the public comment period will be reviewed 
and either incorporated into the final AFH or addressed as to why they were not incorporated in 
the Community Participation section.  
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IV. ASSESSMENT OF PAST GOALS, ACTIONS AND STRATEGIES 
 
a. Indicate what fair housing goals were selected by program participant(s) in recent 

Analyses of Impediments, Assessments of Fair Housing, or other relevant planning 
documents. 
 

City of Sunnyvale 
 

1. Continue to provide public outreach about fair housing.  
2. Continue to participate in the countywide fair housing task force 

in order to improve the provision of fair housing services regionally.  
3. Continue broad community outreach about available housing 

programs and affordable housing units. 
4. Continue to require outreach to the homeless and special needs 

households. 
5. Allow for reasonable accommodations. 
6. Refine the Inclusionary Zoning program. 
7. Continue to zone for a range of housing types and densities as set forth in the City’s 

General Plan. 
8. Assist local Housing Authorities with public outreach. 
9. Maintain a list of public-sector loan and down-payment assistance agencies. 
10. Plan for and encourage transit-oriented development. 
11. Continue to work with local transit agencies to facilitate safe and efficient routes 

throughout the City for the various forms of public transit. 
 
City staff continues to make efforts to improve access to services, programs, and activities, 
including affordable housing opportunities, for all residents, including persons and households 
with Limited English Proficiency (LEP). The AI includes recommendations to: expand awareness 
of LEP clients, educate service providers on their obligations to LEP clients, and assess housing 
and service providers to evaluate the ability of LEP clients to access sponsored services, programs, 
and activities.  

 
Sunnyvale was also involved in the following activities to affirmatively further fair housing since 
the completion of the last AI:  

• The City provided accessibility improvement grants for 6 homeowners with physical 
disabilities.  

• It also provided translation and interpretation services for the City’s housing and 
community development programs, and  

• provided information on foreclosure prevention, tenancy rights, financial education, and 
other fair housing related topics.  

 
The Fair Housing page on the City’s website provides a link for residents to report discrimination 
complaints directly to HUD. The City actively implements an Affirmative Marketing Plan to 
inform the public about all housing programs and new housing opportunities. The waiting lists of 
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local affordable housing developments indicate that affirmative outreach efforts have been very 
successful in reaching various minority communities, as well as a broad range of household types.  
 

c. Discuss how successful in achieving past goals, and/or how it has fallen short of 
achieving these goals (including potentially harmful unintended consequences) 
 

The County and its entitlement jurisdictions have had success in achieving some of their past goals 
but have fallen short in others. Most jurisdictions contract with Project Sentinel to provide fair 
housing education, investigation, enforcement and outreach. In addition, the State of California 
recently passed fair housing legislation including source of income protections, statewide rent 
control, and "just cause" eviction requirements for renters. Other measures designed to increase 
affordable housing production include limits on local review procedures and as-of-right Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADU). The high cost of housing continues to be the most significant impediment 
to housing opportunity. The County and participating jurisdictions have allocated millions of 
dollars for affordable housing development and have instituted land use and other policies 
designed to increase the number of units but the demand far exceeds the supply. 

 
d. Discuss any additional policies, actions, or steps that the program participant could take 

to achieve past goals, or mitigate the problems it has experienced. 
 
The need for affordable housing in Santa Clara County is far greater than the supply. To address 
this large gap requires significantly more resources and a coordinated approach. The best way in 
which Santa Clara County and its participating jurisdictions could overcome the setbacks to the 
accomplishment of its goals from their last Analysis of Impediments would be to explore bonds or 
other types of financing mechanisms to increase the supply of affordable housing in both high 
opportunity areas, areas with ongoing displacement, and areas that are at risk of displacement. In 
order to effectively accomplish this in high opportunity areas, cities that include high opportunity 
areas would need to reform their zoning and land use policies and dedicate public land to affordable 
housing development. The need for affordable housing in Santa Clara County is far greater than 
the supply. To address this large gap requires significantly more resources and a coordinated 
approach. 

 
e. Discuss how the experiences of program participant(s) with past goals has influenced 
the selection of current goals. 

 
The 2020 AFH’s goals were determined by various methods, one being the input of a broad range 
of stakeholders that deal with the realities of the housing market in Santa Clara County. The 
stakeholders discussed that even though there are a small percentage of discrimination claims 
being reported, residents are still experiencing housing discrimination. With this feedback and data 
analysis, the 2020 AFH incorporates the continuation of several past AI priority goals while adding 
new goals designed to ensure that each jurisdiction affirmatively furthers fair housing.  
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III. Fair Housing Analysis 
 

A. Demographic Summary 
 
This Demographic Summary provides an overview of data concerning race and ethnicity, sex, 
familial status, disability status, limited English proficiency, national origin, and age. The data 
included reflects the composition of the Santa Clara County-San Benito County Region, the 
County itself, and the city of Sunnyvale.  

 
1. Describe demographic patterns in the jurisdiction and region, and describe trends over 

time (since 1990). 
 
Santa Clara County is located on the southern coast of San Francisco Bay. Also known as Silicon 
Valley, this urban county has an equal percentage of white and Asian/Pacific Island populations 
and a sizeable Hispanic population. 

 
Table 1: Demographics, Santa Clara County 
 

  (Santa Clara County, CA CDBG) 
Jurisdiction  

(San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, 
CA) Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 
White, Non-Hispanic 622,266 32.56% 643,138 32.65% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 45,479 2.38% 45,916 2.33% 
Hispanic 498,253 26.07% 532,814 27.05% 
Asian/Pacific Island, Non-
Hispanic 673,825 33.37% 669,125 33.97% 
Native American, Non-
Hisp. 3,104 0.16% 3,282 0.17% 
National Origin 
#1 country of origin  Mexico 139,914 7.32% Mexico 149,078 7.57% 
#2 country of origin India 118,480 6.20% India 118,753 6.03% 
#3 country of origin China: 113,877 5.96% China: 113,993 5.79% 
#4 country of origin Vietnam 102,611 5.37% Vietnam 102,657 5.21% 
#5 country of origin Philippines 59,894 3.13% Philippines 60,251 3.06% 
#6 country of origin Korea 20,258 1.06% Korea 20,410 1.04% 
#7 country of origin Iran 15,502 0.81% Iran 15,517 0.79% 
#8 country of origin Japan 11,975 0.63% Japan 11,984 0.61% 
#9 country of origin Canada 10,297 0.54% Canada 10,473 0.53% 

#10 country of origin 
 
El Salvador 

 
8,745 0.46% 

United 
Kingdom 

 
9,860 0.50% 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 
#1 LEP Language Spanish 11,362 4.53% Spanish 147,705 8.48% 
#2 LEP Language Chinese 5,285 2.11% Vietnamese 69,212 3.98% 
#3 LEP Language Vietnamese 1,867 0.74% Chinese 61,687 3.54% 
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#4 LEP Language Korean 1,258 0.50% Tagalog 19,949 1.15% 
#5 LEP Language Persian 990 0.39% Korean 12,494 0.72% 

#6 LEP Language Japanese 895 0.36% 
Other Indic 
Language 7,078 0.41% 

#7 LEP Language Tagalog 508 0.20% 
Other Asian 
Language 6,838 0.39% 

#8 LEP Language Russian 357 0.14% Japanese 6,069 0.35% 

#9 LEP Language 
Other Asian 
Language 322 0.13% Chin 5,253 0.30% 

#10 LEP Language Portuguese 285 0.11% Russian 4,197 0.24% 
Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty 44,272 2.3% 45,778 2.3% 
Vision difficulty 27,076 1.4% 27,954 1.4% 
Cognitive difficulty 57,029 3.2% 59,099 3.2% 
Ambulatory difficulty 76,562 4.3% 79,438 4.3% 
Self-care difficulty 35,490 2.0% 36,795 2.0% 
Independent living 
difficulty 64,256 4.4% 66,560 4.4% 

Sex 
Male 958,272 50.14% 992,525 50.38% 
Female 943,912 49.39% 977,372 49.62% 
Age 
Under 18 434,658 22.74% 326,871 22.9% 
18-64 1,232,109 64.47% 1,410,528 59.1% 
65+ 235,417 12.32% 246,855 18.0% 
Family Type 
Families with children 215,104 34.12% 221,806 34.24% 

 
Race and Ethnicity 

 
Santa Clara County has an almost equal split between non-Hispanic whites (32.56%) and non-
Hispanic Asians (33.37%), with Hispanics comprising 26.07% of the population. Black residents 
comprise only 2.38% of the population, and non-Hispanic Native Americans 0.16%.   
 
National Origin 

 
Within the County, the most common country of origin is Mexico, with residents from Mexico 
comprising 7.32% of the population. The remaining most common countries of origin are, in order, 
India, China, Vietnam, the Philippines, Korea, Iran, Japan, Canada, and El Salvador.  
 
Limited English Proficiency 

 
The most commonly spoken language for those in the County with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) is Spanish. The remaining most common languages for those with Limited English 
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Proficiency are, in order, Chinese, Tagalog, Korean, another Pacific Island Language, Vietnamese, 
German, Portuguese, Japanese, and French.  

 
Disability 

 
The most common type of disability experienced by residents of the County is independent living 
difficulty, followed closely by ambulatory difficulty. The remaining most common disabilities are, 
in order of prevalence, cognitive difficulty, hearing difficulty, self-care difficulty, and vision 
difficulty.  

 
Sex 
 
County residents are 50.14% male and 49.39% female.  

 
Age 

 
The majority of residents in the County are ages 18-64, with 64.47% of residents falling into that 
age group. 22.74% of the population is under 18, and 12.32% of residents are 65 and over. 

  
Familial Status 

 
Families with children constitute 34.12% of the total County population. 
 
 
Table 2: Demographics, Sunnyvale 
 

  
Sunnyvale Jurisdiction  

(San José-Sunnyvale-Santa 
Clara, CA) Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % 
White, Non-Hispanic 49,901 32.92% 643,138 32.65% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 2,403 1.59% 45,916 2.33% 
Hispanic 25,174 16.61% 532,814 27.05% 
Asian/Pacific Island, Non-
Hispanic  68,260 45.04% 669,125 33.97% 

Native American, Non-
Hisp. 261 0.17% 3,282 0.17% 

National Origin 
#1 country of origin  India 22,742 15.00% Mexico 149,078 7.57% 
#2 country of origin China 14,001 9.24% India 118,753 6.03% 
#3 country of origin Mexico 7,339 4.84% China 113,993 5.79% 
#4 country of origin Philippines 3,864 2.55% Vietnam 102,657 5.21% 
#5 country of origin Vietnam 2,376 1.57% Philippines 60,251 3.06% 
#6 country of origin Korea 2,160 1.43% Korea 20,410 1.04% 
#7 country of origin Israel 1,451 0.96% Iran 15,517 0.79% 
#8 country of origin Japan 1,333 0.88% Japan 11,984 0.61% 
#9 country of origin El Salvador 1,328 0.88% Canada 10,473 0.53% 
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#10 country of origin 
       
Iran 

 
1,027 0.68% 

United 
Kingdom 9,860 0.50% 

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Language 
#1 LEP Language Spanish 9,013 6.86% Spanish 147,705 8.48% 
#2 LEP Language Chinese 7,055 5.37% Vietnamese 69,212 3.98% 
#3 LEP Language Tagalog 1,731 1.32% Chinese 61,687 3.54% 

#4 LEP Language 
Other Asian 
Language 1,620 1.23% Tagalog 19,949 1.15% 

#5 LEP Language Vietnamese 1,523 1.16% Korean 12,494 0.72% 

#6 LEP Language Korean 1,048 0.80% 
Other Indic 
Language 7,078 0.41% 

#7 LEP Language Hindi 775 0.59% 
Other Asian 
Language 6,838 0.39% 

#8 LEP Language Japanese 710 0.54% Japanese 6,069 0.35% 

#9 LEP Language 
Other Indic 
Language 701 0.53% Persian 5,253 0.30% 

#10 LEP Language Russian 519 0.40% Russian 4,197 0.24% 
Disability Type 
Hearing difficulty 3,205 2.1% 45,778 2.30% 
Vision difficulty 1,937 1.3% 27,954 1.40% 
Cognitive difficulty 3,051 2.2% 59,099 3.20% 
Ambulatory difficulty 5,067 3.6% 79,438 4.30% 
Self-care difficulty 2,195 1.6% 36,795 2.00% 
Independent living 
difficulty 4,223 3.6% 66,560 4.40% 

Sex 
Male 77,685 51.26% 992,525 50.38% 
Female 73,324 48.38% 977,372 49.62% 
Age 
Under 18 33,215 21.91% 326,871 22.90% 
18-64 100,102 66.05% 1,410,528 59.10% 
65+ 17,692 11.67% 246,855 18.00% 
Family Type 
Families with children 18,270 32.82% 221,806 34.24% 

 
Race and Ethnicity 

 
The city of Sunnyvale has an Asian American population of 45.04% and a non-Hispanic white 
population of 32.92%. The Hispanic population comprises 16.61% of the population. The Black, 
and Native American populations are very small, comprising 1.59% and 0.17% respectively.  
 
National Origin 
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Within Sunnyvale, the most common country of origin is India, comprising 15% of the population.  
The remaining most common countries of origin are China, Mexico, Philippines, Vietnam, Korea, 
Israel, Japan, El Salvador, and Iran.   
 
Limited English Proficiency 

 
The most commonly spoken language for residents of Sunnyvale with Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) is Spanish. The remaining most common languages for those with Limited English 
Proficiency are, in order, Chinese, Tagalog, Other Asian Language, Vietnamese, Korean, Hindi, 
Japanese, Other Indic Language, and Russian.  

 
Disability 

 
The most common types of disability experienced by residents of Sunnyvale are ambulatory and 
independent living difficulties, followed by cognitive difficulty, hearing difficulty, self-care 
difficulty, and vision difficulty.  

 
Sex 
 
Sunnyvale residents are 51.26% male and 48.38% female.  

 
Age 

 
The majority of residents in Sunnyvale are ages 18-64, with 66.05% of residents falling into that 
age group. 21.91% of the population is under 18, and 11.67% of residents are 65 and over.  

 
Familial Status 
 
Families with children constitute 32.82% of Sunnyvale’s total population. 
 
San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 

 
Religion 

 
The most common religious group is Roman Catholic. Approximately 447,369 County residents 
identify as Roman Catholic, which is 25.11% of the total population. The second most common is 
nondenominational, which accounts for 76,984 residents, or 4.32% of the total population. The 
remaining religions, which account for 1% or less of the total county population, are Hindu, 
Mormon, Buddhist, Muslim, United Methodist, Southern Baptist, and Assemblies of God.
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Table 3: Demographic Trends, Region 

 

(San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA) Region 

 

  1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current Total % 
Change 

Race/Ethnicity  # % # % # % # %  
White, Non-

Hispanic 888,530 57.90% 768,747 44.29% 648,063 35.28% 643,138 32.65% -25.25% 
Black, Non-

Hispanic  52,557 3.42% 52,151 3.00% 52,208 2.84% 45,916 2.33% -1.09% 

Hispanic 331,183 21.58% 428,868 24.71% 510,396 27.79% 532,814 27.05% 5.47% 
Asian or Pacific 

Islander, Non-
Hispanic 251,953 16.42% 459,718 26.48% 611,013 33.26% 669,125 33.97% 17.55% 

Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 6,717 0.44% 11,780 0.68% 10,290 0.56% 3,282 0.17% -0.27% 

National Origin                  

Foreign-born 353,465 23.04% 583,157 33.60% 655,016 35.66% 682,834 37.17% 14.13% 

LEP                   
Limited English 

Proficiency 212,940 13.88% 351,953 20.28% 366,129 19.93% 370,070 20.15% 6.27% 

Sex                  

Male 777,230 50.66% 878,445 50.61% 921,480 50.16% 921,480 50.16% -0.5% 

Female 757,116 49.34% 857,377 49.39% 915,431 49.84% 915,431 49.84% 0.5% 

Age                  

Under 18 369,600 24.09% 444,818 25.63% 445,611 24.26% 445,611 24.26% 0.17% 

18-64 1,032,260 67.28% 1,127,524 64.96% 1,188,996 64.73% 1,188,996 64.73% -2.55% 

65+ 132,486 8.63% 163,480 9.42% 202,304 11.01% 202,304 11.01% 2.38% 

Family Type                  
Families with 

children 180,450 48.31% 180,388 49.79% 217,181 49.33% 217,181 49.33% 1.02% 
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Over time, the non-Hispanic white population and the Asian population have seen the most change 
within Santa Clara County. The non-Hispanic white population has dropped approximately 25% 
since 1990, while the Asian population has more than doubled. The Hispanic population has 
increased slightly more than 5%, while the Black population decreased by 1%.  
 
Since 1990, the foreign-born population has increased by 14%. The percentage of the population 
with Limited English Proficiency has seen an increase of approximately 6%. The percentage of 
the population that are families with children has remained consistent, with a 1% increase over 
time. The population of residents under 18 has also been consistent. The population of residents 
ages 18-64 dropped by 3%, while those 65 and older increased by 3%. 
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B. General Issues 
 

i. Segregation/Integration  
 
This section includes a review of data, maps, local knowledge, and community input regarding 
segregation and integration on the basis of race, national origin, ancestry, and religion in Santa 
Clara County and the city of Sunnyvale. The Disability and Access section of this Assessment 
includes a detailed analysis of the segregation of persons with disabilities. The concepts of 
segregation and integration relate to the concentration, or lack thereof, of members of particular 
groups in specific parts of a geographic area in comparison to that area as a whole. Segregation 
can exist within cities or towns where, for example, Hispanic residents are concentrated in a small 
number of neighborhoods. Segregation can also exist between cities and towns that are part of a 
broader county or region. For purposes of this Assessment, the data used to inform the analysis of 
segregation within the region defines the region – the San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 
Metropolitan Statistical Area – as consisting of the entirety of Santa Clara and San Benito 
Counties. The region does not include any portion of neighboring Alameda and San Mateo 
Counties. At the same time, it is clear that Palo Alto and East Palo Alto, located in San Mateo 
County, share a housing market to a much greater extent than Palo Alto does with Hollister, located 
in San Benito County, or even Gilroy. Similarly, communities like Fremont and Newark in 
southern Alameda County have a significant amount in common with parts of Santa Clara County. 
To accurately reflect these nuances, this Assessment addresses how parts of the broader Bay Area 
affect segregation in Santa Clara County in the narrative. Although this analysis will attempt to 
assess patterns in segregation based on religion in addition to race, national origin, and ancestry, 
demographic data reflecting individuals’ religion is limited, so that analysis is not as extensive. 
 

1. Analysis 
 

a. Describe and compare segregation levels in the jurisdiction and region. Identify 
the racial/ethnic groups that experience the highest levels of segregation. 

 
One common metric used to determine levels of residential segregation between groups is the 
Dissimilarity Index. The Index shows the degree to which two groups are evenly distributed across 
a geographic area, and measures the percentage of a certain group’s population that would have to 
move to a different Census Tract in order to be evenly distributed within a city, county, or 
metropolitan area in relation to another group. The higher the Dissimilarity Index, the more uneven 
the population of different groups is in relation to each other. For example, if a Hispanic/White 
dissimilarity index is 65, then 65 percent of Hispanic residents would need to move in order for 
Hispanic residents and Whites to be evenly distributed across the city. The higher the Dissimilarity 
Index, the more segregated an area is. A Dissimilarity Index of less than 40 is considered low while 
an Index of 40 to 55 is considered moderate and values over 55 are considered high. 
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Dissimilarity Index 
  Value Level of Segregation 

Dissimilarity Index 
Value (0-100) 

0-40 Low Segregation 

 41-54 Moderate Segregation 

 55-100 High Segregation 

 
Table 1 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for San-Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa 
Clara, CA Region. 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 
Non-White/White 39.94 40.52 39.53 
Black/White 42.95 39.80 38.59 
Hispanic/White  47.78 50.72 47.62 
Asian or Pacific Islander/White 38.74 41.97 43.07 

Source: HUD AFFH Tool Table 3 – Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarly Trends 
 
In the region, the vast majority of which consists of Santa Clara County, Dissimilarity Index data 
shows low levels of segregation for Black residents in relation to White residents and moderate 
levels of segregation for Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander residents. Although segregation of 
Black residents is low, it is at the high end of the low range and nearly qualifies as moderate. When 
the exclusion of Black population centers in East Palo Alto and Oakland is taken into account, the 
segregation of Black residents appears to be a more significant problem. 
 
Table 2 Dissimilarity Index Values by Race and Ethnicity for Sunnyvale. 

Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarity Index 1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend 
Non-White/White 17.54 22.30 21.68 
Black/White 25.70 26.02 25.70 
Hispanic/White  27.95 34.77 37.01 
Asian or Pacific Islander/White 16.23 20.15 19.22 

Source: HUD AFFH Tool Table 3 – Racial/Ethnic Dissimilarly Trends 
 
In Sunnyvale, the Dissimilarity Index reflects low levels of segregation for all racial and ethnic 
groups although segregation of Hispanic residents nearly reaches the threshold for moderate 
segregation. The racial and ethnic demographics of Sunnyvale are very similar to those of Santa 
Clara. These values reflect significantly increased segregation of Hispanic residents and stable 
levels of segregation of Black and Asian or Pacific Islander residents since 1990. 
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In addition to the Dissimilarity Index, social scientists also use the Isolation and Exposure Indices 
to measure segregation.  The Isolation Index measures what percentage of the census tract in which 
a person of a certain racial identity lives is comprised of other persons of that same racial/ethnic 
group. Values for the Isolation Index range from 0 to 100. The Exposure Index is a group's 
exposure to all racial groups. Values for the Exposure Index also range from 0 to 100. A larger 
value means that the average group member lives in a census tract with a higher percentage of 
people from another group. These indices, when taken together, capture the neighborhood 
demographics experienced, on average, by members of a particular racial or ethnic group within a 
City or metropolitan area. Because of the relatively small size of most cities in Santa Clara County 
and the low Dissimilarity Indices in most cities, city-specific Isolation and Exposure Index data is 
likely to largely mirror the overall demographics of the cities. Regional data is more instructive. 
 
Table 3 Isolation Index Values in San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
Isolation Index 1980 1990 2000 2010 

White/White 75.9 66.9 56.2 47.6 

Black/Black 6.7 5.3 4.2 4 

Hispanic/Hispanic 32.1 37 41.7 43.4 

Asian/Asian 10.2 24.3 37.6 45.4 

 
Table 4 Exposure Index Values for San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
Exposure Index 1980 1990 2000 2010 

Black/White 56.6 48.1 38.7 32.8 

Hispanic/White 53.8 42 31.2 26.7 

Asian/White 65.6 49.5 37 29.4 

White/Black 2.6 2.8 2.6 2.6 

Hispanic/Black 4.7 4.1 3.3 3 

Asian/Black 4.3 4.3 3.2 2.8 

White/Hispanic 13.4 15.6 17.4 21.1 

Black/Hispanic 25.2 25.6 27.1 29.7 

Asian/Hispanic 18.3 21.3 20.9 21.7 

White/Asian 6.7 14.1 22.2 27.8 

Black/Asian 9.5 20.4 28.5 32.7 

Hispanic/Asian 7.5 16.2 22.4 26.1 
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This data reflects relatively similar levels of segregation for White, Hispanic, and Asian1 residents 
of the region with each group likely to reside in Census Tracts where a slightly disproportionate 
plurality of the population is of that group. Black residents are likely to live in Census Tracts that 
closely mirror the demographics of the region as a whole. White, Hispanic, and Asian residents all 
experience similar levels of isolation and relatively similar levels of exposure to other groups. 
White isolation has decreased over time while Hispanic isolation has increased slightly and Asian 
isolation has increased significantly. Those trends are largely a factor of relative rates of population 
growth among those groups rather than increasing levels of segregation. In order for isolation not 
to increase when the proportion of the total population comprised of a particular group roughly 
doubles, as Asian and Pacific Islander population in the Region has since 1990, that group would 
have to have been hyper-segregated at the earlier point in time. It is not possible to gauge the 
precise extent to which individual choice fuels patterns of segregation, but it is clear that the 
explanatory power of choice does not explain all segregation. 
 

b. Explain how these segregation levels have changed over time (since 1990). 
 
Understanding trends in segregation and their causes is critical to selecting strategies for reducing 
segregation. The data above shows increases in segregation for some groups, but it is important to 
understand that, if a group goes from comprising a very small percentage of the population to a 
much larger one, it is virtually inevitable that Dissimilarity and Isolation Indices will increase and 
Exposure will decrease. Similarly, the displacement of members of group out of an area entirely, 
such as Black residents of Santa Clara County, can create the illusion of greater integration of that 
group. 
 
San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
Since 1990, the Dissimilarity Index for Asian or Pacific Islander residents in relation to White 
residents has increased, suggesting greater segregation, while indices for Black and Hispanic 
residents are largely unchanged. A likely explanation for the juxtaposition between increased 
segregation of Asian or Pacific Islander residents and unchanged segregation of Hispanic residents, 
despite increasing both groups’ growth, is that Hispanic residents were much more segregated in 
1990. Improved enforcement of the Fair Housing Act likely helped reduce what was a greater 
barrier for Hispanic residents not too long ago. Exposure Index data reflects that all groups’ 
exposure to both Hispanic and Asian or Pacific Islander residents has increased since 1990. 
 
 

c. Identify areas in the jurisdiction and region with relatively high segregation and 
integration by race/ethnicity, national origin, or LEP group, and indicate the 
predominant groups living in each area. 

 
Race/Ethnicity 
 
  

1 Isolation and Exposure Index data does not aggregate Asian and Pacific Islander populations into a combined 
category, unlike HUD-provided Dissimilarity Index data. 
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Map 1: Race/Ethnicity, Santa Clara County 
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Map 2: Race/Ethnicity, Sunnyvale 
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In Sunnyvale, Hispanic residents are relatively concentrated in the northern portion of the city. 
Asian or Pacific Islander residents are fairly integrated throughout the city while White residents 
are concentrated in the southern and, in particular, southwestern portions of the city.  
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National Origin & Limited English Proficiency 
 
In addition to patterns of segregation and integration by race, this Assessment looks at similar 
patterns by national origin, limited English proficiency (LEP) status, and ancestry. Those patterns 
at the regional, Urban County, and city levels are described below. 
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Map 3: National Origin
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Map 4: National Origin 
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Map 5: National Origin 
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San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
Within the region, individuals of Mexican national origin are relatively concentrated in the east 
side of San José, Morgan Hill, Gilroy, and Hollister, the latter of which is located in San Benito 
County which borders Santa Clara County to the south. People of Vietnamese national origin are 
concentrated on the east side of San José and in Milpitas. People of Indian national origin are 
concentrated in Cupertino, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, and in north San José. People of Filipino 
national origin are comparatively integrated throughout the central and northern portions of Santa 
Clara County with the exception that Filipino population is relatively low in and around downtown 
San José. People of Chinese national origin are concentrated in Cupertino and in Milpitas. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
People of Indian national origin are concentrated in the central and southeastern portions of 
Sunnyvale. People of both Mexican and Filipino national origin are relatively concentrated in the 
northern portion of Sunnyvale. People of Chinese national origin are slightly concentrated in the 
southern portion of the city. 
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Map 6: Limited English Proficiency 

 
San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
In the region, Spanish speaking LEP residents are relatively concentrated in the east side of San 
José, Morgan Hill, Gilroy, and Hollister. Vietnamese speaking LEP residents are relatively 
concentrated on the east side of San José and in Milpitas. Chinese speaking LEP residents are 
relatively concentrated in Cupertino, west San José, and southern Sunnyvale. Tagalog speaking 
LEP residents are relatively concentrated on the east side of San José but are less heavily 
concentrated than LEP residents who primarily speak Spanish, Vietnamese, and Chinese. Korean 
speaking LEP residents are somewhat concentrated in Cupertino and west San José but are also 
less heavily concentrated than most other LEP groups shown in the map above. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
Spanish and Tagalog speaking LEP residents are concentrated in the northern portion of the city 
of Sunnyvale. Chinese speaking LEP individuals are concentrated in the southern portion of the 
city. LEP individuals who speak other Asian languages are concentrated in the center of the city. 
Vietnamese speaking LEP individuals are not concentrated in particular neighborhoods. 
 

d. Consider and describe the location of owner and renter occupied housing in the 
jurisdiction and region in determining whether such housing is located in 
segregated or integrated areas, and describe trends over time.  
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Map 7: Housing Tenure by Renters with R/ECAPs 
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San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
In the region, renter households are concentrated in the city of San José; in a corridor along El 
Camino Real spanning the cities of Mountain View, Palo Alto, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale; in the 
unincorporated area encompassing the campus of Stanford University and its immediate 
surroundings; in Gilroy; and in Hollister. These areas include most of the segregated, 
predominantly Hispanic areas in the region, with the exception of some predominantly Hispanic 
areas in the furthest east portions of the east side of San José. They also include some 
comparatively integrated areas, particularly in Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. By 
contrast, areas with high concentrations of owner-occupied homes include Cupertino, Los Altos, 
Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno, Saratoga, south San José, the hills to the east of San 
José, and rural areas in South County and in neighboring San Benito County. These areas include 
areas with relatively low Hispanic populations, as well as low Vietnamese populations, though 
south San José is relatively integrated in comparison to other predominantly owner-occupied 
communities. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
In Sunnyvale, renter occupancy is highest in the area between the Caltrain tracks and U.S. Route 
101, which has a relatively high Hispanic population. Owner-occupancy predominates in 
southwestern Sunnyvale, which is more heavily White than the rest of the city. 
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e. Discuss how patterns of segregation have changed over time (since 1990). 
 
Map 8: Race/Ethnicity in 1990, San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
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Map 9: Race/Ethnicity in 2000, San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 

 
 
At a regional level, the primary shifts between 1990 and 2000 and between 2000 and the present, 
respectively, have involved significant reductions in the percentage of the population that is White 
and significant increases in the percentage of the population that is Asian or Pacific Islander 
throughout almost all of northern and central Santa Clara County except for downtown San José 
and the east side of San José. At a jurisdiction specific level, this Assessment discusses those trends 
in greater detail below. One other notable but less dramatic trend includes slight increases in 
Hispanic population concentration in many of the same communities between 1990 and 2000 
followed by a levelling off or decrease in Hispanic population concentration thereafter. Looking 
to the broader Bay Area, including areas outside of the region (which only includes Santa Clara 
and San Benito Counties), there have also been dramatic decreases in the Black population of 
historic areas of Black population concentration, including in East Palo Alto, which borders Santa 
Clara County. For example, Census Tract 6118, which was the most heavily Black census tract in 
East Palo Alto as of 1990 at 58.3% Black, is now just 15.1% Black. There has been some 
reconcentration of the Bay Area’s Black population in outlying low and moderate-income 
communities like Antioch, Fairfield, and Vallejo, but not in Santa Clara County.  
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Map 10: Race/Ethnicity in 1990, Sunnyvale 
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Map 11: Race/Ethnicity in 2000, Sunnyvale 

 

In Sunnyvale, Asian or Pacific Islander population concentration has increased throughout the city 
since 1990 while White population concentration has decreased. In the northern portions of the 
city that have higher concentrations of Hispanic residents, the concentration of Hispanic residents 
increased between 1990 and 2010 but has started to decrease slightly since then. Census Tract 
5090, which is bounded by U.S. Route 101 to the north, Fair Oaks Avenue to the east, Maude 
Avenue to the south, and Mathilda Avenue to the west, was 27.1% Hispanic as of 1990, 40.5% 
Hispanic as of 2000, 47.4% Hispanic as of 2010, and 45.9% Hispanic as of the 2013-2017 
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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Contributing Factors of Segregation 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region.  Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of 
segregation. 
 
Please see the Appendix for the following Contributing Factors to Segregation: 
 

• Community opposition 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
• Lack of community revitalization strategies  
• Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investment in specific, neighborhoods, including services and amenities 
• Lack of local or regional cooperation 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Location and type of affordable housing 
• Loss of affordable housing 
• Occupancy codes and restrictions 
• Private discrimination  
• Source of income discrimination  
• Lack of public investment in specific, neighborhoods, including services and amenities 
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ii. Racially or Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
 
R/ECAPs are geographic areas with significant concentrations of poverty and minority 
populations. HUD has developed a census tract-based definition of R/ECAPs. In terms of racial or 
ethnic concentration, R/ECAPs are areas with a non-White population of 50 percent or more. With 
regards to poverty, R/ECAPs are census tracts in which 40 percent or more of individuals are living 
at or below the poverty limit or that have a poverty rate three times the average poverty rate for 
the metropolitan area, whichever threshold is lower.  
 
Where one lives has a substantial effect on mental and physical health, education, crime levels, 
and economic opportunity. Urban areas that are more residentially segregated by race and income 
tend to have lower levels of upward economic mobility than other areas. Research has found that 
racial inequality is thus amplified by residential segregation. Concentrated poverty is also 
associated with higher crime rates and worse health outcomes. However, these areas may also offer 
some opportunities as well. Individuals may actively choose to settle in neighborhoods containing 
R/ECAPs due to proximity to job centers and access to public services. Ethnic enclaves in 
particular may help immigrants build a sense of community and adapt to life in the U.S. The 
businesses, social networks, and institutions in ethnic enclaves may help immigrants preserve their 
cultural identities while providing a variety of services that allow them to establish themselves in 
their new homes. Overall, identifying R/ECAPs is important in order to better understand 
entrenched patterns of segregation and poverty.  

 
There are no R/ECAPs in the city of Sunnyvale, so the analysis below consists entirely of a 
look into R/ECAPs in the broader Region. 
 

a) Identify any R/ECAPs or groupings of R/ECAP tracts within the jurisdiction and Region. 
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Map 1: R/ECAPs in Santa Clara-San José-Sunnyvale Region 
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Map 2: R/ECAPs in Santa Clara County 
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In Santa Clara County, there are eight R/ECAPS. This analysis used an alternative method of 
designating R/ECAPS, due in part to a desire to properly reflect the high cost of living in the area. 
Normally, R/ECAPs are defined as census tracts which are majority non-White and have a poverty 
rate of 40%, or that have a poverty rate three times the average poverty rate for the metropolitan 
area (whichever is lower). In order to reflect the high cost of living in the area, any census tract 
that is majority non-White and has a poverty level of 25% or higher has been designated a R/ECAP. 
It should be noted that for historical R/ECAPs, HUD’s normal definitions have been utilized 
below.   

 
City of Santa Clara 
There is one R/ECAP in the city of Santa Clara, which is shaped roughly like an ‘L’ and bounded 
to the south by Newhall Street, to the west by Pierce Street, to the north by El Camino Real, and 
on the eastern edge by Madison Street, cutting across Market Street to Alviso Street/Park Avenue.  
 
Milpitas 
The second R/ECAP is in Milpitas, but it is probably an outlier, as there is very little residential 
development in the area. It is an oddly shaped tract bounded loosely by Piedmont Road to the west, 
Berryessa Creek to the south, and Calaveras Road to the north and east.  
 
San José 
There are six R/ECAPs in San José. Three of them are adjacent, with the outer boundaries marked 
by North 10th Street, East Williams St, South 1st Street, and Washington Street. A fourth R/ECAP 
is located to the northeast, bounded by McKee Road, North King Road, Mabury Road, and 
Educational Park Drive. The fifth and sixth R/ECAPs are located farther south, and are adjacent. 
The first is bounded by West Alma Avenue, Guadalupe Parkway, South 1st Street, and Willow 
Street. The final R/ECAP is ‘L’ shaped, bounded by East Alma Avenue, Senter Road, Phelan 
Avenue, Lucretia Avenue, Tully Road, and Monterey Road.  
 
Region 
The Region is made up of Santa Clara County and San Benito County. However, there are not 
additional R/ECAPs in the Region, as all of them are located in Santa Clara County.  
 

b) Describe and identify the predominant protected classes residing in R/ECAPs in the 
jurisdiction and Region. How do these demographics of the R/ECAPs compare with the 
demographics of the jurisdiction and Region? 

 
 

Table 1 - R/ECAP Demographics 
  
   Santa Clara County 

R/ECAP 
Race/Ethnicity 

 # % 

Total Population in 
R/ECAPs  

 36825   
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White, Non-Hispanic  7844 21.30% 

Black, Non-Hispanic   1754 4.76% 

Hispanic  13408 36.41% 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

 12289 33.37% 

Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 

 65 0.18% 

R/ECAP Family Type    

Total Families in 
R/ECAPs 

 4091  

Families with children  2240 54.75% 

R/ECAP National 
Origin 

   

Total Population in 
R/ECAPs 

 36825   

#1 country of origin  Mexico 3676 9.98% 

#2 country of origin Vietnam 3627 9.85% 

#3 country of origin India 1084 2.94% 

#4 country of origin China, excl. Hong 
Kong and Taiwan 

994 2.70% 

#5 country of origin Philippines 882 2.40% 

#6 country of origin Ethiopia 310 0.84% 

#7 country of origin Cambodia 268 0.73% 

#8 country of origin Guatemala 176 0.48% 

#9 country of origin Taiwan 154 0.42% 

#10 country of origin Korea 132 0.36% 

Note 1: 10 most populous groups at the jurisdiction level may not be the same as the 10 most 
populous at the Region level, and are thus labeled separately. 

Note 2: Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS 

Note 3: Refer to the Data Documentation for details 
(www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation). 
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The racial composition of R/ECAPs is nearly evenly divided between Hispanic (36%) and Asian 
American or Pacific Islander (33%) residents as the largest racial/ethnic groups, with Hispanics 
representing a noticeably higher share than the County average, while Asian American and Pacific 
Islanders remain roughly the same. Additionally, the Black population within R/ECAPs is more 
than double the County average. In terms of families with children, the percentage within 
R/ECAPs is higher (55%), but by only about 7 points. The highest-represented national origins 
within R/ECAPs are also fairly similar to the countywide national origin numbers. Only Ethiopia, 
Cambodia, and Guatemala are highly represented in R/ECAPs, while failing to break into the top 
ten national origins countywide. Each of these national origins makes up less than 1% of the total 
population of the R/ECAPs.  
 

c)  Describe how R/ECAPs have changed over time in the jurisdiction and the Region (since 
1990). 

 
The Region is made up of Santa Clara County and San Benito County. From 1990 to the present, 
there are no R/ECAPs in San Benito County. Therefore, regional maps are omitted from this 
section. 
 
It should be noted that this analysis uses a different definition of R/ECAPs for the present-day. All 
census tracts that are majority non-White and which have a 25% poverty rate have been designated 
as R/ECAPs, in order to reflect the high cost of living in the area. However, for historical 
R/ECAPs, this analysis utilizes HUD’s definition, which designates either a) tracts with a 40% 
poverty rate or b) tracts which have a poverty rate of three times the metropolitan average.   
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Map 3: R/ECAPs 1990,  

 
 
In 1990, there were two R/ECAPs in the center of Gilroy, as well as 12 in San José, each of which 
are directly adjacent. These R/ECAPs reflect the high levels of segregation in eastern San José and 
central Gilroy present in 1990.  
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Map 4: R/ECAPs 2000,  

 
 
In 2000, the two adjacent R/ECAPs in Gilroy remained, but the amount of R/ECAPs in San José 
noticeably lessened. Only five R/ECAPs remained in San José, four of which are adjacent, with 
the other close by. While the San José R/ECAPs in 1990 stretched horizontally across the city, the 
R/ECAPs in 2000 instead stretched vertically, although they are located in the same general area. 
Additionally, there is a singular R/ECAP in the northwestern corner of the county. However, this 
R/ECAP is likely an anomaly, as it is located on Stanford’s campus, and the numbers are thrown 
off by the student population’s diversity and lack of income as they attend school. A notable 
difference between 1990 and 2000 is an increase in overall diversity, and a resulting lessening of 
strict racial segregation. This explains, at least in part, the decrease in the number of R/ECAPs in 
2000.  
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Map 5: R/ECAPs 2010,  

 
In 2010, the R/ECAPs map changed yet again, with the two R/ECAPs in Gilroy disappearing. An 
additional R/ECAP appeared adjacent to the existing one in the northwestern corner of the County, 
but as previously discussed, this is probably a fluke due to the location of the Stanford campus. 
The number of R/ECAPs in San José increased, although they do not directly mirror the locations 
of the R/ECAPs from 1990. However, nearly all of the R/ECAPs from 2000 carried over, with the 
new ones being located just to the east of the existing ones. Additionally, there are a couple located 
farther west, and one located farther south. The diversity of the County also continued to grow in 
this period, which might explain the shifting of some of the R/ECAPs away from the eastern-
central part of San José.  
 
It is hard to fully explain the R/ECAP patterns observed, especially because this analysis utilizes 
a more generous definition for present-day R/ECAPs in order to capture the realities of the high 
cost of living in the area. However, even using the updated definition, R/ECAPs in San José have 
remained consistent, even while shifting slightly to adjacent census tracts over times. It is curious 
that there were notably less R/ECAPs in 2000 than 1990 or 2010. The increase in R/ECAPs from 
2000 to 2010, and the shift toward the eastern side of San José, which has been historically 
segregated, might suggest a tendency toward resegregation. On the other hand, the disappearance 
of the R/ECAPs in Gilroy, which has remained a majority-minority city, might suggest an increase 
in the financial health of its residents, rather than a desegregation or a decrease in diversity.  
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Contributing Factors of R/ECAPs 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and Region.   
Identify factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of 
R/ECAPs.  
 
Please see the Appendix for the following Contributing Factors to R/ECAPs: 
 

● Community opposition 
● Deteriorated and abandoned properties 
● Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
● Lack of community revitalization strategies 
● Lack of local or regional cooperation  
● Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
● Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
● Land use and zoning laws 
● Location and type of affordable housing 
● Loss of affordable housing  
● Occupancy codes and restrictions 
● Private discrimination  
● Source of income discrimination 
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iii. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 
 

a. Education 
 

i. Describe any disparities in access to proficient schools in the jurisdiction and region. 
 
For many low-income families, housing and education are inextricably linked. When families are 
relegated to segregated, low-opportunity areas, chances are they are farther away from high-
performing schools with resources to help their children succeed. This section provides an 
overlapping analysis of where different racial/ethnic groups live and how that impacts their ability 
to access proficient schools throughout the San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara Region, Santa Clara 
County, and the city of Sunnyvale. 

 
The analysis in this section is based on a combination of data sources. The tables represent the 
HUD School Proficiency index which compares the 4th grade test scores of elementary schools to 
the neighborhoods they live in or near to block-group level census data to determine which 
neighborhoods have access to proficient schools. Values range from 0 to 100, where a higher score 
represents higher quality school systems. This data is then broken down by race and ethnicity. In 
addition to HUD, the California Department of Education provides detailed data on both school 
districts and individual schools via their Dashboard tool. This analysis will look at portions of this 
data as it relates to protected classes in the participating jurisdictions, including overall ratings of 
schools, graduation rates, and school discipline rates. 

 
Santa Clara County 

Table 1, School Proficiency Index, Santa Clara County 

Jurisdiction School Proficiency 
Index 

Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 77.49 
Black, Non-Hispanic 68.99 
Hispanic 51.88 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 82.53 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 62.46 

 
Countywide, Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the most access to proficient schools with a 
score of 82.53, followed closely (roughly five points) by white students. Hispanic residents have 
the least access to proficient schools, with a school proficiency index of just 51.88. Native 
American and Black residents are somewhere between, with scores of 62.46 and 68.99, 
respectively. 
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Sunnyvale 

Jurisdiction School Proficiency 
Index 

Total Population    

White, Non-Hispanic 70.50 

Black, Non-Hispanic 61.99 

Hispanic 54.71 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 67.77 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 59.78 

 

With the exception of the countywide statistics, Sunnyvale’s school proficiency data represents 
the largest disparities among racial groups. In Sunnyvale, Hispanic residents have the lowest 
amount of access to proficient schools with a school proficiency index score of 54.71, over 15 
points in difference from the highest score. White residents have the highest amount of access with 
a score of 70.50. Native American and Black residents score toward the bottom of the range, with 
scores of 59.78 and 61.99, respectively. These groups are a full 10 points from the same access of 
white residents. Asian residents are closest to white residents in terms of access, but still fall 
slightly behind with a score of 67.77. 

 
Sunnyvale is served by a hodgepodge of school districts, including its own. Parts of Sunnyvale are 
served by the Santa Clara School District. The Sunnyvale Unified School District offers 
elementary and middle school education, and feeds those students into the Fremont Union High 
School District. Data for both districts will be considered in this analysis to form the complete 
picture. The Sunnyvale K-8 District is comprised of 6,664 students, 34.6% of whom are classified 
as socioeconomically disadvantaged, and 30% of whom are ESL students. The District scores 
above standard in both English and math, and 50% of ESL students are making progress towards 
English proficiency. Overall the district has a low suspension rate of 1.4%, but some disparities 
exist on a racial level. White, Asian and Native American students experience the lowest rates of 
suspension at 1.1%, .3%, and 0% respectively. 4.3% of Black students and 2.9% of Hispanic 
students were suspended in the last year. Of those students from vulnerable population, 2.6% of 
socioeconomically disadvantaged students were suspended, and 2.5% of students with disabilities 
were suspended.  

 
The Fremont Union High School District has just over 11,000 students enrolled, 14.8% are 
classified as socioeconomically disadvantaged, and 7.3% are ESL students. The District scores 
significantly above standard in both English and math, and nearly 60% of ESL students are making 
progress towards English proficiency. Fremont has a very high overall graduation rate of 95.6%, 
and most racial groups hover around that rate. 96% of white students, 97.9% of Asian students, 
and 96.3%of the very small Black population (27 students) graduated. Hispanic students graduate 
at a slightly lower rate of 86.9%. Socioeconomically disadvantaged students graduate at 88.2%, 
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and students with disabilities graduate at the significantly lower rate of 77.2%. Though they 
comprise a very small portion of the population, just 50% of homeless students graduated. 
Fremont’s suspension rate overall is just 2.1%. However, various student population are suspended 
at much higher rates. 20% of homeless students and 8.4% of students with disabilities were 
suspended in the last year. Disparities among racial groups are also very pronounced. Black and 
Hispanic students were suspended the most, at 8.2% and 6.8% respectively, whereas just 2% of 
white students and .8% of Asian students were suspended. 
 
Table 2: School Proficiency Index, San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 

San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region School Proficiency 
Index 

Total Population  
White, Non-Hispanic 70.27 
Black, Non-Hispanic 57.64 
Hispanic 48.93 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 67.19 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 56.83 
Population below federal poverty line  
White, Non-Hispanic 63.94 
Black, Non-Hispanic 53.41 
Hispanic 44.53 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 58.14 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 52.47 

 
In the broader Region, disparities in access to proficient schools are more readily apparent, with 
Hispanic residents having the least access followed by Black and Native American residents. 
White and Asian or Pacific Islander residents have comparatively greater access. Controlling for 
poverty status only marginally reduces these disparities and actually widens the disparity between 
White and Asian or Pacific Islander students. 
 

ii. Describe how the disparities in access to proficient schools relate to residential living 
patterns in the jurisdiction and region. 
 

The following analysis is based on maps from the HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool, which 
overlays dot density representations of different racial and ethnic groups with shading that 
represents scores on the school proficiency index. This allows us to compare the geographic 
locations of racial and ethnic concentrations as well as the concentrations higher access to 
proficient schools. Areas of the darkest shading represent higher scores on the school proficiency 
index, areas of the lightest shading represent lower scores on the school proficiency index. For 
clarity, the shading legend is below: 
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Map 1: Race/Ethnicity and School Proficiency, Santa Clara County 
 

 
 
Countywide, white residents are clustered in the northwest portion of the county. This area of the 
county has dark shading, corresponding to higher access to proficient schools. Towards the center 
of the county are concentrations of other racial groups, including Asian and Hispanic residents. 
This area has slightly lighter shading, indicating less access to proficient schools. 
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Map 2: Race/Ethnicity and School Proficiency, Sunnyvale 
 

 
 
In Sunnyvale, the southern half of the city is populated by white and Asian residents and has the 
darkest shading, indicating that the areas where these populations are concentrated have more 
access to proficient schools. The northern half of the city has lighter shading, this is a more 
integrated section of town that has white and Asian residents, as well as concentrations of Hispanic 
residents and the city’s small Black population. This area has less access to proficient schools and 
is an opportunity for increased outreach. 
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Map 3: National Origin and School Proficiency, Santa Clara County 
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Map 4: National Origin and School Proficiency, Sunnyvale 
 

 
 
In Sunnyvale, the area of the city with the darkest shading is in the southwest corner. This area 
contains a concentration of Chinese residents, indicating that this national origin group has the 
highest access to proficient schools. Residents of Mexican origin are concentrated in the northern 
half of the city, an area with considerably lighter shading, indicating that these residents have 
significantly lower access to proficient schools. Indian residents are concentrated in the eastern 
half of the city, but this area has both light and dark shading, making it hard to draw a conclusion 
about access across the entire national origin group.  
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a. Employment 
 
Access to employment at a decent wage is a hallmark of broader access to opportunity. The 
neighborhood or city in which a person lives can affect one’s access to employment. This can 
happen both through proximity of residential areas to places with high concentrations (or low 
concentrations) of jobs and through barriers to residents of particular neighborhoods accessing 
jobs, even when they are close by. 
 

i. Describe any disparities in access to jobs and labor markets by protected class 
groups in the jurisdiction and region. 

 
Table 1: Labor Market and Jobs Proximity Indices, Santa Clara County 

Santa Clara County Labor Market Index Jobs Proximity 
Index 

Total Population     
White, Non-Hispanic .60 .50 
Black, Non-Hispanic .53 .50 
Hispanic .45 .40 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic .57 .48 
Native American, Non-Hispanic .54 .48 

 
In Santa Clara County, White and Asian or Pacific Islander residents have the highest levels of 
labor market engagement, Black and Native American residents have somewhat lower levels of 
labor market engagement, and Hispanic residents have the lowest levels of labor market 
engagement. All racial and ethnic groups except for Hispanic residents have broadly similar levels 
of proximity to jobs while Hispanic residents have disproportionately low proximity to jobs. It is 
important to note that employment-related disparities are more visible at the countywide level than 
they are within particular cities, particularly since some cities have very small populations of 
particular racial and ethnic groups. 
 
Table 2: Labor Market and Jobs Proximity Indices, Sunnyvale 

Santa Clara Labor Market Index Jobs Proximity 
Index 

Total Population     
White, Non-Hispanic .69 .43 
Black, Non-Hispanic .65 .60 
Hispanic .65 .47 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic .70 .47 
Native American, Non-Hispanic .67 .35 

 
 
 
In Sunnyvale, labor market engagement varies within a narrow range for racial and ethnic groups 
with slightly higher rates for White and Asian or Pacific Islander residents than for Black and 
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Hispanic residents, in particular. Jobs proximity varies much more significantly, with much higher 
proximity for Black residents, somewhat lower levels for White, Hispanic, and Asian or Pacific 
Islander residents, and much lower levels for Native American residents. Sunnyvale has the largest 
disconnect between labor market engagement, which is generally high, and proximity to jobs, 
which is somewhat low, of cities in Santa Clara County. This indicates that while Sunnyvale 
residents are more likely to be employed than residents of other cities in the region, residents must 
travel further to their jobs, potentially out of the city to major employers in nearby cities both 
within and outside of Santa Clara County. The average commute time for a Sunnyvale resident is 
23.6 minutes.2 
 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to employment relate to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and 
region. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

2 https://datausa.io/profile/geo/sunnyvale-ca/ 
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Map 1: Job Proximity, Santa Clara County 
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Map 2: Labor Market Engagement, Santa Clara County 
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San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
In the region, jobs proximity is highest in communities that have relatively low Hispanic 
populations and relatively high combined White and Asian or Pacific Islander populations. Areas 
with high jobs proximity are concentrated in north and west San José, in Cupertino, in Palo Alto, 
and in the parts of Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale that are between Central 
Expressway and U.S. Route 101. The parts of the latter three cities are actually more heavily 
Hispanic than their encompassing cities but are less heavily Hispanic than other parts of the county 
such as the east side of San José, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy. Labor market engagement is highest in 
the West Valley, in north San José, in Palo Alto, and in the central portions of Mountain View and 
Sunnyvale. These areas generally have low Hispanic and Vietnamese populations. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
In Sunnyvale, proximity to jobs is highest in the northern part of the city, which is more heavily 
Hispanic than the city as a whole. Labor market engagement is highest in the central portion of 
the city, which is demographically similar to the city as a whole. 
 

ii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 
government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to employment. 

 

Table 2: Jobs-Housing Balance by City, SV@HOME Analysis of 2017 American 
Community Survey Data 

City Jobs-Housing 
Balance 

Cupertino 1.98 
Gilroy 1.2 
Mountain View 2.51 
Palo Alto 3.54 
San José 1.25 
Santa Clara 2.58 
Sunnyvale 1.72 

 
Data reflecting the balance, or lack thereof, between where jobs are located and where housing is 
located can help inform an analysis of how housing policy can increase access to jobs. The table 
above reflects more substantial imbalance in the northern portion of the county and greater balance 
in San José and Gilroy. Areas that have more balance have higher Hispanic and, in the case of San 
José, Vietnamese populations. The City of Sunnyvale is at neither extreme with regard to jobs-
housing balance in comparison to its neighbors, but, given the shortage of housing on a countywide 
and regional level, imbalance is still a significant problem. By increasing housing supply and, in 
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particular, affordable housing production in areas with jobs-housing imbalance, cities could 
decrease disparities in access to employment.  
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b) Transportation 
 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 
access to transportation related to costs and access to public transit in the jurisdiction 
and region. 
 

The Transportation subsection of Disparities in Access to Opportunity analyzes access to public 
transportation and transportation cost, disaggregated by race/ethnicity. There are two opportunity 
indices which measure access to transportation: the Transit Index, and the Low Transportation 
Cost Index. The Transit Index is a HUD calculation that estimates transit trips for a family of three, 
with a single parent, with an income of 50% of the median income for renters in the region. The 
higher the number, the more likely residents in that neighborhood utilize public transit. The Low 
Transportation Cost Index is a HUD calculation which estimates transportation costs for a family 
of three, with a single parent, with an income at 50% of the median income for renters in the region. 
The higher the number, the better (i.e., the lower the cost of transportation in the neighborhood). 

Santa Clara County 

Table 1, Transportation Indices, Santa Clara County 

 Transit Index Low 
Transportation 
Cost Index 

Total Population     
White, Non-Hispanic 46.52 46.62 
Black, Non-Hispanic 55.13 37.68 
Hispanic 48.39 43.36 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 52.20 44.72 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 51.86 41.21 

 

Transit Index and Low Transportation Cost Index scores are decidedly middling for the Urban 
County. While many of the other jurisdictions in this analysis see an inverse relationship between 
these two indices, there is not much difference between the two for the Urban County. This might 
suggest that economic forces of supply and demand are dictating the results in the smaller 
jurisdictions, which can have constraining effects on low-income communities of color that need 
access to transportation. In the Urban County, Black residents have the highest Transit Index 
scores (meaning they utilize public transportation the most), White residents lead in Low 
Transportation Cost Index scores. However, there are not significant differences across 
racial/ethnic groups, overall.  

Table 2, Transportation Indices, Sunnyvale 

Table 7 – Transportation Indices, City of 
Santa Clara 

Transit Index Low Transportation 
Cost Index 

Total Population     
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White, Non-Hispanic 66.99 34.09 
Black, Non-Hispanic 79.98 24.03 
Hispanic 79.89 22.97 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 73.20 26.34 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 74.47 29.00 

 

Sunnyvale has high Transit Index scores, versus low Low Transportation Cost Index scores. This 
suggests that while there is high use of public transportation, it is expensive. Black and Hispanic 
residents have the highest Transit Index scores, while White residents have the highest Low 
Transportation Cost Index scores. However, there are not significant differences across 
racial/ethnic groups, overall.  
.  

ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to transportation related to residential living patterns in the jurisdiction and 
region. 
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Map 1: Transit Trips, Santa Clara County  
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Map 2: Transit Trips, Region
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Sunnyvale 

Sunnyvale has moderately good Transit Index scores, with the strongest scores concentrated along 
the main thoroughfare of El Camino Real. As you move southwest, toward Cupertino and other 
suburbs, scores go down. Sunnyvale is predominantly Asian American or Pacific Islander, with 
quite large populations of Indian (15%) and Chinese (9%) immigrants; Sunnyvale has a middling 
proportion of families with children. With relatively little segregation and moderately high Index 
scores, the distribution of these groups throughout the city does not have a particularly significant 
impact on the use of public transportation. 

Region 

The regional map indicates that communities in the northern part of San Benito County have the 
best access to public transportation, while the southern remainder (with much less population 
density), displays middling results. Families with children and immigrants tend to cluster in these 
areas with strong public transportation use. 
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Map 4: Low Transportation Cost, Santa Clara County  
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Map 5: Low Transportation Cost, Region 
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Sunnyvale 

While Sunnyvale had very good Transit Index scores, the inverse is true for Low Transportation 
Cost Index scores. The map shows a clear pattern of low scores, with increases as you move either 
north or south, away from the main thoroughfare of El Camino Real. Sunnyvale is predominantly 
Asian American or Pacific Islander, with quite large populations of Indian (15%) and Chinese 
(9%) immigrants; Sunnyvale has a middling proportion of families with children. With relatively 
little segregation, residential patterns do not exert a strong influence on access to Low 
Transportation Cost for the city. 

Region 
 
Like the other jurisdictions in this analysis, areas that saw high public transportation use in the 
Transit Index map see a somewhat inverse relationship in the Low Transportation Cost Index 
scores. Observable patterns hold true regarding residential patterns for minorities, immigrants, and 
families with children.  
 

iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 
government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to transportation. 

 
There are several public transportation options connecting Santa Clara County and beyond, 
although each has its drawbacks. Caltrain, a commuter rail service, runs through central Santa 
Clara County and up to San Francisco, where it connects with BART (San Francisco’s light rail 
system). Within Santa Clara County, the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) provides light 
rail and bus service. The Altamont Corridor Express (ACE) Commuter Services connects San José 
and the surrounding area to points north and east of Santa Clara County by commuter rail.  
 
Public transportation in the County has significant gaps, particularly in the West Valley, that render 
existing systems, including Valley Transportation Authority and Caltrain, less usable to low-
income residents, who are disproportionately members of protected classes. Bus service can be 
quite limited in many areas in the county, especially outside of the population center of San José. 
Where service does exist, 30 minute gaps between buses and wait times are common. The 
problems of traffic and congestion compound this problem. In order to travel between South 
County and San José, the trip time is nearly two hours without accounting for unexpected traffic. 
While Caltrain is faster than bus travel, it can be too unaffordable for low-income individuals, 
especially if it is a regular commuting need. Valley Transportation Authority’s light rail system is 
limited, as it does not travel past Mountain View, does not connect to Cupertino, and does not 
connect to South County.  
 
Santa Clara County has taken steps to become more bike-friendly. Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain 
View, and Palo Alto have developed public bicycle transportation plans. Additionally, Mountain 
View and San José have signed onto the “Vision Zero” project, which aims to eliminate all traffic-
based fatalities nationwide. These bike-friendly programs can work to improve short-distance 
transportation; however, it does not address the problems experienced by long-distance 
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commuters. It is also not a feasible option for people with disabilities, or young children, who may 
struggle to utilize bicycles as an alternative form of transportation.  
 
Overall, while there are systems of public transportation in place which address some of these 
needs, there are still affordability gaps, wait times, traffic, and distance/expansion concerns which 
should be addressed as the County and entitlement jurisdictions work toward equity in access to 
opportunity and transportation.  
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c) Access to Environmentally Healthy Neighborhoods 
 

i. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe any disparities in 
access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
The Environmental Health Index values in this section consider respiratory and neurological health 
risks in relation to the rest of the country. The higher the index scores, the lower the access to 
environmentally healthy neighborhoods.  

These values are fairly consistent across the county and across racial or ethnic groups, though 
Black and Hispanic residents typically have higher index values and less access to environmentally 
healthy neighborhoods.  

Table 1, Environmental Health Index, Santa Clara County 

Jurisdiction Environmental Health Index 
Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 17.86 
Black, Non-Hispanic 18.51 
Hispanic 18.34 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 17.45 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 18.41 

 
Black, Hispanic and Native American residents face slightly less access to environmentally healthy 
neighborhoods than do White or Asian residents. However, all values have less than a point 
difference between each other.  

Table 2, Environmental Health Index, Sunnyvale 

Jurisdiction Environmental Health Index 
Total Population    
White, Non-Hispanic 17.45 
Black, Non-Hispanic 18.65 
Hispanic 18.52 
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic 17.91 
Native American, Non-Hispanic 17.64 

 

Sunnyvale’s index values are also consistent with those of the county. Black and Hispanic 
residents also have slightly higher values.  
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ii. For the protected class groups HUD has provided data, describe how disparities in 
access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods relate to residential living patterns 
in the jurisdiction and region.  

 
Map 1: Environmental Health, Santa Clara County 
 

 
 
*Note: Index values are inverted on this map. This will be fixed in a later draft. 
  

Attachment 2 
Page 74 of 171



Santa Clara County 
 
There are few patterns of disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods 
immediately evident in the county. The area of the county stretching from the city of Santa Clara 
to Gilroy has slightly less access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods compared to the 
region. This area has a mix of different racial or ethnic groups.  
 
There are slightly more clear patterns of differences in access to environmentally healthy 
neighborhoods based on national origin. Residents of Mexican or Vietnamese origin in San José 
are particularly concentrated in areas that are slightly less environmentally healthy. Residents of 
Indian or Chinese national origin are located in more environmentally healthy neighborhoods.  
 
Sunnyvale 
 
The area of Sunnyvale bordering city of Santa Clara has the least access to environmentally healthy 
neighborhoods. This area is primarily occupied by Hispanic and Asian residents, While White 
residents live in more environmentally healthy areas of the city, as do Chinese residents.  
 
iii. Informed by community participation, any consultation with other relevant 

government agencies, and the participant’s own local data and local knowledge, 
discuss whether there are programs, policies, or funding mechanisms that affect 
disparities in access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods. 
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Map 2: Food Deserts, Santa Clara County 

 
Source: https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/food-access-research-atlas/go-to-the-atlas/ 
 
Food deserts are one measure of environmental health in a region. The food deserts located in 
Santa Clara County, as measured by the USDA, are primarily located in less populated areas of 
the county. The area between San José and the city of Santa Clara contains a neighborhood with a 
food desert, which is consistent with the lower access to environmentally healthy neighborhoods 
in the area discussed earlier in this section. 
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Map 3: CalEnviroScreen 3.0, Sunnyvale 
 

 
 

 

The CalEniroScreen measures pollution burdens and vulnerability by census tract as opposed to 
health risks, as opposed to the environmental health index values used earlier in this section. The 
higher the value, the higher the pollution burden. Map 3 indicates that the northern part of 
Sunnyvale has a higher pollution burden than the southern half, and that areas closer to Santa 
Clara have higher burdens. This is consistent with the analysis above.
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iv. Disproportionate Housing Needs  
 
Which groups (by race/ethnicity and family status) experience higher rates of housing cost 
burden, overcrowding, or substandard housing when compared to other groups? Which groups 
also experience higher rates of severe housing burdens when compared to other groups?  

 
Across Santa Clara County, all residents face high rates of housing problems, severe housing 
problems, and severe cost burden. The four HUD-designated housing problems include “1) 
housing unit lacks complete kitchen facilities; 2) housing unit lacks complete plumbing facilities; 
3) household is overcrowded; and 4) household is cost burdened.”3 Households are considered to 
have a housing problem if they experience at least one of the above. This analysis also considers 
what HUD designates as severe housing problems, which are a lack of kitchen or plumbing, more 
than one person per room, or cost burden greater than 50%. The two latter factors, overcrowding 
and cost burden, are particularly high in Santa Clara County, and are slightly higher than rates for 
the Region. Black and Hispanic residents are particularly affected by these problems. 
 
All data in the Disproportionate Housing Needs section is taken directly from HUD’s 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) figures, unless otherwise indicated. This 
data is based on custom tabulations of American Community Survey data. The latest data 
available, which is used in this document, is CHAS 2012-2016 5-year average data. 
 
The maps in this section indicate the percentage of households in a tract experiencing housing 
problems. Race/ethnicity and national origin overlays based on ACS 2013-2017 Estimates are also 
used. 
 
 
  

3 https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp/CHAS/bg_chas.html 
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Housing Problems  
 
Santa Clara-San José-Sunnyvale Region 

Both the Jurisdictions and the Region experience extreme housing needs. Significant racial 
discrepancies exist in housing problems, severe housing problems, and cost burden across the 
Region. Overall, Black or Hispanic residents are more likely to have housing problems, with 
49.86% and 58.84% of those populations experiencing them. These rates are lower for White or 
Asian or Pacific Islander residents, but not dramatically, at 26.67% and 36.40%. Slightly over a 
third of all residents in the region experience any of the four housing problems. Households with 
over five people or non-family households are likely to experience higher rates of housing 
problems. The percentages of residents facing severe housing problems is slightly lower, though 
this number is still very high for Hispanic residents at 39.25%. 19.63% of residents in the Region 
experience at least one severe housing problem. Less residents across all racial/ethnic groups, 
household types and sizes experience severe housing cost burden. While households with housing 
problems are certainly present in San Benito County, there is a clear concentration of households 
with housing problems in San José, Mountain View and Palo Alto in particular. 

All data in the Disproportionate Housing Needs section is taken directly from HUD’s 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) figures, unless otherwise indicated. This 
data is based on custom tabulations of American Community Survey data. The latest data 
available, which is used in this document, is CHAS 2012-2016 5-year average data. 
 

Table 1, Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs 
Santa Clara County  

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

Jurisdiction Region 

Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 housing 
problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
problems 

Race/Ethnicity  

White, Non-
Hispanic 88,554 329,170 26.90% 91782 344,129 26.67% 

Black, Non-
Hispanic 8,376 16,756 49.99% 8435 16,918 49.86% 

Hispanic 71,291 120,017 59.40% 75403 128,156 58.84% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

77,787 213,541 36.43% 77,906 214,010 36.40% 

Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 477 3,026 15.76% 512 3,184 16.08% 

Other, Non-
Hispanic 6,137 48,509 12.65% 6,235 49,769 12.53% 
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Total 252,622 731,019 34.56% 260,273 756,166 34.42% 
Household Type and Size  

Family 
households, <5 
people 127954 370406 34.54% 131984 381126 34.63% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 45703 78571 58.17% 47636 81786 58.24% 
Non-family 
households 79494 171734 46.29% 81178 175107 46.36% 
Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 Severe 
Housing Problems 

# with 
severe 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
problems 

# with 
severe 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
problems 

Race/Ethnicity   

White, Non-
Hispanic 43381 329,170 13.18% 44957 344,129 13.06% 

Black, Non-
Hispanic 4813 16,756 28.72% 4837 16,918 28.59% 

Hispanic 47886 120,017 39.90% 50296 128,156 39.25% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

44730 213541 20.95% 44821 214010 20.94% 

Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 286 3,026 9.45% 296 3,184 9.30% 

Other, Non-
Hispanic 3210 48,509 6.62% 3262 49,769 6.55% 

Total 144,306 731,019 19.74% 148,469 756,166 19.63% 
 
Table 2 - Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden, Santa Clara County 

Households with 
Severe Housing 
Cost Burden 

Jurisdiction Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

White, Non-
Hispanic 38250 329,170 11.62% 39617 344,129 11.51% 

Black, Non-
Hispanic 4043 16,756 24.13% 4067 16,918 24.04% 

Hispanic 28626 120,017 23.85% 29966 128,156 23.38% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

27836 213,541 13.04% 27905 214,010 13.04% 
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Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 234 3,026 7.73% 244 3,184 7.66% 

Other, Non-
Hispanic 2577 48,509 5.31% 2605 49,769 5.23% 

Total 101,566 731,019 13.89% 104,404 756,166 13.81% 
Household Type and Size  

  
Family households, 
<5 people 39824 370406 10.75% 40966 381126 10.75% 
Family households, 
5+ people 10536 78571 13.41% 10929 81786 13.36% 
Non-family 
households 22260 171734 12.96% 22702 175107 12.96% 

 
Santa Clara County has clear disparities in households experiencing housing problems, which 
closely follow patterns already clear in the regional analysis. While 34.56% of households as a 
whole experience at least one housing problem, 49.99% of Black residents and 59.40% of Hispanic 
residents experience at least one housing problem. Native American or American Indian residents 
are least likely to experience housing problems, at 9.45%. This figure is the most accurate of all 
subsequent estimates of Native American housing issues in the following tables, due to the low 
numbers of Native Americans in the Region and higher margins of error. Lower percentages of 
households experience severe housing problems than regular housing problems, and are consistent 
across both the county and the Region. Residents are likely to experience severe housing cost 
burden at similar rates in the county as in the Region, with Black and Hispanic residents facing the 
highest rates at 24.13% and 23.85%. 
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Table 3 - Demographics of Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs, Sunnyvale 
  

Disproportionate 
Housing Needs 

Jurisdiction Region 

Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 housing 
problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
problems 

# with 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
problems 

Race/Ethnicity  

White, Non-
Hispanic 8764 26,690 32.84% 91782 344,129 26.67% 

Black, Non-
Hispanic 759 897 84.62% 8435 16,918 49.86% 

Hispanic 4982 6,689 74.48% 75403 128,156 58.84% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

10,007 24,528 40.80% 77,906 214,010 36.40% 

Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 44 128 34.38% 512 3,184 16.08% 

Other, Non-
Hispanic 562 1,934 29.06% 6,235 49,769 12.53% 

Total 25,118 60,866 41.27% 260,273 756,166 34.42% 
Household Type and Size  

Family 
households, <5 
people 13764 46681 29.49% 131984 381126 34.63% 
Family 
households, 5+ 
people 3569 6576 54.27% 47636 81786 58.24% 
Non-family 
households 9148 22102 41.39% 81178 175107 46.36% 
Households 
experiencing any 
of 4 Severe 
Housing Problems 

# with 
severe 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
problems 

# with 
severe 
problems 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
problems 

Race/Ethnicity   

White, Non-
Hispanic 4770 26,690 17.87% 44957 344,129 13.06% 

Black, Non-
Hispanic 493 897 54.96% 4837 16,918 28.59% 

Hispanic 3418 6,689 51.10% 50296 128,156 39.25% 
Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

6315 24528 25.75% 44821 214010 20.94% 
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Native American, 
Non-Hispanic 4 128 3.13% 296 3,184 9.30% 

Other, Non-
Hispanic 339 1,934 17.53% 3262 49,769 6.55% 

Total 15,339 60,866 25.20% 148,469 756,166 19.63% 
 
Table 4 - Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden, Sunnyvale 

Table 4 - Demographics of Households with Severe Housing Cost Burden 

Households with Severe 
Housing Cost Burden 

Jurisdiction Region 

Race/Ethnicity  # with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

# 
households 

% with 
severe 
cost 
burden 

White, Non-Hispanic 3993 26,690 14.96% 39617 344,129 11.51% 
Black, Non-Hispanic 405 897 45.15% 4067 16,918 24.04% 
Hispanic 2039 6,689 30.48% 29966 128,156 23.38% 
Asian or Pacific Islander, 
Non-Hispanic 3457 24,528 14.09% 44821 214,010 20.94% 
Native American, Non-
Hispanic 4 128 3.13% 296 3,184 9.30% 
Other, Non-Hispanic 295 1,934 15.25% 3262 49,769 6.55% 
Total 10,193 60,866 16.75% 193,290 970,176 19.92% 
Household Type and Size  

  
Family households, <5 
people 3723 46681 7.98% 40966 381126 10.75% 
Family households, 5+ 
people 671 6576 10.20% 10929 81786 13.36% 
Non-family households 

2593 22102 11.73% 22702 175107 12.96% 
 
Sunnyvale contains the most dramatically different rates of housing problems across racial and 
ethnic groups (given that the data is more reliable for Black and Hispanic residents in this city). 
84.62% of the Black population and 74.48% of the Hispanic population experience one of the four 
housing problems. Rates are similarly high for severe housing problems, with 54.96% of Black 
residents and 51.10% of Hispanic residents experiencing severe housing problems. The total 
population experiences less severe cost burden than in the Region, but that is due in part to the 
high Asian population having a lower rate of severe cost burden. This rate is higher for other racial 
or ethnic groups in the city.  
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Table 5: Percentage of Overcrowded Households by Race or Ethnicity, 2013-2017 
American Community Survey 

 
Jurisdiction White, Non-

Hispanic 
Black Native 

American 
Asian American or 
Pacific Islander 

Hispanic 

Santa Clara County, 
California 

1.83% 6.20% 12.19% 9.15% 19.94% 

Cupertino city, California 1.72% 20.24% 0.00% 9.41% 14.81% 
Gilroy city, California 0.85% 14.05% 14.67% 2.31% 15.72% 
Mountain View city, 
California 

2.31% 3.87% 21.10% 6.67% 18.75% 

Palo Alto city, California 1.10% 7.51% 0.00% 4.72% 14.68% 
San José city, California 1.89% 4.85% 13.47% 9.33% 22.41% 
City of Santa Clara, 
California 

3.68% 8.70% 0.00% 12.13% 15.85% 

Sunnyvale city, 
California 

2.34% 2.23% 26.56% 10.74% 18.66% 

San José-Sunnyvale-
Santa Clara, CA Metro 
Area 

1.81% 6.14% 11.59% 9.15% 19.65% 

 
San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Metro Area 

 
Overcrowding is a significant issue in many communities within the Region. The White population 
is the only racial or ethnic group which does not face significantly high (typically over 2.00%) 
overcrowding. All other groups are particularly affected by overcrowding, with Hispanic residents 
having the highest rate at 19.65%.  
 
Sunnyvale 

 
Rates of overcrowding in Sunnyvale are also consistent with those of the Region, though Native 
Americans have over double the rate of overcrowding of the Region, at 26.56%. 
 
Which areas in the jurisdiction and Region experience the greatest housing burdens? Which of 
these areas align with segregated areas, integrated areas, or R/ECAPs and what are the 
predominant race/ethnicity or national origin groups in such areas?  
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Map 1: Housing Problems in Santa Clara County
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Map 2: Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs by Race/Ethnicity, Santa Clara County 
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Map 3: Households with Disproportionate Housing Needs by National Origin, Santa Clara County 
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Region/Santa Clara County 

Housing problems are mostly concentrated in a few areas of the cities in Santa Clara County. This includes 
significant areas in the North Whisman neighborhood of Mountain View and in Downtown San José, East San 
José, Japantown, and Willow Glen. Overall, Hispanic or Asian residents primarily reside or make up most of the 
areas that experience more housing problems.  

Sunnyvale 

Households with housing problems are generally evenly dispersed throughout Sunnyvale, and patterns of racially 
or ethnically concentrated neighborhoods having higher or lower rates of housing problems are not immediately 
clear. The Snail neighborhood has higher concentrations of residents of Mexican origin, and has slightly higher 
rates of housing problems compared to the rest of the city. This suggests that Sunnyvale has more general issues 
with housing problems than the region as a whole. 
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Describe the differences in rates of renter and owner occupied housing by race/ethnicity in the jurisdiction and Region. 
 
Table 6: Housing Tenure by Race/Ethnicity, Entitlement Jurisdictions  

  Santa Clara 
County, 
California 

Cupertino 
city, 
California 

Gilroy city, 
California 

Mountain 
View city, 
California 

Palo Alto 
city, 
California 

San José 
city, 
California 

City of 
Santa 
Clara, 
California 

Sunnyvale 
city, 
California 

San José-
Sunnyvale-
Santa Clara, 
CA Metro 
Area 

White, 
Non-
Hispanic 

Total: 265,262 7,167 6,263 17,689 16,638 115,688 17,180 22,218 273,703 

Owner 171,774 4,608 4,862 8,291 9,196 77,231 8,924 12,624 177,994 

Renter 93,488 2,559 1,401 9,398 7,442 38,457 8,256 9,594 95,709 

Black Total: 16,756 84 370 750 346 11,023 1,413 897 16,918 

Owner 5,383 23 128 133 106 3,666 344 216 5,477 

Renter 11,373 61 242 617 240 7,357 1,069 681 11,441 

Hispanic Total: 120,017 648 7,734 4,433 1,383 77,851 5,779 6,689 128,156 

Owner 47,934 317 3,054 1,021 384 31,811 1,689 2,155 52,301 

Renter 72,083 331 4,680 3,412 999 46,040 4,090 4,534 75,855 

Native 
American  

Total: 3,026 43 150 109 58 1,967 109 128 3,184 

Owner 1,331 34 43 40 31 815 34 10 1,421 

Renter 1,695 9 107 69 27 1,152 75 118 1,763 

Asian Total: 211,620 12,546 1,170 9,808 7,029 106,484 17,754 24,396 212,066 

Owner 125,564 7,855 882 4,224 4,338 66,882 7,415 10,380 125,882 

Renter 86,056 4,691 288 5,584 2,691 39,602 10,339 14,016 86,184 

Pacific 
Islander 

Total: 1,921 57 0 61 105 1,169 162 132 1,944 

Owner 574 31 0 22 30 368 30 25 578 

Renter 1,347 26 0 39 75 801 132 107 1,366 
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Sunnyvale 
 

The majority of Asians in Sunnyvale are also renters. 
 
Additional Information  
 
Beyond the HUD-provided data, provide additional relevant information, if any, about 
disproportionate housing needs in the jurisdiction and Region affecting groups with other 
protected characteristics.  
 
The program participant may also describe other information relevant to its assessment of 
disproportionate housing needs. For PHAs, such information may include a PHA’s overriding 
housing needs analysis.  
 
Homelessness  
 
In January 2019, the Santa Clara County Continuum of Care conducted its biannual Homelessness 
Point in Time Count (PIT).4 The PIT found that the number of homeless individuals dramatically 
increased by more than 2,000 from 2017, with 9,706 people counted. Large concentrations of these 
homeless individuals were concentrated in census tracts that have been previously identified as 
R/ECAPs in this analysis. In the weeks following the count, 1,335 sheltered and unsheltered 
individuals were given a survey to collect data on their experiences of homelessness.5  More than 
80% of people experiencing homelessness had residence in Santa Clara County prior to losing 
their homes, and 30% of people reported that losing their job was the primary event that led to 
homelessness. Other primary events of conditions that led to homelessness include alcohol and 
drug use (22%), divorce/separation/breakup (15%), eviction (14%), argument with family/friend 
(13%), and incarceration (11%). Self-reported health conditions that may affect the stability of 
housing or employment for those experiencing homelessness included psychiatric/emotional 
conditions (42%), alcohol and drug use (35%), PTSD (33%), chronic health problems (24%), 
physical disability (24%), traumatic brain injury (10%), and HIV/AIDS (2%). Nearly half of 
respondents reported having at least one disability condition.  

Individuals experiencing homelessness in Santa Clara County are disproportionately male (62%). 
The population share that is Hispanic (43%), Black (19%), or Native American (8%) also far 
outstrips the general population of the County (26%, 2%, and 0.16%, respectively). When asked 
about obstacles to permanent housing, 66% reported that they could afford rent, 56% had no 
job/income, 40% could not find available housing, and 35% had no money for moving costs. 
Nearly 90% of respondents indicated that they would accept affordable permanent housing if it 

4 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/osh/ContinuumofCare/ReportsandPublications/Pages/HomelessnessCensusa
ndSurvey.aspx 
5 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/osh/ContinuumofCare/ReportsandPublications/Documents/2015%20Santa
%20Clara%20County%20Homeless%20Census%20and%20Survey/2019%20SCC%20Homeless%20Cen
sus%20and%20Survey%20Exec%20Summary.pdf 
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became available soon. Overall, it is clear that high housing costs have an acute effect on the 
residents of Santa Clara County, and that the effects of these and other pressures are felt more 
keenly by already disadvantaged minority and at risk groups.  

Contributing Factors of Disproportionate Housing Needs 
 
Please see the Appendix for the following Contributing Factors to Disproportionate 
Housing Needs: 
 

• Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 
• Displacement of residents due to economic pressures  
• Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 

violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
• Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
• Lack of private investments in specific neighborhoods 
• Lack of public investments in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities 
• Land use and zoning laws 
• Lending discrimination 
• Loss of affordable housing  
• Source of income discrimination 
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C.  Publicly Supported Housing Analysis 
 

1. Analysis 
 

a. Publicly Supported Housing Demographics 
 
The Publicly Supported Housing section analyzes federally funded affordable housing and other 
types of affordable housing, to determine whether the level of need is being met and whether 
patterns of affordable housing siting concentrate minorities in low opportunity areas, among other 
things. In Santa Clara County, each category of publicly supported housing (public housing, 
Project-Based Section 8, Other Multifamily Housing, Housing Choice Vouchers, and LIHTC 
units) is represented, although that representation varies greatly depending on the individual 
municipality. Affordable housing (including LIHTC) makes up 5% or less of the total housing 
stock in all but two of the entitlement jurisdictions in this analysis (Gilroy and San José). Overall, 
it is clear that the amount of publicly supported housing available in Santa Clara County does not 
rise to meet the level of need, although progress is being made. The county itself currently has 4 
units of traditional public housing.  

The sources6 for the data below are: 

• HCV: census tract-level data extract from the Family Report Form HUD-50058 (PIC) 
• Public Housing: development-level data extract from the Family Report Form HUD-50058 

(PIC) 
• PBRA and other multifamily properties: development-level data extract from HUD-50059 

(TRACS) 
• LIHTC: National Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Database 

Table 2: Sunnyvale 

Housing Units # % 

Total housing units 56,120 - 

Public Housing   N/a N/a 

Project-based Section 8 374 0.67% 

Other Multifamily  22 0.04% 

HCV Program 587 1.05% 

LIHTC 696 1.24% 
 
In Sunnyvale, about 3% of the city’s housing stock is dedicated to publicly supported housing that 
falls into the categories of federal assistance reflected in the table above. LIHTC units are the most 
numerous, followed by housing choice voucher units (which are not hard units). There are no 
Public Housing units at all, and very few Other Multifamily units. Other Multifamily housing units 
most frequently consist of properties subsidized through HUD’s Section 202 and Section 811 

6 https://urban-data-catalog.s3.amazonaws.com/drupal-root-live/2020/07/31/AFFH-Data-Documentation.pdf 
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supportive housing programs but can also include other HUD-subsidized properties that do not fall 
within the categories specifically listed in the table above. 
 
LIHTC 
 
According to the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, there are 228 Low Income Housing 
Tax Credit (LIHTC) developments in Santa Clara County, some of which are designated for 
specific populations. Of the 228 developments, 22,371 are low-income units, with 55 of the 
developments restricted to seniors, 17 are SRO, four are for residents with special needs, 89 are 
for large family occupancy, and 55 are non-targeted. In Sunnyvale, there are 696 low-income units 
within 2 large family developments, 3 SRO developments, 1 non-targeted development, 1 special 
needs development, and 1 senior development.   

LIHTC Developments in Santa Clara County 
Total Developments in Santa Clara County 228 
Low-income Units 22,371 
Developments for Seniors 55 
SRO Developments 17 
Developments for Residents with Special 
Needs 

4 

Large Family Occupancy Developments 89 
Non-targeted Developments 55 

 
 
Sunnyvale 
Low-income Units 696 
Large Family Developments 2 
SRO Developments 3 
Non-targeted Developments 1 
Special Needs Developments 1 
Senior Developments 1 

 

i. Are certain racial/ethnic groups more likely to be residing in one program category of 
publicly supported housing than other program categories (public housing, project-
based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and Housing Choice 
Voucher (HCV) in the jurisdiction? 

 
Please note: categories for which all values are 0 and/or N/A have been deleted for space 
 
Table 3, Publicly Supported Housing Demographics, Sunnyvale 

Sunnyvale  White Black  Hispanic 
Asian or Pacific 

Islander 
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Housing Type # % # % # % # % 

Project-Based Section 8 
85 24.64% 8 2.32% 38 11.01% 210 60.87% 

Other Multifamily 
14 66.67% 0 0.00% 6 28.57% 1 4.76% 

HCV Program 
136 29.06% 55 11.75% 74 15.81% 199 42.52% 

LIHTC 
466 26.17% 120 6.73% 383 24.50% 567 31.84% 

Total Households 
23,075 42.72% 1,010 1.87% 6,880 12.74% 21,655 40.09% 

0-30% of AMI 
2,465 40.81% 175 2.90% 1,330 22.02% 1,910 31.62% 

0-50% of AMI 
4,255 38.13% 330 2.96% 2,510 22.49% 3,135 28.09% 

0-80% of AMI 
6,300 38.26% 495 3.01% 3,865 23.47% 4,775 29.00% 

 
Across the County and within entitlement jurisdictions, Asian American or Pacific Islanders 
represent the most frequent majority group in Project-Based Section 8 developments. They make 
up a majority of Project-Based Section 8 residents in the city of Santa Clara, Sunnyvale, and 
Cupertino (supermajority). They make up a plurality of San José. In Mountain View, there is a 
roughly even split between Asian American or Pacific Islanders and White residents, and in Palo 
Alto and Santa Clara County, they trail White residents by a little less than 15 points. Only Gilroy 
disrupts this pattern, with a supermajority of Hispanic residents in its Project-Based Section 8 
units. Similarly, the dominant groups in Other Multifamily units alternates between White and 
Asian American or Pacific Islander residents. White residents make up a supermajority in 
Sunnyvale and a majority in Gilroy, White and Asian American or Pacific Islanders are evenly 
split in Palo Alto, and Asian American or Pacific Islanders make up the majority of San José.  

Housing Choice Voucher households are the program category most evenly distributed across 
racial and ethnic groups. White residents make up a majority in Mountain View and a plurality in 
Palo Alto. Hispanics make up a majority in Gilroy and plurality in Santa Clara County. Meanwhile, 
Asian American or Pacific Islanders make up a plurality of Sunnyvale, San José, and Cupertino, 
as well as the city of Santa Clara, with White (25.37%) and Hispanic residents (24.44%) following 
close behind. For LIHTC developments, the dominant group in Santa Clara County, Gilroy, San 
José, and the city of Santa Clara is Hispanics. In Mountain View and Palo Alto, White residents 
are more likely to occupy LIHTC units. In Sunnyvale, Asian Americans are the dominant group 
in LIHTC units, although Hispanic and White residents follow closely behind. Overall, it seems 
that different program categories have very different demographic breakdowns. Hispanics are 
more likely to occupy LIHTC units, while Asian American or Pacific Islanders are more likely to 
occupy Project-Based Section 8 units, Other Multifamily units are split between Asian American 
or Pacific Islanders and White residents, and Housing Choice Voucher users are evenly distributed. 
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ii. Compare the racial/ethnic demographics of each program category of publicly 
supported housing for the jurisdiction to the demographics of the same program 
category in the region. 

 
In the Region, these patterns hold true. Asian American or Pacific Islanders make up the plurality 
of Project-Based Section 8, Other Multifamily, and Housing Choice Voucher residents. Housing 
Choice Voucher residents are the most evenly distributed across racial and ethnic groups, with 
Hispanic residents a close second to Asian American or Pacific Islanders, at 32%. LIHTC data is 
not available on the regional level.  

iii. Compare the demographics, in terms of protected class, of residents of each program 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, and HCV) to the population in general, and 
persons who meet the income eligibility requirements for the relevant program 
category of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region. Include in the 
comparison, a description of whether there is a higher or lower proportion of groups 
based on protected class. 

 
Sunnyvale 

In Project-Based Section 8 units, White and Hispanic residents are underrepresented compared to 
the general population, while Black residents are slightly overrepresented and Asian American or 
Pacific Islanders are notably overrepresented. When compared to the income-eligible population, 
the underrepresentation of White residents is even more stark, while the gap for Hispanics closes. 
Representation of Black residents is roughly proportional, and Asian American or Pacific Islanders 
are even more notably overrepresented. In Other Multifamily units, White and Hispanic residents 
are severely overrepresented, while Asian American or Pacific Islanders are severely 
underrepresented, and there are no Black residents at all. Compared to the income-eligible 
population, the gap for White and Hispanic residents grows, while the gap for Asian American or 
Pacific Islanders narrows slightly. In the HCV Program, White, Hispanic, and Asian American or 
Pacific Islander residents are roughly proportional, which Black residents receive a boost. In the 
income-eligible population, White and Hispanic residents move to underrepresented, while Asian 
American or Pacific Islanders are overrepresented, and Black residents continue to be highly 
overrepresented.  

In terms of general population, White and Asian American residents are underrepresented in 
LIHTC units, while Black and Hispanic residents are overrepresented. When broken down by 
income eligibility, White residents are even more underrepresented, while Asian Americans are 
proportionally represented, and Black and Hispanic residents remain largely unchanged. 

Region 

In the region, Project-Based Section 8 units have an overrepresentation of Asian American or 
Pacific Islanders, a proportionate share of Black residents, and underrepresentation of White and 
Hispanic residents. In the income-eligible population, White and Hispanic residents stay roughly 
the same, while Black residents become underrepresented and Asian American or Pacific Islanders 
become even more overrepresented.  For Other Multifamily units, the trend remains largely the 
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same for White, Black, and Asian American or Pacific Islanders compared to the general 
population, but Hispanics residents have representation that approaches proportionality. Compared 
to the income-eligible population, it is clear that White, Black, and Hispanic residents are 
underrepresented, while Asian American or Pacific Islanders are overrepresented. In the HCV 
Program, Hispanics and Asian American or Pacific Islanders are roughly proportional, while 
White residents are severely underrepresented and Black residents are notably overrepresented. 
For the income-eligible population, the Hispanic share is roughly proportional, while White 
residents continue to be underrepresented and Black residents continue to be overrepresented; 
Asian Americans or Pacific Islanders are also overrepresented in the income-eligible population. 
Full LIHTC data is not available at the regional level. 
 

b. Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 

i. Describe patterns in the geographic location of publicly supported housing by 
program category (public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily 
Assisted developments, HCV, and LIHTC) in relation to previously discussed 
segregated areas and R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region. 

 
Sunnyvale 

 
The population of Sunnyvale, which is plurality-Asian American, is fairly well distributed across 
the city, excepting the business district on the eastern side of the city. Meanwhile, publicly 
supported housing is mainly concentrated near downtown Sunnyvale, with a few more located 
along Bayshore Freeway and near to the borders with City of Santa Clara and Cupertino.  
 
Region 
 
In the larger region, the population is clearly concentrated in Santa Clara County and so is the 
publicly supported housing. The only area of note outside of the County is Hollister, which has a 
concentration of LIHTC and Project-Based Section 8 developments, a strong Hispanic population, 
and strong voucher use.  
 

i. Describe patterns in the geographic location for publicly supported housing that 
primarily serves families with children, elderly persons, or persons with disabilities in 
relation to previously discussed segregated areas or R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and 
region. 

 
In Santa Clara County, at least 30 publicly supported housing developments and 55 LIHTC 
developments are reserved for seniors. Senior housing is fairly evenly distributed across the 
entitlement jurisdictions. The clearest pattern that emerges from comparing their locations is that 
senior housing in San José (of which there is a lot, comparatively), is concentrated in far less White 
areas (especially on the eastern side) than senior housing in the surrounding, smaller, and less 
diverse cities.  
 
There are only three publicly supported housing developments reserved for people with 
disabilities, and five LIHTC developments for people with special needs. With so few 
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developments to speak of, it is less important to discuss patterns of segregation in the siting and 
rather to note which cities do or do not have developments dedicated to people with disabilities. 
The developments do tend to cluster together, with two located in adjacent census tracts in Palo 
Alto, two in adjacent census tracts in Sunnyvale, two in adjacent census tracts in Santa Clara/San 
José, and two in nearly adjacent census tracts in eastern San José.  
 
Publicly supported housing (including LIHTC units) geared toward families are the most 
numerous. Nevertheless, they follow a similar siting pattern to those reserved for seniors. Those 
located on the eastern side of San José, in particular, are located in more diverse areas. Of particular 
note is the strong concentration of affordable family housing in Morgan Hill. As part of the Urban 
County, it forms a gateway between Gilroy and the rest of the entitlement jurisdictions farther 
north. 

 
ii. How does the demographic composition of occupants of publicly supported housing 

in R/ECAPS compare to the demographic composition of occupants of publicly 
supported housing outside of R/ECAPs in the jurisdiction and region? 

 
Please note: categories for which all values are 0 and/or N/A have been deleted for space 
 
Table 4, R/ECAP and Non-R/ECAP Publicly Supported Housing Demographics, 
Sunnyvale 

Sunnyvale 

Total # 
units  

(occupie
d) 

% 
White 

% 
Black  

% 
Hispanic 

% Asian 
or 

Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Families 

with 
children 

% 
Elderly 

% with a  
disability 

Project-based 
Section 8 

                

R/ECAP tracts 
N/a N/a 0.00% N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

Non R/ECAP tracts 
359 24.64% 2.32% 11.01% 60.87% 6.18% 82.58% 3.09% 

Other Multifamily 
                

R/ECAP tracts 
N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

Non R/ECAP tracts 
22 66.67% 0.00% 28.57% 4.76% N/a 9.52% 66.67% 

HCV Program 
                

R/ECAP tracts 
N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a N/a 

Non R/ECAP tracts 
478 29.06% 11.75% 15.81% 42.52% 15.22% 56.52% 44.66% 

 
There are relatively few R/ECAPs in Santa Clara County, and they are located in only three areas: 
the city of Santa Clara, Milpitas, and San José. The R/ECAP in Milpitas appears to be an outlier, 
as it has especially low number of residents. Therefore, the R/ECAPs analysis for the Urban 
County has not been adjusted to reflect this. 
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In San José, there are Project-Based Section 8 and LIHTC units located within its 7 R/ECAP tracts. 
The Project-Based Section 8 units within R/ECAPS have dramatically different demographics 
compared to those outside R/ECAPs, with a 15 point increase in Asian American or Pacific 
Islanders, compared to a seven point drop for Hispanics and a nearly 20 point drop for White 
residents. The percentage of Black residents in R/ECAPs is almost half of what it is outside. 
LIHTC units, on the other hand, have much more similar demographics within and outside 
R/ECAPs. The percentage of Black residents, while far above the countywide average, is roughly 
the same both within and outside R/ECAPs. Asian American of Pacific Islanders in R/ECAPs trail 
those in non R/ECAPs by about seven points, while White and Hispanic residents both see higher 
percentages outside R/ECAPs than within them (by about eight points each).  For HCV users, 
Asian American or Pacific Islanders make up a supermajority within R/ECAP tracts. (It should be 
noted that the HCV R/ECAP and non R/ECAP data was provided by HUD and reflects HUD’s 
less expansive definition of R/ECAPs. It is not possible to calculate HCV data for the more robust 
definition of R/ECAPs employed by this analysis).  
 

i. Do any developments of public housing, properties converted under the RAD, and 
LIHTC developments have a significantly different demographic composition, in 
terms of protected class, than other developments of the same category for the 
jurisdiction? Describe how these developments differ. 

 
See Appendix for Publicly Supported Housing Charts by Census Tract Demographics 
 
Sunnyvale 

 
Every Project-Based Section 8 development in Sunnyvale is either majority or plurality-Asian 
American or Pacific Islander. In every case, they are followed by White residents in population 
share, with Homestead Park Apartments displaying the most diversity. The largest development is 
also the only one with no children, and it has the second highest share of Asian American or Pacific 
Islander residents. Stoney Pine Villa is the only Other Multifamily development, so it cannot be 
compared to others in its category. When comparing to Project-Based Section 8 developments, it 
is overwhelmingly White, with a very small share of Asian American or Pacific Islander residents, 
and a higher share of Hispanic residents than any Project Based Section 8 development. Among 
LIHTC units, Borregas Court stands out for its large Black population, at 20.61%, and Fair Oaks 
Plaza stands out for its large, senior, Asian American population, at 61.08%.  
 

i.  Provide additional relevant information, if any, about occupancy, by protected class, 
in other types of publicly supported housing for the jurisdiction and region. 

 
Sunnyvale 
 
Sunnyvale has adopted Inclusionary Zoning, requiring at least 15% of rental units in new 
developments to be set aside.7 Of those, 10% must be designated as low income affordable 
housing, 5% must be very low income, and 12.5% should be moderate income. 
 

7 Sunnyvale Municipal Code Section 19.77. 
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Region 
 
San Benito County has also adopted Inclusionary Zoning, requiring residential developments to 
provide 15% or more “on-site” units, provide 20% or more “off-site” units, or, in certain 
circumstances, pay an in-lieu fee.8 Santa Clara County has a 16% inclusionary requirement for the 
Stanford Community Plan Area and is considering the expansion of inclusionary housing to other 
unincorporated parts of the county. 
 

i. Compare the demographics of occupants of developments in the jurisdiction, for each 
category of publicly supported housing (public housing, project-based Section 8, 
Other Multifamily Assisted developments, properties converted under RAD, and 
LIHTC) to the demographic composition of the areas in which they are located. For 
the jurisdiction, describe whether developments that are primarily occupied by one 
race/ethnicity are located in areas occupied largely by the same race/ethnicity. 
Describe any differences for housing that primarily serves families with children, 
elderly persons, or persons with disabilities. 
 

See Appendix for Publicly Supported Housing Charts by Census Tract Demographics 
 
Sunnyvale 

 

In Sunnyvale, Plaza De Las Flores has significantly different demographics than the surrounding 
census tract, with a supermajority of Asian American or Pacific Islander residents (73%). The 
census tract is quite diverse, with a plurality of White residents and Asian American or Pacific 
Islander (30%) and Hispanic residents (21%) making up significant shares as well. Morse Court 
also differs significantly from the surrounding census tract. While its population is fairly evenly 
distributed, Asian American or Pacific Islanders make up the plurality. In the census tract, 
Hispanics make up the plurality, and make up three times the share of those in Project-Based 
Section 8 development. There are also more than five times as many Black residents in the building 
as there are within the census tract. At Homestead Park Apartments, White and Asian American 
or Pacific Islanders are evenly split, while at the census tract level, Asian American or Pacific 
Islanders make up the clear majority. In Sunnyvale’s lone Other Multifamily development, a 
supermajority of residents are White, located within a census tract that has a plurality of Hispanic 
residents.  

LIHTC developments in Sunnyvale are mostly located in majority-Asian census tracts; however, 
only two LIHTC developments mirror this trend in their population.  Carroll Inn is located in a 
plurality-White census tract, and the SRO development is also plurality-White. Borregas Court, 
also an SRO development, has an unusually large Black population, at 20.61%, while the 
surrounding census tract is only 1.2% Black. While most of these tracts are majority-Asian, three, 
relatively small LIHTC developments – Orchard Gardens Apartments, Onizuka Crossing, and 
Edwina Benner Plaza – have Hispanics as their largest population group. In LIHTC developments 

8 San Benito County Code, Section 21.03.005. 
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with families with children, the populations tend to be largely Hispanic and Asian, as do the census 
tracts where they are located.  

 
c. Disparities in Access to Opportunity 

 
i. Describe any disparities in access to opportunity for residents of publicly supported 

housing in the jurisdiction and region, including within different program categories 
(public housing, project-based Section 8, Other Multifamily Assisted Developments, 
HCV, and LIHTC) and between types (housing primarily serving families with 
children, elderly persons, and persons with disabilities) of publicly supported 
housing. 

 
Throughout the county, there are clear disparities in access to opportunity across several categories 
– including environmental health, labor market, and school proficiency – which all seem to be 
higher in the western part of the County and lower in San José. The labor market is similarly good 
in the western part of the county, but also makes a strong showing in the Morgan Hill and Gilroy 
area. Similarly, the job market is excellent in the northern part of the county, and along Monterey 
Road down toward Morgan Hill and Gilroy. Transit Trips and Low Transportation are consistently 
good throughout the County.  
 
Contributing Factors of Publicly Supported Housing Location and Occupancy 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the severity of fair housing 
issues related to publicly supported housing, including Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in 
Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing Needs. For each contributing factor that 
is significant, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected contributing factor relates to. 
 
Please see the Appendix for the following Contributing Factors to Publicly Supported 
Housing Location and Occupancy: 
 

● Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 
supported housing 

● Community opposition 
● Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 
● Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, 

dating violence, sexual assault, and stalking 
● Impediments to mobility 
● Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 
● Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 
● Lack of local or regional cooperation 
● Lack of private investment in specific neighborhoods 
● Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services and 

amenities 
● Land use and zoning laws 
● Loss of affordable housing 
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● Occupancy codes and restrictions 
● Quality of affordable housing information programs 
● Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, 

including discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
● Source of income discrimination 
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Map 1, Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity, Sunnyvale 
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Map 2, Publicly Supported Housing and Race/Ethnicity, Region 
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Publicly Supported Housing Demographic Tables Appendix 
 
Table 1: Sunnyvale 
 

Program 
Type 

Project Name (Low 
Incom
e) 
Units 
in 
Project 

Property 
White 
(%) 

Property 
Black (%) 

Property 
Hispanic 
(%) 

Property 
Asian (%) 

Households 
with children 
in the 
development 

Census 
Tract 
Number 

Tract 
White 
% 

Tract 
Black 
(%) 

Tract 
Hispanic 
(%) 

Tract 
Asian 
(%) 

Census 
Tract 
Poverty 
Rate 

Project-
Based 
Section 8 Life'S Garden 150 23% 1% 10% 66% N/a (Senior) 

5085.04 

17% 1.5% 18.5% 57.1% 10.7% 

Project-
Based 
Section 8 

Aster Park 
Apartment 38 24% 5% 16% 55% 21% 

5087.03 

26.6% 1.5% 12.6% 54.3% 2.6% 

Project-
Based 
Section 8 

Plaza De Las 
Flores 101 19% N/a 8% 73% 1% 

5086.02 

41.5% 2.6% 20.8% 30.2% 9.5% 

Project-
Based 
Section 8 Morse Court 35 26% 11% 14% 37% 14% 

5090.00 

26.2% 1.8% 45.9% 21.9% 5.6% 

Project-
Based 
Section 8 

Homestead 
Park 
Apartments 50 37% 8% 18% 37% 24% 

5083.04 

29.3% 4.4% 8.1% 52.1% 6.5% 

Other 
Multifamily  

Stoney Pine 
Villa 22 67% N/a 29% 5% N/a 

5087.04 
26.2% 2.8% 22.9% 45.8% 7.2% 

LIHTC 
Carroll Inn 

121/12
1 40.16% 6.30% 11.02% 26.77% SRO 

5086.02 
41.5% 2.6% 20.8% 30.2% 9.5% 

LIHTC 
Borregas Court 

192/19
3 34.21% 20.61% 19.30% 22.37% SRO 

5048.03 
23.7% 1.2% 18.1% 53% 4.3% 
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LIHTC Orchard 
Gardens 
Apartments 61/62 3.13% 3.13% 35.63% 5.00% Non Targeted 

5048.03 

23.7% 1.2% 18.1% 53% 4.3% 

LIHTC Garland Plaza 19/19 4.26% 0.00% 29.79% 38.30% Large Family 5085.04 17% 1.5% 18.5% 57.1% 10.7% 

LIHTC Parkside 
Studios 58/59 39.39% 10.61% 22.73% 12.12% SRO 

5087.04 
26.2% 2.8% 22.9% 45.8% 7.2% 

LIHTC Onizuka 
Crossing FKA 
Midpen Armory 
Apartments 57/58 15.33% 4.00% 33.33% 18.67% 

Special 
Needs 

5087.04 

 

26.2% 2.8% 22.9% 45.8% 7.2% 

LIHTC 
Edwina Benner 
Plaza 65/66 15.69% 1.96% 35.29% 15.69% Large Family 

5048.03 

 23.7% 1.2% 18.1% 53% 4.3% 

LIHTC 
Fair Oaks Plaza 

123/12
4 23.95% 2.99% 7.78% 61.08% Senior 

5085.04 
17% 1.5% 18.5% 57.1% 10.7% 
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 D. Disability and Access  
 
Congress added protections against housing discrimination for persons with disabilities to the Fair 
Housing Act in 1988. In addition to protection against intentional discrimination and unjustified 
policies and practices with disproportionate effects, the Fair Housing Act includes three provisions 
that are unique to persons with disabilities. The Fair Housing Act prohibits the denial of requests 
for reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities if necessary to afford an individual 
equal opportunity to use and enjoy a dwelling. Reasonable accommodations are departures from 
facially neutral policies and are generally available if granting the accommodation request would 
not place an undue burden on the party providing the accommodation and where granting the 
accommodation request would not result in a direct threat to the health or safety of others. 
Permitting an individual with an anxiety disorder to have a dog in their rental unit as an emotional 
support animal despite a broad “no pets” policy is an example of a reasonable accommodation. 
The Act also prohibits the denial of reasonable modification requests. Modifications involve 
physical alterations to a unit, such as the construction of a ramp or the widening of a door frame, 
and must be paid for by the person requesting the accommodation unless the unit receives federal 
financial assistance and is subject to Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act. Lastly, the design and 
construction provision of the Fair Housing Act requires most multi-family housing constructed 
since 1991 to have certain accessibility features. This section of the Analysis looks at the housing 
barriers faced by persons with disabilities, including those that result in the segregation of persons 
with disabilities in institutions and other congregate settings. 
 
Population Profile  
 
This Population Profile provides an overview of the population of persons with disabilities in the 
region and the city of Cupertino. Issues examined include the total extent of the population of 
persons with disabilities, areas of geographic concentration of persons with disabilities, and both 
of those factors further broken down by type of disability and age. It is often the case that areas 
with high overall concentrations of persons with disabilities are areas with high concentrations of 
elderly individuals because disability and age are highly correlated. At the same time, for 
disabilities that arise earlier in a person’s life, that relationship may be turned upside down as 
younger people with disabilities may be more likely to live in relatively high-poverty areas that 
have comparatively few elderly residents. 
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Map 1: Disability by Type, Santa Clara County 

 
Map 2: Disability by Age, Santa Clara County 
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Table 1: Disability by Type, San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
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Disability Type # % 
Hearing Difficulty 45,778 2.3 
Vision Difficulty 27,954 1.4 
Cognitive Difficulty 59,099 3.2 
Ambulatory Difficulty 79,438 4.3 
Self-Care Difficulty 36,795 2.0 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

66,560 4.4 

 
Table 2: Disability by Type, Sunnyvale 
 
Disability Type # % 
Hearing Difficulty 3,205 2.1 
Vision Difficulty 1,937 1.3 
Cognitive Difficulty 3,051 2.2 
Ambulatory Difficulty 5,067 3.6 
Self-Care Difficulty 2,195 1.6 
Independent Living 
Difficulty 

4,223 3.6 

 
How are people with disabilities geographically dispersed or concentrated in the jurisdiction 
and region, including R/ECAPs and other segregated areas identified in previous sections?  
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Map 3, Concentration of Persons with Disabilities, Santa Clara County 
 

 
There is generally relatively little concentration of persons with disabilities in Santa Clara County 
and the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, and 
Sunnyvale. As the map above illustrates, the census tracts with the highest concentrations of 
persons with disabilities in the county range from 13.1% to 16.2%. By way of comparison, for the 
entire state of West Virginia, 19.7% of residents have disabilities. At a regional level, there is 
limited relative concentration of persons with disabilities in rural areas in the eastern portion of 
the county as well as in rural areas between south San José and Morgan Hill. There are also pockets 
of concentration in downtown San José, scattered portions of the east side of San José and south 
San José, a portion of Santa Clara, and, to a lesser extent, portions of Campbell. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
There are no areas of significant concentration of persons with disabilities in Sunnyvale as, in the 
most concentrated census track, only 10.5% of residents have disabilities. Additionally, there are 
no clear geographic patterns with respect to where the most concentrated areas. The northern 
portion of the city has both some of the most concentrated census tracts (as a relative matter) and 
some of the least concentrated tracts. 
 
Describe whether these geographic patterns vary for people with each type of disability or for 
people with disabilities in different age ranges for the jurisdiction and region.  
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Patterns of concentration of persons with disabilities by type of disability and by age vary 
significantly across the region. Oftentimes, the issue of type of disability and disability status by 
age are closely related as certain types of disabilities are more highly correlated with elderly status 
than others. Additionally, one type of disability – independent living disabilities – only applies to 
individuals who are 18 years of age or older, because there is no expectation that children are able 
to live independently, regardless of their disability status. 
 
San José-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA Region 
 
In the region, persons with hearing disabilities generally are not highly concentrated in particular 
areas. Limited exceptions to this pattern, or lack thereof, include areas with concentrations of age-
restricted housing, such as The Villages, which have higher concentrations of persons with hearing 
disabilities and areas with relatively young populations, like north San José and the campus of 
Stanford University, which have lower concentrations of persons with hearing disabilities. People 
with vision disabilities are somewhat concentrated in the city of San José, though not within 
particular neighborhoods or sections of San José, and in South County. Persons with cognitive 
disabilities are relatively concentrated in the sparsely populated far eastern portion of Santa Clara 
County in a census tract that contains significant public land as well as in Campbell, Stanford, 
parts of south San José, and parts of the east side of San José. Persons with ambulatory disabilities 
are somewhat concentrated in parts of south San José and the east side of San José, The Villages, 
the area between south San José and Morgan Hill, and the northern portion of Palo Alto. Persons 
with self-care disabilities are relatively concentrated in parts of south San José and the east side of 
San José, in the area between south San José and Morgan Hill, in the rural far eastern portion of 
Santa Clara County, in parts of Campbell, and in parts of Cupertino. Persons with independent 
living disabilities are more highly concentrated in downtown San José, parts of south San José and 
the east side of San José, the area between south San José and Morgan Hill, and Campbell. 
 
Regionally, there are concentrations of children with disabilities in downtown San José as well as 
parts of Campbell, Mountain View, Santa Clara, and a rural area to the southwest of Gilroy. Adults 
with disabilities, ages 18-64, are concentrated in downtown San José, parts of south San José and 
the east side of San José, parts of Santa Clara, and rural areas in the eastern portion of Santa Clara 
County. Elderly persons with disabilities are somewhat concentrated in San José, particularly 
downtown and on the east side, in Campbell, and in the eastern portion of Gilroy. 
 
Sunnyvale 
 
In Sunnyvale, there is a slight concentration of persons with hearing disabilities in the far 
northeastern portion of the city, but the pattern is not pronounced. There are slight concentrations 
of persons with vision disabilities in the northeastern and central portions of the city. Persons with 
cognitive disabilities, persons with ambulatory disabilities, persons with self-care disabilities, and 
persons with independent living disabilities are slightly concentrated in similar areas to persons 
with vision disabilities. 
 
Children with disabilities are somewhat concentrated in the northern part of Sunnyvale. Adults 
with disabilities, ages 18 through 64, are concentrated in the central and northeastern portions of 
the city. Elderly persons with disabilities are concentrated in the northern portion of the city. 
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Housing Accessibility  
 
Describe whether the jurisdiction and region have sufficient affordable, accessible housing in a 
range of unit sizes.  
 
HUD’s implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (24 CFR Part 8) requires 
that federally financed housing developments have five percent (5%) of total units be accessible 
to individuals with mobility disabilities and an additional two percent (2%) of total units be 
accessible to individuals with sensory disabilities. It requires that each property, including site and 
common areas, meet the Federal Uniform Accessibility Standards (UFAS) or HUD’s Alternative 
Accessibility Standard. 
 
Within Santa Clara County, not including the city of Milpitas there are four traditional public 
housing units and 5,125 Project-Based Section 8 units that are subject to Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act. Additionally, there are 1,821 units in Project-Based Voucher-assisted 
developments. Many of these developments are former public housing. These three types of units 
are all subject to the accessibility requirements of section 504. Just 9.81% of residents of Project-
Based Section 8 units are persons with disabilities. Data regarding what proportion of residents of 
Project-Based Voucher units are persons with disabilities is not available though residents of those 
units are included in data reflecting the proportion of Housing Choice Voucher recipients with 
disabilities. 31.74% of voucher holders in the region (including a small number of voucher holders 
in San Benito County) are persons with disabilities. At this time, the number of actually accessible 
units in public housing or among Project-Based Section 8 units and Project-Based Voucher-
assisted units is unknown. It is common for developments to exceed the Section 504 minimum 
requirements, but there may also be older, inaccessible housing that has not been retrofitted and 
housing that was not built in a way that complies with the law. 
 
The HOME Partnership Program is a grant of federal funds for housing, therefore, these units are 
subject to Section 504. HUD’s HOME Program Performance Snapshots contain counts of the 
number of Section 504 accessible HOME-assisted units for each grantee. For the Santa Clara 
County HOME Consortium, which includes Cupertino, Gilroy, Milpitas, and Palo Alto in addition 
to the Urban County, has 188 Section 504 compliant units. 
 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Units 
 
According to data from the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, there are 21,465 low-
income units in LIHTC-financed developments in Santa Clara County. 
 
The question of whether Section 504 or Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Act applies to 
LIHTC developments has not been resolved by the courts. Title II of the ADA prohibits 
discrimination on the basis of disability in all service, programs, and activities provided to the 
public by non-federal governmental entities except transportation services. The 2010 ADA 
Standards (ADAS) differ from Section 504 in some respects but essentially, they contain the same 
types of requirements including the requirement for 5% mobility units and 2% hearing/vision units.  
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However, in 2015, CTAC has issued guidance stating that the accessibility requirements of the 
California Building Code (CBC) for public housing (Chapter 11B) apply to LIHTC developments. 
Chapter 11B is the California equivalent of the 2010 ADA Standards. Section 1.9.1.2.1. of the 
CBC states that the accessibility requirements apply to “any building, structure, facility, complex 
…used by the general public.” Facilities made available to the public, included privately owned 
buildings. CTAC has expanded the requirement so that 10% of total units in a LIHTC development 
must be accessible to people with mobility disabilities and that 4% be accessible to people with 
sensory (hearing/vison) disabilities. 
  
Also, effective 2015, CTCAC required that 50% of total units in a new construction project and 
25% of all units in a rehabilitation project located on an accessible path will be mobility accessible 
units in accordance with CBC Chapter 11B. CTAC also provides incentives for developers to 
include additional accessible units through its Qualified Allocation Plan.  
 
Fair Housing Amendments Act Units 
 
The Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (FHAA) covers all multifamily buildings of four or 
more units that were first occupied on or after March 13, 1991 – not just affordable housing 
developments. The FHAA added protections for people with disabilities and prescribed certain 
basic accessibility standards, such as one building entrance must be accessible; there must be an 
accessible route throughout the development, and public rooms and common rooms must be 
accessible to people with disabilities. Although these accessibility requirements are not as 
intensive as those of Section 504, they were a first step in opening many apartment developments 
to people with disabilities regardless of income level. The FHAA was also very helpful for middle-
income and upper-income people with disabilities also need accessible housing. In Santa Clara 
County, there 34,648 units in structures with five or more units build from 2000 to the present. 
There are an additional 51,976 such units built from 1980 through 1999. If it is assumed that 45% 
of these units were built from 1991 through 1999, then there would be an additional 23,389 units 
in developments subject to design and construction standards. 
 
It is important to note that FHAA units are not the same as accessible units under Section 504 or 
ADA Title II. Therefore, utilizing FHAA units as a proxy for the number of accessible housing 
units available or required under Section 504 or ADA Title II does not produce an accurate count. 
Although they are not fully accessible, these units are an important source of housing for people 
with disabilities who do not need a mobility or hearing/vision unit.  
 
Data breaking down affordable, accessible units by number of bedrooms is not available for private 
housing. Of the 1,821 units in Project-Based Voucher-assisted developments, a large majority 
(79.4%) are 0-1 bedroom units. Over half (57.6%) of Project-Based Section 8 units are 0-1 
bedroom units while 55.7% of LIHTC units are 0-1 bedroom units. Outside of San José, very few 
Project-Based Section 8 units with two or more bedrooms are available. The lack of larger publicly 
supported housing units makes it more difficult for families with children that include persons with 
disabilities and persons with disabilities who need the services of live-in aides to find accessible 
housing that meets their needs. 
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Because San Benito County comprises such a small proportion of the region’s population, the 
overall regional picture is not significantly different. However, the situation in San Benito County 
is in some respects worse than in Santa Clara County. A higher proportion of that county’s 
population (9.5% as compared to 7.9%) has disabilities than in Santa Clara County. Additionally, 
a higher proportion of that county’s housing stock is comprised of detached single family homes 
(77.6% as compared to 52.9%), which are not subject to any accessibility requirements. San Benito 
County also has relatively limited publicly supported housing stock. With that said, private, 
market-rate housing in San Benito County is much more affordable than in Santa Clara County. 
Thus, unsubsidized apartments there may be a more viable option for low-income persons with 
disabilities. 
 
Summary 
 
Overall, it is clear that the supply of affordable, accessible units in both the County, each of the 
cities, and the region is insufficient to meet the need. Over 76,000 County residents have some 
level of need for units accessible to persons with ambulatory disabilities, over 44,000 have hearing 
disabilities, and over 27,000 have vision disabilities,9 and, by the most generous, over-inclusive 
measures, there may be roughly 60,000 units that have been produced subject to the Fair Housing 
Act’s design and construction standards and less than 5,000 units that must be accessible subject 
to Section 504. There is, without question, some overlap between these two categories, some of 
these units are likely non-compliant, and some accessible units are occupied by individuals who 
do not have disabilities.  
 
Describe the areas where affordable, accessible housing units are located in the jurisdiction and 
region. Do they align with R/ECAPs or other areas that are segregated?  
 
Across Santa Clara County and the region, areas with affordable, accessible housing tend to be 
concentrated in the city of San José, which is more heavily Hispanic and Vietnamese than other 
parts of central and northern Santa Clara County and which includes most of the county’s 
R/ECAPs. In the northwestern portion of the county, there is also clear concentration across cities 
in areas to the north or east, often on the side of U.S. Route 101 closer to the San Francisco Bay 
and, at a minimum, between El Camino Real and the San Francisco Bay. These areas do not include 
any R/ECAPs but are more heavily Hispanic than the southern or western portions of cities like 
Mountain View, Sunnyvale, and Santa Clara, nonetheless. West Valley cities that are part of the 
Urban County, like Los Altos, Los Gatos, and Saratoga, as well as the city of Cupertino have 
comparatively less affordable, accessible housing because these areas, which have 
disproportionately low Hispanic and Vietnamese populations in comparison to the broader county. 
 
To what extent are people with different disabilities able to access and live in the different 
categories of publicly supported housing in the jurisdiction and region? 
  
 
 

9 Note that because individuals can have multiple disabilities some of these are the same people and 
should not be double or even triple counted. 
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Table 2, Disability by Publicly Supported Housing Program Category, Sunnyvale 

Jurisdiction 
People with a Disability 

# % 
Public Housing N/A N/A 
Project-Based Section 8 11 3.09% 
Other Multifamily 14 66.67% 
HCV Program 226 44.66% 

 
In Sunnyvale, persons with disabilities are underrepresented among Project-Based Section 8 
residents and have high access to Other Multifamily Housing and Housing Choice Vouchers. 
 
Integration of People with Disabilities Living in Institutions and Other Segregated Settings  
 
To what extent do people with disabilities in or from the jurisdiction or region reside in 
segregated or integrated settings?  
 
Up until a wave of policy reforms and court decisions in the 1960s and 1970s, states, including 
California, primarily housed persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities and 
individuals with psychiatric disabilities in large publicly-run institutions. In California, institutions 
for persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities are called developmental centers, and 
institutions for persons with psychiatric disabilities are called state hospitals. Within these 
institutions, persons with disabilities have had few opportunities for meaningful interaction with 
individuals without disabilities, limited access to education and employment, and a lack of 
individual autonomy. The transition away from housing persons with disabilities in institutional 
settings and toward providing housing and services in home and community-based settings 
accelerated with the passage of the Americans with Disabilities Act in 1991 and the U.S. Supreme 
Court’s landmark decision in Olmstead v. L.C. in 1999. In Olmstead, the Supreme Court held that, 
under the regulations of the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) implementing Title II of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), if a state or local government provides supportive services 
to persons with disabilities, it must do so in the most integrated setting appropriate to the needs of 
a person with a disability and consistent with their informed choice. This obligation is not absolute 
and is subject to the ADA defense that providing services in a more integrated setting would 
constitute a fundamental alteration of the state or local government’s programs. 

The transition from widespread institutionalization to community integration has not always been 
linear, and concepts of what comprises a home and community-based setting have evolved over 
time. Although it is clear that developmental centers and state hospitals are segregated settings and 
that an individual’s own house or apartment in a development where the vast majority of residents 
are individuals without disabilities is an integrated setting, significant ambiguities remain. Nursing 
homes and intermediate care facilities are clearly segregated though not to the same degree as state 
institutions. Group homes fall somewhere between truly integrated supported housing and such 
segregated settings, and the degree of integration present in group homes often corresponds to their 
size. 
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Below, this assessment includes detailed information about the degree to which persons with 
intellectual and developmental disabilities and individuals with psychiatric disabilities reside in 
integrated or segregated settings. The selection of these two areas of focus does not mean that 
persons with other types of disabilities are never subject to segregation. Although the State of 
California did not operate analogous institutions on the same scale for persons with ambulatory or 
sensory disabilities, for example, many people with disabilities of varying types face segregation 
in nursing homes. Data concerning persons with various disabilities residing in nursing homes is 
not as available as data relating specifically to persons with intellectual and developmental 
disabilities and persons with psychiatric disabilities. Because city-level agencies play a limited 
role in meeting the need for home and community-based services, the analysis that follows is 
largely the same across Santa Clara County and the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, 
Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. 

Table 3, Intellectual and Developmental Disabilities  
Performance of San Andreas Regional Center, December 2017 
Dec. 2018 Performance 
Reports 

Fewer 
consumers live 
in 
developmental 
centers 

More 
children 
live with 
families 

More 
adults 
live in 
home 
settings 

Fewer 
children 
live in 
large 
facilities 
(more 
than 6 
people) 

Fewer 
adults 
live in 
large 
facilities 
(more 
than 6 
people)  

State Average 0.21% 99.32% 79.61% 0.04% 2.47% 
San Andreas Regional Center 0.04% 98.95% 78.32% 0.04% 1.58% 

 
In California, a system of regional centers is responsible for coordinating the delivery of supportive 
services primarily to individuals with intellectual and developmental disabilities. The regional 
centers serve individuals with intellectual disabilities, individuals with autism spectrum disorder, 
individuals with epilepsy, and cerebral palsy. These disabilities may be co-occurring. Although 
there is some variation from regional center to regional center, individuals with intellectual 
disabilities and individuals with autism spectrum disorder predominate among consumers. All data 
regarding the regional centers is drawn from their annual performance reports. 

In the region, there is one regional center – the San Andreas Regional Center – that serves all of 
Santa Clara County and San Benito County, as well as Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties just to 
the south and southwest of the region. Unfortunately, the Regional Center of the East Bay does 
not disaggregate its publicly reported data by county to allow a Santa Clara County-specific or 
city-specific analysis. Nonetheless, since Santa Clara County is significantly larger than the other 
three counties combined, most of what is reflected in data from the San Andreas Regional Center 
reflects conditions in Santa Clara County. 

On an annual basis, these regional centers report to the California Department of Developmental 
Services on their performance in relation to benchmarks for achieving community integration of 
persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities. As reflected in the table above, the San 
Andreas Regional Center simultaneously has lower rates of persons with developmental 
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disabilities living in institutional settings but also lower rates of persons with developmental 
disabilities living in home or family-based settings than statewide. In some cases, disparities 
between the San Andreas Regional Center and the state are very small and may not support an 
inference that structural factors are playing a particularly acute role in perpetuating the segregation 
of persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities in the region. 

At the end of 2018, the California Department of Developmental Services closed the Sonoma 
Developmental Center, which was the last remaining large, state-run institution for persons with 
developmental disabilities in the Bay Area. Porterville Developmental Center, located in the 
Central Valley, is the closest such institution that remains. The facility is scheduled to close by the 
end of 2021. As of November 2019, there were between 1 and 10 individuals from the area served 
by the San Andreas Regional Center residing in developmental centers like the Porterville 
Developmental Center. 

The San Andreas Regional Center reports the number of individuals served by type of setting by 
race or ethnicity. The categories included are Home, Residential, ILS/SLS, Institutions, 
Med/Rehab/Psych, and Other. The category of Home includes the home of a parent or guardian, a 
foster home for children, and a family home for adults. The category of Residential includes 
community care facilities and intermediate care facilities (ICFs) and continuous nursing. The 
category of ILS/SLS solely includes independent living and supported living. Institutions include 
developmental centers, state hospitals, and correctional institutions. The category of 
Med/Rehab/Psych includes skilled nursing facilities, psychiatric treatment facilities, rehabilitation 
centers, sub-acute care, and community treatment facilities. The Other category includes 
individuals who are homeless as well as individuals who do not fall into any category (and one 
individual living outside of California). In general, Home and ILS/SLS settings are the most 
integrated, and Institutions and Med/Rehab/Psych are the most segregated. Residential settings fall 
somewhere in between with community care facilities being more integrated than ICFs within the 
category. Clearly, homelessness is not consistent with meaningful community integration. The 
table below reflects the percentage of individuals with intellectual or developmental disabilities 
served in each type of setting. 

Table 4, Type of Setting by Race or Ethnicity, San Andreas Regional Center, 2018-2019 

Type of Setting Total 
Served 

% Non-
Hispanic 
White 

% Black % Asian 
or Pacific 
Islander 

% 
Hispanic 

% Other 
or Multi-
Racial 

Home 17,265 20.7% 1.6% 21.1% 42.7% 13.1% 
Residential 1,859 59.0% 3.8% 11.3% 19.3% 6.2% 
ILS/SLS 1,229 62.2% 4.8% 6.5% 20.6% 5.6% 
Institutions 20 25.0% 5.0% 20.0% 35.0% 15.0% 
Med/Rehab/Psych 81 40.7% 3.7% 18.5% 28.4% 7.4% 
Other 65 40.0% 9.2% 4.6% 33.8% 12.3% 

 
In the service area of the San Andreas Regional Center, Asian or Pacific Islander residents appear 
to be underrepresented in the population receiving services for intellectual and developmental 
disabilities. With respect to individual types of settings, Hispanic residents are most likely to reside 
in home-based settings while White residents have the greatest access to independent living and 
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supported living environments. Black residents are overrepresented in Institutions and Other, 
which includes homelessness. This data suggests that, for Black individuals with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities, the effects of mass incarceration on their prospects for integration may 
be compounded by both race and disability status. The high representation of Hispanic residents 
in home-based settings and their low concentration in independent living and supported living 
settings may suggest a need for planning around helping adult with developmental disabilities who 
are living with their parents gain access to and transition to independent living when their parents 
are no longer able to serve as care providers. 

Overall, this data shows that, within the County and the region, persons with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities are typically at least slightly less likely to be segregated in institutional 
settings than statewide. The data shows that a significant minority of adults with intellectual and 
developmental disabilities, in particular, reside in comparatively segregated, congregate settings. 
It is highly likely that not all persons with intellectual and developmental disabilities who would 
like to live in integrated settings in the County, the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, 
Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale, and the region have the opportunity to do so. 

Psychiatric Disabilities  
 
Napa State Hospital is the primary large institution for individuals with psychiatric disabilities 
serving the part of California including Santa Clara County. As of November 2016, the facility 
had 1,267 patients, slightly over its official capacity of 1,255 beds. The hospital’s website breaks 
down the patient population among four categories of admittees. 47% were committed by virtue 
of being found not guilty of a crime by reason of insanity. 30% were committed because they had 
been found incompetent to stand trial. 17% were civilly committed. Lastly, 6% were classified as 
mentally disordered offenders. Thus, a significant majority of individuals with psychiatric 
disabilities institutionalized within Northern California resided in institutions because of contact 
with the criminal justice. 

The Department of State Hospitals does not disaggregate publicly available data about patients by 
county of origin nor does it disaggregate detailed demographic data about patients by hospital. 
Nonetheless, some system-wide information is useful. Across California, those institutionalized in 
state hospitals are disproportionally male (87%), Black (25%), and have low levels of educational 
attainment (79% lack a high school diploma). This data is consistent with the fact that the criminal 
justice system is the primary gateway into the state hospital system. 4.3% of all residents of state 
hospitals and participants in jail-based mental health treatment statewide are from Santa Clara 
County. The most common diagnosis for patients (40%) is schizophrenia followed by 
schizoaffective disorder (24%). Interventions, like those offered through the Santa Clara County 
Behavioral Health Services’ Criminal Justice Services program, that target needed non-punitive 
services to children and transition-age youth in overpoliced, disproportionately Hispanic and Black 
communities in the County could advance efforts to reduce the institutionalization of persons with 
psychiatric disabilities in state hospitals, jails, and prisons. 

Santa Clara County Behavioral Health Services is responsible for coordinating the provision of 
supportive services for persons with psychiatric disabilities in Santa Clara County and the cities 
of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. Though 
the agency provides or coordinates the provision of needed services and housing in integrated 
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settings, it also assists some more segregated efforts. These include three institutions for mental 
disease, two of which are located in San José and one of which is located outside of the county in 
Santa Cruz. Gradually phasing out the use of these inpatient settings and reducing their scale while 
increasing the availability of supportive housing, with intensive services and supports if needed 
and chosen by the consumer, would increase the integration of persons with psychiatric disabilities 
in Santa Clara County.  

Describe the range of options for people with disabilities to access affordable housing and 
supportive services in the jurisdiction and region.  
 
The primary source of affordable housing available to persons with disabilities in Santa Clara 
County and its cities consists of permanent supportive housing built with the assistance of Measure 
A bond funds. The County’s Office of Supportive Housing has prioritized the use of Measure A 
funds for permanent supportive housing, specifically seeking developments in which at least 50% 
of units are permanent supportive housing through its notice of funding availability. Although 
early funded developments focused most heavily on meeting the housing needs of chronically 
homeless individuals with disabilities who frequently have psychiatric disabilities, the County’s 
most recent notice of funding availability includes a set-aside of funds for development of 
permanent supportive housing for persons with developmental disabilities. One concern is that 
50% is a higher concentration of persons with disabilities than is typically considered truly 
integrated when developing permanent supportive housing. Reducing that target to 25% would 
foster community integration while still yielding a large number of units.  
 
Additionally, the Santa Clara County Housing Authority has multiple waiting list preferences that 
have the effect of increasing access to affordable housing for persons with disabilities. These 
include its Chronically Homeless Direct Referral Program, Special Needs Population Direct 
Referral Program, Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing Program, and Mainstream Voucher 
Program. These programs likely contribute to the higher levels of access that persons with 
disabilities have to the Housing Choice Voucher program in Santa Clara County and its cities than 
they do to other publicly supported housing programs. 
 
Disparities in Access to Opportunity  
 
To what extent are people with disabilities able to access the following in the jurisdiction and 
region? Identify major barriers faced concerning:  
 
i. Government services and facilities  
 
This Assessment did not reveal specific evidence of inaccessible government facilities in Santa 
Clara County, including the facilities of the County government, the cities participating in the 
Urban County, and the Cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Santa 
Clara, and Sunnyvale. To ascertain the extent of inaccessible government facilities, this 
Assessment included research into litigation against local governments brought under the 
Americans with Disabilities Act and conversations with disability advocates who might be aware 
of inaccessible facilities. One issue this Assessment did uncover, however, is that, when various 
local governments utilize external stakeholders’ or partners venues or meeting spaces, those 
locations are not always accessible. Advocates noted particular examples of this phenomenon in 
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the City of San José’s public outreach efforts. Local governments should carefully weigh 
accessibility concerns alongside their interest in increasing community engagement by meeting 
residents where they are. Ensuring that there are concurrent engagement opportunities that are 
accessible to persons with disabilities may not be sufficient as that could create the perception that 
there is a “separate but equal” process for persons with disabilities. This Assessment did not reveal 
evidence of inaccessible government services. 
 
ii. Public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian signals)  
 
In general, this Assessment did not reveal evidence of inaccessible public infrastructure though 
there remain places without curb cuts, pedestrian crossings, and pedestrian signals and where cities 
install such accessibility features through a demand-response model. Community members in 
Gilroy raised concerns about a relative lack of sidewalks and poorly maintained sidewalks in the 
heavily Hispanic eastern portion of the city. Such deficits have accessibility implications even in 
the absence of a specific violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act. 
 
iii. Transportation  
 
The Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) and Caltrain are the primary public transportation 
providers across Santa Clara County. Although these providers have been the subject of Americans 
with Disabilities Act litigation, there have not been recent findings of systemic accessibility 
problems. In fact, in a 2016 decision in Lee v. Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority, the 
U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California granted summary judgment to the VTA 
in a case in which a passenger using a wheelchair was injured due to bus driver error in the 
deployment of a wheelchair ramp due to undisputed evidence that, including in the plaintiff’s 
experience, VTA buses are equipped with working ramps and operators deploy them correctly. 
The VTA appears to have robust accessibility policies in place.10 
 
iv. Proficient schools and educational programs  
 
Children with disabilities face barriers in their attempts to access proficient schools throughout 
much of Santa Clara County. As discussed in the Disparities in Access to Opportunity section of 
this Assessment, school proficiency is generally higher in the West Valley, including in Urban 
County cities like Los Altos, Los Gatos, and Saratoga as well as in Cupertino. Additionally in the 
cities of Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale, school proficiency is generally higher in the 
southern portions of those cities, the areas in closer proximity to West Valley cities. Higher levels 
of school proficiency do not necessarily reflect higher levels of school funding, and the Cupertino 
Union School District’s per-pupil expenditures are not disproportionately high in relation to the 
broader county. These areas that have the most proficient schools also have, as discussed above, 
relatively lower concentrations of persons with disabilities, in general, and children with 
disabilities, in particular. Thus, children with disabilities, who are concentrated in the city of San 
José and the northern portions of cities to the northwest of San José, have somewhat lower access 
to proficient schools due to geographic patterns of inequity in education. 
 

10 https://www.vta.org/go/accessibility 
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In addition to the patterns discussed above, disparities in school discipline can impede access to 
education for students with disabilities. According to data from the California Department of 
Education, the suspension rate for students with disabilities in Santa Clara County was 6.2% for 
the 2018-2019 school year, a figure close to that of the statewide percentage of 6.4%. For students 
who do not have disabilities, the rate was 2.0%, more significantly below the statewide rate of 
3.0%. Thus, the disparity in suspension rate in Santa Clara County was higher than statewide 
though the percentage was slightly lower. The Department of Education’s DataQuest tool does not 
allow for a district-specific analysis of these disparity rates but does show overall district 
suspension rates. Suspension rates are notably higher in South County, including in the Gilroy 
Unified (4.8%) and Morgan Hill Unified (5.1%) school districts, than in the remainder of the 
county. Suspension rates in San José (2.7%), which has the highest concentration of children with 
disabilities, are slightly higher than countywide. In general, the districts with the most proficient 
schools and the lowest concentrations of children with disabilities have the lowest suspension 
rates. 
 
v. Jobs  
 
Persons with disabilities in Santa Clara County and its cities face severely constrained access to 
employment. The data in the table below is not available through the American Community Survey 
for the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, and Palo Alto, but the stark consistency of data 
showing extremely low rates of employment and labor force participation for persons with 
disabilities in the region, Santa Clara County, and the larger cities of San José, Santa Clara, and 
Sunnyvale suggest that it is likely that similar problems exist in those somewhat smaller cities, as 
well. It should be noted that the table below includes elderly individuals in the population assessed. 
That may make this data seem more dramatic than it truly is, but low levels of access to 
employment are an omnipresent fact nonetheless. 
 
Table 5, 2013-2017 ACS 5-year Estimates, civilian noninstitutionalized population with 
disabilities aged 16 and over, employment and disability 
  

% in labor 
force 

% employed 

San José 24.7% 21.5% 
Santa Clara 23.9% 20.8% 
Sunnyvale 24.9% 22.9% 
Santa Clara County 24.4% 21.4% 
San José-Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, 
CA Region 

24.5% 21.5% 

 
The table below corroborates this trend, showing low levels of employment for persons with 
developmental disabilities who receive services through the San Andreas Regional Center. The 
San Andreas Regional Center appears to slightly lag statewide averages with respect to the 
percentage of individuals with earned income but part of that gap may result from a lower 
proportion of individuals working in segregated settings like sheltered workshops. 
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Table 6, 2016 Employment Metrics for Adults with Intellectual and Developmental 
Disabilities, San Andreas Regional Center 
 
Regional Center Percentage 

of Adults 
Earning 
Below 
Minimum 
Wage 

Percentage 
of 
Consumers 
with Earned 
Income 

Percentage of 
Adults with a 
Paid Job in a 
Community-
Based Setting 

Percentage of 
Adults with 
Integrated 
Employment 
As a Goal in 
Their 
Individual 
Program Plan 

Percentage 
of Adults 
Current 
Unemployed 
But Wanting 
a Job in the 
Community 

State Average 57% 14.2% 13% 27% 45% 
San Andreas 
Regional Center 

54% 11.3% 13% 23% 45% 

 
Describe the processes that exist in the jurisdiction and region for people with disabilities to 
request and obtain reasonable accommodations and accessibility modifications to address the 
barriers discussed above.  
 
i. Government services and facilities  
 
Local government websites generally include readily identifiable accessibility pages that provide 
key information regarding website accessibility and the process for requests related to that subject. 
The websites typically do not have easily identifiable resources regarding how to submit a 
reasonable accommodation more broadly. 
 
ii. Public infrastructure (e.g., sidewalks, pedestrian crossings, pedestrian signals)  
 
The City of San José has a readily identifiable online tool on its website for requesting accessibility 
improvements such as curb cuts. The city appears to be an outlier in this respect. Other cities 
should improve the accessibility of their infrastructure by incorporating such features into their 
websites. 
 
iii. Transportation  
 
The VTA has a clear, dedicated page that describes its reasonable accommodations process. The 
VTA’s policy appears to be consistent with legal requirements and best practices. 
 
iv. Proficient schools and educational programs  
 
School district websites generally do not have information about how to request a reasonable 
accommodation or the districts’ policies regarding the evaluation of requests. School districts 
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typically do have information about special education services and the process for identification 
of students as students with disabilities needing such services. This still leaves a gap with respect 
to students who simultaneously have disabilities, such as mobility impairments, but may not 
require ongoing special education services. School districts should add content describing their 
reasonable accommodation policies to their websites. 
 
v. Jobs  
 
It is generally very difficult to find information online regarding employers’ reasonable 
accommodation policies and practices. 
 
Describe any difficulties in achieving homeownership experienced by people with disabilities 
and by people with different types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.  
 
In large part due to significant disparities in income for persons with disabilities and the high cost 
of housing in Santa Clara County, it is extremely difficult for persons with disabilities to access 
homeownership in the county and its cities. Additionally, service providers and advocates working 
with persons with disabilities have reported that some mortgage lenders do not appropriately count 
income from disability benefits as income for purposes of evaluating loan applications. 
 
Disproportionate Housing Needs  
 
Describe any disproportionate housing needs experienced by people with disabilities and by 
people with certain types of disabilities in the jurisdiction and region.  
 
In Santa Clara County, households including persons with disabilities encounter housing problems 
at slightly higher rates than do households that do not include persons with disabilities. Overall, 
40.3% of households experience one or more housing problems. 48.8% of households including 
persons with disabilities experience housing problems. It is likely that this relatively modest 
disparity obscures deeper problems as many elderly persons with disabilities may own their own 
homes, which may be paid off in some cases. Younger persons with disabilities who are more 
likely to rent and who are less likely to have had substantial income from employment at any point 
in their lives likely experience much more extensive housing problems. Disproportionate housing 
needs appear to persist across types of disabilities. 
 
E. Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity and Resources 
 
List and summarize any of the following that have not been resolved: 
 

● A charge or letter of finding from HUD concerning a violation of a civil rights-related 
law; 

● A cause determination from a substantially equivalent state or local fair housing agency 
concerning a violation of a state or local fair housing law; 

● Any voluntary compliance agreements, conciliation agreements, or settlement agreements 
entered into with HUD or the Department of Justice;  
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● A letter of findings issued by or lawsuit filed or joined by the Department of Justice 
alleging a pattern or practice or systemic violation of a fair housing or civil rights law; 

● A claim under the False Claims Act related to fair housing, nondiscrimination, or civil 
rights generally, including an alleged failure to affirmatively further fair housing; 

● Pending administrative complaints or lawsuits against the locality alleging fair housing 
violations or discrimination. 
 

This Assessment did not reveal any unresolved proceedings of the type described above 
regarding Sunnyvale. 
 
Describe any state or local fair housing laws. What characteristics are protected under each 
law? 
 
California Laws 
 
The State Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) enforces California laws that 
provide protection and monetary relief to victims of unlawful housing practices. The Fair 
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) (Government Code Section 12955 et seq.) prohibits 
discrimination and harassment in housing practices, including: 
 

● Advertising 
● Application and selection process 
● Unlawful evictions 
● Terms and conditions of tenancy 
● Privileges of occupancy 
● Mortgage loans and insurance 
● Public and private land use practices  
● Unlawful restrictive covenants 

 
The following categories are protected by FEHA: 
 

● Race or color 
● Ancestry or national origin 
● Sex, including Gender, Gender Identity, and Gender Expression 
● Marital status 
● Source of income 
● Sexual orientation 
● Familial status (households with children under 18 years of age) 
● Religion 
● Mental/physical disability 
● Medical condition 
● Age 
● Genetic information 
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In addition, FEHA contains similar reasonable accommodations, reasonable modifications, and 
accessibility provisions as the Federal Fair Housing Amendments Act. FEHA explicitly provides 
that violations can be proven through evidence of the unjustified disparate impact of challenged 
actions and inactions and establishes the burden-shifting framework that courts and the 
Department of Fair Employment and Housing must use in evaluating disparate impact claims. 
 
The Unruh Civil Rights Act provides protection from discrimination by all business establishments 
in California, including housing and accommodations, because of age, ancestry, color, disability, 
national origin, race, religion, sex, and sexual orientation. While the Unruh Civil Rights Act 
specifically lists “sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, disability, and medical 
condition” as protected classes, the California Supreme Court has held that protections under the 
Unruh Act are not necessarily restricted to these characteristics. In practice, this has meant that the 
law protects against arbitrary discrimination, including discrimination on the basis of personal 
appearance. 
 
Furthermore, the Ralph Civil Rights Act (California Civil Code Section 51.7) forbids acts of 
violence or threats of violence because of a person’s race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, 
age, disability, sex, sexual orientation, political affiliation, or position in a labor dispute. Hate 
violence can include: verbal or written threats; physical assault or attempted assault; and graffiti, 
vandalism, or property damage. 
 
The Bane Civil Rights Act (California Civil Code Section 52.1) provides another layer of 
protection for fair housing choice by protecting all people in California from interference by force 
or threat of force with an individual’s constitutional or statutory rights, including a right to equal 
access to housing. The Bane Act also includes criminal penalties for hate crimes; however, 
convictions under the Act may not be imposed for speech alone unless that speech itself threatened 
violence. 
 
Finally, California Civil Code Section 1940.3 prohibits landlords from questioning potential 
residents about their immigration or citizenship status. In addition, this law forbids local 
jurisdictions from passing laws that direct landlords to make inquiries about a person’s citizenship 
or immigration status. 
 
In addition to these acts, Government Code Sections 11135, 65008, and 65580-65589.8 prohibit 
discrimination in programs funded by the State and in any land use decisions. Specifically, changes 
to Sections 65580-65589.8 require local jurisdictions to address the provision of housing options 
for special needs groups, including: 
 

● Housing for persons with disabilities (SB 520) 
● Housing for homeless persons, including emergency shelters, transitional housing, and 

supportive housing (SB 2) 
● Housing for extremely low income households, including single-room occupancy units 

(AB 2634) 
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● Housing for persons with developmental disabilities (SB 812) 
 

Although the FEHA purports to protect against source of income discrimination, the provision has 
been largely toothless. In October of 2019, the governor of California signed into law SB 329, 
prohibiting discrimination in housing based on source of income statewide. 
 
Identify any local and regional agencies and organizations that provide fair housing 
information, outreach, and enforcement, including their capacity and the resources available to 
them.  
 
Bay Area Legal Aid 
 
BALA represents low and very low income residents within their seven county service area, which 
includes Santa Clara County. Their housing practice provides legal assistance regarding public, 
subsidized (including Section8 and other HUD subsidized projects) and private housing, fair 
housing and housing discrimination, housing conditions, rent control, eviction defense, lock-outs 
and utility shut-offs, residential hotels, and training advocates and community organizations. It is 
important to note that Legal Aid is restricted from representing undocumented clients. 
  
Project Sentinel 

 
Project Sentinel is a non-profit organization focused on assisting in housing discrimination matters, 
dispute resolution, and housing counseling. Project Sentinel’s housing practice assists individuals 
with housing problems such as discrimination, mortgage foreclosure and delinquency, rental issues 
including repairs, deposits, privacy, dispute resolution, home buyer education, post purchase 
education, and reverse mortgages. Additionally, their Fair Housing Center provides education and 
counseling to community members, housing providers, and tenants about fair housing laws, and 
investigate complaints and advocate for those who have experienced housing discrimination.  
 
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley 

 
The Law Foundation of Silicon Valley provides free legal advice and representation to low-income 
individuals in Santa Clara County. In their housing practice, they assist with defending eviction 
lawsuits, housing discrimination issues such as reasonable accommodation requests for individuals 
with disabilities, enforcing the San José Tenant Protection Ordinance, legal outreach and support 
for renter organizing/campaigns, help with housing authority hearings, Section 8 and other low-
income housing issues like terminations and eligibility determinations, legal advice and 
information to tenants regarding notices, and advice and information about foreclosure prevention. 
 
Senior Adults Legal Assistance 

 
SALA is a nonprofit elder law office, providing free legal services to residents of Santa Clara 
County who are age 60 and older. SALA provides legal services across multiple, non-housing 
contexts, and in the housing context SALA provides legal assistance in landlord-tenant matters, 
subsidized/senior housing matters, and mobile home residency matters.  
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Asian Law Alliance 
 
The Asian law Alliance provides services at a free or low cost basis to Asian/Pacific and low 
income people, and offers services in Mandarin, Cantonese, Spanish, Vietnamese, Tagalog, 
Korean, and other languages as needed. In the housing realm, their mission is to ensure access to 
decent housing, and prevent and combat against illegal and discriminatory housing practices.   
 
Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara County 
 
AFH is a nonprofit organization dedicated to preserving and expanding the supply of affordable 
housing through education, empowerment, coordination, and support. Its activities include 
educating and organizing the general public and public officials about the need for affordable 
housing, and empowering low-income people to advocate for their housing needs.  
 
Silicon Valley Renters Rights Coalition + Latinos United for a new America (LUNA) 
 
These two groups have been working together to advocate for renters rights and to move leadership 
to pass a Just Cause policy that will protect renters from unjust rent hikes.  
 
Amigos de Guadalupe 
 
Amigos de Guadalupe is a nonprofit organization focused specifically on serving the Mayfair 
community in San José. Their housing resources include housing coaching sessions, one-time 
security deposit assistance, temporary “Winter Faith Collaborative” shelter, and case management.  
 
Department of Fair Employment and Housing  

The California DFEH is a state agency dedicated to enforcing California’s civil rights laws. Its 
mission targets unlawful discrimination in employment, housing and public accommodations, hate 
violence, and human trafficking. Victims of discrimination can submit complaints directly to the 
department.  

 
Additional Information 
 
Provide additional relevant information, if any, about fair housing enforcement, outreach 
capacity, and resources in the jurisdiction and region. 
 
Fair Housing Enforcement, Outreach Capacity, and Resources Contributing Factors 
 
Consider the listed factors and any other factors affecting the jurisdiction and region. Identify 
factors that significantly create, contribute to, perpetuate, or increase the lack of fair housing 
enforcement, outreach capacity, and resources and the severity of fair housing issues, which are 
Segregation, R/ECAPs, Disparities in Access to Opportunity, and Disproportionate Housing 
Needs. For each significant contributing factor, note which fair housing issue(s) the selected 
contributing factor impacts. 
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Please see the Appendix for the following Contributing Factors to Fair Housing Enforcement, 
Outreach Capacity, and Resources: 
 

● Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
● Lack of local public fair housing enforcement 
● Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations  
● Lack of state or local fair housing laws 
● Unresolved violations of fair housing or civil rights law 
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VI. Fair Housing Goals and Priorities 

I. If implemented, the goals and strategies below will serve as an effective basis for 
affirmatively furthering fair housing by reducing patterns of segregation, mitigating 
displacement, addressing disproportionate housing needs, and increasing access to 
opportunity for members of protected classes. Some of the goals are ones which the 
City of Sunnyvale could pursue independently of other jurisdictions while others 
would require regional collaboration.Promote residential racial and ethnic 
integration and reduce displacement by increasing the supply of affordable housing 
in both high opportunity areas, areas with ongoing displacement, and areas that are 
at risk of displacement. 

Santa Clara County’s high and rapidly rising housing costs, along with the unequal distribution of 
affordable housing across its communities, are the primary driver of most fair housing issues for 
members of protected classes in the area. Hispanic residents, Vietnamese residents, and persons 
with disabilities experience these problems most acutely. In order to increase both the supply and 
the geographic diversity of affordable housing, multiple complementary strategies are necessary. 

a. Evaluate whether to place a new countywide affordable housing bond on the 
ballot within the next five years. 
 

In 2016, Santa Clara County voters approved Measure A, a $950 million bond issue for affordable 
housing. As of October 2019, the County had approved the use of approximately 28% of those 
funds, resulting in the development of 1,612 new apartments and the renovation of 484 units 
toward an overall goal of creating or preserving 4,800 affordable units. In the expenditure of 
Measure A funds, housing for extremely low-income households and supportive housing for 
persons with disabilities are explicitly prioritized thus ensuring a more intentional focus of 
advancing fair housing. Measure A has facilitated significant progress in Santa Clara County, but, 
at the same time, it is likely that the remaining funds will be expended before the close of the five-
year implementation period for these goals and strategies. Accordingly, placing a new countywide 
affordable housing bond on the ballot for voter approval during the next five years may be critical 
for continued progress. 
 

b. Build support for city-level affordable housing bonds in cities throughout Santa 
Clara County. 

Because a two-thirds majority is required to approve a bond measure, it is critical that there be 
robust public support for local affordable housing funding before advancing that strategy. In 2018, 
San José voters narrowly failed to pass Measure V, which would have authorized $450 million in 
affordable housing bonds, with 64% of voters approving. That is a relatively modest gap to bridge 
through education and outreach efforts, but more upfront work to build support may be necessary 
in other cities that have not previously voted on a city-level affordable housing bond. Once local 
support can be built in higher income cities that tend to have low concentrations of Hispanic and 
Vietnamese residents, city-level bond measures can be an important strategy for advancing equity, 
both because building affordable housing in those places would foster integration and because the 
burden of repayment of the bonds through increased property taxes would not fall on residents of 
low-income communities of color in other cities. 
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c. Provide low-interest loans to single-family homeowners who are willing to 
place accessory dwelling units on their property in exchange for affordability 
restrictions on those units. 

In 2019, the California Legislature passed AB 68 and AB 881 which permit the placement of two 
accessory dwelling units (ADUs), including one “junior ADU,” on a lot with an existing or 
proposed single-family home statewide. Due to high construction costs and high demand, the small 
size of ADUs may not be sufficient to ensure that they will be affordable by design. Instead, local 
governments may need to provide financial assistance in order to incentivize homeowners to make 
their ADUs affordable. Because it can be difficult for homeowners to access bank financing to 
build ADUs, there is likely to be demand for such incentives among homeowners. Additionally, if 
assistance comes in the form of subsidized loans rather than grants, future program income may 
facilitate the long-term sustainability of government support for affordable ADUs. Investments 
that help scale up Housing Trust Silicon Valley’s Small Homes Big Impact program may be a 
strategic way of pursuing this strategy. As a condition of receiving assistance, it is recommended 
that jurisdictions require homeowners to attend fair housing training and to maintain records that 
facilitate audits of their compliance with non-discrimination laws. Individual homeowners who do 
not have experience as landlords may have less knowledge of the law than established landlords 
and may also be more likely to act upon their implicit biases in renting units. 

d. Provide grants to single-family homeowners with household incomes of up to 
120% of the Area Median Income to develop accessory dwelling units with 
affordability restrictions on their property. 

Some moderate and middle-income homeowners may be especially interested in doing their part 
to provide affordable housing through the creation of ADUs but may face barriers in their attempts 
to access financing. These barriers may be particularly acute for homeowners who are members 
of protected classes. By providing grants instead of just low-interest loans to homeowners with 
less financial capacity, municipalities could increase the supply of deed restricted affordable 
housing and also support wealth generation in communities of color. 

e. Coordinate and expand inclusionary housing and commercial linkage fee 
policies with proceeds dedicated to affordable housing across cities. 

Most cities in Santa Clara County have inclusionary housing ordinances. Most of these ordinances 
require a set-aside of 15%, but, beyond that, they vary widely regarding the income levels that they 
target, whether they allow off-site or in-lieu fee options, and the minimum number of units in a 
development to trigger coverage by the ordinance. Cities, as well as Santa Clara County with 
respect to its unincorporated areas, should either adopt inclusionary housing ordinances or amend 
existing ordinances to achieve the following baseline characteristics: 

• Minimum set-aside percentage of 15%; 
• At least some affordable units available to households with incomes at or below 80% of 

Area Median Income; 
• Application to both for-sale and rental developments; 
• Coverage of all developments with at least 10 units; 
• Long-term affordability protections of at least 50 years; 
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• In-lieu fees that are set high enough that providing housing on-site is a desirable option for 
developers; and 

• Robust incentives to ensure that requirements do not deter market-rate development. 

These baseline characteristics should not deter municipalities from proposing more ambitious 
policies with respect to the size of set-aside requirements or the depth of affordability, particularly 
in higher income parts of the county where market-rate rents can sustain greater cross-
subsidization. 

With respect to commercial linkage fees, fewer cities currently have such policies than 
inclusionary housing policies, and the California Mitigation Fee Act limits the amount of fees in a 
manner that is specific to each jurisdiction. As a result, the three most important steps that 
municipalities can take are, first, to adopt commercial linkage fees where they do not exist; second, 
to ensure that the fees are set at a high enough proportion of the allowable fee that significant 
revenue is not being left on the table; and, third, to ensure that a significant portion of fee revenue 
is dedicated to affordable housing. Ensuring that municipalities are not setting much lower fees 
than they could also reduces the risk of municipalities being pitted against each other in a race to 
the bottom in efforts to attract commercial development. 

f. Incorporate priorities for expanding access to high opportunity areas and 
reducing displacement into notices of funding availability and requests for 
proposals for affordable housing funds. 

Scoring incentives can have a powerful effect on where affordable housing developers choose to 
pursue building opportunities. The California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) already 
offers application scoring incentives for projects that would be located in Census Tracts that are 
categorized as “High Resource” or “Highest Resource” in Opportunity Maps created by the 
Othering & Belonging Institute (formerly known as the Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive 
Society) at UC Berkeley. These maps, however, do not effectively distinguish between low-
income communities of color where displacement risk is high and those where it is not. 
Accordingly, basing priorities solely off of the Opportunity Maps would not help mitigate the 
disproportionate displacement of protected class members. Instead, basing priorities for high 
opportunity areas off the Opportunity Maps in order to align with while basing anti-displacement 
priorities off of maps created by UC Berkeley’s Urban Displacement Project would be more 
effective. In addition, in designing these geographic priorities, the creation of separate set-aside 
pools would be more likely to achieve the dual goals of both fostering integration and reducing 
displacement than would offering scoring points to both types of developments. This is particularly 
true because certain other scoring incentives, including for site control and local support, may 
make it harder for proposals in high opportunity areas to succeed. 

II. Reduce zoning and land use barriers to affordable housing development. 

In several communities in Santa Clara County, the prevalence of single-family residential zoning 
makes it harder to develop housing that would disproportionately serve members of protected 
classes. At the same time, approaches to increasing density that do not recognize contextual 
differences between historically exclusionary communities and ones with a history of 
disinvestment and redlining can destabilize low-income communities of color and contribute to 
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displacement. Changes in state law concerning ADUs are likely to reduce the impact of single-
family residential zoning to an extent but are not sufficient to allow for large-scale affordable 
housing development. 

a. Increase high density zoning near transit in high opportunity areas through 
overlay affordable housing overlay districts. 

Cities that include areas that are categorized as High Resource or Highest Resource in the Othering 
& Belonging Institute’s Opportunity Maps should create an affordable housing overlay district that 
allows for the construction of dense affordable multi-family near public transit service in those 
census tracts. Affordability requirements in those districts should be more robust than under 
inclusionary housing ordinances in order to ensure capture of the publicly created value of 
rezoning, with a minimum affordable component of 20% and at least some units available to very 
low-income households. With a 20% set-aside requirement in place, developers may be able to 
access Low Income Housing Tax Credits. Density restrictions and related development standards 
(such as minimum lot sizes and setbacks) in areas covered by the overlay should match those of 
the highest density zoning classification in the applicable city. 

b. Reduce parking minimums near public transit service and limit aesthetically-
oriented design criteria for affordable housing developments. 

Some zoning and land use regulations serve little public purpose and drive up the cost of 
development. High minimum parking requirements at developments located near public transit 
service and overly detailed aesthetically-oriented design criteria are two prime examples of such 
policies. Reduced parking requirements may be particularly appropriate at developments whose 
owners or managers take steps to make car-free living a realistic opportunity for residents, 
including through car and bicycle share services, bicycle parking, and free or discounted public 
transit passes. The reduction in aesthetically-oriented design criteria need not mean a total absence 
of design review, as municipalities can ensure that developments fit into established 
neighborhoods without mandating the use of certain building materials or the incorporation of 
specific ornamentation. 

c. Incorporate a fair housing equity analysis into the review of significant rezoning 
proposals and specific plans. 

At times, large scale development and redevelopment efforts have not sufficiently addressed the 
needs of large families with children, persons with disabilities, and Hispanic and Vietnamese 
residents, in particular. By incorporating a fair housing analysis in the review process for 
redevelopment plans and Specific Plans at an early stage, planning staff for municipalities could 
catch issues such as the distribution of unit sizes in proposed developments while it is still feasible 
to amend plans. 

d. Increase planning staffing and prioritize staff retention to ensure prompt, 
consistent processing of development projects. 

Developers report experiencing delays in zoning and land use approval processes that are the result 
of understaffing of and frequent turnover in planning departments rather than the requirements of 
municipal ordinances. The resulting delays adversely affect housing affordability in a variety of 
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ways, including by reducing overall supply, by reducing the strength of inclusionary housing 
requirements that would be financially viable, and by reducing the number of affordable units and 
the depth of affordability of affordable units in proportion to the amount of subsidy publicly 
supported housing developments receive. More robust staffing, along with efforts to reduce staff 
turnover, would reduce delays without resulting in unintended harms to the public. Although a 
financial commitment to increasing staffing and retention would be necessary, it is possible that 
this investment would pay for itself in time through increased tax revenue. 

III. Protect tenants from displacement through more robust tenant protections and 
access to legal services. 

Evictions and significant rent increases in low-income communities of color contribute to the 
displacement of protected class members, in general, and Hispanic and Vietnamese residents and 
persons with disabilities, in particular. Some of the limits on rent control included in the Costa-
Hawkins Rental Housing Act make rent control a less valuable strategy in some municipalities 
than in other, but, even where strong local protections may not be an option, access to the legal 
services necessary to enforce state law, including A.B. 1482, the Tenant Protection Act of 2019, 
would be helpful. 

a. Consider rent control in municipalities where it does not currently exist and 
implement a cooperative countywide implementation strategy. 

Just two communities in Santa Clara County, Mountain View and San José, have municipal rent 
control ordinances. Costa-Hawkins only allows the application of rent control to units that are not 
single-family homes or condominiums and that were constructed prior to February 1995. Although 
Mountain View and San José have disproportionately higher concentrations of housing to which 
rent control could be applied than do other cities, the Cities of Palo Alto, Santa Clara, and 
Sunnyvale have the next largest supplies. For other cities, creating the oversight and compliance 
infrastructure to implement rent control may not seem economical in light of the supply that would 
be covered; however, by contracting with Santa Clara County to provide coordinated countywide 
oversight, that obstacle could be overcome.  

b. Strengthen and preserve rent control where it exists. 

In San José, the current maximum allowable rent increase in a 12-month period is 5%, which is 
higher than in many other California cities with rent control. Mountain View, by contrast, updates 
its Annual General Adjustment on a yearly basis, and, for 2019, the maximum allowable increase 
was 3.5%. San José also limits rent control to properties with three or more units that were built 
or occupied prior to September 7, 1979. Like San José, Mountain View also exempts duplexes, 
but, unlike San José, its ordinance covers units built up until 1995. Both cities’ ordinances could 
be strengthened by covering duplexes while San José could also cover units built from 1979 to 
1995 and adopt a formula for calculating maximum annual increases similar to Mountain View’s. 

c. Provide funding to ensure a right to counsel for tenants in landlord-tenant 
proceedings, including those involving the application of new laws like A.B. 
1482. 
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Tenant protections only assist tenants and prevent displacement if tenants have access to legal 
services. Municipalities in Santa Clara County should fund a consortium of legal services 
providers to meet the full need for tenant representation in landlord-tenant matters. Although doing 
so would require an upfront investment, avoiding unnecessary evictions reduces a variety of social 
costs and strain on other public services. The municipalities should jointly fund this initiative on a 
countywide level with each city paying in proportionally in order to avoid the need for legal 
services providers to enter into separate contracts with each municipality contributing funds. 
Municipalities should explore funding strategies that tap the capacity of large technology 
employers to pay for the implementation of a right to counsel. 

d. Support education for tenants and housing providers regarding new tenants’ 
rights laws. 

In addition to the enforcement of tenants’ rights, education for tenants and housing providers is 
also essential. If tenants are unaware of their rights and of how to enforce them, aspirational laws 
are unlikely to have their intended effect. Ensuring that housing providers understand their 
obligations can reduce the cost of funding enforcement by reducing noncompliance that is 
grounded in a lack of understanding of the law. Often times, trade associations of housing 
providers offer education of changes in the law to their members, and this training can be 
incredibly valuable. At the same time, there is also value in ensuring that housing providers and 
advocates for tenants are communicating with each other in order to ensure that, to the extent 
possible, they have a shared understanding of what the law requires. Municipalities should provide 
support for efforts by advocates for tenants to directly engage with tenants and housing providers 
to provide education and training regarding new legal requirements like those of A.B. 1482 and 
the new state prohibition on discrimination against Housing Choice Voucher holders. 

IV. Increase access to opportunity for residents of historically disinvested low-income 
communities of color. 

In Santa Clara County, some areas of concentrated Hispanic and Vietnamese population have 
disproportionately low access to healthy environmental conditions and proficient schools. In 
particular, these areas include much of the city of San José, particularly its east side, and the 
northern or northeastern portions of the cities of Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. 
Although members of protected classes generally do not have less access to public transportation 
services than do others, they may have less access relative to their transit needs. This, in turn, can 
exacerbate disparities in employment and increase housing cost burden. 

a. Target funds for environmental remediation to low-income communities of 
color, particularly those in close proximity to major highways or polluting 
facilities. 

In prioritizing the use of funds for environmental mitigation, remediation, and clean-up, 
municipalities should adopt an environmental justice lens and prioritize meeting the needs of 
communities that face cumulative risk because of the presence of many stressors. Communities 
that are in close proximity to major highways like U.S. 101, industrial facilities, or other polluting 
land uses like Reid-Hillview Airport should be a high priority. 
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b. Encourage flexibility in policies that allow for inter-district transfers and 
consider providing funding for such transfers. 

Inequities in K-12 education often exist between school districts rather than within districts. 
Facilitating inter-district transfers could help Hispanic and Vietnamese students, in particular, 
access districts serving municipalities with small Hispanic and Vietnamese populations that have 
highly proficient schools. 

c. Expand bus service in areas with limited service by creating new service on 
major arterial roads and reducing headways. 

Outside of San José, intra-city public transportation in Santa Clara County is very limited, and the 
limitations of the systems that exist are not conducive to robust ridership. The two most significant 
barriers to ridership are distance from the nearest bus stops and long headways or wait times on 
existing routes. For example, in Sunnyvale, there is only north-south services on two major streets, 
Mathilda and Fair Oaks, and service on Fair Oaks is infrequent with headways of at least half an 
hour. 

d. Explore fare-free public transportation, particularly for local bus service. 

Nationally, public transit providers are increasingly exploring the elimination of fares as a strategy 
for increasing ridership, reducing fare evasion enforcement costs, and reducing traffic and 
environmental harms. As a trial attempt at eliminating fares in Santa Clara County, local bus 
service may be an appropriate starting point. 

V. Adjust prioritization of permanent supportive housing units to more equitably meet 
the needs of Hispanic residents, domestic violence victims, persons with limited 
English proficiency, and individuals with chronic health problems. 

The County, through the entities with which it contracts, use a Vulnerability Index – Service 
Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool (VI-SPDAT) to guide lease-up for permanent supportive 
housing developments assisted through Measure A funds. In practice, this tool has been successful 
in ensuring that chronically homeless individuals, including persons with psychiatric disabilities 
and substance abuse disorders, obtain access to housing as it comes online. However, there are 
other vulnerable, currently homeless populations that have had difficulty accessing permanent 
supportive housing. These include Hispanic families with children who may be doubled up, 
domestic violence victims, individuals with limited English proficiency for whom the VI-SPDAT 
process may not be fully accessible (but who may have psychiatric disabilities and/or substance 
abuse disorders), and individuals with disabilities who have chronic health problems. The County 
should modify the VI-SPDAT to be more sensitive to the vulnerability of these other populations 
in order to effectively and equitably serve them in balance with the individuals who are currently 
being served. 

VI. Increase support for fair housing enforcement, education, and outreach. 

Nonprofit fair housing organizations and legal services providers play a critical role in fair 
housing enforcement, education, and outreach but struggle to meet the full needs of victims of 
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discrimination due to limited financial and staff capacity. By helping these organizations expand 
their operations, municipalities can ensure that groups have can address critical emerging issues, 
like those that have stemmed from the passage of A.B. 1482. It would also make proactive audit 
testing of housing providers rather than reactive complaint-based testing more feasible.  
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Contributing Factors Appendix 
 

Access to Financial Services 
This analysis of access to financial services is measured by physical access to bank branch 
locations. The FDIC provides information on the location of banks by physical addresses, cities 
and towns, counties, and states. This information illustrates disparities in access between 
municipalities that might have differing levels of diversity, but that does not demonstrate access 
to physical bank branch locations in areas specifically by neighborhoods, which would be the best 
indicator of access to financial services impacting disparities in access to opportunity. Lack of 
access to physical bank branches encourages exposure to predatory consumer lenders instead, 
impacting economic mobility and transportation. Below, the table outlines bank branch access for 
the eight largest cities in Santa Clara County, as well as the County as a whole: 

 
FDIC-Regulated Bank Branches by Municipality in 202011 

 
Municipality 

 
Population12 

 
% Minority 
Population 

FDIC-Regulated Full 
Service Brick and 
Mortar Branches 

FDIC-Regulated 
Non-Brick and 

Mortar Branches 
San José 1,030,119 74.0% 137 15 
Sunnyvale 153,185 68.8% 24 3 
City of Santa Clara 129,488 66.2% 22 1 
Mountain View 83,377 55.4% 15 2 
Milpitas 80,430 89.1% 19 3 
Palo Alto 66,666 44.8% 24 5 
Cupertino 60,170 75.0% 23 4 
Gilroy 58,756 71.2% 9 2 
County Total13 1,937,570 69.0% 328 34 

 
This data demonstrates that there are a significant amount of full service financial institutions and 
other financial institutions throughout the most populated areas of the county. This is particularly 
true for the county’s largest city, San José, which also has a large minority population. Overall, 
there is no identifiable link between minority representation in a given city and lack of access to 
financial services. Of course, the existence of financial institutions – both full service and not – is 
not preclusive of other forms of predatory financial practice and/or lending discrimination. 
 
This also compares favorably with the rest of the region (San Benito County). San Benito has only 
eight total FDIC-regulated branches of any kind14 – even considering the population disparities 
between San Benito and the far larger Santa Clara County, this demonstrates that there is more 

11 All FDIC-related data derived from: Download Data, FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION, 
https://www7.fdic.gov/idasp/advSearch_warp_download_all.asp?intTab=1 (last visited Jan. 30, 2020). 
12 All population and minority population data derived from: QuickFacts, UNITED STATES CENSUS BUREAU, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219 (last visited Jan. 30, 2020). 
13 Note that the columns do not sum to the “County Total” as this total includes locations not in the eight cities 
examined in the table. 
14 Download Data, supra note 1. 
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access to financial services in Santa Clara than San Benito. Moreover, Santa Clara’s access is more 
evenly spread throughout the county, as seven of San Benito’s eight branches are located in one 
city (Hollister).15 
 

Access for students with disabilities to proficient schools 
As discussed in the Disability and Access section of this Assessment, the portions of Santa Clara 
County that have the highest concentrations of children with disabilities are not closely aligned 
with areas with the highest proficiency schools. This is true both at a regional, cross-jurisdictional 
level – children with disabilities are concentrated in San José, Campbell, parts of Mountain View 
and Santa Clara, and in a rural area to the southwest of Gilroy while the highest performing schools 
are in the West Valley – and within particular cities, especially in Mountain View, San José, Santa 
Clara, and Sunnyvale. Students are not easily able to transfer between school districts without 
actually changing residences, and access to high-quality programs that may not be available in 
their home district generally is not grounds for inter-district transfer. Disparities in school 
discipline also decrease access to proficient schools and to any education whatsoever. Across Santa 
Clara County, the suspension rate for students with disabilities is over three times the rate for 
students who do not have disabilities. This is a higher rate of disparity than the statewide rate. 

 
Access to publicly supported housing for persons with disabilities 

Data from HUD shows that, across jurisdictions, persons with disabilities are underrepresented in 
Project-Based Section 8 developments in relation to their proportion of the income-eligible 
populations. Because local governments in the area do not play a direct role in the administration 
of Project-Based Section 8 developments, support for fair housing organizations to engage in 
testing of these developments may be the most effective way of addressing this 
underrepresentation. Although the data does not reflect similar disparities for other types of 
publicly supported housing, low-income persons with disabilities may also have limited access to 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) units due to the way rents are set in those developments. 
In LIHTC developments, affordability is generally targeted at households making 50% or 60% of 
the Area Median Income. For Fiscal Year 2019, 50% of the Area Median Income for a one-person 
household is $51,250. That income is vastly beyond the means of most persons with disabilities in 
the area. According to the 2013-2017 American Community Survey, only 34.3% of persons with 
disabilities in Santa Clara County have earnings of $50,000 or greater. Advocates also reported a 
lack of understanding of the requirement to grant reasonable accommodations among management 
companies operating LIHTC developments. In addition to income targeting that may leave out 
many persons with disabilities and the significant underrepresentation of persons with disabilities 
in Project-Based Section 8 housing, the most significant barrier to access to publicly supported 
housing for persons with disabilities is the overall shortage of such housing. That issue is discussed 
in more detail in connection with two other contributing factors: lack of affordable, accessible 
housing in a range of unit sizes and lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need 
supportive services. 
 

15 Id.  
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Access to transportation for persons with disabilities 
This contributing factor is particularly severe in Gilroy and the remainder of South County, which 
is part of the Santa Clara Urban County. To be clear, access to transportation for persons with 
disabilities is not a contributing factor because of systemic problems with the policies and practices 
of the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) or Caltrain. Instead, the barrier, which is closely 
tied to broader issues with transportation in the area, is an overall lack of public transportation, 
particularly outside of San José. Advocates and stakeholders reported that the VTA’s bus network 
is spread too thin and has too few buses and/or wait times between buses to efficiently and 
effectively meet people’s needs. In turn, those problems reduce ridership, resulting in decreased 
fare revenue and a justification for cutting service further. Due to their disproportionately low 
incomes and the decreased likelihood of their being able to use private vehicles for transportation, 
persons with disabilities bear the brunt of deficiencies in the system. Lack of transportation is 
connected to health and employment outcomes as low-income persons with disabilities often need 
public transportation to get to medical appointments or to workplaces. As agencies like the San 
Andreas Regional Center work to increase supported employment, lack of transportation is a 
barrier to persons with disabilities being able to access those employment opportunities. 

 
In South County, the problem of lack of transportation is even more pronounced due to more 
limited service and the inherent barrier of longer travel times to San José and other parts of northern 
Santa Clara County. The lack of light rail in South County puts persons with disabilities who need 
to travel north in a difficult position due to the high cost of riding Caltrain and the possibility that 
buses will be delayed by traffic. Even without delays, an end-to-end trip on the 68 bus from Gilroy 
to San José has a scheduled duration of one hour and 51 minutes at peak morning rush hour. 
Arriving in San José often is not the end of the story as veterans with disabilities, as an example, 
would then need to transfer to bus service to Palo Alto to reach the VA Hospital. On that end, light 
rail service terminates in Mountain View, so an individual’s options consist of the expensive 
Caltrain or buses, which are vulnerable to traffic delays. 
 

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly 
supported housing 

Admissions and occupancy policies and procedures, including preferences in publicly supported 
housing, is a low priority contributing factor. The Santa Clara County Housing Authority lists only 
one local preference for its Housing Choice Voucher Program: income eligible families displaced 
as a result of a federally-declared disaster. Additionally, SCCHA states in its HCV Administrative 
Plan that it will issue available 59-Mainstream vouchers to eligible people on the Section 8 Waiting 
List who have a disabled (elderly or non-elderly) head of household, spouse, and/or co-head. 
SCCHA receives direct applicant referrals from partnering agencies for the following programs: 
Chronically Homeless Direct Referral Program, Special Needs Population Direct Referral 
Program, and Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing Program. Those who are referred from these 
programs are able to bypass the Section 8 or Project-Based Voucher waiting lists. Finally, SCCHA 
may draw from the waiting list and/or receive direct referrals from the Santa Clara County Office 
of Supportive Housing for the Mainstream Voucher Program. 
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SCCHA also applies criminal background screening policies which are fairly consistent with fair 
housing best practices. The Housing Authority applies a reasonable lookback period of just three 
years. However, their policy also states that they may terminate assistance “if a household member 
has engaged in criminal activity (by preponderance of evidence) regardless of whether the member 
has been arrested or convicted.” Still, in determining whether to deny or terminate assistance, the 
Housing Authority considers a multitude of factors, including the seriousness of the case, the effect 
of termination on other household members, the participation or culpability of other household 
members, the time elapsed, recent history, likelihood of favorable conduct in the future, etc.    
 

Availability of affordable units in a range of sizes 
A lack of affordable units in a range of sizes can cause overcrowding as families are forced to 
share smaller units. Overcrowding is already an issue in Santa Clara County, especially among 
Hispanic households. The 2013-2017 American Community Survey shows that Hispanic 
households experience overcrowding at a rate of 12.44%. This is three times the rate of the next-
highest group, which is Asian American or Pacific Islander households (3.67%). Considering that 
Hispanics are often the largest or second-largest ethnic group within the various entitlement 
jurisdictions in this analysis, the problem of overcrowding is even more acute. This issue is 
compounded by the lack of 3+ bedroom units available within the County. In the Urban County, 
City of Santa Clara, Cupertino, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and Sunnyvale, the vast majority of 
their Project-Based Section 8 units are 0-1 bedrooms. In San José, Palo Alto, and Sunnyvale, a 
majority of their Other Multifamily units are also 0-1 bedrooms. Gilroy is by far the most balanced, 
with San José also having fairly balanced Project-Based Section 8 developments with bedrooms 
for larger families. The upshot of this is that that households typically need to use the HCV 
program if they have large families. SCCHA’s Housing Choice Voucher waiting list (and all other 
waiting lists) is currently closed and the average wait for a household to receive a housing voucher 
is 8-10 years. A breakdown of units per bedroom size is not available for publicly supported 
housing in San Benito County, making up the rest of the region. However, according to 2013-2017 
ACS estimates, Hispanic residents face similar levels of overcrowding in San Benito County, 
suggesting that this is a problem throughout the region.  
 

Availability, type, frequency, and reliability of public transportation 
The public transportation system in Santa Clara County has significant gaps that render existing 
systems, including those of the Valley Transportation Authority and Caltrain less usable to low-
income individuals who are disproportionately members of protected classes. Specifically, bus 
service is extremely limited in many parts of the county, particularly outside of San José, with 
some major arterial streets lacking any service. Even where service exists, 30 minute headways or 
wait times between buses are common. Transportation between South County and San José can be 
extremely time-consuming with trip times of nearly two hours, not accounting for unexpected 
traffic, between Gilroy and San José. Faster forms of transportation, such as Caltrain, are often too 
expensive for daily use by members of protected classes, and the Valley Transportation 
Authority’s light rail system is limited in scope, not traveling past Mountain View to Palo Alto, 
not connecting to Cupertino, and not connecting to South County.  
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Community Opposition 
Despite the demographic diversity and surface-level progressive leanings of Santa Clara County 
residents, both news reports and resident interviews demonstrate that community opposition 
remains a barrier to fair housing in the county. 
 
While some funding and projects for affordable housing have been approved in Santa Clara,16 
many such initiatives have been met by organized community opposition. For example, a planned 
residential development on the site of a former mall in Cupertino that would provide over one 
thousand new units of affordable housing was stymied by an ongoing lawsuit filed by a “Friends 
of Better Cupertino” to stop construction.17 As a result, the Department of Housing and 
Community Development expressed worry that Cupertino may fall out of compliance with housing 
element law,18 a particularly acute fear given local legislators plans, if the lawsuit succeeds, to 
adopt a plan making affordable housing in the city “financially infeasible.”19 The City’s 
subsequently sent a letter to HCD assuring it that the City would remain compliant with housing 
element law. 

 
However, Cupertino is far from the only locality to oppose affordable housing efforts. In San José, 
a developer-backed proposal to weaken the Ellis Act, which requires developers to construct new 
affordable housing when tearing some units down, has led to worries that low-income renters will 
be pushed out.20 And in Palo Alto, a plan to provide teachers with affordable housing was met 
with massive community resistance.21 This follows a prior history of opposition to affordable 
housing in the city, including the resounding rejection of a 60-unit affordable housing complex in 
a 2013 voter referendum.22 

 
Conversations with Santa Clara residents confirm that many County cities actively oppose 
affordable housing. At one focus group, residents argued that Cupertino and Palo Alto were the 

16 Nicholas Chan, Santa Clara County Approves $33 Million for Pair of Affordable Housing Developments, SAN 
JOSÉ INSIDE (Oct. 25, 2019), https://www.sanjoseinside.com/2019/10/25/santa-clara-county-approves-33-million-
for-pair-of-affordable-housing-developments/. 
17 Jody Meacham, A Judge Has Heard the Vallco Housing Project Case. What Now?, SILICON VALLEY BUS. J. (Dec. 
20, 2019), https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2019/12/20/vallco-housing-sb-35-lawsuit.html. 
18 Marisa Kendall, Faced With Threat of Litigation, Cupertino Promises to Follow Housing Law, MERCURY NEWS 
(Aug. 19, 2019), https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/08/19/faced-with-threat-of-litigation-cupertino-promises-to-
follow-housing-law/. 
19 Meacham, supra note 4. 
20 Emily Deruy, San José Weakens Ellis Act Ordinance Amid Other Housing Policy Changes, MERCURY NEWS 
(Nov. 5, 2019), https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/11/05/san-jose-could-further-weaken-ellis-act-ordinance-amid-
other-housing-policy-changes/. 
21 Dana Goldstein, The Fight to Keep Teachers in Tech Hubs From Being Priced Out, N.Y. TIMES (Jan. 4, 2019), 
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/01/04/us/teachers-priced-out-tech-hubs.html (with residents saying “low-income 
housing doesn’t belong” in the area). 
22 Kevin Forestieri and Mark Noack, Regulations, Residents Often Hamper Affordable Housing, MOUNTAIN VIEW 
VOICE (Aug. 5, 2016), https://www.mv-voice.com/news/2016/08/05/regulations-residents-often-hamper-affordable-
housing. 
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most anti-housing cities in the Bay Area.23 At a different meeting with residents in Palo Alto, 
participants cited strong “Not In My Backyard” (“NIMBY”) sentiments and anti-Latino sentiment 
as rationales for limited affordable housing construction in the area.24 Overall, while some 
affordable housing is able to be approved in Santa Clara, opposition from community members 
remains a significant obstacle to improved fair housing in the County.  

 
Deteriorated and Abandoned Properties 

For the most part, the high demand for housing in Santa Clara County25 ensures that housing is 
turned over and rehabilitated frequently. This demand has created gentrification that, in turn, has 
led to a rapid increase in high-end, luxury buildings replacing deteriorated older housing – creating 
cost difficulties for existing neighborhood residents but ensuring that housing stock is rarely on 
the market long enough to become deteriorated or abandoned.26 County programs also specifically 
work to target any deterioration and/or abandonment.27 That said, the more rural areas of the 
County – for instance, unincorporated tracts of Santa Clara – are more likely to contain deteriorated 
properties given increased population movement towards cities and suburbs within the County.28 
 
These conditions appear roughly comparable with the larger region (San Benito County). On the 
one hand, San Benito housing stock, in the aggregate, has been more recently built than that of 
Santa Clara.29 However, there are indications that San Benito has struggled more than Santa Clara 
to maintain existing housing30 – indicating that while Santa Clara’s housing may be relatively 
older, there have also been more resources devoted to keeping said housing in non-deteriorating 
condition.31 At the least, there is no indication that Santa Clara has a problem with deterioration 
or abandoned housing in excess of what exists in the broader region. 
  

23 Affordable Housing Focus Group by Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law (Dec. 13, 2019). 
24 Affordable Housing Focus Group by Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, in Palo Alto, Ca. (Nov. 
13, 2019).  
25 COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, HOUSING ELEMENT UPDATE 2015-2022, 29 (2014), 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/dpd/DocsForms/Documents/HealthElement_2015_Adopted_Final.pdf. 
26 Bruce Colbert, Resolving California’s Housing and Homeless Crisis, NEW GEOGRAPHY (Nov. 15, 2018), 
https://www.newgeography.com/content/006142-resolving-californias-housing-and-homeless-crisis (discussing the 
effects of gentrification, including reductions in deteriorated housing). 
27 COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, supra note 1, at 54 (discussing targeted efforts to reduce deterioration as part of a 
broader county-wide affordable housing plan). 
28 Id. at 74 (noting that county inspectors, while inspecting housing in unincorporated Santa Clara County, found 
property conditions including “broken and boarded windows, dilapidated exteriors, deteriorated roof conditions, and 
evidence of structural damage”). 
29 Compare id. at 73 (finding that 32.2% of Santa Clara County housing has been built since 1980), with SAN 
BENITO COUNTY: HOUSING ELEMENT 2014-2023, 5-21 (2016), http://www.cosb.us/wp-content/uploads/2014-
2023_Sec5_San_Benito_County_Housing_Element_2016-04-12_BoS_adopted.pdf (finding that 58.5% of San 
Benito housing stock has been built since 1980). 
30 See SAN BENITO COUNTY, supra note 5, at 5-22 (noting “low staffing” in the Code Enforcement division in San 
Benito as a barrier to responding to public complaints of deteriorated housing). 
31 See COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, supra note 1, at 150 (noting no similar complaints, and detailing efforts – 
including raising the numbers of code inspectors and implementing an improved enforcement-tracking system – to 
further strengthen monitoring of deteriorating housing). 
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Displacement of and/or lack of housing support for victims of domestic violence, dating 
violence, sexual assault, and stalking 

California state law protects victims of domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, human 
trafficking, or abused elder or dependent adult who terminates their lease early.32 The tenant must 
provide written notice to the landlord, along with a copy of a temporary restraining order, 
emergency protective order, or protective order that protects the household member from further 
domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, human trafficking, or abuse of an elder or dependent 
adult. Alternatively, proof may be shown by submitting a copy of a written report by a peace 
officer stating that the victim has filed an official report, or documentation from a qualified third 
party acting in their professional capacity to indicate the resident is seeking assistance for physical 
or mental injuries or abuse stemming from the abuse at issue. Notice to terminate the tenancy must 
be given within 180 days of the issuance date of the qualifying order or within 180 days of the date 
that any qualifying written report is made.  
 
As part of the community engagement process, a domestic violence survivors focus group was 
assembled. California state law provides strong protections for survivors of domestic violence and 
related abuses. Additionally, the focus group described policy and housing market barriers that 
they had faced. One of the main concerns expressed by the focus group was that if someone choses 
to leave their abusive partner, the tight housing market and high prices in the area could pose their 
own challenges, even if direct discrimination based on their status as domestic violence survivor, 
etc., would not play a direct role. Additionally, the focus group expressed concerns that the 
VISPDAT (Vulnerability Index – Service Prioritization Decision Assistance Tool) might be 
flawed.   

 
Displacement of residents due to economic pressures 

There are high levels of displacement of low-income residents, who are disproportionately likely 
to be Black or Hispanic, at a countywide level and in specific cities throughout Santa Clara County. 
Rising housing costs that have outpaced income growth among low-income workers have 
contributed to this trend. Although displacement has been significant, it has not taken the form of 
decreases in the absolute number of residents of a particular racial or ethnic group. Instead, there 
has been a relative decline in Hispanic and Black population, with each group comprising a smaller 
proportion of an increasingly populous area. This relative decline does not necessarily mean that 
displacement has occurred, but there is substantial evidence that it has. Specifically, nearly all 
stakeholders consulted in the community engagement process discussed the problem of rampant 
displacement; newcomers of the same racial and ethnic groups moving to the area are likely 
partially offsetting what might otherwise appear to be group population decline; and the birth of 
children is likely doing so, as well. The tables below show, for Santa Clara County and the seven 
participating cities, change in the percentage and absolute number of residents who are Hispanic, 
Black, or Vietnamese since 2010. 

32 https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=CIV&sectionNum=1946.7 
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Geography 2010 Census, 

Total 
Population, 
Hispanic 

2010 Census, % 
of Population, 
Hispanic 

2013-2017 ACS, 
Total 
Population, 
Hispanic 

2013-2017 ACS, 
% of Population, 
Hispanic 

Santa Clara 
County 

479,210 26.9% 498,253 26.1% 

Cupertino 2,113 3.6% 2,347 3.9% 
Gilroy 28,214 57.8% 32,820 60.6% 
Mountain View 16,071 21.7% 14,586 18.2% 
Palo Alto 3,974 6.2% 4,865 7.3% 
San José 313,636 33.2% 330,827 32.3% 
Santa Clara 22,589 19.4% 21,371 17.1% 
Sunnyvale 26,517 18.9% 25,174 16.6% 

  
The data shows that at the countywide level, as well as in four of the five cities with the highest 
concentrations of Hispanic residents, the percentage of Hispanic residents has fallen in recent 
years. Moreover, in Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale, the absolute number of Hispanic 
residents has decreased. Gilroy, along with cities outside of Santa Clara County, including some 
as far away as the Central Valley, is a somewhat frequent destination of households that can no 
longer afford to live in the central and northern portions of Santa Clara County. In part because of 
their longer history of high housing prices, Cupertino and Palo Alto had fewer low-income 
Hispanic residents who were vulnerable to displacement than did other cities. Hispanic residents 
in those two cities also tend to have higher incomes than Hispanic residents of other cities in the 
county. According to the 2013-2017 ACS, the median household income for Hispanic households 
in Cupertino ($94,167) is 36.3% higher than countywide ($69,052). In Palo Alto, the median 
household income for Hispanic households is 14.3% higher than countywide. 

 
As additional context, it is important to view decreases, whether relative or absolute, in the 
Hispanic population of communities within Santa Clara County in the context of national and 
statewide trends toward increasing Hispanic population. Between the 2010 Census and the 2013-
2017 ACS, the Hispanic population of California grew from 14,103,719 (37.6%) to 15,105,860 
(38.8%). Rapidly increasing housing costs in places like Santa Clara County mean that that growth 
is occurring in places, like the Central Valley, that are comparatively isolated from well-paying 
jobs, healthy environmental conditions, and access to opportunity more broadly. 

 
Geography 2010 Census, 

Total 
Population, 
Black Alone, 
Not Hispanic 

2010 Census, % 
of Population, 
Black Alone, 
Not Hispanic 

2013-2017 ACS, 
Total 
Population, 
Black Alone, 
Not Hispanic 

2013-2017 ACS, 
% of Population, 
Black Alone, 
Not Hispanic 

Santa Clara 
County 

42,331 2.4% 45,479 2.4% 

Cupertino 322 0.6% 295 0.5% 
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Gilroy 709 1.5% 799 1.5% 
Mountain View 1,468 2.0% 1,319 1.6% 
Palo Alto 1,131 1.8% 808 1.2% 
San José 27,508 2.9% 29,147 2.8% 
Santa Clara 2,929 2.5% 4,242 3.4% 
Sunnyvale 2,533 1.8% 2,403 1.6% 

 
The Black population in Santa Clara County has historically been much lower than in other parts 
of the Bay Area. That, in itself, is partially the product of a legacy of intentional discrimination in 
the housing market. Although there have been some areas, particularly in East San José, that have 
had relative concentrations of Black residents, these neighborhoods (approximately 10-12% Black 
as of the 1990 Census) did not have the degree of concentration present in Richmond’s Iron 
Triangle, West Oakland, or San Francisco’s Western Addition. Accordingly, the scale of 
displacement has been different from displacement of Santa Clara County’s historically larger 
Hispanic population. Nonetheless, between 2010 and the 2013-2017 ACS, most of the 
participating cities saw decreases in Black population concentration, and four cities in the north of 
the county had decreases in the absolute number of Black residents. 
 
Geography 2010 Census, 

Total 
Population, 
Vietnamese 

2010 Census, % 
of Population, 
Vietnamese 

2013-2017 ACS, 
Total 
Population, 
Vietnamese 

2013-2017 ACS, 
% of Population, 
Vietnamese 

Santa Clara 
County 

125,695 7.1% 134,546 7.0% 

Cupertino 745 1.3% 626 1.0% 
Gilroy 464 1.0% 293 0.5% 
Mountain View 694 0.9% 748 0.9% 
Palo Alto 401 0.6% 752 1.1% 
San José 100,486 10.6% 108,110 10.6% 
Santa Clara 4,498 3.9% 4,332 3.5% 
Sunnyvale 3,030 2.1% 2,626 1.7% 

 
Data reflecting the Vietnamese population in Santa Clara County, which has the lowest income 
levels and therefore highest displacement risk among the four largest Asian ancestry groups in the 
county (Chinese, Indian, and Filipino in addition to Vietnamese), is more ambiguous but does 
point towards the likelihood of some hyper-localized displacement as well as the future risk of 
more widespread displacement. The proportion and absolute number of Vietnamese residents fell 
in four participating cities (Cupertino, Gilroy, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale) while both increased 
in one (Palo Alto) and the number increased while the percentage was flat in two more (Mountain 
View and San José). This occurred while Asian population more generally was increasing 
significantly with population gains concentrated in other groups. Between the 2010 Census and 
the 2013-2017 ACS, the Indian population of Santa Clara County grew from 6.6% to 8.8%, and 
the Chinese population grew from 8.6% to 9.6%. The areas where localized displacement of 
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Vietnamese residents is most likely to be occurring are areas immediately to the north, east, and 
south of downtown San José. The farther a neighborhood in East San José is from downtown, the 
lower the displacement risk is at this point in time. 
 
The relationship of displacement to economic pressures in Santa Clara County and the 
participating cities is straightforward. There has been tremendous job growth in the county, 
including a large proportion of high-paying jobs in the technology sector. Housing production, 
whether for market-rate housing or affordable housing, has not kept pace, causing high-wage 
workers to bid up the cost of scarce housing. According to an analysis of ACS data by Silicon 
Valley@Home, only three municipalities in Santa Clara County – the affluent bedroom 
communities of Los Altos Hills, Monte Sereno, and Saratoga – have more housing units than they 
do jobs. Several cities – including Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and Santa Clara – have 
more than twice as many jobs as they do housing units. At the same time, housing unit production 
has not been concentrated in the areas where housing-jobs imbalance has been most extreme with 
more development occurring in San José, which has a more modest imbalance. Although the 
regional effects of this production on affordability may be positive, the localized effects in low-
income communities of color have dramatically increased housing costs. 

 
The two maps that follow illustrate the phenomenon of increased housing costs in downtown San 
José and East San José, in particular. The first map reflects 2013-2017 ACS data for median gross 
rents by Census Tract while the second shows 2005-2009 ACS data. In the first map, most Census 
Tracts in downtown San José and East San José are in the third shaded band, reflecting median 
gross rents of $1,262 to $1,690.33 In the second map, more Census Tracts fall in the second band, 
reflecting median gross rents of $877 to $1,065. This is a significant leap in an eight year period 
that has no corollary with the income levels of residents of these neighborhoods. 

33 Note that these are lower than current market rents due to the time lag between the 2013-2017 ACS and the effect 
of rent control on rents paid by long-time tenants. 
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Impediments to mobility 
As discussed in connection with the quality of affordable housing information programs 
contributing factor, there are only isolated mobility counseling programs targeted to certain special 
populations operating within the Region. SCCHA uses separate waiting lists for its various 
affordable housing programs.   

 
Additionally, Santa Clara County utilizes exception payment standards to bring more apartments 
in high opportunity areas within reach of Housing Choice Voucher holders. For example, the 
payment standard for a one-bedroom unit is $2,458. A Zillow search conducted during this 
Assessment of Fair Housing process revealed over 350 advertised units within that price range. 
The payment standard for a two-bedroom unit is $2,970. A Zillow search revealed over 500 
available units under that price.  

 
San José has an existing source of income ordinance, and similar protections were recently adopted 
statewide. SCCHA has a policy of absorbing all incoming vouchers porting into the County. This 
Assessment did not reveal that voucher holders faced any barriers to exercising their rights within 
the portability process. Regionally, since Santa Clara’s population and housing stock are so much 
larger than San Benito, the ease of porting into Santa Clara, as opposed to porting into San Benito, 
is the more important question.  
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Inaccessible public or private infrastructure 
 A number of jurisdictions in the County have an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
Transition Plan for Public Right of Way, which evaluate existing public facilities and right-of-way 
areas for compliance with the ADA. Facilities under evaluation include parks, sports fields, 
emergency services buildings and cultural destinations. The right-of-way elements under 
examination include sidewalks, curb ramps, crosswalks, traffic signals and intersections, 
pedestrian bridges, and trails. Additionally, access to the jurisdictions’ websites are also evaluated 
to make sure that they are user-friendly. 

 
Inaccessible government facilities or services 

This Assessment did not reveal current information about inaccessible government facilities or 
services. Santa Clara County has a policy to make all reasonable modifications to policies and 
programs to ensure that people with disabilities have an equal opportunity to enjoy all of its 
programs, services and activities. The County has a coordinator of programs for the disabled to 
accommodate those requiring an auxiliary aid or service for effective communication, or a 
modification of policies or procedures to participate in a program, service or activity. The 
coordinator also handles complaints that a program, service or activity is not accessible to persons 
with disabilities. The County does not charge individuals with disabilities to cover the cost of 
providing auxiliary aids and services or reasonable policy modifications. 

 
Lack of access to opportunity due to high housing costs 

The median home value within Santa Clara County is $1,170,576, according to Zillow. Home 
values have declined by 6.4% over the past year, but are projected to go up 0.9% within the next 
year.34 The median rent price in the County is $3,500, which is the same as the median regional 
rent. Housing costs are severely burdensome across the state of California, but particularly so in 
Santa Clara County. In order to afford housing, workers may need to buy homes that are far away 
from their workplaces, impacting access to both employment and transportation. Median home 
purchase costs in the County are double the state average. The median income in the County does 
closely track that trend, compared to the statewide median income. Asian American or Pacific 
Islander and White residents far out-earn their Hispanic and Black neighbors, making home 
purchase much more feasible for those racial/ethnic groups. The gap between median rental costs 
in the County versus statewide is much smaller than the home purchase gap. Since Hispanic and 
Black residents are much more likely to have lower incomes in Santa Clara, they are more likely 
to be renters, and the high overall rental costs in the state further constrain their options. San Benito 
County, which makes up the balance of the region, has much lower owning and renting costs, with 
a correspondingly middling median income for its residents. The extent to which San Benito 
contributes to a lack of access to opportunity due to high housing cost in the region is not a serious 
concern.  
 

Lack of affordable, accessible housing in a range of unit sizes 
As noted throughout this Assessment, high and rising housing costs are a major problem across 
the area. As a result, there is extremely limited unsubsidized housing that is affordable to low-
income households, disproportionately including persons with disabilities, and the need for 
publicly supported housing is extremely high. Santa Clara County has taken steps to address this 

34 https://www.zillow.com/santa-clara-county-ca/home-values/ 
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through the passage of Measure A, and multiple cities have actively helped with the 
implementation of Measure A, though a lack of appropriately zoned, affordable land remains a 
major problem in some others. The problem is particularly prevalent in Cupertino, Palo Alto, and 
affluent West Valley cities that are part of the Urban County. When the County has facilitated 
affordable housing development through Measure A funds, developments have contained 
accessibility features and have included significant set-asides of units for permanent supportive 
housing. A large majority of these units, however, have been SRO, studio, and one-bedroom units. 
For low-income persons with disabilities who need the services of a live-in aide or reside in family 
households, the difficulty of securing affordable, accessible housing is all that much greater. 

 
Lack of affordable in-home or community-based supportive services 

Because the infrastructure for the provision of supportive services is generally administered at the 
county or regional level, the main system gaps apply to all jurisdictions involved in this 
Assessment. Due to the absence of any waiting list for Home and Community-Based Services for 
persons with developmental disabilities, this issue primarily affects people with psychiatric 
disabilities. A robust array of services, including the most intensive models of community-based 
services like Assertive Community Treatment, are available. Nonetheless, many people have 
trouble accessing needed services, and service providers are not always able to reach vulnerable 
populations through street outreach. Although the Santa Clara County Behavioral Health Services 
Department funds three outpatient services providers in South County, there is still a lower density 
of services in that are than in the northern part of the county. Individuals with psychiatric 
disabilities living in rural parts of South County, such as in farmworker housing, face particular 
barriers to accessing in-home or community-based supportive services. Additionally, across types 
of disabilities, undocumented adults face barriers due to federal restrictions of Medicaid assistance 
for undocumented people. The California Legislature has approved state funding for Medi-Cal 
services for undocumented people until they reach the age of 26, a critical investment that exceeds 
that of any other state, but there remains a funding gap for services for most undocumented adults. 
 

Lack of affordable, integrated housing for individuals who need supportive services 
This problem has two primary dimensions. First, as discussed at length throughout this 
Assessment, there is a large overall shortage of affordable housing that is particularly severe in 
Cupertino, Palo Alto, and affluent West Valley cities that are part of the Urban County. Without 
more overall affordable housing, it is impossible to provide more affordable, integrated housing 
for individuals who need supportive services. Second, although the County, some of its partner 
cities, and the Santa Clara County Housing Authority have made strides in providing permanent 
supportive housing for persons with disabilities and have genuinely prioritized such housing in the 
use of Measure A funds, much of the permanent supportive housing built has been in the context 
of developments where at least 50% of units are set aside as permanent supportive housing. For 
some persons with disabilities who need supportive services, a development in which half, most, 
or all of their neighbors are also persons with disabilities may be the right choice. For others who 
would like to live in environments where they have more potential for interaction with people who 
do not have disabilities, additional options would be helpful. In the federal Section 811 Project 
Rental Assistance program, for example, up to 25% of units in an assisted development may be 
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set aside for persons with disabilities who need permanent supportive housing. As a supplement 
to ongoing efforts, reserving some Measure A funds for developments that match that profile 
would be useful in efforts to further community integration for persons with disabilities. 
 

Lack of assistance for housing accessibility modifications 
Jurisdictions in Santa Clara County generally provide funding for accessibility modifications 
through sub-grants of federal funds to Rebuilding Together or Habitat for Humanity. These 
programs have a demonstrated track record of success, but they are also over-subscribed. There 
are more persons with disabilities needing accessibility modifications (and other low-income 
people needing home repair and rehabilitation) than there is funding available. Additionally, these 
programs generally target low-income homeowners, which means that there is a gap relating to 
accessibility modifications for low-income renters in structures that are not covered by Section 
504’s requirement that the housing provider pay for the cost of modifications. For low-income 
persons with disabilities residing in single-family rentals, rent-controlled apartments, and other 
housing that is not publicly-supported, their landlords do not have a legal obligation to pay for 
modifications, and they are unlikely to have the resources to be able to pay for modifications 
themselves. Both expanding the amount of money available for accessibility modifications through 
existing programs and allowing for the use of funds in rental housing under certain circumstances 
would increase the integration of persons with disabilities by enabling them to live in community-
based settings rather than having to move to institutional settings like nursing homes. 
 

Lack of assistance for transitioning from institutional settings to integrated housing 
The Silicon Valley Independent Living Center provides robust services to individuals transitioning 
from institutional settings to integrated housing. Strengthening their existing programs would help 
foster increased community integration for persons with disabilities. Although homelessness is not 
technically an institutional setting, stakeholders, including individuals with lived experience of 
homelessness, expressed a need for more services to help formerly homeless individuals, a 
population that disproportionately includes persons with disabilities, adjust to life in permanent 
supportive housing. Ideas for such services, which must be voluntary, included classes on grocery 
shopping, cooking, housekeeping, and managing interpersonal relationships with fellow residents 
and staff in addition to services more directly tied to individuals’ specific disabilities and health 
conditions. 

 
Lack of community revitalization strategies 

The County and its jurisdictions dedicates significant time and funds to community revitalization. 
This includes working with developers to improve communities in need, but also more unilateral 
efforts. The County is working on revitalization efforts to improve the Buena Vista Mobile Home 
Park, in order to preserve housing for its hundreds of residents35. The County is also considering 
efforts to transform county fairgrounds to a public space with several entertainment features36. The 

35 https://www.sfgate.com/news/bayarea/article/County-To-Continue-Revitalization-Of-Buena-Vista-
14545996.php 
36 https://www.mercurynews.com/2019/10/08/newest-ideas-for-revitalizing-county-fairgrounds-gets-
supervisors-support/ 
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state dissolved redevelopment agencies in 2011 following reports of waste and underperformance, 
leading jurisdictions to have to take on costs incurred by these agencies. The County lauded the 
closure of these agencies as they freed up more funds to invest in public services37.   
 

Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement 
The fair housing organizations operating in Santa Clara County include Bay Area Legal Aid, 
Project Sentinel, Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, Senior Adults Legal Assistance, Legal Aid 
Society of Santa Clara County, and Asian Law Alliance. These groups provide legal advice and 
representation on housing matters to low-income individuals, with additional exceptions 
restricting clientele to seniors, etc. based on the organizations’ missions. There may be a gap in 
this network of organizations when it comes to people with disabilities experiencing housing 
issues. Participants in community engagement sessions have reported widespread issues regarding 
reasonable accommodations for people with disabilities. For people with disabilities who are not 
income-eligible, it can be difficult to gain representation or legal advice regarding their reasonable 
accommodation – because although these cases may be fee generating, they are not especially 
complex. Therefore, people who are not income-eligible may have difficulty finding representation 
to pursue this issue. Elsewhere in the region, some local private fair housing outreach and 
enforcement is provided by organizations such as California Rural Legal Assistance, which has an 
office in Hollister serving San Benito County and Santa Cruz County. Overall, it seems that there 
are less reported housing complaints arising out of San Benito County, due in part to its much 
smaller population. Nevertheless, it seems clear that there are far fewer organizations and resources 
to provide fair housing enforcement in San Benito.  
 

Lack of local public fair housing outreach and enforcement 
The statewide agency enforcing fair housing laws is the California Department of Fair 
Employment and Housing (DFEH). Residents may submit complaints to the agency, which they 
will investigate and determine whether or not the complainant has a right to sue. Community 
engagement has indicated that advocates prefer to file complaints with HUD over DFEH, because 
the intake process can be lengthy. DFEH tends to have a high volume of cases, with advocates 
reporting intake interviews sometimes taking place up to four months after filing a complaint. 
There has also been inconsistent reporting among various investigations. DFEH tends to achieve 
better results if there is more evidence provided upfront, and/or if the site of the complaint is near 
their offices. The region is made up of Santa Clara County and San Benito County. As DFEH is a 
statewide agency, it stands to reason that the problems reported by advocates in Santa Clara would 
be similar in San Benito. However, according to DFEH’s 2018 Annual Report, there were only 10 
complaints received from San Benito County, compared to over 600 from Santa Clara County. So, 
while the problems may be similar, the effect is likely lessened in San Benito, due to their smaller 
population and much smaller amount of reported civil rights violations.  

 
 
 

37 https://www.sccgov.org/sites/opa/nr/Pages/Santa-Clara-County-Residents-to-Benefit-from-State-
Dissolution-of-Redevelopment-Agencies.aspx 
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Lack of local or regional cooperation 
The County serves as a hub for facilitating coordination around fair housing and affordable 
housing among its cities. The Cities Association of Santa Clara County (CASCC) is an association 
of the fifteen cities in the county that works collectively to discuss and find solutions on affordable 
housing issues at a regional level. Additionally, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
(VTA) provides bus, light rail, and paratransit services throughout the county. However, we note 
that the regional public transportation system falls far short of connecting residents to job centers 
and is often not a viable option for residents of communities of color seeking higher wage jobs in 
the technology centers of Cupertino, Mountain View, Palo Alto, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. 

 
The one area where lack of local or regional cooperation plays a more pronounced role is with 
respect to access to proficient schools. According the U.S. Department of Education, there are 85 
different school districts within Santa Clara County,38 and the consolidation of those districts 
would make it easier for students living in areas with lower performing schools, disproportionately 
Hispanic areas in particular, to attend higher performing schools. 
 

Lack of meaningful language access for individuals with limited English proficiency 
Using HUD’s four factor analysis, the Santa Clara County Housing Authority (SCCHA) has 
identified Spanish and Vietnamese as the primary languages that rise to the required threshold for 
interpretation and translation services. Vital Vietnamese language client documents must be 
translated. The current number of participants who speak Spanish as their primary language does 
not trigger written translation of vital documents; nevertheless, SCCHA management requested 
that all vital client documents continue to be translated into Spanish based on a four-factor analysis 
completed in 2005. Additional languages identified which did not rise to the level of required 
written translation were Mandarin, Russian, Farsi, and Korean. Even so, LEP individuals who 
speak these languages are entitled to telephone or in-person interpretation services for all vital 
written agency documents and interactions with staff. According to community engagement 
sessions with Asian Law Alliance, the two key languages in Santa Clara County are indeed Spanish 
and Vietnamese. However, advocates also expressed that Mandarin may be a necessary addition 
to SCCHA’s LEP plan.  
 

Lack of Private Investment in Specific Neighborhoods 
Santa Clara County receives a high level of private investments overall in its neighborhoods, but 
levels of investment are inconsistent across the County. Many major tech companies in the County 
dedicate significant funding to investing in and improving opportunities for housing for their 
employees, but this does not necessarily translate into the development of more affordable housing.  
 
Sunnyvale 

38 
https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/districtsearch/district_list.asp?Search=1&details=1&State=06&County=santa+clara+county
&DistrictType=1&DistrictType=2&DistrictType=3&DistrictType=4&DistrictType=5&DistrictType=6&DistrictTyp
e=7&DistrictType=8&NumOfStudentsRange=more&NumOfSchoolsRange=more&DistrictPageNum=1. Note that 
this number includes charter school districts that are not territorially based and which comprise roughly half of those 
85 districts. 
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Sunnyvale will soon experience major development geared specifically towards expanding 
affordable housing in the City. Projects include Related California’s “Block 15” Project, which 
would explicitly set aside housing units for those with disabilities39, and Edwina Benner Plaza, 
which would also set aside affordable rental homes for low-income families40. Recent commercial 
efforts include the expansion of Peery Park, or the Pathline Park Project41, which have necessitated 
the increase of multi-family housing in the City. 
 
Lack of public investment in specific neighborhoods, including services or amenities Lack 

of Public Investment in Specific Neighborhoods 
Regionally, public investment is not as much of a priority due to the large amounts of private 
investment in Santa Clara County. The Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors is currently 
looking into opening a county-owned public bank that would help finance public projects in the 
future.42 The County announced in late 2019 that it would invest $3 million in a Children’s Budget, 
to help with early care and education43. 
 
Cupertino has multiple programs and efforts underway to fund and invest in its community. Efforts 
include using CDBG funding to fund affordable housing, including Maitri’s transitional housing 
or West Valley Community Services’ Vista Village Renovation Project. The City also has a 
Human Services Grant Program that is used to provide affordable housing services44.  

 
Lack of resources for fair housing agencies and organizations 

Santa Clara County has a wealth of private fair housing enforcement organizations, many of which 
are at least partly funded by entitlement cities and the county. Multiple fair housing organizations 
in the County receive or have received Fair Housing Initiative Program (FHIP) funds from HUD, 
and also benefit from Community Development Block Grant funds. Participants in the community 
engagement process have reported that it can be difficult to hire and/or retain staff due to the high 
cost of living in the area. Across the various fair housing organizations in the County, each has a 
particular focus, with participants from community engagement reporting that the Law Foundation 
of Silicon Valley focuses on evictions, Bay Area Legal Aid focuses on subsidized housing, Asian 
Law Alliance does some fair housing work but focuses mostly on San José administrative hearings, 
and SALA is only able to take on a small caseload. The Region, made up of Santa Clara and San 
Benito Counties, has far more fair housing agencies and organizations in Santa Clara than San 
Benito. The lower population of San Benito should, in theory, correspond to a decrease in relative 
need, but the lack of resources, translating into a lack of organizations, seems clear in San Benito 

39 https://www.svvoice.com/affordable-housing-relief-ahead-for-sunnyvale/ 
40 https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2019/09/18/at-sunnyvale-project-affordable-housing-with-a.html 
41 https://www.bisnow.com/silicon-valley/news/construction-development/sunnyvale-leads-avalanche-of-silicon-
valley-development-99620 
42 https://sanjosespotlight.com/santa-clara-county-to-explore-forming-its-own-public-bank/ 
43 https://www.sccoe.org/news/NR/Pages/Investment-to-Fund-First-County-Children%E2%80%99s-
Budget.aspx 
44 https://www.cupertino.org/our-city/departments/community-development/housing/housing-
programs-resources 
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as well. Overall, it seems clear that the diverse group of fair housing organizations work hard to 
fill the various fair housing outreach and enforcement needs, but that lack of resources is still a 
pressing issue in the County and the Region.  
 

Lack of State or Local Fair Housing Laws 
Lack of state or local fair housing laws is a low priority contributing factor. California recently 
passed statewide source of income protections, in addition to existing source of income protection 
in San José. California also has a robust set of statewide antidiscrimination laws, including the 
Unruh Civil Rights Act, Ralph Civil Rights Act, Bane Civil Rights Act, the Fair Employment and 
Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1940.3, and Government Code Sections 11135, 65008, 
and 65580-65589.8. Whether complaints regarding these laws can be fully and timely pursued, 
however, is a different matter. Advocates have commented approvingly on recent changes to 
unlawful detainer laws, which increased the time period from five calendar days to five business 
days. Advocates also reported that they would like to see more enforcement of Apartment Rent 
Mediation in San José, expressing a worry that sometimes landlords don’t comply with the result. 
The City of San José’s housing department gets copies of unlawful detainers in San José, and may 
move forward with reporting and/or analysis of those results. Given the comprehensive nature of 
statewide fair housing laws, which apply equally throughout the region, there are no meaningful 
differences to comment upon between the entitlement jurisdictions. 
 

Land use and zoning laws 
Land use and zoning laws play a significant role in a variety of fair housing issues. Specifically, 
overly restrictive zoning that suppresses the production of affordable housing, in particular, and 
housing more generally leads to disproportionately high rates of housing cost burden and 
overcrowding among some racial and ethnic groups as well as persons with disabilities. 
Additionally, when communities that are predominantly White and disproportionately higher 
income levels have restrictive zoning in comparison to other parts of their respective cities or 
regions, that can exacerbate patterns of residential racial segregation. Conversely, when low-
income communities of color are not adequately buffered from heavy polluting industrial land uses 
by zoning and land use controls, that can contribute to racial disparities in health outcomes. Below, 
there is an analysis of the fair housing ramifications of land use and zoning laws in each of the 
participating jurisdictions.
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Sunnyvale 
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The zoning map for the City of Sunnyvale is depicted above. Areas zoned to allow multifamily 
are generally concentrated in the central and northern portions of the city from El Camino Real 
north to the San Francisco Bay. These areas have higher concentrations of Hispanic residents than 
the city as a whole. Additionally, there is a corridor along Sunnyvale Saratoga Road in southern 
Sunnyvale that has some higher density zoning. The area to the west of that corridor is zoned 
primarily for R1 - Low Density Residential. That area is also the most heavily White in the city, 
including multiple majority-White Census Tracts. Asian residents are more integrated throughout 
the city in relation to its zoning classifications than are White and Hispanic residents though there 
are concentrations of South Asian Indian residents in the area bounded by Old San Francisco Road 
to the north, Wolfe Road to the east, Fremont Avenue to the south, and Sunnyvale Saratoga Road 
to the west. This area allows for significant multifamily housing. 

 
Under the zoning ordinance of the City of Sunnyvale, zoning classifications R-2, R-3, R-4, and R-
5 allow for multifamily housing of varying densities, ranging from a low maximum of 12 units per 
acre in R-2 to a high maximum of 45 units per acre in R-5. There may be circumstances in which 
a density of greater than 45 units per acre would be appropriate, but this maximum is higher than 
in some nearby cities. Notably, the City requires developers of large multifamily projects with 
more than 50 units to obtain a Use Permit regardless of the underlying zoning. This additional 
procedural step adds time and therefore expense to the development process and may make 
affordable housing development less feasible. The maximum building height in R-4 and R-5 
districts if four stories and 55 feet. By contrast, some commercial zoning districts allow for up to 
eight stories and 75 feet. If there is not a height-based objection to that size building in the 
commercial context, it should be allowable in the residential context, as well. Across zoning 
districts, there is a 40% lot coverage maximum for multistory residential structures. 

 
The ordinance requires more than one parking spot per unit in multifamily developments, but 
adjustments to parking requirements may be available if a development one or more of certain 
characteristics, including proximity to public transit. The ordinance does not make clear how large 
of a parking reduction may be available. Sunnyvale’s aesthetically-oriented design criteria 
primarily relate to landscaping and are not more onerous than those of other cities in Santa Clara 
County. However, the City has a somewhat unique public art requirement for developments near 
major intersections or on large lots. One helpful feature of this requirement, though it still may be 
an unnecessary barrier to promoting affordability, is that the amount of investment in public-facing 
art is pegged to 1% of the project’s overall valuation. This allows for predictability in calculating 
whether a development would still be feasible in light of the requirement.  
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Lending discrimination 
The data below show that White and Asian applicants are far more likely to be successful in getting 
a loan approved, and less likely to be given a subprime loan, than Black or Hispanic/Latino 
applicants across each category of loan in Santa Clara County. The differential rates vary across 
category and across racial/ethnic group, but for the most part, the difference between the highest 
and lowest percentage in each category fits into the commonly accepted 4/5ths disparate impact 
test, and should therefore be considered a practically significant disparate impact across the 
racial/ethnic groups.  

 
Percentage of Loan Applications Resulting in Originated Loans by Race or Ethnicity and 

Loan Purpose in Santa Clara County, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 
Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 70.34% 62.50% 66.63% 
Black, Not Hispanic 61.65% 49.98% 55.43% 
Asian, Not Hispanic 70.27% 64.88% 62.11% 

Hispanic/Latino 57.84% 50.51% 52.68% 
 
Across home purchase, refinancing, and home improvement, White and Asian loan rates tend to 
cluster on the high end of the spectrum, with Black and Hispanic loan rates clustered at the bottom. 
The largest gap between the highest and lowest rates in a category is about 14 percentage points. 
Using the 4/5ths test, the difference between Asian and Black refinancing loans, for instance, 
clearly falls below the 4/5ths ratio, as does the differential between Hispanic and White home 
improvement loans. The gap between White and Hispanic home purchase loans falls barely within 
the 4/5ths ratio.  

 
Percentage of Loan Applications Denied by Race or Ethnicity and Loan Purpose in Santa 

Clara County 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 
Race or Ethnicity Home Purchase Refinancing Home Improvement 

White, Not Hispanic 7.70% 14.26% 14.63% 
Black, Not Hispanic 12.30% 21.61% 26.09% 
Asian, Not Hispanic 9.33% 12.96% 18.05% 

Hispanic/Latino 14.04% 21.11% 26.23% 
 
When it comes to denials of loan applications, Hispanics have the highest rate of denial in both 
home purchase and home improvement, while Black applicants have the highest rate of denial for 
refinancing. However, the Black and Hispanic rates for these three categories are very similar, 
differ by about two percentage points at most. Meanwhile, White and Asian applicants outpace 
Black and Hispanic applicants in every category. The differential rates are more concerning for 
denials than for approvals, with Hispanics being denied for home purchase loans at twice the rate 
of White applicants. While not as extreme, the differentials in refinancing and home improvement 
also fall below the 4/5ths ratio.  

 
 

Percentage of Originated Loans That Were High-Cost by Race or Ethnicity in Santa Clara 
County, 2014-2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act Data 
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Race or Ethnicity Number of Loans 
Originated 

Percentage High-Cost 

White, Not Hispanic 62431 1.80% 
Black, Not Hispanic 1689 3.37% 
Asian, Not Hispanic 73926 1.23% 

Hispanic/Latino 14275 4.79% 
 
The statistics for subprime loans may not seem like cause for concern, since each percentage is so 
low. However, the low percentages are due to the extremely costly market in Santa Clara County. 
The differences between racial/ethnic groups is striking, even at these levels. The Hispanic/Latino 
subprime rate, 4.79%, is nearly four times the rate of Asian subprime loans, 1.23.  
 

Location of Accessible Housing 
Although it is not possible to precisely map the location of accessible housing in the city, it tends 
to exist where there are concentrations of new, multifamily housing and where there are 
concentrations of publicly supported housing. The American Community Survey does not 
facilitate the disaggregation of housing units by the number of units in a structure and the year a 
structure is built together, but it does allow a look at those two data points separately. As the maps 
below reflect, these two data points tell a sometimes converging, though nuanced tale. New 
construction seems to be concentrated in the northernmost part of San José, with a bit in central 
San José and some more to the southeast. There is also new construction concentrated in Morgan 
Hill, and near Stanford’s campus. Units in structure from 20 units to 49 units (multifamily, but on 
the smaller side) tend to be located on the western side, which is more heavily White and Asian 
American or Pacific Islander. Units in structure 50 units or more align with the northernmost area 
of San José that has seen recent construction, and are also sprinkled along the central thoroughfare 
of El Camino Real, although to a lesser extent. As the publicly supported housing map shows, 
there is a concentration of Project-Based Section 8 housing in the western part of the County, with 
LIHTCs more prevalent in the eastern, segregated part of San José. A large majority of Project-
Based Section 8 units are 0-1 bedrooms, which may pose a problem for tenants with disabilities 
who need a live-in aide or who reside with family members. This may have the effect of 
segregating people with disabilities. In San Benito County, which makes up the balance of the 
region, the vast majority of housing units are single family houses. People who need accessibility 
modifications and cannot access multifamily units constructed to meet the FHA’s accessibility 
requirements will need to utilize accessibility modification funding or some other resource to meet 
their needs.  
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Map, Median Year Structure Built, Santa Clara County 
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Map, Units in Structure (20-49), Santa Clara County 
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Map, Units in Structure (50+), Santa Clara County 
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Map, Publicly Supported Housing, Santa Clara County

 
 
 
 

Location of Employers 
The major cities in Santa Clara County boast employers providing tens of thousands of jobs to 
residents of the County.45 However, these major employers also provide jobs to tens of thousands 

45 Largest Silicon Valley Employers, SILICON VALLEY BUS. J. (Jul. 19, 2019), 
https://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/subscriber-only/2019/07/19/largest-silicon-valley-employers.html. 
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out-of-county residents,46 indicating that the expensive housing in Santa Clara County47 has forced 
at least some people who would otherwise prefer to reside close to work to live elsewhere.  
 
The relatively high commute times for Santa Clara County residents backs up this anecdotal 
finding. On average, Santa Clara County commuters spend more time in traffic than most United 
States citizens,48 as they are subject to increasing congestion affecting the entire Bay Area49 and 
sometimes imperfect public transportation options.50 These lengthening commutes add evidence 
that many people live further than they would like from their employment, a feature that can 
impose significant burdens, particularly on lower-income employees. 
 
Even so, this factor is no more a problem in Santa Clara County than it is in the broader region 
(San Benito County). Average commutes in San Benito are significantly longer than those for 
Santa Clara County residents,51 and the number of “super-commuters” has risen over the past 
decade in San Benito just as it has in Santa Clara County.52 San Benito, far less populous, does not 
have the same breadth of employers offering jobs as does Santa Clara County.53 Therefore, 
whatever stress created by location of employers for Santa Clara relative to fair housing is 
primarily a region-wide issue, rather than a county-specific one. 
 

Location of Environmental Health Hazards 
Santa Clara has a total of twenty-three active superfund sites, more than any other county in the 
United States.54 Recently, these sites have come under scrutiny after EPA groundwater testing 
revealed that toxic chemicals were present.55 These sites are largely the byproduct of Santa Clara 
County’s role as the home of “Silicon Valley,” which – particularly in the 1980s – drove 

46 Id.  
47 See, e.g., Bay Area in 2010s: Soaring Real Estate Prices Ending the California Dream, KPIX 5 (Jan. 1, 2020), 
https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2020/01/01/bay-area-in-2010s-soaring-real-estate-prices-ending-the-california-
dream/ (noting that Santa Clara County led the broader Bay Area by having 17 zip codes on the 100 priciest list in 
the United States at the turn of the decade). 
48 QuickFacts: United States; Santa Clara County, California, UNITED STATES CENSUS BUREAU, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US,santaclaracountycalifornia/PST045219 (last accessed Jan. 30, 
2020). 
49 Erin Baldassari, Bay Area Super-Commuting Growing: Here’s Where It’s the Worst, THE MERCURY NEWS (Sept. 
11, 2019), https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2020/01/02/slammed-by-critics-vta-strives-to-fix-leadership 
(noting that the number of “super-commuters,” or those with an over-90 minute commute to work each way, had 
grown by 85% in Santa Clara County from 2009-2017). 
50 Mark Noack, Slammed by Critics, VTA Strives to Fix Leadership, PALO ALTO ONLINE (Jan. 2, 2020), 
https://www.paloaltoonline.com/news/2020/01/02/slammed-by-critics-vta-strives-to-fix-leadership (noting the 
criticism of the management of the leading public transit option in Santa Clara County). 
51 QuickFacts: San Benito County, California; Santa Clara County, California, UNITED STATES CENSUS BUREAU, 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/santaclaracountycalifornia,sanbenitocountycalifornia/PST045219 
(last accessed Jan. 30, 2020). 
52 Baldassari, supra note 5 (the number of “super-commuters” rose 58% in San Benito county from 2009-2017). 
53 Largest Silicon Valley Employers, supra note 1. 
54 Tatiana Schlossberg, Silicon Valley Is One of the Most Polluted Places in the Country, THE ATLANTIC (Sept. 22, 
2019),   https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2019/09/silicon-valley-full-superfund-sites/598531/.  
55 Id.  
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manufacturing of chemicals needed to make the technological products companies in the region 
are famous for.56 According to the HUD Data and Mapping Tool, the environmental health of 
Santa Clara varies widely. In particular, tracts in and around San José (the largest city in the Santa 
Clara County) receive scores as low as 4 in the Environmental Health Index, revealing significant 
problems in environmental health close to the county’s largest population center.57 There are, 
however, some tracts with scores in the 80s and 90s – but these are the exception, not the norm.58 
The Santa Clara Department of Public Health does offer information and resources concerning 
environmental impacts broadly and operates clean water and site mitigation programs to help 
residents avoid the effects of water contamination.59 

 
Santa Clara’s environmental health status compares poorly with the rest of the region (San Benito 
County). San Benito’s lowest-scoring tract on the Environmental Health Index receives a 41, and 
all of the other tracts range between the high 60s-high 80s.60 Likely, this is a result of San Benito’s 
relative lack of chemical manufacturing and superfunds (only one superfund site exists in San 
Benito – the New Idria Mercury Mine).61  
 

Location of proficient schools and school assignment policies 
The locations of proficient schools and school assignment policies are less of a factor in Gilroy, 
both because the distance between Gilroy and parts of the county with higher performing schools 
would be prohibitive for the feasibility of inter-district transfers and because there are not wide 
disparities between Gilroy’s public schools that correspond to its demographic patterns. For 
instance, Gilroy High School and Christopher High School serve the southern and northern 
portions of the city whereas the primary demographic divide is between the more heavily Hispanic 
eastern portion of the city and the more heavily White western portion of the city. The two high 
schools have similar test scores and similar demographic compositions. In the northern part of 
Santa Clara County, however, there is a high degree of fragmentation among school districts, inter-
district transfers for purposes of accessing higher quality programs are difficulty to achieve, and 
patterns in school proficiency consistently show that Hispanic and Vietnamese residents have less 
access to high performing schools. 
 

Location and type of affordable housing 
As is documented in the Publicly Supported Housing section of this Assessment, publicly 
supported housing is concentrated in parts of the County that have disproportionate concentrations 
of Hispanic Residents (in the case of the east side of San José, Vietnamese residents). These areas 

56 Id.  
57 Environmental Health Hazard Index, ARCGIS, 
https://www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=8d292db7263c44eea5064186a91229ff.  
58 Id.  
59 COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA: DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH, 
https://www.sccgov.org/sites/deh/Pages/deh.aspx (last visited Jan. 30, 2020). 
60 Environmental Health Hazard Index, supra note 4. 
61 New Idria Mercury Mine: Idria, CA, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
https://cumulis.epa.gov/supercpad/cursites/csitinfo.cfm?id=0905346.  
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include San José (except for west San José and parts of far south San José), Morgan Hill, and parts 
of Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. By contrast, areas that have small Hispanic and 
Vietnamese populations – whether they are majority White or have a high combined population of 
White residents, Chinese residents, and Indian residents – have relatively little affordable housing. 
This is particularly true in the city of Cupertino, the West Valley cities that are part of the Urban 
County, and the parts of the cities of Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale that are furthest 
from the San Francisco Bay. Thus, and in light of the correlation between Hispanic ethnicity and 
Vietnamese ancestry, respectively, and low-income status, the location of affordable housing 
contributes to patterns of segregation. This is exacerbated by the heavy focus on affordable housing 
for seniors in Cupertino and Santa Clara. Because the low-income senior population is more 
heavily White than the broader low-income population, siting this housing in areas that are more 
heavily White than the broader region is less likely to foster integration. Additionally, the County’s 
broader focus on permanent supportive housing has led to a comparative underinvestment in 
affordable housing for extremely low-income families with children, which are more likely to be 
Hispanic or Vietnamese. 
 

Loss of affordable housing 
Gilroy and San José have instituted mobile home park rent control, which is a significant source 
of affordable housing for low-income residents. San José and Mountain View have existing rent 
control ordinances, and the state of California recently passed a rent control law. Statewide rent 
control will not preempt any existing, more generous ordinances; however, it will only be in effect 
for ten years.  On the flipside, lower-priced apartments that might represent another significant 
source of unsubsidized affordable housing remain vulnerable to Ellis Act evictions and 
conversions. San José, in particular, has modified the Ellis Act, allowing for a reduction in the 
number of rent-controlled apartments that must be brought back when a rent-controlled 
development is demolished, and giving developers more generous waiver requirements. The 
National Housing Preservation Database shows that there are 39 properties in the County with 
“inactive” subsidies, with a total of 1,567 total units. Additionally, several developments with 
active subsidies are scheduled to expire within the next decade. On the regional level, San Benito 
County has just two small developments with inactive subsidies, versus fourteen with active 
subsidies. Statewide rent control and the Ellis Act cut in opposite directions, and have a similar 
effect on San Benito, albeit on a smaller scale.  
 

Occupancy Codes and Restrictions 
The state of California has not adopted the Universal Building Code. Instead, they have enacted 
the California Building Code, which also incorporates the International Building Code. The 
California Building Code has a rather broad definition of family, in that it does not only limit a 
family to “an individual or two or more persons who are related by blood or marriage,” but expands 
the definition to any persons who “otherwise live together in a dwelling unit.”62  This definition is 
not restrictive in a way that would negatively affect access to housing. 

62 CAL., BUILDING CODE § 202. 
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Santa Clara County also defines family broadly, as “one or more persons . . . living as a single . . . 
household,” explicitly excluding only those “operating a hotel, club, fraternity or sorority house.”63 
Moreover, the code explicitly deems “necessary domestic help” as included within the definition 
of family.64 In examining the five largest cities in Santa Clara County, all five have definitions of 
family that, while often using language distinct from one another, retain the expansive, non-
restrictive view adopted by both California and Santa Clara County.65 Accordingly, occupancy 
codes and restrictions are not a major factor in reducing access to fair housing in Santa Clara 
County. 
 
The Santa Clara approach to occupancy codes is matched by the rest of the region (San Benito 
County). Specifically, San Benito’s definition of “family” is nearly identical to Santa Clara 
County’s defining family as “[o]ne or more persons occupying a premises and living as a single, 
non-profit, housekeeping unit” and explicitly including “servants” (rather the Santa Clara County’s 
formulation of “domestic help”) within the definition of family.66 Therefore, there are not major 
disparities region-wide on this issue. 
 

Private Discrimination 
According to the California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) Annual Report, 
there were 623 complaints in Santa Clara County in 2017.67 Broken down by category, there were 
191 employment complaints, 33 housing complaints, 4 under the Ralph Civil Rights Act, and 22 
under the Unruh Civil Rights Act. 373 of the complaints were investigated and determined 
actionable.  

 
Project Sentinel, which receives housing complaints locally, reported during the community 
engagement process that since 2016, they have received 598 complaints. Of those, 332 were based 
on disability, 121 on familial status, 71 on national origin, 33 on race, 40 on sex (including 
harassment, domestic violence, and lease break/eviction), 4 on source of income, 1 on gender 
identify, 3 on sexual orientation, 3 on marital status, 3 were “arbitrary” under the Uhruh Civil 
Rights Act, 1 was based on immigration status, and 2 were “other.” Project Sentinel also reported 
changes in discrimination regarding immigration status – with a marked increase in this type of 
discrimination following the 2016 election. Project Sentinel reported more fear amongst immigrant 
communities in bringing housing complaints. In the past, immigrant communities were more likely 

63 SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CAL., CODE § 1.30.030. 
64 Id. 
65 See SAN JOSÉ, CAL., CODE § 20.200.370 (defining family as “one or more persons occupying a premises and 
living as a single housekeeping unit”); SUNNYVALE, CAL., CODE § 19.12.070 (including in the definition of family a  
“group of two or more persons who need not be related, living together in a single [dwelling] unit”); CITY OF SANTA 
CLARA, CAL., CODE § 18.06.010 (defining family as “an individual or group of persons living together as a single 
housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit”); MOUNTAIN VIEW, CAL., CODE § 29.54 (using the same definition as San 
José); MILPITAS, CAL., CODE § XI-10-2.03 (including in the definition of family “unrelated persons who function 
together as a single household unit”). 
66 SAN BENITO COUNTY, CAL., CODE § 25.03.002. 
67 https://www.dfeh.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2018/08/DFEH-AnnualReport-2017.pdf 

Attachment 2 
Page 167 of 171

https://www.dfeh.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/32/2018/08/DFEH-AnnualReport-2017.pdf


to fear landlord retaliation or loss of housing, but more recently landlords have threatened to call 
ICE, even when residents are not undocumented.68  

 
With regard to disability-based complaints, Project Sentinel reports that most are related to 
requests for reasonable accommodations (animals, economic reasonable accommodations, tenancy 
extensions, caregivers, etc.). However, some involve evictions and/or harassment. In Project 
Sentinel’s last Private Enforcement Initiative (PEI), they conducted family status testing based on 
UC Berkeley opportunity mapping. After 43 tests, roughly half resulted in a complaint or a 
landlord education letter. Occupancy limits and state preferences for single professionals often 
appear in discriminatory housing advertisements. The rampant nature of familial status 
discrimination is backed up by stakeholder meetings, which noted that familial status 
discrimination is often cloaked by pretexts.   

 
Stakeholder meetings revealed high levels of discrimination against people with disabilities, who 
often have income provided solely by social security, and cannot access affordable housing. One 
stakeholder reported discrimination by landlords against people with psychiatric disabilities, 
particularly against children in broader households. An additional challenge is posed by non-
elderly disabled people who can’t work, but aren’t eligible for senior housing.  

 
Finally, one stakeholder has highlighted private discrimination when it comes to accessory 
dwelling units which are eligible for assistance money. If they are eligible for assistance, they are 
governed by affordable housing rules. However, the individual homeowners that control the ADUs 
are making the real life choices about who will live in their ADU, and there is an increased risk of 
discrimination, especially by those ignorant of fair housing laws. To combat this, Housing Trust 
SV will do fair housing training for homeowners receiving their assistance.  

 
The rest of the region is made up of San Benito County. Private discrimination is not a pressing 
issue in San Benito County, evidenced by the low numbers of complaints DFEH attributes to the 
County (1 employment, 9 right-to-sue, 10 total).  
 

Quality of affordable housing information programs 
There are no general-eligibility mobility counseling programs for Housing Choice Voucher 
holders in the County. There are a couple of discrete programs, which serve very small populations. 
The Welfare to Work Program receives financial support from the County Social Services Agency 
to fund housing search staff and assist with housing counseling exclusively for Welfare to Work 
clients. Silicon Valley Independent Living Center provides housing counseling and placement to 
developmentally disabled adults. However, because of the recent passage of statewide source of 
income protections and the fact that the SCCHA is a County-wide agency, the need for mobility 
counseling is less pressing than in a highly fragmented, proportionally smaller part of a 
metropolitan area. Moving to a high opportunity area elsewhere in Santa Clara County can be 
accomplished with relative ease, especially considering that the payment standards in Santa Clara 

68 See AB 291.  
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are higher than the Fair Market Rents, there is a relatively large amount of units that fit within 
those payment standards, and there is no need to port vouchers into another housing authority’s 
territory. Regionally speaking, San Benito County is far less populous and there is less demand to 
port vouchers into the county. Although there are no mobility-specific housing counseling 
programs, San Benito’s Housing Element does call for the solicitation of organizations to provide 
bilingual rental housing counseling services, including tenant/landlord referral and mediation 
services.69 
 

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with 
disabilities 

Regulatory barriers to providing housing and supportive services for persons with disabilities are 
not a significant contributing factor to fair housing issues for persons with disabilities in Santa 
Clara County and the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, 
and Sunnyvale. The amount of affordable housing available (and its cost), the extent of outreach 
and capacity among service providers, and the scope of service provision are the biggest drivers 
of the segregation of persons with disabilities. To the extent that barriers are regulatory in nature, 
they overlap significantly with the zoning and land use barriers to the construction of affordable 
housing generally. This Assessment discusses those in detail in the analysis of the Land Use and 
Zoning Laws contributing factor.  
 
Siting selection policies, practices, and decisions for publicly supported housing, including 

discretionary aspects of Qualified Allocation Plans and other programs 
The main policy-driven factor related to the siting of publicly supported housing is the heavy focus 
of affordable housing development efforts throughout the state on transit-oriented development. 
Overall, there is very high access to transportation throughout the County. When real affordability 
is built into transit-oriented development, these investments may have a positive effect on stable 
integration in areas undergoing gentrification by arresting the process of displacement.  

 
The California Tax Credit Allocation Committee’s QAP heavily incentivizes family-occupancy 
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) development in what it terms “High Resource” or 
“Highest Resource” areas. As the map below illustrates, these areas are generally high opportunity 
areas that are disproportionately white. LIHTC development in these areas would contribute to 
greater residential racial integration. In light of the significant incentives for LIHTC development 
in High Resource and Highest Resource areas, the QAP does not currently contribute to 
segregation. At the same time, it is important to note that the California Tax Credit Allocation 
Committee adopted the incentives against the backdrop of a long history of allocating credits to 
developments that perpetuated segregation. The QAP includes set-aside pools for the South and 
West Bay Region (San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties) of 6%, which is roughly equal to its share 
in the population of the state.  

69 http://www.cosb.us/wp-content/uploads/2014-2023_Sec5_San_Benito_County_Housing_Element_2016-04-
12_BoS_adopted.pdf 
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Source of income discrimination 
Effective September 27, 2019, San José outlawed source of income discrimination. In October of 
2019 the governor signed into law SB 329, prohibiting discrimination in housing based on source 
of income statewide. Since San José’s source of income ordinance was only enacted in fall of 
2019, and the statewide law took effect shortly after, it is hard to know whether there will be 
widespread noncompliance, such that source of income discrimination remains a problem in Santa 
Clara County. If noncompliance presents itself as a problem, landlord education programs may 
become necessary in order to mitigate the negative experiences. Still, a decision regarding the 
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appropriateness of this move is premature. The community engagement process has yielded 
comments on this issue, but many of the comments have been restricted to a prospective hope that 
the new law(s) will be effective.  
 

State or local laws, policies or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from 
living in apartments, family homes, supportive housing and other integrated settings 

State or local laws, policies, or practices that discourage individuals with disabilities from living 
in apartments, family homes, supportive housing, and other integrated settings are not a significant 
contributing factor to fair housing issues in Santa Clara County and the cities of Cupertino, Gilroy, 
Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale. A severe shortage of available, 
integrated affordable housing is the primary driver of the segregation of persons with disabilities, 
rather than laws, policies, or practices that discourage persons with disabilities from living in 
integrated housing  
 

Unresolved Violations of Fair Housing or Civil Rights Law 
As has been previously discussed in the Fair Housing Enforcement section, there have been very 
few recent/ongoing actions against any of the entitlement jurisdictions in this analysis, and these 
actions have been civil rights (though not specifically housing) focused. There have been multiple 
Voluntary Conciliation Agreements and Consent Decrees concerning fair housing actions 
occurring in Santa Clara County, but these have been effectuated against private landlords and 
other business entities, rather than jurisdictions. These successful settlements have been most often 
brought by Project Sentinel in its capacity as a private fair housing enforcement organization. In 
the region, made up of Santa Clara and San Benito Counties, San Benito County experiences far 
fewer fair housing and civil rights violations – this conclusion is based on complaint reporting 
from DFEH, and is a consistent observation, based in part on its much smaller population. 
Nevertheless, there has been a recent controversy in San Benito County regarding Hollister School 
District funding, which implicates civil rights issues. It is alleged that developer fees were withheld 
from the school district, meaning that the schools certainly faced a funding shortage and were 
therefore more constrained in their ability to provide a quality education to their students. The 
lawsuit was settled confidentially in 2018.70 
 
 
 
 
 

 

70 https://benitolink.com/county-and-hollister-school-district-agree-to-confidential-settlement-details-still-
sketchy/ 
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Comparison of Assessment of Fair Housing and Draft Housing Element  

COMPARISON OF GOALS 
Assessment of Fair Housing 

Comment on differences 

July 2022 Draft Housing Element (HE) 

I. Increase support for fair housing
enforcement, education, and outreach.

No difference, other than an additional
comma  

Goal 6: Increase support for fair housing 
enforcement, education and outreach. 

II. Reduce zoning and land use barriers to
affordable housing development.

No difference 

Goal 2: Reduce zoning and land use 
barriers to affordable housing development.  

III. Protect tenants from displacement
through more robust tenant protections
and access to legal services.

No difference 

Goal 3: Protect tenants from displacement 
through more robust tenant protections and 
access to legal services.   

IV. Increase access to opportunity for
residents of historically disinvested low-
income communities of color.

No difference 

Goal 4: Increase access to opportunity for 
residents of historically disinvested low -
income communities of color.  

V. Adjust prioritization of permanent
supportive housing units to more
equitably meet the needs of Hispanic
residents, domestic violence victims,
persons with limited English proficiency,
and individuals with chronic health
problems.

Slight difference in word order, plus
addition of word “units” after housing

Goal 5: Adjust prioritization of permanent 
supportive housing to meet the needs of 
Hispanic residents more equitably, 
domestic violence victims, persons with 
limited English proficiency and individuals 
with chronic health problems. 

VI. Increase support for fair housing
enforcement, education, and outreach.

Not in Draft Housing Element 

Not in Assessment of Fair Housing 
Goal 1: Promote residential and racial and 
ethnic integration and reduce displacement 
by increasing the supply of affordable 
housing in high opportunity areas, areas 
with ongoing displacement, and areas 
where residents are at risk of displacement. 
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Draft AFH Policy Draft HE Programs
Evaluate whether to place a new countywide 
affordable housing bond on the ballot within the 
next five years

H7: New Funding Mechanisms for Affordable Housing 

Build support for city level affordable housing bonds 
throughout SCC H7: New Funding Mechanisms for Affordable Housing 

Provide low interest loans to single family 
homeowners who are willing to place accessory 
dwelling units on the property in exchange for 
affordability restrictions on these unit

H4: Accessory Dwelling Unit Toolkit
H7: New Funding Mechanisms for Affordable Housing

Provide grants to single family homeowners with 
household incomes of up to 120% AMI to develop 
accessory dwelling units with affordability 
restrictions on their property

H4: Accessory Dwelling Unit Toolkit
H7: New Funding Mechanisms for Affordable Housing

Coordinate and expand inclusionary housing and 
commercial linkage fee policies with proceeds 
dedicated to affordable housing across cities

H5: Below Market Rate Housing Program & H18: Review 
Development Fees

Incorporate priorities for expanding access to high 
opportunity areas and displacement into notices of 
funding availability and requests for proposals for 
affordable housing funds

H3: Increase Affordable Housing Opportunities in High 
Resource Areas

Reduce zoning and land use barriers in affordable 
housing development 

H3: Increase Affordable Housing Opportunities in High 
Resource Areas
H15: Complete Retooling the Zoning Code Project
H20: Zoning Code Amendments

Increase high density zoning near transit in high 
opportunity areas through overlay affordable 
housing districts

H3: Increase Affordable Housing Opportunities in High 
Resource Areas

Reduce parking minimums near public transit service 
and limit aesthetically oriented design criteria for 
affordable housing developments 

H20: Zoning Code Amendments

Incorporate fair housing equity analysis into the 
review of significant rezoning proposals and specific 
plans

N/A

Increase planning staffing and prioritize staff 
retention to ensure prompt processing of 
development projects

N/A

Protect tenants from displacement through more 
robust tenant protections and access to legal services 

H24 & H25: Right to Lease and Relocation Assistance 

Consider rent control in municipalities where it does 
not currently exist and implement a cooperative 
countywide implementation strategy

N/A

Strengthen and preserve rent control where it exists N/A

COMPARISON OF POLICIES
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Provide funding to ensure a right to counsel for 
tenants in landlord tenant proceedings H21: Fair Housing Program

Support education for tenants and housing providers 
regarding new tenant’s rights laws H24 & H25: Right to Lease and Relocation Assistance 

Increase access to opportunity for residents of 
historically disinvested low income communities of 
color

H3: Increase Affordable Housing Opportunities in High 
Resource Areas

Target funds for environmental remediation to low 
income communities of color H35: Prioritize Capital Improvement Programs

Encourage flexibility in policies that allow for inter‐
district transfers  N/A

Explore fare free public transit, particularly for local 
bus service N/A

Adjust prioritization of permanent supportive 
housing units to more equitably meet the needs of 
Hispanic residents, domestic violence victims, 
persons with limited English proficiency, and those 
with chronic health problems

H9: Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance
H3: Increase Affordable Housing Opportunities in High 
Resource Areas
H22: Language Access

Increase support for fair housing enforcement, 
education and outreach H21: Fair Housing Program
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City of Sunnyvale

Agenda Item

22-0710 Agenda Date: 8/24/2022

REPORT TO HOUSING AND HUMAN SERVICES COMMISSION

SUBJECT
Consider a Tenant Protections and Right to Lease Ordinance (Study Issue)

BACKGROUND
On October 12, 2020, City Council approved the Housing Strategy (RTC No. 20-0809), which
resulted from a cumulation of many workshops, outreach meetings and several public hearings. The
Housing Strategy identified areas for improvement to current programs as well as new programs to
consider for Sunnyvale’s growing population and housing needs. Two items from the Housing
Strategy that emerged as Tier 1 and 2 items were a relocation assistance requirement for no-fault
just cause evictions and a right to lease requirement for landlords to offer tenants a longer-term lease
rather than just month-to-month tenancy. The right to lease component of this ordinance was also a
2019 Study Issue (CDD 18-0710). City staff realized an opportunity to combine both projects into one
and named it Tenant Protections. If approved, the resulting Ordinance will become part of
Sunnyvale’s Municipal Code.

The Housing and Human Services Commission is scheduled to review this item on August 24, 2022;
the Planning Commission is scheduled to consider this item on September 12, 2022; and, the City
Council is scheduled to consider this item on September 27, 2022.

EXISTING POLICY
Sunnyvale General Plan, Housing Element
GOAL HE-1 Adequate Housing: Assist in the provision of adequate housing to meet the diverse
needs of Sunnyvale’s households of all income levels.
GOAL HE-2 Enhanced Housing Conditions and Affordability: Maintain and enhance the conditions
and affordability of existing housing in Sunnyvale.
Goal HE-5 Equal Housing Opportunities: Promote equal housing opportunities for all residents,
including Sunnyvale’s special needs populations, so that residents can reside in the housing of their
choice.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The action being considered is exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) in that the City Council finds there is no
possibility that the implementation of this ordinance may have a significant effect on the environment.

DISCUSSION
Housing in Sunnyvale and the greater Bay Area is marked by high home values and rents. At a
minimum, the cost of housing is driven by both the high demand from strong employment growth and
the limited housing supply. Unfortunately, a limited supply of housing can result in changes in land
use that may leave renters with fewer options for housing. During the Housing Strategy outreach
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meetings and community workshops in 2019, renters in the community expressed concerns about
the rental housing market; specifically, affordability, lack of affordable units, and tenant protections.
Although there are current State Laws to address some of these items, renters were looking for
increased protections and stability.

Existing State Law - AB 1482
Governor Newsom signed Assembly Bill (AB) 1482, which added Section 1946.2 to the California
Civil Code, to address and create a number of rental housing policies including maximum annual rent
increases for certain properties, just cause eviction protections for those evicted due to no-fault of the
tenant, and relocation assistance for those displaced.  AB 1482 went into effect on January 1, 2020,
and sunsets on January 1, 2030. AB 1482 is the basis for the City’s proposed Tenant Protections
Ordinance. Below is a summary of AB 1482:

· Rent Cap
o Places an upper limit on annual rent increases: five percent (5%) plus cost-of-living

inflation based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) up to a maximum of 10 percent
(10%) increase each year.

o Allows only one rent increase over a 12-month period.
o Rent cap is only applicable to existing tenants, and landlord may increase rent as

needed in between tenancies.
o Exemptions from this rent cap include:

· Properties issued a Certificate of Occupancy within last 15 years.

· Single family homes, townhouses, and condominiums, unless owned by
investment trust, corporation or LLC.

· Owner occupied duplexes.

· Properties subject to more restrictive local rent control ordinances.

· At-Fault Just Cause Eviction Protection
o Landlords who evict tenants for an at-fault eviction are not required to pay the tenant

any type of relocation assistance. Examples of at-fault just causes include:
· Non-payment of rent.

· Criminal activity.

· Breach of material lease term.

· Commission of nuisance, waste, or criminal acts.

· Subletting unit.

· Failure to vacate after providing notice.

· No-Fault Just Cause Eviction Protection
o For events of eviction that are not the fault of the tenant (no-fault) but are a legal cause

for eviction are referred to as “no-fault just cause”. In these instances, the landlord is
required to provide 30 days’ notice to the tenant and the landlord is required to pay an
amount equal to one-month’s rent as relocation assistance. No-fault just causes
include:
· Compliance with a government order or a local ordinance that requires vacation

of the unit (e.g., red tag).
· Removal of the rental unit from the marketplace.
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· Intent to demolish or substantially remodel the unit.

· Intent to occupy the residential property or for specified family members of the
landlord to occupy the property (only if the tenant agrees to such termination or if
the lease allows for unilateral termination).

Outreach
Surveys
Housing staff conducted three surveys to gather input on the tenant protection topics.

1. Local Jurisdictions:
Staff used internal county-wide housing working group meetings to discuss the proposed
ordinance and learn more about neighboring jurisdictions. Attachment 2 provides the results
from the survey. Four cities offer existing tenant protections programs (either through Rent
Control or other) include Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose and Milpitas.

2. Stakeholders:
Staff surveyed landlords, property managers, and owners of multifamily rentals to gauge
concerns regarding enhanced protections. In all, 714 responses were received.  Attachment 3
provides informational results gathered from the survey (see pages 1-3). Attachment 3 also
includes merged stakeholder/general comments that staff felt were important to show together
(see pages 7-8). Overall, main themes from respondents included:

o One-year lease is preferred and offered the majority of the time.

o Requiring a right to lease could have a negative impact on their rental property,

including loss of flexibility, loss of the unit from the market place and in some cases
could result in an increase in rent.

o Respondents have not evicted a tenant for a no-fault just cause reason.

o Requiring relocation assistance over and above State Law will have a negative impact

on their rental, including an unfair economic burden placed on landlords, and more
specifically smaller landlords. It may also result in in an increase in rents and may result
in some units being removed from the rental market.

3. General Public/Tenants:
The City received 261 responses from renters in Sunnyvale and/or members of the public.
Attachment 3, pages 4-6, provides informational results gathered from the survey. As stated
above, pages 7-8 of Attachment 3 are merged stakeholder/general comments that staff felt
were important to show together.  Overall, main themes of responses included:

o They are currently in a one-year lease and that is their preferred term.

o They did not see many negative impacts to a landlord being required to offer a one-year

lease. A small amount of survey respondents did think that it could result in an increase
in rent.

o They have not been evicted for a no-fault just cause reason.

o They thought it would have a positive impact on their household if the landlord was

required to pay over and above the relocation requirements of State Law.

Outreach Meetings
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Staff held three outreach meetings: two for stakeholders and one for the general public/tenants.
Feedback from the stakeholders’ outreach meeting includes:

· Current State Law provides adequate protection for tenants.

· Smaller property owners generally charge rents below market rates and that having to pay two
or three times the fair market rent for Santa Clara County for a no-fault just cause eviction
would create a financial burden.

· Smaller property owners are already assisting the community by not charging market rate
rents.

· Sunnyvale’s new Ordinance should keep the State’s requirement regarding relocation after the
initial 12 months of residency.

· Only moving cost support should be considered if a landlord or property owner can provide a
“like unit” within a reasonable distance of the current property.

· It could be overly burdensome on landlords and property owners by creating additional steps
in the leasing process.

· It would create an issue for renters and owners who are looking to rent a room(s) in their home
for a short period, typically three months and who are not in the short-term rental business,
similar to Airbnb and VRBO.

The feedback from the general public/tenants outreach meeting was that:

· Increased protections for renters are needed.

· More than one month’s rent would be needed to pay for relocation assistance.

· It may be difficult to find a similar type of rental at the same rate in Sunnyvale.

· It should be the City’s responsibility to educate property owners and landlords on any new
right to lease requirements.

Attachment 4 contains all correspondence received by the public as a result of the surveys and
outreach meetings.

Proposed Ordinance

Staff considered many options when crafting the Ordinance (Attachment 5) to ensure that the
requirements are not overly burdensome to landlords and property owners while ensuring enhanced
protections to renters. Main considerations included:

· How many months of rent should relocation assistance be?

· Should the City consider Fair Market Rent (FMR) for Santa Clara County, a set amount that is
indexed annually, or use the contract base rent being charged for the unit?

· Should these requirements apply to the rental mobile home parks in Sunnyvale and those
renting a park-owned mobile home?

· Should household income be a consideration for determining relocation amounts over and
above State Law?
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· Should enhanced tenant protections apply to all developments as expressly outlined in State
Law or should they apply to all properties regardless of when the Certificate of Occupancy was
issued?

· Should the City allow tenants currently renting on a month-to-month basis to request a 12-
month lease?

Using AB 1482 as the basis for the City’s proposed ordinance (Attachment 5), and considering what
neighboring jurisdictions offer in terms of tenant protections, the City is proposing an ordinance that
differs from AB 1482 in only the following ways:

1. All subject rental units, including those that received a certificate of occupancy (COO) within
the last fifteen (15) years, shall be subject to the City’s ordinance.

· Current state law exempts units that have been approved within 15 years.

The City ordinance will parallel all the other state exemptions which are:

o Homes NOT owned by a corporation, real estate investment trust (REIT), or an
LLC where one member is a corporation,

o Any duplex where the owner occupied the unit before the other unit’s tenancy
and continues to occupy the unit.

o Housing restricted by a deed, regulatory restrictions, or other recorded document
limiting the affordability to low or moderate income households.

o Rental property subject to local ordinances that restrict rent increases to less
than 5% plus CPI. (rent cap exemption only)

o Single family homes where the owner occupies and rents at least 2 bedrooms or
units (ADUs and JADUs). (just cause exemption only)

o Owner occupied rental properties where tenant shares bathroom or kitchen
facilities with the owner. (just cause exemption only)

o Hotels

o Rental property provided by non-profit hospitals, organizations such as
churches, extended care for the elderly, adult care facilities etc. (just cause
exemption only)

2. Relocation assistance for tenants residing in a subject rental unit shall receive relocation
assistance equal to two months of rent.

· Current state law is one (1) month rent.

The right to lease portion of the ordinance includes:

3. Landlords shall be required to offer a one (1) year lease to all new tenants. If tenant rejects a
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one-year lease, the landlord may then offer a shorter-term lease, including month to month.

4. Tenants with leases in place prior to the effective date of the Tenant Protections Ordinance
shall have 120 days from the effective date of the Ordinance to request a one (1) year lease
from their landlord.

5. Leases offered by landlords for a one (1) year term shall be substantially similar to all shorter-
term lease offerings.

Tenants may use the recommended Ordinance as the basis of a private civil action or a defense to a
wrongful detainer action. The City will not issue citations or bring legal action to enforce the
ordinance on behalf of tenants.

FISCAL IMPACT
There would be no direct impact to the General Fund with adoption of the proposed Ordinance. The
Housing Division will continue to use federally funded tenant/landlord mediation and fair housing
services to support Sunnyvale residents impacted by this new Ordinance.

PUBLIC CONTACT
Public contact was made by posting the Housing and Human Services Commission agenda on the
City's official-notice bulletin board outside City Hall and by making the agenda and staff report
available on the City’s website. Notice of a public hearing was published in a legal advertisement in
the Sunnyvale Sun newspaper on August 12, 2022.

ALTERNATIVES
Recommend that the City Council:

1. Introduce an ordinance to add Chapter 19.71 (Residential Tenant Protections Ordinance) to
Title 19 (“Zoning”) of the Sunnyvale Municipal Code to create enhanced tenant protections.

2. Introduce an ordinance to add Chapter 19.71 (Residential Tenant Protections Ordinance) to
Title 19 (“Zoning”) of the Sunnyvale Municipal Code to create enhanced tenant protections
with modifications.

3. Do not introduce an ordinance and provide direction to staff if modifications are desired.

RECOMMENDATION
Alternative 1. Recommend that the City Council introduce an ordinance to add Chapter 19.71
(Residential Tenant Protections Ordinance) to Title 19 (“Zoning”) of the Sunnyvale Municipal Code to
create enhanced tenant protections.

Alternative 1 meets the City’s goal of providing enhanced tenant protections while ensuring that we
are also cognizant of the landlords and property owners who already provide affordable housing in
terms of affordable market rate rent. Additionally, the proposed ordinance provides tenants and
landlords/property owners with the stability and clarity that was identified in the Study Issue.

Prepared by: Ernie Defrenchi, Affordable Housing Manager
Reviewed by Jenny Carloni, Housing Officer
Reviewed by: Trudi Ryan, Director, Community Development
Reviewed by: Teri Silva, Assistant City Manager

Page 6 of 7



22-0710 Agenda Date: 8/24/2022

Approved by: Kent Steffens, City Manager

ATTACHMENTS
1. Reserved for Report to Council
2. Survey Results - Surrounding Jurisdictions
3. Survey Results - Stakeholders/General Public
4. Correspondence Received from the Public
5. Draft Ordinance
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Jurisdiction Relocation 

Assistance

Notes Right to 

Lease

Notes

San Jose Yes $10,353 (Base Amount W/ Annual CPI Increase) applies to 
multi‐family built before 1979.  SJ has a form of rent control 
on units constructed prior to 1979.

No

Mt. View Yes 3‐Months, Median Monthly Rent, applies to lots with 3+ 
rental units.   Includes provide additional assistance for 
“special circumstance” households (i.e., elderly, low‐income, 
disabled). Has citywide rent control.

No

Palo Alto Yes $14,153.05 (W/ Annual CPI Increase) applies to lots with 10+ 
rental units.  Includes provide additional assistance for 
“special circumstance” households (i.e., elderly, low‐income, 
disabled).

Yes Required to offer 1‐year lease.   Applies to multi‐family, duplexs and 
mobile homes

Los Gatos Yes Rental Dispute Program ‐ similar to rent control, applies to 3 
or more units.  Similar to Campbell with a process for 
resolution of tenant/landlord disputes concerning rent 
increases, housing services or proposed evictions.  Uses 
Project Sentinel.

No

Campbell Yes Rent Increase Dispute Resolution Program, applies to 4 or 
more units.   Process for resolution of
tenant/landlord disputes concerning rent increases, housing 
services or proposed evictions.  Uses Project Sentinel

No

Milpitas  No Has a rent review ordinance that was never used ‐ and the 
state assembly bill on tenant protections made the 
ordinance obsolete.  Milpitas does not have enhanced 
tenant protections beyond the state protections ‐ and 
funding for Project Sentinel.

No

Cupertino No No

Santa Clara No No

Morgan Hill No No

Gilroy No No

Saratoga No No

SC County HA No Does not get involved in this type of local government 
action.

No Does not get involved in this type of local government action.
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Stakeholder Charts 
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Tenant Charts
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Combined Tenant/Landlord Charts
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From:
To: Ernie Defrenchi
Subject: Re: You’re Invited to a Stakeholder Group Discussion for the City of Sunnyvale: Right-to-Lease and Tenant

Protections Ordinance
Date: Monday, June 13, 2022 7:03:16 PM

ATTN: Email is from an external source; Stop, Look, and Think before opening attachments
or links.

First: 1 Year lease is a common option for lease after Month to Month option, and it is up to home owner
to have or have not this option - this is his Privet Property and it is only subject of an agreement between
Owner and Tenant, it is nobody else Business. ( see "Private Property" meaning in both California and
Federal constitutions).

Second: No one tenant evicted for a no-fault just cause, it is always going through Lawyers and a
court of law, so
second part is meaningless and see "Private Property" meaning in both California and Federal
constitutions" every time you are writing your Ordinances, it is very helpful, before you go to the class
action lawsuit from the owners, which can bring dawn all the City and County and State Ordinance
structure. It can be arrange, just for fun of it. 

I doubt you want to have this kind of Ordinance for "Car rental" companies, 'Equipment rental'
Companies,
"Public travel" companies (Buses, Planes, Railroads) - you renting space or seat in them for time
traveled.
What difference do you see? law wise it is NONE - they are all the private properties giving to some entity
or individual for a limited time use according to an agreement which suppose to follow the Law of the
Land.
Of course, if you want to eliminate "Private Property" by small steps, then Welcome to Communist China
this is what you'll get as a result!
Best regards

Home owner.

-----Original Message-----
From: Ernie Defrenchi <EDeFrenchi@sunnyvale.ca.gov>
To: HousDiv AP <housing@sunnyvale.ca.gov>
Sent: Mon, Jun 13, 2022 11:53 am
Subject: You’re Invited to a Stakeholder Group Discussion for the City of Sunnyvale: Right-to-Lease and
Tenant Protections Ordinance

Good afternoon, the City of Sunnyvale is preparing a draft Right-to-Lease and Tenant
Protections ordinance. This ordinance would require property owners to:

Offer at least a one-year lease to tenants
Provide relocation assistance to tenants who are evicted for a no-fault just cause

The City would like to hear your concerns, suggestions or alternative solutions at a stakeholder
meeting for just the development community as well as landlords and property owners on

June 20th at noon and 6pm.  The City is offering two time options however information
provided at the meeting will be the same. 
Please Note: This is an invitation based event, please do not share with others.
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Online Link: https://sunnyvale-ca-gov.zoom.us/j/89521630868
By telephone 833-548-0276 | Meeting ID 833 548 0276
Additionally, you can provide us with your feedback anonymously by completing this survey
before July 1.
 
 
Regards,
 
Ernie Defrenchi
Affordable Housing Manager
Community Development Department
 
(c) 408-483-0663
Direct Line:  408-730-2784
Fax:  408-737-4906
Sunnyvale.ca.gov
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From: HousDiv AP
To: Ernie Defrenchi
Subject: FW: June 20 Housing meeting ... Rental Owner feedback
Date: Monday, June 20, 2022 1:13:51 PM

FYI

From: Mick W  
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2022 12:26 PM
To: HousDiv AP <housing@sunnyvale.ca.gov>
Subject: June 20 Housing meeting ... Rental Owner feedback

ATTN: Email is from an external source; Stop, Look, and Think before opening attachments
or links.

City of Sunnyvale  June 20, 2022 
One Year Right to Lease, Relocation Assistance, “Tenant Protections”  

Please  Stop your destruction of private property.

The ‘no fault just cause eviction’ RELOCATION ASSISTANCE is a BAD IDEA. 

When major repairs occur such as the new Sewer line on Murphy Avenue a few years ago, we paid thousands of dollars for new ‘sewer
laterals,’ not the renters.

When our insurance company required a new roof on our property, we paid, not the renters.

When real estate taxes, bonds and fees creep up annually, owners pay, not renters.

Money does not grow on trees  or  rentals.
Another government cost discourages rental ownership and construction in Sunnyvale.

‘Relocation Assistance’ is another cost that owners will be forced to pay. 
And like all Government programs, it will be ‘gamed,’ and taken advantage of….

In the long run Sunnyvale will be regarded as a bad investment, too costly, legally unpredictable and hostile towards property owners. 
As a result, there will be less rental property and fewer housing options for renters.

Also, we already have State Wide Rent Control  ( 5 % + CPI)  on most rental property.

If you insist on ‘helping’ renters, why not be fair and allow Owners to take 5% of Tenant income increases & pay raises.
Call it Rental Provider Assistance.   Fair is Fair.

And regarding One Year Leases. 
Silicon Valley employment is cyclical and unpredictable.  People move from job to job for more money or relocation demanded by their
employer.  People move and break their leases.

When Tenants break their leases, we have always let them go.   We never drag them to court to pay months of rent or hold their Deposit
when they skip out early.   

But maybe we should enforce Leases and make tenants pay or ‘ding’ their credit score a few points. We could. That’s the law. 

In Summary, if the rental business becomes onerous for landlords, it will become onerous for Renters too.  There will always be housing
‘shortages’ and periods of over supply when real estate prices drop.   Markets are cyclical.  Things change.   If you want to provide rental
housing, change the Zoning laws.   Allow ‘high-rise’ construction everywhere.  Subsidize rents. Or Cap rents at just  $ 100 per month. 
Why not?   You could turn Sunnyvale into Manhattan and eventually there would still be a housing shortage.

If I were you, I would leave the ‘market’  to work out the rental situation.
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As the old quote goes, “don’t just do something, stand there.”    
 
Michael Wasylyshyn  
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ORDINANCE NO. 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY 
OF SUNNYVALE TO ADD CHAPTER 19.71 (RESIDENTIAL 
TENANT PROTECTIONS ORDINANCE) TO TITLE 
NINETEEN (ZONING) OF THE SUNNYVALE MUNICIPAL 
CODE RELATING TO TENANT PROTECTION AND 
RIGHT TO LEASE 

WHEREAS, the “Tenant Protection Act of 2019” (Assembly Bill [“AB”] 1482) (Civil 
Code Section 1946.2) was approved by the California Legislature on September 11, 2019, and 
signed by the Governor on October 8, 2019; and 

WHEREAS, AB 1482 imposes statewide rent control and “just cause” eviction protections 
for tenants; and   

WHEREAS, Civil Code Section 1946.2(g)(1)(B) authorizes the adoption of local 
ordinances that are more protective that the provisions of the state law; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council, pursuant to the police powers as a Charter City, has broad 
authority to maintain public peace, health, and safety of its community and preserving the quality 
of life for its residents; and 

WHEREAS, housing instability threatens the public peace, health, and safety as eviction 
from one’s home can lead to prolonged homelessness; increased residential mobility; loss of 
community; strain on household finances due to the necessity of paying rental application fees and 
security deposits; stress and anxiety experienced by those displaced; increased commute times and 
traffic impacts if displaced workers cannot find affordable housing within the city in which they 
work; and interruption of the education of children in the home; and 

WHEREAS, eviction creates particular hardships for individuals and households of limited 
means, given the shortage of housing, particularly affordable housing, within the City of 
Sunnyvale and the San Francisco Bay Area region generally; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Sunnyvale desires to add new sections to the Sunnyvale Municipal 
Code, Chapter 19.   

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SUNNYVALE DOES 
ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. Chapter 19.71 ADDED. Chapter 19.71 (Residential Tenant Protections) is 
hereby added to Title 19 (Zoning) of the Sunnyvale Municipal Code and reads as follows: 

Chapter 19.71. RESIDENTIAL TENANT PROTECTIONS 

19.71.010. Title, findings, and intent. 

DRAFT 8/12/2022____________
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(a) Title. This chapter may be referred to as the “Residential Tenant Protections
Program” of the City of Sunnyvale. 

(b) Findings. Pursuant to Civil Code Section 1946.2(g)(1)(B), the City Council
hereby makes the following binding findings within this chapter that this chapter is more 
protective than the provisions of Civil Code Section 1946.2 because: 

(1) The just cause for termination of a residential tenancy under this chapter is
consistent with Civil Code Section 1946.2, and incorporates that section by
reference into this chapter; and

(2) This chapter provides additional tenant protections that are not prohibited by any
other provision of law, since it provides for higher relocation assistance amounts
than those available to tenants covered by Civil Code Section 1946.2, and requires
certain minimum lease terms.

(c) Intent. As provided in Civil Code Section 1946.2(g)(2), a residential real property
shall not be subject to both a local ordinance requiring just cause for termination of a residential 
tenancy and Civil Code Section 1946.2. This chapter incorporates Civil Code Section 1946.2 by 
reference with the intent that the protections of Civil Code Section 1946.2 be extended to apply  
to residential tenants covered by Civil Code Section 1946.2, as well as to housing units that have 
been issued a certificate of occupancy within fifteen (15) years, to increase the amount of 
relocation benefits available to tenants; and that those provisions of this chapter which differ 
from Civil Code Section 1946.2 supplement and are more protective of residential tenants than 
Civil Code Section 1946.2. 

19.71.020. Definitions. 

When used in this chapter, these terms mean the following: 

(a) “Owner” shall mean any person, acting as principal or through an agent, having
the right to offer residential real property for rent, and includes a predecessor in interest to the 
owner. 

(b) “Rent” shall mean all periodic payments and all nonmonetary consideration
including, but not limited to, the fair market value of goods, labor performed or services rendered 
to or for the benefit of the tenant under a rental agreement concerning the use and occupancy of a 
residential real property and all attendant housing services, including all payments and 
consideration demanded or paid for parking, utility charges (if included in the rental amount paid 
by the tenant), pets, furniture and other benefits, privilege or facility connected with the use or 
occupancy of the residential real property. 

(c) “Residential real property” means any dwelling unit that is intended for human
habitation, including any dwelling or unit in a mobile home park.  For avoidance of doubt, 
residential real property does not include a “mobile home park” or “mobile home space” as those 
terms are defined and/or used under Chapter 19.72 (Mobile Home Park Conversion). 
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(d) “Tenancy” shall have the same meaning as that term is defined in Civil Code
Section 1946.2, which, for convenience, defines tenancy as “the lawful occupation of residential 
real property and includes a lease or sublease.” 

19.71.030. Application. 

(a) With respect to this Section 19.71.030 only, notwithstanding any other law, after a
tenant has continuously and lawfully occupied a residential real property for 12 months, the 
owner of the residential real property shall not terminate the tenancy without just cause, which 
shall be stated in the written notice to terminate tenancy. If any additional adult tenants are added 
to the lease before an existing tenant has continuously and lawfully occupied the residential real 
property for 24 months, then this subdivision shall only apply if either of the following are 
satisfied: 

(1) All of the tenants have continuously and lawfully occupied the residential real
property for 12 months or more.

(2) One or more tenants have continuously and lawfully occupied the residential real
property for 24 months or more.

(b) “Just cause” for purposes of this chapter shall be defined as the at-fault causes set
forth in Civil Code Section 1946.2(b)(1) and the no-fault causes set forth in Civil Code Section 
1946.2(b)(2). 

(c) Exemptions. This Section 19.71.030 shall not apply to the following:

(1) Residential real property that is exempt from the just cause eviction protections
set forth in Civil Code Section 1946.2, except for Civil Code Section
1946.2(e)(7), because it is expressly intended that this section shall apply to
housing that has been issued a certificate of occupancy within the previous fifteen
(15) years.

(2) Short Term Rentals, as defined in Chapter 19.76 of this code.

19.71.040. Relocation assistance for no-fault just cause evictions. 

(a) For a tenancy for which just cause is required to terminate the tenancy under
Civil Code Section 1946.2, and for a tenancy of residential real property that has been issued a 
certificate of occupancy within 15 year from the date of the termination notice, if an owner 
issues a termination notice for a no-fault just cause as defined in Civil Code 
Section 1946.2(b)(2), the owner shall, regardless of the tenant’s income, assist the tenant to 
relocate by providing a direct payment to the tenant as described in subsection (d) of this section. 

(b) If the owner issues a notice to terminate a tenancy for no-fault just cause as
defined in Civil Code Section 1946.2(b)(2), the owner shall notify the tenant of the tenant’s right 
to relocation assistance and the amount of the relocation assistance at the time the owner issues 
the notice of termination. 
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(c)  Notice to Terminate Tenancy. Owners shall provide tenants written notice for any 
no-fault just cause eviction as defined in Civil Code Section 1946.2(b)(2) no less than ninety (90) 
days from the date of tenancy termination, unless the eviction is required by an order issued by a 
government agency and necessitates vacating the residential property in a time sensitive manner.  

 
(d)  Relocation Assistance. 

 
1. The amount of relocation assistance shall be equal to two times the tenant’s rent that 

was in effect when the owner issued the notice to terminate the tenancy. Rental 
deposits shall be returned to tenant within twenty-one (21) calendar days from the 
date tenant vacates the residential real property.   
 

2. The owner shall provide one-half of the relocation assistance owed to the tenant 
within fifteen (15) calendar days of service of the notice of termination. The 
remaining relocation assistance may be provided either (1) in the form of a waiver of 
rent equivalent to one month towards the final month of tenancy or (2) a payment in 
cash or money order paid no later than the date the tenant vacates the residential real 
property. 
 

3. If a tenant fails to vacate after the expiration of the notice to terminate the tenancy, 
the actual amount of any relocation assistance or rent waiver provided pursuant to this 
subsection shall be recoverable as damages in an action to recover possession. 
 

4. The relocation assistance or rent waiver required by this subsection shall be credited 
against any other relocation assistance required by any other law, including the 
relocation assistance required by Civil Code Section 1946.2. 

 
(e)  Notwithstanding anything set forth herein, a tenant shall not be entitled to the 

relocation assistance provided in Section 19.71.030 (Application) if the notice of termination is 
given because the owner is complying with an order issued by a government agency or court 
relating to habitability that necessitates vacating the residential real property if it is determined 
by any government agency or court that the tenant is at-fault for the condition or conditions 
triggering the order or need to vacate. 

 
(f)  An owner’s failure to strictly comply with this subsection shall render the notice 

of termination void. 
 

19.71.050. Notice of curable lease violations.  
 

As provided in Civil Code Section 1946.2(c), before an owner of residential real property 
including residential real property that has been issued a certificate of occupancy within fifteen 
years of the notice to terminate issues a notice to terminate a tenancy for just cause that is a 
curable lease violation, the owner shall first give notice of the violation to the tenant with an 
opportunity to cure the violation pursuant to subsection (3) of Section 1161 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure. If the violation is not cured within the time period set forth in the notice, a three-day 
notice to quit without an opportunity to cure may thereafter be served to terminate the tenancy. 

 
19.71.060. Requirement to offer written lease; minimum lease terms.  
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(a)  One-Year Lease Term. If a prospective tenant or existing tenant identified under 

subsection (e) and (f) of this section wishes to rent residential real property from an owner and if 
said owner wishes to rent said residential real property to said prospective tenant, the owner must 
offer to the prospective tenant a written lease which has a minimum term of one year. Such offer 
must be made in writing. If the prospective tenant accepts the offer of a written lease which has a 
minimum term of one year, this acceptance must be in writing. Signing a lease which has a 
minimum term of one year will be considered an offer if signed by the owner, and an acceptance 
if countersigned by the prospective tenant. If the prospective tenant rejects the offer for a written 
lease which has a minimum term of one year, such rejection must be in writing. Writing shall be 
defined as written notice or email. This written notice shall include, but is not limited to, the 
length of rental term offered and rental rate. Acceptance or denial of this offer shall include 
signature of both tenant and owner, which signature maybe via electronic signatures. 
 

(b)  Shorter Lease Term. If said prospective tenant or existing tenant identified under 
subsection (e) of this section rejects the offer for a written lease which has a minimum term of 
twelve months as provided in subsection (a) of this section, said owner and said prospective 
tenant may then enter into a written lease that provides for a term of fewer than twelve months, 
this includes a month to month lease term. 
 

(c)  Tenant Selected Lease Term. If owner offers an upfront menu of lease terms to 
tenant prior to lease acceptance, that shall satisfy this section 19.71.060. The menu of term 
options shall allow the tenant the  choice of the minimum number of options as follows: one (1) 
month, three (3) months, six (6) months, twelve (12) months. This chapter shall not cap the 
maximum term length that may be offered by the owner through this style of lease term offer. 
The menu of term options can be presented to tenant digitally through a rental software or rental 
website, or through a written form where the tenant selects their term length when applying for 
the residential rental property. If the owner offers this style of a menu of term options, the owner 
is not required to comply with subsections (a) and (b) of this section.  
 

(d)  Rejection. It is the tenant’s responsibility to accept or reject the offer of a written 
lease in writing within five (5) calendar days of service of the written offer.  If the tenant or 
prospective tenant rejects the offer for a written lease which has a minimum term of one (1) year, 
then the owner and tenant or prospective tenant may enter into an agreement, oral or written, that 
provides for a rental term of less than one (1) year. Failure to accept or reject shall allow owner 
to offer a lease to another tenant. 
 

(e)  Renewal of Lease. If both the owner and tenant wish to continue the rental 
relationship, upon the expiration of a written lease or rental agreement which has a term other 
than month to month, a written lease shall be offered again in accordance with the procedures set 
forth in subsections (a) through (c) of this section. The owner shall have no obligation to re-offer 
a tenant a one-year lease term if the tenant has previously rejected such offer(s) in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in subsections (a) through (c) of this section and has a written lease 
with a term of fewer than six months. 
 

(f)  Existing Month to Month Tenancies. Within 120 days of the effective date of the 
ordinance codified in this chapter, February 8, 2023, any existing month to month tenant renting 
residential real property as of the effective date of this chapter may request a written lease with a 
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minimum term of one year (twelve months), provided such tenant has not previously received a 
written notice of lease or rental agreement violation pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure 
Section 1161 and such violation remains uncured. The tenant shall make such a request in 
writing, as defined in subsection (a) of this section. The owner shall, upon receipt of such notice, 
offer to said tenant a written lease on terms substantially similar to those of the existing rental 
arrangement (except as to length of term) in accordance with the procedures set forth in this 
section, as applicable.  

(g) Good Faith. This chapter requires the exercise of good faith, which shall mean
honestly and without fraud, collusion or deceit. It shall further mean that the written lease is not 
being utilized as a method of circumventing any of the provisions of this chapter. An example of 
good faith is when the owner offers in writing a lease which has a minimum term of one (1) year, 
that lease is substantially similar to the written rental agreement for a period of less than one (1) 
year. 

(h) Exemptions. This section shall not apply to the following:

(1) Residential real property that is exempt from the just cause eviction
protections set forth in Civil Code Section 1946.2, except for Civil Code Section 1946.2 
(e)(7) ), because it is expressly intended that this section shall apply to housing that has 
been issued a certificate of occupancy within the previous fifteen (15) years. 

(2) Short Term Rentals, as defined in Chapter 19.76 of this code.

19.71.070. Notice of tenant rights. 

(a) An owner of residential real property subject to this chapter shall provide notice
to the tenant as follows: 

(1) For any tenancy commenced or renewed on or after December 10, 2022, as an
addendum to the lease or rental agreement, or as a written notice signed by the
tenant, with a copy provided to the tenant.

(2) For a tenancy existing prior to the effective date of the ordinance codified in this
chapter, by written notice to the tenant no later than January 9, 2023, or as an
addendum to the lease or rental agreement.

(b) The notification or lease provision shall be in no less than 12-point type, and shall
include the following: 

California law provides that after all of the tenants have continuously and lawfully 
occupied the property for 12 months or more or at least one of the tenants has 
continuously and lawfully occupied the property for 24 months or more, a landlord 
must provide a statement of cause in any notice to terminate a tenancy. See 
Section 1946.2 of the Civil Code for more information. In addition, City of 
Sunnyvale Municipal Code Section 19.71.040 (Relocation assistance for no-fault just 
cause evictions) provides tenants evicted for no-fault just cause a 90 day notice to 
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vacate with the right to relocation payments in excess of those provided by state law; 
see City of Sunnyvale Municipal Code Section 19.71.040 for more information. 

City of Sunnyvale Municipal Code Section 19.71.060 (Requirement to offer written 
lease; minimum lease terms) provides all new tenants with the right to written leases 
and minimum lease terms. Landlords must offer tenants the option to enter into a 
twelve month (one year) written lease. If a tenant declines a one (1) year written lease 
in writing, landlord may enter into a written lease with a term of fewer than twelve 
(12) months, including month to month. Landlords may also offer a menu of options
to tenants prior to signing a lease which allow tenant the choice of term, which are
required to offer no fewer options than twelve (12) months, six (6) months, three (3)
months, and one (1) month. See City of Sunnyvale Municipal Code
Section 19.71.060 for more information.

(c) Manner. Owners must provide the notice to tenants in writing if the application
and lease are processed in writing, electronically if the application and/or lease are processed 
electronically, or both if both methods are utilized. The provision of the notice shall be subject to 
Civil Code Section 1632. 

19.71.080. Owner retaliation prohibited. 

An owner is prohibited from retaliating against a tenant for lawfully and peaceably 
exercising their legal rights. No owner may take any action increasing any rental amount, 
reducing any service, causing the tenant to involuntarily quit the premises, or discriminating 
against the tenant because of the tenant’s use of any remedy provided by this chapter. 

19.71.090. Nonwaiver. 

Any waiver or purported waiver by a tenant of their rights under this chapter prior to the 
time when such rights may be exercised, except a rejection of a written lease which has a 
minimum term of one year in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section 19.71.060 
(Requirement to offer written lease; minimum lease terms) shall be void and unenforceable as 
contrary to public policy. 

19.71.100. Remedies. 

In the event of a violation of this chapter, a residential tenant may institute a civil 
proceeding for injunctive relief, money damages, and whatever other relief the court deems 
appropriate. The remedy available under this section shall be in addition to any other existing 
remedies which may be available to the residential tenant under local, county, state or federal 
law. In addition, this chapter grants a defense to eviction to any unlawful detainer actions in 
violation of this chapter. 

SECTION 2. Compliance with CEQA. The City Council finds that the adoption and 
implementation of this ordinance are exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (“CEQA”) under CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) in that the City Council finds 
there is no possibility that the implementation of this ordinance may have a significant effect on 
the environment.  
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SECTION 3. Constitutionality; Severability. If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or 
phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held to be invalid, such decision or decisions shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this ordinance.  The City Council hereby declares 
that it would have passed this ordinance, and each section, subsection, sentence, clause and phrase 
thereof irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses or 
phrases be declared invalid. 

SECTION 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect thirty (30) days 
from and after the date of its adoption. 

SECTION 5. Posting and Publication. The City Clerk is directed to cause copies of this 
ordinance to be posted in three (3) prominent places in the City of Sunnyvale and to cause 
publication once in The Sun, the official publication of legal notices of the City of Sunnyvale, of 
a notice setting forth the date of adoption, the title of this ordinance, and a list of places where 
copies of this ordinance are posted, within fifteen (15) days after adoption of this ordinance. 

Introduced at a regular meeting of the City Council held on ____________, and adopted 
as an ordinance of the City of Sunnyvale at a regular meeting of the City Council held on 
_________________, by the following vote: 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 
RECUSAL: 

ATTEST: APPROVED: 

DAVID CARNAHAN 
City Clerk 

Date of Attestation: _______________________ 

LARRY KLEIN 
Mayor 

(SEAL) 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

______________________________________ 
JOHN A. NAGEL 
City Attorney 
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City of Sunnyvale

Agenda Item

22-0870 Agenda Date: 8/24/2022

Housing and Human Services Commission Proposed Study Issues, Calendar Year: 2023

Proposed Study Issues*

Date Working Title Summary of Scope Staff Comments

1/30/22 Inclusionary
Update

Raise the Below Market
Rate requirement for new
developments from 15% to
20%

Supported as a tool to meet
RHNA goals and to provide
affordable housing.

1/30/22 Raise Below
Market Rate
(BMR) Fees

Raise BMR in-lieu fees from
developers to reflect the
actual cost of building an
affordable housing unit more
closely.

Staff is supportive of a potential
review and update to the
current in-lieu fee structure.

*The study issues have been proposed for future sponsorship

Toward the end of the calendar year, no later than October, boards and commissions will review the

list of proposed study issues and officially vote on sponsorship for each individually listed study issue.

Official sponsorship means that the study issue is approved for ranking with a majority vote of the

board or commission. Staff will then prepare the sponsored study issue papers, including fiscal

impact but not the staff recommendation.
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