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Chapter I:
Introduction
What is the Housing Element?
The Housing Element is one of seven State-required components of local general plans. Typically
updated every five to eight years, cities and counties develop their Housing Element to plan for their “fair
share” of the regional housing need across income levels and needs.
The determination of regional housing need begins with the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) and California Department of Finance (DOF), which first calculate
statewide housing needs based upon population projections and regional population forecasts used in
preparing regional transportation plans. The Statewide need is then distributed to regional Council of
Governments (COGs) throughout California, who work with cities and counties within their purview to
assign each jurisdiction its share of the regional housing need, known as the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation or RHNA. The RHNA itself is divided into five income categories that encompass all levels of
housing need.
The City of San José is a member of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the Bay Area’s
COG, which is composed of nine counties and 101 cities. For the Bay Area, this RHNA cycle covers an
approximately eight-and-a-half year projection period from January 2014 to October 2022. It is
important to note that the programs contained in chapter VII of this document correspond to HCD’s
planning period from January 31, 2015–January 31, 2023. The total RHNA for Santa Clara County in the
2014-2022 cycle is 58,836 housing units, of which 35,080 units (approximately 60%) are assigned to San
José. The chart below compares the RHNA allocations for all cities in Santa Clara County.
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Jurisdiction
Campbell
Cupertino
Gilroy
Los Altos
Los Altos Hills
Los Gatos
Milpitas
Monte Sereno
Morgan Hill
Mountain View
Palo Alto
San Jose
Santa Clara
Saratoga
Sunnyvale
Total

2014‐23 RHNA Allocation
933
1,064
1,088
477
121
619
3,290
61
928
2,926
1,988
35,080
4,093
439
5,452
58,559

Envision San José 2040 General Plan
The Envision San José 2040 General Plan is San José's long-term plan for economic prosperity, urban
vitality, and sustainable land use and development. The General Plan Task Force comprised 37
community members and was appointed on August 7, 2007. The Task Force held 51 meetings over a
four year period and over 5,000 community members actively participated in the update process. At the
final meeting on September 12, 2011, the Task Force unanimously voted on the Preferred Land Use
Scenario for 470,000 new jobs, 120,000 new housing units, with a goal of 1.3 jobs to employed resident
ratio. The Preferred Land Use Scenario, which the Council approved unanimously in November 2011,
gives clear priority to fiscal sustainability through job growth and to improve the City’s current Jobs to
Employed Resident ratio, while providing sufficient densities and sites for future housing needs. San
Jose’s current 0.86 J/ER ratio is not an acceptable or a fiscally sustainable option. The General Plan
and its implementing policies are intended to allow San José to become a regional job center. The
General Plan 2040 includes growth capacity for the development of up to 470,000 new jobs and up to
120,000 new dwelling units. Combined with the City’s current development and this additional growth
capacity, San Jose could grow to 840,000 jobs and 430,000 dwelling units, supporting a residential
population of 1.3 million people with a Jobs/Employed Resident Ratio of 1.3/1.
As the Capital of Silicon Valley, and home to many of the world’s most innovative technology companies,
San José is also one of the most expensive places in the country for residing. To maintain and
strengthen San José's objective for long-term, widely shared prosperity, The General Plan seeks to
support the interrelated goals of economic development and the creation of homes that are affordable
for current and future residents. When households can afford housing, they have more resources to
save, invest, support the community, and spend in the local economy. Additionally, when the cost of
housing is within the reach of employee buying power, businesses are able to more easily hire and
retain workers. San José envisions a future land use pattern that is more efficient, equitable, urban,
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walkable, and dynamic than its existing, predominantly low-density and auto-centric form, and creating
homes that are higher density, affordable, and built in the right locations is fundamental to helping the
City reach General Plan goals. The General Plan directs housing growth to occur in a high-density mixed
use format in identified growth areas including Downtown, North San José, Specific Plan Areas, Urban
Villages and along transit corridors, station areas and commercial centers.
San José is well-positioned to plan for its housing needs through the Housing Element and to build on
its strong record of leadership in facilitating the provision of housing needs for all segments of the
population. In 2011, the General Plan was adopted by the City Council with ambitious goals to create a
sustainable, prosperous, diverse, and equitable San José. The visionary goals align with and further the
spirit of State law that each local agency prepares and adopts a comprehensive and long-range general
plan for its physical development (Government Code section 65300).
Cities must ensure that their general plan and its component parts comprise an integrated, internally
consistent, and compatible statement of development policies. Although the General Plan is an
integrated general plan document, with each of the seven State-required elements addressed
throughout the document, the City’s Housing Element also exists as a section of the General Plan found
in Appendix 11. This stand-alone report also includes with it an Appendix B: Housing Goals, Policies, and
Actions, compiling housing-related General Plan programs and policies into one easy-to-read location.
A. Sustainability, Resiliency, and Regional Planning
Local governments have for decades been required to update their housing elements to demonstrate
satisfaction of community housing needs as determined by the Regional Housing Need Allocation
(RHNA) process. However, the 2014-22 RHNA is unique because it incorporates into this process for the
first time a comprehensive approach towards integrating transportation, land use, and housing into
planning to meet the environmental sustainability goals of The Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, or
Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), and the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, or Senate Bill
375 (SB 375).
AB 32 requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop regulations and market
mechanisms to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, representing a 25% reduction statewide,
with mandatory caps beginning in 2012 for significant emissions sources. Three approaches were
adopted to meet goals for cleaner vehicles, cleaner fuels; and more sustainable development and land
use patterns. Enacted in 2008, SB 375 implements the sustainable land use goals of AB 32 by requiring
that the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for each region develop a Sustainable Communities
Strategy (SCS) as part of its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in order to integrate transportation,
land use, and housing policies towards meeting the emissions reduction target for their region.
In the Bay Area, ABAG – the Bay Area’s COG as well as its MPO – and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) have collaborated to meet the requirements of AB 32/SB 375 and the SCS through
an integrated long-range plan called Plan Bay Area. The 2014-22 RHNA for Bay Area jurisdictions was
developed to be consistent with Plan Bay Area, and include the following objectives:




Increasing the supply, diversity, and affordability of housing
Promoting infill development and a more efficient land use pattern
Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing
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Protecting environmental resources, and
Promoting socioeconomic equity.

Additionally, the Bay Area’s sustainability strategy includes a framework called Priority Development
Areas (PDAs). PDAs are locations that comprise or are adjacent to transit infrastructure, and that are
nominated by local jurisdictions as appropriate places to emphasize future growth in a sustainable
manner. The City of San José has 13 PDAs, which coincide with key growth locations identified in the
General Plan.

Plan Bay Area is supported in part through targeted transportation investments funded by the One Bay
Area Grant (OBAG) Program. OBAG is an approximately $800 million transportation program providing
funding between FY 2012-13 and 2015-16 to facilitate the land use goals of SB 375. An important part of
OBAG is that a portion of the funding is allocated to reward jurisdictions that accept and produce
housing through the RHNA process. Santa Clara County has received the Bay Area’s largest distribution
of OBAG funding to date ($88 million), facilitated in part by San José’s commitment and production of
affordable housing. The OBAG program provides an innovative approach to linking important
infrastructure resources to jurisdictions doing their regional fair housing share, and emphasizes the
importance of planning for housing by requiring that a jurisdiction has a Housing Element certified by
the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) in order to be eligible for funding.
It is important to note that OBAG is but
one example of a larger trend linking
housing policy to infrastructure
investment. At the Federal level, HUD,
DOT and EPA created the Partnership
for Sustainable Communities to
integrate planning and investment in
housing, transportation, water
infrastructure, brownfield remediation
and land use planning. In California
HCD is working on a 10-year strategic
plan emphasizing cross sector
outcomes and is also part of the Health
in All Policies Task Force.1 2 In 2006,
California passed Proposition 1C which
raised $2.9 B in bond funds for several
affordable housing programs. In
addition the Housing-Related Parks
Program (HRPP) awards grants for the
construction of new parks to cities that
have demonstrated a commitment to build affordable housing.
San José was recently awarded $2.9 M through this program.

Figure 1: HCD Strategic Plan Outcomes

1

California Strategic Growth Council, Health in All Policies Task Force:
http://sgc.ca.gov/s_healthinallpolicies(hiap)taskforce.php
2
California Department of Housing and Community Development:
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/shp/cal_shp_strategy042114.pdf
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California’s Cap and Trade Program uses fees charged to polluters to fund various programs that
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. In 2014, Cap and Trade will raise $130 M for the development of
affordable housing near transit and bike and pedestrian infrastructure. Finally, there is a movement
among policy makers to invest in resiliency measures that build the local capacity of individuals,
organizations and systems to adapt and survive when shocks and disasters occur. Therefore, if San José
is proactive in addressing its housing needs, it may be more competitive for infrastructure funds geared
toward transportation improvements, new parks, and energy efficiency projects.

B. General Plan Consistency

Internal Consistency
State law requires that local general plans be internally consistent with their housing elements.
Because general plans are typically updated every 15-20 years and housing elements are updated more
frequently (generally every 5-7 years), the different update cycles create the potential for inconsistencies
between the goals, policies, and programs contained in the two documents. Because a housing element
affects the locality’s policies for growth and residential land uses, a city should review the entire general
plan, especially land use provisions, to ensure internal consistency is maintained upon any amendment
to the housing element. As mentioned above, this Housing Element includes an Appendix B that
identifies housing-related goals, policies, and actions contained in the General Plan. The Housing
Element also includes an implementation workplan that links each action for the 2014-23 RHNA cycle to
a General Plan housing policy to ensure alignment and internal consistency between the two
documents. This Housing Element will also consider additional language to strengthen and further
clarify the affordable housing goals contained in the General Plan as part of the Housing Element’s
implementation workplan.

External Consistency
The City of San José’s Housing Element is intended to be consistent with other housing plans and
policies, including the City’s federal 2015-20 Consolidated Plan/Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
and its local 2015-20 Housing Investment Plan.


2015-20 Consolidated Plan/Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing: The federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requires jurisdictions that receive federal housing and
community development funding to develop a Five-Year Consolidated Plan and corresponding
annual action plans that identify needs, goals, actions, and funding strategies. The report is
called the Consolidated Plan because it includes a comprehensive strategy for multiple federal
funding sources, including the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME Investment
Partnership (HOME), Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and Housing Opportunities for Persons
with Aids (HOPWA). While CDBG is a more flexible funding source that allows for investments in
a variety of activities such as housing, economic development, and public service, other
programs such as ESG and HOPWA are more targeted to specific housing and homelessness
prevention activities.
A key component of the Consolidated Plan is the inclusion of strategies to Affirmatively Further
Fair Housing (AFFH) to meet federal fair housing and civil rights laws. The current mechanism to
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address AFFH requirements is through the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (AI), which
identifies barriers preventing individuals, households, and families from accessing housing
opportunities and a strategy to mitigate or eliminate those barriers. In the past, this has
primarily included issues related to discrimination against protected classes and landlordtenant issues. HUD is currently in the process of updating its AFFH requirements to include
assessment of fair housing issues related to land use planning, equitable development, and gaps
in existing infrastructure and systems. Staff is proactively planning for strategies to meet the
new fair housing requirements once adopted.


2015-20 Housing Investment Plan: San José's Housing Investment Plan (HIP) is a locallydetermined plan that aligns local, regional, State, and federal funding sources towards achieving
the City’s housing and community development goals. As the name suggests, the HIP is an
investment plan that comprehensively aligns strategies and all funding sources to meet the full
range of housing and community development priorities. Some of the HIP policies and priorities
may overlap with those found in the State and federal plans; others may be unique to San José
and are locally-determined. Additionally, the alignment of the HIP with the other two plans
allows for greater report streamlining.

The City’s Housing Element aligns with the goals contained in the General Plan, while also supporting
the goals contained in the City’s federal and local housing plans for a range of affordable housing
opportunities to low- and moderate-income workers, for an effective response to homelessness, for
equitable and complete communities, and for sustainable, transit-oriented development.

C. Maps of Key Housing Sites in San José
The Housing Element contains several maps, including one that shows the location of potential housing
sites showing the inventory of land suitable for residential development as required by State law. The
map directly below is a key to help interpret these various maps by providing an illustration of several
geographic boundaries referenced in the document.
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Map I-1, Geography of San José, 2013

The thick black line is the San José Sphere of Influence, or the outermost physical extent that the City is
expected to serve. The Sphere of Influence is regulated by the Santa Clara County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCO) to evaluate the most efficient and effective means of providing public
services. San José's Sphere of Influence totals approximately 280 square miles.
The City’s Urban Service Area (USA) is shown by the thinner green line. The USA boundary defines the
area where services and facilities provided by the City of San José and other public agencies are
generally available, and where urban development requiring such services should be located. All
residentially-designated lands identified to satisfy the City’s RHNA requirement are located within the
USA. San José's Urban Service Area totals approximately 140 square miles, or about half the size of the
Sphere of Influence. For reference, the City’s separate Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) (not
shown) is largely coterminous with the USA, with the notable exception of Urban Reserves (South
Almaden Valley and Coyote Valley) that are not planned for urbanization in the General Plan.
Planning Areas, shown by the blue lines, divide the City’s Sphere of Influence into fifteen neighborhoodoriented areas. Planning Areas are particularly useful for data collection purposes because, unlike City
Council Districts, they are not subject to periodic change. Planning Areas are frequently cited to provide
a convenient summary of geographic patterns and trends. Finally, Priority Development Areas (PDAs),
shown in red, are existing neighborhoods near transit nominated by San José and approved by
ABAG/MTC as appropriate places to concentrate future growth. These PDAs coincide with growth
locations identified through preparation of the General Plan.
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D. Data Sources

Governmental Sources
This Housing Element uses a number of governmental data sources to analyze San José's housing
needs, including Census data from the 2010 Decennial Census as well as from the annual American
Community Survey. Other data sources include those from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the
Federal Reserve Bank, the California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR), the California Department of Finance (DOF), the
California Community Care Licensing Division (CCLD), the California Department of Developmental
Services (DDS), the California Energy Commission (CEC), the California Employment Development
Department (EDD), the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and the County of Santa Clara.
The City of San José’s own internal data sources, include data from the General Plan, the San José
Zoning Ordinance (Title 20 of the Municipal Code), the Five-Year 2012-17 Housing Investment Plan, the
2010-15 Consolidated Plan, the 2013 Homeless Census and Survey, the Development Activity Highlights
and Five-Year Forecast (2014-2018), and the Vacant Land Inventory. The City also used mapping data
through Geographic Information Systems (GIS) datasets, which include information on existing and
planned land uses, planning applications and entitlements, and building permits.

Non-Governmental Sources
A variety of non-governmental data sources were also used for this Housing Element, including data
from the International Code Council (ICC), the National Housing Conference (NHC), the National Low
Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC), the National Employment Law Project, Working Partnership USA,
the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB), the Urban Land Institute (ULI), the American
Planning Association (APA), Reconnecting America, the California Housing Partnership Corporation
(CHPC), the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH), Sacred Heart Community
Service (SHCS), the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), the Tri-County
Division of the California Apartment Association (CAA), the Bay Area Council, Joint Venture Silicon Valley
(JVSV), the Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG), the Center for Continuing Study of the California
Economy (CCSCE), the Association of Realtors (California and Santa Clara County), Affordable Housing
Network of Santa Clara County, Somos Mayfair, Population Reference Bureau, San José Mercury News,
Bloomberg News, the Wall Street Journal, Google, RealFacts, Marcus & Millichap, Redfin, MPF
Research, Trulia, Dataquick, and Zillow.
E. Public Participation
State law mandates that in preparation of a housing element, a local agency shall “include a diligent
effort to achieve public participation of all economic segments of the community” and describe how
public input was incorporated (Government Code section 65583(c) (8)). This section provides a detailed
summary of San José’s outreach efforts, while the manner in which input has been incorporated into the
document is described in Chapter VI: Programs. By way of background, the General Plan, which by
definition includes this Housing Element, was clearly designed to embody community values and goals
through an extensive and meaningful community based planning process. In fact, among the General
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Plan’s twelve Major Strategies, which strategies are considered fundamental to achievement of the
City’s Vision, Major Strategy #1 is Community Based Planning.
A broad variety of community engagement activities has enabled the General Plan to both reflect the
community’s values and priorities and embrace the City’s diverse social and cultural fabric. By
incorporating community sentiment, the General Plan process built significant public support for the
primary direction of the General Plan, improved public perception of the planning process, and, most
importantly, resulted in an improved General Plan. The General Plan is a direct expression of
community values, identified and developed through an extensive community engagement process,
including fifty one (51) Envision Task Force meetings, over one hundred twenty five (125) outreach
meetings, and involvement by over five thousand (5,000) community participants. Key decisions in the
General Plan process were directly connected to the priorities expressed by Task Force and community
members. The following top planning priorities for the City’s future were identified by community
members:






Promoting Economic Development
Ensuring Fiscal Sustainability
Providing Environmental Leadership
Building Urban Villages and
Promoting Transit Use.

In implementation of the General Plan, including the preparation of this Housing Element, San José has
remained committed to effectively engaging representatives of all segments of the community. Upon
adoption on July 18, 2013 of a Final Regional Housing Need Plan (2014-2022) for the San Francisco Bay
Area, the City created a website URL (www.sanJoseca.gov/housingelementupdate) and customized
project e-mail address (housingelementupdate@sanJoseca.gov) to share information and invite public
feedback about the process. The URL and e-mail address were specifically mentioned during each
outreach meeting identified below, and on January 15, 2014 an introductory “e-blast” was sent to a list
of more than 3,000 persons and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the topic. The wide
distribution of this e-blast was then further extended by subsequent communication from individual City
Council District offices to their respective constituents and forwarding by the City Manager’s Office to a
list of more than 200 community groups. Also, on February 2, 2014, Janice Rombeck, a veteran
journalist and former San José Mercury News reporter, posted an article about the project (including
the date/time/location of future outreach meetings), at http://www.NeighborWebSJ.com.
The demographics analysis and needs assessment contained in Chapters II and III, respectively, were
prepared early in the process and thus appropriately guided and informed the City’s public outreach
strategy. This strategy included a concerted, multi-phase effort to obtain feedback from a broad
spectrum of stakeholders representing different City neighborhoods, various age and race/ethnic group
categories, and special interests (e.g., business community, developers, realtors, housing advocates,
etc.). Phase 1 outreach describes those informational meetings that occurred prior to public release and
submission of the administrative draft Housing Element to HCD on October 6, 2014, while phase 2
outreach are those meetings that more specifically focused on review and comment on this draft
document. Consistent with the City’s Public Outreach Policy (City Council Policy 6-30), Spanish and
Vietnamese translation services were made available as needed, thus encouraging participation by
residents with limited English proficiency.
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Outreach Meetings (Phase 1)
Who: County of Santa Clara
When: October 21, 2013, 4:00 pm
Where: San José City Hall, Room T-1239
This was an initial, staff-level coordination meeting with Rebecca Garcia, Manager of the County’s Office
of Affordable Housing and Steve Ross, Planner in the County Planning Office, to discuss the housing
element update process, with particular focus on the subject of homelessness and approaches to
addressing Senate Bill 2 (SB 2) which pertains to emergency shelters. As later discussed in Chapters III
and IV, San José is in full compliance with SB 2, but like the County has taken a more progressive
approach towards meeting the special needs of persons requiring emergency shelter, focusing on a
“housing first” strategy that combines permanent housing with supportive services. For example, the
City has promoted development of transitional first-step housing intended to help homeless and special
needs individuals break the cycle of poverty, criminal activity, violence, abuse, and dependence on public
assistance. These projects provide a supportive environment where individuals can be involved in the
education, personal development, and training that is necessary to thrive independently.
The County of Santa Clara is a key partner in monitoring and addressing local housing issues. In June
2013, when the Board of Supervisors approved the agency’s fiscal year 2014 budget, significant monies
were allocated to a reserve fund for critical housing programs, including $4 million to the Permanent
Supportive Housing Fund that serves the homeless with special needs. On October 22, 2013,
immediately following this coordination meeting, the Board then approved an additional $4 million in
funding to implement numerous housing-related programs. These programs include the first phase of a
Reentry Housing Plan and associated Rental Assistance Program for Three Strikes offenders granted
resentencing pursuant to Proposition 36, a Regional Community Re-Integration Initiative, a Custody
Health High Users Initiative, and a Homeless Prevention and Emergency Assistance Program.
Subsequently, on January 28, 2014, in the County’s annual State of the County address, Mike
Wasserman, President of the Board of Supervisors, reemphasized that homelessness would continue to
be among the agency’s top near-term priorities.
Who: Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC)
When: November 14, 2013, 6:00 pm
Where: San José City Hall, Wing Rooms W-118 & 119
The San José Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) is an eleven-member
commission that, per the Municipal Code (Chapter 2.08, Part 28), advises the Housing Department and
City Council on existing and new housing programs and policies in the City (Note: as of July 1, 2013, the
former Housing and Community Development Advisory Commission (HCDAC), Mobilehome Advisory
Commission (MAC), and Advisory Commission on Rents (ACR) were combined, with HCDC now charged
with the duties and responsibilities of all three former commissions).
Meeting Input: although not a formal Commission action, individual Commissioners recommended
outreach to a wide variety of stakeholders, exploring additional protection of mobile home parks as a
source of affordable/senior housing, focusing resources on housing for the extremely low income
segment of the population, and encouraging “micro” units to enhance affordability.
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Twenty six (26) members of the public completed the meeting attendee sign-in sheet, and five (5)
persons provided oral testimony, as follows: Crisand Giles, Building Industry Association (BIA); James
Zahradka, Law Foundation of Silicon Valley; Martha O’Connell, Chair of the San José Senior Citizens
Commission; and two persons speaking on behalf of the Winchester Mobile Home Park community.
Topics ranged from a discussion of the State HCD’s past and current position on the matter of
inclusionary housing, suggested analysis of the impact on housing of the General Plan’s “jobs first”
policy, encouraging consideration of the unique housing needs of the elderly, and ensuring protection of
mobile home parks as a source of affordable/senior housing.
Who: Youth Commission
When: November 25, 2013, 6:30 pm
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
The San José Youth Commission is an eleven-member commission that, per the Municipal Code
(Chapter 2.08, Part 48), fosters greater involvement of youth in civic affairs, studies any problems,
activities and concerns of youth as they relate to municipal policies, programs or projects, and makes
recommendations to the City Council.
Meeting Input: although not a formal Commission action, individual Commissioners emphasized the
need for schools, libraries, community centers, and employment centers in close proximity to planned
new housing in the City. The Commission also pointed out the importance of housing affordability, and
advised that homelessness among teens was a growing concern. Affordability was cited as a factor
resulting in more frequent moves by families, which acts to disrupt the schooling of children. Finally, the
Commission encouraged sustainable and balanced types of development, suggesting that a community
comprised of longer-term owners was likely to have greater stability.
Ten (10) members of the public completed the meeting attendee sign-in sheet; however, no persons
chose to provide oral testimony.
Who: Fair Housing Consortium, comprised of the Legal Aid Society (LAS) of Santa Clara County,
the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, the Asian Law Alliance (ALA), and Project Sentinel
When: December 12, 2013, 10:00 am
Where: Legal Aid Society, 480 North First Street, San José
The City of San José funds the Legal Aid Society (LAS) with Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) monies for the provision of fair housing services to landlords and tenants. LAS provides help
with evictions, rental repairs, deposits, rental agreements, leases, rental disputes, mortgage
delinquency, home purchase counseling, housing discrimination and other housing related issues. Legal
Aid staff is responsible for fair housing counseling, conciliation, fair housing education, referrals,
investigations and audits. These responsibilities may extend to monitoring of HUD subsidized complexes
on a request basis.
Meeting Input: the discussion group, comprised of one or more representatives of each of the abovereferenced agencies, as well as others participating on behalf of several of the Law Foundation’s five
programs, including the Fair Housing Law Project (FHLP), Mental Health Advocacy Project (MHAP), and
Public Interest Law Firm (PILF), expressed support for imposition of a housing impact fee to help
construct and rehabilitate affordable housing units and the creation of various governmental incentives
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to moderate rent increases among housing units otherwise exempted from the City’s Rent Stabilization
Ordinance. In addition, the group encouraged an evaluation of the process/effectiveness of various other
existing housing-related City ordinances, including but not limited to Evictions (Chapter 17.23, Part 6),
Mobile Home Park Conversions (Chapter 20.180), and Requests for Reasonable Accommodation
(Chapter 20.160) of the San José Municipal Code. It is important to note that San José is in compliance
with Federal and State fair housing laws in providing “reasonable accommodation” to persons with
disabilities. Specifically, Chapter 20.160 (Requests for Reasonable Accommodation) describes the
application process for making a request for reasonable accommodation, whose intent is to
accommodate the housing needs of persons with disabilities to the greatest extent feasible and to
evaluate individual requests on a case-by-case basis. The entire San José Municipal Code is available
to the public on the City of San José webpage.

Who: San José Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce
When: January 9, 2014, 3:30 pm
Where: Chamber of Commerce, 101 West Santa Clara Street, San José
The San José Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce is a non-governmental organization of nearly 1,500
dues-paying members that represent approximately 250,000 employees throughout the region. A key
component of the Chamber’s mission is to represent the interests of business to government. This
particular meeting brought together members of the Chamber’s Development Review Committee,
Public Policy Committee, Today’s Young Professionals (TYP) network, and other interested parties.
Meeting Input: the meeting was attended by approximately fifty (50) members, involving active
discussion by representatives of each of the groups identified above. Various suggestions for the City to
consider included focus on “quality of life” issues (e.g., neighborhood vitality, crime, schools, etc.) to
help attract additional investment, boosting the supply of owner-occupied housing to improve
affordability and help contain the recent rise in rental costs, addressing the housing issue from a
broader regional perspective thereby spreading the costs in imposition of any affordable housing
fees/taxes/bonds over a larger area with smaller expense to individual households/businesses, and
bringing greater flexibility to the City’s secondary unit Zoning Code provisions.
Who: San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR)
When: January 16, 2014, 2:00 pm
Where: 76 South First Street, San José
The San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) is a member-supported non-profit
organization that, through research, education, and advocacy, promotes good planning and good
government throughout the Bay Area. The organization began in San Francisco in 1910, opened a San
José office in 2012, and released its first San José report, “Getting to Great Places”, in December 2013
(http://www.spur.org/publications/spur-report/2013-12-12/getting-great-places). This report succinctly
explains the fiscal impacts of land use as follows:

“Both jobs and housing generate property and sales taxes, but housing creates much
more demand for city services such as schools, parks, health services and waste
disposal. A city needs to have a balance of both jobs and housing to bring in enough
income to support these vital services. Relative to its Silicon Valley neighbors, San José is
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housing-rich and jobs-poor. It has functioned as a bedroom community for nearby job
centers, creating a fiscal imbalance in which revenues do not keep pace with the demand
for city services.”
Meeting Input: this meeting was with Leah Toeniskoetter and Sarah Karlinsky, SPUR San José's
Director and Deputy Director, respectively, and focused on the balance between jobs and housing and
the challenges and opportunities in creation of Urban Villages. The Getting to Great Places report
contains a dozen recommendations for implementation of the General Plan, and suggests that
“attempts to promote a balance between jobs and housing do not in themselves present urban design
problems. Housing, employment, retail and public facilities are all essential to complete urban
communities, and although a diverse mixture is desirable, each of these uses may predominate in wellor poorly designed areas.”
Who: Senior Citizens Commission
When: January 22, 2014, 10:30 am
Where: San José City Hall, Room T-955
The San José Senior Citizens Commission is an eleven-member commission that, per the Municipal
Code (Chapter 2.08, Part 42), studies, reviews, evaluates and makes recommendations to the City
Council related to any and all matters affecting elderly people in the City, including health, education,
employment, housing, transportation and recreation. This meeting was with the seven-member Housing
and Human Services Subcommittee of the Senior Citizens Commission, which membership includes
both the Chair and former Chair of the full Commission.
Meeting Input: the meeting was attended by several members of the public. Following the staff
presentation, the Subcommittee identified three critical senior housing issues and passed a motion to
prepare a letter to the City Council articulating their concerns. These housing issues are: (1)
displacement; (2) gentrification; and (3) preservation of low income supply. Written materials were
distributed that included an HCD memo entitled, “The State of Housing in California 2009: Supply and
Affordability Problems Remain” and a 2004 report called, “Preparing for the Aging Baby Boomers” from
the California Strategic Plan on Aging Advisory Committee. The cover page of the HCD memo reads as
follows:

“Over the next decade, the greatest population growth is projected for residents aged 55
and over. This trend is significant because older Californians have the highest housing
demand per 1,000 people—the result of divorces, separations and deaths. Baby boomers
are projected to dominate changes in the housing market until at least 2030. A rapid
increase in one-person and older households is likely to continue for the next several
decades—driving the need for more housing and different housing products.”
As well, the State’s Assisted Living Waiver Program (ALWP) was cited as a potential future source of
affordable housing for seniors in San José. Unfortunately, the ALWP is not currently available within
Santa Clara County, and only offered in select counties within the Central Valley and Southern
California. In short, the ALWP provides financial assistance to eligible Medi-Cal beneficiaries residing in
skilled nursing facilities, enrolling them into licensed Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFEs)
and Public Subsidized Housing (PSH), thereby allowing them to remain in a community.
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Who: Downtown Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: January 22, 2014, 6:00 pm
Where: Roosevelt Community Center, 901 East Santa Clara Street, San José
This was the first of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion in this meeting focused on housing
issues particular to the Downtown area. The meeting was attended by a handful of local residents, all of
whom had lived in Downtown for several decades and some their entire lives. Thus, these participants
had unique and valuable perspectives on change they have witnessed in local housing issues over time.
Meeting Input: among the housing issues identified by participants were increased homelessness, the
gradual loss of transitional housing opportunities, and the potential for increased use of Single Room
Occupancy (SRO) facilities, secondary units, and “micro” units to help address affordability. On the
homelessness issue, the group emphasized the ineffective nature of periodic creek clean-ups, which
merely temporarily displace homeless encampments that are quickly reestablished. As well, new San
José Public Library/San José State University visitor guidelines on allowable personal belongings at the
Martin Luther King, Jr. and other library facilities (http://www.sjpl.org/policies-procedures/visitorguidelines-personal-belongings) was cited as having potential to worsen the Downtown homelessness
situation. In essence, to promote safe access for all library patrons, large or oversize items (e.g.,
bedrolls, duffle bags, large suitcases, etc.) are generally not allowed.
Who: Citywide Orientation
When: January 28, 2014, 6:00 pm
Where: San José City Hall, Wing Rooms W-118 & 119
Similar to the prior outreach meeting at Roosevelt Community Center, this “citywide orientation” hosted
at City Hall was intended to familiarize participants with the housing element update process and, given
the meeting location, focused attention on housing issues particular to the Downtown area. The meeting
was attended by ten (10) members of the public and included active participation by virtually everyone
present.
Meeting Input: questions and comments were primarily focused on the housing needs of persons in
younger and older age groups. One attendee from the Bill Wilson Center, which each year serves more
than 10,000 clients in Santa Clara County and has been providing support to runaway and homeless
children since 1973, expressed concern for the ongoing housing needs of youth that have “aged out” of
foster care and transitional housing programs. Regarding homelessness, the City was asked to include
community members from the surrounding neighborhood when developing a response. Another
attendee asked about the financial impact of rapid rent increases on senior citizens living on fixed
income, and the potential expansion of rent control to enhance affordability. Another attendee provided
both oral and written comments (via distributed comment cards) that San José “needs adequate parks,
police, and other services. Housing needs to not have fees waived, everyone needs to pay for services,”
and also expressed concern about density increases in the Spartan Keyes neighborhood. Another
attendee stated that funding for affordable housing should not come from sales taxes because of their
regressive nature. Yet another attendee emphasized the need to identify funding sources to help pay
infrastructure costs associated with implementation of the City’s Urban Village plans.
Who: Edenvale Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: January 29, 2014, 6:00 pm
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Where: Southside Community and Senior Center, 5585 Cottle Road, San José
This was the second of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion focused on housing issues both
citywide and particular to the Edenvale area. The meeting was attended by a handful of local residents.
Meeting Input: one attendee, a relatively new resident of the Bay Area and actively involved with Sacred
Heart Community Service (SHCS), a non-profit Community Action Agency that currently helps more than
200 Santa Clara County families each month with financial assistance to prevent them from becoming
homeless, commented that the region is at risk of being competitively “priced out” due to high housing
costs. These costs are detrimental to residents’ quality of life and the ability for multiple generations to
maintain close ties in establishing separate, affordable living arrangements in the area. Another
attendee stated that impact fees imposed on developers were not the solution to affordable housing as
these fees would simply be passed on to consumers and result in even higher costs. Another attendee
suggested that the City “ask more of developers” (and that now is an opportune time given strength in
the housing market). In exchange, the City could streamline review processing time, for example. Other
comments concerned the walkability and connectivity of the Hitachi/iStar area, urging construction of a
pedestrian overcrossing and reopening of the old IBM tunnel under Highway 85 to provide a connection
to various public amenities (e.g., hospital, library, farmers market, etc.) in the adjacent neighborhood to
the south. Similarly, another attendee cited the need to incorporate specific design features, such as
benches, small green spaces, and shade elements, to ensure that walkability meets the unique needs of
the senior population.
Who: Alum Rock Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: February 6, 2014, 6:00 pm
Where: Mayfair Community Center, 2039 Kammerer Avenue, San José
This was the third of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion focused on housing issues both
citywide and particular to the Alum Rock and other areas. The meeting was attended by thirteen (13)
residents of the neighborhood and elsewhere, including the Winchester area of San José. Language
translation services were requested and provided to several meeting attendees.
Meeting Input: one attendee supported imposition of a housing impact fee to help address affordable
housing and homelessness issues, and another suggested that an insufficient supply of affordable
housing is evidenced by extensive wait lists/times for Section 8 voucher recipients to find subsidized
housing. One attendee asked about plans for housing the disabled, which are an identified “special
housing needs group” in State law, and another wondered if the City was seeking to promote housing
types attractive to single, driving industry workers. Another attendee inquired about the State’s RHNA
methodology as it pertains to demolition or displacement of existing housing (i.e., whether unit
production is counted on a gross or net basis). As relates to the City’s efforts to prepare an Urban
Village Plan for Valley Fair/Santana Row and Vicinity, several representatives from the Winchester
Orchard Neighborhood Association sought to ensure they have a voice in future decisions about
revitalization efforts, expressing concern about the potential loss of affordable housing at the
Winchester Mobile Home Park and more generally lamenting traffic congestion and the substitution of
former neighborhood retail (e.g., bookstore) by more expensive offerings at Santana Row.
Who: Willow Glen Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: February 10, 2014, 6:00 pm
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Where: Willow Glen Community Center, 2175 Lincoln Avenue, San José
This was the fourth of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion focused on housing issues both
citywide and particular to the Willow Glen and other areas. The meeting was attended by twenty four (24)
residents of the neighborhood and elsewhere, including the Winchester area of San José.
Meeting Input: numerous attendees provided oral comments, and seven written comment cards were
also completed and submitted. Discussion emphasized preservation of the existing housing stock,
including but not limited to mobile homes, senior housing needs, homelessness, various Urban village
planning concerns, and traffic/transit issues. As to mobile homes, one attendee suggested the need to
declare a moratorium on mobile home park conversions and another pointed out that the City’s rent
stabilization ordinance has not been effective in containing a steady rise in costs (e.g., one mobile home
resident pointed to a rise of 48% in 15 years, to what is now “equivalent to what many people pay for
mortgages for a single family home”).
As to senior housing needs, multiple comment cards indicated that an ability to “age in place” will
require home retrofits and repairs, such as wheelchair ramps/lifts, grab bars, stair replacement, and
proper lighting, along with maintenance and repair of heating, electrical, and plumbing systems, hot
water heaters, roofing, etc. One attendee asked about opportunities for a neighborhood stabilization
program to provide retrofit/repair services for properties that have been subject to foreclosure. Another
attendee expressed concern about the trend towards rental housing construction, and the lack of
upkeep that can be associated with rental properties. Similarly, a representative of the American Red
Cross indicated that structures that are aging and/or subject to neglect are more prone to fire (“we
respond to an average of three single-family house or apartment fires per week”), and that local
caseworkers are routinely asked to assist in finding interim or replacement housing for low-income
clients.
As relates to Urban Village planning and traffic/transit issues, several attendees expressed concern
about congestion resulting from land use intensification and multi-modal roadway improvements, citing
the area around Valley Fair/Santana Row as an example. One attendee referenced the City’s approach to
considering an intersection “built out” and no longer requiring mitigation, but that mitigation measures
are in fact still necessary. Another attendee asked if there had been any studies on transit ridership by
residents in the vicinity of new, higher density development, and emphasized the importance of interagency coordination in achieving intended goals. In general, the existing transit system was criticized for
being ineffective in serving people’s needs. Another attendee expressed the need for a City policy to
incorporate affordable housing into Urban Village plans, with another attendee citing The Alameda as an
example of where the housing supply includes a good mix of incomes.
Who: Santa Clara County Housing Action Coalition
When: February 14, 2014, 11:00 am
Where: Santa Clara Central Park Library, 2635 Homestead Road, Santa Clara
The Santa Clara County Housing Action Coalition (HAC) is a broad coalition of organizations founded in
1993. It was established in response to the need for a positive voice for smart residential development
that supports investment in infrastructure, places people close to jobs and services, and alleviates
pressure to sprawl. It has served as a model for other communities (e.g., Housing Leadership Council of
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San Mateo, San Francisco Housing Action Coalition, etc.), and is a unique organization where disparate
groups—labor, environmentalists, business and builders—unite under a focused agenda.
Meeting Input: the meeting included a guest panel presentation and discussion on the status of the
housing element update process with staff from various local agencies, including the cities of San José,
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, Santa Clara, Milpitas, and Los Gatos. As well, about forty (40) HAC members
and staff from the County of Santa Clara were present to engage in a subsequent question and answer
session. Questions included how housing advocacy groups can be most helpful in the process, and what
key policies/programs cities have found the most and least effective from the previous cycle. Advocates
were encouraged to directly participate in local update processes through attendance of outreach
meetings, and to actively educate a wide variety of constituents, including State legislators, school
boards, and parent-teacher associations. As relates to involvement by school administrators, there was
discussion regarding a disconnect between planning for housing and schools, as school overcrowding is
a growing concern in areas of population growth. Among the challenges, several cities referenced the
dissolution of redevelopment agencies and a lack of State housing funds as preventing more aggressive
solutions to an affordable housing problem that is shared throughout the South Bay. One attendee
pointed out that the affordable housing gap has grown in recent years, as Silicon Valley has been an
engine for job growth but without a commensurate increase in housing. Another attendee indicated that
ABAG’s Priority Development Areas (PDAs) would result in “systematic gentrification” of neighborhoods
by funneling growth and resources into these relatively small geographic areas. The topic of regionalism
came up several times as panelists and participants discussed how cities in Santa Clara County could
potentially work together to pool affordable housing resources.
Who: Santa Clara County Association of Realtors
When: February 19, 2014, 10:00 am
Where: 1651 North First Street, San José
The Santa Clara County Association of Realtors (SCCAOR) is a local members-only organization that
provides education, research, and leadership for licensed real estate brokers and agents operating
under a strict code of ethics developed by the National Association of Realtors. This particular meeting
was with the Local Government Relations (LGR) Committee of the SCCAOR.
Meeting Input: the meeting was attended by approximately twenty (20) members, and involved active
discussion with numerous attendees. One attendee emphasized the need for innovative, “out of the box”
thinking to address the housing issue, including the potential use of idle public lands for housing and
soliciting interest from non-profit organizations (e.g., churches) for more intense development of these
land holdings. Several attendees expressed sentiments to the effect that “homeownership is not a right,
but a privilege” and that the only viable solution to improved housing affordability is increased supply.
Several attendees indicated that international housing markets (e.g., Asia, Europe, etc.) can provide
guidance on ways to improve our local housing supply and to effectively plan Urban Villages, including
higher densities, smaller living spaces (“micro” units), and shared housekeeping facilities. Similarly, one
attendee suggested that live/work arrangements had potential to meet the needs of some younger
persons, and another attendee said greater diversity of housing types was needed to prepare for
anticipated future demographic shifts (esp. growth in the senior and young adult populations). Another
attendee emphasized the need for relaxation of regulations on secondary units, and yet another
attendee cautioned that the City “should not tax what it wants to build.” On this point, it was argued that
higher densities require costly steel construction, and that developers must be incentivized to build at
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densities of eight stories or more to help overcome cost hurdles. Finally, it was suggested that the City’s
dual efforts to both improve housing affordability and improve the jobs-housing ratio (by prioritizing
employment) were in fundamental conflict with one another.
Who: Berryessa Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: February 20, 2014, 6:00 pm
Where: Berryessa Community Center, 3050 Berryessa Road, San José
This was the fifth of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion focused on housing issues both
citywide and particular to the Berryessa and other areas. The meeting was attended by five (5) residents
of the neighborhood and elsewhere, including the Alum Rock area of San José.
Meeting Input: all attendees provided oral comments, and two written comment cards were also
completed and submitted. One attendee from Rebuilding Together, a community non-profit whose vision
is “a safe and healthy home for every person” and which has a network of 200 chapters nationwide
including Rebuilding Together Silicon Valley (RTSV) located in San José, stated that some money
“should be allocated to programs that do repairs and modifications to help keep the elderly and disabled
in their homes.” As for new homes, the importance of “universal design” was emphasized so as to allow
aging in place without need for expensive retrofits. Concerns were also expressed about the need for
preservation of the City’s mobile home stock as affordable housing for seniors and other low-income
persons. The point was made that many longtime residents are “housing rich, income poor” such that
mobility is oftentimes limited due to cost implications. Another attendee emphasized that housing
growth should be coupled with transportation improvements, citing the Evergreen area as an example
where the infrastructure is insufficient to accommodate what growth has occurred in recent decades.
As well, the same attendee worried that the Berryessa BART station area was poorly served by transit,
and that traffic impacts resulting from people using cars to get to and from the station could be a
problem. As relates to the future Alum Rock BART station area, the attendee emphasized the need for
preservation of the Church of the Five Wounds historic landmark building.
Who: West Valley Planning Area Neighborhoods
When: February 25, 2014, 6:00 pm
Where: Calabazas Library, 1230 South Blaney Avenue, San José
This was the sixth of several neighborhood meetings, with discussion focused on housing issues both
citywide and particular to the West Valley and other areas. The meeting was attended by fifteen (15)
residents of the neighborhood and elsewhere, including the Winchester area of San José.
Meeting Input: numerous attendees provided oral comments, three written comment cards were
completed and submitted, and one attendee from the Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara
County submitted a half-page document outlining six “principles for ending Silicon Valley homelessness
and affordable housing crisis.” In discussion of the homelessness issue, attendees inquired about a
tentative proposal reported in local media and considered by the City Council’s Community and
Economic Development Committee (CEDC) the prior day for use of underutilized hotels/motels to house
the homeless (for reference, see http://www.sanJoséca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/27031). In essence, a
master-leasing program is proposed to provide qualified non-profits with grants for the leasing of
multiple rooms from a hotel/motel owner and then sublease to homeless persons. One attendee asked
why Single Room Occupancy (SRO) facilities weren’t more common, and also whether places like the
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former Agnews Developmental Center could be used as dormitories. An attendee with Solari
Enterprises, a full service property management organization specializing in multi-family affordable
housing, inquired about the status of Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). Another attendee
expressed concern that major employers were not participating in a solution to the local housing
shortage. As an example, the attendee cited Apple’s new 2.82 million square foot “Campus 2” project,
approved by the Cupertino City Council in October 2013, which according to the attendee generates a
6,000-unit housing supply shortfall in the area. Another attendee was interested to know if the Urban
Village boundary/plan for Santana Row/Valley Fair and Vicinity could be changed to exclude the
Winchester Ranch Mobile Home Park, and if the Housing Element would evaluate household income
and housing affordability issues among seniors.
F. Outreach Meetings (Phase 2)
Who: Affordable Housing Developer and Lender Focus Group
When: June 18, 2014
Where: San José City Hall, Room T133
City staff invited Affordable Housing Developers and lenders who have been involved in recent projects
in San José to share their ideas and concerns.
Meeting Input: this meeting was attended by three representatives from EAH, Abode Services and the
Santa Clara County Housing Authority. Meeting participants stated that new State funding from Cap and
Trade and Proposition 41 will be helpful but a local source such as the housing impact fee would be
needed. Participants asked that the City be clearer about what it values and how it will allocate
resources for affordable housing development. One participant acknowledged that targeting resources
to extremely low income and homeless people makes sense when resources are scarce because these
groups are the neediest, but also noted that funds go further when subsidies are shallower for
developments targeting 50-60% AMI. Participants indicated that subsidies are currently negotiated on a
project by project basis which makes spending money on predevelopment costs difficult if development
subsidies are uncertain. The City of Fremont was commended for clearly communicating its values by
setting rates for different income level targeting.
One participant noted that developments of 100 or more units achieved economies of scale, and were
less costly than seeking tax credit funding for smaller scattered site developments.
Participants suggested looking into using California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) provisions
to submit a single application for several scattered sites within a certain radius.
For microunits, State TCAC unit size minimums may need to be changed because all bathrooms must
be built to larger ADA specifications adding to the cost of the development. Dan Woo at Charities
Housing was identified as being very knowledgeable about microunits and as a resource. Another issue
relates to State TCAC requirements that 30% of assisted units be three bedrooms for large families.
Developers noted that demand for such units is less in urban areas, and developers have trouble renting
large units in San José although they are required to build them.
For mixed use Urban Villages, participants noted that ground floor retail is a burden for affordable
housing developers. One possible solution is to master lease the groundfloor space to the City at 50% of
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market rate for municipal offices, libraries, or community centers. This allows the developer to
underwrite the space and places the responsibility for leasing on the City.

Who: Planning Commission Hearing #1A
When: August 27, 2014
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
City staff presented at the first of two Planning Commission meetings during this Phase 2 of community
outreach. The purpose of this first presentation was to provide the Commission and the public a highlevel overview of the legal requirements and purpose of the Housing Element, the analytical and content
requirements, the context of housing needs, a review of the update process to-date, and next steps.
Staff returns to the Planning Commission on September 10, 2014 to provide a summary of the public
input received, the implementation workplan as a response to identified needs, and the adequate sites
inventory.
Who: Citywide Community Meeting #1
When: September 3, 2014 (Scheduled)
Where: San José City Hall, Room Tower 332
City staff presented an overview of the Housing Element Update process to date. Staff discussed the
draft housing element, the implementation workplan, the site inventory, and fielded questions.
Meeting Input: One participant asked how to make meaningful corrections to the draft, another called
for the dispersion of affordable units throughout the City. Another participant asked if staff had “ground
truthed” the affordable sites in the adequate sites inventory to see if they were viable for low income
housing tax credits. Another attendee asked how the City might incentivize single room occupancy (SRO)
development. Some attendees expressed support for the Housing Impact Fee and the need for more
ordinary citizens to get involved in the issue. A representative from the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley
expressed the need to revisit Just Cause Evictions and to expand rent control. Another participant asked
why property owners are allowed to raise rents as much as they want when proposition 13 does not
permit raising property taxes to reflect market value rents.
Who: Citywide Community Meeting #2
When: September 6, 2014 (Scheduled)
Where: San José City Hall, Room Tower 332
City staff presented an overview of the Housing Element Update process to date. Staff discussed the
draft housing element, the implementation workplan, the site inventory, and fielded questions.
Meeting Input: Attendees at this meeting were concerned about the preservation of mobile homes, the
displacement of affordable non-deed restricted housing, and older apartments under rent control such
as Dudley Apartments, one participant called for a commitment to inclusionary housing and to ensure
there is an affordable housing component in all of the urban villages.
Who: Planning Commission Hearing #1
When: August 27, 2014
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Where: San José City Hall, Council Chamber
Staff presented an overview of the Housing Element process to the Planning
Commission at a public hearing that covered the legal requirements and purpose of the Housing
Element, the analytical and content requirements, the context of housing needs, a review of the
update process to-date, and next steps.
Meeting Input: The presentation was followed by Planning Commission discussion and public comment,
which addressed the State requirements for the City’s Housing Element, and the number of units by
income category that are assigned to the City through the RHNA process. The Commissioners and one
public speaker focused their comments on the percentage of affordable housing units assigned to the
City, noting the large number of units allocated for Extremely Low Income (ELI) and Very Low Income
(VLI) households. The Planning Commission then voted to continue the discussion of the Housing
Element item to the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for September10, 2014.
Who: Planning Commission Hearing #2
When: September 10, 2014
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
Staff summarized public input, the Draft Housing Element’s Implementation Work Plan as a response to
identified needs, and the Adequate Sites Inventory.
Meeting Input: Diane Castillo, representing the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, recommended
strategies to include in the Housing Element including those to support the preservation of existing
affordable housing, to facilitate new affordable housing, and to protect renters in the City. Chair Kamkar
asked clarifying questions on rent control provisions in the City. Staff summarized the City’s two sets of
rent control regulations: one for apartments built through 1979; and one for mobilehome parks. The
Chair then suggested that the City work with the Silicon Valley Leadership Group to incentivize Silicon
Valley’s high technology companies to provide funding to address the Valley’s affordable housing needs.
Commissioner Abelite read his comments on the Draft Housing Element into the record (see
attachment). He concluded that affordable housing fees will not meet their intended purpose and
will have an opposite effect, noting that housing prices should be based on supply and demand
[Planning staff notes that the Housing Element is not dependent and does not impose affordable
housing fees. They are merely mentioned briefly as one of the tools that the Council may
consider].
Commissioner Yob stated that the Housing Element should not penalize one segment of the
community for problems that affect the whole. In particular, she mentioned concerns that some
items in the Implementation Plan would be “involuntary” measures, such as a proposed housing
impact fee, as well as possible revisions to the mobilehome park conversion and condominium
conversion regulations, which could burden owners and developers. She expressed a preference
for “voluntary” measures such as motel conversions and secondary units.
Commissioner Bit Badal observed that if there had not been a Redevelopment Agency
previously, that there would be no affordable housing in the City, and she stated that she supports
fees to subsidize affordable units. She said the best communities are the most diverse and that
technology jobs need to be supported by service jobs. She cited the Diridon Station Area Plan as
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a good example of a plan that supports affordable housing, and said the City should plan housing
for senior citizens because they are the fastest growing population.
Commissioner Kline cautioned that laws that “feel good” such as inclusionary zoning need to be
crafted to not do any harm. He stated support for the Housing Element, but noted that the City’s
inclusionary zoning law still needs work, and that the best solutions are affordable by design.
Who: Housing and Community Development Commission #2
When: September 11, 2014
Where: San José City Hall, Wing Rooms 118 &119
Staff provided an overview of the Housing Element Update process to date and briefly explained the
adequate sites inventory, the implementation workplan and next steps.
Meeting Input: Commissioners were concerned about the timeline of the public process and were
interested in spending more time discussing the Housing Element and related issues. Several members
of the public were concerned about the workplan language relating to mobile home parks and called for
stronger protections claiming it is a false choice between housing and jobs. One attendee asked for a
workplan to protect mobile homes, another speaker questioned if the opportunity sites were feasible for
low income housing tax credits.
Commissioner Graves made the motion to agendize a possible recommendation on the Housing
Element for the October HCDC meeting. The motion was seconded by Chair O’Connell. Commissioner
Graves amended his motion for the meeting to include an explanation of the action taken by City Council
regarding the Mobilehome Conversion.
Who: City Council Hearing #1
When: September 23, 2014 (Scheduled)
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
City staff presented an overview of the housing element update process, demographic trends, needs
assessment, constraints, resources, preservation and equitable development, resources for affordable
housing, the adequate sites inventory, a high level summary of public input to date, the implementation
work plan, and next steps.
Meeting Input (Public Comments): Several speakers expressed concern about language in Chapter 5
page 12 relating to the balancing versus the protection of mobile homes with development opportunities
stating that the goal was inconsistent with several general plan policies relating to inclusive housing.
Another attendee noted that mobile home parks were not just for seniors, they were also for young
families too. Another attendee spoke in support of mobile home park land owners and developers noting
that redevelopment was consistent with several General Plan goals including the creation of higher
density development in growth areas and that policy should not be one size fits all. Another speaker
noted that low income housing tax credits favor sites near transit and other amenities and some sites in
the draft site inventory are too small and are outside of Urban Village areas. A few speakers were
supportive of a housing impact fee to support the creation of more low income housing. One attendee
spoke about living in a homeless encampment and the need for more alternatives. A representative
from the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley noted the 20 page letter they had submitted (see appendix
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F) stating that San José can do more to address the housing crisis. Another speaker noted that there
are too many jobs in Silicon Valley and not enough homes, and called for steps toward a regional
revenue strategy, stronger rent control, and action to end discrimination against Section 8 voucher
holders. Another speaker spoke about the lack of access to credit and the need for low cost loans and
down payment assistance programs.

Meeting Input (City Council): Mayor Reed noted the importance of being clear on the importance of the
General Plan 2040 as a long-term plan to achieve San José’s economic development and fiscal stability
objectives. Mayor Reed requested that staff add more background on the General Plan update process,
bolster the discussion about jobs to employed residents goals, compare RHNA allocations for all cities
in Santa Clara County, discuss the need for regional housing solutions, and provide examples of jobs
and housing being created simultaneously. The Mayor suggested staff include discussion of North San
Jose housing capacity and asked for a more robust discussion of the homelessness response that the
City has undertaken.
Councilmember Rocha asked how the council could provide more detailed comments while sticking to
the timeline proposed by staff.
Councilmember Liccardo was supportive of strengthening the language related to mobile home
preservation and asked why the urban village capacity included West Carlos rather than Five Wounds
where BRT and BART infrastructure is now under construction. Mr. Liccardo asked for consideration of
Urban Villages where infrastructure is further along.
Councilmember Kalra expressed support for protection of mobile home parks and noted that other
cities in the region are not helping to solve the affordable housing problem. He encouraged advocates to
put pressure on other cities, not just San José, however San José should still act. Mr. Kalra strongly
encouraged the council to hold to the November 18 date for adopting the housing impact fee stating that
delay is no longer an option, too many people are suffering.
Councilmember Herrera stressed the need to continue the City’s jobs first focus. She noted the
importance of protecting employment lands and also for the preservation of the existing stock of
affordable housing.
Councilmember Oliverio noted that cities like Los Gatos were encountering difficulties in getting
affordable housing built. Mr. Oliverio asked which Cities in Santa Clara County were actually meeting
their RHNA goals and asked staff on the status of Urban Village financing plans. Mr. Oliverio opposed
the housing impact fee stating that it would limit future opportunities.
Councilmember Khamis was supportive of building housing near transit but noted concern with the
housing impact fee and noted that government was inefficient at building housing. Mr. Khamis asked
how the City could incentivize private developers to build more housing.
Councilmember Constant noted concerns about the timeline with regard to public input on staff edits to
the draft.
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The Council passed a motion directing staff to revise the draft. The item will be continued at the next
council meeting on September 30, 2014.
Who: Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Meeting #1
When: September 24, 2014
Where: Santa Clara County Government Center, Room 157
Meeting Input: County Planner Mark Connolly presented an overview of the housing element update and
recommended that the commission find the housing element general plan amendment consistent with
the policies contained within the San Jose International Airport and the Reid Hillview Airport Compatible
Land Use Plan (CLUP). The commission passed a motion finding the amendment consistent with the
CLUP.
Who: City Council Hearing #2
When: September 30, 2014 (Scheduled)
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
Who: Planning Commission Hearing #3
When: December 3, 2014 (Tentative)
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers
Who: City Council Hearing #2
When: December 9, 2014 (Tentative)
Where: San José City Hall, Council Chambers

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter I‐24

This page
intentionally
left blank

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter I‐25

Chapter II:
Demographics
At just over one million residents, the City of San José is the tenth largest city in the nation, the third
largest in California, and the largest in the San Francisco Bay Area region. As a big city, San José
possesses a set of urban characteristics, opportunities, challenges, and responsibilities that make it
unique relative to its smaller neighboring cities. San José has many important institutions and is the
most transit-connected city in the South Bay Area, with significant investments planned for additional
transit infrastructure and vibrant, urban communities. As a city that has regionally important
employment centers in the South Bay, San José is composed of many high tech, manufacturing, and
service jobs. Yet, San José remains the bedroom community for the region, providing a disproportionate
supply of housing opportunities for the workforce who is employed in smaller and wealthier neighboring
cities.
Additionally, San José is one of the most socioeconomically and ethnically diverse cities of any size, with
Whites, Hispanics, and Asians each comprising approximately one third of the City’s total population.
Further, like most cities across the region and nation, San José’s population is aging, with the largest
population growth in the elderly/senior age group (persons age 65+ years), and will therefore have
increased need for senior housing solutions. At the same time, “young adults” (persons age 20-35 years)
will comprise the age group with the second largest projected growth in San José over the next 25
years, and they increasingly seek vibrant, walkable, urban places to live, work, and play. This trend
towards urban, amenities-rich locations is increasingly driving the location preferences of employees
and employers, as well as families and households. This Housing Element seeks to account for these
diverse needs in its implementation program (see Chapter VI).
A. Population Growth
This chapter provides a discussion of San José’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics in
order to provide the analytic basis for identifying the City’s housing needs and for meeting the
requirements of housing element law, including “promoting housing opportunities for all persons
regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status, ancestry, national origin, color, familial status, or
disability” (Government Code section 65583(c)(5)); preparing “an analysis of population and employment
trends, analysis and documentation of household characteristics, housing characteristics, including
overcrowding, and housing stock condition”; and analyzing “special housing needs” such as with the
elderly, disabled, and those requiring emergency shelter (Government Code section 65583(a)). This
chapter also provides a useful historical context of San José that shows its past and present trajectory
of growth in order to improve our ability to understand and plan for the future.
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Census 2010 placed the City’s population figure at just under one million (945,942 persons), ranking it
the third largest city in California and the tenth largest city in the nation. Population growth over the
2000-2010 time period amounted to over 50,000 persons, or a total growth rate of roughly 6%. However,
although the rate of change slowed with subsequent decades, the absolute population growth remained
meaningful, adding well over 100,000 residents every ten years until the decade between 2000 and 2010.3

Table II-1, Population Growth, 1960-2010

The slower rate of population growth during the 2000’s is in part explained by its large population base:
it is simply more difficult for large cities to sustain high growth rates. However, San José also lost
population during the economic recessions of 2001 and 2008 as employment declined. Although Silicon
Valley experienced a higher unemployment rate than the State unemployment rate during the 2008
recession, its subsequent economic recovery was also stronger overall than the rest of California. This
recovery has helped San José resume its population growth, bringing the city to over one million
residents.
In terms of population growth, the City of San José included projections of population and household
growth during the development of the General Plan. The study identified three major demographic
trends likely to shape San José’s population change until 2040: 1) the largest population increases will
occur in the 20-34 and 65+ (baby boomers) age groups; 2) baby boomers will affect the outlook for job
growth; 3) San José will become increasingly diverse as a result of new immigrants but primarily from
the children and grandchildren of recent immigrants. From these assumptions, the study projects that
from 2008-2040 San José would add 173,000 net new households through the increase of 471,000 net
new residents. As will be discussed in further detail later in the Housing Element, the General Plan
includes residential capacity for 120,000 additional housing units. This is less than the 173,000 new units
needed for the new households, based on the City’s goal to achieve a 1.3:1 jobs-to-employed resident
ratio by accelerating employment growth and metering future housing supply. However, it should be
noted that the General Plan analyzed and cleared housing capacity through 2035; therefore, additional
housing capacity beyond 2035 would need to be analyzed and environmentally cleared prior to the end of
2035.
3

In the 1950’s, San José’s then-City Manager Dutch Hamann initiated an aggressive growth strategy
that included the rapid annexation of land. As a result, between 1950 and 1965, the City grew its land
area from less than 20 square miles to over 100 square miles—a fivefold increase in just 15 years. San
José’s population also grew significantly during this time, more than doubling in size from 1960 to 1970.
Since the 1970’s, the population of the City of San José has grown at a much more moderate pace.
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Neighborhood-Level Population Change
At the neighborhood level, recent population growth in the 2000’s was not evenly spread throughout the
City. Some neighborhoods experienced relatively “fast” growth (identified in the map below by the dark
green census tracts), while others saw no growth at all. In neighborhoods where growth did occur,
different factors were at play, including the construction and occupancy of new homes (North and South
areas), the annexation of former unincorporated lands (West Valley, Central, and Willow Glen areas),
and changes in average household size (Evergreen area). As can be seen, San José’s past growth
occurred largely at the City’s edges and away from the Downtown, making it more costly to provide
public infrastructure and services to outer areas. The General Plan seeks to reverse this sprawling land
use pattern by prioritizing the development of more compact, urban neighborhoods in and around its
downtown area, in transit-rich locations, and on infill sites that will contribute to a more
environmentally and fiscally sustainable land use pattern. A more detailed discussion of this strategy,
which includes the Urban Village strategy, can be found in Chapter 5.

Map II-1, Population Growth by Census Tract, 2000-2010

Components of Population Change
Between 2000 and 2010, the population increase in Santa Clara County and in San José was primarily
composed of a net increase in foreign immigration as well as in a “natural” population increase (where
births exceed deaths). This increase was offset by population loss resulting from net domestic outmigration (where existing residents moved out of the area). It has been anecdotally said that the region’s
high housing costs play a significant role in the domestic outmigration that has occurred. If these trends
continue, San José, already a diverse city as mentioned above may become even more diverse and
international in the future. The full implications of these trends are not entirely clear in terms of the
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potential impact on housing needs and affordability. The ability of immigrants to move into San José and
the region may suggest that they have the means to afford the high cost of housing. Alternatively,
immigrants may be seeking other housing solutions, such as living with extended family in order to
make ends meet, whether because of cultural preferences or the economic need to live in overcrowded
conditions.
As mentioned above, the major components of San José’s future population change include an increase
in the 20-34 and 65+ age groups and an increase in the population of those born to existing foreign-born
residents. These populations may have, and are already exhibiting, housing preferences beyond the
traditional single family home for more urban communities in closer proximity to transportation
alternatives, jobs, services, and amenities. While not everyone in these population groups may seek
such communities, more and more will. Thus, an important part of planning for San José’s future
housing needs is to diversify the city’s largely suburban residential stock to include more urban, mixeduse communities.

Chart II-2, Components of Population Change, Santa Clara County, 2000-2010

Comparison with Local Cities
As shown in the table below, the rate of population growth in San José was slower than most other
cities within Santa Clara County, as well as the County as a whole, over the 2000-2010 time period.
Additionally, although the City accounted for just over half of the population growth in the County during
this time period, San José also comprised over half of the County’s land area. Thus, although San José
has traditionally been seen as the “bedroom community” for the County, the data indicates that
neighboring cities are adding residents at a faster rate and beginning to make a larger contribution to
regional fair share housing needs. However, while the rates of population change in other cities are
positive for the regional jobs-housing balance, the small size of these jurisdictions means that much
more needs to be done in terms of absolute growth numbers of residents in these other cities to help
disperse regional housing development more proportionately and equitably throughout the County.
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Table II-2, Population Growth for Select Area Cities, 2000-2010

B. Age of Persons
Age characteristics provide insight to determining the number and range of housing types that are most
suitable to meet the needs of the population. For example, people in younger and older age groups,
more often residing alone, may desire smaller units, while middle-aged persons may require a broader
set of housing choices to accommodate families of various sizes.
The median age in San José has been steadily rising for many decades, from just 24.4 in 1970 to 35.2 in
2010.

Chart II-3, Median Age, 1970-2010

The table below shows continued aging of the baby boom generation, while growth in younger age
groups has been flat or even negative. In particular, the count of “young adults” (age 20-34 years), has
been negative for two successive decades. In contrast, the “pre-retirement” group (age 55-64 years)

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter II‐5

rose by over 40% during the 2000-2010 time period, and seniors (age 65+ years) rose by almost 30%.
Among persons 85 years and over (not shown), the increase was 51% in the last decade. (U.S. Census).

Table II-3, Population by Age, 1990-2010

These shifts in age composition have important implications for the City’s current and anticipated future
housing needs. As discussed earlier and in the illustrated in the graphic below, the General Plan
anticipates that seniors and young adults will comprise the first and second largest growth segments,
respectively, over the next 25 years.

Chart II-5, Age Groups, Net Future Growth, 2010-2040

Additionally, housing policies and programs for seniors must respond to a variety of housing needs,
because “seniors” are not a monolithic age group. Indeed, senior housing needs are likely to be the
most diverse of any age group, especially in light of increasing longevity and the rapidly growing subset
of seniors over the age of 85 years. During phase 1 of public outreach on this Housing Element, meeting
attendees identified several senior housing preferences and needs for the City to consider, including
“aging in place,” moving/downsizing options, support for seniors capable of independent living and those
who require assisted living services, and recognition of the existing limited housing choices for residents
on fixed income with little or no assets. These are important considerations that necessitate a
combination of responses as opposed to a “one-size-fits-all” approach for seniors.
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At the same time, the General Plan projects that between now and 2040, young adults will comprise the
second largest population growth segment. This age group is increasingly mobile and has residential
and employment preferences that may be unlike those preferences of previous generations including
renting versus owning and living and working in communities that provide urban lifestyles versus
following the location of jobs wherever they may be. In addition, the nature of the work environment
itself is shifting, with technological advances and rising transportation costs helping prompt a trend
towards flexible live/work spaces. One well-publicized example of the connection between
demographics and housing needs is with respect to Generation Y (“Millenials”), the age cohort generally
born between the early 1980’s and the early 2000’s. An annual Urban Land Institute (ULI) report for 2014
recently predicted that the generation’s impact on real estate could be “the most dominant trend for
many years.”
The trend towards urbanization and its relationship with age can also be shown geographically. As
illustrated in the map below using Census tract data, younger residents in San José tend to live closer to
downtown, while older residents tend to live more on the city’s periphery. However, this map reflects a
snapshot of the past that includes decades of suburbanization and the construction primarily of singlefamily homes. Future housing preferences and building types are expected to look more diverse and
nuanced.

Map II-2, Median Age by Census Tract, 2010

C. Race & Ethnicity
Race and ethnicity play an important part in shaping and understanding housing needs, as they
correlate with other factors that determine housing demand, such as average household size, rates of
homeownership, income, and poverty. Cultural values may also strongly influence the preference of
certain housing types and locations over others.
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San José is one of the most diverse cities in the country, with its racial composition consisting of
approximately one-third for three major groups – Hispanics, Asians, and Whites – and small percentage
of mixed-race residents.

Chart II-6, Race/Ethnic Distribution, 2010

These major race/ethnic groups followed divergent trends between 2000 and 2010. Hispanics and Asians
witnessed a double-digit rate of growth, with the Asian population in particular increasing almost 25%,
while the number of Whites fell by over 15%. As a result, both Hispanics and Asians surpassed Whites to
become the largest two race/ethnic groups

Table II-4, Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2000-2010
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Chart II-7, Major Race/Ethnic Groups, Percent of Total, 2000-2011

The geographic distribution of these major race/ethnic groups reveals an important dichotomy. While
San José as a whole is diverse, the map below indicates that certain race/ethnic groups tend to
concentrate in specific parts of the City. In particular, Hispanics are highly concentrated on the east side
of San José (Central, Alum Rock, and Alviso areas) where traditionally lower income neighborhoods
exist, while Asians and Whites are the majority group in the northern, southern, and western parts
(Berryessa, Evergreen, Willow Glen, West Valley, Cambrian, and Almaden areas) where traditionally
higher income neighborhoods are found. However, over one third of the City’s neighborhoods have no
single race/ethnic group majority (i.e., areas shown in yellow). This Housing Element includes policies
and programs to bring affordable housing opportunities to both lower income and higher income
communities which should increase housing options citywide, and facilitate more racial and ethnic
integration in the City’s neighborhoods.

Map II-3, Race/Ethnic Group Majority by Census Tract, 2010
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D. Households and Household Size
While population is an important part of the determining a jurisdiction’s housing needs, it is equally
important to understand the characteristics of household size in order to determine the number of
households and therefore the number of homes needed for those households. As indicated in the table
below, almost all of San José’s residents live in households .

Table II-5, Population by Living Arrangement, 2010

The relationship between total population and households is commonly characterized by average
household size as measure by persons-per-household (PPH). As mentioned above, household size helps
to determine the number of homes necessary to house a jurisdiction’s population. Additionally, it is an
important indicator of various interrelated housing conditions, such as whether the housing supply is
sufficient, whether the level of supply is impacting the cost of housing, and whether households are
living in overcrowded or substandard conditions, perhaps as a response to high housing costs.
In San José, the average household size has fluctuated over the last 40 years. In 1970, household size
was 3.35 PPH, declining to 2.96 PPH in 1980, and remaining relatively stable at approximately 3.1 PPH
since then.
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Chart II-8, Average Household Size, 1970-2010

The following table looks more closely at household size by housing tenure (i.e., owner-occupied vs.
rental) in 2010. The overall average household size for owner-occupied and renter-occupied units was
similar, at 3.14 PPH and 3.03 PPH respectively. However, one notable difference in household size
between tenure types can be found in one-person households, which accounted for nearly 25% of renter
households versus a smaller 16.4% of owner households.

Table II-6, Household Size by Tenure, 2010

A cross-tabulation of average household size by race/ethnicity showed wide variations, ranging from
4.06 PPH for Hispanic households to 2.38 PPH for White households, with Asian households in the
middle of this range (3.33 PPH).
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Chart II-9, Average Household Size by Race/Ethnicity, 2010

Household sizes vary noticeably by geography. As shown in the map below, households in the eastern
half of San José are generally larger than households in the western half. As shown in section C above,
East San José is also composed largely of Hispanic and Asian households, which correlates with the
analysis that both have larger household sizes. Further, as will be shown in Chapter III, there is an
additional correlation of race/ethnicity and household size with income, which has important
implications for the programs in this Housing Element which have a desired outcome to realize more
diverse, accessible communities throughout the City of San José.

Map II-4, Average Household Size by Census Tract, 2010
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E. Household Type
Household type refers to the relationship of those who live in a home to the householder. There are
three basic types of households: family households composed of one or more persons related to the
householder by birth, marriage, or adoption; singles; and non-relative households. These data provide
important insights about current and future housing demand. For example, households with children
and extended families generally require larger homes, whereas single persons may desire smaller,
more affordable units.

Chart II-10, Household Type, 2010

A simplified view of San José households by type is presented in the chart above, and a more detailed
breakdown is shown in the table below. In summary, in 2010, family households represented nearly
three-fourths of all households, and over 50% of households were married couples with or without
children.
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Table II-7, Households by Type, 2010

A number of additional observations can be made. First, householders living alone (“singles”) accounted
for 20% of total households. Second, by grouping various family household categories into a simpler
“children present/not present” dichotomy, and evaluating the change in such households over the 20002010 time period, we find that over 80% of family household growth occurred among households without
children. As such, the total number of households without children surpassed the number of
households with children by 2010.

Chart II-11, Family Households by Presence of Children, 2000-2010

Finally, of the family and non-family households, 7.8% are also multigenerational, households, defined
as a family household with three or more generations. Multigenerational households have a similar
geographic pattern as previously shown for average household size and (race or ethnic) majorities.
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Map II-5, Multigenerational Households by Census Tract, 2010

F. Geographic Mobility
Geographic mobility data can shed light on characteristics of both the population and housing market.
For example, long-distance moves are typically undertaken for career opportunities or retirement,
whereas local moves may be prompted by home buying activity. Of course, moves are motivated by a
wide variety of possible factors, but some general trends are worth citing.
The latest nationwide figures from the U.S. Census Bureau indicated that geographic mobility for young
adults (age 25-29 years), who are among the population’s most mobile, fell to the lowest level in 50
years, with just 23.3% having moved in 2013. According to private demographics firm Population
Reference Bureau, “young adulthood has grown much more complex and protracted, with a huge
number struggling to reach financial independence. Many young adults routinely wait until their 30s to
leave the parental nest.”
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Table II-8, Geographic Mobility, 2010

Similarly, in San José, the “mover rate” fell in recent years as job opportunities and consumer
confidence were negatively impacted by the economic downturn. However, since that time, mobility has
begun to recover. The table above shows that, in 2010, 16.3% of the City’s population moved in the prior
year. Among young adults (age 25-29 years), the mover rate was 29.6%. Also, the number of persons
who moved from abroad was 1.2%, twice the national rate and consistent with the foreign immigration
and place of birth/year of entry statistics presented earlier.
G. Housing Stock and Occupancy
Over the past 50 years, San José’s housing stock increased along with a growing population, with
significant growth occurring in the 1970s and 1980s and more moderate percentage growth in
subsequent decades. Note that despite the economic recession that began in 2008, San José added
more homes between 2000 and 2010 than it did between 1990 and 2000.

Table II-9, Housing Stock, 1960-2010

Whether or not a jurisdiction’s housing supply is sufficient to meet the demand depends on a variety of
factors, including the number of persons-per-household, the rate of population growth relative to the
growth in housing supply, and the affordability and diversity of the housing supply relative to incomes.
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Indicators such as overcrowding, low vacancy rates, and overpayment would suggest that supply is low
relative to need.
The vacancy rates in San José have generally indicated a tight rental housing market. This was
especially true in 2000 during the height of the dot-com boom, with the vacancy rate at 1.9%. While the
2010 vacancy rate was somewhat higher at 4.9%, it was still below the “natural rate” of 5% generally
considered to reflect a healthy balance between housing supply and demand. More recently, in fall 2013,
data from real estate information firm MPF Research noted that vacancy in San José’s rental housing
market stood at approximately 3%— a tight condition that suggests demand outpacing supply.
The vacancy rate includes both market rate and affordable rental homes. Because the affordable
housing supply comprises only a minor percentage of the total rental stock, the above vacancy rate
largely reflects that of the market-rate units. As will be discussed in chapter 3, the demand for deedrestricted affordable homes far exceeds the supply, as the cost of housing is out of reach for a
significant proportion of the workforce. It is common to have a new affordable housing development be
oversubscribed 100-to-1 in terms of the number of applicants relative to the number of units available.
As a result, the vacancy rate for deed-restricted affordable rental homes is essentially zero, excluding
the vacancy period that occurs as an administrative by-product of processing tenant turnover.
H. Housing Tenure
Tenure refers to whether a household rents or owns the housing unit in which they live. The choice of
tenure depends on many factors, including but limited to household size, the supply of different housing
types, income, the availability and ease of obtaining credit, age, and the location of the home. Housing
policy in the United States has historically emphasized owning over renting. The national
homeownership rate has historically increased over time, with a 62% ownership rate in 1960 and
peaking in 2004-05 at 69%. Subprime lending and the subsequent housing crash in 2008 reversed this
trend: by 2014, the homeownership rate dropped to just under 65%. 4
The homeownership rate in San José had been relatively stable during the 1990-2000 time period, rising
only slightly from 61.3% in 1990 to 61.8% in 2000. But with onset of the “housing boom”, the
homeownership rate rose and peaked at 63.7% in the mid-2000’s. However, the rate of homeownership
dropped to just 58.5% by 2010.

4

http://www.census.gov/housing/hvs/files/currenthvspress.pdf
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Chart II-13, Rates of Homeownership, 1990-2010

The decline in homeownership rates naturally leads to an increase in the proportion of households that
rent. As shown in the table below, between 2000 and 2010, renter-occupied housing units jumped
almost 20%, while owner-occupied housing units rose a much more modest 3%.

Table II-10, Housing Units by Occupancy and Tenure, 2000-2010

The recent decline in homeownership rates may be due to a combination of factors. First, the City of San
José has facilitated a trend towards the construction of higher-density housing, which have thus far
been predominantly rentals. Rents have steadily increased over the last ten years, and, despite the
recession in 2008, rental rates are at the highest level ever. These rates have made it more profitable for
developers to pursue rental rather than for-sale developments. Further, the 2008 economic downturn
and associated spike in foreclosure activity displaced many former homeowners to the rental market,
which increased demand for rental homes and decreased the demand to own. Finally, demand for rental
homes have increased due to changing preferences resulting from demographic shifts.
Additionally, there are meaningful differences in homeownership rates by race/ethnicity. For example,
while the homeownership rate among Asians remained virtually unchanged from 2000-2010, the
homeownership rate among Hispanics and Blacks fell 5.8% and 8.8%, respectively. The homeownership
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rate among Whites experienced a more modest decline of 1.6%. These variations suggest that the
economic downturn may have impacted Blacks and Hispanics or Latinos to a greater degree than other
groups, making it more difficult or less desirable to own a home.

Table II-11, Rates of Homeownership by Race/Ethnicity, 2000-2010

I.

Overcrowding

Overcrowding often occurs because households cannot afford the cost of housing, requiring multiple
households or more persons on average to live under one roof. An overcrowded housing unit is defined
by the U.S. Census Bureau as being occupied by more than one person per room (excluding bathrooms
and kitchens). Households are considered severely overcrowded when there are more than 1.5 persons
per room. Overcrowding may occur in, or lead to, substandard living conditions or building quality, which
could cause health and safety concerns to the individuals living in a unit as well as their neighborhoods.
In San José, overcrowding occurred in approximately 30,000 housing units in 2010, with nearly threequarters of this figure composed of rental homes. Overall, this represents a 10% rate of overcrowding.
In 2010, severe overcrowding occurred in 3.2% of occupied units, 85% of which were rentals.
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Table II-12, Overcrowded Housing, 2010

The map below shows the location of overcrowded housing. Much of San José’s east side and the Alum
Rock area in particular experienced rates of overcrowding greater than 20%. This correlates with
average household size, multigenerational households, lower incomes, higher rates of rental tenure,
and concentration of Hispanic and Asian households as shown in previous maps contained in this
chapter. While it is difficult to determine which of the many factors that may lead to overcrowding is the
most important one, and recognizing that an element of “overcrowding” may result from cultural
preferences, this Housing Element assumes that the high cost of housing plays a key role in leading to
overcrowded conditions.

Map II-7, Overcrowded Housing by Census Tract, 2010
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J. Structure Type and Age
As previously mentioned, in recent years San José has facilitated a trend towards the construction of
higher-density housing. However, because of the City’s rapid growth in prior decades, the majority of the
existing housing stock is still composed of single-family homes that were constructed during the 1960s
and 1970s. As a result, in 2010, two-thirds of the City’s housing units were single-family homes
(attached and detached). Among owner-occupied units, single-family homes represented almost 90% of
the total.

Table II-13, Tenure by Structure Type, 2010

The existing housing stock demonstrates San José’s legacy of a low-density, suburban environment that
the General Plan seeks to diversity through implementation of strategies for more compact, mixed-use,
transit-oriented development. Indeed, this trend towards urbanization has been underway and between
2000 and 2013, more than 80% of the building permits issued for new housing units were multi-family
(see Chart VII-1 in Chapter VII).
San José’s housing stock is relatively new, with approximately 80% of the stock built in 1960 and after.
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Table II-14, Age of Structure, 2010

As a result, the number of homes in San José considered “substandard” is quite small, with 0.6% of all
units having incomplete plumbing and 1% having incomplete kitchen facilities, some of which may be
the same unit.

Table II-15, Substandard Housing by Tenure, 2010

K. Conclusions
Many of the trends identified in this chapter will be present well into the future, while others will soon
emerge and represent a new direction. As the City implements the General Plan , San José’s largest
population growth segment will be seniors (65+ years) and “young adults” (age 20-34 years). Both
groups are increasingly locating in urban areas that are centers for jobs, services, shopping, and
cultural amenities.
As illustrated by the various maps, many of the demographic characteristics and trends discussed here
are closely correlated. Several of these trends suggest the need for a broader array of housing choices
that appropriately respond to growing and diverse needs within the population. These housing choices
might include secondary dwelling units, new urban housing types (e.g., “micro” units of approximately
200-400 square feet) as well as the adaptation of the existing housing stock to meet changed
circumstances (e.g., allowing seniors to “age in place”). The next chapter builds upon this demographics
overview with an analysis of employment, income, housing costs, affordability, and poverty to help
identify specific housing needs, with emphasis on ensuring the availability of housing for all economic
segments of the community.
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Chapter III:
Needs
Assessment
As the Capital of Silicon Valley, San José is proud to be at the heart of the world’s most innovative
region. The City is home to many leading multinational technology companies, such as Cisco Systems,
eBay, and Adobe, as well as hundreds of smaller firms and start-ups. The strong regional economy has
enabled Silicon Valley to be more resilient to the recent economic downturn, with solid post-recession
job growth and one of the highest median incomes in the nation. At the same time, strong economic
health can also lead to high housing costs and other challenges, including displacement, overcrowding,
and a lack of housing choices for special needs and low income persons. Indeed, San José has long
been one of the costliest place in the nation in which to live,
Despite the prevalence of highly skilled, high-wage workers in Silicon Valley, data from the California
Employment Development Department (EDD) show a divergent trend in the region: while about onethird of Santa Clara County’s workforce command high salaries in the range of approximately $86,000 to
$144,000 per year, nearly half of all jobs pay low-income wages between $19,000 and $52,000 annually.
Further, projections from EDD anticipate that more than half of the new jobs created in the County over
the next few years will pay $11.00 per hour or less. These working class wages are not enough to pay for
housing costs without creating a housing burden, defined as housing costs that exceed 30% of income.
The market has not produced housing that is naturally affordable to low-income households, and public
resources for affordable housing have been significantly diminished in recent years. As such, both the
existing and future need for affordable housing in San José is considerable and far exceeds available
supply. To the extent that this trend of income disparity continues, the extent of affordable housing
needs can likewise be expected to remain high or even rise.
This chapter provides an assessment of the existing and projected housing needs in San José. As
previously discussed, regional housing needs are determined by statewide and regional population
projections. The existing housing needs analysis draws on data from multiple sources to compare
income levels with housing costs in order to derive measures of affordability for various households,
special needs, and housing types. This analysis provides the basis for understanding the nature and
extent of San José’s housing needs and issues, and, taken together with the prior demographics
analysis, is used to inform the Housing Element’s implementation workplan.
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A. Regional Growth Projections and RHNA
According to Plan Bay Area, a long-range integrated transportation, land use, and housing plan
developed by ABAG and MTC for the nine-county San Francisco Bay Area, the region is projected to grow
from 7.2 million in 2010 to 9.3 million by 2040, for an increase of 2.1 million net new residents. This
equates to a 30% total increase or a 1% annual growth rate. In order to accommodate this growth
during the 2010-40 time period, Plan Bay Area expects the number of housing units to increase by 24%,
or almost 700,000 units, and the number of jobs to grow by 1.1 million, an increase of 33%.
As shown in the table below, the City of San José is projected to accommodate approximately 20% of the
Bay Area’s regional housing growth, or almost 130,000 units by 2040. As noted previously in this
Appendix, the General Plan analyzed and cleared housing capacity through 2035. Additional housing
capacity beyond 2035 would need to be analyzed and environmentally cleared prior to the end of 2035.
This figure closely compares with housing growth capacity identified by the General Plan, which provides
for the long-term ability to construct up to 120,000 new homes. Additionally, San José is projected to
comprise approximately 60% of the Santa Clara County’s overall housing and population growth, and
just under 50% of the County’s employment growth.

Table III-1, Regional Growth Projections, 2010-2040

Two primary objectives of the State’s Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process are to increase
the supply of housing at all income levels and to ensure that local governments contribute to its fair
share of housing needs. Additionally, the RHNA divides a jurisdiction’s total housing responsibility into
four income categories: Very Low-income (VLI), Low-Income (LI), Moderate-Income (MOD), and Above
Moderate-Income (AMOD). These categories correspond to the annual income limits published by HCD
and are used to determine housing affordability by the size and income of households. These categories
are expressed as a percentage of Area Median Income (AMI), which is currently set at $105,500 for a
four-person household in Santa Clara County and is adjusted for household size.
The table and chart below show San José’s RHNA by income category for the 2014-2022 period and
compared with the City’s RHNA for the prior period (2007-2014). While the overall RHNA between the
two periods is similar, the composition of the 2014-22 allocation has a greater emphasis on lower
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income categories. In particular, the Very Low allocation has increased almost 20%, from 7,751 units in
the prior period to 9,233 units in the current period, indicating that the need for housing of deeper
affordability levels has increased. See Table III-14 later in this chapter for details on the incomes
associated with Extremely Low-, Very-Low, Low- and Moderate-Income categories in San José.

Table III-2, Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA), 2014-2022

For regional context, it is important to compare the progress of all cities in Santa Clara County toward
meeting 2007-2014 RHNA goals. A staff analysis shows that as of December 31, 2013, cities in Santa
Clara County (excluding San José) issued more than 17,390 residential building permits (70% of their
collective RHNA goal) and San José issued 16,029 residential building permits (46% of its RHNA goal)
during the same period.

Geography

2007-14 Allocation

Building Permits
Issued

% of
Allocation

SCC Cities (exclusive of
San José)

24,527

17,390

71%

San José

34,721

16,029

46%

*Staff was unable to obtain building permit data for Campbell, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, and Morgan Hill but the chart does include the allocation
for these cities

Overall, the current RHNA figure closely compares with housing growth planned by the General Plan,
which provides for the near-term ability to construct approximately 40,000 new housing units (see
Chapter V: Planned Supply/Inventory). Note that the current RHNA amounts to an annual rate of
production of approximately 4,400 units over the 8-year planning period (January 2015 through January
2023), a pace that exceeds the City’s historical experience with new housing in the past decade or more:
since 2000, there have been only two years (2000 and 2003) where production has reached 4,000 or more
units. Overall, housing production has averaged approximately 2,750 units annually over the 2000-2013
time period (see Table VIII-1 in Chapter 8: Prior Element Evaluation). Given the lower historical trends, it
may be a challenge to actually produce the housing units to meet San José’s RHNA, especially within
the more affordable income categories.
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B. “Jobs First” General Plan
San José is the largest and most urban city in Silicon Valley, and plays a key role in the continuing
growth of the regional, State, and national economies. At the same time, according to data from the U.S.
Census Bureau that analyzes the relationship between where people live and where they work, San José
is the only large city in the nation that acts as a net exporter of workers. Within Santa Clara County, the
City has added a greater share of homes relative to other jurisdictions, and has thus become a
“bedroom community” for the region. Alternatively, other cities with slower residential growth have seen
strong commercial development, resulting in communities that are “jobs-rich” and “housing-poor.”
One way to measure this balance between jobs and housing is to compare the number of jobs to the
number of employed residents in a city. The idea is that a “balanced” city has the same number of jobs
as there are employed residents, which theoretically means that there is a job for every employed
resident, or a 1:1 ratio. As such, a jobs-rich city has more jobs than employed residents (for a ratio
greater than 1:1), whereas a housing-rich city has fewer jobs than employed residents (for a ratio less
than 1:1).
In the jobs-to-employed residents (J/ER) framework, a jobs-rich city effectively “imports” workers from
outside its jurisdictional boundary because there are not enough employed residents within city limits to
fill all of the employment opportunities it offers. Conversely, a housing-rich city “exports” some of its
employed residents to work elsewhere because there are not enough employment opportunities within
the city available for all residents in the workforce. Thus, the J/ER framework suggests that jobs-rich
cities rely on other jurisdictions to build the homes and provide municipal services for their workers,
while housing-rich cities do not proportionately share in the jobs available within a region.
It should be noted that J/ER is a simplified concept that masks the complexity of choices individuals
make in terms of where they work and live. In reality, people make location decisions for a wide variety
of reasons, and even a “balanced” community scenario does not imply that employed residents will only
work within the city and not commute to jobs in other places. Nevertheless, when combined with other
analyses, the jobs-housing balance can be a useful tool for understanding the dynamics of a place and
potential regional inequities in terms of meeting – or not meeting – regional fair share housing needs.
Indeed, the RHNA and the Housing Element are ways that the State seeks to address regional inequities
in housing that local jurisdictions may not be able to address on their own. In addition to the State’s
RHNA goals, regional solutions will be critically important to meeting housing needs in the South Bay.
In response to the variations in the jobs-housing balance between cities in Santa Clara County, the
General Plan was developed to be a “jobs first” general plan that uses the J/ER framework to guide the
City’s vision and policies, which includes a J/ER ratio of 1.3:1 as a core objective. If achieved, San José
would have 1.3 jobs for every employed resident, and would be transformed from a housing-rich to a
jobs-rich city. It is important to note that if the County as a whole remains housing-poor and if the City
seeks to attain that same status, housing costs in both the County and in San José could arguably be
expected to increase significantly, thereby exacerbating existing affordability issues.
Table III-3 below indicates that San José is a housing-rich community, with a J/ER ratio below 1:1. In
fact, the City’s J/ER ratio declined over the 2008-2012 time period, from 0.91 in 2008 to 0.85 in 2012. This
is primarily attributable to the fact that San José lost more jobs during – and has recovered more slowly
from – the economic downturn than any of the comparison cities. By comparison, the city of Mountain
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View became significantly more jobs-rich, while the city of Palo Alto achieved a J/ER ratio of 3.0 at both
the beginning and end of this time period. Although the city of Sunnyvale remained relatively stable
during this period, it too is a jobs-rich city. Finally, Santa Clara County as a whole is jobs-rich, with a
J/ER of 1.14:1.

Table III-3, Jobs to Employed Residents Ratio, 2008-2012
C. Employment

The decline in San José’s J/ER ratio, as referenced above, was due in part to a large drop in employment
(approximately 20,000 jobs) that represented over 40% of the job loss throughout the entire Bay Area,
coupled with an increase of workers who live in San José, and especially an approximately 30,000
increase in employed residents between 2010 and 2012. By comparison, Santa Clara County as a whole
experienced a decline in employed residents from 2008 to 2012. In summary, San José has lost jobs and
added residents, whereas the reverse is true in several neighboring cities and countywide. This trend
further supports the notion that a regional solution is critical to balancing housing and economic
development needs.
San José is fortunate to be located in the heart of a strong regional economy, which as mentioned has
been relatively resilient to the recent economic downturn and enjoyed solid post-recession job growth.
However, the current economic recovery has benefitted certain segments of the workforce more than
others, particularly in higher-skill, higher-wage jobs in the technology, financial, and management
sectors. For example, high tech manufacturing industry subcategories, such as computer/peripheral
equipment and semiconductor/electronic component, provide about 10% of San José Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA) employment and have pay average annual incomes of $150,000. However, at the
other end of the spectrum, lower-skill and lower-wage segments of the workforce, including industry
subcategories such as construction, retail and wholesale trade, business services, and
leisure/hospitality, face a somewhat weaker labor market at risk of job loss or wage reductions. These
industries together employ upwards of 50% of the local workforce, and pay average annual incomes
between $30,000 and $70,000. From an occupational (rather than industry) perspective, nearly half of
the jobs in the San José MSA pay median wages between $19,000 and $56,000, qualifying such workers
for low-income status.
Thus, while Census data indicate that the San José metro area ranks number two in the nation for
wealth concentration, by contrast the Joint Venture Silicon Valley’s annual “Index of Silicon Valley”
report points out that median income fell to an 11-year low in 2011 and that the wage distribution gap is
actually growing. Stephen Levy, director of the Center for Continuing Study of the California Economy
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(CCSCE) and a consultant for the report, indicated, “This is a tech-led recovery. But the wages at the
bottom of the income ladder are stagnating.”
During 2013, the San José area outpaced the rate of job creation statewide and local jobless rates are
now at their lowest level since mid-2008. However, as previously mentioned, according to the California
Employment Development Department (EDD), more than half of the new jobs expected in Santa Clara
County over the next five years will pay $11.00 per hour or less, which translates to annual income
below the bottom end of the lower income range cited above. Separately, the Bay Area Council
estimates that every high tech job added to the local economy creates four jobs in lower-paying support
services fields. Finally, the linkage between jobs and housing was recently evidenced by an annual 2014
survey of CEOs by the Silicon Valley Leadership Group (SVLG), which indicated that housing was once
again the most critical concern. “As with the past, the high cost of housing remains the No. 1 issue,”
wrote report author and San José State University professor Larry Gerston. “Simply put, companies
can’t function well without employees, and employees need affordable, adequate housing for their
families.” The table below provides a breakdown of employment by industry within the San José MSA.

Table III-4, Employment by Industry, 2014

The growing divide in the workforce reinforces the need for San José’s housing strategy to provide
sufficient housing opportunities for workers across incomes in order to support continued economic
development. This includes housing opportunities for the working poor and lower-income workers,
many of whom are employed in occupations that support “driving industries” in the local economy.
D. Household Income
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Housing affordability depends on both the cost of housing as well as household income. Using a special
cross-tabulation of Census data, the table below provides a comparison of income measures for 2000
and 2010 in real, (inflation-adjusted) 2010 dollars. In summary, all three household types in San José
experienced a double-digit decline in real income over the 2000-2010 time period, ranging from a drop
of 25% for non-family households to a 10% decline for family households. On a per capita basis, income
fell slightly less (-8.7%).

Table III-5, Income by Household Type, 2000-2010

Table III-6 below provides the distribution of households by income category and tenure. Note that while
these Census-derived income categories differ slightly from those in the Regional Housing Need
Allocation (RHNA), they provide a sufficiently close approximation for meaningful comparison. As shown
in the table below, approximately one-third of all San José households in 2010 (nearly 105,000
households) were lower-income, and in particular extremely low- and very low-income . In other words,
the vast majority of the San José’s households fell at opposite ends of the income spectrum, being
either moderate-income or above or in one of the two lowest income categories. The incidence of lowerincome status is greater in renter rather than ownership households: there were nearly four times the
number of ELI renter households as ownership households, and nearly twice the number of VLI renter
households as ownership households, on a percentage basis.
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Table III-6, Households by Income Category and Tenure, 2010

Household income also varies significantly by race/ethnicity and over time. Table III-7 shows significant
declines in income for all groups except for Asian households, who experienced a slight increase in real
income between 2000 and 2010. Hispanic and Black households experienced the most significant
declines in both absolute and percentage terms.

Table III-7, Household Income by Race/Ethnicity, 2000-2010

Median incomes also vary by geography. As illustrated in the map below of Census tracts in San José,
higher-income households generally live away from the City center in “outer ring” tracts, while lowerincome households are located primarily in Central and East San José. This pattern correlates with
other geographic patterns such as ethnic concentration and overcrowded living conditions: lowerincome areas are primarily ethnic communities that experience overcrowding. As such, programs in this
Housing Element seek to realize more diverse communities throughout the City of San José.

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter III‐8

Map III-1, Household Income by Census Tract, 2010

Minimum Wages
In San José, voters approved a minimum wage on November 6, 2012, and the City’s Minimum Wage
Ordinance (MWO) went into effect on March 11, 2013. Under the MWO, the minimum wage for covered
employees (only exceptions are employers that neither have a facility in San José nor are subject to the
San José Business Tax) was originally set at $10.00 per hour, and then on January 1, 2014 raised to
$10.15 per hour to account for inflation.
Unfortunately, according to a 2014 report from the California Housing Partnership Corporation (CHPC),
“the gap between housing cost and income is so great that just raising the minimum hourly wage by a
few dollars will not significantly reduce the shortfall of affordable homes.” For reference, the National
Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) indicates in a 2014 “Out of Reach” report that to rent a twobedroom apartment in the San José metro area requires an hourly wage of $31.71. In other words, a
low-income household with two working adults, each of whom is earning the minimum wage, falls far
short of having the necessary income to afford a typical rental unit. Similarly, according to Working
Partnership USA, a single person with no dependents needs to make $16.50 an hour, plus benefits, to
support basic living in Santa Clara County.
E. Housing Costs
Housing affordability depends on incomes relative to the cost of housing. The previous section provided
a discussion on household income and the disparities between industries as well as race/ethnicity, while
this section provides a context of San José’s housing costs by San José type of tenure (i.e., owned vs.
rented).
Owner-Occupied Housing
According to the 2010 Census, the median housing value was $588,000, with nearly two-thirds of owneroccupied home valued between $500,000 and $999,999.

Chart III-5, Housing Value, Owner-Occupied, 2010
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While these 2010 figures are still high relative to the rest of the US, they also reflect depressed housing
values as a result of the economic recession. San José housing values in 2010 were approximately 35%
to 40% below those at the peak of the market in 2007. However, the economy and the housing market
have since recovered significantly, with housing prices near their pre-recession peak. Table III-8 shows
that the median sales price of a single family home in San José had risen to $795,000 as of June 2014.

Table III-8, San José Median Prices, 2014
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Source: Santa Clara County Association of Realtors ‐ June 2014

Renter-Occupied Housing
The table and chart below show rents for several types of rental housing. The pattern for rents was
opposite the pattern of the cost of purchasing in the ownership market: rents fell after the dot-com
crash in 2001 but began increasing from the mid-2000s even through the 2008 economic recession to
reach all-time highs, while the value of for-sale homes increased after the dot.com but dropped
significantly during the 2008 recession. The average rent of $2,169 in San José is now at an all-time
high, and has experienced average annual increases of 10% since 2010. Currently, One-bedroom units
average $1,945 per month and two-bedroom units are averaging $2,500 per month. While these costs
are certainly high, they actually understate the cost of newly constructed rental housing as, for example,
new units in North San José currently offer one-bedroom units between $2,200 and $2,700 per month
and two-bedroom rentals between $3,000 and $3,500.

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter III‐10

Table III-9, Rental Rates by Unit Type, 2000-2013

Chart III-6, Monthly Rent (All Units), 2000-2013
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Chart III-7, Monthly Rent by Unit Size, 2003-2014

F. Affordability / Housing Burden
A commonly accepted guideline for determining housing affordability is that costs do not exceed 30% of
household income. Thus, when monthly carrying costs of a home exceed 30% of income, then the
housing is considered unaffordable, or a “burden,” for that household. Further, a household is
considered to be “severely overpaying” for housing when costs exceed 50% of household income. The
section below discusses the issue of housing burden for both renters and owner-occupiers. San José
Owner-Occupied Housing Burden
When analyzing owner-occupied housing burdens, it is important to distinguish between household with
a mortgage versus those without a mortgage, as costs for these circumstances differ substantially. The
table below indicates that the median monthly costs for a unit with a mortgage were almost $2,800 in
2010, whereas a unit without a mortgage had a median cost of approximately $500 per month.
To evaluate the extent of housing burden among owner-occupied households, the table below provides a
breakdown of selected monthly owner costs as a percent of income. Of those units with a mortgage,
approximately 50% of owners experienced housing burden (costs 30% or more of income) in 2010. On
the other hand, among units without a mortgage, over three quarters of owners paid less than 20% of
household income on housing costs.

Table III-10, Ownership Housing Affordability, 2010

Using cross-tabulated Census data, the over 32,000 owner-occupied households (19% of all owneroccupiers) experienced a severe housing burden (i.e. paying more than 50% of household income on
owner costs). Additionally, 36% of lower income households (80% or less AMI) experienced a housing
burden while comprising only 23% of all owners-occupier households in the City.
Renter-Occupied Housing Burden
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Like San José’s owner-occupier households, renter households also experience significant housing
burden. As shown in TABLE III-11, over 53% of all renters experienced a housing burden in 2010.
Additionally, renter households experienced a greater incidence of high housing burden than owneroccupier households. Even though the median monthly rent in 2010 ($1,371) was roughly half of median
monthly owner costs ($2,797) for units with a mortgage in 2010, the extent of housing burden was higher
among renters than owners. This aligns with the fact that lower-income households tend to live in rental
homes, primarily because they cannot afford the cost of owning a home.

Table III-11, Rental Housing Affordability, 2010

Once again using data from CHAS, further identification is possible of the number of renter-occupied
households that were severely overpaying, or burdened to the extent of paying more than 50% of
household income on rent (i.e., a subset of the highest 35%-plus category shown above). CHAS indicated
that 27,700 renters, or nearly one-quarter (23.1%) of all renter-occupied households in San José,
devoted more than half of their income to housing. As well, a cross-tabulation of the standard housing
burden definition (30% or more of income) with the various income categories showed that the vast
majority (87.4%) of burdened renters were composed of lower income households (80% or less AMI).
G. Poverty
Similar to the income categories discussed above, the term “poverty” used in this document is defined
by the U.S. Census Bureau using a set of income thresholds that vary by family size and composition. If a
family’s total income is less than the threshold appropriate for that family, then that family and every
individual in it is considered to be in poverty. The official poverty thresholds do not vary geographically,
but they are updated for inflation using the Consumer Price Index (CPI).
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Table III-12, Poverty by Age, 2000-2010

The table above shows a cross tabulation of poverty with age in San José over the 2000-2010 time
period. These data indicate that all age groups experienced a more than 50% increase in poverty during
the last decade.

Chart III-7, Poverty by Age, 2010

The next table provides a cross tabulation of poverty with race/ethnicity over the same 2000-2010 time
period. These data indicate that Hispanics and Blacks experienced an approximately 75% increase in
poverty during the last decade, whereas Asians rose slightly less than 50% and Whites just under 30%.

Table III-13, Poverty by Race/Ethnicity, 2000-2010

Comparing the percentage of these race/ethnicity groups living in poverty, we find that just over 20% of
Hispanics were below poverty in 2010, more than double the rate of Asians and Whites (9.7% and 7.1%,
respectively), with Blacks in the middle to higher end of this range (16.6%).
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Chart III-8, Poverty by Race/Ethnicity, 2010

Finally, poverty correlates with geographic location. As illustrated in the map below, much of the Central
and Alum Rock areas had poverty rates of 20% or more in 2010, whereas some other areas had poverty
measuring less than 5% of the population. This once again reinforces the fact that neighborhoods with
higher concentrations of Hispanics in particular had the highest rates of poverty and low-income
households.

Map III-2, Poverty by Census Tract, 2010

H. Income / Housing Cost Limits
San José administers programs that provide assistance in facilitating the production of Extremely Low-,
Very Low-, Low- and Moderate-Income housing, rehabilitation, and preservation of the existing
affordable housing supply. In doing so, the City uses annually-published data from the California
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Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) on household income limits. These income
limits are adjusted for two variables: income levels and household size, the latter using a four-person
household earning a median income (i.e., 100% of Area Median Income (AMI) as the baseline.

Table III-14, Santa Clara County Household Income Limits, 2014

Affordable Home Purchase Prices
Home purchase prices considered “affordable” based upon HCD income limits are shown in the table
below. Note that Extremely Low Income (ELI) and Very Low Income (VLI) categories are not shown since
it is unlikely such households could purchase property in San José without considerable subsidy from
the City or another source. Further, it is challenging to create a sustainable homeownership model for
these income levels when the additional costs of home repair and maintenance are considered. Indeed,
the goal is not only to provide assistance such that low income families can purchase a home, but that
these families can afford to stay there. The following assumptions were used to generate maximum
sales prices:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

A 5% down payment;
Housing cost-to-income ratio is 30%;
The mortgage is a 30-year fixed rate note;
The rate of interest on the mortgage is 5.0%;
Property taxes and mortgage insurance are 1.25% and 0.25%, respectively; and,
Homeowner association dues are $300 per month (applies to condos/townhomes only).

Table III-15, Home Purchase Price Limits, 2014
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Note that the median price of a home sold in June 2014 was $795,400 for a single-family home and
$457,000 for a condo/townhome. Based on the table above, this means that only a 5 or 6-person
moderate-income household has the purchasing power to buy a for-sale Condominium at the median
price and not experience a housing burden. This would likely be a two- or three-bedroom townhome or
condominium, which would imply significant overcrowding for a 5 or 6-person household.
Affordable Rental Rates
Affordable rental rate levels, by income level and household size, are derived from HCD and shown in
the table below. Rents are based on 30% of monthly income, minus an allowance for basic utilities. The
City’s rental programs do not include development of Moderate-Income units, since those rents equal or
exceed unrestricted market rents.

Table III-16, Rental Unit Affordability Levels, 2014

Like the circumstance above for for-sale housing, low-income renter households of any size are
essentially priced out of the rental market. Those who can afford market rents are large households
who would then be living in overcrowded situations.
I.

Special Housing Needs Groups

Government Code section 65583(a) (7) requires an analysis of the special housing needs of specific
groups of persons and families. These groups include the elderly/seniors, persons with disabilities,
large families, female-headed family households, the homeless, persons in need of emergency shelter,
and farm workers, as listed below. The following discussion is intended to provide both a brief
qualitative description of the unique needs of these groups, as well as a quantitative analysis of their
estimated size and characteristics. Information about the City’s efforts to address these needs is
contained in Chapter VII of this document.
1. Elderly / Seniors
The elderly/senior (persons age 65+ years) population has a wide variety of special housing needs,
depending on health status, mobility, and homecare requirements. If a senior’s medical needs are
minimal and limited assistance is needed with daily activities, independent living at home is possible
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and, in fact, surveys suggest that most seniors prefer to “age in place.” When aging in place or living
alone is no longer possible, there are a number of other housing types and services that cater to the
specific needs of elderly residents. These housing types and services include, but are not limited to,
shared housing, senior condos, senior residential communities, life care communities, continuing care,
assisted living, residential care, nursing facilities, and hospice care.
In the prior chapter, an analysis of the San José population by age revealed that, over the 2000-2010
time period, the number of seniors rose by almost 30% to a total of nearly 100,000 persons in 2010.
Further, as to household type, while the previous chapter indicated that householders living alone
accounted for a substantial 20% of the total, among the City’s seniors this percentage is nearly double
(38%). In evaluating the special housing needs of the elderly, a cross tabulation can be performed
between data on affordability/housing burden and age. The following table provides both median
monthly owner costs and gross rent as a percent of income for persons age 65 and above in 2010.

Table III-17, Housing Affordability for the Elderly/Seniors, 2010

These data indicate a dichotomy: less than one third (32.1%) of owner-occupied households experienced
housing burden (costs 30% or more of income), yet nearly two thirds (63.1%) of renter-occupied
households were burdened by housing costs. In other words, elderly households present two extremes:
elderly owners are burdened at about 10% below the rate within the population as a whole, whereas
elderly renters are burdened at a rate about 10% above the general population. Lower income seniors
experience an even higher incidence of housing burden.
Analysis of the geographic distribution of the elderly/senior population shows neighborhoods in West
San José (West Valley, Willow Glen, Cambrian, and Almaden) had relatively higher concentrations in
2010. However, only one census tract had an elderly/senior concentration that was more than double
the citywide rate (10.1%), and as such these concentrations are not pronounced. Yet as indicated in the
previous chapter, growth in the “pre-retirement” age group (55-64 years) rose by over 40% during the
2000-2010 time period, and seniors (65+ years) rose by almost 30%. Thus, assuming that some
proportion of existing senior residents choose to “age in place,” such a trend could well have important
spatial implications for the City’s current and anticipated future housing needs.
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Map III-3, Elderly/Seniors by Census Tract, 2010

The California Community Care Licensing Division (CCLD) administers regulations (Title 22, Division 6 of
the California Code of Regulations) on Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFE), which facilities
may also be known as assisting living facilities, retirement homes, and board and care homes. An RCFE
generally provides services to persons 60 years and over, with residents requiring varying levels of
personal care and protective supervision. According to the City’s geocoding and analysis of CCLD data,
San José contains some 200 RCFEs with a total licensed capacity of nearly 2,500 persons. These
facilities are geographically distributed throughout the city limits, and account for approximately twothirds of all RCFEs in Santa Clara County. As the population ages and the number of seniors grow, there
may be increased demand for residential care facilities that provide housing and services. Further, the
City must plan for a range of senior housing needs, including retrofits to facilitate aging in place,
downsizing to more convenient, urban, amenities-rich communities, as well as more intensive care
facilities.
2. Persons With Disabilities
A disability is a physical or mental impairment that limits one or more major life activities. According to
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), major life activities include seeing, hearing, speaking,
walking, breathing, performing manual tasks, learning, caring for oneself, and working. Persons with a
disability generally have lower incomes and often face barriers to finding employment or adequate
housing due to physical or structural obstacles. This segment of the population often needs affordable
housing that is located near public transportation, services, and shopping. Persons with disabilities may
require units equipped with wheelchair accessibility or other special features that accommodate
physical or sensory limitations. Depending on the severity of the disability, people may live independently
with some assistance in their own homes, or may require assisted living and supportive services in
special care facilities.
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The State of California passed legislation (SB 812), which took effect January 2011, amending housing
element law as it relates to persons with disabilities to include an evaluation of the special housing
needs of persons with a “developmental disability” as defined in Section 4512 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code. A developmental disability is a disability that originates before an individual reaches
18 years of age, continues, or can be expected to continue, indefinitely, and constitutes a substantial
disability for that individual. This includes mental retardation (and closely related conditions), cerebral
palsy, epilepsy, and autism.
The U.S. Census Bureau collects information on disabilities and places into six categories, as follows: (1)
hearing difficulty; (2) vision difficulty; (3) cognitive difficulty; (4) ambulatory difficulty; (5) self-care
difficulty; and, (6) independent living difficulty. The Census Bureau does not have specific information
regarding persons with developmental disabilities. However, each non-profit regional center contracted
with the California Department of Developmental Services (DDS) maintains an accounting of the number
of persons served, and this information is referenced below.
Census data indicate that those with one or more disability totaled approximately 78,000 persons, or
about 8% of the City’s population, in 2010. Examined individually, the percent of the population in any
single disability category ranged from 4.4% to 4.7%. A cross tabulation of disability data with age
revealed that nearly half were seniors. In fact, over one third (37.5%) of San José’s senior population had
some form of disability in 2010, by far the most common types of which were ambulatory difficulty
and/or independent living difficulty (each present among approximately 60% of disabled seniors).
By way of background, the former Agnews Developmental Center (East Campus), first established at
3500 Zanker Road in San José in 1926, was closed as a residential facility in 2009. Prior to that time,
individuals with developmental disabilities had since 1965 been admitted to a special rehabilitation
program at the facility, and other programs serving the mentally ill were subsequently discontinued in
1972. Thus, from 1972 to up until a few years ago, the center had been used exclusively for the care and
treatment of persons with developmental disabilities.
The State DDS currently provides services to persons with developmental disabilities through a
statewide system of twenty one regional centers, four developmental centers, and two communitybased facilities. The San Andreas Regional Center serves four counties, including Santa Clara County.
According to information from the San Andreas Regional Center, there are 8,713 persons with
developmental disabilities in Santa Clara County, or approximately 0.5% of the County’s population. Of
this total, about three quarters (74%) of developmentally disabled individuals are reported as living at
home with a parent or guardian, with the balance residing in a community care facility (16%),
independent living arrangement (7%), or intermediate care facility (2%).
3. Large Families
Average household size, multigenerational households, and overcrowded housing were topics presented
and discussed in Chapter II. Similarly, “large families”, defined as those with five or more persons, are a
special housing needs group identified in State law because they may not have sufficient housing options
to adequately support their living arrangement. Large families may encounter difficulty in finding
adequately-sized, affordable housing due to the limited supply of large units. Additionally, large units
generally cost more to rent or buy, which may result in a disproportionate number of large families
living in overcrowded conditions.
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Review of Table II-6 (Household Size by Tenure) and Table II-12 (Overcrowded Housing) indicates that
just over 55,000 San José households, or about 18% of the total, were composed of five or more persons
in 2010. As well, nearly half of these households were in renter-occupied housing units, with about the
same number of rentals reporting in excess of one person per room (i.e., the definition of
“overcrowded”). Given that a four-bedroom home is generally the largest unit size available, it is safe to
conclude that many of the same 5-plus person renter households are also overcrowded.
With the use of CHAS data, we can further explore the relationship between family size and income to
evaluate housing burden among large families. The table below show that while three-quarters of large
family owners were in the “moderate and above” (above 80% AMI) income category, more than half
(54.0%) of large family renters were either “very low” or “extremely low” income. Thus, these results
indicate that, among renter households, there is a strong correlation between family size and housing
burden, implying that overcrowded living conditions in this group are not necessarily by choice.

Table III-18, Large Families by Income Category and Tenure, 2010

4. Female-Headed Family Households
Female-headed, single-parent households are identified among those with special housing needs
because they are disproportionately represented among those living at or below the poverty level. Single
mothers have a greater risk of falling into poverty than single fathers due to factors such as the wage
gap between men and women, insufficient training and education for higher-wage jobs, and inadequate
child support. In fact, according to census data, over 25% of single-mother households in San José were
living below poverty in 2010, compared to a poverty rate of less than 10% for all family households. As
well, nearly half of single-mother households below poverty contained a child in each one of two age
categories (4 years and under and 5 to 17 years) provided by the U.S. Census Bureau. Overall, singlemother households comprised 30% of the total count of families living below poverty, which helps to at
least partially explain the higher rate of poverty among children.
5. Homeless
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A 2012 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) report on homelessness found that
San José had the highest percentage of unsheltered homeless individuals (73.3%) among major cities in
the nation. The report also concluded that San José had the third highest number (2,617) of chronically
homeless persons among major cities, following the much larger cities of Los Angeles and New York.
The City of San José also participates in a regional homeless census that takes place every two years
throughout Santa Clara County. This census provides a “point-in-time” snapshot of the homeless
population (see reports online at http://www.sanjoseca.gov/index.aspx?nid=1289). Table III-19 provides
several key findings from the most recent survey conducted on January 29 and 30, 2013.

Table III-19, Homeless Census and Survey, Summary of Findings, 2013

In summary:

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter III‐22









A total of 4,770 homeless persons were identified in this point-in-time count, an 18% increase
from 2011.
Those persons that experienced at least one episode of homelessness in the prior 12 months
were estimated at 12,055 persons, a 5% decline from 2011. However, the number of persons who
experienced multiple episodes of homelessness increased.
While 23% of homeless persons were “sheltered” in shelters, transitional housing, or safe
havens, the remaining 77% were “unsheltered” in encampments, on the street, or other
unsheltered locations.
Encampment residents were much more likely to have been San José residents when they
became homeless (95% versus 71% for the general homeless population).
Among encampment survey respondents, 96% would accept permanent housing if it were
available.

In the weeks following this homeless census, a survey was administered to about 500 sheltered and
unsheltered homeless persons in the City. The survey used a peer-to-peer methodology and was
administered by trained survey workers who had experienced or were experiencing homelessness. The
survey is the basis for estimating the demographics and other characteristics of the homeless
population. It should be noted that in conduct of the 2013 survey, San José made a concerted effort to
identify historically “hard to reach” populations by requesting that outreach professionals from partner
nonprofit agencies seek out people living in encampments and other areas more difficult to locate. As a
result, the City believes that the 2013 count provides a much more accurate depiction of the scope of
homelessness, and San José was the only agency within the County to utilize these specialized teams.
Table III-20 provides a demographics overview of San José’s 2013 homeless census and survey. Age of
persons is broken down by various age groups, and a cross tabulation of age by shelter type indicates
that encampment residents were older (median age= mid-40’s) as compared to those not living in
encampments (median age= upper-30’s). In terms of gender, males comprised nearly three quarters
(73%) of the homeless population. The race/ethnic makeup of the homeless was significantly different
from the City’s population as a whole. In particular, Asians comprised only 6% of the homeless, whereas
they constitute one third (32%) of the general population. On the other hand, Blacks amounted to 23% of
the homeless, yet only make up 3% of the San José population. The count of homeless Hispanics and
Whites were in roughly equal proportion to their citywide numbers. Finally, obstacles to obtaining
housing were almost solely income related, even though one third (35%) reported being employed. Two
thirds (65%) of respondents reported an inability to afford rent.
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Table III-20, Homeless Census and Survey, Demographics Overview, 2013

Several recent events in San José demonstrate that homelessness is an urgent and complex issue,
including an increasing number and visibility of encampments and homelessness in Downtown, deaths
related to cold weather, and health/safety concerns and environmental impacts due to riparian
encampments. Homelessness impacts not only those experiencing it, but also the community.
Homeless encampments in particular present unsafe and unsanitary living conditions for residents and
adversely affect surrounding neighborhoods, businesses, and the environment. Currently, San José is
estimated to have approximately 300 individual encampments, ranging in size from one person to as
many as nearly 300 persons.


The City is currently responding to homelessness in a variety of ways:The Place-Based Rapid
Re-Housing Program, which provides housing, support, and employment for up to 100 persons
from a targeted encampment as well as encampment clean-up. The Program involved a
commitment of $4 million over two years from the General Fund. It will leverage other funds and
partner with other organizations to assist 100 additional targeted encampment residents with
housing subsidies and case management support.
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The City-funded Homeless Outreach and Engagement Program, which provides a coordinated
response to the community about homeless persons living on the streets and in encampments
throughout San José. This program is funded by the Federal ESG and CDBG entitlement
programs.
Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Programs, which provide rental vouchers for homeless persons
to assist them in relocating into housing. This program is funded by the Federal HOPWA and
HOPWA SPNS entitlement programs.

In addition to these current responses, in collaboration with internal and external partners the City is
exploring a continuum of new strategies to end homelessness. The strategies may include actions to
meet more immediate needs or those that can be accomplished in a shorter period of time, as well as
longer term strategies that require more coordination and resources to develop permanent supportive
housing, which is the City’s primary goal. For example, the City is pursuing a concept that would
leverage existing underutilized hotels/motels as one strategy to house homeless persons in the shorter
term. In addition, the notion of converting underutilized commercial buildings into permanent supportive
housing for the homeless is being explored. These and other actions are identified and discussed in
more detail in Chapter VII.
6. Persons In Need Of Emergency Shelter
In 2007, the State of California passed SB 2 requiring local agencies to plan for and identify areas most
appropriate for emergency shelters. This bill added provisions to require identification of a zone or
zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted use without a conditional use or other
discretionary permit.
To comply with this requirement, San José soon thereafter established a new Combined Industrial /
Commercial (CIC) Zoning District that allows emergency shelters with 50 or fewer beds by right.
Emergency shelters are a conditionally permitted use in various other commercial and industrial zones
(see Table IV-3 in Chapter IV). As well, in subsequent adoption of the General Plan in 2011, lands
identified as CIC on the General Plan (which designation guides rezoning to CIC) were greatly expanded,
from about 1,000 acres to over 1,800 acres. Since that time, the City Council has approved numerous
conforming CIC rezoning applications.
The CIC Zoning District is predominantly developed with or otherwise encourages a mix of commercial,
office, or industrial uses, and thus contains the large buildings types that can meet emergency shelter
space requirements. The zoning ordinance allows emergency shelters to include various incidental
uses, such as medical assistance, training, counseling, and personal services, which are essential to
enabling clients to make the transition to more permanent shelter. In fact, a shelter management plan
is a mandatory condition of approval to help address good neighbor issues, transportation, and client
supervision/services.
In 2010, the City also amended its Zoning Code to add definitions of transitional and supportive housing,
and expressly stated that these uses are, and shall be treated as, residential uses subject only to
restrictions applicable to such uses or structures. Supportive housing in the form of residential care and
residential service facilities serving 6 or fewer persons is allowed by right in all residential zoning
districts, and for facilities serving 7 or more persons is conditionally allowed in residential and
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commercial zoning districts. These facilities include senior assisted living facilities and institutions that
provide medical assistance, training, counseling, and personal services for special needs populations.
As previously noted, while SB 2 requires jurisdictions to include by-right provisions for emergency
shelters in their municipal code, the City of San José’s priority strategy for responding to homelessness
is permanent supportive housing.
7. Farm Workers
Farm workers are traditionally defined as persons whose primary incomes are derived from permanent
or seasonal agricultural labor. Permanent farm laborers work in the fields, process plants, or support
activities generally on a year-round basis. When workload increases during harvest periods, the labor
force is supplemented by seasonal workers, often supplied by a labor contractor. For some crops, farms
may hire migrant workers, defined as those whose travel prevents them from returning to their primary
residence each evening.
According to the American Community Survey 1-year estimates, there were less than 1,000
Farmworkers living in San José in 2012. In 2013, Santa Clara County Office of Education recorded 2,142
migrant students in San José schools. City's business license records and California Employment
Development Department (EDD) data, there are no active farms or agricultural uses in San Jose that
would generate special housing needs for farm workers. All businesses identified as agriculturalrelated industries within the City are either offices for farm operations located in the Central Valley or
industrial operations that manufacture equipment and machinery for agricultural purposes. Due to the
absence of agricultural activity and the relatively low number of Farm Workers and migrant students
who reside in San José it is assumed that this group has similar needs as other low income and
homeless individuals within the City and that existing programs serve this population.
J. Energy Conservation
Conservation of energy is an important issue, not only because of the direct impact of energy costs on
individual consumers’ ability to afford housing, but also due to broader, less direct costs borne by
society as a result of inefficient development patterns. According to Jeff Speck, a city planner and author
of the book “Walkable City”, the typical American spent 10% of their income on transportation in the
1970’s. Since that time, the country has doubled its number of roads, and today people spend 20% of
their income on transportation. In fact, among the nation’s working families, defined as those earning
between $20,000 and $50,000 a year, transportation costs now outweigh housing as the most expensive
household budget item. In a local analysis of transportation costs, the Urban Land Institute (ULI), in a
2009 report entitled, “Bay Area Burden”, concluded that transportation costs in the nine-county Bay
Area were highest in the South Bay, totaling nearly $17,000 per year for a typical household.
In response, there is growing interest in a variety of related topics, including sustainable development,
energy independence, and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. Specifically related to housing
element law, the State mandates “an analysis of opportunities for energy conservation with respect to
residential development” (Government Code section 65583(a)(8)).
The City’s Green Vision, a 15-year plan adopted in 2007, provides the necessary framework for
addressing San José’s energy conservation needs in fulfillment of State law. The plan includes ten
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ambitious goals for economic growth, environmental sustainability and an enhanced quality of life for
residents and businesses, including the following to be achieved by the year 2022:




Goal 2: Reduce Per Capita Energy Use by 50%
Goal 4: Build or Retrofit 50 Million Square Feet of Green Buildings
Goal 7: Adopt a General Plan with Measurable Standards for Sustainable Development

The three goals above capture the primary strategies that San José is employing to promote energy
conservation, as discussed in more detail below.
1. Integrating Land Use and Transportation
Energy conservation has long been a central priority in the planning of San José’s land uses and
transportation network. By providing a range of housing types and affordability near jobs, services, and
transit, the City’s planning efforts can reduce commutes, traffic congestion, and thus the number of
vehicle miles and hours traveled. The General Plan includes a number of Major Strategies designed to
promote the integration of land use and transportation, including Major Strategy #3—Focused Growth
and Major Strategy #5—Urban Villages.
On the Focused Growth strategy, San José is largely built-out in a low-density land use pattern within its
city limits, and the General Plan does not support the conversion of industrial areas to residential use or
the development of Urban Reserves or lands outside the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. However, there
are many opportunities in which new housing and mixed-use developments can be achieved through
higher-density redevelopment within existing urbanized areas.
On the Urban Villages strategy, the General Plan establishes the “villages” concept to create a policy
framework to direct most new jobs and housing growth to occur within walkable and bike friendly areas
that have good access to transit and other existing infrastructure and facilities. Development of 70
Urban Villages at environmentally and fiscally beneficial locations throughout the City is a key Plan
strategy that integrates housing, land use, and transportation. The Housing Element implementation
program proposed strategies to facilitate residential development within Urban Villages across all
income levels.
2. Building Design Standards/Practices
There are many opportunities for conserving energy in new and existing homes. While construction of
energy efficient buildings does not necessarily lower the purchase price of housing, energy conservation
features should result in reduced monthly costs of occupancy as consumption of water and energy is
decreased. Similarly, retrofitting existing structures with energy-conserving features can result in a
reduction in utility and operating costs.
The State's 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards improve upon the current 2008 Standards for new
construction of, and additions and alterations to, residential buildings, and went into effect on January 1,
2014. According to the California Energy Commission (CEC), these standards will use 25% less energy
for lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, and water heating than the 2008 Standards, saving 200 million
gallons of water per year and avoid 170,500 tons of greenhouse gas emissions per year. On average,
these Standards add an additional $2,290 to the cost of constructing a new residential building, but will
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return $6,200 in energy savings over 30 years. In other words, when factored into a 30-year mortgage,
the Standards will add approximately $11 per month for the average home, but will save $27 on monthly
heating, cooling, and lighting bills.
As it relates to new homes, on October 7, 2008, the San José City Council adopted the Private Sector
Green Building Policy, which requires new construction projects of 10 or more units to either score at
least 50 points using the Build It Green rating system or obtain certification using the U.S. Green
Building Council LEED rating system. Certification with one of these green building rating systems will
yield energy and water savings, as well as numerous other environmental and health benefits.
As to retrofitting, the General Plan encourages flexibility in consideration of heights above those
established for buildings, to allow rooftop structures such as solar panels, other energy-saving or
generating devices, and roof landscaping (see General Plan Policy CD-4.12). Similarly, in compliance
with Senate Bill 1222 (SB 1222), San José has adopted an ordinance, permit fees, and processes to
streamline the submittal and approval of permits for solar energy systems per State guidelines. To date,
the City has itself implemented municipal energy efficiency retrofits that will save an estimated $1
million each year, and a revolving City Energy Fund enables investment of savings in a future energy
efficiency projects.
3. Promoting Energy Conservation
There are numerous financial and technical resources available to help households reduce their energy
usage, and the City is committed to promoting these resources and also providing residents with the
information needed to determine program eligibility and facilitate enrollment. San José has established
partnerships with PG&E, the State of California, and other organizations on various energy conservation
programs, regularly conducts energy efficiency training workshops for residential utility customers, and
is promoting an energy efficiency tool lending library.
The Energy Upgrade California program is an unprecedented collaboration between State agencies,
utilities, local governments, and contractors that provide a “one stop shop” for home improvement
projects that lower energy use, conserve water and natural resources, and make homes healthier and
more comfortable. Also, during 2012, the Santa Clara County/Silicon Valley Energy Watch program run
by the City of San José served over 1,500 homes and small businesses countywide, saving nearly $3
million in utility bills. To date, the program has helped almost 3,000 homes and businesses. As well, the
Community Energy Champion Grants program provided technical assistance and $335,000 in grants to
18 recipients. The grant recipients reached out to 19,000 people in targeted communities to increase
energy efficiency awareness.
Finally, aside from these three Green Vision goals and energy conservation strategies, the City has
adopted ordinances that require or promote energy efficiency in various other ways, including the
following:
a. Construction and Demolition Diversion Deposit (CDDD) Program (SJMC, Chapter 9.10, Part 15):
reduces the amount of waste that goes to the landfill and the need for new/raw building
materials. Green building practices referenced above can also reduce resource consumption,
through material reuse, efficient framing, off-site fabrication, and panelized or pre-fabricated
construction.
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b. Water-Efficient Landscape Standards (SJMC, Chapter 15.11): increases outdoor water efficiency
and conservation. Other water efficiency and conservation measures include the use of recycled
water, rainwater harvesting, and indoor conservation measures, such as installing high
efficiency toilets, faucets, showerheads, dishwashers, and clothes washers.
c. Storm Water Management (SJMC, Chapter 20.95): requires storm water runoff treatment and
management. Techniques include the use of permeable paving, erosion control measures for
steep slopes, vegetative/landscape-based treatment measures, such as bio swales and green
roofs, for the treatment of storm water and urban runoff.
K. Conclusions
With approximately 50% of owners (those with a mortgage) and an even higher percentage (53.4%) of
renters experiencing housing burden in 2010, this analysis concludes that the existing housing need in
San José is substantial. In fact, these results suggest that needs are not confined to lower-income
residents, but extend to middle class households as well to such a degree that traditional metrics of
affordability appear inadequate in high-cost areas. Similarly, concerns about the adequacy of the
“official” poverty measure, developed in the early 1960’s, have increased during the past decade. Among
many shortcomings, poverty thresholds do not adjust for geographic differences in housing costs across
the nation, such that estimates of poverty in San José are too low.
In response, in 2011, the U.S. Census Bureau, with support from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS),
released the first annual report describing research on a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM). The
SPM extends the information provided by the official poverty measure by including many of the
government programs designed to assist low-income persons that are not included in the current
official poverty measure. For example, the latest SPM report, released on November 6, 2013, indicated
that without Social Security, nearly 55% of the elderly would be in poverty nationwide, as opposed to less
than 15% by official measures. In California, the SPM calculates poverty at 23.8% of the population—
8,952,000 people—by far the highest percentage of any state.
According to the California Association of Realtors, the percentage of first-time buyers who could afford
a starter-priced Bay Area home fell dramatically in the 2012-2013 time period, from 66% in the first
quarter of 2012 to just 45% in the second quarter of 2013. Likewise, the National Association of Home
Builders (NAHB) currently ranks the San José Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) near the bottom of its
national housing affordability scale, with only 26% of homes affordable to median income families in the
fourth quarter of 2013, down from well over 50% just a few short years ago. As well, a recent study by
real estate brokerage Redfin concluded that San José was the most expensive U.S. city to have a baby,
with housing contributing nearly half of the average total cost of $41,600 for a newborn’s first year
(compared to a national average of $26,000). The study examined the cost of upgrading from a twobedroom home to a three-bedroom home, and in San José an additional bedroom was estimated at
about $225,000, or $20,000 per year in additional mortgage payments.
This chapter has provided a basic framework for understanding the nature and extent of the City’s
housing needs. The Plan Bay Area regional growth projections and the Regional Housing Need
Allocation (RHNA) each offer some quantification of the projected need for housing in San José. The City
is committed to using the General Plan and various other policy tools to satisfy growth expectations in a
manner that best achieves its fiscal sustainability goals while also serving all segments of the
population.
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Chapter IV:
Constraints and
Resources
State law requires jurisdictions to analyze “potential and actual constraints upon the maintenance,
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels,” and demonstrate efforts to remove
these constraints (Government Code section 65583(a) (5)). These constraints fall into two main
categories: governmental and non-governmental.
Governmental constraints consist of issues that are within local control or caused by public policies,
programs, or actions, including General Plan policies, zoning regulations, design guidelines, building
code requirements, application review procedures/processing time, fees, taxes, and other exactions.
Non-governmental constraints to residential development are primarily influenced by economic/market
factors, such as the price of land, the cost of construction, the availability of financing, and other
impacts caused by market forces.
In addition, State law requires “a general description of any environmental constraints to the
development of housing” (Government Code section 65583.2(b)(4)). As such, various environmental
hazards, such as noise, seismic, geologic/soil, flooding, and airport-related issues, which can limit or in
some cases entirely preclude residential development due to human health and safety concerns, are
also discussed. Finally, potential policy, programmatic, or legislative constraints to housing at the State
and federal levels are also assessed in this chapter.
Consistent with State law, the identified constraints are accompanied by a discussion of resources,
policies, or programs that San José has instituted, will institute, or will explore to alleviate the particular
constraint. However, jurisdictions have multiple and sometimes competing policy objectives, such that
in many cases a constraint cannot be entirely eliminated without creating other negative consequences.
One visible example of this trade-off are the General Plan policies emanating from the City Council’s
2007 adoption of an “Employment Lands Preservation Framework” and several other critical
implementation policies that address the fiscal impacts of future land use decisions. In short, the
General Plan essentially promotes a “jobs first” principle, and only supports conversion of employment
lands to residential use when the jobs capacity is maintained.
Under the North San José Area Development Policy, the City approved the conversion of 285 acres of
employment lands for 32,000 units of housing. 71 acres of Industrial Park designated lands have been
converted to date. That equals a loss of 3.1 million square feet of office/R&D space formerly occupied by
Sony, Wyse, Cadence, and Novellus. That is a loss of job capacity of 9,000 jobs. The City gained 8,000
units of high-density housing, a $2.3 billion private investment, and the ability to offer workforce housing
close in the City’s premier employment center.
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In the Edenvale Hitachi/Cottle Road Urban Village the City converted more than 200 acres of Industrial
Park lands formerly owned by IBM. Approximately 1,900 units of housing are under construction next to
light rail, Caltrain, and existing job centers and residential neighborhoods.

GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
A. General Plan Policies
State law requires that a local agency prepares and adopts a comprehensive and long-range general
plan for its physical development (Government Code section 65300). A general plan must address seven
topics, including housing. The General Plan is an integrated general plan, with most elements
addressed throughout the document. As such, the housing element Appendix B: Housing Goals,
Policies, and Actions summarize the related policies in the General Plan.
Overly restrictive land use policies in a general plan can limit the feasibility and add to the cost of
housing development. Consistent with regional Plan Bay Area growth projections and the Regional
Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) process, the General Plan provides both the near-term and long-term
capacity to construct new homes for all income levels in order to meet the identified needs. However,
the ongoing challenge is to sufficiently mitigate or eliminate constraints that can create barriers to
realization of the identified General Plan land capacity. As such, this chapter provides much of the
analytic basis for implementation programs identified in Chapter VII in order to facilitate the
development of housing across incomes and needs.
Major Strategies
San Jose’s growth is guided by twelve Major Strategies in the General Plan, each of which plays an
important role in ensuring continued evolution of San José into a great city. These twelve Major
Strategies are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Community-Based Planning
Form-Based Plan
Focused Growth
Innovation/Regional Employment Center
Urban Villages
Streetscapes for People
Measurable Sustainability/Environmental Stewardship
Fiscally Strong City
Destination Downtown
Life Amidst Abundant Natural Resources
Design for a Healthful Community
Plan Horizons and Periodic Major Review

The Focused Growth, Urban Villages, Destination Downtown, and Plan Horizons/Periodic Major Review
strategies are especially relevant to housing, and as such are each briefly summarized below.
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Focused Growth (Strategy #3)
Consistent with the objectives of Housing Element Law, AB 32, and SB 375, the General Plan focuses
new growth capacity in identified growth areas. This approach reflects the City’s goal to urbanize, to
support infill development in San José’s current low-density suburban form, and to reduce
environmental impacts while fostering transit use and walkability. Infill developments and mixed-use
redevelopment of aging and underutilized commercial centers within such neighborhoods are
opportunities to help the City achieve its goal of more walkable, mixed-use, compact communities, and
can be accomplished while still being sensitive to the existing neighborhood character. The Focused
Growth strategy directs and promotes growth within these growth areas in order to preserve and
enhance the quality of established neighborhoods, to reduce environmental and fiscal impacts, and to
strengthen the City’s Urban Growth Boundary. Additionally, urban communities are increasingly
attractive to the City’s projected growing demographic groups (i.e., an aging population and young
workers seeking an urban experience) because they support walking, conveniently incorporate retail
and other services in a compact mixed-use format, and support easy access to transit.
Urban Villages (Strategy #5)
The General Plan promotes the development of Urban Villages as a key strategy to implement the City’s
Focused Growth priority in order to provide active, walkable, bicycle-friendly, transit-oriented, mixeduse urban settings for new housing and job growth attractive to an innovative workforce and consistent
with the Plan’s environmental goals. The Urban Village framework directs most new job and housing
growth to occur within walkable and bike friendly Urban Villages that have access to transit and other
existing infrastructure and facilities. Each of the 70 Urban Villages identified within the Plan are unique,
and are located at environmentally and fiscally beneficial locations throughout the city. Focusing new
job and housing growth will enable families and households to more easily access amenities, jobs, and
public services by walking, biking, or public transit, while lowering the City’s per capita costs of service
delivery and infrastructure.
The Urban Village Strategy fosters:






Mixing residential and employment activities
Establishing minimum densities to support transit use, bicycling and walking
High-quality urban design
Revitalizing underutilized properties with access to existing infrastructure
Engaging local neighborhoods through an Urban Village Planning process

The importance of the Urban Village strategy cannot be overemphasized. This strategy is a key tool for
San José to establish a vibrant, urban built environment that is desirable to residents, employers, and
employees alike. The emphasis on placemaking and creating centers of energy is the draw for economic
development. This requires attention to detail and an understanding of the component parts, such as
land uses, and urban design that lead to attractive physical environments. The Urban Village strategy is
a key investment in city-building, which will be critically important for a suburban San José to maximize
its long-term economic potential.
Destination Downtown (Strategy #9)
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The General Plan supports continued growth in the Downtown as the City’s cultural center and as a
unique and important employment and residential location. Focusing growth within the Downtown will
support the Plan’s economic, fiscal, environmental, and urban design/placemaking goals. The
Downtown also has valuable historic resources, buildings with distinctive architecture, and unique
neighborhoods where residents have convenient access to urban activities and amenities. Between 2000
and 2010, the Downtown residential community grew by 8,000 people with the addition of new
condominiums, lofts, and live-work units. This growth trend is continuing, as two high-rise residential
towers have recently commenced construction, bringing a combined total of 659 new housing units into
the Downtown. At the same time, to date there has been little residential development that is affordable
to lower income households. Despite the efforts of the City. In fact, San Jose has been a leader in
affordable housing and generated over 21,600 units (including 6,000 rehab units) with 20%
redevelopment set aside funds. Nearly 1,900 affordable units were built downtown during the past three
decades.
Plan Horizons and Periodic Major Review (Strategy #12)
The General Plan implementation plan includes a major review every four years to evaluate the City’s
progress in achieving key General Plan goals, including the implementation of the Urban Village
strategy. The major reviews allow the City Council to evaluate the timing of additional housing and
population growth relative to the City’s overall economic and fiscal health. The Plan provides a tool for
phasing the development of new Urban Village areas and gives highest priority to the location of new
housing growth in the Downtown, connecting transit corridors, BART station areas, and North San José.
It also includes flexibility to allow the implementation of Urban Villages to be responsive to market
conditions, while meeting overall Plan objectives. The first Plan Horizon, which is in the current Phase of
the Plan, includes enough residential capacity to meet the City’s RHNA housing numbers. The major
review cycle also provides an opportunity for a community stakeholder task force and the City Council to
evaluate potential changes to current General Plan goals and policies. Finally, the review process
includes an annual process for City Council to consider proposed amendments to the General Plan.
City-initiated General Plan amendments or amendments required to allow the City to meet State and
federal requirements may occur on a more flexible timeline.
Residential Land Use Designations
The General Plan’s Land Use/Transportation Diagram contains a variety of residential land use
designations as shown in the table below. Each designation has an allowable density, floor area ratio
(FAR), and building height.
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Table IV-1, General Plan Residential Land Use Designations (move title above the table)

Note that most General Plan land use designations allow a residential density of 30 units or more per
acre. This aligns with State law (AB 2348) adopted in 2004 that established “default” density standards
appropriate to accommodate housing for lower income households, and which requires that cities
considered a “metropolitan jurisdiction” “shall include sites allowing at least 30 units per acre”
(Government Code section 65583.2(c)(2)(B)(iv)).
Note that while San José has the capacity to meet its Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) through
existing General Plan densities, this capacity may impair the efficacy of some land use planning tools.
For example, because there is ample density already contained in the General Plan, a density bonus
represents a smaller incremental incentive to housing development.
As previously indicated in Chapter III, the General Plan was developed to be a “jobs first” general plan
that uses a jobs-to-employed residents (J/ER) framework to guide the vision and policies, which
includes a J/ER ratio of 1.3:1 as a core objective. If achieved, San José would have 1.3 jobs for every
employed resident, and would be transformed from a housing-rich to a jobs-rich city. It is once again
important to note that if the County as a whole remains housing-poor and the City does not continue to
serve as the bedroom community for the County, then housing costs in both the County and in San José
could arguably be expected to increase, thereby possibly exacerbating existing affordability issues if jobs
created are not well paying.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
As it relates to an evaluation of housing constraints, the General Plan contains two key policies to
ensure sufficient flexibility and ongoing compliance with State law, as follows:
IP-2.5

During each Major Review of the General Plan evaluate input provided by the reconvened
Task Force and achievement of the following key General Plan goals to inform the City
Council’s decision, regarding needed changes, to begin the next General Plan Horizon, or
to increase the number of residential units available for non-specific Urban Village areas:
1.
Jobs/Housing Balance – Demonstrate improvement of the City’s jobs to employed
resident ratio (J/ER) consistent with achievement of 1.3 jobs per employed
resident by the year 2040.
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2.
3.

4.

IP-2.11

Fiscal Sustainability – Demonstrate sustainable improvement above 2010 levels in
the level of service for City services provided to the San José community.
Housing Supply – Verify that the current Planning Horizon contains adequate
capacity to meet San José’s Regional Housing Need Allocation for the remaining
7 ½ year portion of the current 8 year term.
Infrastructure – Confirm that adequate infrastructure and service facilities,
especially transit, exist or that a secure plan for them is in place to support the
planned jobs and housing capacity in the current and contemplated Horizon.

Provide a “Pool” of residential unit capacity which may be allocated to allow entitlement
of residential projects within Urban Village Areas not included within the current Plan
Horizon. This pool is initially established as 5,000 units, and may be replenished as part
of a General Plan Major Review. Projects receiving allocation must conform to the Land
Use / Transportation Diagram. Preparation of an Urban Village Plan for the subject Urban
Village is necessary prior to allocation of these units unless the project qualifies as a
Signature Project.

The first General Plan Major Review is not scheduled to occur until 2015 (i.e., four years from Plan
adoption in 2011), and thus the housing supply provision of Policy IP-2.5 will be considered at that time.
Meanwhile, Policy IP-2.11 enables satisfaction of the City’s Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA)
for the 2014-2023 time period (see Table V-1 in Chapter V).
At the same time, the City’s first General Plan Annual Review, held on October 22, 2013, included
additional City Council policy guidance to balance the achievement of various Plan goals. In essence, the
Council reaffirmed the objectives of Employment Lands preservation, giving direction for preparation of
a General Plan text amendment specifying the following:
1. An Urban Village is not a mechanism to convert employment lands to non-employment uses.
2. Other City policy goals (e.g., raising revenues), which could occur through the conversion of
employment lands to non-employment uses shall not take precedence over the General Plan’s
“jobs first” principle.
3. The “jobs first” principle applies to Urban Villages, and conversions of non-residential to
residential land uses are not allowed to proceed ahead of the job creation that is necessary to
balance the residential components of a Village Plan.
The jobs focus of the General Plan is also intended to create enough jobs in the City so that households
who have residents who are unemployed or under-employed may find work and afford housing in the
City. As discussed in more detail in Chapter III, the “jobs first” principle is considered a fiscal imperative,
and the General Plan seeks a delicate balance of various interests by providing the long-term ability to
construct up to 120,000 new housing units.
The City has recent real world, market driven, and privately financed development projects that show
that housing and employment related development can successfully occur concurrently. Three
examples are as follows:

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter IV‐6

The Alameda Chandler-Pratt Project: The project proposes 22,600 square feet of retail
(ground floor) and office (2nd floor) along with 140 residential units, including affordable housing
units.
The Chiem Property on West San Carlos: The proposal is to develop 22,000sf of office/retail
square footage and 315 units of housing.
The Edenvale Transit Village – (Hitachi Campus) Cottle Road: Jobs and housing are being
built at the same time.
B. Zoning Regulations
Title 20 of the San José Municipal Code, hereafter referred to as the Zoning Ordinance or Zoning Code,
promotes and protects the public peace, health, safety, and general welfare by:








Guiding, controlling, and regulating future growth and development in the City in a sound and
orderly manner, and promoting the achievement of the goals and purposes of the General Plan
Protecting the character and economic and social stability of agricultural, residential,
commercial, industrial, and other areas in the City
Providing light, air, and privacy to property
Preserving and providing open space and preventing overcrowding of the land
Appropriately regulating the concentration of population
Providing access to property and preventing undue interference with and hazards to traffic on
public rights-of-way
Preventing unwarranted deterioration of the environment and promoting a balanced ecology

The Zoning Code defines a family as being “one or more persons occupying a premise and living as a
single housekeeping unit” (Section 20.200.370). This definition is sufficiently broad, and therefore does
not constrain development of unique housing types, such as those for special needs populations and
unrelated individuals. Further, San José is in compliance with federal and state fair housing laws in
providing “reasonable accommodation” to persons with disabilities. Specifically, Chapter 20.160
(Requests for Reasonable Accommodation) describes the application process for making a request for
reasonable accommodation, whose intent is to accommodate the housing needs of persons with
disabilities to the greatest extent feasible and to evaluate individual requests on a case-by-case basis.
Chapter 20.30 addresses residential land use and development regulations. These regulations include
parameters for the size of lots/buildings and the location/use of structures in accordance with the City’s
“conventional” (i.e., non-Planned Development) zoning districts. Importantly, as of 2012, the City’s R-M
Multi-Family Residential District has no density limit and provides for building height exceptions, and
can thus accommodate development of higher density, lower income housing (i.e., at least 30 units per
acre, per Government Code section 65583.2(c)(2)(B)(iv)), without the need for a PD zoning/permit.
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CONVENTIONAL RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICTS
Min. Setback/Yard (ft.)
Zoning
District
R-1-RR
R-1-1
R-1-2
R-1-5
R-1-8
R-2
R-M
R-MH

Height
(ft.)
35
35
35
35
35
35
45*
45

Front
50
30
30
25
25
20
15
15

Side
20
20
15
5
5
5
5
5

Rear
30
25
25
20
20
25
25
25

Min. Lot Lot Area per
Net Density
Area (sq.ft.) Unit (sq.ft.) (Units per Acre)
5 acres
N/A
Up to 0.2
1 acre
N/A
Up to 1.0
20,000
N/A
Up to 2.0
8,000
N/A
Up to 5.0
5,445
N/A
Up to 8.0
5,445
N/A
Up to 14.5
6,000
N/A
No Limit
6,000
N/A
N/A

Source: City of San Jose
*Note: except as provided in Chapter 20.85 (Specific Height Restrictions).

Table IV-2, Conventional Residential Zoning Districts

In some cases, residential development may also be allowed in commercial and industrial zoning
districts. In the Downtown Commercial (DC) zoning districts, multi-family residential is allowed by right
as a stand-alone use or when mixed with commercial uses. The DC zoning districts are the least
restrictive for residential development in the City, as no minimum setbacks are required and maximum
allowable building height is limited only by Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations (Note: see
the discussion of airport issues in the Environmental Hazards section of this chapter).
The following table shows the non-residential zoning districts where specified residential uses can
occur. Aside from the DC zones, commercial zoning districts generally allow various residential uses
through obtainment of a use permit. However, residential uses are incompatible with industrial uses,
and therefore are not permitted in industrial zones. One exception to this is with regard to Emergency
Residential Shelters, which are permitted by right in the Combined Industrial/Commercial (CIC) zoning
district and are conditionally allowed in other industrial districts.

Table IV-3, Residential Uses in Non-Residential Zoning Districts
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One example of a residential use allowed in commercial zoning districts with a use permit are Single
Room Occupancy (SRO) Facilities. SROs offer a housing option to low income segments of the
population, filling a gap between traditional apartments and homeless shelters, as well as an alternative
to those who prefer the flexibility and dormitory lifestyle that can be found in SROs. Since 1987, San José
has strengthened the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and other City policies to facilitate the
development of SROs. The Zoning Code defines two types of SROs: an SRO Hotel and an SRO Living Unit.
An SRO Hotel is conditionally allowed in all commercial zoning districts, while an SRO Living Unit is
conditionally allowed in commercial zoning districts and the R-M Multi-Family Residential District.
The table below provides a summary comparison of planning permit processes, including individual
process components and the decision maker involved. Process types include use of the previously
referenced conventional zoning districts or the Planned Development zone, as well as various
Development Permit types as described in Chapter 20.100 of the Zoning Code. These development
permits include the following:





Site Development Permit
Conditional Use Permit
Special Use Permit
Planned Development Permit

In addition, since 2000, the City of San José has had a separate Single-Family House Permit (not shown)
that applies only in limited circumstances. These circumstances include new construction that exceeds
30 feet or 2 stories in height, a floor area ratio (FAR) in excess of 0.45, or if a house or site is designated
as historic. Finally, a Permit Adjustment is an administrative level permit that allows the Planning
Director sole discretion to approve minor modifications to an approved permit. More details on
application review/processing time are provided later in this chapter.
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Table IV-4, Planning Permit Process Comparison

Parking Requirements
The Zoning Code also contains provisions relating to off-street parking and loading (Chapter 20.90).
These requirements are intended to promote adequate parking to meet the needs generated by a
specific use or uses, promote effective circulation, reduce congestion, increase safety and aesthetics
within off-street parking areas, and encourage the use of alternative modes of transportation and other
trip reduction methods.
For one-family dwellings, two covered parking spaces are generally required. For two-family and multifamily units, required parking may be uncovered, and the number of required parking spaces is derived
from the living unit size (i.e., number of bedrooms) and the type of parking facility, as indicated in the
table below. However, parking requirements are less in the Downtown zoning districts and for sites that
meet certain other location criteria (e.g., within 2,000 feet of a Light Rail Transit station or within a
Neighborhood Business District).
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Table IV-5, Two-Family and Multi-Family Parking Requirements

A reduction from parking requirements may be appropriate provided that the modification is granted
pursuant to applicable Zoning Code provisions. Qualifying projects must incorporate Travel Demand
Management (TDM) program elements, such as transit pass subsidies, parking cash-out, ride sharing,
carpools/vanpools, shared parking, or other reasonable measures. Parking reductions are especially
applicable to senior housing, Single Room Occupancy (SRO) facilities, Emergency Residential Shelters,
residential care/service facilities, and convalescent hospitals, for example. Finally, the Planned
Development zone provides opportunity to determine parking requirements appropriate for an individual
development proposal.
The additional summary parking tables on the following page are provided given the complex nature of
requirements for various other specific residential use types (i.e., besides one-family, two-family, and
multi-family dwellings). The tables effectively merge much of the contents of separate tables contained
in Chapter 20.90 (Parking and Loading) and Chapter 20.70 (Downtown Zoning Regulations) of the Zoning
Code.
Through a grant from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), data is currently
being gathered from one hundred residential sites around the Bay Area, including San José, to better
estimate parking use in transit-rich neighborhoods. Data collection is being administered by
TransForm, an advocacy non-profit organization, and will be shared via an online searchable database
with customizable reports. The data are broadly expected to result in more efficient use of parking, avoid
the time and cost associated with the preparation of parking studies, and help cities update their zoning
codes to better reflect local parking demand and use. City staff will conduct an analysis of these data
once they become available.
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Table IV-6, Summary of Parking Requirements in Conventional Zoning Districts
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Table IV-7, SRO Facility Parking Requirements in Conventional Zoning Districts

Secondary Units
Secondary units, also called “granny” or in-law units, provide an important potential source of
affordable housing. In 1982, State law was enacted (Government Code section 65852.2) to encourage the
creation of second units while maintaining local flexibility for unique circumstances and conditions,
including the ability to set development standards, require minimum unit sizes, and establish parking
requirements. In response, in 1984, the San José City Council passed an ordinance precluding
secondary units, citing traffic, infrastructure, and safety concerns as major reasons for the prohibition.
However, more recently, in 2005 the City Council initiated a Secondary Unit Pilot Program to temporarily
test and evaluate a set of secondary unit development standards for a period of one year. Then, in 2008,
an ordinance was adopted which permanently allowed secondary units that conform to modified Zoning
Code requirements. These requirements are summarized in the table below.

Table IV-8, Secondary Unit Development Standards in Conventional Zoning Districts

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter IV‐13

Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The City considers various amendments to the Zoning Code on a regular, ongoing basis. These changes
frequently relate to reducing constraints on housing development, and more recent amendments have
been designed to align the Zoning Ordinance with policy direction established by the General Plan. For
example, in early 2012, Ordinance No. 29012 inserted a new Zoning Code chapter (Chapter 20.85) that
regulates building heights. This revision was necessary to align Title 20 with the General Plan, as former
General Plan text on maximum building heights for specific properties/uses was intentionally removed.
This revision also incorporated exceptions to height restrictions for specific geographic areas or specific
uses identified within the General Plan.
The following additional housing-related ordinances (listed in chronological order) have been approved
since adoption and certification of the prior Housing Element (2007-2014) in 2009:










Ordinance No. 28448 (effective 1/2/09): reduced costs for expansions to two-family dwellings, by
simplifying the process for permitting small additions to this building type.
Ordinance No. 28576 (effective 7/3/09): authorized the Planning Director to extend, for a limited
time period, the term of previously-approved Development Permits as an incentive for
implementation of projects impacted by the economic downturn.
Ordinance No. 28680 (effective 1/5/10): defined Transitional Housing and Supportive Housing,
and clarified the regulations applicable to these housing types, per Senate Bill 2 (SB 2).
Ordinance No. 29011 (effective 2/10/12): allowed more medium to high density housing projects
to obtain a Site Development Permit instead of a Planned Development zoning/permit by
increasing densities within the conventional R-M Multi-Family Residential District.
Ordinance No. 29054 (effective 6/1/12): authorized the Planning Director to extend, for a limited
time period, the term of previously-approved Development Permits for small residential projects
through issuance of a Permit Adjustment.
Ordinance No. 29217 (effective 4/5/13): reduced parking requirements for residential
development near transit and provided Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures.

As relates to secondary units, per the General Plan, San José continues to explore options to improve
the effectiveness of this code provision (see Policy H-2.5 and Action H-2.9 in Appendix B). As of April 7,
2014, the ordinance has resulted in the construction of only 150 secondary units, and thus has not yet
had a meaningful impact on the supply of affordable housing. In response, the City is currently exploring
options for relaxing certain development standards (e.g., minimum lot size and minimum setbacks) in
the hopes of encouraging greater use, preserving the character of existing neighborhoods, and
supporting infill development which minimizes City service costs. While there are several possible areas
of exploration, the primary constraint currently is the parking requirement of one additional space
located outside the front and side setback areas.
C. Design Guidelines
The City of San José has adopted design guidelines to assist those persons involved in the design,
construction, review and approval of residential development. By defining criteria for new residential
development occurring within the City, the design guidelines benefit the development community and
reduce soft costs of producing housing. Developers can incorporate standards from the guidelines into a
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project during the early stages of design rather than having to revise plans significantly later during the
review process.
The Residential Design Guidelines and the Single Family House Design Guidelines provide a common
understanding of the minimum design standards to be applied to various land uses, development types,
and locations to facilitate efficient design. Additionally, the City has Design Guidelines for some key
areas in the City including Downtown and North San José. The intent of the guidelines is to define the
City’s expectations for the design of new residential development. Design quality focuses on the
functional aspects of a development (e.g., buildings, parking, setbacks, etc.) rather than requirements
for expensive materials. The guidelines are primarily concerned with the relationship of new residential
development to its surroundings. The guidelines also address specific issues within a project itself, such
as internal circulation and common open space, to establish standards of livability for the residential
development. In 2007, the Residential Design Guidelines were updated to reflect new trends in housing
type and design, including transit-oriented development and high-rise residential construction.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The development standards used in the design guidelines are intended to allow residential projects to
achieve the maximum densities permitted in the various General Plan residential land use designations.
The setback and landscaping requirements are not excessive and do not require inordinate development
expenditures, and they can in fact contribute to a quality living environment. Affordable and market rate
housing are subject to the guidelines, resulting in high quality affordable housing acceptable to
neighborhoods throughout the City. Thus, the design guidelines do not unduly constrain housing
development in San José.
D. Building Code Requirements
The State Building Standards Commission (BSC) publishes triennial editions of the California Code of
Regulations (CCR), Title 24, also known as the California Building Standards Code. Most recently, on
July 1, 2013, the BSC published the 2013 edition of these standards, which apply to any building or
structure for which application for a building permit is made on or after January 1, 2014. The State
allows local governments to modify the standards to make them more restrictive (not less), provided
certain express findings are made that the proposed modifications are necessary due to special local
geologic, topographic, or climatic conditions that can affect the health, welfare, and safety of local
residents. Any local amendments must be made prior to the effective date of the State codes.
On November 5, 2013, the City Council approved an ordinance amending Title 24 of the San José
Municipal Code and adopting the 2013 editions of the California Building, Residential, Electrical,
Mechanical, and Plumbing Codes, the Historical Building Codes, and the California Green Building
Standards (“CALGreen”) Code. This ordinance included a staff proposal to adopt local amendments for
certain structural design requirements, fire sprinkler regulations, and other building requirements
based on the following findings:
1. The San Francisco Bay Area region is densely populated and located in an area of high seismic
activity. San José is bounded by the Hayward and San Andreas faults capable of producing major
earthquakes.
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2. Concern for fire/life safety associated with a structural failure due to a seismic event, considering
the increasing number of buildings in the region, the use of new structural systems, the poor
performance of certain materials, and the quality of construction.
3. Severe seismic events could disrupt communications, damage gas mains, cause extensive electrical
hazards, and place extreme demands on limited and widely dispersed fire prevention resources to
meet the fire and life safety needs of the community.
4. The local geologic, topographic, or climatic conditions pose an increase hazard in acceleration,
spread, magnitude, and severity of potential fires in San José, and may cause a delayed response
from emergency responders, allowing further growth of the fire.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The City of San José is in the forefront of identifying the need for code amendments, assumes a
leadership role at the regional and State levels to reduce individual differences between cities and
counties, and informs and educates the public about new requirements. To establish uniformity in
adopting code amendments, the City is an active participant in the Tri-Chapter Uniform Code Program,
whose membership stretches from Contra Costa County in the north to San Benito County in the south.
City staff conducted free training sessions in late-2013 to introduce various stakeholders to the
significant changes between the 2010 and 2013 California Building Codes as well as the local
amendments.
The 2013 Building Codes and amendments do not unduly constrain residential development or the City’s
ability to accommodate special housing needs groups in San José, including persons with disabilities. In
fact, the codes and amendments contain design elements that address limited lifting or flexibility (e.g.,
roll-in showers, grab bars, etc.), limited mobility (e.g., push/pull lever faucets, wide swing hinges, etc.),
and limited vision (e.g., additional stairwell and task lighting, etc.) that are consistent with the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards, as implemented under Title 24.
E. Application Review Procedures/Processing Time
Application review procedures and processing time can increase the carrying costs of property under
consideration for residential development. Application review/processing time is dependent on a
number of factors, including adherence to municipal and State government regulations, community
outreach and noticing requirements associated with public hearings and meetings, and an applicant’s
own ability to coordinate effectively with various project stakeholders. Recognizing the need to simplify
application review procedures and minimize processing time to the greatest extent possible, the City of
San José is committed to considering and implementing continuous process improvements in the
delivery of development services. Some of the most noteworthy process improvements in recent years
are briefly described below.
Integrated Services
Since the organization’s move to a new City Hall facility in 2005, San José has offered a fully functional
Development Services Center, an integrated, “one-stop” first-floor location where the public can
conduct business related to development applications handled by various City departments. Key
partners in operation of the Development Services Center include the Planning Division, Building

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter IV‐16

Division, Public Works Department, Fire Department, and Office of Economic Development. This service
brings key staff together for coordination and customer convenience.
Preliminary Review
Preliminary Review is a voluntary, fee-based service that is tailored to an applicant’s needs and
familiarity with City codes, policies, and development review processes. It is intended to be a timesaving process for prospective applicants to meet San José standards before they submit a formal
Planning application. There are several different options for the level of review and associated fees,
including a Focused Review, Enhanced Review, and Comprehensive Review. .
Project Facilitation
Staff located in the Development Services Center and elsewhere within City Hall has been strategically
assigned to a “project facilitator” role to help navigate more complex project coordination issues and
ultimately achieve better customer service. Project assignments are generally limited to those with the
highest potential to accomplish General Plan goals, and the role reserved for more senior staff
members that have gained experience in complicated review processes. Examples of such projects
include, for example, high-rise development in Downtown and projects with sensitive environmental
issues that require detailed knowledge of CEQA.
Concurrent Processing
Since 2004, the City has enabled concurrent processing of a Development Permit with a request to
rezone property, prezone/annex property, or with other permits (e.g., Tentative Map) required by the
Zoning Code. This concurrent processing is especially important to residential development, as most
such projects are processed pursuant to a Planning Development zoning/permit that might otherwise
require considerably more time if processed sequentially.
Universal Application Form
In 2013, the City introduced a “Universal Application Form” for the submission of most Planning
applications. This new application form essentially took the place of over a dozen former and separate
applications for different types of requests that had substantially similar submittal requirements. The
application includes a matrix identifying specific documents to be included in the application package
based on permit type, and a matrix that identifies the type of sheets that must comprise the required
plan set. The Universal Application Form is expected to be a substantial improvement by clarifying the
application submittal process for project applicants.
Deployment of Technology
The City of San José deploys a variety of technology tools to speed access to information and improve
development-related customer service. Examples of these tools include an Integrated Development
Tracking System (also known as “AMANDA”), and associated public-facing web portal
(https://www.sjpermits.org/permits/) where customers can perform property research and apply for
simple permits. Further, in 2012, the City’s entire website (http://www.sanJoséca.gov) was migrated to a
new technology platform that is better organized, contains a self-subscribe notification (via e-mail or
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text message) for content updates, and features an online application appointment scheduling system.
As well, the City uses Geographic Information Systems (GIS) to manage spatial data and provide parcelspecific property information via the above tools.
Standard Permit Conditions
In 2013, the City developed extensive master and customized lists of standard permit conditions in a
centralized location that are applicable to almost every type of permit application. These conditions
should facilitate greater permit consistency and streamline the review and issuance of more complete
permits by essentially allowing “cut-and-paste” of standard permit language into draft permits. More
specifically, standard permit conditions have been incorporated into AMANDA “document merge”
functionality, such that relevant permit conditions can be included in a relatively automated fashion.
Processing Timeline Goals
In its commitment to processing development applications in an expeditious manner, the City of San
José has established various timeline goals as summarized in the table below. These goals vary by
project type and the extent of environmental review as required by the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA). In general, and depending upon project complexity, these goals help to ensure that most
residential projects are completed in 180 days or less from the time an application is filed. For smaller
projects, the timeline can be as short as 30 days or less.

Table IV-9, Residential Project Processing Timeline Goals

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter IV‐18

In addition, to facilitate the streamlining of application review, the City has implemented numerous
project “milestone” processing goals, which goals are published and included in application filing
materials. These milestone goals are as follows:







Comments for major projects sent in 30 days (95%)
Comments for other applications sent in 30 days (70%)
Second-round comments for major projects sent in 14 days (75%)
Draft permit to applicant one week prior to public hearing (95%)
Permit signed within 3 days of public hearing (95%)
Projects with 2 or fewer reviews to public hearing (90%)

Resources to Alleviate Constraints
As mentioned, San José is committed to considering and implementing continuous process
improvements. These improvements could range from informal, staff-initiated changes that are
assigned or authorized by Department Directors, or more formal changes that require review and
adoption of an ordinance by the City Council. This willingness and flexibility to change will enable the
City to remain competitive in the delivery of development services, and ensure that any constraints to
housing are minimized to the greatest extent possible. For example, the City responded effectively to
new challenges brought about by the recent economic downturn, including allowing an extension of the
term of previously-approved Development Permits and suspending the collection of a portion of
construction taxes for qualified projects (as discussed in the next section).
In a commitment to provide high quality services that meet the needs of its customers, the Development
Services Partners conduct an annual Customer Satisfaction Study
(http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?NID=3499). This study is designed to provide reliable measures
of satisfaction among the Partners' customer base, thus providing insight into how services can be
improved. In fiscal year 2012-13, the Partners collectively responded to an estimated 100,000 phone
inquiries at the Development Center, processed 700 planning applications, issued 26,500 building
permits, and conducted 183,000 field inspections. When looking at specific aspects of service, the latest
survey found that 13 of 14 statistically significant changes recorded between the 2011 and 2012 studies
moved in a positive direction.
F. Fees, Taxes, and other Exactions
The fees, taxes, and other exactions applicable to residential development in San José fall into four main
categories: (1) entitlement fees; (2) construction fees; (3) impact/capacity fees, and (4) development
taxes. In short, entitlement fees include fees for land use approval and environmental clearance,
construction fees include the various permit, plan check, and inspection fees related to the construction
process, impact/capacity fees mitigate the costs that new development imposes on community
infrastructure or to fund quality of life enhancements, and development taxes are assessed by the City
to finance capital projects (esp. roadway improvements) or otherwise required to be collected for
subsequent transmittal to the State.
For processing and impact fees, State law specifies procedural and nexus requirements, as follows:
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Planning and permit processing fees cannot exceed the reasonable cost of providing the service,
unless approved by the voters; agencies collecting fees must provide project applicants with a
statement of amounts and purposes of all fees at the time of fee imposition or project approval
(Government Code section 66020).



The Mitigation Fee Act sets forth procedural requirements for adopting and collecting capital
facilities fees and exactions, and requires they be supported by a report establishing the
relationship between the amount of any capital facilities fee and the use for which it is collected
(Government Code section 66000).

The City of San José remains in compliance with these State requirements. Further, since 2003, the City
has participated in a study of development fees across eight cities in the South Bay (including Cupertino,
Gilroy, Morgan Hill, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San José, Sunnyvale, and Salinas). Each city calculates
entitlement and construction fees, impact/capacity fees, and development taxes based on five sample
project types. In summary, the South Bay Area Cost of Development Survey
(http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?NID=4100) has consistently concluded that San José’s fees/taxes
for single- and multi-family development project types are lower than the average of eight study cities.
Entitlement Fees
The City imposes entitlement fees based on a cost-recovery model. These fees cover City staff time
necessary to process permits, including completing internal review, conducting community meetings
and public hearings, and performing inspections consistent with the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance,
Building Code, and other applicable laws such as the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The
table below provides a summary of entitlement fees associated with the processing of a residential
project pursuant to the Planned Development zoning/permit process.

Table IV-10, Planning Fees for Residential Projects Requiring a Planned Development Zoning

Fee Schedule as of June 2014
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Construction Fees
Construction fees cover permit, plan check, and inspection fees for services primarily provided by the
City’s Building Division, Public Works Department, and Fire Department. Initial fees are charged based
on an historical analysis of time required to perform the services and/or the number of inspections
typically required based on project type. When the value of the services provided (based on an hourly
rate) exceeds the initial fee, additional service time must be purchased.
Impact/Capacity Fees
Impact/capacity fees are established to provide essential public improvements necessary to support
new residential development. For example, the City’s Public Works Department collects a fee to fund
anticipated improvements at the San José-Santa Clara Regional Wastewater Facility based on capacity
and projected future expansion needs. Other examples include fees for parks, libraries, and street trees.
The most significant of the impact/capacity fees is the fee in lieu of parkland dedication, as briefly
discussed below.
In 1988, the City Council adopted the Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) to help meet the demand for
neighborhood and community parks generated by new residential development. In 1992, the City Council
adopted the Park Impact Fee (PIO), which applied parkland dedication requirements to new units in nonsubdivided residential projects. Both the PDO and PIO require that new housing projects either dedicate
land for public parks, pay an in lieu fee, construct new park facilities, or a combination of these. The
PDO is consistent with the requirements and procedures set forth in State law (Government Code
section 66477).
On June 4, 2013, the City Council directed staff to study the potential imposition of a Housing Impact
Fee, which fee would place a per square foot assessment on new residential development to help fund
the creation of affordable housing. In response, the City has retained a consultant (Keyser Marston) to
facilitate the public process and to conduct the required nexus study. The Housing Department is
currently involved in the analysis and the second phase of public input for this process. Housing
Department staff has sought and received a range of input from the community and stakeholders. Some
have expressed concern that a fee might be passed onto households – which would increase the cost of
housing – and create an impediment to residential development. Others have noted that market-rate
housing is already priced at what the market can bear – so the fee should not be passed onto
households and should not increase the cost of housing to households – and could be managed
provided the policy should be clear, consistent, and predictable for the development community, and not
unduly burden them. Staff anticipates bringing a proposal to Council for consideration in late 2014, and
seeks to craft a well-designed program that balances the need for a permanent local source of funding
in a manner that does not impede development.
Development Taxes
San José imposes a series of residential development taxes that are generally used to finance the
construction and improvement of facilities and infrastructure systems. These taxes include the Building
and Structure Construction Tax, the Construction Excise Tax, and the Residential Construction Tax.
These taxes are either restricted or have historically been used to finance traffic capital improvements,
such as the construction, replacement, widening, and modification (but not maintenance) of City
roadways.
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The City also collects taxes for regional or statewide programs/funds, which fees are collected at the
time of issuance of a building permit and subsequently transmitted to other agencies. These
programs/funds include the California Strong Motion Instrumentation Program (CSMIP) that pertains to
geologic analysis and the Building Standards Administration Special Revolving Fund related to
implementation of green building standards. As well, the newly formed Santa Clara Valley Habitat
Agency, a Joint Powers Authority composed of the cities of San José, Morgan Hill, and Gilroy along with
the County of Santa Clara, initiated the collection of Habitat Conservation Plan fees in October 2013.
Finally, while not collected directly by the City, State law grants authority to school districts to raise
revenue from all new development through imposition of a school impact fee. These fees are collected
by the school districts, and the City requires proof of payment as part of the building permit issuance
process.
On-Site and Off-Site Improvements
New residential development in San José may be responsible for both on-site (private) and off-site
(public) improvements that are directly related to the impacts associated with a particular project. Aside
from the construction of the buildings themselves, on-site improvements may include such items as
public roads, private driveways/walkways, fencing, landscaping, drainage systems, etc. These
improvements are either required by the Zoning Code or negotiated through the development review
process as conditions of approval. Off-site improvements can include, for example, standard curb,
gutter, and sidewalk, landscaping, street lighting, and the installation of underground utilities (including
the undergrounding of existing overhead utilities). Depending on the extent of project impacts, such
public improvements may be required not only for the subject property but also for areas not located on
the development site (e.g., a traffic signal to address nearby vehicle circulation).
The primary mechanism for funding public improvements is the Residential Construction Tax
Contribution Fund. In essence, housing developers pay contributions to this fund and, in turn,
reimbursements are made from the fund once eligible improvements are completed. Similarly,
Underground Utility Districts are established using fees from developers. Undergrounding projects are
prioritized within a five-year plan based on several criteria, the most important of which is the amount of
fees collected within the Underground District. Other criteria include whether or not the underground
work can be coordinated with other capital improvement projects (e.g., street widening) and equity in the
amount of undergrounding proposed in various areas of the City. Finally, a new Contingent Lien District
Fund was established as part of the 2013-2014 budget process. This fund is used to facilitate cost
sharing agreements through special districts between private parties in regards to the construction of
significant public improvements as required by the City for development projects. As funds are
collected, projects are constructed as specified by the original district agreements.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The City has been active on a number of fronts to alleviate constraints with the payment of constructionrelated fees and taxes. These actions have amounted to targeted incentives designed to further the
goals and policies of the General Plan. For example, in 2010, the City Council amended the schedule of
parkland fees charged under the PDO and PIO specifically for low income housing units, setting the rate
at 50% of the fees normally applicable to each housing type. Previously the entire fee was waived for
affordable housing developments but was raised to generate additional parkland fees, while continuing
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to provide some incentive for the construction of affordable housing in San José. However, options for
other former construction-related fee waivers applicable to affordable housing expired several years
ago.
In 2013, the City Council expanded and extended the Downtown High Rise Development Incentive
Program, temporarily suspending the collection of 50% of the construction taxes for qualified projects.
This program recognizes that a completed high-rise tower adds $150 million or more in assessed value
to a site, thereby increasing tax rolls and providing a net-positive financial impact to the City, and
constitutes the most environmentally sensitive means of accommodating substantial anticipated
population growth, resulting in a net reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle-miles-traveled
(VMT) over any alternative. However, once again, to date the incentive has yielded little residential
development that is affordable to lower income households.
In summary, the fees, taxes, and other exactions applicable to residential development in San José are
comparable, and on average lower, than other cities within the South Bay region, and thus are not an
undue constraint. This is also true for affordable housing, since as mentioned the parkland fees
applicable to such projects are set at a reduced rate. As to on-site and off-site improvements, the City
has well-established infrastructure standards that are communicated to developers at the earliest
stages of the development review process, so that these costs can be appropriately factored into the
design of a project.
G. Regional Coordination
The location of jobs and housing, and where people choose to work and live, has regional impacts. The
recognition of this fact is a fundamental reason for the existence of Housing Element law, which seeks
to provide a mechanism for jurisdictions to provide their regional fair share of housing. As well, the
Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act (SB 375) yielded a new set of complimentary
incentives and consequences to promote compliance with State housing goals. Specifically, SB 375
prescribes those local governments on an eight-year planning cycle (including San José) must adopt a
housing element within 120 days of the statutory due date. Failure to meet this timeline triggers a
provision, referred to as the “four-year consequence,” mandating update of a housing element every
four years (instead of every eight years) until adopting at least two consecutive updates by applicable
due dates. In addition, as cited in Chapter I, a new framework for sustainability and regional planning
will support RHNA through targeted transportation investments funded under the incentive-based One
Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Program.
The RHNA process and this more recent system of “sticks and carrots” are a useful first step to
furthering regional coordination on housing issues of statewide concern, but regions and cities for the
most part still lack mechanisms to effectively ensure that fair share housing production targets are met.
For one, cities that choose to prioritize growth and meaningfully address housing issues may not be
sufficiently incentivized by the availability of grant funds targeted primarily for non-housing purposes. As
such, during this RHNA period, City staff will continue to work with agencies and organizations in Santa
Clara County and throughout the Bay Area to explore partnerships and strategies to facilitate a more
equitable distribution of responsibility on these matters.
H. State and Federal Government
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Dissolution of San José Redevelopment Agency
In 1945, the California Community Redevelopment Act was created to give local governments tools to
address urban problems such as blight, degraded buildings, and a lack of affordable housing.
Redevelopment is a process enabling revitalization of deteriorated and blighted areas, whereby
redevelopment agencies develop a plan and provide the initial funding to encourage and attract private
investment that otherwise wouldn’t occur. Then, in 1952, this law was enacted, authorizing the
distribution of tax increment to agencies with the goal of relieving taxpayers of the costs of
redevelopment by making projects self-supporting.
In 1976, the California Legislature took action requiring that 20% of all tax increment generated through
redevelopment be set aside to create, preserve, and improve housing for low- and moderate-income
persons. Known as the Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund or “inclusionary housing”, this source
of funding became the single most effective tool for development of affordable housing in California. In
San José, Low and Moderate Income Housing funds administered by the former San José
Redevelopment Agency helped create thousands of new affordable units, provided homeownership
opportunities for teachers and other workers key to our community’s success, and assisted lower
income households to improve their houses and neighborhood conditions.
In 2011, in response to State budget deficits, Governor Jerry Brown proposed and the State Legislature
approved legislation that dissolved redevelopment agencies, and with that action the Low and Moderate
Income Housing Fund. According to the League of California Cities, this action “fundamentally changed
substantive municipal, housing, and tax laws, in addition to rendering the Community Redevelopment
Law inoperative” and “fundamentally shifted decisions concerning the financing and funding of
redevelopment obligations from the local level to the State, and comprehensively changed how low and
moderate income housing is funded.”
On June 28, 2011, Assembly Bill x1 26 (ABx1 26) was signed by the Governor, and required the creation
of Successor Agencies to oversee the dissolution process. For affordable housing, however, the
legislation allowed the cities and counties that created the redevelopment agency to choose to retain the
housing assets and to continue to enforce the housing covenants and restrictions, and to exercise all
other rights, powers, duties and obligations of the former redevelopment agency as it related to the Low
and Moderate Income Housing Fund. The City of San José took action in January 2011 to become the
Successor Housing Agency and to retain the housing assets of the former San José Redevelopment
Agency. Subsequently, Assembly Bill 1484 (AB 1484), signed in June 2012, clarified some portions of the
original legislation, including more detailed language on the assets that could be retained. The
dissolution date for all redevelopment agencies throughout the State was February 1, 2012.
Without the San José Redevelopment Agency, an estimated $40 million annually is no longer available to
fund affordable housing, with statewide monies reduced by approximately $1 billion annually. As of this
writing, there has not been a new permanent source of funding identified to fill this gap.
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Reform
In 1970, the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was passed, requiring every city, county, and
public agency in the State to analyze and disclose environmental impacts of proposed projects and
adopt feasible measures to mitigate those impacts. But in recent years, CEQA has too often been
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invoked for reasons other than environmental concerns by those, including governments, land owners,
rival businesses, and labor unions, who see the law as a convenient way to delay or prevent a project or
to gain negotiating leverage.
In response, in 2013, nearly 30 CEQA reform bills were introduced, but only one bill, Senate Bill 743 (SB
743), of any real significance was passed. However, SB 743 does not completely overhaul CEQA in the
ways that many advocates had hoped, including simplifying the law’s provisions, removing legal
duplications, restricting late and frivolous legal challenges, and improving transparency. Yet, as it
relates to minimizing constraints to housing production, SB 743 is a meaningful step in the right
direction, as discussed below.
While SB 743’s primary objective was to streamline approval of an arena for the Sacramento Kings
professional basketball team, the legislation also provides new rules of general applicability that could
significantly benefit select housing and mixed use residential/commercial projects. SB 743 provides that
if a project is on an “infill site” and within a “transit priority area”, the scope of CEQA’s impact analysis is
reduced and the standard for traffic evaluation may also change. For reference, an “infill site” refers to
a lot that is essentially surrounded on three sides by urban uses, and a “transit priority area” includes
any area within a half-mile of an existing or planned major transit stop.
On reduced impact analysis, SB 743 provides that the lead agency cannot consider either aesthetic or
parking impacts as significant under CEQA. Accordingly, for certain projects, impacts which would
otherwise require mitigation or even the adoption of a statement of overriding considerations cannot be
considered significant environmental impacts. On traffic evaluation standards, SB 743 requires that the
State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) establish new thresholds of significance for noise and
transportation impacts for certain projects. Whereas CEQA traffic analyses have traditionally focused on
whether a project would increase traffic congestion, SB 743 calls for the OPR to develop new guidelines
which would deemphasize traffic congestion, and instead focus on reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
promoting multi-modal transportation, and ensuring land use diversity within transit priority areas.
As of August 1, 2014, most housing projects that consist of seven (7) or more multi-family attached
dwelling units are subject to CEQA analysis, which can add significant costs in terms of time and
consultant expenses to affordable housing proposals.5
Inclusionary Housing Challenges
In 2007, the City of San José initiated a process to study the economic feasibility of expanding
“inclusionary housing” provisions citywide, which were then applicable only to Redevelopment Project
Areas. The inclusionary study process was accompanied by significant public outreach, with nearly 25
stakeholder and educational meetings and more than 30 one-on-one meetings with developers. This
outreach was designed to develop an ordinance that met the City’s inclusionary goals while providing
various options to help mitigate potential constraints to residential development. In December 2008, the
City Council adopted a policy to create a citywide inclusionary housing ordinance.

5

http://resources.ca.gov/ceqa/docs/2014_CEQA_Statutes_and_Guidelines.pdf
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However, in July 2009, a California Court of Appeals—in a case known as Palmer/Sixth Street Properties
L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (“Palmer”)—ruled that the requirements for rental housing set forth in the
City of Los Angeles Inclusionary Housing Program violated the Costa-Hawkins Act, which was approved
by the California Legislature in 1995. The Costa-Hawkins Acts provides that landlords otherwise subject
to rent control may set rents at market-rate whenever units are leased to a new tenant (known as
“vacancy decontrol”). The ruling in Palmer called into question the validity of inclusionary housing
requirements on rental housing projects.
On June 22, 2010, in response to Palmer, the City Council/Redevelopment Agency Board amended the
inclusionary policy to temporarily suspend the applicability of affordable housing requirements for new
rental housing developments until such time as the Palmer decision is reversed or modified by another
court or by the State Legislature. On September 11, 2013, the California Supreme Court agreed to
review separate, pending litigation regarding the City’s efforts to create a citywide inclusionary housing
ordinance, and a decision on this case will likely be rendered in late 2014. Note that inclusionary
requirements for for-sale housing were not impacted by the Palmer ruling, and remain in place in
Redevelopment Project Areas.
On October 13, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown vetoed legislation (AB 1229) that would have authorized
cities to establish inclusionary housing requirements and effectively overturned the Court of Appeals
ruling. The Governor indicated that the California Supreme Court is currently weighing whether cities
may require inclusionary housing and that he’d “like the benefit of the Supreme Court’s thinking before
we make adjustments in this area.”
State Funding Limitations
Funding at the State level, such as Proposition 1C, has been all but depleted. Additionally, the process of
obtaining 9% Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) is extremely competitive, with demand far
exceeding supply in each funding round. Although the value of tax credits have essentially returned to
pre-recession highs, with a $1 tax credit often valued at more than $1, there is simply not enough to go
around. For example, given the competition, one or two applications is the realistic maximum number of
housing projects per round that could receive funding in Santa Clara County. Besides the former San
José Redevelopment Agency tax increment financing mechanism, tax credits are the most valuable tool
for funding the construction and preservation of lower income housing.
Federal Funding Limitations
Funds made available for housing and community development by the federal government have
experienced significant cutbacks in recent years. For example, funding to the City of San José for the
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program, the HOME Investment Partnerships Program
(HOME) have declined by approximately 30% to 40% since 2007-2008. Additionally, cuts to the Housing
Choice Voucher (“Section 8 “) Program have had a deleterious impact on housing authorities across the
nation, including the San José Housing Authority and Santa Clara County Housing Authority. Funds
committed to these programs provide much-needed resources to support affordable housing. Recent
funding limitations represent a key constraint on the City’s ability to address local housing and
homelessness issues.
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NON-GOVERNMENTAL CONSTRAINTS
I.

Price of Land

The price of land is a significant factor in the financial feasibility of housing development, and this is
especially true for affordable housing. In San José, as it is in Santa Clara County and throughout the Bay
Area, the cost of land is high, comprising a large percentage of the overall cost of development. Of
course, the cost of land is determined by numerous factors, most importantly neighborhood location
and proximity to various amenities, including jobs, schools, parks, retail uses, public transit, etc. Thus, it
is difficult to generalize about land prices, especially in a place the size and diversity of San José.
However, some insight on land prices can be found from a few common information sources. First, the
Santa Clara County Assessor’s Office separately itemizes the value of land and improvements in its
annual assessment of property taxes. Review of several sample residential property tax statements
indicates that land constitutes approximately two-thirds of the total assessed valuation. So, for example,
a typical $750,000 single-family home is comprised of roughly $500,000 in land value and $250,000 in
improvements value. Thus, while assessed value is not the same as market value, this ratio gives a good
indication of the relative significance of land prices in the total cost of development.
In addition, Zillow, an online real estate database that in conjunction with Yahoo! Real Estate has
become the largest real estate advertising network on the web, features a price estimate for properties
based on a range of publicly available information, including sales of comparable properties in the
neighborhood. A scan of San José properties currently listed on Zillow demonstrates the degree of
diversity mentioned above. For example, a 1-acre estate lot in the exclusive Almaden or Evergreen
neighborhoods are priced as high as $1 million. On the other hand, a 5,000-square foot lot in the mixed
residential/commercial areas around Downtown is priced around $300,000.
It is also interesting to consider how the concentration of Bay Area jobs and housing growth into Priority
Development Areas (PDAs), as referenced in Chapter I, may accelerate an increase in land values and
gentrification. Once again, the City of San José has several dozen PDAs which have been nominated and
formally approved in furtherance of the region’s integrated long-range plan, Plan Bay Area, and these
PDAs coincide with growth locations identified in the City’s own General Plan, including Urban Villages.
However, due to their strategic location and planned future investments, these same areas may be
where upward pressure on land prices could be the greatest, thereby making the creation of affordable
housing even more challenging. As such, the implementation program of this Housing Element seeks to
explore mechanisms for equitable development in Urban Villages that can provide a range of housing
opportunities in higher cost locations.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
Since 2011, with the adoption of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan, and subsequently with
changes to the Zoning Code, the City has implemented policies and ordinances to facilitate taller, higher
density development with fewer required parking spaces. In addition to increasing maximum allowable
building heights through new Zoning Code provisions, probably the broadest approach the City has
taken to alleviate the impact of land costs is in reduction of parking requirements. As briefly mentioned
earlier, Ordinance No. 29217 (effective 4/5/13) reduced parking requirements for residential
development near transit and provided Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures. More
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specifically, the ordinance increased an already existing Zoning Code provision, which had allowed up to
a 10% to 15% reduction in parking for projects in Downtown, Transit-Oriented Development Corridors,
and other designated Special Strategy and Growth Areas in the General Plan to now as much as a 50%
reduction. Also, regardless of location, certain specific residential uses were provided with a 20%
parking reduction, including senior housing, SROs, efficiency living units, emergency residential
shelters, and residential care/service facilities. As well, other more general changes to parking
requirements were implemented to support more urbanized development, including reduced setbacks
and allowance of up to 50% of parking spaces in a tandem arrangement (with certain findings). These
parking reductions and flexibility reduce site requirements, especially for affordable housing types, and
can thus result in land acquisition cost savings.
J. Cost of Construction
The International Code Council (ICC) publishes biannual Building Valuation Data (BVD) that provide
“average” construction costs per square foot for various occupancy groups and construction types,
including for single- and multi-family residential development. These costs include everything from
foundation work to the roof structure, as well as structural and nonstructural building components,
electrical, plumbing, mechanical, and interior finishes. The data cited below are a national average and
do not take into account any regional cost differences. Due to high local costs, a Regional Cost Modifier
that adds an approximately 15% premium to these figures would be appropriate for San José.
The latest BVD data were published in August 2013, and indicate a construction cost range of
approximately $105 to $120 per square foot for R-2 Residential (multi-family) and R-3 Residential (oneand two-family) occupancy groups for the most common construction types (Type IIIA or Type VA for
multi-family and Type VB for single-family). Translating these figures into more general terms, the City
very roughly estimates construction costs at approximately $300,000 for a typical single-family
residence and at about $150,000 to $200,000 for a typical multi-family residence.
Construction costs are comprised of both “hard” costs, such as labor and materials, and “soft” costs,
such as architectural and engineering services, project management, and insurance. Taken together
with the price of land, hard costs and soft costs cumulatively represent the total cost for a construction
project. For construction of most homes in San José, hard costs account for the largest share, but these
shares differ by occupancy group. For single-family homes, hard costs and land costs each amount to
roughly 40% of the total cost (with soft costs comprising the 20% remainder), whereas for multi-family
homes, hard costs account for as much as two-thirds of the total.
It is important to note that construction costs have been quite volatile in recent years. During the
economic downturn, construction costs declined by approximately 10% as the demand for both labor
and materials waned. Since that time, however, costs have rebounded along with the overall economy.
For example, according to the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB), framing lumber prices
have risen rather dramatically, doubling from a low of $200 per 1,000 board feet in 2009 to $400 per
1,000 board feet in 2014. Not surprisingly, the NAHB also reports that the share of a new home sales
price going to a builder’s profit dropped from 8.9% in 2009 to an all-time low of 6.8% in 2011.
As suggested by the prior needs assessment, without subsidies, new market-rate housing is unlikely to
be affordable to low-income households, as well as many middle-income households. To some extent,
reductions in amenities and lower-quality building materials can reduce sales and rental prices, but
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minimum building and safety standards are mandatory. The trend towards increased densities in San
José can help improve affordability by reducing per-unit costs, and the City’s willingness to consider
reduced parking requirements in certain circumstances can also make housing more affordable.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The actions that San José can take to reduce construction costs are somewhat limited given that the
City does not currently implement any programs or policies that reduce labor or materials costs. Note
that while labor rates vary by trade and construction method, these higher paid skilled and semi-skilled
positions are generally unaffected by the City’s imposition of a Minimum Wage Ordinance (MWO) as
discussed in Chapter III. In terms of construction related fees/taxes, as previously mentioned, in 2010,
and through Council extension through 2014, the City Council amended the schedule of parkland fees
charged under the Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) and Park Impact Fee (PIO) specifically for low
income housing units, setting the rate at 50% of the fees normally applicable to each housing type. As
well, in 2013, the City Council expanded and extended the Downtown High Rise Development Incentive
Program, temporarily suspending the collection of 50% of the construction taxes for qualified projects.
The Downtown High Rise Development Incentive Program also provides exemptions to the inclusionary
housing ordinance within three areas of Downtown and reduces in-lieu fees to 50% in the rest of
downtown. Since these fees/taxes contribute to the total cost of construction, their reduction for select
housing types and/or locations is a meaningful attempt to alleviate this constraint.
K. Availability of Financing
During the depths of the 2008-2009 financial crisis the availability of financing was clearly among the
biggest constraints to housing. Caused by imprudent and excessive lending practices, financial
institutions significantly reduced loans to potential homebuyers as well as to developers for
construction financing. With the more recent economic recovery, developers and consumers alike have
in general had less difficulty in obtaining financing. This is evidenced by the fact that the number of
residential building permits issued in San José reached a nine-year high of almost 3,500 dwelling units
in calendar year 2012. Indeed, with the possibility that the current housing market rebound reflects yet
another housing bubble, there is legitimate reason for concern that another wave of risky lending and
foreclosures could occur in the relative near term.
However, several caveats are in order. First, in an effort to better manage risk, banks’ willingness to
provide construction financing is now much more dependent on product type. In particular, rental
housing is experiencing unusually high demand, and is thus looked upon more favorably than housing
intended for ownership. Similarly, market-rate housing has had relatively little difficulty obtaining
financing, whereas affordable housing projects remain an ongoing challenge. This is especially true
given the previously discussed decline in State and federal sources. Finally, construction in San José is
dominated by a handful of very large publicly-traded or privately-held development companies or Real
Estate Investment Trusts (REITs), which entities have greater access to funds located outside the
traditional banking system or the ability to finance projects themselves.
Limited for-sale inventory, strong regional job growth and the emergence of all-cash domestic and
foreign real-estate investors has made it difficult for individual consumers to purchase homes with a
mortgage.
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Resources to Alleviate Constraints
There are limited actions that San José can take to improve the availability of financing. The City has no
role or authority in the financial markets and therefore no influence over financing mechanisms.
However, by providing limited public resources for residential development, the City helps developers
leverage private resources and spread the risk for private financial institutions investing in residential
development. This encourages the availability of financing for affordable housing developments in which
the City and other public entities invest.
L. Market Forces
Strong markets are a reflection of healthy economies. On the other hand, absent governmental
intervention, a robust free market economy tends to incite various unhealthy conditions that challenge
the creation and maintenance of affordable and other specialized housing types, the provision of healthy
and safe living conditions, and the existence of balanced and equitable communities, as described
below.








Displacement—efforts to maximize investment returns by replacing lower-value land uses with
higher-value ones cause increasing redevelopment pressures. This natural, profit-seeking
behavior on the part of individual property owners can result in the steady elimination of existing
affordable housing and, as a consequence, displacement of lower income households.
Product Uniformity—specialized housing types are designed to match the unique needs of
persons comprising a relatively small share of the overall market. As a result, these housing
types carry higher investment risk making them more difficult to finance. Product uniformity is
the outcome, at least until demographic trends or changing preferences alter supply/demand
and the associated risk profile.
Overcrowding—the inability of lower income households to afford housing can result in
overcrowding as multiple or extended families are forced to live together. This overcrowding
increases health and safety concerns and stresses the condition of the housing stock and
infrastructure. As well, overcrowding stifles household formation and thus market demand that
would otherwise trigger increasing supply.
Labor/Housing Imbalances—the labor and housing markets operate somewhat differently, and
as a result communities can become imbalanced and inequitable. While both markets seek to
maximize profits, the (private) housing market does so by pricing homes according to what the
market will bear. Alternatively, the labor market naturally includes workers across a full range
of incomes, while generally seeking to keep costs low. As a result, the cost of market rate
housing will tend to be affordable for only a (higher income) segment of the workforce, even
though a broader range of housing types/prices are needed to match the full income spectrum.

As relates to the homelessness issue, according to San José’s recent survey discussed in Chapter III,
obstacles to obtaining housing were almost solely income related: one third (35%) of respondents
reported being employed, another 42% reported job loss as the reason for becoming homeless, and two
thirds (65%) reported an inability to afford rent. Further, there are a lack of available housing units and
landlords willing to lease units to homeless persons. At this time, there are more than 100 homeless
individuals in San José with a housing subsidy who are actively seeking housing but cannot locate a
home to rent. Thus, there is not only a lack of income to afford market rate housing, but also sometimes
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an inability for market participants to gain access to available supply even when there is willingness and
ability to pay.
In this Housing Element implementation program, City staff will explore strategies to facilitate the
housing market while simultaneously addressing the issues that market conditions may cause. The
current inability to work productively with market forces is one of the key barriers for affordable housing
production and equitable communities. Facilitating the market and creating equitable communities are
not mutually exclusive goals—addressing only one or the other is a “false choice.” The implementation
program seeks to avoid this outcome and develop strategic responses that result in a “win-win.”
M. Environmental Hazards and Limitations
San José’s Sphere of Influence includes many areas subject to varying degrees of naturally occurring
and man-made environmental hazards and limitations. Historically, as land becomes scarce, there is
increased pressure to develop land with a higher hazard potential. However, development in hazardous
areas can result in significant costs to the community, including major property damage as well as
potential loss of life.
For new development, the emphasis of the General Plan is to regulate construction so as to minimize
identifiable risks. The hazards policies in the Plan are based on substantial background data and
analysis from various sources about existing conditions in San José and Santa Clara County. These
sources document many hazards, including noise, seismic, geologic/soil, flooding, and airport-related
hazards, as briefly described below.
Noise Hazards
City policy encourages locating new development in areas where noise levels are appropriate for the
proposed use. For interior noise levels, San José’s residential standard is 45 dBA DNL. Appropriate site
and building design, building construction, and noise attenuation techniques are included in new
development to meet this standard. For exterior noise levels, the City’s residential standard is 60 dBA
DNL or less, and an acoustical analysis following protocols in the City-adopted California Building Code
is required to demonstrate compliance. For new multi-family residential projects, the 60 dBA DNL
standard applies to usable outdoor activity areas, excluding balconies and stoops/porches facing
existing roadways. For single-family residential uses, the 60 dBA DNL standard applies to private usable
outdoor activity areas, such as backyards.
Seismic Hazards
San José is located in a region of very high seismic activity. The major earthquake faults in the area are
the San Andreas, near the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains, and the Hayward and Calaveras fault
system located in the Diablo Range. Numerous other faults are located in the hills and throughout the
valley. As a result, the City has numerous policies to help minimize the risk of injury, loss of life,
property damage, and community disruption from seismic shaking, fault rupture, ground failure
(liquefaction and lateral spreading), earthquake-induced landslides, and other earthquake-induced
ground deformation. For example, within seismic hazard zones identified under the Alquist-Priolo Fault
Zoning Act, the California Seismic Hazards Mapping Act, and/or by the City of San José, geotechnical
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and geological investigations are required, and approval of development proposals granted only when
the severity of seismic hazards have been appropriately evaluated and mitigated.
Geologic/Soil Hazards
Hazards related to geologic and soil conditions include erosion, landslides, expansive soils (subject to
shrink and swell behavior), weak soils (subject to failure), and land subsidence. Soils with varying
degrees of expansivity are present throughout the San José area, as are weak soils. Also, soils on some
sites throughout the valley floor have been contaminated by chemicals which were used in conjunction
with former heavy industrial or agricultural uses. Depending on concentrations, these materials can
pose health risks for residential development. As such, City policy stresses the need for identification
and awareness of geologic hazards and soils contamination issues in the planning of residential uses.
Compliance with the San José Geologic Hazards Ordinance is required for all new development, and
such proposals within hazard areas shall not be endangered by, nor contribute to, the hazardous
conditions on the site or on adjoining properties.
Flooding Hazards
Information on areas subject to flood hazards in San José is based on several sources. Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRM) have been prepared in conjunction with the Federal Flood Insurance Program
showing areas projected to be flooded to a depth of one foot or more in the event of a “1%” or “100-year”
flood occurrence. Information on areas subject to the “0.5%” or “200-year” flood are provided by the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR). The California Emergency Management Agency (Cal EMA) also provides information on areas
subject to inundation due to dam failure. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) has the primary
responsibility for flood protection through the construction, operation, and maintenance of flood
protection capital projects. Meanwhile, the City of San José has jurisdiction over, and responsibility for,
development and floodplain management such that development is protected from flooding and does
not induce flooding on other properties.
Airport-Related Hazards
The City of San José contains two airports: (1) Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport (SJC),
located near Downtown, which serves as the primary commercial airport for Silicon Valley, and (2) ReidHillview Airport, located in east San José, which serves primarily small piston aircraft and general
aviation demand. To minimize the public’s exposure to airport-related hazards (safety, noise, etc.),
Airport Influence Areas (AIAs) have been established to protect public health, safety, and welfare. In
some cases, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations and land use controls applicable to AIAs
limit the potential for sites within these areas from being developed with residential uses. These
regulations are necessary to maintain land use compatibility between airports and their surroundings.
Water Limitations
In 2014, California experienced one of the worst droughts in recent history, with more frequent (and
severe) droughts expected in coming years. To the extent that droughts become more common in the
State and region, water supply may become a constraint to future development in San José. Staff has
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recently engaged in discussions regarding the potential impact of the current drought on the City’s
growth plans in North San José.
Resources to Alleviate Constraints
The environmental hazards and limitations discussed above are largely beyond governmental control,
but nonetheless do not unduly constrain residential development needed to achieve San José’s Regional
Housing Need Allocation (RHNA). The City’s Urban Service Area (USA) totals approximately 140 square
miles, defining the area where services and facilities provided by the City of San José and other public
agencies are generally available and where urban development requiring such services should be
located, in large part to avoid unnecessary conflict with hazards situated outside the USA. Within the
USA, hazards apply only to limited geographic areas and, in any event, these are generally not planned
Growth Areas. A primary exception is Downtown, portions of which fall within the southernmost extent
of the Mineta Airport AIA, yet adherence to FAA regulations has clearly not been a constraint to
construction of Downtown high-rise residential projects.
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Chapter V:
Planned Supply/
Inventory
State law requires that a housing element contain “an inventory of land suitable for residential
development, including vacant sites and sites having potential for redevelopment” (Government Code
section 65583(a) (3)). The law clarifies that the phrase “land suitable for residential development”
includes: (1) vacant sites zoned for residential use; (2) vacant sites zoned for nonresidential use that
allows residential development; (3) residentially zoned sites that are capable of being developed at a
higher density; and, (4) sites zoned for nonresidential use that can be redeveloped for, and as necessary,
rezoned for, residential use (Government Code section 65583.2(a)).
This chapter serves as an introductory overview to San José’s planned supply/inventory of lands suitable
for residential development, with a detailed, parcel-specific inventory and methodology discussion
separately contained in Appendix A: Adequate Sites Inventory. Further, the chapter addresses several
additional provisions of State law related to inventory methodology, and in particular the calculation of
units to satisfy the lower income households portion of RHNA.
Two observations might be made about the applicability of these legal requirements to San José. First,
the law places emphasis on the importance of zoning in evaluating the suitability of land for residential
development. San José, however has long recognized the General Plan as the primary regulatory tool in
the practice of city planning and as a charter city, San José is exempt from the statutory requirement
that zoning be consistent with its General Plan. A general plan has been called the “constitution” for
land use to emphasize its value in the decision-making process, with the General Plan and its maps,
diagrams, and development policies forming the basis for the City’s zoning and other regulations.
Second, the law implies that vacant land is likely a major contributor to planned housing supply within a
community. However, as previously mentioned, San José is largely built-out in a low-density land use
pattern within its city limits, and the General Plan does not support the conversion of industrial areas to
residential use or the development of Urban Reserves or lands outside the City’s Urban Growth
Boundary. As such, most new housing development will be achieved through higher-density
redevelopment within existing urbanized areas. In other words, as shown in this chapter, vacant land
comprises a relatively small and declining share of the City’s planned supply of housing.
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A. Inventory Overview
Aside from the aforementioned general provisions of State law, an explanation of methodology used to
determine development potential of identified lands is also required. As indicated in the General Plan,
“zoning will become more consistent as the Plan is implemented over time.” This charter city status
means that the General Plan is of paramount importance in determining the suitability of lands for
future residential development in San José, and that existing zoning is not necessarily the best indicator
of the City’s longer-term land use plans as further detailed in this chapter.
Table V-1, which follows this paragraph, identifies seven major location/status categories of housing
units planned during the current RHNA period, plus a “pool” allocation as previously described in
Chapter IV. An explanation of these categories and associated methodology is provided below. These
categories are as follows:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Already Entitled
Downtown
Planned Communities
Urban Villages
Vacant Land
North San José
Underutilized Parcels
DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING UNITS
PLANNED DURING THE RHNA PERIOD (2014-2022)

Location/Status Category
Already Entitled

1

Planned Housing
Units

Percent of
Total

11,474

32.7%

Downtown

9,701

27.6%

Planned Communities

7,547

21.5%

2,666

7.6%

2,125

6.1%

Urban Villages
Vacant Land

2

3
4

N/A

N/A

"Pool" Allocation
Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels
Totals

500
1,104
35,117

1.4%
3.1%
100.0%

RHNA Allocation (2014-2022)

35,080

North San Jose

5

Source: City of San Jose

Notes:
1

Includes unbuilt units in Phase 1 of the North San Jose Area Development Policy (NSJADP) and in

2

Horizon 1 only of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

3

To avoid double-counting, excludes vacant lands in other identified categories.

4

Phases 2-4 of the NSJADP, allow ing an additional 24,000 units, are not anticipated during the RHNA period.

5

Allocation of units per Policy IP-2.11 of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

the Hitachi mixed use village project, but otherw ise excludes projects in other identified categories.

Table V-2, Distribution of Housing Units
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The Already Entitled, Downtown, and Planned Communities categories cumulatively yield over 28,500
housing units, or approximately 80% of the current RHNA allocation. Due to phased implementation,
Urban Villages and North San José account for a relatively small amount of housing during the current
RHNA period. However, the next phase of housing including up to 8,000 units in North San José could be
initiated during this Housing Element planning period if expected commercial and industrial
development occurs as intended.(Note: see detailed discussion later in this chapter). Vacant land
amounts to about 5% of the City’s planned supply of housing. Finally, Policy IP-2.11 of the General Plan
allows an initial “pool” allocation of up to 5,000 housing units not included within the current Horizon to
be used currently in a Plan area that is in a future Horizon. Ten (10) percent or 500 units from this pool
of 5,000 units are included in the Planned Housing Units inventory. These 500 units can be used in
approved Urban Villages that are in future horizons, such as the South Bascom Urban Village Plan,
which is scheduled to be approved by the end of 2014 but is planned to be implemented in a future
Horizon (Horizon III).
To consider the environmental impacts that result from development allowed under the General Plan,
the City prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) in conformance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This PEIR, addressed a series of actions that can be characterized as
one large project, and provided an exhaustive consideration of cumulative effects and alternatives.
It is also useful to visualize this planned supply of housing geographically, as illustrated in the map
below. Consistent with the General Plan’s Focused Growth Major Strategy, primary locations for
planned housing represent a combined total of approximately 3,500 acres of land, or just 4% of the City’s
Urban Service Area (USA), which locations are concentrated in areas with good access to transit and
other existing infrastructure and facilities. Further, a comparison of these planned housing locations
with the household income by census tract map (Map III-1) presented in Chapter III indicates that San
José’s RHNA housing supply is well distributed across the full income spectrum (e.g., North San José is
“high income,” Downtown and Alum Rock are “low income”, etc.).
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Map V-1, Primary Locations for Planned Housing during the RHNA Period

B. Already Entitled
The City of San José estimates that as of April 4, 2014 there are 11,474 units that have already received
entitlements. This means that the units have been issued planning approval but have not yet obtained a
building permit for construction. These entitled units are primarily composed of multi-family units, with
concentrations located on several large mixed-use development sites, such as the “Hitachi site” at
Highway 85 and Cottle Road, the San José Flea Market site along Berryessa Road adjacent to the new
Berryessa BART station currently under construction, and in North San José (Note: remaining Phase 1
only of the North San José Area Development Policy as indicated in Table V-1 and Map V-1, and
discussed in more detail later in this chapter).
The City of San José maintains an extensive Geographic Information Systems (GIS) database of
residential development projects that have received planning entitlements. The database tracks projects
throughout the entire process, from the time of planning application submittal to the issuance of
building permits and eventual completion of construction.
This database serves several purposes. For example, it enables the City’s preparation of an annual
Development Activity Highlights and Five-Year Forecast of construction-related tax revenues, spatial
analysis of population and housing growth, and fulfillment of annual Congestion Management Program
(CMP) land use monitoring reporting requirements pursuant to State law (Government Code section
65089). The CMP mandates inclusion of data on all development project applications that result in a
change in the number of entitled dwelling units. As to the mapping of entitled sites, the forecast report
(available online at http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?nid=2050) provides individual maps by
Planning Area of all recent “major” projects (i.e., 50 or more housing units). However, please note that
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data contained in Appendix A: Adequate Sites Inventory are inclusive of all entitled projects, regardless
of size.
(Note: for the purposes of this Housing Element, the entitled database was queried to exclude projects
in other identified location/status categories. This “hierarchy” among location/status categories ensures
no double-counting of units tallied in satisfaction of the City’s RHNA requirement, and supports ongoing
tracking and comparison of stated yields with housing capacity figures (by area and horizon) contained
in Appendix 5 of the General Plan (http://www.sanJoséca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7541)).
C. Downtown
One Major Strategy (Strategy #9) of the General Plan is to support continued growth Downtown. The
Downtown Growth Area is depicted in Map V-1, and is bounded by Julian Street, North 4th Street, East St.
John Street, 7th Street, East San Fernando Street, South 4th Street, Interstate 280, the Union Pacific
Railroad line, Stockton Avenue, Taylor Street, and Coleman Avenue. The General Plan maintains and
augments the City’s “Downtown Strategy 2000,” an action guide for development and redevelopment of
the Downtown based on a broad, multidisciplinary consideration of the issues of economics,
transportation, urban design, urban landscape, historic resources, cultural resources, and events as
they apply to Downtown.
The Downtown Strategy was initially prepared in 2000, but updated and adopted in June 2005 to support
additional job and housing growth in Downtown (Note: even before the General Plan, the City was
committed to the potential construction of approximately 8,330 new housing units in Downtown). At the
same time, the City Council adopted a new Multi-Modal Transportation Policy that provided a process
for the analysis and consideration of overall conformance of a proposed development with the City’s
various General Plan multi-modal transportation policies. By allowing a means for development to
proceed in key areas even when traffic mitigation is not feasible or desirable, the Multi-Modal
Transportation Policy plays an important role in supporting the Downtown Strategy.
As a result of the General Plan, the capacity of the Downtown Growth Area was increased from 8,330
new housing units to 10,360 units. While well over a dozen planning entitlements have been granted for
construction of new housing in Downtown since the collection of “baseline” data for the General Plan in
2008, only two projects have been issued building permits, to date. These construction projects are two
high-rise residential towers with a combined total of 659 housing units. Thus, the bulk of Downtown
capacity remains available and has been applied in full to the current RHNA period (i.e., 10,360 – 659 =
9,701 units). Planning application activity for residential projects in Downtown has increased
dramatically in recent months.
D. Planned Communities
Since 1980, San José has adopted a total of ten (10) Specific Plans or Master Plans for certain limited
geographic areas, which areas are referred to as Planned Communities. In general, these Planned
Communities have been designed to facilitate infill residential development/redevelopment; however,
each Plan is unique and has other objectives beyond housing. These ten Planned Communities are:



Alviso (1999)
Berryessa (1980)
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Martha Gardens (2003)
Midtown (1992)
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Communications Hill (1992)
Evergreen (1991)
Jackson-Taylor (1992)





Rincon South (1999)
Silver Creek (1982)
Tamien Station (1995)

Each of these Specific Plans, including detailed maps illustrating plan boundaries and planned land use
changes, are available online at http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?nid=1741. The General Plan
contains most of these Planned Communities, but select others were recently retired with adoption of
the Plan. Retired plans include Berryessa, Evergreen, Rincon South, and Silver Creek, with elements of
the Rincon South Plan having been incorporated into the Urban Village Plan for corresponding Urban
Village areas. As well, given the fairly limited housing growth potential of the Alviso Plan, it has been
omitted from the following Table V-2.

Table V-2, Housing Capacity by Planned Community

All five identified Planned Communities have witnessed some amount of new housing construction in
recent years, which reduces potential future yield but also demonstrates the viability of these areas for
ongoing housing production. In fact, the Planned Community with the largest remaining capacity,
Communications Hill, contains pending land use applications filed in spring 2013 for the construction of
up to 2,200 housing units. In summary, significant capacity remains in each of these Planned
Communities, such that a combined total of approximately 7,500 additional housing units are available
for development during the current RHNA period.
E. Urban Villages
The General Plan promotes the development of Urban Villages (Major Strategy #5), yet also closely
monitors the achievement of key Plan goals through a periodic major review of the Plan and the use of
Plan Horizons to phase implementation of housing development over time (Major Strategy #12). As
such, while there are a total of 70 Urban Villages identified within the Plan (see the City’s Planned
Growth Areas Diagram at http://www.sanJoséca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/7463) , only three Urban
Villages, totaling 2,666 housing units, are within “Horizon 1”, and anticipated to be available for new
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housing development prior to January 31st, 2015, and are thus considered planned during the current
RHNA period (see the following Table V-3).

ENVISION 2040 GENERAL PLAN
HOUSING CAPACITY BY URBAN VILLAGE*

Urban Village
Alum Rock Avenue
West San Carlos Street**
The Alameda

Village ID
CR29
CR31
VT4

Planned
Housing Units
1,010
1,245
411

Totals

2,666

Source: City of San Jose
*Note: Horizon 1 only of the Envision 2040 General Plan.
**Note: capacity reduced by ten units per GP13-005, approved 11/19/13.
***Note: capacity for this village w as constructed in 2012-2013.

Table V-3, Housing Capacity by Urban Village

The General Plan Policy IP-2.11 states that “preparation of an Urban Village Plan is necessary prior to
allocation of these units unless the project qualifies as a Signature Project.”
The City is working diligently to prepare Urban Village Plans for Horizon 1 and other Urban Villages. For
example, on October 22, 2013, the City Council approved the Alum Rock rezoning (C13-035) which serves
as the Urban Village for this corridor. As of this writing, the following seven Urban Villages are in the
planning stages for preparation of an Urban Village Plan:








The Alameda (East)
East Santa Clara Street
South Bascom (North)
West San Carlos Street
Stevens Creek
Valley Fair/Santana Row and Vicinity
Winchester Boulevard

Of the seven Urban Village Plans above, The Alameda and West San Carlos Plans are anticipated to be
approved by the City Council by December 2014 and available for the construction of new housing
development prior to January 31, 2015. While not a Horizon I Urban Village, the South Bascom Plan is
also anticipated to be approved by the City Council by December 2014, and would be available for new
housing construction through the use of the 5,000 unit pool, as discussed above in section A. Inventory
Overview.
Please note that the RHNA period extends to year 2022, whereas the first General Plan Major Review
will occur in 2015, at which time (and again in 2019) the City Council, per Policy IP-2.5, will “verify that
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the current Planning Horizon contains adequate capacity to meet San José’s Regional Housing Need
Allocation for the upcoming 4-year term.” Meanwhile, the capacity of Horizon 1 Urban Villages, along
with 500 units from an initial 5,000-unit “pool” of residential capacity allowing entitlement of residential
projects within Urban Villages not included within the current Plan Horizon (per Policy IP-2.11), is
sufficient to satisfy the City’s RHNA allocation.
F. Vacant Land
For several decades, the City of San José has periodically prepared a Vacant Land Inventory. At times,
the report has been an invaluable tool in measurement of the rate, type, and location of development
activity in the City. This was most certainly true in the mid-1980’s and late-1990’s, when activity levels
were not only extremely high, but the majority of development was still taking place on vacant lands. The
situation today is quite different, as development activity has moderated since the end of the “dot com”
era. But equally important, infill development patterns and land use intensification trends, along with a
rapidly diminishing supply of vacant lands, have resulted in most new construction today occurring via
land redevelopment.
The City’s latest Vacant Land Inventory was prepared through interpretation of aerial photographs
obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) taken in April 2011 (see report available online at
http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?nid=2054). The inventory generally includes only those lands that
are within the Urban Service Area (USA) and which are designated for urban development on the
General Plan. Note that additional development potential ultimately exists on vacant lands within the
City’s Urban Reserves (South Almaden Valley and Coyote Valley), that are within the Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) but outside the USA and thus not planned for urbanization in the General Plan.
For the purposes of this Housing Element, the Vacant Land Inventory database was queried for
residential lands and then further refined to exclude lands in other identified location/status categories.
The resulting list, summarized in the following Table V-4, comprises a total of 2,125 units as of April 4,
2014. Estimates of housing unit yield were derived using General Plan designations and conservative
estimates within the density range specified for the associated land use category. Additionally, because
the majority of San José’s vacant residential lands are in peripheral locations within a half-mile of the
USA boundary, the expected number of housing units from vacant lands will mostly take the form of
single-family detached development on lower density designations.
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Table V-4, Housing Capacity of Vacant Lands

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ON HOUSING SUPPLY
G. North San José
North San José generally refers to the area north and west of Interstate 880 and south of State Route
237, and is San José’s largest employment district, home to many leading technology companies and a
key growth area for the City. Due to its economic importance, several key policy documents have been
prepared to guide the ongoing growth and development of the area, including the North San José Area
Development Policy. Although San José had enjoyed unprecedented job growth during the “dot com”
boom of the late 1990’s, the City experienced sustained job loss from 2001 through the early part of the
new millennium. In response, the City launched multiple economic development initiatives, including
preparation of an Economic Development Strategy and a series of stakeholder panel discussions under
the name Getting Families Back to Work. The latter served as impetus for an update to the North San
José Development Policy in 2005.
The North San José Development Policy update established a plan for the expansion of the area,
allowing for the addition of 26.7 million square feet of new industrial development, 32,000 housing units,
and 1.7 million square feet of supporting commercial uses (the Policy is available online at
http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?nid=1744). Consistent with San José’s Smart Growth principles,
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this growth capacity was focused primarily into higher density development at transit-oriented sites,
which the subsequent General Plan considers as already planned Urban Villages. The plan includes a
new grid street system to create more walkable, urban blocks within the central part of North San José,
new urban, mixed-use housing, parks and services to build neighborhoods in close proximity to
employment growth, the City’s first Traffic Impact Fee to fund $570 million in transportation
improvements, and a phasing plan that links job and housing growth to the construction of those
improvements.
This phasing plan explains why no housing, beyond those remaining entitled and unbuilt units allocated
in the 8,000-unit Phase 1 of the North San José Development Policy, are anticipated during the RHNA
period. In essence, while additional residential development of 24,000 units is proposed to support new
job growth, it would be contrary to the City’s planning goals and objectives to encourage or facilitate a
substantial conversion of industrial land to residential uses too far in advance of new job growth due to
the resulting service costs, implications, and impacts. The Policy therefore limits the number of
dwelling units that can be developed in advance of new industrial development. Conversely,
development of too much industrial square footage without associated residential development would
quickly overload the roadway system, and limit the internalization of commute trips and utilization of
other transportation modes. The Policy therefore limits the amount of industrial development that could
occur without some residential development in the area.
It is important to highlight that delivery of affordable housing will be a key area of focus in future Phase
2 of the Policy, as it originally anticipated a delivery of 1,600 affordable units in Phase 1. However, as the
City made adjustments in 2011-12 to increase the allocation of market-rate units in Phase 1, it
unilaterally reduced the amount of affordable housing that could be built. Phase 2 will be critical to
achieving the affordable unit capacity to ensure there is an appropriate range of affordability to match
all income groups. Further, based on current industrial development activity and recent trends,
estimates are that it will be five to ten years before the City can consider new residential development as
a part of Phase 2 (i.e., not until the next RHNA period beginning in 2022).
H. Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels
There are parcels scattered throughout the City that are designated for residential use such as Transit
Residential, Urban Residential, Mixed Use Neighborhood, or Residential Neighborhood, but are either
vacant or developed with low intensity non-residential uses such as storage warehouses, surface
parking lots, and single-story buildings with FARs well below the maximum allowed, or with one singlefamily house. Many of these parcels are clustered, and could be combined for redevelopment. These
parcels are underutilized. Staff has inventoried such parcels where they do not have historic resources.
This inventory is exclusive of the other categories of adequate sites.

I.

Annexations

Although not specifically itemized and quantified in this Housing Element as a source of planned
housing during the RHNA period, the annexation of unincorporated residential lands is worth citing as a
potential additional contributor to San José’s future housing supply. In this regard, State law provides a
process to facilitate the transfer of any RHNA allocation associated with such annexed lands through a

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter V‐10

mutually acceptable agreement between affected city/county parties (Government Code section
65584.07(d)).
Enactment of Senate Bill 1266 (SB 1266) in 2004, which made temporary, streamlining changes to the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act that governs annexations, prompted the
San José City Council to subsequently adopt a multi-year County Island Annexation Program in 2006
(see http://www.sanJoséca.gov/index.aspx?NID=1746). This program ultimately resulted in the
completion of nearly fifty (50) annexations of formerly unincorporated areas within San José’s Urban
Service Area (USA) over the 2007-2010 time period (see map below). Of these annexations,
approximately 80% were residential lands that, at the time of Census 2000, contained a combined total
of nearly 5,000 housing units.
The rationale behind both SB 1266 and City Council adoption of the County Island Annexation Program
was that the continued existence of these unincorporated “islands” (i.e., areas largely or completely
surrounded by the existing City limits) resulted in gaps in infrastructure and inefficiencies in the delivery
of various urban services, such as police and fire protection. In addition, the City was not receiving tax
revenue from property in these areas, although residents made use of City facilities such as roads,
sidewalks, libraries, parks, and community centers. Thus, annexation resulted in a more equitable
distribution of costs amongst all residents who routinely benefit from these facilities and services.

Map V-2, Residential Land Annexations per County Island Annexation Program, 2007-2010

Aside from potential future City-initiated annexation activity, per longstanding policy agreement between
the County of Santa Clara and the City of San José, privately-initiated annexation is the mechanism that
will enable new development to occur on unincorporated lands. For example, the previously referenced
pending land use applications in the Communications Hill Planned Community, for construction of up to
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2,200 housing units, is contingent upon annexation of these lands. Similarly, a small number (about
10%) of the residential lands contained in the Vacant Land Inventory are unincorporated, which lands
are primarily concentrated in the Alum Rock Planning Area near other recently-approved annexations.
These sites will require annexation as a pre-condition to development.
J. Demolitions
One final consideration in an assessment of planned housing supply is the potential impact associated
with demolition of existing housing units. For example, per Article XIIIB of the California Constitution,
the State Department of Finance conducts an annual housing unit survey to calculate population-based
appropriations limits for governmental agencies, and the survey requires provision of information on,
among other items, the number of housing units lost “from demolition, fire, or natural disaster.”
As discussed in Chapter II: Demographics, the San José housing stock is relatively new, with only about
20% of the City’s housing units dating to the pre-1960 period. As a result, demolition activity in recent
years has been negligible, with an average of just 16 units per year having been demolished over the
2010-2013 time period—typical of demolition activity levels over the past several decades6. Over the
longer-term 30-year timeframe of the General Plan, demolition activity will presumably increase as the
housing stock steadily ages and residential redevelopment pressures rise. However, at least during the
near-term planning period of this Housing Element (2014-2022), demolition activity is expected to
remain minimal.
Regardless, out of concern about the potential loss of housing supply, the City has enacted provisions in
the Zoning Code that require review and consideration of demolition impacts. More specifically, Chapter
20.80 (Specific Use Regulations) requires that “no demolition permit shall be issued unless and until a
Development Permit which specifically approves such demolition has been issued.” Further, prior to the
issuance of any Development Permit which allows for demolition, the City must determine whether the
benefits of permitting the demolition outweigh the impacts, and consider that “the approval of the
permit should maintain the supply of existing housing stock in the City of San José.” Finally, while the
Zoning Code provides for limited exemptions from the required obtainment of a Development Permit, as
it relates to the demolition of a single-family home this exemption is contingent upon a determination
that “building permits have been issued for a replacement single-family house.”
K. Mobile Homes Preservation
Mobile homes are a critical source of affordable housing in the City. As indicated in Chapter II, census
data show well over 10,000 mobile home units in San José, by far the largest number of any California
city (for reference, Los Angeles and San Diego have approximately 8,250 and 6,500 mobile homes,
respectively). To help address preservation of these units, Chapter 20.180 (Mobile Home Park
Conversions to Resident Ownership or to Any Other Use) of the Zoning Code ensures that the approval of
any proposed mobile home park conversions is consistent with City policy. The ordinance explicitly
states a goal “to provide a variety of individual choices of tenure, type, price, and location of housing and
to maintain the supply of mobile home housing for low and moderate income persons and families.”

6

Based on analysis by the City of San José Department of Planning Building and Code Enforcement
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In response to public inquiries, a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) document has been prepared
(http://www.sanJoséca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/27913). Additionally, staff will explore the possibility
of updating the Mobile Home Park Conversions Ordinance as part of the Housing Element
implementation program in order to assess and potentially address concerns about displacement and
the likely inability of affected persons to find affordable replacement housing and, more generally, the
continued preservation of the mobile home housing stock.
Separately, in July 1979, the City Council adopted a Rent Stabilization Ordinance, Chapter 17.22 (Mobile
Home Rent Ordinance) of the San José Municipal Code, which regulates rent increases on mobile
homes and mobile home lots for which plumbing, electrical, and sewer permits were issued prior to
September 1979. While certain exemptions and exceptions apply, the ordinance generally limits annual
rent increases to 75% of the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as reported by the U.S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS).
One recent example of the workings of this ordinance was in regards to Colonial Mobile Manor
Mobilehome Park, a 200-unit park in the South Planning Area that houses mostly low-income seniors. A
petition sought to increase monthly rents by $85.01, which would have resulted in rent increases of 6.9%
to 17.8% per space, depending on the resident’s base rent. After a thorough review process that
included a pre-hearing conference, a walk-through at the park, and a series of administrative hearings
last summer, on December 4, 2013 a decision was rendered by the City’s contract Administrative
Hearing Officer (AHO) denying any rent increase in excess of the 3% already allowed by the ordinance
(http://www.piersystem.com/external/content/document/1914/2000178/1/12-11-13Housing.PDF).
However, while the Rent Stabilization Ordinance can assist with mitigating significant rent increases, it
does not prevent the conversion of mobile home parks.
L. Density/Land Use Designation Requirements for Low Income Housing
As discussed in Chapter IV, some provisions of State law specifically pertain to methodology for
calculation of units to satisfy the lower income household’s portion of RHNA. These State law provisions
are as follows:
1. Density—“for the number of units calculated to accommodate the regional housing need for
lower income households, jurisdictions in metropolitan counties shall [include] sites allowing at
least 30 units per acre.” (Government Code section 65583.2(c)(3)(B)(iv)).
2. Land Use Designation—“at least 50% of the very low and low-income housing need shall be
accommodated on sites designated for residential use and for which nonresidential uses or
mixed uses are not permitted.” (Government Code section 65583.2(h))
As relates to the first provision, San José is located within a Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) with a
population under 2 million persons, yet is a city with a population over 100,000 persons, and as such is
considered a “metropolitan jurisdiction” subject to the minimum 30 units per acre requirement per
State law. As previously indicated, most of the City’s General Plan land use designations allow a density
of 30 units or more per acre, and some as much as 8 to 10 times this figure. Further, as of 2012, the
City’s R-M Multi-Family Residential Zoning District has no density limit and also provides for building
height exceptions, and thus can accommodate development of higher density, lower income housing
without need for a Planned Development zoning/permit. While these high densities provide flexibility to
developers, as briefly cited in Chapter IV in many cases they represent “excess” capacity that renders a
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density bonus a marginalized tool for affordable housing. Given this context, staff will explore ways to
create and implement a density bonus ordinance that could be effective in incentivizing the development
of affordable housing
Given the redevelopment and intensification envisioned by Planned Communities, the Downtown
Strategy, and the North San José Development Policy, for example, housing projects entitled and/or
constructed since 2010 have registered an overall average of 40-50 units per acre—well in excess of the
30 units per acre requirement. Further, affordable projects in particular have generally been built at
higher-than-average densities. Examples of this with affordable projects currently under construction or
completed in 2013 include the Rosemary Family/Senior Apartments (290 units at 54 units per acre), the
Mayfair Court Apartments (93 units at 61 units per acre), the San Carlos Senior Apartments (95 units at
71 units per acre), and the Japantown Senior Apartments (75 units at 136 units per acre).
As for planned housing sites, Appendix A includes an “affordable” yes/no data field to itemize
compliance with State law for individual projects or parcels. According to a 2013 communication from
the Northern California Chapter of the American Planning Association (APA), as a result of recent
Housing Element streamlining efforts on this topic, “HCD has now agreed that in most instances it will
consider [sites designated or approved for 30 units per acre and above] to be suitable for lower income
housing until a building permit is issued, unless it receives comments showing that the site is being
marketed to higher incomes.” A query of the Adequate Sites Inventory indicates that approximately
22,500 units are to be developed at 30 units per acre or more, well in excess of (about 50% above) the
City’s RHNA allocation for lower income households.
As relates to the second provision, this Housing Element provides sufficient capacity on solely
residential sites to accommodate at least 50% of the City’s low and very low income housing needs.
Specifically, San José’s RHNA allocation is composed of 5,428 low income units and 9,233 very low
income units, for a combined total of 14,661 units. This figure translates to a minimum of 7,331 low and
very low income units (50% of the above total) on residential-only sites. The only sources of planned
housing identified in Table V-1 where exclusively nonresidential uses and/or mixed uses could
theoretically displace planned housing production are the Downtown and Urban Villages, which areas
allow and encourage a variety of uses.
In reality, however, the longstanding trend is quite the opposite—the conversion of employment lands to
residential uses. For example, as noted in a recent report on San José from the San Francisco Planning
and Urban Research Association (SPUR), “there has been some concern about letting key sites in
Downtown be developed as housing rather than office space, especially near future BART stations,
which could limit a resurgent commercial sector—and limit BART ridership—in the future.” In any case,
since the Downtown and Urban Villages cumulatively amount to well less than half (about 35%) of the
City’s RHNA allocation, compliance with State law is readily apparent.
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Chapter VI:
Preservation and Equitable
Development
Chapters II and III illustrated the significant need to increase the net supply of affordable housing in San
José. In the past, San José facilitated its affordable housing supply primarily through the production of
new deed-restricted multifamily housing. In addition, a portion of San José’s market-rate and mobile
homes are considered “naturally affordable” because of their location, condition, and physical
characteristics (although the exact number of naturally affordable homes is unknown).
Because affordable homes may be lost over time due to expiring deed-restrictions or be redeveloped (if
naturally affordable), it is important for the City to include policies and programs that seek to preserve
the existing affordable housing stock. This chapter analyzes the deed-restricted housing stock that is at
risk of conversion to market-rate housing and compares the costs of replacement versus preservation.
Finally, the issue of housing preservation is especially important as the General Plan seeks to focus
growth into Priority Development Areas, Urban Villages, and Downtown. These growth locations are rich
in transit infrastructure and amenities, and are increasingly desirable for employers, the workforce, and
households. As a result, the City anticipates that these locations will become prime development and
redevelopment opportunities, which may cause significant price increases and potential displacement of
existing households. Thus, the replacement and preservation of existing affordable housing becomes a
key tool to ensure that, as San José evolves into an urban center, there remains a variety of housing
options for San José’s residents and workforce.
A.Definitions
The following terminologies are used in this chapter and the implementation workplan to delineate
and clarify the various types of preservation strategies that may be used:
Replacement: When new low or very low income deed-restricted homes are constructed to replace
deed-restricted homes that have converted to market rate or that have been demolished.
Preservation: When existing deed-restricted affordable housing is at-risk of converting to other
uses in 5 years or less and is preserved through one of the following methods depending on the
condition of the housing:
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A. Acquisition and Rehabilitation: The development is acquired, rehabilitated, and a new
deed-restriction is created. It is anticipated that the majority of preservation projects will
fall under this category.
B. Financing: When deed-restriction is extended through financial restructuring but
rehabilitation is not required.
Market Rate Acquisition/Rehabilitation: When market rate homes are acquired, rehabilitated, and
deed-restricted for low or very-low income residents.
B. Analysis of Deed-Restricted Homes At Risk of Conversion to Market-Rate
Deed-restrictions are a vital tool for ensuring that affordable homes remain affordable for a significant
period of time. The longevity and continuity that deed-restricted homes provide are especially important
in places where housing is expensive or where costs are expected to rise, such as in San José, as such
housing gives lower-income households the ability to remain in their community. Thus, preserving
existing deed-restricted affordable housing is an important strategy to ensure there are a variety of
residential options for lower-income households in strong markets.
California housing element law requires all jurisdictions to identify assisted rental housing that is
eligible to change from low-income housing uses within ten years from the beginning of the new cycle.
The following analysis assesses conversion risk for developments with expiring affordability restrictions
prior to June 30, 2025. In 2013, the City of San José hired the California Housing Partnership
Corporation (CHPC) to research deed restricted HUD and Tax Credit financed properties that were atrisk of conversion. CHPC analyzed data, conducted outreach to property owners, and identified
properties with high or moderate risk of conversion. In addition, City staff conducted analysis on City
funded, bond funded, and inclusionary funded developments. These lists were combined and sorted by
owner type (profit-motivated and nonprofit) and can be found in Appendix C.
In San José, there are 236 affordable deed-restricted housing developments (19,244 homes) of which 47
developments (2,645 homes) have one or more affordability restrictions expiring within the next 10
years. These at-risk homes account for approximately 14% of all deed-restricted homes in San José.
Further, of the 47 developments, 36 of them consisting of 1,927 homes have only one affordability
restriction and are thus more likely to convert to market rate than homes with multiple affordability
restrictions. This subset of at-risk homes contains over 247 ELI and VLI homes.
Another key indicator of risk is ownership type. Of the 47 at-risk developments, 14 have profit-motivated
owners consisting of 1,142 homes (43%). Of these, 108 are ELI and VLI homes. The remaining 33
developments consist of 1,503 homes (57%) but are owned by non-profits who are typically interested in
preserving affordability status and are thus considered to be lower risk.
Finally it is important to breakdown the types of affordability restrictions to better understand the
likelihood of these restrictions being extended. Nearly half of the 2,645 at-risk homes identified above
have expiring HUD affordability restrictions. City affordability restrictions and tax credits are the second
and third largest respectively.
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This analysis has identified 290 senior homes that are at risk of conversion. Of these homes, 220 have
only one affordability restriction but all are controlled by nonprofit owners, which reduces the risk of
conversion to market-rate housing upon expiration.

Homes By Earliest Expiring Affordability Restriction
Expiration‐HUD
Expiration‐City AR
Expiration‐Bond
Expiration‐TCAC
Total:

1,464
484
405
292
2,645

55%
18%
15%
12%
100%

C. Costs of Replacement versus Preservation of Deed Restricted Homes
The preservation of existing deed-restricted homes is one method for continuing the long-term
affordability of the City’s affordable housing stock. The City of San José’s preservation strategy is to
partner with non-profit developers by providing subsidies in order to make the project financially
feasible. The following analysis assumes that the majority of preservation deals will require some level
of rehabilitation in order to extend the affordability restriction. Using data from recent developments
requiring significant rehabilitation, it is estimated that total development cost for rehabilitation are
slightly less than total development cost for new construction as detailed in the table below.

Replacement Costs (New Construction)
Cost/Fee Type
Land Acqusition
Construction
Financing/Other
Total Development Cost
Total Subsidy Required

Low Range
Cost Per Unit
$35,800
$221,800
$31,500
$289,100
$76,600

High Range
Cost Per Unit
$46,700
$250,700
$49,600
$347,000
$135,600

Preservation Costs
Low Range
High Range
Fee/Cost Type
Cost Per Unit
Cost Per Unit
Acquisition
$59,100
$120,900
Rehabilitation
$101,900
$243,700
Financing/Other
$24,300
$21,300*
Total Development Cost
$185,200
$385,900
Total Subsidy Required
$97,100
$105,400
*This particular project had approximately $505,000 in permanent and temporary
The total amount of subsidy needed varies by project type, asset condition, affordability level, and the
amount of non-city subsidies. It is estimated that the cost to rehabilitate 2,645 at-risk homes could
require between $256-278 million in total subsidies. The costs of rehabilitation can be unpredictable and
depending on the location and condition of the homes may in fact be equally or more expensive than
replacing at-risk homes with new construction. New construction increases the overall housing supply
and generally results in higher quality buildings that are less costly to operate, and are generally more

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Chapter VI‐3

resource efficient. It is for these reasons that the City will prioritize funding new construction in the
quantified objectives section of Chapter VII.

D. Entities Qualified to Preserve At-Risk Homes
All housing corporations are legally capable of acquiring "at-risk" housing developments. The following
is a list of all entities that have self-identified as having the capacity or the interest in managing assisted
homes. Many of these developers have completed replacement and preservation projects in Santa Clara
County.













Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition
BRIDGE Housing Corporation
First Community Housing
Mercy Housing
EAH
Eden housing
Charities Housing Development Corporation
Satellite Affordable Housing Associates (SAHA)
Resources for Community Development
USA Properties
ROEM (For profit)
CORE (For profit)

If a nonprofit purchases an "at-risk" development but lacks adequate project management capabilities
based on the City’s assessment, the nonprofit may be required to contract with an outside professional
management firm.
E. Growth and Potential Impacts on Existing Housing Stock and Residents
Previous chapters of this Housing Element discussed the local and regional policies to channel future
growth into Urban Villages and Priority Development Areas, as well as the shifting trend of employers
and households towards locating in vibrant, urban communities. Additionally, significant new transit
infrastructure investments, including the BART extension to San José, the addition of new Bus Rapid
Transit lines, the electrification of Caltrain, and the proposed High Speed Rail, are being, and will be,
made in the same future growth locations. The trend towards urbanization means that the land,
property values, and rents in such locations will likely increase significantly. As land values increase, so
does the economic feasibility of new infill development or redevelopment of existing parcels and
properties. New residential developments will likely be highly amenitized and command premium
pricing given their proximity to services, employment, and infrastructure. These premiums can already
be seen in San José, where new homes in locations such as Santana Row, The Alameda, and North San
José are priced at the top of the market.
While the strengthening of these markets fully aligns with the General Plan and its vision for creating
great urban places, public policies must also accompany this vision in order to mitigate the negative
impacts that may result from these same market forces, such as displacement, overcrowding, and lack
of housing opportunities across incomes. Without concomitant policies to ensure a diverse housing
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supply, higher housing costs may price existing residents out of their community and lower-priced
existing homes may be lost to redevelopment into luxury housing.
A joint study by California Housing Partnership Corporation and Reconnecting America confirms that
Central San José is at the greatest risk of residential displacement and loss of naturally affordable
housing stock. This study, funded by a federal grant through the Bay Area’s HUD Regional Prosperity
Plan, uses data and spatial analysis to identify locations that may experience increasing market
pressures as a result of transit infrastructure enhancements and other factors.7 (See map below) The
report identifies potential priority preservation areas in and around downtown San José and
neighborhoods immediately to the East and West that also correspond to several Urban Villages. These
areas have both vulnerable populations of low-income residents and a concentration of strong transit
connections and future transit investment.
Transit Investment and Affordable Housing Preservation Needs:

Source: California Housing Partnership Corporation and Reconnecting America, 2013
Besides providing affordable housing opportunities in strong market locations, there are additional
benefits of preserving and building affordable housing near transit. In California, transportation is often
the largest cost of living after housing. According to the HUD Location Affordability Index, a low income
family of three in San José spends 20% of household income on transportation while the San José7

This grant was funded through the Metropolitan Transportation Commission by the Housing the Workforce Initiative of the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Regional Prosperity Plan.
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Santa Clara-Sunnyvale area average is only 13%8. Transportation costs are largely determined by the
distance between home and work, and as housing prices increase low income households have no
choice but to crowd or live further from job centers resulting in longer and more costly commutes.
Locating affordable housing near jobs and quality transit infrastructure can help lower transportation
costs for low income workers freeing up resources for housing, health care, education and other
important expenses. In addition studies have shown that low income residents tend to use transit more
than middle and high income residents so locating affordable housing near transit may increase transit
ridership and reduce greenhouse gas emissions by curtailing long automobile commutes.
F. Preservation & Equitable Development
Lower-income residents in neighborhoods with strong housing markets are most susceptible to
displacement, particularly those living in market-rate housing that may be naturally affordable but
without deed-restrictions to protect those affordability levels. As the City facilitates its Urban Village
strategy, the Diridon Station Area Plan, and development in Priority Development Areas and Downtown,
the market strength that will induce development in those locations may also lead to displacement and
the lack of affordable housing options if not proactively addressed.
The City will assess the issue of displacement and the potential loss of affordable housing stock in its
growth locations, and will explore policies and programs to mitigate those impacts. This includes
“naturally affordable” market-rate homes as well as mobilehomes. As indicated in Chapter II, San José
as more than 10,000 mobilehomes, by far the largest number of any California city (for reference, Los
Angeles and San Diego have approximately 8,250 and 6,500 mobile homes, respectively). The City has an
existing Mobilehome Park Conversion Ordinance as well as a Mobilehome Rent ordinance and will
review the effectiveness of these ordinances.
In addition to preserving the existing housing stock, the City will develop policies, programs, and tools to
create diverse, equitable communities in priority growth areas in order to ensure that housing
opportunities are available across incomes in amenities-rich locations. This includes development of an
implementation/finance strategy for Urban Villages, the exploration of new housing types such as
micro-units, and other potential strategies.

G. Conclusion
The above analysis finds that nearly 14% of the City’s deed-restricted housing stock is at risk of
conversion within the next ten years. Given that replacement and preservation are relatively similar in
cost, the City will prioritize new construction over preservation to increase the overall supply of housing
and to create modern buildings that are less costly to operate and more resource efficient. For
preservation projects, the City will focus on developments that have affordability restrictions expiring
within ten years, a profit-motivated owner, and developments that have deeply affordable ELI and LI
homes. While less data is available on the stock of “naturally affordable” homes, it is also important to
consider market rate acquisition and rehabilitation to maintain the net supply of affordable homes.
Finally it is important to consider the location of replacement and preservation efforts as Urban Villages
and Priority Development Areas may become highly susceptible to displacement pressures.
8
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Chapter VII:
Programs and
Implementation
In 1987 San José Mayor Tom McEnery created a Task Force on Housing, formed the City’s current
housing department, and established a set of housing policy goals in response to the need for high
quality affordable housing. Since that time the City of San José has been a leader in facilitating the
production of affordable housing for its residents and workforce. However, the affordable housing
supply is still not enough to keep up with demand. The need for affordable housing continues as land
values and rents rise increasing the likelihood of crowding, displacement, and homelessness.
Significant cuts to Federal and State funding sources have resulted in a loss of more than $50M
annually compared to the years leading up to 2012. In addition, legal challenges on inclusionary housing
policies have left local governments with very few tools to expand the supply of affordable housing. This
chapter builds on the previous analysis of needs and constraints and provides quantitative objectives
and an implementation work plan that responds to these needs.

A. Summary of Key Findings
In order to frame the context for the implementation work plan, this section summarizes the key
findings from the public outreach process and the analysis covered in the first five chapters of this
document.
Chapter 1 - Introduction: The broader economic downturn had a significant impact on the for-sale
housing market, while the rental market has grown more robust. Rents are now at their highest rates
ever in San José, and the for-sale market is near or at pre-recession highs. Separately, State and
regional programs and policies over the last few years have advanced efforts to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions by encouraging more compact and sustainable development patterns. Similarly, the General
Plan seeks to direct future growth into Priority Development Areas, Urban Villages, and other locations
to create more compact, walkable, equitable, and complete neighborhoods that are also more
environmentally and fiscally sustainable. The following key themes emerged from the City’s public
process: (1) prioritize housing for those most in need, especially the homeless; (2) preserve the existing
affordable housing supply, and mobile homes in particular; (3) update the City’s secondary units
provisions in the City’s Zoning Code; (4) develop strategies for affordable housing in Urban Villages; and
(5) develop new partnerships and funding sources to increase the stock of affordable homes.
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Chapter 2 – Demographics: The largest city in the Bay Area, San José, has a combination of
socioeconomic diversity and urban characteristics, opportunities, and challenges that make it unique
relative to its neighboring cities. San José’s two fastest growing age groups are seniors aged 65 and
over and young adults age 20-35. In terms of race/ethnicity, San José’s population is gradually becoming
less white and more Latino and Asian. The ratio of owner-occupied and renter-occupied units was 58%
and 42% respectively in 2010 and two-thirds of the City’s housing units were single family homes.
However, since 2000, the vast majority of new housing permits were for multi-family rental projects.
These demographic characteristics, shifting preferences, and market trends suggest continued demand
for new, diverse, and innovative housing types that serve all economic segments of the community and
that support sustainable, long-term economic growth.
Chapter 3-Needs Assessment: The demand for affordable housing in San José far exceeds the supply.
For-sale housing costs have increased rebounded to near pre-recession levels, while rents have far
surpassed previous highs. As a result, approximately 50% of owners and 53.4% of renters (nearly half a
million San José residents) have experienced a housing burden. While Silicon Valley as a whole is
housing-poor as residential production lags behind job growth, San José is jobs-poor, thus creating
regional inequity in the provision of housing in Santa Clara County for the region’s workforce. As such,
addressing local housing conditions means, in part, that a regional response to Silicon Valley’s
significant housing needs is required: housing is not just a local issue. Finally, there are approximately
4,770 homeless persons in San José on any given day, many of whom live on the street or in
encampments along local waterways. San José’s unhoused homeless population is one of the largest in
the United States, further signaling the severity of the housing problem in the city.
Chapter 4- Constraints & Resources: There are a variety of both governmental and non-governmental
constraints in San José. Governmental constraints include the lack of regional coordination on fair
shares of housing production and the fiscal impacts of this imbalance, the dissolution of all
Redevelopment Agencies in California and the loss of the 20% Low and Moderate Income Housing Fund,
deep cuts to Federal and State funding programs, and systems (particularly State and County systems)
that create homelessness and the demand for low-cost housing upon discharge. Non-governmental
constraints to housing production include high land values, high cost of construction, limited availability
of financing, and strong market forces that can result in displacement, product uniformity,
overcrowding, and jobs/housing imbalances.
Chapter 5-Planned Supply/Inventory: While much of San José is built out, there are ample opportunities
to build up and within infill and key growth areas. This chapter identifies the geographic locations in San
José to accommodate San José’s RHNA in the following eight categories: already entitled, Downtown,
Planned Communities, Urban Villages, vacant land, North San José, a citywide “pool” allocation, and
Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels.
B. Financing and Subsidy Resources
The City facilitates housing construction, rehabilitation and other programs funded through a variety of
state, federal, and local resources. Subsidies for the rehabilitation and replacement of affordable deedrestricted housing come from loan repayments, State grants and bond proceeds, tax credits,
inclusionary housing in-lieu fees, negotiated fee payments, and federal programs such as HOME and
CDBG. The City of San José’s federal Consolidated Plan identified priority housing and community
development goals and strategies, and includes Annual Action Plans identifying expected funding
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commitments to meet those goals and strategies. In the previous Housing Element cycle the Housing
Department received over $169 million of 20% Funds for the creation and preservation of affordable
housing, but with the closing of California’s redevelopment agencies this significant source of funding
has been eliminated.
It is a challenge to predict precise housing needs over an eight-year period, especially given changes in
the availability of affordable housing resources and tools in the recent past. Over the last few years San
José has seen more than a 40% cut in federal entitlement funding, along with the elimination of
redevelopment agencies, reductions in State funding, and challenges to inclusionary housing programs.
The implementation work plan and the quantified housing objectives section below is based on the
current availability of resources. However, the City has a loan portfolio of affordable housing assets that
generates robust income to fund programs and activities. Additionally, the City is in the process of
exploring a housing impact fee, which would create a local source of funding for affordable housing. The
City seeks to implement such a fee in a clear, consistent, and predictable manner that would not deter
development.
At the State level, the Cap and Trade program, which generates revenues by auctioning emissions
permits in order to invest in greenhouse gas reduction activities, may provide a meaningful source of
affordable housing funding in the future. The State’s FY 2014-15 includes a one-time $65 million
allocation for transit-oriented and infill affordable housing developments Statewide, with a provision to
allocate 10% of future auction proceeds annually. Should these and other programs or policies
materialize, the City may be in a position to increase the number of policies and programs it can explore
or implement, as well as the number of affordable homes it can facilitate.
C. Policies and Programs:
The implementation work plan responds to the needs and constraints identified in the prior section and
in accordance with General Plan goals that are highlighted in Appendix B. The work plan includes
existing as well as proposed or potential new policies, programs, and partnerships to meet San José’s
housing needs. The implementation work plan contains four primary components:
1. Increase, preserve, and improve the supply of safe, livable, and affordable housing for low
and moderate income residents.
 Programs and Funding
 Coordination
 Housing Planning Tools
2. Invest in activities to end homelessness.
3. Promote equitable development.
4. Support healthy, sustainable communities and neighborhoods.
Specific descriptions and timeframes for proposed policies and programs can be found in Appendix D.
Additionally, this work plan identifies “Potential Actions” that the City has identified as important but
may not currently have the staffing or resources to explore. City staff will monitor these items and will
explore or undertake those items pending resources and if those items escalate in importance.
D. Quantified Objectives
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Table VII-1 identifies the City’s quantified housing objectives for new construction,
acquisition/rehabilitation, and preservation based on the needs identified in prior chapters as well as the
capacity and resources to carry them out. Over the time period of the Housing Element from January 31,
2015 to December 31, 2023, the City seeks to facilitate the development of up to 3,405 homes with an
emphasis on Extremely Low- and Very Low-income households. Then quantified objectives assume that
the City will need to leverage its subsidies with other resources such as low income housing tax credits
and other sources to fill the affordability gap.
The quantified objectives include housing goals in three categories:
 New construction: The quantified objectives for new ELI, VLI and LI are based primarily on
the existing pipeline of development projects and the current resources available to
facilitate the development of affordable multifamily rental housing. If new housing
programs and resources become available in the future, there may be the potential to
exceed these objectives. While some moderate-income homes may be built without
subsidies, it will become increasingly difficult to do so if prices continue to rise. While the
need for moderate income housing is important given current resources, the City will
continue to prioritize housing resources for those who have the greatest housing needs. An
analysis of historic production levels shows that in the 1999-2006 RHNA cycle
approximately 1,170 ELI/VLI/LI multifamily homes were permitted each year while in the
2007-2014 RHNA cycle the average dropped to approximately 400 lower-income homes
permitted each year. This steep decline in affordable housing production underscores the
effects of the economic downturn and steep reductions in federal, state, and local funding
sources. To meet San José’s 2014-2023 RHNA allocation for below market rate homes,
approximately 1,830 ELI/VLI/LI homes would need to be permitted annually for eight years.
It is important to note that the actual construction of these affordable units is largely
dependent on the availability of new subsidy sources.
 Acquisition and Rehabilitation: Historically the City has prioritized funding for new
construction over acquisition and rehabilitation. The cost/benefit of using public resources
to rehabilitate older building stock versus building new homes depends on many factors but
especially the quality and condition of the existing structure. For this planning period a
small number of acquisition and rehabilitation projects have been identified and they will
serve ELI residents. If additional funds become available it may be possible for the City to
exceed the quantified objective in the table below.
 Preservation: Chapter VI identifies 2,645 at-risk units of which 1,142 are owned by profitmotivated companies and are thus at greater risk of conversion in the next ten years.
Looking five years out, there are 1,733 at-risk units of which 763 are owned by profit
motivated companies. If more funds become available it may be possible for the City to
exceed the quantified objective in the table below.
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Table VII-1.
EIGHT-YEAR QUANTIFIED OBJECTIVES, JULY 1, 2014 TO JUNE 30, 2022

Targeting
ELI
VLI
LI
Moderate
Market
Totals

New
Construction
788
290
2,048
14,231
17,357

Acquisition /
Rehabilitation
20
50
29
99

Preservation
40
34
106
180

Eight-Year
Total
848
374
2,183
14,231
17,636

Source: City of San Jose
*This number represents the 2014-2022 RHNA goal and is subject to market conditions.
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Chapter VIII:
Prior Element
Evaluation
The City of San José is committed to providing housing opportunities across a range of needs and
incomes for its families and households. As the largest city in the Bay Area and the third largest in
California, San José has a leadership role in providing housing opportunities as well as addressing
governmental and non-governmental constraints to housing in meaningful and innovative ways. While
the City was significantly challenged in reaching its 2007-14 RHNA goals, it nearly met its 2009-14
quantified objectives in spite of the elimination of redevelopment agencies and the significant reduction
in other funding sources.
Chapter VII reviews the City’s prior Housing Element to evaluate the efficacy of its programs as required
by State law. This “review and revise” evaluation is a three-step process:
1. Effectiveness: evaluate “the effectiveness of the housing element in attainment of the community’s
housing goals and objectives” (Government Code section 65588(a)(2)).
2. Implementation: evaluate “the progress of the city in implementation of the housing element”
(Government Code section 65588(a)(3)).
3. Appropriateness: evaluate “the appropriateness of the housing goals, objectives, and policies in
contributing to the attainment of the State housing goal” (Government Code section 65588(a)(1)).
This chapter provides a summary evaluation of the effectiveness, implementation, and appropriateness
of San José’s Housing Element and quantified objectives for the prior 2007-2014 RHNA planning period.
A more detailed evaluation of the work plan can be found in Appendix E.
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A. Construction Cycles
It is useful to revisit the introductory chapter’s note that a jurisdiction’s ability to facilitate the production
of housing is significantly dependent on the economy.
During the 2000-2013 time period, the total number of new housing units issued building permits
averaged about 2,750 units per year, of which more than 80% were multi-family in type (see chart
below). The start of this period was the height of the “dot com” boom, and permit activity for both singlefamily and multi-family construction was very strong, totaling nearly 4,500 housing units—more than
60% above average. After a brief economic downturn, interest rates were reduced and the separate
“housing boom” commenced. Activity returned to a high level in calendar year 2003 and then moderated
over successive years. Given this sequence of events, San José exceeded by 10% its fair share of the
regional housing need during the 1999-2006 RHNA planning period, issuing building permits for a total
of 28,712 newly constructed or rehabilitated housing units.

Chart VIII-1, New Housing Units by Type, 2000-2013

However, it is important to note that while San José is proud of its performance in exceeding its overall
RHNA for the 1999-2006 cycle, that performance was driven primarily in its market rate (above
moderate) housing production, where the City exceeded its goal by 66%. While the City exceeded its goal
for low-income homes, it fell short of its very low-income goal, and significantly short of its moderateincome goal. This demonstrates two important points: first, even in strong economic conditions,
challenges exist to sufficiently produce affordable homes; and second, the market on its own will under
produce a range of housing opportunities across incomes. Public policies have traditionally been
required to address this market failure.
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Table X-1.
Units Produced between 1999-2006
Units Added - By Calendar Year

Affordability
Categories
Very Low
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate

19992006
RHNA*
5,337
2,364
7,086
11,327

1999
420
199
68
2,919

2000
560
707
163
3,663

2001
928
1,303
46
2,391

2002
849
383
92
1,254

2003
686
386
271
3,416

2004
277
469
129
1,961

2005
695
439
7
1,982

Total
Units
%
As of
RHNA
Added
June
1999-2006
2006
255
4,670
88%
359
4,245
180%
173
949
13%
1,262
18,848
166%

TOTAL

26,114

3,606

5,093

4,668

2,578

4,759

2,836

3,123

2,049

28,712

110%

* RHNA goals for the time period beginning January 1999 to June 2006.
Note: Includes acquisition and rehabilitation

On the other hand, with onset of the global financial crisis in 2007-2008, the Great Recession spanned
about 18 months near the beginning of the 2007-2014 RHNA planning period. Activity in calendar year
2009 fell to an all-time low of approximately 300 housing units. While the initial economic recovery was
relatively weak, it has since strengthened into a more sustained recovery. On the other hand, the
recovery in market rate housing has seen strong increases in the past two years in the resale of single
family homes and condos/townhomes, while significant new construction has concentrated almost
exclusively in multi-family rental housing. In fact, calendar years 2012 and 2013 taken together
accounted for San José’s highest rate of rental housing production in any 24-month period since 1980.
Yet, construction of for-sale housing continues to be impacted by a myriad of issues as discussed
previously in this document. Aside from market impacts, affordable housing production has been
significantly impacted by the elimination, mitigation, or depletion of several key public policy tools. In
summary, due to negative conditions affecting the economy and the housing market in particular, as
well as public policy and legal decisions that have highly impacted affordable housing production, the
City was unable to achieve its RHNA for the 2007-2014 planning period (see next section).
B. Meeting San José’s 2007-14 Regional Housing Needs Allocation
As shown in the table and chart below, the City issued 16,029 building permits since the start of the
2007 RHNA period through calendar year 2013, equaling 48% of the overall allocation. However, the
income categories in which production occurred vary significantly: while the City has met nearly 85% of
its AMOD allocation, it has only met 15% of its lower- and moderate-income housing needs. The most
challenging income category is the MOD category, as market-rate developers typically build at higher
price points in the AMOD category, while affordable housing programs typically target deeper
affordability levels. However, note that some market-rate housing developments in the 2007-14 RHNA
cycle, particular rental homes, may be affordable at moderate-income income levels but are not deedrestricted as such, although exact numbers are not known.
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation Progress
Permitted Units Issued by Affordability

Income-Level

RHNA
Allocation

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Year
1

Year
2

Year
3

Year
4

Year
5

Year
6

Year
7

ELI

Deed
Restricted

3,876

67

76

136

151

VLI

Deed
Restricted

3,875

121

291

167

LI

Deed
Restricted

5,322

288

212

MOD

Deed
Restricted

6,198

100

37

7

15,450

1,925

1,700

88

2,501

2,316

AMOD
Total RHNA by
COG.
Enter allocation
number:

7

Total
Units to
Date (all
years)

Total
Remaining
RHNA by
Income
Level

112

68

617

3,259

262

146

170

1,157

2,718

45

237

256

1,038

4,284

144

6,054

13,073

2,377

2,006

1,046

3,097

3,211

2,464

1,053

3,592

3,705

34,721

Total Units ► ► ►

398

16,029

18,692

Table VII-1, Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) Performance Results, 2007-2014

This disparity in production between AMOD and lower-income categories underscores the notion that
there exists a failure in the housing market: although there is a need for homes throughout the income
range but especially for lower-income households, the market on its own only produces housing
affordable to those at higher income levels, with public and non-profit sectors historically filling the gap
or exploring ways to facilitate market rate participation in the provision of affordable housing. As wage
disparity grows in Silicon Valley and given diminished public resources, it will become increasingly
important to develop new tools and resources in which all sectors equitably share the responsibility
towards addressing housing needs for low and moderate income residents.
Note that affordable housing development averaged approximately 425 units annually. Thus, when San
José’s overall residential production fell to an all-time low in 2009 due to the housing crash, affordable
homes accounted for over 75% of the total residential (market and affordable) permits issued. However,
unlike market rate housing, affordable production did not experience significant upturn during the
subsequent economic recovery, as the dissolution of redevelopment agencies occurred in 2011 and
added to the challenges already posed by the legal challenges to inclusionary housing and diminished
levels of State and federal housing funds.
Evaluation of 2009-2014 Quantified Objectives
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Although significant challenges exist for meeting the total RHNA, San José is proud of the nearly 3,000
affordable homes it has helped finance during the challenging 2007-14 RHNA cycle. This level of
production aligns much more closely to the five-year quantified objectives identified in the City’s 2009-14
Housing Element. Note that the due date for the Housing Element that covers the 2007-14 RHNA cycle
was June 2009. As a result, the quantified objectives were forward looking objectives that began in 2009
rather than in 2007 at the start of the RHNA cycle.
The table below shows that the City had a new construction goal of 2,250 affordable homes for the July,
1, 2009 and June 30, 2014 period. The table below shows that while the City has produced less than its
VLI goal, it nearly achieved its ELI and exceeded its LI and MOD goals for new production. For
acquisition and rehabilitation activities, the City exceeded its goals for all income categories except for
VLI.

Income
Category
ELI
VLI
LI
MOD
TOTAL

July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2014 Quantified Objectives
5- Year New
Actual
5-Year
Construction Goal
Permitted
Acquisition/Rehab
Goal
563
474
125
1,462
745
325
225
538
50
0
7
0
2,250
1,764
500

Actual
Acquisition/Rehab
Completed
137
211
479
7
834

Additionally, the City achieved the following goals for its housing rehabilitation programs for owners of
single family and mobilehomes in need of repair. These programs are restricted to lower-income
households and are awarded per application on a first come first served basis, subject to income and
asset criteria. As such, these programs provide an overall objective without quantifying goals by income
categories.
Housing Rehabilitation Production Goals July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2014
Income Category
5-Year Goal
Actual
Single Family Grants/Loans
625
246
Mobilehome Grants/Loans
750
1,086
Project Alliance
242
282
TOTAL
1,614

C. Effectiveness of the 2007-14 Housing Element Implementation Work Program
Please see Appendix E for a more detailed evaluation of the City’s work program. In summary:


The Planning, Building & Code Enforcement Department’s 2007-14 Housing Element work
program totaled twenty one (21) programs, objectives, status, and implementation items. All
items were successfully completed during the RHNA period. Most importantly, in 2011, the
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Envision San José 2040 General Plan was adopted—the first comprehensive update of the City’s




General Plan since 1994.
Note that the item for the Secondary Units program (item #3) will be included in the 2014-22
work program as staff explores additional opportunities to revise the ordinance in order to
better facilitate secondary units. As of April 7, 2014, the program has resulted in the
construction of approximately only 150 secondary units, and thus has not yet had a meaningful
impact on the supply of affordable housing. In response, per guiding policy in the Envision Plan
(see Policy H-2.5 and Action H-2.9 in Appendix B), San José is currently exploring options to
revise certain development standards in order to facilitate greater use of this code provision by
providing greater flexibility to interested homeowners, while at the same time preserving the
character of existing neighborhoods.
The Housing Department’s 2007-14 Housing Element work program totaled twenty nine (29)
programs, objectives, status, and implementation items. The Housing Department, in
collaboration with internal and external partners, successfully implemented those programs.
During this time period, several of the programs initially identified continued to be in operation,
while others, such as the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative, discontinued due to the elimination
of the City’s Redevelopment Agency, or were scaled down, such as the City’s Homebuyer
program, to invest resources towards meeting other priorities. On the other hand, responding
effectively to homelessness increased in priority as the economic recession and the subsequent
uneven recovery led to an increase in homelessness and made this important issue even more
visible. The programs identified in the 2007-14 Housing Element provided important resources
and programs. The 2014-23 will continue to build on that effort through extensive collaboration
with internal and external program to provide resources while seeking to create real systems
change.summary of achievements from during the 2007-2014 RHNA cycle:

D. Element Appropriateness
To evaluate the appropriateness of the 2007-2014 Housing Element it is important to acknowledge
several major changes that occurred during the RHNA cycle. In 2011 the City adopted Envision San José
2020, a new general plan. According to Envision San José 2040 General Plan and the former San José
2020 General Plan, most new housing development in the City will be achieved through higher density
redevelopment within existing urbanized areas. This policy approach is appropriate and essential to
achievement of a variety of long-term goals, including the State housing goal, which as identified in the
introductory chapter has the following objectives:






Increasing the supply, diversity, and affordability of housing
Promoting infill development and a more efficient land use pattern
Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing
Protecting environmental resources, and
Promoting socioeconomic equity

On the issue of housing diversity, RHNA methodology includes a “fair share” component intended to
promote socioeconomic equity by expanding the range of housing choices available in all jurisdictions
throughout the Bay Area. By promoting higher density redevelopment within existing urbanized areas,
the City has clearly had success in furthering housing diversity (and related goals above) during the prior
RHNA period. As evidence, the table below examines the change in housing units by structure type in
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San José over the 2000-2010 time period. While traditional single-family detached housing still
accounted for a majority (53.8%) of housing units in 2010, growth in this structure type was greatly
exceeded by the five-plus-unit structure (i.e., apartments) category and even slightly surpassed by an
increase in single-family attached townhomes and condos. In percentage terms, single-family detached
housing grew just 3.8% in the last decade, whereas many higher-density forms of housing experienced
growth rates of about 25% or more.

Table VII-3, Housing Units by Structure Type, 2000-2010

On the issue of an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, adoption of the
Envision Plan establishes achievement of a jobs-to-employed residents ratio (J/ER) of 1.3 as a core
objective. Unfortunately, as described in Chapter III, San José’s J/ER ratio declined over the 2008-2012
time period, from 0.91 in 2008 to 0.85 in 2012. In summary, the City lost jobs and added residents during
much of the prior RHNA period, and thus continued emphasis on the topic of “jobs-housing balance” is
appropriate to ensure an improved intraregional relationship and San José’s own fiscal health. However,
achievement of a 1.3:1 jobs-to-employed resident ratio could worsen the City’s and the region’s housing
affordability crisis, assuming that the County as a whole continues to be jobs rich and housing poor.
Another key change during the 2007-2014 RHNA cycle, was the end of the Strong Neighborhoods
Initiative (SNI); a partnership between the City of San José, The Redevelopment Agency, residents, and
local business owners to build clean, safe, and strong neighborhoods. This initiative ended in 2011 due
to funding constraints. In February 2012 all Redevelopment Agencies in California were dissolved
eliminating one of the largest funding sources for affordable housing development and neighborhood
revitalization in San José. Finally in 2013, San José adopted several Urban Village Plans in an effort to
implement to policies in the Envision San José 2020.
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Appendix A:
Adequate Sites Inventory
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Appendix A:
Adequate Sites
Inventory
As cited in Chapter V, State law requires that a housing element contain “an inventory of land suitable
for residential development, including vacant sites and sites having potential for redevelopment”
(Government Code section 65583(a) (3)). As relates to non-vacant sites, the inventory shall include “a
description of the use of each property.” The methodology used to determine the development potential
of non-vacant sites shall consider “the extent to which existing uses may constitute an impediment to
additional residential development, development trends, market conditions, and regulatory or other
incentives or standards to encourage development” (Government Code section 65583.2(g)).
Recognizing HCD’s longstanding concern about the extent to which existing uses may present an
impediment to redevelopment, and the agency’s frequent desire for additional information from local
jurisdictions to support their determination of a housing element’s “substantial compliance” with State
law, the City of San José initially inquired on this and other specific provisions during the first Bay Area
housing element training workshop conducted by HCD/ABAG on January 15, 2014. Subsequently, on
February 26, 2014, San José personally met with HCD staff at City Hall to further discuss this issue. In
response, Appendix A provides a methodology discussion and detailed inventory data to demonstrate
current and ongoing compliance with various legal requirements.
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A. Methodology Overview
A summary description of the process and methodology used in creation of the inventory dataset of
adequate sites is provided below.
Inventory Process: Step 1
Using Geographic Information Systems (GIS), parcels located within one of the major location/status
categories identified in Chapter V were queried and assigned various characteristics, including the
property’s Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN), General Plan, and Zoning, among others. Contiguous
parcels with identical attributes were then merged into a single record and assigned a “tracking APN”
taken from one of the former parcels. The size of this new land area was calculated by GIS and
populated into an acres field.
Inventory Process: Step 2
A detailed evaluation of development/redevelopment potential was performed on this GIS dataset. The
evaluation included, but was not limited to, the following:
a. Analysis of the dataset using high-resolution aerial and street-level photos using imagery
obtained from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and also available via Google’s various webbased geographic products (i.e., Earth, Maps, Street View);
b. Overlay of the dataset with GIS layers depicting various public and private land uses and property
investments over the past several decades, so as to exclude sites for which no additional
development is planned or upon which redevelopment is infeasible or unlikely.
c. Comparison of the dataset against a GIS database of properties listed on San José’s Historic
Resources Inventory. This analysis sought to minimize potential conflict between assumptions
about redevelopment and policies intended to promote preservation of existing historic
structures.
Inventory Process: Step 3
The GIS dataset was analyzed in terms of applying conservative assumptions of housing density based
upon a combination of Envision San José 2040 General Plan policies and past development trends. The
Envision Plan contains a range of allowable density for all residential land use designations (as cited in
Table IV of Chapter IV), and the City closely monitors citywide and neighborhood development trends on
an ongoing basis. Each area of San José has unique development potential as determined by the City’s
extensive neighborhood-level planning efforts. These efforts have resulted in specific and realistic
assumptions of housing capacity, which figures are monitored via a GIS-based tracking system of
planning entitlements and building permits. For the North San José Development Policy and Urban
Villages, this planned capacity is metered out in the previously described phases or “horizons,” with
some flexibility for the City Council to allow implementation to be responsive to market conditions. For
Urban Villages, inventory methodology sought to evenly distribute the Envision Plan yield for each Urban
Village across all parcels resulting from the previously described screening process.
Vacant lands exclude such parcels that fall within other identified location/status categories, and
assumptions of density are independent of any area capacity figures. Instead, vacant land yield relies on
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conservative estimates within the density range specified by a parcel’s General Plan designation. For
example, Urban Residential lands are assumed at 50 units per acre and Transit Residential lands at 100
units per acre, whereas the Envision Plan allows up to 95 units per acre and 250 units per acre,
respectively, for these designations.
The underutilized lands that can be redeveloped or intensified are lands that contain individual parcels
with residential General Plan land use designations that are located in non-residential zoning districts.
This list of underutilized parcels excludes parcels in the other above-mentioned categories in this
Appendix.
Some of these parcels are vacant or too small to likely yield 50 or more net dwelling units per parcel. In
some locations, however, these parcels may be adjacent to other vacant or underutilized parcels that
may be potentially combined to create larger sites that potentially can be developed or redeveloped with
larger yields of units. Several of these parcels were designated in the General Plan for residential uses
as a result of private-party initiated General Plan amendment requests that were approved by the City
Council. Other parcels in the underutilized category are currently used for industrial warehouses or
other low intensity uses and are surrounded by residential development.
Another type of underutilization can be seen in the listing of parcels that have low or no floor area ratio
(FAR) and are developed with surface parking lots used for automobile-related uses in central urban
locations in proximity to transit. The attributes for each underutilized parcel are described in the listing
of such parcels that are in the inventory of adequate sites.

B. “No-Net-Loss” Provision
In 2002, the California Legislature amended housing element law in passage of Assembly Bill 2292 (AB
2292), otherwise commonly referred to as the “no-net-loss” provision. In essence, AB 2292 imposed a
new requirement on local agencies to continually ensure that an adequate sites inventory
accommodates its RHNA allocation.
The law provides that “no city shall, by administrative, quasi-judicial, legislative, or other action, reduce
the residential density for any parcel” that is relied upon by HCD in determining housing element
compliance “to a lower residential density” unless written findings are made. Such findings “shall be
supported by substantial evidence of both of the following: (1) the reduction is consistent with the
adopted general plan, including the housing element; and, (2) the remaining sites identified in the
housing element are adequate to accommodate the jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing need”
(Government Code section 65863).
In response, upon State certification of this Housing Element, San José will implement a parcel-based
tracking system that leverages existing use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and associated
relational database and web-based technologies to proactively inform City staff, prospective applicants,
and the public about applicability of the “no-net-loss” provision and, where applicable, include written
findings in relevant actions. In short, the City’s Integrated Development Tracking System (“AMANDA”)
and associated public-facing web portal (https://www.sjpermits.org/permits/) will include data fields to
indicate if a property is listed in the Adequate Sites Inventory and the implications of this listing.
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Downtown
1

DT

The 88 Condos (Phase 2)

HA04-038-04

46722156

204

0

152.2

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.34

2

DT

The Pierce Apts

H13-021

26432087

234

0

117.6

Yes

DT

DC-NT1

Commercial

1.99

3

DT

Silvery Towers Apts

H13-041

25932004

643

0

349.5

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.84

4

DT

Post/San Pedro Apts

PRE13-189

25940088

156

0

339.1

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.46

5

DT

San Pedro Square

H12-020

25932044

408

0

190.7

Yes

DT

DC

Industrial

2.14

6

DT

Balbach Condos

PDC13-027

26430067

101

0

64.3

Yes

DT

A(PD)

Commercial

1.57

7

DT

N/A

N/A

25951006

70

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.40

8

DT

N/A

N/A

25924020

375

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

2.14

9

DT

North San Pedro Townhomes 1

H14-002

25933017

43

0

33.1

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.30

10

DT

N/A

N/A

25932040

228

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

1.30

11

DT

N/A

N/A

25933007

138

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.79

12

DT

N/A

N/A

46701029

119

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG

Commercial

0.68

13

DT

N/A

N/A

25935026

320

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.83

14

DT

N/A

N/A

25935042

117

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.67

15

DT

Marshall Squares

H14-010

46721030

195

0

137.3

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.42

16

DT

N/A

N/A

46721011

110

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.63

17

DT

N/A

N/A

46720075

207

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG

Commercial

1.18

18

DT

N/A

N/A

46720060

77

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG

Commercial

0.44

658

DT

N/A

N/A

25940016

29

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.17

19

DT

N/A

N/A

46720081

170

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG

Commercial

0.97

20

DT

N/A

N/A

25935055

61

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.22

21

DT

N/A

N/A

46722142

175

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.00

22

DT

N/A

PRE07-277

25943076

131

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.75

23

DT

City Front Square

H06-040

25942080

359

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

2.05

24

DT

N/A

N/A

46746082

380

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

2.17

25

DT

N/A

N/A

46746068

317

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.81

26

DT

Riverpark

PDC06-117

25943072

187

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG(PD)

Commercial

1.07
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

27

DT

N/A

28

DT

N/A

N/A

46747019

131

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.75

N/A

26430089

88

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.50

29

DT

30

DT

N/A

PDC06-125

26426006

144

0

175.0

Yes

DT

LI

Residential

0.82

N/A

N/A

47226010

180

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.03

31

DT

N/A

N/A

47226070

51

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.29

32

DT

N/A

N/A

25931070

158

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.90

33

DT

N/A

N/A

25934025

683

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

3.90

34

DT

4th Street Live/Work

PD08-024

46701034

2

0

25.0

No

DT

A(PD)

None

0.08

35

DT

N/A

N/A

25946109

294

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

1.68

36

DT

N/A

N/A

25946097

287

0

175.0

Yes

DT

LI

Commercial

1.64

37

DT

Delmas Housing

PDC02-046

25938036

325

0

145.0

Yes

DT

A(PD)

None

2.79

38

DT

Donner Lofts

H09-004

46720018

156

0

354.5

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.44

39

DT

N/A

N/A

46745033

84

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.48

40

DT

N/A

N/A

47227054

168

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG/R-M

Commercial

0.96

41

DT

N/A

N/A

46724110

406

0

175.0

Yes

DT

CG

Commercial

2.32

42

DT

N/A

N/A

46720079

124

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.71

43

DT

North San Pedro Townhomes 3

H14-004

25932079

14

0

46.6

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.30

44

DT

North San Pedro Townhomes 2

H14-003

25932034

21

0

48.8

Yes

DT

DC

None

0.43

45

DT

N/A

N/A

26428160

241

0

175.0

Yes

DT

DC

None

1.38

46

DT

Fountain Alley Mixed Use

RCP02-013

46722121

120

0

96.0

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.25

47

DT

North San Pedro Apts

CP11-034

25923016

135

0

184.9

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

0.73

48

DT

Park View Towers

H14-009

46701118

216

0

140.3

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.54

49

DT

San Jose Student Apts

H13-023

46757080

119

0

101.7

Yes

DT

DC

Commercial

1.17

Subtotals

9,701

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

-

Acres

58.42

Entitled
50

ENT

13th Street Homes

PD04-073

46704020

4

0

12.2

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.33

51

ENT

15th Street Homes

PD08-065

24912048

4

0

16.0

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.26
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

52

ENT

24th Street Duplex

53

ENT

26th Street Homes

H06-008

46732065

2

0

16.7

No

RN

R-2

Residential

0.12

PD06-037

46706090

3

0

13.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.12

54

ENT

55

ENT

33rd Street Duplex

H08-020

48101087

2

0

8.7

No

RN

R-2

None

0.23

34th Street Homes

PDC04-033

48145001

5

0

11.1

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.48

56

ENT

34th Street Homes

PDC03-021

48145039

3

0

11.1

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.74

660

ENT

Adamo Homes

PDC13-020

45812025

13

0

11.2

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

1.21

57

ENT

Almaden and Oak

PDC01-080

26438053

4

0

25.0

No

MUC

A(PD)

Residential

0.16

58

ENT

Almaden Duplex

H13-012

43410073

2

0

10.8

No

RN

R-2

Residential

0.19

59

ENT

Almaden Homes

PD07-056

69601002

6

0

6.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

1.13

60

ENT

Almaden Homes

PD07-051

74235141

6

0

6.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Commercial

1.03

61

ENT

Almaden Crossing

PDA07-064-01

70117016

13

0

6.9

No

RN

A(PD)

None

1.22

62

ENT

Almaden Townhomes

PD04-079

26434046

10

0

21.3

No

MUC

A(PD)

Residential

0.48

63

ENT

Almaden/Goodyear Homes

SP07-059

43407016

4

0

18.4

No

RN

R-M

Residential

0.21

64

ENT

Bark Condos

PDC06-005

37224011

45

0

50.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Residential

0.91

65

ENT

Bascom Senior Assisted Living

CP07-101

41224009

69

0

135.3

Yes

NCC

CP

None

0.51

66

ENT

Berryessa Crossing (Phase 1)

PD08-027

25417084

242

43

20.0

No

UV

A(PD)

None

12.50

67

ENT

Berryessa Crossing (Phase 2)

PD12-031

25417084

494

0

30.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

None

13.70

68

ENT

Berryessa Crossing Mixed Use

PDC09-006

25417084

2,082

0

20.0

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

19.09

69

ENT

Blackford Townhomes

PD07-017

29938082

20

0

20.6

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.97

70

ENT

Boynton Homes

PD07-029

29946023

4

0

15.3

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.25

71

ENT

Brandon Park Apts

PD07-090

9706038

1,579

620

73.2

Yes

IP

A(PD)

Industrial

22.77

72

ENT

Brookside Homes

PD10-024

57502027

89

52

5.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Commercial

15.48

73

ENT

Bundy Homes

PD13-026

30333035

4

0

13.8

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.28

657

ENT

Cambrian Center

PD14-011

42136007

10

0

68.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Residential

2.28

74

ENT

Camden Homes

PDC12-024

57501003

5

0

0.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

7.32

75

ENT

Catherine Homes

PD08-016

1502012

4

0

8.7

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.49

76

ENT

Centered on Capitol Townhomes

PD11-023

58919063

94

55

24.9

No

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

3.78

77

ENT

Century Center Mixed Use

PD13-048

23029022

378

0

191.6

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

Commercial

2.42

78

ENT

Cottle Station Mixed Use (Hitachi)

PD12-028

70604013

234

0

30.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

None

5.83
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

79

ENT

Creekside Townhomes

80

ENT

Dent Homes

PD06-038

28403009

19

0

39.6

Yes

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

0.49

PD07-038

56925023

20

0

40.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Residential

0.50

81

ENT

82

ENT

Douglas Homes

PDC07-089

27719012

6

0

14.0

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.43

Dove Hill Homes

PD13-037

67911001

16

0

4.2

No

RN

A(PD)

None

3.88

83

ENT

Edwards Mixed Use

PD09-039

26437060

50

0

46.8

Yes

MUC

A(PD)

Residential

1.07

84

ENT

Elden Glen Housing

PD09-010

41221046

4

0

7.8

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.82

85

ENT

Entrada Cedros Homes

PDC07-012

46414017

8

0

15.7

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.52

86

ENT

Epic Apts

PD08-056

9715026

769

569

75.0

Yes

IP

A(PD)

Industrial

10.27

87

ENT

Essex Homes

PD06-031

1512032

3

0

9.1

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.34

88

ENT

Falling Tree Homes

PD13-029

24439042

7

0

9.1

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.79

89

ENT

Fruitdale Station (Phase 2)

PD07-007

28402008

256

80

39.5

Yes

NCC

A(PD)

None

6.73

90

ENT

Gibson Girl Homes

PD07-077

65214012

5

0

1.8

No

LH

A(PD)

Residential

3.04

91

ENT

Grand Duplex

H08-033

1505138

2

0

14.3

No

RN

R-M

Residential

0.15

92

ENT

Grand Duplex

H07-042

1505137

2

0

13.3

No

RN

R-M

Residential

0.15

93

ENT

Grand Oak Homes

PD10-019

66003013

3

0

1.9

No

RR

A(PD)

Residential

2.35

656

ENT

Greenbriar Homes

T09-002

27918052

4

0

6.6

No

RN

R-1-8

Residential

0.61

94

ENT

Heritage Estates II

PD07-047

66002013

6

0

1.8

No

RR

A(PD)

None

2.48

95

ENT

Hyundai Site Mixed Use

PDA06-048-01

9706055

528

0

67.0

Yes

IP

A(PD)

None

11.55

96

ENT

Japantown Senior Apts

PD08-015

24939011

75

0

136.0

Yes

MUN

A(PD)

None

0.54

97

ENT

La Pala Homes

PD06-033

60106045

9

0

25.0

No

UR

A(PD)

None

0.40

98

ENT

Leigh Senior Housing

PD07-089

28432014

64

0

66.0

Yes

NCC

A(PD)

None

0.94

99

ENT

Livery Lane Homes

PD13-008

66058001

7

0

1.2

No

OSPH

A(PD)

Residential

3.27

100

ENT

Lucretia and Owsley

PD05-046

47715003

15

0

15.0

No

MUN

A(PD)

None

1.01

101

ENT

Lucretia Development

PDA06-030-01

47766004

20

0

14.4

No

RN

A(PD)

None

1.82

102

ENT

Lucretia Homes

PDC06-131

47711051

10

0

10.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.96

103

ENT

Mayfair Village Apts

H11-006

48402049

4

0

45.0

Yes

MUN

R-M

Residential

1.01

104

ENT

Metropolitan Apts

PD11-011

47723021

102

0

36.4

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

None

2.92

105

ENT

Michigan Homes

PD09-037

1505082

4

0

8.7

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.48

106

ENT

Moitozo Ranch Site

PDC03-043

9707068

637

0

26.0

No

TR

A(PD)

Agriculture

27.14
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

107

ENT

Monterey Homes

108

ENT

Moorpark Homes

PD11-032

68402010

38

0

7.6

No

CIC

A(PD)

None

4.09

PD06-010

27903020

2

0

4.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.65

109

ENT

110

ENT

Morrill Homes

PDC09-011

58720017

2

0

4.3

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.46

Neilson Homes

PD07-015

68456028

3

0

2.3

No

RR

A(PD)

Residential

1.67

111

ENT

Newbury Park Mixed Use

PD13-023

25404076

230

0

80.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

Industrial

3.08

112

ENT

Newbury Park Mixed Use

PDC07-015

25404076

742

0

80.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

Industrial

16.36

113

ENT

Oak Knoll Homes

PD05-088

68002008

25

19

2.9

No

RN

A(PD)

None

3.42

114

ENT

Olga Homes

PD12-034

29936048

5

0

13.8

No

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

0.37

115

ENT

Olsen Homes

PD09-027

30330013

3

0

12.5

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.23

116

ENT

Orchard Park

PDA11-007-02

23703070

240

0

25.0

No

UR

A(PD)

None

13.38

117

ENT

Oyama Site

PD08-063

24142103

34

2

11.3

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

2.84

118

ENT

Page Homes

PD06-053

27721016

7

0

17.5

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.41

119

ENT

Page Street Homes

PD08-032

27719032

4

0

13.0

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.31

120

ENT

Palm Street Housing

PD08-020

43412067

3

0

15.0

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.20

121

ENT

Parc 22 Townhomes

PDA07-013-01

47201021

67

28

20.6

No

CIC

A(PD)

Industrial

3.31

122

ENT

Pepper Lane Mixed Use

PD08-001

25415072

371

285

19.7

No

MUN

A(PD)

None

17.46

123

ENT

Piedmont Homes

PDC07-021

59112047

3

0

7.5

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.41

124

ENT

Pinn Brothers

PDC04-110

68002008

13

0

2.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

1.92

125

ENT

Quimby Homes

PDC10-002

65925002

7

0

4.1

No

LH

A(PD)

None

1.93

126

ENT

Race Street Housing

PDC06-024

26409051

293

0

50.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Commercial

5.67

127

ENT

Race Street Terrace

PDC13-037

26142072

80

0

35.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Commercial

2.27

128

ENT

Rachaella Homes

PDC06-104

66072020

3

0

1.6

No

RR

A(PD)

None

2.34

129

ENT

Rosemar Court Homes

PD10-021

61268002

13

0

0.6

No

LH

A(PD)

None

25.69

130

ENT

Ruby Estates

PD11-012

65211010

10

0

4.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

2.50

131

ENT

Sabatino Homes

PD12-037

25405046

18

0

16.4

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

3.16

132

ENT

San Felipe Homes

PD09-029

66002013

14

0

1.8

No

RR

A(PD)

None

6.51

133

ENT

San Felipe Homes

PD11-029

66005001

4

0

1.8

No

RR

A(PD)

Residential

2.10

134

ENT

Santa Teresa Transit Village

PD13-044

70604013

664

0

45.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

None

14.77

135

ENT

Senter Court Homes

PD13-041

49447004

5

0

8.9

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.55
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

136

ENT

Senter Road Family Apts

137

ENT

Sierra Creek Homes

PDC09-033

49741098

102

0

29.5

No

PQP

A(PD)

Commercial

3.51

PD05-069

58706061

6

0

9.1

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.78

138

ENT

139

ENT

Skylark Housing

PD13-020

45514006

24

0

29.0

No

NCC

A(PD)

None

1.10

South Village (Hitachi)

PD14-010

70604013

845

10

17.0

No

UV

A(PD)

None

40.43

140

ENT

Springbrook Homes

PD13-003

65403022

12

0

1.9

No

RR

A(PD)

Residential

6.88

141

ENT

Summerwind Apts (annex)

PDC08-067

47719060

103

0

30.3

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Residential

3.74

142

ENT

Sycamore Terrace Townhomes

PD13-032

69402002

27

0

22.5

No

OSPH

A(PD)

None

1.42

143

ENT

Tasman Apts

PD11-030

9752028

554

0

79.6

Yes

IP

A(PD)

Industrial

7.32

144

ENT

Taylor Homes

PDC07-003

24925020

2

0

8.6

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.23

145

ENT

Vendome Place

PDC05-101

25905024

433

0

178.5

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Commercial

1.90

146

ENT

Venetian Terrace Condos

PD04-024

45532012

170

86

50.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Residential

3.12

147

ENT

Vine Homes

PD07-074

43411008

3

0

11.8

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.32

148

ENT

Willard Housing

PD06-027

27718034

6

0

17.0

No

MUN

A(PD)

None

0.43

149

ENT

Williams Mixed Use

PD13-016

47228054

28

0

49.0

Yes

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.57

150

ENT

Willow Street Homes

PD13-035

43403093

3

0

8.2

No

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

0.50

151

ENT

Boynton Homes II

PDC13-033

29946021

10

0

13.9

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.72

152

ENT

10th Street Homes

PD07-096

47223004

3

0

15.0

No

RN

A(PD)

Residential

0.22

Subtotals

13,323

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

1,849

Acres

414.40

Planned Communities
153

PC

Vicenza at Montecito Vista

PD13-027

45509062

162

0

33.0

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

None

2.17

154

PC

KB Home (Townhomes)

PDC13-009

45509057

1,575

0

22.0

No

UR

County

None

70.00

155

PC

KB Home (Condos/Apts)

PDC13-009

45528017

625

0

68.0

Yes

UR

County

None

9.00

156

PC

Murano at Montecito Vista

PD12-008

45509060

100

0

33.0

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

None

4.97

157

PC

Sorrento at Montecito Vista

PD13-034

45509058

36

0

33.0

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

None

2.05

158

PC

Verona at Montecito Vista

PD12-009

45509062

277

0

33.0

Yes

CIC

A(PD)

None

3.86

159

PC

Corporation Yard

GP13-007

24939039

360

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

5.28

160

PC

Libitzky Mixed Use

PDC08-036

24909001

403

0

35.4

Yes

MUN

A(PD)

Industrial

11.61
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

161

PC

Taylor Street Rowhomes

PD06-035

24905055

5

0

19.2

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

0.26

162

PC

Westmount Homes

PD09-030

24909009

60

15

18.8

No

MUN

A(PD)

Residential

3.16

163

PC

N/A

N/A

47218062

27

0

100.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Commercial

0.27

164

PC

N/A

N/A

47227105

86

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

0.86

165

PC

N/A

N/A

47216064

4

0

50.0

Yes

UR

CP

Commercial

0.08

166

PC

N/A

N/A

47214024

13

0

50.0

Yes

UR

CP

Commercial

0.25

167

PC

N/A

N/A

47215023

62

0

50.0

Yes

UR

HI

Industrial

1.23

168

PC

N/A

N/A

47701073

10

0

35.0

Yes

MUC

CP

Commercial

0.29

169

PC

South 2nd Mixed Use

PD07-094

47701082

134

0

116.4

Yes

MUC

A(PD)

None

1.18

170

PC

Virginia Terrace Apts

PDA08-029-01

47218051

238

0

66.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Industrial

3.68

171

PC

N/A

N/A

47214025

71

0

50.0

Yes

UR

LI

Industrial

1.41

172

PC

N/A

N/A

47701077

20

0

35.0

Yes

MUC

CP

Commercial

0.57

173

PC

N/A

N/A

47217002

27

0

35.0

Yes

MUC

CP

Commercial

0.76

174

PC

N/A

N/A

47217094

14

0

25.0

No

MUN

CN

Commercial

0.56

175

PC

N/A

N/A

47216025

477

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

4.77

176

PC

N/A

N/A

47216039

31

0

25.0

No

MUN

LI

Industrial

1.24

177

PC

N/A

N/A

47216017

52

0

50.0

Yes

UR

LI

Industrial

1.00

178

PC

N/A

N/A

47218061

55

0

100.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

None

0.55

179

PC

N/A

N/A

47227087

30

0

100.0

Yes

TR

R-M

Residential

0.30

180

PC

N/A

N/A

47218007

104

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

1.04

181

PC

N/A

N/A

47218058

86

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

0.86

182

PC

N/A

N/A

47214055

42

0

100.0

Yes

TR

LI

Industrial

0.42

183

PC

N/A

N/A

47215027

20

0

100.0

Yes

TR

HI

Industrial

0.20

184

PC

N/A

N/A

47225092

123

0

100.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Commercial

1.23

186

PC

Ohlone Mixed Use

PDC08-061

26414131

775

0

94.2

Yes

TR

A(PD)

Industrial

8.23

659

PC

Cheim Lumber Site

PDC14-007

26415062

315

0

67.3

Yes

TR

HI

Industrial

4.68

187

PC

Park Family/Senior Apts

PDC13-012

26136062

181

0

95.3

No

TR

A(PD)

None

1.90

190

PC

N/A

N/A

43405079

7

0

25.0

No

MUN

LI

Industrial

0.28

191

PC

N/A

N/A

43404081

15

0

25.0

No

MUN

LI

Industrial

0.59
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

192

PC

N/A

193

PC

N/A

N/A

43420023

358

0

50.0

Yes

UR

LI

Industrial

7.15

N/A

43405078

8

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-2/LI

Industrial

0.33

194

PC

195

PC

N/A

N/A

43413040

354

0

50.0

Yes

UR

LI

Industrial

7.07

N/A

N/A

43412101

11

0

25.0

No

MUN

LI

Industrial

0.43

196

PC

Almaden Road Apts (Phase 2)

PDC98-089

43426032

90

0

50.0

Yes

UR

A(PD)

Industrial

2.43

197

PC

Skyline Condos (Phase 2)

PD04-021

43413015

119

0

76.0

Yes

TR

A(PD)

None

1.36

Subtotals

7,562

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

15

Acres

169.56

Urban Villages Specific Urban Village
UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48419032

2

0

12.1

No

NCC

199

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48420079

2

0

12.1

No

200

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48420035

5

0

12.1

No

201

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48420053

8

0

12.1

202

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48445117

2

0

12.1

204

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48444063

3

0

205

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48443120

37

207

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48442014

8

208

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48442011

209

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

210

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

211

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

212

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

213

UV

214
215
216

198

R-1-8

Residential

0.14

NCC

CP

Commercial

0.18

NCC

CP(PD)

Commercial

0.40

No

NCC

A(PD)

Commercial

0.66

No

NCC

R-2

Residential

0.14

12.1

No

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

0.24

0

12.1

No

NCC

A(PD)

Commercial

3.02

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

0.69

9

0

12.1

No

NCC

A(PD)

Commercial

0.74

48444061

23

0

12.1

No

NCC

A(PD)

Residential

1.89

48456050

14

0

12.1

No

NCC

A(PD)

Commercial

1.18

N/A

48109049

22

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.78

N/A

48109022

23

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.87

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48108015

23

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.89

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48106021

42

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

3.45

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48106016

7

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

0.54

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48401020

27

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

2.22

217

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48401037

22

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.84

218

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48441147

6

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

0.49

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Appendix A-12

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

Tracking
APN
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219

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48441151

22

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.79

220

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48122033

33

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

2.71

221

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48121009

93

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

7.74

222

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48119011

17

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.38

223

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48121152

3

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

0.28

224

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48119003

31

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

2.59

225

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48107042

185

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-C

Commercial

15.53

233

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48421038

7

0

12.1

No

NCC

CP

Commercial

0.61

234

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

60111089

20

0

12.1

No

NCC

CP

Commercial

1.62

235

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

60111026

15

0

12.1

No

NCC

CP

Commercial

1.26

236

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

60110077

30

0

12.1

No

NCC

CP

Commercial

2.45

237

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

60111002

18

0

12.1

No

NCC

County

Commercial

1.47

238

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

60111024

7

0

12.1

No

NCC

County

Residential

0.60

239

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48420032

144

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

12.06

240

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48419001

4

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

0.34

241

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48419033

6

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

0.49

242

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48452029

24

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

1.99

245

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48443045

12

0

12.1

No

NCC

CG

Commercial

0.96

246

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48443119

58

0

12.1

No

NCC

CG

Commercial

4.85

247

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48444066

7

0

12.1

No

NCC

CG

Commercial

0.55

248

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48403043

4

0

12.1

No

NCC

R-1-8

Residential

0.36

249

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48419029

2

0

12.1

No

NCC

R-1-8

Residential

0.14

250

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48445061

7

0

12.1

No

NCC

R-2

Residential

0.54

253

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48118064

22

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

1.85

254

UV

Alum Rock Ave (NBD)

N/A

48118047

8

0

12.1

No

UV

MS-G

Commercial

0.65

261

UV

Alum Rock Ave (East of 680)

N/A

48403044

3

0

12.1

No

NCC

CN

Commercial

0.28

262

UV

WSC West

N/A

27457009

3

0

12.4

No

UV

R-2

Residential

0.23

263

UV

WSC East

N/A

26142051

2

0

12.4

No

UV

CN(PD)

Commercial

0.14

264

UV

WSC East

N/A

26142005

2

0

12.4

No

UV

CN

Commercial

0.15
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Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

265

UV

WSC West

266

UV

WSC East

N/A

27417075

11

0

12.4

No

PQP

CP

Commercial

0.88

N/A

27414063

3

0

12.4

No

UV

CO

Commercial

0.28

267

UV

268

UV

WSC East

N/A

27414081

1

0

12.4

No

UV

R-2

Residential

0.09

WSC Mid

N/A

27415112

21

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.66

269

UV

WSC West

N/A

27441115

2

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.16

270

UV

WSC West

N/A

27441074

3

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.22

271

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27713027

4

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.31

272

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27715056

4

0

12.4

No

UV

A

Commercial

0.29

273

UV

WSC East

N/A

27414153

40

0

12.4

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

3.32

274

UV

WSC West

N/A

27417087

11

0

12.4

No

UV

R-1-8

Residential

0.88

275

UV

WSC East

N/A

27720016

6

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.45

276

UV

WSC West

N/A

27704019

3

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.24

277

UV

WSC West

N/A

27705012

7

0

12.4

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.56

278

UV

WSC West

N/A

27705007

7

0

12.4

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

0.57

279

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27715028

4

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.29

280

UV

WSC West

N/A

27709027

1

0

12.4

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.09

281

UV

WSC West

N/A

27709028

2

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.18

282

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27718018

6

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.46

283

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27718020

3

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.25

284

UV

WSC West

N/A

27701001

5

0

12.4

No

UV

CO

Commercial

0.40

285

UV

WSC West

N/A

27701002

5

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.43

286

UV

WSC West

N/A

27704028

3

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.21

287

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27714028

2

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.14

288

UV

WSC West

N/A

27702020

14

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.16

289

UV

WSC West

N/A

27457022

8

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.65

290

UV

WSC West

N/A

27457008

13

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.07

291

UV

WSC West

N/A

27441098

8

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.63

292

UV

WSC West

N/A

27703018

15

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.20

293

UV

WSC West

N/A

27704020

33

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

2.73

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Appendix A-14

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

294

UV

WSC West

295

UV

WSC West

N/A

27441089

29

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

2.33

N/A

27417065

10

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.82

296

UV

297

UV

WSC West

N/A

27706023

7

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.53

WSC West

N/A

27416029

11

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.86

298

UV

WSC West

N/A

27711027

6

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.47

299

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27416010

14

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.10

300

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27713029

4

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.31

301

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27714055

9

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.71

302

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27415145

83

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

6.88

303

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27716028

6

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.52

304

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27717026

16

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.33

305

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27415150

15

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.20

306

UV

WSC East

N/A

27414079

6

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.51

307

UV

WSC East

N/A

27720019

5

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.39

308

UV

WSC East

N/A

27414067

17

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.35

309

UV

WSC East

N/A

26142032

32

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

2.62

310

UV

WSC East

N/A

26142004

23

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

1.88

311

UV

WSC East

N/A

26141005

29

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

2.37

312

UV

WSC East

N/A

26140089

25

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

2.05

313

UV

WSC West

N/A

27441101

17

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

1.39

314

UV

WSC West

N/A

27705001

27

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

2.18

315

UV

WSC West

N/A

27705008

10

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.77

316

UV

WSC West

N/A

27706020

9

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.75

317

UV

WSC West

N/A

27417039

10

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.83

318

UV

WSC West

N/A

27707024

8

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.63

319

UV

WSC West

N/A

27708029

6

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.46

320

UV

WSC West

N/A

27417018

7

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.56

321

UV

WSC West

N/A

27709029

3

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.28

322

UV

WSC West

N/A

27416050

11

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.89

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Appendix A-15

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

323

UV

WSC West

324

UV

WSC West

N/A

27710025

7

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.56

N/A

27416068

6

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.52

325

UV

326

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27712029

6

0

12.4

No

UV

County

Commercial

0.50

WSC West

N/A

27459001

25

0

12.4

No

UV

CO

Commercial

1.98

327

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27718023

9

0

12.4

No

UV

CN

Commercial

0.74

328

UV

WSC East

N/A

27720035

10

0

12.4

No

UV

CN

Commercial

0.79

329

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27717031

12

0

12.4

No

UV

R-M

Residential

0.99

330

UV

WSC Mid

N/A

27718019

27

0

12.4

No

UV

R-M

Residential

2.16

331

UV

WSC East

N/A

27720034

34

0

12.4

No

UV

R-M

Residential

2.78

332

UV

WSC East

N/A

27414141

20

0

12.4

No

UV

R-2

Residential

1.62

333

UV

WSC East

N/A

27720017

5

0

12.4

No

UV

LI

Industrial

0.44

334

UV

WSC West

N/A

27416049

2

0

12.4

No

UV

R-M

Residential

0.13

335

UV

WSC West

N/A

27416051

3

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.21

336

UV

N/A

26141103

5

0

12.4

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.40

337

UV

WSC East
Lincoln Avenue Mixed Use in WSC
East

PD07-016

26141096

41

0

45.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

0.91

338

UV

WSC West

N/A

27457047

3

0

12.4

No

UV

CO

Commercial

0.21

406

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26133022

2

0

12.2

No

UV

CN

Commercial

0.15

407

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101023

4

0

12.2

No

MUC

A(PD)

Commercial

0.32

408

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101007

17

0

12.2

No

MUC

CG

Commercial

1.39

409

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26126065

3

0

12.2

No

UV

CN

Commercial

0.23

410

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26102036

1

0

12.2

No

UV

CO

Commercial

0.09

411

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26124053

4

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.30

412

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26130019

1

0

12.2

No

RN

R-1-8

Residential

0.08

413

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26130020

1

0

12.2

No

RN

R-M

Residential

0.09

414

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26132072

8

0

12.2

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

0.65

415

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101106

12

0

12.2

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

0.95

416

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26133052

5

0

12.2

No

UV

LI

Industrial

0.39

417

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26133053

4

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.36
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

418

UV

The Alameda

N/A

419

UV

The Alameda

N/A

420

UV

The Alameda

421

UV

The Alameda

422

UV

423
424

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

26102064

7

0

12.2

No

UV

CP

Commercial

0.59

26102017

12

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.95

N/A

26102032

25

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

2.09

N/A

26129023

10

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.86

The Alameda

N/A

26129056

17

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

1.41

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26102045

9

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.70

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26130021

9

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.72

425

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26130054

8

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.66

426

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26132019

9

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.72

427

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26102046

50

0

12.2

No

UV

CO

Commercial

4.20

428

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26102063

40

0

12.2

No

UV

CO

Commercial

3.24

429

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26133020

3

0

12.2

No

UV

LI

Industrial

0.27

430

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26129017

19

0

12.2

No

UV

CN

Commercial

1.58

431

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26129027

12

0

12.2

No

UV

R-M

Residential

0.97

432

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26124008

13

0

12.2

No

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

1.08

433

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101089

9

0

12.2

No

MUC

LI

Industrial

0.76

434

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101091

4

0

12.2

No

MUC

A(PD)

Commercial

0.35

435

UV

The Alameda

N/A

26101068

5

0

12.2

No

UV

CG

Commercial

0.43

436

UV

The Alameda Mixed Use

PDC13-007

26101003

70

0

67.3

Yes

MUC

A(PD)

Commercial

1.04

437

UV

Sunol Mixed Use in The Alameda

PDC07-020

26132058

9

0

30.0

Yes

UV

A(PD)

Commercial

0.32

Subtotals

Tracking
APN

Planned Units per site

Additional Capacity in approved Urban Village Plan areas in Horizon 1.
Total capacity allocated for West San Carlos, the Alameda, and Alum Rock
Urban Village PlansWest San Carlos (Horizon I): 1,245 units
Alum Rock Rezoning (Horizon I): 1,010 units 
The Alameda (Horizon): 411 units
Total: 2,666
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188.62

275

2,666

Appendix A-17

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

"Pool" Allocation for South Bascom Urban Village Horizon III (per Envision Policy
IP-2.11)

500

ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

Units
Issued

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

-

Acres
N/A

Vacant Land
438

VAC

N/A

N/A

59924008

1

0

0.2

No

LH

A(PD)

None

3.57

439

VAC

N/A

N/A

59931015

1

0

0.2

No

LH

County

None

1.64

440

VAC

N/A

N/A

59527049

2

0

0.2

No

LH

A(PD)

None

8.20

441

VAC

N/A

N/A

67623018

1

0

0.2

No

LH

A(PD)

None

3.76

442

VAC

N/A

N/A

70122004

1

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-1

None

2.93

443

VAC

N/A

N/A

68033033

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.28

444

VAC

N/A

N/A

68016024

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.26

445

VAC

N/A

N/A

68014022

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.37

446

VAC

N/A

N/A

67638035

35

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

18.79

447

VAC

N/A

N/A

68022017

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.33

448

VAC

N/A

N/A

68034010

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.59

449

VAC

N/A

N/A

61211036

1

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

0.46

450

VAC

N/A

N/A

61209016

1

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

0.74

451

VAC

N/A

N/A

61217038

2

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

0.96

452

VAC

N/A

N/A

61216047

2

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

1.14

453

VAC

N/A

N/A

61266015

7

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

3.38

454

VAC

N/A

N/A

61236027

1

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-5

None

5.03

455

VAC

N/A

N/A

65210005

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

0.38

456

VAC

N/A

N/A

9243013

2

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.80

457

VAC

N/A

N/A

59538009

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-5(PD)

None

0.27

458

VAC

N/A

N/A

59538014

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-5(PD)

None

0.47

459

VAC

N/A

N/A

59512020

15

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-1

None

7.68

460

VAC

N/A

N/A

59535007

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2(PD)

None

0.67

461

VAC

N/A

N/A

59511014

3

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

1.70

462

VAC

N/A

N/A

68403042

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-5

None

0.25
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

463

VAC

N/A

464

VAC

N/A

N/A

68443030

5

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

2.63

N/A

67818037

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.35

465

VAC

466

VAC

N/A

N/A

67680001

5

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

2.52

N/A

N/A

67624001

9

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-5

None

4.63

467

VAC

N/A

N/A

44201043

8

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.94

468

VAC

N/A

N/A

59527049

10

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

6.00

469

VAC

N/A

N/A

59527049

25

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

12.95

470

VAC

N/A

N/A

69601025

25

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

13.15

471

VAC

N/A

N/A

59512026

25

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

12.46

472

VAC

N/A

N/A

9243027

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.69

473

VAC

N/A

N/A

59510005

65

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-8

None

33.48

474

VAC

N/A

N/A

58311099

5

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

2.35

475

VAC

N/A

N/A

58146019

3

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-8

None

1.40

476

VAC

N/A

N/A

66008010

5

0

2.0

No

RR

A

None

2.37

477

VAC

N/A

N/A

58371017

2

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.90

478

VAC

N/A

N/A

58308031

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.74

479

VAC

N/A

N/A

58368031

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.58

480

VAC

N/A

N/A

58308037

2

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.81

481

VAC

N/A

N/A

58372015

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.50

482

VAC

N/A

N/A

58351018

2

0

0.2

No

LH

A(PD)

None

8.01

483

VAC

N/A

N/A

58343038

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.38

484

VAC

N/A

N/A

58311029

2

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

0.94

485

VAC

N/A

N/A

58311094

4

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2(PD)

None

1.80

486

VAC

N/A

N/A

58311017

2

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

0.85

487

VAC

N/A

N/A

58343043

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.28

488

VAC

N/A

N/A

58311079

1

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-2

None

0.35

489

VAC

N/A

N/A

68066002

3

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

1.42

490

VAC

N/A

N/A

68066009

1

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.70

491

VAC

N/A

N/A

65909015

1

0

0.2

No

LH

A(PD)

None

6.41
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

492

VAC

N/A

493

VAC

N/A

N/A

66023015

20

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

2.80

N/A

67637012

3

0

2.0

No

RR

R-1-5

None

1.58

494

VAC

495

VAC

N/A

N/A

28820041

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.43

N/A

N/A

44204011

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.28

496

VAC

N/A

N/A

59928001

39

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

4.90

497

VAC

N/A

N/A

59515069

25

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

3.30

498

VAC

N/A

N/A

61219026

9

0

2.0

No

RR

County

None

4.30

499

VAC

N/A

N/A

70121019

12

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-1

None

1.54

500

VAC

N/A

N/A

58115047

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.26

501

VAC

N/A

N/A

58129005

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.60

502

VAC

N/A

N/A

58125024

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.55

503

VAC

N/A

N/A

59927011

10

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

1.52

504

VAC

N/A

N/A

59926047

2

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.21

505

VAC

N/A

N/A

59930036

4

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.51

506

VAC

N/A

N/A

58708028

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.19

507

VAC

N/A

N/A

59510066

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.47

508

VAC

N/A

N/A

59510013

4

0

2.0

No

RR

A

None

2.13

509

VAC

N/A

N/A

70411009

35

0

8.0

No

RN

OS

None

4.37

510

VAC

N/A

N/A

69605001

25

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

3.33

511

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511046

9

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

1.08

512

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511039

10

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

1.45

513

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511022

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.55

514

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511051

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.91

515

VAC

N/A

N/A

69503043

10

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

1.50

516

VAC

N/A

N/A

69503032

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.38

517

VAC

N/A

N/A

67623012

2

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.80

518

VAC

N/A

N/A

48446047

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.22

519

VAC

N/A

N/A

48433071

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.50

520

VAC

N/A

N/A

48801046

3

0

8.0

No

RN

CP

None

0.42
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

521

VAC

N/A

522

VAC

N/A

N/A

58618055

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.90

N/A

58619042

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.91

523

VAC

N/A

524

VAC

N/A

N/A

9233038

11

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

1.52

N/A

59518030

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.16

525

VAC

N/A

N/A

59514080

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.52

526
527

VAC

N/A

N/A

59514068

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.39

VAC

N/A

N/A

59501041

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.48

528

VAC

N/A

N/A

59501101

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.34

529

VAC

N/A

N/A

59526045

30

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

3.90

530

VAC

N/A

N/A

24912097

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.12

531

VAC

N/A

N/A

24916066

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.18

532

VAC

N/A

N/A

24918010

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.15

533

VAC

N/A

N/A

24965018

2

0

8.0

No

RN

CP

None

0.20

534

VAC

N/A

N/A

24962007

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.15

535

VAC

N/A

N/A

24924081

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.13

536

VAC

N/A

N/A

24913012

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.20

537

VAC

N/A

N/A

24911077

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.13

538

VAC

N/A

N/A

23508083

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.23

539

VAC

N/A

N/A

46705059

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.10

540

VAC

N/A

N/A

46729028

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.67

541

VAC

N/A

N/A

26121066

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.15

542

VAC

N/A

N/A

47230049

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.23

543

VAC

N/A

N/A

27457040

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.16

544

VAC

N/A

N/A

27459054

2

0

8.0

No

RN

CO

None

0.24

545

VAC

N/A

N/A

27729032

1

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.15

546

VAC

N/A

N/A

43423085

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.12

547

VAC

N/A

N/A

43422069

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.22

548

VAC

N/A

N/A

56935049

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.36

549

VAC

N/A

N/A

41936131

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.62
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

550

VAC

N/A

551

VAC

N/A

N/A

56723027

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.35

N/A

68403037

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.20

552

VAC

553

VAC

N/A

N/A

68404002

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.35

N/A

N/A

68404002

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.27

554

VAC

N/A

N/A

70611021

2

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

0.27

555

VAC

N/A

N/A

69514014

20

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

2.63

556

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511047

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.39

557

VAC

N/A

N/A

69511031

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.61

558

VAC

N/A

N/A

49137106

4

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

0.51

559

VAC

N/A

N/A

67633009

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5

None

0.48

560

VAC

N/A

N/A

67013028

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.19

561

VAC

N/A

N/A

67616020

8

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

1.04

562

VAC

N/A

N/A

47776002

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.92

563

VAC

N/A

N/A

47720047

13

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

1.63

564

VAC

N/A

N/A

49919029

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.52

565

VAC

N/A

N/A

45545005

6

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

0.73

566

VAC

N/A

N/A

26417103

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.24

567

VAC

N/A

N/A

26443018

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.56

568

VAC

N/A

N/A

26443071

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.56

569

VAC

N/A

N/A

26442109

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.18

570

VAC

N/A

N/A

28201014

2

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.22

571

VAC

N/A

N/A

28206024

21

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-M

None

0.84

572

VAC

N/A

N/A

42951044

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.56

573

VAC

N/A

N/A

43917009

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.45

574

VAC

N/A

N/A

30341018

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.36

575

VAC

N/A

N/A

30332041

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.24

576

VAC

N/A

N/A

38122001

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.92

577

VAC

N/A

N/A

67013004

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.19

578

VAC

N/A

N/A

59514080

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.18

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Appendix A-22

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

579

VAC

N/A

580

VAC

N/A

N/A

46705048

15

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

1.99

N/A

70101006

7

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.82

581

VAC

582

VAC

N/A

N/A

45928001

65

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

9.02

N/A

N/A

59916116

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.28

583

VAC

N/A

N/A

48411082

10

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

1.40

584

VAC

N/A

N/A

67633014

3

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

0.41

585

VAC

N/A

N/A

60107066

9

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

1.14

586

VAC

N/A

N/A

60108128

2

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.31

587

VAC

N/A

N/A

60107075

6

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.70

588

VAC

N/A

N/A

61223056

45

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

5.87

589

VAC

N/A

N/A

61221120

10

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

1.26

590

VAC

N/A

N/A

60129009

20

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

2.71

591

VAC

N/A

N/A

26448106

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.11

592

VAC

N/A

N/A

64707074

4

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

0.53

593

VAC

N/A

N/A

60125121

3

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.36

594

VAC

N/A

N/A

60122050

2

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.22

595

VAC

N/A

N/A

60122118

1

0

8.0

No

RN

County

None

0.14

596

VAC

N/A

N/A

48417035

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.16

597

VAC

N/A

N/A

48114130

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.11

598

VAC

N/A

N/A

48143017

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.20

599

VAC

N/A

N/A

24543017

14

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

1.73

600

VAC

N/A

N/A

46733034

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.25

601

VAC

N/A

N/A

47206090

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.12

602

VAC

N/A

N/A

47236017

6

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.70

603

VAC

N/A

N/A

43404071

2

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.20

604

VAC

N/A

N/A

43411063

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.17

605

VAC

N/A

N/A

68503002

20

0

8.0

No

RN

LI

None

2.78

606

VAC

N/A

N/A

49103049

7

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.89

607

VAC

N/A

N/A

67606015

4

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.50

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Appendix A-23
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

608

VAC

N/A

609

VAC

N/A

N/A

47711020

20

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

2.49

N/A

45545007

35

0

8.0

No

RN

A

None

4.52

610

VAC

611

VAC

N/A

N/A

49466003

45

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

5.81

N/A

N/A

42920054

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.59

612

VAC

N/A

N/A

48403036

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.14

613

VAC

N/A

N/A

46701120

3

0

8.0

No

RN

CG

None

0.43

614

VAC

N/A

N/A

25412011

9

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

1.08

615

VAC

N/A

N/A

48119055

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.19

616

VAC

N/A

N/A

48123072

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.38

617

VAC

N/A

N/A

48441090

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.26

618

VAC

N/A

N/A

46720020

4

0

8.0

No

RN

CG

None

0.45

619

VAC

N/A

N/A

48122067

6

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.74

620

VAC

N/A

N/A

23509018

5

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.64

621

VAC

N/A

N/A

24941032

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.14

622

VAC

N/A

N/A

24941024

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.14

623

VAC

N/A

N/A

24941022

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.14

624

VAC

N/A

N/A

24947009

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.19

625

VAC

N/A

N/A

24947018

1

0

8.0

No

RN

CN

None

0.10

626

VAC

N/A

N/A

24947025

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M

None

0.16

627

VAC

N/A

N/A

46706089

1

0

8.0

No

RN

R-2

None

0.12

628

VAC

N/A

N/A

26402045

15

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-M

None

0.65

629

VAC

N/A

N/A

27718031

49

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-M

None

1.97

630

VAC

N/A

N/A

25922059

4

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.47

631

VAC

N/A

N/A

26448037

6

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-2

None

0.23

632

VAC

N/A

N/A

56918058

13

0

8.0

No

RN

R-M(PD)

None

1.63

633

VAC

N/A

N/A

46214004

30

0

25.0

No

MUN

A

None

1.23

634

VAC

N/A

N/A

26403007

5

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-1-8

None

0.20

635

VAC

N/A

N/A

47720148

58

0

50.0

Yes

UR

IP

None

1.16

636

VAC

N/A

N/A

25429026

137

0

100.0

Yes

TR

R-M

None

1.35
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Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

File Number

637

VAC

N/A

638

VAC

N/A

N/A

25429025

138

0

100.0

Yes

TR

R-M

None

1.36

N/A

25917032

1

0

8.0

No

RN

CO

None

0.15

639

VAC

640

VAC

N/A

N/A

47212086

36

0

50.0

Yes

UR

R-M

None

0.72

N/A

N/A

67029017

284

0

25.0

No

MUN

R-1-8

None

11.50

641

VAC

N/A

N/A

46748073

6

0

50.0

Yes

UR

R-M

None

0.12

642

VAC

N/A

N/A

42942014

2

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-5(PD)

None

0.26

643

VAC

N/A

N/A

58372002

2

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

0.95

644

VAC

N/A

N/A

59901087

3

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8

None

0.35

645

VAC

N/A

N/A

67652001

35

0

8.0

No

RN

R-1-8(PD)

None

4.54

646

VAC

N/A

N/A

67912057

2

0

8.0

No

RN

A(PD)

None

0.23

647

VAC

N/A

N/A

67910005

40

0

2.0

No

RR

A

None

20.15

648

VAC

N/A

N/A

57754013

16

0

2.0

No

RR

A(PD)

None

7.88

649

VAC

N/A

N/A

61265042

1

0

0.2

No

LH

County

None

4.30

650

VAC

N/A

N/A

61270016

2

0

0.2

No

LH

A

None

11.71

651

VAC

N/A

N/A

60131054

1

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-RR

None

1.64

652

VAC

N/A

N/A

61234061

1

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-5

None

2.91

653

VAC

N/A

N/A

65201008

1

0

0.2

No

LH

A

None

4.92

654

VAC

N/A

N/A

59504071

1

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-8

None

2.23

655

VAC

N/A

N/A

59504067

5

0

0.2

No

LH

R-1-8

None

26.61

Subtotals

2,125

-

Grand Totals

35,877

1,864

Net Total Planned Units

34,013
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Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Nonresidentially zoned residentially designated
underutilized or vacant parcels outside of Downtown,
Planned Communities, and Urban Villages
Address/Description

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units
(new
minus
existing)

Units
Issued Density

Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

642

3880 San Felipe. AT&T Office Bldg with equipment. .35 FAR. In
Evergreen DPA 642 next to APN 66023015 which is already
listed in inventory as vacant.

66023003

20

0

8.0

No

RN

A

Commercial

2.46

582

242 La Pala single story office bldg 4,100 s.f. FAR .28 Surface
parking. Max allowable height 45 feet. Next to RM Zoning
District.

60106041

17

0

50.0

No

UR

CP

Commercial

0.34

779

16601 Almaden Expressway SP12-004 Special Use Permit
approved to demolish gas station. Corner site. Surrounded by
low density residential.

57715014

40

0

50.0

No

UR

CP

Commercial

0.80

4

1704 Senter Road. Happy Hollow Market. Corner lot with
surface parking and one-story liquor store. In Tully Senter SNI
next to APN 47729056 Retail Building. Existing FAR .25

5

Retail building next to res in Tully-Senter SNI next to APN
47729057.

47729057

18

0

50.0

No

UR

CP

Commercial

0.36

47729056

26

0

50.0

No

UR

CP

Commercial

0.51

560
1

1888 Senter Road GP03-07-09 changed to res by DDD. Next to
APN 47720148, which is vacant.
1870 Senter Road GP03-07-09 changed to res by DDD.

47720147
47720133

99
157

0
0

50.0
50.0

No
No

UR
UR

IP
IP

Government
Government

1.97
3.13

717

1960 Senter Road. SFR surrounded on 3 sides by multifamily
affordable housing (Paseo Senter). In PDA and Tully Senter
SNI.

47720030

11

0

50.0

No

UR

LI

Residential (one
single-family)

0.23

447
448

North side E St. John approx 50 feet east of corner. Vacant
next to vacant corner N 4th.
Corner 4th & E St John. Vacant next to APN 48720040.

46720040
46720019

20
10

0
0

100.0
100.0

No
No

TR
TR

CG
CG

Vacant
Vacant

0.20
0.10

ID

Land
Type* Project Name

File Number

DRAFT San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Density Affordable

Appendix A-26

Adequate Sites Inventory (2014-2022)
ID

Land
Type* Project Name

786

955 Branham Lane PRE14-027 for 25 townhomes. Existing onestory day care facility.

45908088

30

0

25.0

No

MUN

A

Commercial

1.20

791

Ohlone LRT lot bounded by Chynoweth Ave., Terner Way, and
SR 87.

45811020

75

0

100.0

No

TR

A

Government/
Transit Parking

0.75

251

2180 Canoas Garden Ave. Open Bible Faith Community Church
built prior to annexation (pre-1978). One story commercial
bldg .35 FAR. Max allow height 120 feet near LRT. In PDA.

45531008

14

0

50.0

No

UR

CO

Commercial
used for
Religious

0.27

175

2438 Almaden Road Corner site. Developed with commercial
restaurant (Super Taqueria).

45525062

24

0

50.0

No

UR

CP

Commercial

0.47

45520057
45520056
45520048
45520047
45520046
45520045
45520042
45520038
45520037
45520036

23
22
16
17
30
39
36
11
11
11

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0
50.0

No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

UR
UR
UR
UR
UR
UR
UR
UR
UR
UR

HI
HI
HI
HI
HI
HI
HI
HI
HI
HI

45520029

30

0

50.0

No

UR

HI

Industrial
Warehouse
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Warehouse

File Number

Tracking
APN

Planned
Units

Units
Issued

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

114

1810 Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several
parcels. Developed wih LI & HI uses.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. One of several parcels.
1860-1868 Almaden Rd btwn Canoas & SR 87. 1-story
industrial warehouse. One of several parcels. Developed wih LI

54

1199 S 1st Street Washington SNI Autosales and repair, one
story commercial FAR .10 Max allow height 320 feet. PDA next
to APN 43408085. Code Case.

43408086

90

0

100.0

No

TR

CP

Commercial

0.90

53

1141 S 1st St. Lot used for wholesale used car sales next to
APN 43408086 Wash SNI Max allow height 320 feet.

43408085

26

0

100.0

No

TR

CP

Commercial

0.26

52

1141 S 1st St. Lot used for wholesale used car sales next to
APN 43408086 Washington SNI Max allow height 320 feet.

43408084

15

0

100.0

No

TR

CP

Commercial

0.15

125
124
118
115
117
116
119
123
122
120
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0.43
0.32
0.34
0.60
0.78
0.72
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.59
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

51

1127 S 1st St. Lot used for wholesale used car sales next to
APN 43408086 Washington SNI Max allow height 320 feet.

43408083

15

0

100.0

No

TR

CP

Commercial

0.15

331

935 S 1st St. NW corner Edwards Ave. 1-story Wiener Snitzel
with surface parking in Washington SNI. Corner lot. 120 feet

26437075

39

0

100.0

No

TR

CP

Commercial

0.39

180

1369 Pedro St. SFR built in 1918 Next to APN 26407023 apts on
Pedro.

26407071

11

0

25.0

No

MUN

A

Residential (one
single-family)

0.47

179

963 Cinnabar SFR built 1900. Maximum allowable height 120
feet in Priority Development Area.

26103015

13

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

Residential (one
single-family)

0.14

178

959 Cinnabar SFR built 1925. Max allowable hieght 120 feet in
Priority Dev Area.

Residential (one
single-family)

0.14

File Number

182

955 Cinnabar corner lot with SFR. Maximum allowable height
120 feet in Priority Dev Area.
433 N Morrison Ave SFR built 1900. Max height 120 feet in
Priority Dev Area.

181

434 N Morrison Ave SFR built 1915. Maximum allowable height
120 feet in Priority Dev Area.

177

185
184
183

310
308
309
307

945 Cinnabar corner lot with SFR built 1905. Maximum
allowable height 120 feet in Priority Dev Area.
927 Cinnabar SFR built 1918. Maximum allowable height 120
feet in Priority Development Area.
909 Cinnabar SFR built 1900. Maximum allowable height 120
feet in Priority Dev Area.
850 Cinnabar SFR built 1900, Max allowable height 120 feet,
Priority Dev Area.
890 Cinnabar SFR built 1935. Max allowable height 120 feet
Priority Dev Area.
870 Cinnabar SFR bungalow built 1900. Max allowable height
120 feet. Priority Dev Area.
910 Cinnebar SFR bungalow built 1924. Max allowable height
120 feet Priority Dev Area
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Planned
Units

Units
Issued

Density Affordable

General
Plan**

Zoning*** Existing Use

26103014

13

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26103013

6

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26103012

6

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)

26103005

6

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

Residential (one
single-family)

26103004

8

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26103003

7

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26103002

11

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26101047

8

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26101045

8

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26101046

8

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

26101044

8

0

100.0

No

TR

LI

Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)
Residential (one
single-family)

Acres

0.07
0.07

0.07
0.09
0.08
0.12

0.09
0.09
0.09
0.09
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ID

Land
Type* Project Name

154

967 North Capitol Ave. SFR built 1935. Near LRT. Max allow
height 150 feet.

File Number

Subtotal:
Grand Net Total Planned Units:

Tracking
APN
25429019

Planned
Units
6

Units
Issued
0

Density Affordable
25.0

No

General
Plan**
MUN

Zoning*** Existing Use

Acres

Residential (one
single-family)

0.28

A

1104
35,117

Abbreviations Legend
*Land Type: DT= Downtown; ENT= Entitled; PC= Planned Community; UV= Urban Village; VAC= Vacant.
**General Plan: CIC= Combined Industrial/Commercial; DT= Downtown; IP= Industrial Park; LH= Lower Hillside; MUC= Mixed Use Commercial;
MUN= Mixed Use Neighborhood; NCC= Neighborhood/Community Commercial; OSPH= Open Space, Parklands and Habitat; PQP= Public/Quasi-Public;
RN= Residential Neighborhood; RR= Rural Residential; TR= Transit Residential; UR= Urban Residential; UV= Urban Village.
***Zoning: A= Agricultural; A(PD)= Planned Development; CG= Commercial General; CIC= Combined Industrial/Commercial; CN= Commercial Neighborhood;
CO= Commercial Office; County= Unincorporated; CP= Commercial Pedestrian; DC= Downtown Core; DC-NT1= Downtown Core-Neighborhood Transition 1;
HI= Heavy Industrial; IP= Industrial Park; Light Industrial; MS-C= Main Street Commercial; MS-G= Main Street Ground Floor Commercial; OS= Open Space;
R-1-1= Single-Family Residence; R-1-2= Single-Family Residence; R-1-8= Single-Family Residence; R-1-RR= Single-Family Residence;
R-2= Two-Family Residence; R-M= Multiple Residence.
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Appendix B:
Housing Goals,
Policies, and Actions
California law requires that general plans address seven topics or “elements,” one of which is housing
(Government Code section 65302). The Envision San José 2040 General Plan is an integrated general
plan, with elements addressed throughout the document. As such, Appendix B summarizes the policies
in the General Plan related to housing. However, due to the interrelated nature of the City’s General
Plan policies and their potentially complex influences, additional policies not included here may also
contribute towards housing issues.
Chapter 4: Quality of Life (Vibrant Neighborhoods)
Goal VN-1 – Vibrant, Attractive, and Complete Neighborhoods

Develop new and preserve and enhance existing neighborhoods to be vibrant, attractive and complete.
Policies – Vibrant, Attractive, and Complete Neighborhoods
VN-1.1

Include services and facilities within each neighborhood to meet the daily needs of
neighborhood residents with the goal that all San José residents be provided with the
opportunity to live within a half mile walking distance of schools, parks and retail
services.

VN-1.2

Maintain existing and develop new community services and gathering spaces that allow
for increased social interaction of neighbors, (i.e., parks, community centers and
gardens, libraries, schools, commercial areas, churches, and other gathering spaces).

VN-1.3

Encourage the development and maintenance of compatible neighborhood retail and
services within walking distance of residences as a means to promote the creation of
“complete” neighborhoods.

VN-1.4

Distribute neighborhood-oriented services and facilities equitably throughout the City’s
neighborhoods, to the extent feasible.

VN-1.5

Continue to work with neighborhoods on the planning and provision of City services and
facilities to meet their specific needs.
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VN-1.6

Design new development to contribute to the positive identity of a neighborhood and to
encourage pedestrian activity.

VN-1.7

Use new development within neighborhoods to enhance the public realm, provide for
direct and convenient pedestrian access, and visually connect to the surrounding
neighborhood. As opportunities arise, improve existing development to meet these
objectives as well.

VN-1.10

Promote the preservation of positive character-defining elements in neighborhoods, such
as architecture; design elements like setbacks, heights, number of stories, or
attached/detached garages; landscape features; street design; etc.

VN-1.11

Protect residential neighborhoods from the encroachment of incompatible activities or
land uses which may have a negative impact on the residential living environment.

VN-1.12

Design new public and private development to build upon the vital character and
desirable qualities of existing neighborhoods.

VN-1.13

Encourage the maintenance of private property within the city’s neighborhoods. Actively
enforce the City’s codes related to blight.

Actions – Vibrant, Attractive, and Complete Neighborhoods
VN-1.14

Continue to work with community and neighborhood groups on the development and
implementation of policies and initiatives to enhance community identity and to foster
pride in the City’s neighborhoods.

VN-1.15

Develop and implement policies, design guidelines and regulations to facilitate the
development of compatible small scale neighborhood-serving retail in appropriate
locations within or adjacent to existing neighborhoods.

VN-1.16

Develop and implement policies, design guidelines and regulations to promote the
preservation of positive character-defining elements within neighborhoods.

Goal VN-2 – Community Empowerment

Empower communities to improve the quality of life in their neighborhoods.
Policies – Community Empowerment
VN-2.1

Proactively engage neighborhood groups in the decision-making process as a regular
component of City government activities.

VN-2.2

Abide by the City’s Community Outreach Policy and update the Policy, as needed, to
reflect changing technology and improved techniques.
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VN-2.3

Ensure that community members have the opportunity to provide input on the design of
public and private development within their community.

Action – Community Empowerment
VN-2.4

Work with neighborhood and community leaders to educate them on the City’s decision
making processes and to empower them with the knowledge to participate in those
processes.

Goal VN-3 – Access to Healthful Foods

Ensure that all residents have sufficient access to healthful food, as defined by the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services and the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Policies – Access to Healthful Foods
VN-3.1

Encourage the location of full service grocery stores within or adjacent to neighborhoods
with limited access to healthful foods with the goal that all San José residents be able to
live within a half mile walking distance of a full service grocery store.

VN-3.4

Ensure that the Envision General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram continues to
designate appropriate lands for full-service grocery stores in low-income and nutrition
deficient neighborhoods.

VN-3.5

Encourage the location of healthful food retail, including farmers markets, in
neighborhoods with high concentrations of fast food outlets compared to full service
grocery stores and fresh produce markets.

Actions – Access to Healthful Foods
VN-3.7

Collaborate with the Santa Clara County Public Health Department to measure the
accessibility of healthful foods by neighborhood including both the percentage of
residents living near full-service grocery stores or fresh produce markets and the
relative concentration of fast food restaurants and convenience stores to healthful food
retailers. Use this data to identify nutrition deficient neighborhoods in the City.

VN-3.8

Collaborate with the Santa Clara County Public Health Department and the non-profit
health sector to develop an economic development strategy to attract full-service grocery
stores, fresh produce markets, and other healthful food retailers to low-income and
nutrition deficient neighborhoods in the City. Also work collaboratively to develop an
economic development strategy to attract healthful food options near schools.

VN-3.9

Collaborate with the Santa Clara County Public Health Department and the non-profit
health sector to explore the potential to develop an incentive program to encourage
existing liquor stores, neighborhood markets or convenience stores in nutrition deficient
neighborhoods to sell fresh fruits and vegetables. Incentives could include, but are not

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix B‐4

limited to increases in density, reductions in parking requirements, or grants to purchase
refrigeration units or other equipment necessary to sell fresh produce.
VN-3.10

Identify potential new locations for farmers’ markets in low-income and nutrition
deficient neighborhoods, including joint use opportunities on publicly owned land.

Chapter 4: Quality of Life (Community Design)
Goal CD-1 – Attractive City

Create a well-designed, unique, and vibrant public realm with appropriate uses and facilities to
maximize pedestrian activity; support community interaction; and attract residents, business, and
visitors to San José.
Policies – Attractive City
CD-1.1

Require the highest standards of architectural and site design, and apply strong design
controls for all development projects, both public and private, for the enhancement and
development of community character and for the proper transition between areas with
different types of land uses.

CD-1.3

Further the Major Strategies of this Plan to focus growth in appropriate locations; design
complete streets for people; promote Grand Boulevards, Main Streets, and Downtown;
support transit; and foster a healthful community.

CD-1.13

Use design review to encourage creative, high-quality, innovative, and distinctive
architecture that helps to create unique, vibrant places that are both desirable urban
places to live, work, and play and that lead to competitive advantages over other regions.

CD-1.14

Use the Urban Village Planning process to establish standards for their architecture,
height, and massing.

Goal CD-2 – Function

Create integrated public and private areas and uses that work together to support businesses and to
promote pedestrian activity and multi-modal transportation.
Policies – Function
CD-2.4

Incorporate public spaces (squares, plazas, etc.) into private developments to encourage
social interaction, particularly where such spaces promote symbiotic relationships
between businesses, residents, and visitors.

CD-2.10

Recognize that finite land area exists for development and that density supports retail
vitality and transit ridership. Use land use regulations to require compact, low-impact
development that efficiently uses land planned for growth, especially for residential
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development which tends to have a long life-span. Strongly discourage small-lot and
single-family detached residential product types in Growth Areas.
Goal CD-3 – Connections

Maintain a network of publicly accessible streets and pathways that are safe and convenient for walking
and bicycling and minimize automobile use; that encourage social interaction; and that increase
pedestrian activity, multi-modal transit use, environmental sustainability, economic growth, and public
health.
Policies – Connections
CD-3.6

Encourage a street grid with lengths of 600 feet or less to facilitate walking and biking.
Use design techniques such as multiple building entrances and pedestrian paseos to
improve pedestrian and bicycle connections.

CD-3.7

Encourage development to maximize pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular connections to
adjacent existing and planned neighborhoods and community facilities. Use cul-de-sacs
only when no current or future options exist to connect one area to another, or if such
design would help preclude development from extending to areas where it is not planned.

CD-3.8

Provide direct access from developments to adjacent parks or open spaces, and
encourage residential development to provide common open space contiguous to such
areas.

CD-3.9

Minimize driveway entrances to enhance pedestrian safety and decrease the area of
paved surfaces. Encourage shared vehicular access points that serve multiple uses
and/or parcels, including shared access for commercial and residential uses. Avoid
driveways that break up continuous commercial building frontages. Position vehicular
access to minimize negative impacts to aesthetics and to pedestrian and bicycle safety.

CD-3.10

Increase neighborhood connectivity in new development by providing access across
natural barriers (e.g., rivers) and man-made barriers (e.g., freeways).

CD-3.11

Encourage new development to connect with the surrounding community and continue
the existing street grid to integrate with the neighborhood.

Goal CD-4 – Compatibility

Provide aesthetically pleasing streetscapes and new development that preserves and builds on the
unique characteristics of the local area and contributes to a distinctive neighborhood or community
identity.
Policies – Compatibility
CD-4.1

Maintain and update design guidelines adopted by the City and abide by them in the
development of projects.
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CD-4.2

Develop and propose for City Council or Commission approval development review
policies to address specific land uses, structures, development types, or other urban
design factors that would benefit from more specific criteria than those identified in this
Plan.

CD-4.3

Promote consistent development patterns along streets, particularly in how buildings
relate to the street, to promote a sense of visual order, and to provide attractive
streetscapes.

CD-4.4

In non-growth areas, design new development and subdivisions to reflect the character
of predominant existing development of the same type in the surrounding area through
the regulation of lot size, street frontage, height, building scale, siting/setbacks, and
building orientation.

CD-4.5

For new development in transition areas between identified Growth Areas and nongrowth areas, use a combination of building setbacks, building step-backs, materials,
building orientation, landscaping, and other design techniques to provide a consistent
streetscape that buffers lower-intensity areas from higher intensity areas and that
reduces potential shade, shadow, massing, viewshed, or other land use compatibility
concerns.

CD-4.9

For development subject to design review, ensure the design of new or remodeled
structures is consistent or complementary with the surrounding neighborhood fabric
(including but not limited to prevalent building scale, building materials, and orientation
of structures to the street).

CD-4.10

When development is proposed adjacent to existing or planned parks or along park
chains, include frontage roads along the public park in that development in order to
maximize access to park lands, to provide separation between urban land uses and park
lands without the use of “back-up” design, and to maximize public exposure and view of
park lands for scenic and security purposes.

CD-4.11

Accomplish sound attenuation for development along City streets through the use of
setbacks and building design rather than sound attenuation walls. When sound
attenuation walls are located adjacent to expressways or freeways, or railroad lines,
landscaping, public art, and/or an aesthetically pleasing and visually interesting design
should be used to minimize visual impacts.

CD-4.12

For structures other than buildings, and including structures on top of buildings, such as
solar panels, other energy-saving or generating devices, roof landscaping, steeples, bell
towers, and wireless communication antennae, where substantial height is intrinsic to
the function of the structures, consider heights above those established for structures in
the area. Locate such structures to minimize public visibility and avoid significant adverse
effects on adjacent properties. Incorporate visual amenities, such as landscaping, to
offset potential adverse visual impacts.
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Actions - Compatibility
CD-4.13

Review and revise height limitations in the Zoning Ordinance to provide appropriate
height limitations for various locations within San José consistent with the land use
objectives of this Plan.

Goal CD-5 – Community Health, Safety, and Wellness

Create great public places where the built environment creates attractive and vibrant spaces, provides a
safe and healthful setting, fosters interaction among community members, and improves quality of life.
Policies – Community Health, Safety, and Wellness
CD-5.1

Design areas to promote pedestrian and bicycle movements, to facilitate interaction
between community members, and to strengthen the sense of community.

CD-5.2

Foster a culture of walking by designing walkable urban spaces; strategically locating
jobs, residences and commercial amenities; providing incentives for alternative commute
modes; and partnering with community groups and health services organizations to
promote healthful life-styles for San José residents.

CD-5.3

Promote crime prevention through site and building designs that facilitate surveillance of
communities by putting “eyes on the street.” Design sites and buildings to promote visual
and physical access to parks and open space areas. Support safe, accessible, and wellused public open spaces by orienting active use areas and building facades towards
them.

CD-5.5

Include design elements during the development review process that address security,
aesthetics and safety. Safety issues include, but are not limited to, minimum clearances
around buildings, fire protection measures such as peak load water requirements,
construction techniques, and minimum standards for vehicular and pedestrian facilities
and other standards set forth in local, state, and federal regulations.

CD-5.9

To promote safety and to minimize noise and vibration impacts in residential and working
environments, design development that is proposed adjacent to railroad lines to provide
the maximum separation feasible between the rail line and dwelling units, yards or
common open space areas, offices and other job locations, facilities for the storage of
toxic or explosive materials, and the like. To the extent possible, devote areas of
development closest to an adjacent railroad line to use as parking lots, public streets,
peripheral landscaping, the storage of non-hazardous materials and so forth. In
industrial facilities, where the primary function is the production, processing or storage
of hazardous materials, for new development follow the setback guidelines and other
protective measures called for in the City’s Industrial Design Guidelines when such
facilities are to be located adjacent to or near a main railroad line.

Goal CD-6 – Downtown Urban Design
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Promote and achieve the Downtown’s full potential as a regional destination and diverse cultural,
recreational, civic, and employment center through distinctive and high-quality design.
Policies – Downtown Urban Design
CD-6.1

Recognize Downtown as the most vibrant urban area of San José and maximize
development potential and overall density within the Downtown.

CD-6.2

Design new development with a scale, quality, and character to strengthen Downtown’s
status as a major urban center.

CD-6.3

Design publicly-accessible and welcoming areas, allow easy access and facilitate
movement of pedestrians and bicyclists throughout the Downtown, and provide strong
physical and visual connections across potential barriers (i.e., roadways and creeks).
Promote Downtown as a focal point for community activity (e.g., festivals, parades, etc.)
for the entire City.

CD-6.4

Design quality publicly-accessible open spaces at appropriate locations that enhance the
pedestrian experience and attract people to the Downtown. Use appropriate design,
scale, and edge treatment to define, and create publicly accessible spaces that positively
contribute to the character of the area and provide public access to community
gathering, recreational, artistic, cultural, or natural amenities.

CD-6.5

Promote iconic architecture and encourage and incorporate innovative, varied, and
dynamic design features (e.g., appearance, function, sustainability aspects) into sites,
buildings, art, streetscapes, landscapes, and signage to make Downtown visually exciting
and to attract residents and visitors.

Goal CD-7 – Urban Villages Design

Create thriving, attractive Urban Villages that reflect unique urban characteristics of an area and
provide complete neighborhoods for residents, workers, and visitors.
Policies – Urban Villages Design
CD-7.1

Support intensive development and uses within Urban Villages, while ensuring an
appropriate interface with lower-intensity development in surrounding areas and the
protection of appropriate historic resources.

CD-7.2

Designated Urban Villages should not proceed with residential development until an
Urban Village Plan has been completed. Residential development that is purely ancillary
to a primary employment use, such as penthouse residences in an office building, may be
considered in advance of an Urban Village Plan. “Signature” projects, and other types of
development expressly allowed in accordance with Envision General Plan policies may
proceed prior to acceptance or approval of the Urban Village Plan.
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CD-7.3

Review development proposed within an Urban Village Area prior to approval of an Urban
Village Plan for consistency with any applicable design policies pertaining to the
proposed use. Review proposed mixed-use projects that include residential units for
consistency with the Design Policies for Urban Villages. Following adoption of an Urban
Village Plan, review new development for consistency with design polices included within
the Urban Village Plan as well as for consistency with any other applicable design
policies.

CD-7.4

Identify a vision for urban design character consistent with development standards,
including but not limited to building scale, relationship to the street, and setbacks, as
part of the Urban Village planning process. Accommodate all planned employment and
housing growth capacity within each Urban Village and consider how to accommodate
projected employment growth demand by sector in each respective Urban Village Plan.

CD-7.6

Incorporate a full range of uses in each Urban Village Plan to address daily needs of
residents, businesses, and visitors in the area. Consider retail, parks, school, libraries,
day care, entertainment, plazas, public gathering space, private community gathering
facilities, and other neighborhood-serving uses as part of the Urban Village planning
process. Encourage multi-use spaces wherever possible to increase flexibility and
responsiveness to community needs over time.

CD-7.9

Build new residential development within Urban Village areas at a minimum of four
stories in height with the exception that a single row of 2-3 story development, such as
townhouses, should be used when building new residential development immediately
adjacent to single-family residential sites that have a Residential Neighborhood
designation.

Action – Urban Villages Design
CD-7.10

As described in the Implementation Chapter, develop Urban Village Plans in cooperation
with the nearby community and obtain San José City Council acceptance or approval of
the plans prior to issuance of land use entitlements for any new residential development
within designated Urban Villages Area Boundaries. Residential uses that are purely
ancillary to primary employment uses, “Signature” projects, and other types of
development expressly allowed in accordance with Envision General Plan policies may
proceed prior to acceptance or approval of the Urban Village Plan.

Goal CD-8 – Building Height

Regulate the height of new development to avoid adverse land use incompatibility while providing
maximum opportunity for the achievement of the Envision General Plan goals for economic
development and the provision of new housing within the identified Growth Areas.
Policies – Building Height
CD-8.1

Ensure new development is consistent with specific height limits established within the
City’s Zoning Ordinance and applied through the zoning designation for properties
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throughout the City. Land use designations in the Land Use/Transportation Diagram
provide an indication of the typical number of stories expected for new development;
however, specific height limitations for buildings and structures in San José are not
identified in the Envision General Plan.
CD-8.2

Consider the Envision General Plan Community Design Goals, Policies and
Implementation Actions, which provide guidance for the appropriate regulation of
building heights to be implemented through the Zoning Ordinance.

CD-8.3

While the height of new development should be regulated to avoid long-term land use
incompatibilities, ensure proposed Zoning Ordinance changes establish adequate
maximum building heights to allow full build-out of the planned job and housing growth
capacity within each of the identified Growth Areas.

Chapter 4: Quality of Life (Housing)
Goal H-1 Housing – Social Equity and Diversity

Provide housing throughout our City in a range of residential densities, especially at higher densities,
and product types, including rental and for-sale housing, to address the needs of an economically,
demographically, and culturally diverse population.
Policies – Housing – Social Equity and Diversity
H-1.1

Through the development of new housing and the rehabilitation of existing housing,
facilitate the creation of economically, culturally, and demographically diverse and
integrated communities.

H-1.2

Facilitate the provision of housing sites and structures across location, type, price and
status as rental or ownership that respond to the needs of all economic and demographic
segments of the community including seniors, families, the homeless and individuals
with special needs.

H-1.3

Create housing opportunities and accessible living environments that allow seniors to
age in place, either in the same home, assisted living facilities, continuing care facilities,
or other housing types within the same community.

H-1.4

Encourage the location of housing designed for senior citizens in neighborhoods where
health and community facilities and services are within a reasonable walking distance
and are accessible by public transportation.

H-1.5

Facilitate the development of multi-generational housing in compact form that meets the
needs of families living together.

H-1.6

Foster the production of housing to serve the “starter” housing market by leveraging
financial resources such as purchasing assistance programs and by encouraging
market-rate building typologies that serve the “starter” housing market.
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H-1.7

Comply with State and Federal laws prohibiting discrimination in housing and that
support fair and equal access to housing.

H-1.8

Encourage investments in infrastructure in order to maintain high-quality living
environments in existing mobile home parks.

H-1.9

Facilitate the development of housing to meet San José’s fair share of the County’s and
region’s housing needs.

Actions – Housing – Social Equity and Diversity
H-1.10

Develop a program to promote the “starter” housing market that leverages all financial
resources and facilitates production of “starter” housing.

H-1.11

Continue to work in close cooperation with other entities, public, private and non-profits,
to foster information, techniques, and policies to achieve the Housing Goals, Policies, and
Implementation Actions in this Plan and make such information readily available.

H-1.12

Continue to partner with local agencies, non-profits, and businesses to provide fair
housing information, legal services, foreclosure prevention assistance, and antipredatory lending assistance.

H-1.13

Continue to monitor and participate in anti-predatory lending practices by partnering with
local agencies.

Goal H-2 – Affordable Housing

Increase, preserve and improve San José’s affordable housing stock.
Policies – Affordable Housing
H-2.1

Facilitate the production of extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
housing by maximizing use of appropriate policies and financial resources at the federal,
state, and local levels; and various other programs.

H-2.2

Integrate affordable housing in identified growth locations and where other housing
opportunities may exist, consistent with the Envision General Plan.

H-2.3

Conserve viable housing stock through a balanced combination of housing code
enforcement and complementary programs such as rehabilitation loans and grants to
help maintain the supply of low-priced housing.

H-2.4

Allow affordable residential development at densities beyond the maximum density
allowed under an existing Land Use/Transportation Diagram designation, consistent with
the minimum requirements of the State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section
65915) and local ordinances.
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H-2.5

Facilitate second units on single-family residential lots, in conformance with our City’s
Secondary Unit Ordinance, to take advantage of a potential source of affordable housing
and to assist our City in meeting its needs as identified in its Consolidated Plan.

H-2.6

Evaluate and incorporate, if feasible, an affordable housing component in the preparation
of specific plans, master plans, or strategy plans that include plans for housing.

H-2.7

Support strategies in collaboration with other jurisdictions and agencies to end
homelessness by creating permanent housing solutions combined with services such as
medical, education, and job placement.

Actions – Affordable Housing
H-2.8

Coordinate and implement housing policies and goals contained in the City’s
Consolidated Plan, and its 5-Year Investment Plan.

H-2.9

Explore revisions to our City’s Secondary Unit Ordinance that further support the
provision of affordable housing and help achieve needs identified in its Consolidated Plan.

H-2.10

Update the City’s dispersion policy: 1) to align the location of future affordable housing
developments with planned future Growth Areas identified in the Envision General Plan;
2) to be consistent with the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance; 3) to maximize the
access of transit, retail, services, and amenities to affordable housing developments; and
4) to reemphasize the support for integration and complete communities.

H-2.11

Seek permanent sources of affordable housing funds.

H-2.12

Maintain our City’s Inclusionary Housing Policy and Ordinance, and provide technical
assistance to the development community to ensure that residential projects conform to
it.

H-2.13

Support State and federal regulations that preserve “at-risk” subsidized rental units
subject to potential conversion to market rate rents and that will encourage equitable
and fair policies that protect tenant and owner rights.

H-2.14

Support legislation at the State and Federal levels that: (1) facilitates private and/or
public sector investment in housing affordable to households of extremely-low, very low-,
low- and moderate-income; (2) provides for the greatest local autonomy in the
administration of State and Federal housing programs; and (3) furthers the City’s
objective of conserving and rehabilitating the existing housing stock.

H-2.15

Create and maintain a list of sites that are appropriate for meeting our City’s affordable
housing needs.

Goal H-3 Housing – High Quality Housing and Great Places
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Create and maintain safe and high quality housing that contributes to the creation of great
neighborhoods and great places.
Policies – High Quality Housing and Great Places
H-3.1

Require the development of housing that incorporates the highest possible level of
amenities, fit and finish, urban design and architectural quality.

H-3.2

Design high density residential and mixed residential/commercial development,
particularly development located in identified Growth Areas, to:
1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Create and maintain safe and pleasant walking environments to encourage
pedestrian activity, particularly to the nearest transit stop and to retail, services,
and amenities.
Maximize transit usage.
Allow residents to conduct routine errands close to their residence, especially by
walking, biking, or transit.
Integrate with surrounding uses to become a part of the neighborhood rather
than being an isolated project.
Use architectural elements or themes from the surrounding neighborhood when
appropriate.
Provide residents with access to adequate on- or off-site open space.
Create a building scale that does not overwhelm the neighborhood.
Be usable by people of all ages, abilities, and needs to the greatest extent
possible, without the need for adaptation or specialized design.

H-3.3

Situate housing in an environment that promotes the health, safety, and wellbeing of the
occupants and is close to services and amenities.

H-3.4

Promote the conservation and rehabilitation of existing viable housing stock.

H-3.5

Prioritize housing resources to assist those groups most in need, or to those geographic
locations in the City that most require investment in order to improve neighborhood
blight conditions.

H-3.6

Regulate conversions of rental apartments to condominium or community apartment
projects to meet public health and safety standards and to assist displaced renters.
Residential rentals undergoing conversion should meet or exceed the minimum
residential density in this Plan.

Action – High Quality Housing and Great Places
H-3.7

Coordinate across multiple City departments to achieve the City’s vision for creating
complete, safe, high-quality living environments.

Goal H-4 Housing - Environmental Sustainability
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Provide housing that minimizes the consumption of natural resources and advances our City’s fiscal,
climate change, and environmental goals.
Policies – Housing - Environmental Sustainability
H-4.1

Implement green building principles in the design and construction of housing and
related infrastructure, in conformance with the Green Building Goals and Policies in the
Envision General Plan and in conformance with the City’s Green Building Ordinance.

H-4.2

Minimize housing’s contribution to greenhouse gas emissions, and locate housing,
consistent with our City’s land use and transportation goals and policies, to reduce
vehicle miles traveled and auto dependency.

H-4.3

Encourage the development of higher residential densities in complete, mixed use,
walkable and bikeable communities to reduce energy use and greenhouse gas
emissions.

Chapter 6: Land Use and Transportation (Land Use Policies)
Goal LU-2 – Growth Areas

Focus new growth into identified Growth Areas to protect the quality of existing neighborhoods, while
establishing new mixed use neighborhoods with a compact and dense form that is attractive to the City’s
projected demographics i.e., a young and senior population, and that supports walking, provides
opportunities to incorporate retail and other services in a mixed-use format, and facilitates transit use.
Policies – Growth Areas
LU-2.1

Provide significant job and housing growth capacity within strategically identified “Growth
Areas” in order to maximize use of existing or planned infrastructure (including fixed
transit facilities), minimize the environmental impacts of new development, provide for
more efficient delivery of City services, and foster the development of more vibrant,
walkable urban settings.

LU-2.2

Include within the Envision General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram significant
job and housing growth capacity within the following identified Growth Areas:


Downtown – The City’s Downtown Strategy plans for ambitious job and housing
growth capacity in the Downtown area to reinforce its role as San Jose’s civic,
cultural and symbolic center and to support key infrastructure investments, including
the planned BART and High-Speed Rail systems.



Specific Plan Areas – The City’s Specific Plans provide significant residential growth
capacity and opportunities for mixed-use development. Alviso Master Plan and
Rincon South Specific Plan areas also include significant amounts of planned job
growth. The Water Pollution Control Plant lands, currently undergoing a separate
master planning process, have been identified as a significant opportunity within the
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City to add new employment land areas, and in particular to provide an opportunity
for new light industry or manufacturing activity jobs.


North San José – Because of its importance as a job center, access to transit
facilities and proximity to the San José Mineta International Airport, the North San
José Area is planned to accommodate up to 100,000 new jobs and 32,000 new
housing units. The North San José Area Development Policy includes a phasing plan
and a Traffic Impact Fee which link job and housing growth and provide funding for
transportation improvements. The North San José Neighborhoods Plan and North
San José Urban Design Guidelines provide additional guidance for the development of
this City region.



Employment Lands – The Plan supports significant intensification of employment
activity within each of the City’s major employment districts (North San José,
Monterey Corridor, Edenvale, Berryessa / International Business Park, Mabury, East
Gish and Senter Road and North Coyote Valley). Within the North San José, Berryessa
/ International Business Park and Old Edenvale areas, a centralized sub-area with
strong transit access has been designated as an Employment Center to support midrise or high-rise employment development. The Employment Center in the northeast
corner of the Berryessa / International Business Park area is also classified as a
BART station area due to its proximity to the planned Milpitas BART station and
existing Capitol Avenue Light Rail stations.



Urban Villages: BART / Caltrain Station Areas – To maximize utilization of the Caltrain
and BART systems, support regional commuting and foster the City’s growth as a
regional job center, significant new job growth capacity is planned for the each of the
BART / Caltrain Urban Villages. Significant job and housing growth capacity is
planned for the Berrryessa BART station area in order to support intensification of
the station area as a regional employment destination and to achieve a level of
density consistent with that planned for other BART and Light Rail station areas.



Urban Villages: Transit / Commercial Corridors – A large and balanced amount of job
and housing growth capacity is planned for the Transit / Commercial Corridor Urban
Villages with the goal to maximize the opportunity for creating new mixed-use Urban
Villages in these areas. While the BART area job capacity is planned primarily for
mid-rise and high-rise offices, the Light Rail Urban Villages provide more opportunity
for retail and service jobs that benefit from close proximity to residential use.
Although the BART system serves as a regional transit line that brings workers from
throughout the region to employment centers within San José, the light rail system is
more appropriate for shorter commute trips and is also less likely to generate land
use compatibility concerns. Accordingly, it is appropriate to include more residential
and retail growth capacity along the light rail system. The Oakridge Mall Light Rail
station area is particularly of interest because of its size and high level of unrealized
potential to support a walkable, mixed-use community owing to the amount and
diversity of established commercial uses and other services already located within
the area.
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LU-2.3



Urban Villages: Commercial Centers – While Commercial Center Urban Villages are
less directly connected to transit, they contain large parcels which may have greater
potential for redevelopment and are generally located in areas with a high degree of
accessibility which is advantageous for intensified commercial development.
Providing residential growth capacity in the Commercial Center Urban Villages is a
potential catalyst for spurring the redevelopment and enhancement of existing
commercial uses while also transforming them into Urban Village type environments.
At the same time, their typically more suburban settings may create some challenge
to such revitalization. The Commercial Center Urban Villages, with closer proximity to
other Growth Areas and transit (e.g., North Bascom Avenue between West San Carlos
and Southwest Expressway) or in proximity to established, more intense uses (e.g.,
De Anza Blvd.), may have greater near-term potential for transformation into Urban
Village settings. A modest and balanced amount of new housing and job growth
capacity is planned for the Commercial Center Urban Villages in order to support
their intensification as both employment and housing centers, while also recognizing
that transit-oriented sites should be given the greatest priority for locating new
growth.



Urban Villages: Neighborhood Urban Villages – To support the Envision General Plan
goal of providing broad access to mixed-use Urban Villages for all areas of the City
through the development of Neighborhood Urban Villages, while also accommodating
the Envision General Plan’s strong jobs orientation, a small amount of housing
growth capacity and a modest amount of job growth capacity is planned for
Neighborhood Urban Village areas. Without more housing growth, it will be difficult to
significantly enhance existing retail and service uses in Neighborhood Urban Village
areas. It also will likely be difficult to attract Driving Industry type jobs to these
locations given their relatively small scale and separation from other employment
areas.

To support the intensification of identified Growth Areas, and to achieve the various goals
related to their development throughout the City, restrict new development on properties
in non-Growth Areas.

Action – Growth Areas
LU-2.4

To accomplish the planned intensification of employment and residential uses at the
Berryessa BART station, reconsider existing entitlements to expand the area planned for
employment uses and to increase the density of employment and residential areas within
the BART Station Village area if the developer / property owner has not accomplished
significant infrastructure improvements on the respective side of Berryessa Road within
5 years of the adoption of the Plan.

Goal LU-3 – Downtown

Strengthen Downtown as a regional job, entertainment, and cultural destination and as the symbolic
heart of San José.
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Policies – Downtown
LU-3.1

Provide maximum flexibility in mixing uses throughout the Downtown Area. Support
intensive employment, entertainment, cultural, public/quasi-public, and residential uses
in compact, intensive forms to maximize social interaction; to serve as a focal point for
residents, businesses, and visitors; and to further the Vision of the Envision General Plan.

Goal LU-9 – High-Quality Living Environments

Provide high quality living environments for San José’s residents.
Policies – High-Quality Living Environments
LU-9.1

Create a pedestrian-friendly environment by connecting new residential development
with safe, convenient, accessible, and pleasant pedestrian facilities. Provide such
connections between new development, its adjoining neighborhood, transit access points,
schools, parks, and nearby commercial areas. Consistent with Transportation Policy TR2.11, prohibit the development of new cul-de-sacs, unless it is the only feasible means of
providing access to a property or properties, or gated communities, that do not provide
through- and publicly-accessible bicycle and pedestrian connections.

LU-9.2

Facilitate the development of complete neighborhoods by allowing appropriate
commercial uses within or adjacent to residential and mixed-use neighborhoods.

LU-9.3

Integrate housing development with our City’s transportation system, including transit,
roads, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

LU-9.4

Prohibit residential development in areas with identified hazards to human habitation
unless these hazards are adequately mitigated.

LU-9.5

Require that new residential development be designed to protect residents from potential
conflicts with adjacent land uses.

LU-9.6

Require residential developments to include adequate open spaces in either private or
common areas to partially provide for residents’ open space and recreation needs.

LU-9.7

Ensure that new residential development does not impact the viability of adjacent
employment uses that are consistent with the Envision General Plan Land Use /
Transportation Diagram.

LU-9.8

When changes in residential densities in established neighborhoods are proposed, the
City shall consider such factors as neighborhood character and identity; historic
preservation; compatibility of land uses and impacts on livability; impacts on services and
facilities, including schools, to the extent permitted by law; accessibility to transit
facilities; and impacts on traffic levels on both neighborhood streets and major
thoroughfares.
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LU-9.9

In areas designated for residential use, allow parking facilities to serve adjacent
nonresidential uses if such parking facilities are integrated with the non-residential use,
adequately landscaped, and buffered.

LU-9.10

Discourage substantial expansion of existing nonresidential uses (e.g., major structural
improvements or expansions) that are incompatible with residential uses on properties
designated for residential use.

LU-9.11

Design single-family and duplex residential development with limited vehicular access to
arterial streets as follows:
 No direct vehicular access on six lane arterials or within 350 feet of the intersection
of two arterials.
 No direct vehicular access on four lane arterials.
 The use of frontage roads, corner lots, or other street design solutions for vehicular
access is encouraged.
 Exceptions may only be made when there are no other feasible alternatives for
providing access to the residential development.

LU-9.12

Consider location of bed and breakfast inns on properties designated for residential land
use, regardless of density, provided that impacts on the surrounding neighborhood can
be satisfactorily mitigated.

LU-9.13

Equitably distribute residential social service programs (e.g., board and care facilities)
throughout the City, especially in areas with access to transit, rather than concentrating
them in a few areas. Encourage the County and other social service licensing agencies to
recognize and implement this policy.

LU-9.14

Allow small residential care and service facilities, supportive housing, and transitional
housing for up to six persons, in residential neighborhoods of any density. Encourage
facilities for more than six persons to locate in areas with access to transit, retail,
services, and other amenities.

LU-9.15

New single-family flag lots may be appropriate on hillside properties but are discouraged
within other parts of the City. Flag lot development in non-hillside areas should have a
clear and visible relationship to the neighborhood and the street and should be
consistent with the applicable Zoning district which can assure that relationship. To
strengthen neighborhood preservation policies and objectives of this plan, the City
Council has adopted a policy establishing criteria for the use of flag lots.

LU-9.16

Do not locate freestanding communications structures such as towers, antennae and
monopoles on sites designated for residential land use unless such sites are occupied by
a PG&E substation or corridor for high-tension lines exceeding 200 KV.

LU-9.17

Limit residential development in established neighborhoods that are not identified growth
areas to projects that conform to the site’s Land Use / Transportation Diagram
designation and meet Urban Design policies in this Plan.
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LU-9.18

Consider Fiscal Sustainability; Historic Preservation; Urban Design; and Parks,
Recreation, and Open Space Goals, Policies, and Implementation Actions in this Plan
when reviewing new residential development.

Goal LU-10 – Efficient Use of Residential and Mixed-Use Lands

Meet the housing needs of existing and future residents by fully and efficiently utilizing lands planned for
residential and mixed-use and by maximizing housing opportunities in locations within a half mile of
transit, with good access to employment areas, neighborhood services, and public facilities.
Policies – Efficient Use of Residential and Mixed-Use Lands
LU-10.1

Develop land use plans and implementation tools that result in the construction of
mixed-use development in appropriate places throughout the City as a means to
establish walkable, complete communities.

LU-10.2

Distribute higher residential densities throughout our city in identified growth areas and
facilitate the development of residences in mixed-use development within these growth
areas.

LU-10.3

Develop residentially- and mixed-use-designated lands adjacent to major transit facilities
at high densities to reduce motor vehicle travel by encouraging the use of public transit.

LU-10.4

Within identified growth areas, develop residential projects at densities sufficient to
support neighborhood retail in walkable, main street type development.

LU-10.5

Facilitate the development of housing close to jobs to provide residents with the
opportunity to live and work in the same community.

LU-10.6

In identified growth areas, do not approve decreases in residential density through zoning
change or development entitlement applications or through General Plan amendments.

LU-10.7

Encourage consolidation of parcels to promote mixed-use and high density development
at locations identified in the Land use / Transportation Diagram.

LU-10.8

Encourage the location of schools, private community gathering facilities, and other
public / quasi-public uses within or adjacent to Urban Villages and other growth areas
and encourage these uses to be developed in an urban form and in a mixed-use
configuration.

Actions – Efficient Use of Residential and Mixed-Use Lands
LU-10.9

Model the federal Interagency Partnership for Sustainable Communities (HUDDOT-EPA)
at the local level between Housing and other City Departments to facilitate the creation of
smart growth communities.
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LU-10.10

Achieve 75% of residents who can access 25% of their retail/service needs within a 20minute walk and 50% of residents who can access 50% of their retail/service needs
within a 20-minute walk.

Goal LU-11 – Residential Neighborhoods

Regulate the urban form, architectural quality and contextual compatibility of new construction and
uses within the City’s varied residential neighborhoods to promote a residential neighborhood
environment conducive to a high quality of life for neighborhood residents and visitors.
Policies – Residential Neighborhoods
LU-11.1

Design all new single-family detached residences so that each home has a frontage on a
public street or on a private street that appears and functions as a public street.

LU-11.2

Support subdivisions of residential lots if the new lots reflect the established pattern of
development in the immediate area, including lot sizes and street frontages. Discourage
residential developments, such as courthomes or flag lots, that increase residential
densities for an area or disrupt an established neighborhood pattern. Allow new
development of a parcel, including one to be subdivided, to match the existing number of
units on that parcel; design such subdivisions to be compatible with and, to the degree
feasible, consistent with the form of the surrounding neighborhood pattern. Consider
allowing secondary units (granny or in-law units) in lieu of creating flag lots, substandard
lots, or parcels that disrupt an established neighborhood pattern.

LU-11.3

Direct all significant new residential growth to identified Growth Areas to further the
environmental, transit, healthy community, and other Envision General Plan objectives.
Limit infill development within areas designated as Residential Neighborhood on the
Land Use / Transportation Diagram to projects that maintain the prevailing neighborhood
form and density as it exists on adjoining properties, with particular emphasis upon
establishing and/or maintaining a consistent streetscape form between new and existing
development.

LU-11.4

Locate new commercial uses in established residential neighborhoods on busier streets
or at street intersections. Discourage new commercial uses on small existing residential
streets unless it can be clearly demonstrated that the commercial use can integrate with
the existing residential neighborhood without creating adverse impacts. Discourage
primary access to large commercial parking lots and structures through residential
neighborhoods.

LU-11.5

Integrate new and existing neighborhoods and facilitate movement throughout the City by
connecting streets and particularly by providing pedestrian and bicycle cross-access
connections. Integrate new infill development into the existing neighborhood pattern,
continuing, and where applicable extending or completing, the existing street network.

LU-11.6

For new infill development, match the typical lot size and building form of any adjacent
development, with particular emphasis given to maintaining consistency with other

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix B‐21

development that fronts onto a public street to be shared by the proposed new project. As
an exception, for parcels already developed with more than one dwelling unit, new
development may include up to the same number of dwelling units as the existing
condition. The form of such new development should be compatible with and, to the
degree feasible, consistent with the form of the surrounding neighborhood pattern.
LU-11.7

Permit new development to establish a unique character as defined by density, lot size
and shape only in cases where the new development is completely separated from
existing neighborhoods by freeways, major expressways, or a riparian corridor or other
similar barrier.

Action – Residential Neighborhoods
LU-11.8

Rezone Residential Neighborhood areas with existing non-conforming zoning
designations to align with the Envision General Plan, taking existing uses into
consideration. For areas where the Residential Neighborhood designation supports the
development of duplexes or commercial uses, a corresponding residential zoning
designation that supports duplexes and/or commercial uses is appropriate. For areas
where the Residential Neighborhood designation supports the development of singlefamily residences, a corresponding residential zoning designation that supports singlefamily use is appropriate. Give priority for such rezoning actions to areas with an existing
neighborhood or community plan that identifies rezoning as a community goal.

Chapter 7: Implementation
Goal IP-2 – General Plan Phasing / Planning Horizons / Major Review

Monitor progress toward General Plan Vision, goals and policies through a periodic Major Review.
Evaluate the success of the Envision General Plan’s implementation and consider refinement of the
Land Use / Transportation Diagram and the Envision General Plan policies to ensure their achievement.
Use General Plan Major Reviews to consider increases in available residential development capacity by
opening an additional Horizon for development and to assign priority to growth areas within San José for
new housing.
Policies – General Plan Phasing / Planning Horizons / Major Review
IP-2.1

Gradually implement the development of new Urban Village areas by dividing them into
three Plan Horizons and allowing a specific portion of the Urban Village areas to be
developed within each Horizon. Identify the locations of current Plan Horizon Urban
Villages, presently available for residential development, on the Land Use /
Transportation Diagram.

IP-2.2

Identify the Urban Villages to be made available for new housing in future Plan Horizons,
and allow continued commercial and mixed use non-residential development in all Urban
Villages.
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IP-2.3

Prepare Urban Village Plans in advance of the redevelopment of an Urban Village to
facilitate coordination of infrastructure, community facilities and parks planning with
planned new residential growth, including use of the City’s Capital Improvement
Program.

IP-2.4

Conduct a Major Review of the Envision General Plan by the City Council every four years
to evaluate the City’s achievement of key economic development, fiscal and
infrastructure/service goals, greenhouse gas emission reduction goals and targets,
water conservation and recycling goals, availability and affordability of housing supply,
Healthful Community goals, and to review changes and trends in land use and
development. Based on this review, determine the City’s readiness to begin the next
Envision General Plan Horizon or to modify the number of “pool” residential units
available for non-specific Urban Village areas within the current Plan Horizon. Amend the
Land Use / Transportation Diagram and / or Envision General Plan goals, policies, and
actions accordingly.

IP-2.5

During each Major Review of the Envision General Plan evaluate input provided by the
reconvened Task Force and achievement of the following key General Plan goals to
inform the City Council’s decision, regarding needed changes, to begin the next General
Plan Horizon, or to increase the number of residential units available for non-specific
Urban Village areas:
1.
Jobs/Housing Balance – Demonstrate improvement of the City’s jobs to employed
resident ratio (J/ER) consistent with achievement of 1.3 jobs per employed
resident by the year 2040.
2.
Fiscal Sustainability – Demonstrate sustainable improvement above 2010 levels in
the level of service for City services provided to the San José community.
3.
Housing Supply – Verify that the current Planning Horizon contains adequate
capacity to meet San José’s Regional Housing Need Allocation for the upcoming
4-year term.
4.
Infrastructure – Confirm that adequate infrastructure and service facilities,
especially transit, exist or that a secure plan for them is in place to support the
planned jobs and housing capacity in the current and contemplated Horizon.

IP-2.6

Encourage employment uses in all Urban Village areas identified for potential housing
growth available during any Horizon. Allow intensified residential mixed use in Urban
Villages in those Horizons as determined by the City Council in the sequence shown in
the Table, Planned Job Capacity and Housing Growth Areas by Horizon, in Appendix 5.
Amend the Land Use / Transportation Diagram to identify new housing Growth Areas with
each new Horizon.

IP-2.7

Allow development of residential units at the density and in the form approved in land use
entitlements in place upon adoption of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan,
including capacity specified in the adopted Downtown Strategy, North San José Area
Development Policy, Evergreen-East Hills Development Policy, Specific Plans, and
potential dwelling unit yield from residential properties identified on the City’s Vacant
Land Inventory. When the City Council commences the second Horizon of the Envision
General Plan, new or revised proposals for development on sites with previously
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approved residential entitlements should conform to the Land Use / Transportation
Diagram.
IP-2.8

Focus new residential development into specified Growth Areas to foster the cohesive
transformation of these areas into complete Urban Villages. Allow immediate
development of all residential capacity planned for the Growth Areas included in the
current Plan Horizons.

IP-2.9

Open Horizons for development in planned phases to give priority for new residential
growth to occur in areas proximate to Downtown, with access to existing and planned
transit facilities, and adequate infrastructure to support intensification, and proximate to
other Growth Areas to contribute to the City’s urban form.

IP-2.10

To facilitate the development of complete Urban Village areas, following construction of a
Signature Project within a future Horizon Urban Village, move the subject Urban Village
into the current Planning Horizon.

IP-2.11

Provide a “Pool” of residential unit capacity which may be allocated to allow entitlement
of residential projects within Urban Village Areas not included within the current Plan
Horizon. This pool is initially established as 5,000 units, and may be replenished as part
of a General Plan Major Review. Projects receiving allocation must conform to the Land
Use / Transportation Diagram. Preparation of an Urban Village Plan for the subject Urban
Village is necessary prior to allocation of these units unless the project qualifies as a
Signature Project.

IP-2.12

Reconvene the Envision San José 2040 Task Force during each Major Review of the
Envision General Plan to provide community and stakeholder engagement in reviewing
and evaluating success in the implementation of this General Plan and recommending
any mid-course actions needed to achieve its goals.

Goal IP-5 – Urban Village Planning

Use new proposals for residential, mixed use, or employment development to help create walkable,
bicycle-, and transit-friendly “Urban Villages” (also referred to as “Villages” within the Envision General
Plan) at strategic locations throughout the City, and to enhance established neighborhoods. In new
Village development, integrate a mix of uses including retail shops, services, employment opportunities,
public facilities and services, housing, places of worship, and other cultural facilities, parks and public
gathering places.
Policies – Urban Village Planning
IP-5.1

Prepare a comprehensive Urban Village Plan prior to the issuance of entitlements for
residential development within any of the Urban Village areas identified on the Land Use /
Transportation Diagram. Commercial projects, including those with ancillary residential
uses, and “Signature Projects”, as defined in Policy IP-5.10, may proceed in advance of
the preparation of a Village Plan. Use the Village Plan to clearly address:
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.
8.

Job and Housing Growth Capacity: Identify suitable areas for retail and other
employment uses, giving careful consideration to existing and future demand for
retail space, the appropriate location and design of retail spaces, opportunities for
large-scale and small-scale retail uses, and adequate and appropriate sites for
other employment uses consistent with the total planned job capacity for the
particular Growth Area. Identify suitable areas for residential development,
capable of supporting the full amount of planned residential growth capacity.
Apply corresponding Land Use / Transportation Diagram or zoning designations
to support the proposed employment and residential density ranges.
Urban Village Boundaries and Land Uses: Identify potential adjustments to the
identified Urban Village Boundaries and potential modifications to the Land Use /
Transportation Diagram as necessary to best utilize existing land use growth
capacity, address neighborhood context, and promote economic development
through the identification of optimal sites for retail and other employment uses.
Provide adequate job growth capacity for retail, office and other employment uses
to accommodate both the existing levels of activity plus the planned amount of
growth for each job type category. Identify and designate existing land uses within
the Urban Village Area boundaries, if any, which should be retained rather than
made available for redevelopment. Match the planned land uses for any areas
within the Urban Village Area which have already been addressed through an
overlapping Urban Village plan.
Building Heights and Densities: Identify for specific properties within the Village
Planning area minimum and maximum thresholds for building heights and
densities. These standards should fall within the broader ranges established in
the Land Use / Transportation Diagram and be consistent with planned job and
housing growth capacity for that Village area. Implement these standards
through the Zoning process prior to development of new residential or mixed-use,
residential projects.
Infrastructure: Identify locations for parks, plazas, public and quasi-public open
spaces, and sites to potentially incorporate libraries, public safety facilities and
other public uses, along with other infrastructure needs. A Village Plan should
also consider the adequacy of public and private utilities to serve the planned
growth capacity.
Urban Character: Include streetscape and building frontage design, pedestrian
facility improvements and other urban design actions necessary to successfully
implement the Village concept.
Greenhouse Gas Reduction: Identify locations of existing and planned transit and
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and include design and implementation measures
necessary to meet City goals for vehicle miles travelled (VMT) reduction and
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reductions.
Financing: Consider financing mechanisms which may be needed to deliver public
improvements, amenities, and the like envisioned within the Urban Village Plan.
Implementation: Consider the establishment of phasing triggers or other
implementation tools for specific land use changes within the context of the
Urban Village Plan to support achievement of the Urban Village Plan goals
consistent with other Envision General Plan goals and policies so that
implementation of the Urban Village Plan over time will consistently provide
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sufficient capacity for a number of jobs equal to planned new job growth capacity
plus maintenance of existing job capacity.
IP-5.2

Develop and use an Urban Village Planning process so that each Urban Village Plan can
be successfully completed within an approximately nine month planning period, followed
by completion of environmental review as required for adoption of the Plan. Engage
Urban Village area property owners to the fullest extent possible, along with
representatives of adjacent neighborhood areas, potential developers and other
stakeholders in the Urban Village Planning process.

IP-5.4

Prepare and implement Urban Village Plans carefully, with sensitivity to concerns of the
surrounding community, and property owners and developers who propose
redevelopment of properties within the Urban Village areas. Proceed generally in the
order of the following timeline, although some steps may be taken concurrently:
1.
City Council approves commencement of the Plan growth Horizon which includes
the Urban Village Area during a Major General Plan Review. Completing Urban
Village Plans for Urban Villages within the current Horizon is of greatest priority,
but it is possible to prepare an Urban Village Plan for an Urban Village in an
upcoming Horizon.
2.
The City completes preparation of and Council reviews an Urban Village Plan.
3.
The City or private property owners initiate rezoning for specific properties within
the Urban Village as needed to implement the Urban Village Plan. Because most
Urban Village sites initially have commercial zoning, rezoning will be necessary to
provide for redevelopment and intensification with residential or residential mixed
use projects on those sites.
4.
Private property owners or developers propose individual site designs and
building architecture to be reviewed and determined through a Development
Permit application and review process.

IP-5.5

Employ the Urban Village Planning process to plan land uses that include adequate
capacity for the full amount of planned job and housing growth, including identification of
optimal sites for new retail development and careful consideration of appropriate
minimum and maximum densities for residential and employment uses to insure that the
Urban Village Area will provide sufficient capacity to support the full amount of planned
job growth under this Envision Plan.

IP-5.6

Identify smaller, distinctive sub-areas within overall Urban Village boundaries to reflect
the potential for incremental development of an Urban Village over many years. Identify a
mix of land uses, accommodating proportional shares of both job and housing growth
capacity, for each sub-area.

IP-5.7

Carefully consider the best land uses and urban design standards for properties located
along an Urban Village periphery to minimize potential land use conflicts with adjacent
properties. In particular, address interfaces with established single-family Residential
Neighborhood areas.
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IP-5.9

Upon completion of an Urban Village Plan, update the Land Use / Transportation
Diagram for the Village area to depict major new land use features established within the
Village Plan, such as parks, residential mixed-use, commercial mixed-use, and
employment uses. Indicate on the Diagram that the Urban Village Plan process has been
completed.

IP-5.10

Allow non-residential development to proceed within Urban Village areas in advance of
the preparation of an Urban Village Plan. In addition, a residential, mixed-use “Signature”
project may also proceed ahead of preparation of a Village Plan. A Signature project
clearly advances and can serve as a catalyst for the full implementation of the Envision
General Plan Urban Village strategy. A Signature project may be developed within an
Urban Village designated as part of the current Plan Horizon, or in a future Horizon
Urban Village area by making use of the residential Pool capacity. A residential, mixeduse Signature project may proceed within Urban Village areas in advance of the
preparation of an Urban Village Plan if it fully meets the following requirements:
1.
Conforms to the Land Use / Transportation Diagram. Within the Urban Village
areas, Signature projects are appropriate on sites with an Urban Village,
residential, or commercial Land Use / Transportation Diagram designation.
2.
Incorporates job growth capacity above the average density of jobs/acre planned
for the developable portions of the entire Village Planning area and, for portions
of a Signature project that include housing, those portions incorporate housing
density at or above the average density of dwelling units per acre planned for the
entire Village Planning area.
3.
Is located at a visible, prominent location within the Village so that it can be an
example for, but not impose obstacles to, subsequent other development within
the Village area.
Additionally, a proposed Signature project will be reviewed for substantial conformance
with the following objectives:
4.
Includes public parklands and/or privately maintained, publicly-accessible plazas
or open space areas.
5.
Achieves the pedestrian friendly design guideline objectives identified within this
General Plan.
6.
Is planned and designed through a process that provided a substantive
opportunity for input by interested community members.
7.
Demonstrates high-quality architectural, landscape and site design features.
8.
Is consistent with the recommendations of the City’s Architectural Review
Committee or equivalent recommending body if the project is subject to review by
such body.

IP-5.11

Allow new employment development with an incidental amount of residential use (e.g., 3
or fewer residential units) to proceed within an Urban Village area in advance of the
preparation of an Urban Village Plan.

Action – Urban Village Planning
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IP-5.12

Develop Urban Village Plans for Village areas identified for housing growth in the current
Horizon proactively, ahead of developer demand to begin residential development there.
Actively pursue outside funding opportunities for the Village planning process.
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At-Risk Affordable Housing Developments

Project Name

DRAFT

Assisted Units 30% AMI 50% AMI 80% AMI 120% AMI

Guadalupe Apts.
Dent Avenue Commons
Timberwood Apartments
Capitol Manor
Homebase
Town Park Towers
The Grove
Mayfair Golden Manor
Emmanuel Terrace
Casa De Los Amigos
Chai House II
Chai House I
Fuji Towers
Commercial Street Inn
1713 Ross
1726 Ross
1731 Ross
Calvin
Curtner
Donna
Minnesota
Barker
Branham
Homeport
Bridgeport(Bridgeport Court)
Cape Cod Court
Cambrian Center
Paula Street
Hoffman - 5629
Hoffman - 5668
Hoffman - 5684
Rincon De Los Esteros
Ywca Villa Nueva

23
23
108
33
12
216
40
210
18
24
70
70
28
55
4
4
4
1
1
4
1
4
2
15
14
28
150
21
4
4
4
246
62

Lexington Apartments
Almaden Garden Apartments
San Jose Apartments
Moreland Apartments
Thornbridge Apartments (The Gardens)
Almaden Lake Village
Arbor Apts
Vendome Apartments/San Pedro Square Apts.
Las Casitas
Foxchase Drive Apartments
Fairway Glen
Kimberly Woods Apartments
St. Claire
Villa Torino

32
36
216
160
115
50
122
32
168
29
29
42
26
85

Totals: 2645

12

11
23
108
33
12

27

13
210
18

Senior
Units

216

24
13
13

57
57
28

70
70

55

8

4
4
4
1
1
4
1
4
2
15
14
20
150

10
4
4
4
135
62

150

11

111

32
36
216
160
115
50
7

122
25
168

29
29
42
2

105

376

24
85

1103

1061

290

Owner/Sponsor

City of San José Housing Element (2014-2023)

Owner Type

Funding Source

Earliest
City AR Expire
Additional
Funding Source(s) Expiration Date
Date

First Community Housing
Housing for Independent People Inc.
MidPen Housing
Capital Manor Inc.
Hombase Homes, Inc.
No. Calif. Presbyterian Homes and Services, Inc.
Community Housing Developers
Mayfair Golden Manor, Inc.
Emmanuel Terrace LLC
Casa de Los Amigos, Inc.
Chai House Inc.
Chair House Inc.
Fuji Towers
Innvision of Santa Clara
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Abode Services
Homeport, Inc.
Community Housing Developers
Community Housing Developers
Cambrian Inc.
First Community Housing
HIP
HIP
HIP
First Community Housing
Bridge Housing Corp.

Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit
Nonprofit

TCAC
TCAC
TCAC
HUD-811
HUD-8 Dev
Disabled
HUD-8
RDA
HUD-8
HUD-8
HUD-202-811
HUD-202-811
HUD-202-811
HUD-236 RAP
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
HUD-811
Dev
RDA
Disabled
RDA
RDA
HUD-202-8
RDA
RDA
RDA
RDA
TCAC
RDA

TCAC
TCAC
Bond
No
RDA
No
No
No
No
RDA
RDA
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
RDA
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
TCAC
No

4/26/2004
8/29/2004
1/20/2005
6/1/2011
6/7/2011
1/1/2014
9/23/2014
9/30/2014
2/28/2015
7/31/2015
11/27/2015
11/30/2015
2/1/2016
1/30/2019
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
9/28/2020
8/15/2021
8/15/2021
9/14/2021
11/27/2021
10/28/2022
10/28/2022
10/28/2022
7/26/2023
8/31/2023

9/18/2019
3/6/2021
1/20/2005
6/1/2011
9/28/2020
1/1/2014
9/23/2014
10/1/2065
3/1/2015
8/1/2015
3/4/2063

KDF Communities - Lexington, LLC
Chuck Davidson
Chuck Davidson
Chuck Davidson
FF Development L.P.
Almaden Lake Village Associates, Ltd.
Chuck Davidson
The Farmers Union
Chuck Davidson
Unknown
Unknown
Unknown
Lyles Diversified, Inc.
Sobrato Development Company

Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated
Profit Motivated

TCAC
HUD-8
HUD-8
HUD-8
TCAC
TCAC
HUD-8
INCL
HUD-8
Bond
Bond
Bond
INCL
INCL

Bond
No
No
No
Bond
Bond
No
No
No
No
No
No
No
No

7/25/2006
9/1/2011
9/12/2011
1/31/2014
5/12/2014
3/29/2015
8/31/2015
8/5/2018
2/28/2021
2/26/2024
12/14/2024
12/29/2024
5/23/2025
9/1/2025

7/25/2006
9/1/2011
9/12/2011
2/1/2014
5/12/2014
3/29/2015
9/1/2015
8/5/2018
3/1/2021
2/26/2024
12/14/2024
12/29/2024
5/23/2025
9/1/2025

2/18/2016
1/30/2019
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
8/29/2020
9/28/2020
8/15/2021
8/15/2021
9/15/2021
11/27/2021
10/28/2022
10/28/2022
10/28/2022
7/26/2023
8/31/2023
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City of San José Housing Element (2014‐2023): Implementation Work Plan ‐ DRAFT
GP
Policy

Goal

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

1. Increase, Preserve, and Improve the Supply of Affordable Housing
Programs and Funding
1

Continue Predevelopment Loan H-2.1
and Project Development Loan
Programs.

Continue to provide predevelopment loans Housing
to assist nonprofit housing developers
with funds necessary to explore feasibility
of proposed affordable multifamily
housing. Continue to provide land
acquisition, construction, and permanent
financing for the development of new
affordable homes and the
acquisition/rehabilitation of existing rental
housing for affordable homes pending
availability of funds.

Ongoing

HOME, program H. State and federal
income, Other government

2

Maximize revenues from the
City's loan portfolio.

H-2.1

Maximize City revenues and residual
Housing
receipts when senior loans mature or are
refinanced/restructured.

Ongoing

All loan
programs

H. State and federal
government

3

Facilitate affordable housing
deals that require no City
subsidies.

H-2.1

•Facilitate mixed income deals.
•Facilitate 9% and 4% tax credit/bond
developments.

Housing

Ongoing

None

H. State and federal
government

4

Continue to explore a Housing
Impact Fee.

H-2.11

Housing
Complete the Nexus Study and bring to
Council for consideration of a Housing
Impact Fee. If approved, implement a
citywide housing impact fee based on the
impact that market rate housing has on
the need for affordable housing in the city.

Ongoing

If implemented, H. State and federal
program will
government
pay its own
administrative
costs

5

Prioritize land acquisition near H-2.12
transit for the development of
low and moderate income
housing.

•Explore the creation of a land bank to
Housing
ensure the creation of affordable housing
within Urban Villages.
•Explore partnerships such as Community
Land Trusts to facilitate acquisition of
land.

Ongoing

HOME,
Program
Income, and
other sources

L: Market forces

1

City of San José Housing Element (2014‐2023): Implementation Work Plan ‐ DRAFT
Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

6

Advance Inclusionary Housing
Programs.

H-2.12

•Continue to defend the Citywide
Housing
inclusionary housing ordinance in court.
•Continue to implement the City's existing
inclusionary housing policy on for-sale
projects in former redevelopment areas.

Ongoing

Inclusionary
housing fees

7

Increase supply of permanent
supportive housing for
homeless individuals.

H-2.7

Explore all opportunities to create
homeless apartments with supportive
services within the City.

Housing,
Santa
Clara
County,
Housing
Authority

Ongoing

HUD Section 8, L: Market forces
Santa Clara
County Rental
Subsidies, and
other Federal
and State
Sources

8

Preserve existing deedrestricted multifamily rental
homes.

H-2.13
H-2.14

Fund the extension of the affordability
restrictions for existing multifamily
affordable homes pending funding
availability.

Housing

Ongoing

Tax Credit and K. Availability of
various Federal, Financing, L. Market
State, and local Forces
sources

9

Continue parkland fee
reduction for new affordable
housing development.

H-2.1

Continue to charge affordable housing
Housing
developers a lower rate under the
Parkland Dedication Ordinance (PDO) and
Park Impact Fee (PIO) for new affordable
housing developments.

Ongoing

Not applicable

H. State and federal
government

H-2.13
H-2.14
H-2.11

•Help shape the National Housing Trust Housing
Fund, GSE reform, tax reform and other
Federal policies that create funding for
affordable housing development.
•Shape cap and trade implementation.
•Shape permanent source to replace lost
State bond funding that was depleted.
•Support new tools that replace
Redevelopment Agency Low/Moderate
Income Housing Funds including
Infrastructure Financing Districts.

Ongoing
Not applicable
2015-2016
2015-2016

H. State and federal
government

10 Shape national, state, regional
and local programs, policies
and regulations to facilitate
affordable housing
development.

H. State and federal
government

2
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Coordination
11 Advance regional solutions to
address housing needs.

H-1.11
IE-3.3

•Work collaboratively with other City
Housing
departments, local jurisdictions and
working groups such as the Santa Clara
CDBG Grants Management Group,
Regional Housing Working Group,
ABAG/MTC's One Bay Area Plan, Regional
Prosperity Plan, Santa Clara Association
of Planning Officials, and other initiatives.

13 Advance regional solutions to
address housing needs.

H-1.11
IE-3.3

•Explore creation of regional body or
formal collaboration to make more
efficient use of limited resources,
maximize the delivery of affordable
housing, or respond to homelessness.
•Explore strategies to facilitate a more
balanced regional distribution of
affordable housing production.

14 Coordinate and implement
housing policies and goals
contained in the City's housing
plans.

H-2.8

15 Coordinate with Valley
Transportation Authority on
transit- oriented development
activities.

H-1.11
IE-3.3

Ongoing

N/A

G. Regional
coordination

Ongoing

Not applicable

G. Regional
coordination

Develop a Housing Element, Consolidated Housing,
Plan and 5-Year Investment Plan with
PBCE
goals and measurable actions that are
consistent with each other.

2014

Not applicable

A. General Plan
Policies

Explore ways to facilitate transit-oriented Housing,
affordable housing development near
PBCE
BART, Light Rail, and Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) stations, including identification of
opportunities to develop parcels owned by
either agency with affordable housing.

Ongoing

Not applicable

G. Regional
coordination

Potential Actions

12

Housing
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Housing Planning Tools.
16 Implement Urban Village Plans. IP-5.1

•Explore various funding mechanisms and PBCE
programs to help finance infrastructure
Housing
and amenities for Urban Villages.
OED
PW
DOT
DOF
CMO
PRNS

Ongoing

City staff time L. Market Forces
funded by
Developer Fees
and other
sources

17 Maximize the City's
LU-9
competitiveness for external
infrastructure funding to create
complete, high quality living
environments.

•Continue to explore new funding sources
for parks, transportation, and other types
of infrastructure that favor cities with a
demonstrated commitment to building
affordable housing. Such programs
include OBAG, Cap and Trade and other
regional, state, and Federal programs.

Housing
PRNS
PW
DOT
OED

Ongoing

Not applicable

18 •Work with the private sector to H-2.1
help facilitate the development H-2.2
of affordable homes.

•Adopt City-wide density bonus ordinance PBCE,
in compliance with updated State law
Housing
offering specific incentives and
concessions to encourage the
construction of affordable homes while
remaining sufficiently flexible to respond
to market conditions across the City.
•Continue to negotiate developer
agreements in exchange for
"extraordinary benefits" including
affordable housing.

Ongoing

City staff time B. Zoning
funded by
Regulations, L:
Developer Fees Market forces,
or General
Fund

K. Availability of
financing
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

19 Protect mobile home parks as a H-2
source of naturally affordable
housing.

•Explore the efficacy of the existing
PBCE,
mobile home conversion requirements
Housing
and potential updates/responses in order
to protect an appropriate supply of mobile
homes.

Ongoing

20 Facilitate the increase of the
H-2.9
supply of legal secondary units.

•Consider amending the existing
Secondary Unit ordinance to facilitate a
larger supply of compact "naturally
affordable" homes.
•Develop and provide informational
materials to inform homeowners of the
development standards and the process
for secondary unit approval and
construction.

PBCE,
Housing

2014-2015 General Fund

B. Zoning
Regulations

21 Continue to ensure that existing H-1.7
redevelopment-assisted
housing remains in compliance
with long-term restrictions on
rents and tenant incomes.

Continue to monitor redevelopment
assisted units for compliance with
restrictions and other regulations.

Housing

Ongoing

Housing
Department
Program
Income

L: Market forces

22 Continue to update the City's
Zoning Code to facilitate
housing at urban densities.

•Consider changing Zoning Code to
reduce parking ratios for Emergency
Shelters from 1 space for every 4
residents to 1 space for every 10
residents.

PBCE

Ongoing

City staff time I. Price of land
funded by
Developer Fees
or General
Fund

PBCE
•Conduct an annual Customer
Satisfaction Survey Study to measure
satisfaction and to provide insight into how
services can be improved.

Annually
Ongoing

City staff time
funded by
Developer Fees
or General
Fund

H-2.1

23 Assess development
FS-1.5
application and review process. H-2.1
Consider improvements as
needed.

To Be
Determined

L: Market forces

E. Application
Review
Procedures/Processi
ng Time, F. Fees,
Taxes, and Other
Exactions
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Potential Actions
24 Facilitate the development of
Single Room Occupancy (SRO)
buildings.

H-1.2

25 Minimize the impacts of condo- H-3.6
conversions on households.

Modernize development standards for
Single Room Occupancy (SRO) housing.

PBCE,
Housing

•Assess the rate of apartment to
Housing
condominium conversions and impacts on
the rental housing stock to determine if
displacement is an issue.
•If displacement is identified as an issue,
explore policies and programs to mitigate
the potential impact on renters in the
event of a condo-conversion.

2014-2015 City staff time B. Zoning
funded by
Regulations
Developer Fees
or General
Fund
Ongoing
City staff time L: Market forces
funded by
Developer Fees
or General
Fund

2. Invest In Activities To End Homelessness.
H-1.2
26 Design, fund, and evaluate
outreach, rapid rehousing, and
supportive service programs for
homeless individuals and
families.

Continue to fund various nonprofit
agencies that provide services to people
who are homeless or at risk of becoming
homeless. Funding includes but is not
limited to programs geared toward
preventing and ending homelessness,
programs that permanently house
homeless households with case
management, one-time purchase of
capital needs and equipment.

27 Implement master-lease
H-1.2
program to provide interim
housing for homeless people in
existing under-occupied hotels.

PBCE,
•Revise Zoning Code to allow Hotel
Supportive Housing as an incidental use to Housing
commercial hotels in non-residential
zoning districts.
•Seek funding to begin implementation.

Housing, Ongoing
Santa
Clara
County,
Housing
Authority,
Destinatio
n: Home

2014

Federal TBRA, L: Market forces
ESG, and CDBG
funds and the
General Fund

To Be
Determined

B. Zoning
Regulations
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Goal
28 Engage in regional homeless
coordination, planning efforts,
and other initiatives with
external partner agencies.

GP
Policy
H-2.7

Action/Programs
In cooperation with the County
Destination: Home, and other community
partners prepare and implement the new
Community Plan to End Homelessness in
Santa Clara County that focuses both on
chronic homelessness as well as family
and youth homelessness.

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Housing, Ongoing
PBCE,
Santa
Clara
County,
Destinatio
n: Home

Federal TBRA, G: Regional
ESG, and CDBG coordination
funds and the
General Fund

Continue work with the County - as the
COC applicant - to develop and implement
new community-wide standards to ensure
compliance for funding associated with
the Federal HEARTH Act.

29 Provide an encampment
H-2.7
response to abate, prevent, or
deter significant encampments
that impact the health and
safety of the community and
homeless individuals.

Partner with the Water District and other
interested parties to implement a plan to
consistently clean up encampments,
prevent re-encampments, and responsibly
address with the housing needs and
belongings of homeless residents.

Housing,
PRNS,
Santa
Clara
Valley
Water
District

Ongoing

Federal TBRA, N/A
ESG, and CDBG
funds and the
General Fund

30 Research and explore potential H-2.7
alternative homeless housing
and services options.

Housing
Examine an array of alternative housing
options, including: hotel/motel master
leasing and conversion, tiny homes, safe
parking programs, and other best practice
or new housing models.

Ongoing

Federal TBRA,
ESG, and CDBG
funds and the
General Fund

31 Inform and engage the
community around the issue of
homelessness and how it
impacts the City and its
residents.

Develop ongoing community outreach
Housing
through social and print media to provide
comprehensive and consistent messaging
on current services, outcomes,
challenges, and long-term goals.

Ongoing

Federal TBRA, N/A
ESG, and CDBG
funds and the
General Fund

I: Price of land
J: Cost of
construction
L: Market forces
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

3. Promote Equitable Development.
32 Facilitate equal access to
housing.

H-1.7
H-1.12

• Update the Assessment of Impediments Housing
to Fair Housing.
•Continue to partner with nonprofit
organizations to affirmatively further Fair
Housing throughout the City.

Ongoing

CDBG and other L: Market forces
Federal
sources

33 Update the City's dispersion
H-2.10
policy to align with the Envision
2040 General Plan.

Update the City's existing dispersion
Housing
policy: 1) to align the location of future
affordable housing with residential growth
areas identified in the Envision 2040
General Plan; 2) to maximize the access of
transit, retail, services, and amenities to
affordable housing developments; and 3)
to facilitate the development of diverse
and complete communities.

Ongoing

Not applicable

L: Market forces

34 Protect the affordability of
rental homes.

Housing
•Assess the efficacy of the existing rent
control ordinance as a tool for preserving
the affordability of rental homes and the
feasibility of strengthening the program.
•Review Rental Rights and Referral
Program to determine opportunities for
improvement.
•Secure voluntary agreements for at least
75% of petitions within ordinance-required
30 day period.

Ongoing

Rental Rights
and Referral
Program (RRP
fees).

L: Market forces

H-2
H-.1.7
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Potential Actions
35 Consider proposed policies or
ordinances to protect low and
moderate income residents in
market-rate and deedrestricted affordable housing
from displacement.

H-1.2

•Explore policy requiring tenant
relocation benefits so displaced low and
moderate income tenants in market-rate
housing can find comparable and
affordable housing in San Jose.

Housing

Ongoing

Not applicable

L: Market forces

4. Create Healthy, Sustainable, Communities and Neighborhoods
36 Increase the health and
resilience of communities

VN-1.14
VN-2.1

•Develop partnerships, policies, and
Housing
programs to increase access to healthy
foods and health care resources,
especially for lower-income and at-risk
communities.
•Explore strategies to increase economic
opportunities, self-sufficiency, and assetbuilding for households and communities.

Ongoing

Grants and
other sources

Not applicable

37 Enhance San Jose's placeH-2.3
based neighborhood strategies.

Community Improvement Program: this
PBCE
program provides enhanced inspection
Housing
services to multi-family rental properties
to meet Federal requirements for
Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funding. The program’s purpose is
to arrest the decline and deterioration of
aging housing stock and reduce blighted
conditions within lower income
neighborhoods within CDBG areas.

Ongoing

CDBG

Not applicable

38 Educate rental property owners H-2.3
on ways to better manage
tenants and prevent crime.

PBCE
City staff will organize classes for
property owners and managers over a fourweek period, with instruction provided by a
professional property manager, crime
prevention specialist, attorney, mediator,
and other related experts.

Ongoing

Residential
Occupancy
Permit Fees

Not applicable
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Goal
39 Continue robust code
enforcement.

40 Continue to partner with the
Responsible Landlord
Engagement Initiative (RLEI).

GP
Policy
H-2.3

Action/Programs

Entity

•Multiple Housing Inspection Program:
PBCE
this program issues permits of occupancy
for all apartments, hotels/motels,
guesthouses, residential care facilities,
and fraternity/sorority houses. Code
Enforcement Inspectors investigate
complaints about substandard housing
and conduct inspections.
•Vacant Neglected Building Program: this
program monitors all identified vacant or
neglected buildings so that they remain
safe and secure until such time as they
are rehabilitated and reoccupied. This
proactive program reduces the risk of
loitering, illegal occupancy, and fire
hazards.

•Continue to support the collaboration of
landlords, tenants, community leaders,
elected officials, service providers and
social justice advocates to identify
solutions for longstanding issues with
crime, safety, nuisance, gang activities,
graffiti, abandoned cars, trash and more
at residential properties.
•Staff from Rental Rights and Referrals
Program will continue to attend RLEI
meetings.

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

Ongoing

CDBG
Not applicable
Residential
Occupancy Fees

NHSSV
Ongoing
United
Neighborh
oods
PD
PBCE
Housing

This program is Not applicable
managed and
funded by a
nongovernment
al entity
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Goal

GP
Policy

Action/Programs

Entity

Timeframe

Funding
Source

Constraint Addressed
(Chapter IV)

41 Facilitate residential
development that minimizes
environmental impacts and
operating costs.

H-4.1
H-4.2
H-4.3

•Monitor availability of funding sources for Housing
energy and water efficiency measures.
•Explore alternate bulk energy
procurement mechanisms.

Ongoing

Cap and Trade M. Environmental
and other State Hazards and
and Federal
Limitations
programs

42 Maintain the stock of existing
owner-occupied homes.

H-2.3

•Continue to work with nonprofit partners Housing
to provide low cost loans for emergency
home repairs.
•Continue to provide minor grants and low
cost loans for urgent repair needs as
funds remain available.

Ongoing

CDBG

K. Availability of
financing

43 Continue to support financial
H-1.6
literacy programs for potential
homebuyers as funds remain
available.

Continue to work with nonprofit
organizations to educate homebuyers.

Housing

Ongoing

Program
Income

K. Availability of
financing

44 Continue to assist low- and
moderate-income first-time
homebuyers as funds remain
available.

H-1.6
H-1.13

•Originate 5 BEGIN second mortgages per Housing
year pending funding availability.

Ongoing

State BEGIN
program

L: Market forces

45 Explore providing design
guidance for convenient site
accessibility for residents,
workers, and visitors.

ERS-3.10

•Explore utilization of existing accessible Housing
units.
PBCE
•Explore partnership with organizations
that provide outreach to disabled persons.
•Explore ways to encourage site
accessibility design in residential
development

Ongoing

CDBG, General L: Market forces
Fund

Potential Actions
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Appendix E:
Evaluation of Prior Housing
Element Work Program

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix E‐0

Housing Rehabilitation Program – Single-Family Home Loan
Program:
Households earning no more than 80% of the County Area Median
Income (AMI) may qualify for loans up to $150,000 to rehabilitate
their homes. Eligible properties within the City’s Strong
Neighborhoods Initiative (SNI) Areas qualify for a 0% interest loan
up to $150,000. Properties not within the SNI areas may be eligible
for a 3% loan. A maximum $40,000 zero-percent loan is available to
low-income (80% of AMI) owner-occupants on a City-wide basis.
Qualifying rehabilitation work includes achieving compliance with
the health and safety standards of the City's Housing Code,
repairing or replacing structural deficiencies, and energy
conservation measures. Payments on most HPP loans may be
deferred until transfer or change of title.

As a goal, 50% of HPP are to be spent
in Strong Neighborhood Initiative (SNI)
areas of the City which are
characterized by higher concentrations
of lower-income households and older
housing stock in the greatest need of
rehabilitation. Annual goal is to
complete between 20 and 30 singlefamily loan projects per year. Additional
emphasis is now being given to energy
conservation, and the use of recycled
and Green materials in the program.
Increase the number of rehabilitation
loans - the goal is for the loans to
exceed 50% of total rehabilitation
dollars approved each year.

Ongoing
Program.
However,
because of
limited
funding,
fewer loans
will be
funded;
funding
limitations
also require
a higher
concentration
of loans to be
targeted
within the
City’s SNI
areas.

On Hold
Housing Rehabilitation Program – Single-Family Homeowner
Grant Program:

Goal is to spend 50% of rehabilitation
funds in SNI neighborhoods and to
serve lower-income residents.

Homeowners earning up 80% of the County Area Median Income
(AMI) may apply for a one-time grant from the City’s Housing
Department to address health and safety needs, disabled access
and energy efficiency. The City provides one-time repair grants of
up to $15,000 in SNI areas and $5,000 in non-SNI areas. The
maximum grant amount is graduated based on the income of the
applicant household. This program is administered on a “Needs
Basis” and primarily serves single-family owner-occupied homes.
The grant is offered to owners with eligible repairs that are minor
in nature providing all health and safety issues can be addressed

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix E‐1

Due to ongoing
funding challenges
including the
elimination of the
State’s Redevelopment
agencies and
continued reductions
in federal funding, the
City has shifted its
funding priorities over
the last three years.
Between July 2009 and
June 2014 a total of
167 loans for
$5,472,000 were
approved. 63 out of the
167 loans were
approved in the SNI
areas for a total of
$1,900,000 or 36% of
funds approved
overall. From July
2009 to June 2014 146
loan projects were
completed.
Due to ongoing
funding challenges
including the
elimination of the
State’s Redevelopment
agencies and the
continued reductions
in federal funds the
City suspended the
homeowner grant as
of
January 2013.
Between July 2009 and
June 2014, 202 grants

with the grant. Additional funds of up to $5,000 may be made
available for energy efficiency upgrades based on the results of an
energy audit. Energy efficiency funds are provided in conjunction
with other rehabilitation funding only. The program also offers
grants of up to $10,000 to ensure that low-income seniors and
special needs clients receive adequate funding to address
accessibility needs. . If more repairs are required to address health
and safety needs, the applicant will be referred to the Housing
Preservation Program.

Minor Grants for Minor and Urgent Repair Needs
Partially funded though the City’s Housing Department Rebuilding
Together Silicone Valley provides both direct and contracted
services for minor and urgent repairs to household earning below
80% of the Area’s Median Income ($75,050 for a family of 4). The
Program deploys contractors to assist eligible households with
urgent repair needs such as plumbing leaks, hazardous electrical,
and furnace replacements in Winter.

To provide emergency contractor
services to mitigate health and safety
emergencies for San Jose's lowincome mobilehome and single-family
property owners.

Ongoing
Program

Mobilehome Repair Loan Program:
Owner occupants of mobilehomes earning up to 80% of the County
Area Median Income may apply for a 0% rehabilitation loan up to
$20,000. Very low-income and extremely low-income mobilehome
owners may apply for a one-time grant of up to $15,000. Qualifying
rehabilitation work is limited to those measures necessary to
achieve compliance with State Health and Safety standards and
applicable park regulations.

Completion of approximately 120 - 140
mobilehome rehabilitations is expected
annually. Mobilehome budget is kept
to within 25% of Rehabilitation budget.

On Hold

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)
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were approved. 63
grant were approved
to unduplicated
households A total of
$1.6M of grants were
approved, with just
over $1M or 62%
approved in SNI areas.
Between July 2009 and
June 2014, 228 grant
projects were
completed to assist
104 unduplicated
households.
The program, once
administered by the
City, is currently
administered through
the non-profit
Rebuilding Together
Silicon Valley.
Between July 2009 and
June 2014, 177 Minor
repairs were approved.
203 minor repair
grants were
completed.
Due to ongoing
funding challenges
including the
elimination of the
State’s Redevelopment
agencies and the
continued reductions
in federal funds the
City suspended the
Mobilehome loan
Program in January
2013. Between July

Mobilehome Seismic Repair Program:
Owner occupants of mobile homes located in previously identified
mobile home parks with a high concentration of units that are not
structurally braced would qualify for seismic bracing of their mobile
homes. 650 individual mobile homes will be retrofitted under this
FEMA/CalEMA grant. Existing Rehabilitation Program Staff,
systems and standards to ensure that the retrofit work is being
properly reviewed, tracked and completed in accordance with all
program requirements.

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Completion of 650 mobilehome seismic
retrofits prior to October 2013.

Appendix E‐3

Ongoing
Program

2009 and June 2014,
266 mobilehome loans
and grants were
approved and 356
mobilehome projects
were completed.
After demonstrating
ongoing success of the
program and cost
savings over the first
three years, FEMA
granted the City an
extension of the
expenditure timeline
to allow the City to
retrofit an additional
200 mobilehomes. The
new program goal is to
retrofit 850
mobilehomes by
October 2014. Since
implementing the
Program in October
2010 the program
completed 730
mobilehome retrofits.

HOMEBUYER PROGRAMS
From 2009-14, the County
assisted an average of 31
first-time homebuyers with
MCCs annually.
The County will continue to
administer the MCC
program on behalf of the
City.
From 2009-14, the City has
originated 128 BEGIN
loans for $8.5 million.
Currently, 2 projects,
Pepper Lane and
Westmount Square have
BEGIN loans available.

First-Time Homebuyers Mortgage Credit Certificates (MCC):
In cooperation with the County, the City offers Mortgage Credit
Certificates (MCC) to qualified buyers. An MCC enables qualified firsttime buyers to reduce the amount of their federal income tax liability by
a specified percentage of the interest rate they pay on their first
mortgage loan. This amount is currently set at 15%.

Assist first-time homebuyers

Ongoing
Program

Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods (BEGIN)**:
Grant funds made available through Proposition 46 and Proposition 1C
are used to provide second mortgage assistance in loan amounts up to
$30,000 or 20% of the sales price (depending on specific grant terms),
for low- and moderate-income first-time homebuyers in specific new
for-sale developments that have received regulatory relief from the City.

Assist low- and moderate-Income firsttime homebuyers

Ongoing
Program

WelcomeHOME Program**:
In August 2008, the City implemented a program that provides 30-year
second mortgages of up to $25,000 for lower -Income homebuyers in
the form of a deferred repayment loan. This loan may be layered with
other forms of downpayment assistance to help homebuyers purchase a
home within San Jose’s municipal boundaries.

Assist lower-income homebuyers

Ongoing
program

From 2009-14, 137 loans
for $4.1 million were
provided through
CalHOME, HOMEand
WelcomeHOME funds
CalHOME reuse funds will
be used to continue
funding this project

Teacher Housing Program**:
This program provides a deferred equity-share loan of up to $50,000 to
low- and moderate-income San José public school teachers. The loan is
offered at a zero-percent interest rate and is not due until transfer of
the title to the home or in 45 years.

Assist in the recruitment and retention of
San Jose K-12 public school teachers.

Discontinued

From 2009-14, 48 THP
loans totaling $2.1 million
were provided to qualifying
teachers in San José. Over
700 teachers received City
loans during the term of
the program. The City
concluded the program as
of June 30, 2011, although
teachers are still served

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)
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through other
homeownership efforts,
including the BEGIN and
NSP2 programs, subject to
the depletion of these
funds.

Project-based Second Mortgages**:
The City provides 45-year second mortgages in varied amounts for low
and moderate-Income homebuyers in ownership housing projects for
which the City has previously provided financial assistance for
development. Moving forward, the City does not intend to provide
predevelopment and construction financing for for-sale projects.
Instead, the City may offer second mortgages to qualified homebuyers
once the project is complete.

Assist
lowhomebuyers

and

moderate-Income

Discontinued
due to loss of
funding from
the
dissolution of
the
Redevelopme
nt Agency

From 2009-14, 101 loans
totaling $5.4 million were
provided through this
program. This program
concluded on June 30,
2011.

The Home Venture Fund (Formerly Vernal Fund):
Private lenders entered into an agreement with NHSSV, a nonprofit
organization, to provide down-payment assistance loans to both lowand moderate-income homebuyers. Loan amounts range from $10,000
to $60,000 per household with an average loan amount of $40,000.
Interest derived from grants is used to make interest payments on
behalf of the borrower during the five-year loan deferral period. At year
five, the loans are sold to NHSA and the proceeds invested into new
second mortgages.

Assist
lowhomebuyers

and

moderate-Income

Ongoing
Program

No new loans were
provided through this
funding source in calendar
year 2013

American Dream Down-Payment Initiative:
As part of the Federal Home Investment Partnership (HOME) subprogram, the City of San José has received over $600,000 since 2002 to
be used for down-payment assistance for low-income first time
homebuyers.

Assist low-Income first-time homebuyers

Discontinued

The City did not receive any
federal allocation of ADDI
funds during the 2009-14
Housing Element review
period. This program is a
subset of the federal
HOME program. Funds for
this program were deemed
duplicative of the eligible
uses of HOME funds so
future ADDI allocations are
highly unlikely.
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The San José State University (SJSU) Faculty and Staff Homebuyer
Program**:
In 2006, the City entered into an agreement with San José State
University to jointly-fund and administers a homeownership program for
University faculty. The program was later broadened to include all SJSU
full-time permanent employees. The program offers up to $50,000 to
income eligible employees in the form of a deferred repayment loan.

Assist in the recruitment and retention of
university employees.

Discontinued,
when San
José State
University
decided to
terminate the
program

From 2009-14, 7 loans for
$357,000 were provided
through this program. This
program concluded June
30, 2010

Redevelopment Area Inclusionary Housing Program:
Through the City’s Redevelopment Area Inclusionary Housing Program,
housing developers in City redevelopment areas are required to provide
a second mortgage to low-and/or moderate-income homebuyers to
make homes affordable.

Assist
lowhomebuyers

Ongoing
Program

The City’s Inclusionary
Housing Policy is in effect
for ownership projects and
requires 20% affordable
housing in newly
constructed for-sale
housing projects with
more than 10 units or the
payment of an in-lieu fee.
The inclusionary housing
requirements for rental
housing have been
suspended until such time
as the limitation in the
Palmer decision is
overturned or modified by
the court or by the
legislature.
Additionally, the program
has also provided a source
of funding for affordable
housing through in-lieu
fees collected when
developers opt out of the
providing affordable units
by paying fees.
From 2009-14, developers
have opted to pay
approximately $7.6 million
in in-lieu fees. A total of

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)
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95 affordable inclusionary
units and 425 negotiated
affordable units have also
been created through this
program.
Citywide Inclusionary Housing Program
In 2010, the City of San Jose approved a Citywide Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance that required affordable housing obligations on all new forsale developments of 20 or more units. The ordinance was originally
expected to go into effect on January 1, 2013, and would have required
that 15% of the homes built citywide be affordable.

Assist
lowhomebuyers

and

moderate-Income

On Hold

As of 2014, the Citywide
Ordinance is still being
litigated and its
implementation has been
stayed by the Court.
Should the ordinance be
successfully defended by
the City, the ordinance will
go into effect after a sixmonth noticing period.
Projects will be
grandfathered, based on
criteria to be determined
when the implementation
plan is approved.

** There may be some double counting of outcomes as a single homebuyer may layer loans from multiple programs to help fund the purchase of his home.
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HOMELESS SERVICES PROGRAMS
Emergency Solutions Grant Program (ESG):
ESG is a federally funded program designed to support programs aimed
at ending homelessness. The City contracts with multiple homeless
service providers to administer the ESG program. The program provides
homeless persons with outreach and engagement services, basic
shelter and essential supportive services such as operational costs of a
shelter facility, case management and temporary rental subsidies. The
program also supports the Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) that monitors outcomes and performance measures for all the
homeless services agencies funded by the City.

Continue to implement
program.
Over 44,000 individuals
have been sheltered or
obtained services
through service centers.
74% of the clients
engaged in intensive
case management have
obtained permanent
housing.
Continue to implement
program.
Over 34,000 individuals
received supportive
services. 89% of clients
involved in case
management met 2 or
more of their goals.

Assist homeless individuals, families and
victims of domestic violence in meeting
their immediate emergency needs with
the
ultimate
goal
of
becoming
permanently housed.

Ongoing
Program

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG):
CDBG is a federally funded program designed to implement services
that benefit low- and moderate-income persons, resolve slum and blight
concerns, or address community development needs. The City funds
various nonprofit agencies and other city departments to administer the
CDBG program. CDBG funds several programs aimed at ending
homelessness; services include homeless outreach and engagement,
employment development, case management and temporary rental
subsidies.

Assist homeless individuals, families and
victims of domestic violence in meeting
their immediate emergency needs with
the
ultimate
goal
of
becoming
permanently housed.

Ongoing
Program

Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS or HIV (HOPWA):
HOPWA is a federally funded program designed to provide housing
assistance and supportive services to low-income individuals and
families living with HIV/AIDS. The City contracts with local service
agencies to provide tenant-based rental assistance, housing information
and case management to eligible households.

Assist homeless and at-risk residents
with HIV/AIDS to become permanently
housed.

Ongoing
Program

Continue to implement
program.
175 individuals received
rental assistance and
supportive services. An
additional 55 individuals
received supportive
services. On average
95% of households were
able to maintain housing
and continued accessing
medical treatment .

Housing Trust Fund:
In June 2003, the Mayor and City Council established a Housing Trust
Fund which was previously known as the Housing and Homeless Fund.
Housing Trust funds can be used for a variety of activities that support

Assist
nonprofit
homeless
service
providers to provide homeless persons
with the support needed to become
permanently housed.

Ongoing
Program.
Starting in FY
2012, HTF

Continue to use funds
towards the City’s goal
of ending homelessness
131 clients were served
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the City’s goal of ending homelessness, including personnel support,
outreach and engagement services, and case management support.
HTF supports the County-wide campaign to end chronic homelessness
and continues to fund studies and plans that are used to implement
strategies and innovative programs.

funds were
used for
outreach,
case
management
and housing
financial
assistance in
the
Downtown
Core.

under the
Destination:Home
program, 7,560
homeless were
contacted through
Downtown Outreach and
259 individuals were
provided with housing.

Continue to implement
program.
A balanced approach of
enforcement and
outreach has been
adopted. Over 1,100 tons
of garbage has been
collected from the
encampments.
Program extended
through 2014 but with no
additional funding.
The Housing Services
Partnership served 378
chronically homeless
clients obtain and
maintain housing.

Homeless Encampment Program:
The City is coordinating with outside agencies across sectors to address
the homeless encampment issue in San Jose, including developing and
implementing new clean-up protocols, deterrence, and prevention
activities, as well as seeking additional opportunities to provide housing
and services to the encampment residents.

Mitigate community, environmental, and
health
impacts
of
homeless
encampments, while seeking alternative
housing solutions for the homeless.

Ongoing

Housing Services Partnership (HSP):
The City contracts with a local homeless services provider to administer
the HSP program, which is funded by the Housing Trust Fund. This
program provides chronically homeless persons with financial
assistance in the form of first month's rent, security deposit, and oneway greyhound tickets.

Assist chronically homeless persons to
attain and maintain permanent housing.

Discontinued

Homelessness Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing Program (HPRP):
HPRP is funded program through the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). It is designed to rapidly re-house homeless
residents and prevent homelessness for at-risk residents. The program
provides just enough short and medium-term financial assistance and
case management to resolve the crises and re-stabilize the households.

Assist homeless and at-risk residents to
become self-sufficient, and become
permanently housed.

Discontinued
(October 2009
- October
2012)

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix E‐9

Program ended in July
2012 with the conclusion
of the ARRA funding
period.
The program assisted
1,303 households with
Homeless Prevention
case management and
financial assistance;

Tenant-Based Rental Assistance Program (TBRA):
The City administers three TBRA programs utilizing its federal HOME
program funds as described below. The program provides participants
with housing search, placement, security deposit and rental assistance.
The City funds a local nonprofit to provide the day to day administration
of the programs.
1. TBRA I is designed to provide housing and support services to
chronically homeless mentally ill residents. The City has
partnered with the Santa Clara County Department of Mental
Health to provide case management services to program
clients.
2. TBRA II is a pilot program targeting chronically homeless
households, who have substance abuse issues, and reside in
and around St. James Park in San Jose. The City has partnered
with the County Department of Drug and Alcohol Services to
provide case management and services to program clients.
3. TBRA III is a program targeting households residing in selected
San Jose homeless encampments. The City is partnering with
several nonprofit homeless service agencies to provide case
management to program clients.

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Assist homeless persons to attain and
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October 2009
- June 2015

additionally, 381
households that
experienced
homelessness also
received case
management and
financial assistance.
Continue to implement
and oversee programs.
TBRA 1 served 85 clients
with severe mental
illness, out of which 62%
transitioned to
permanent housing.
TBRA 2 served 15
households, all of whom
are still being housed.
TBRA 3 served 15
chronically homeless
households, 11 of whom
are still obtaining
services from the
program

NEIGHBORHOOD IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS
Strong Neighborhood Initiative (SNI):
The City’s Strong Neighborhoods Initiative is no longer in operation.
However, San José recognizes the importance of a coordinated effort to
strengthen neighborhoods and as established a place-based strategy to
concentrate public investment and resources in three neighborhoods
where there is a demonstrated need, opportunity to make substantial
changes and strong community partnerships to sustain that progress.
These neighborhoods include:
1. Santee/McKinley in partnership with Franklin McKinley
Children’s initiative
2. Mayfair in partnership with Somos Mayfair
3. Five Wounds / Brookwood Terrace in partnership with
CommUniverCity (with the potential for expansion as
CommUniverCity expands to other Downtown neighborhoods)

Strong Neighborhoods Initiative (SNI) Project Alliance – (formerly
known as Multi-Family Demonstration Projects):
Project Alliance/Special projects is a subset of the City’s Strong
Neighborhood Initiative program directed toward the revitalization of
specific multi-family neighborhoods. Although SNI has been
discontinued as indicated above, Project Alliance continued. Four
neighborhoods were selected for improvement through Project Alliance:
Jeanne/Forestdale (Five Wounds / Brookwood Terrace), Virginia/King
(Mayfair and Gateway East), Roundtable Drive Apartments
San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

The primary focus of the new
Place-Based Strategy is to address the
needs of the selected neighborhoods by
creating a coordinated effort to provide
services that create clean, safe, and
engaged communities. All aspects of
neighborhood condition are explored,
including crime, blight, and infrastructure.

The goals of Project Alliance include
working collaboratively with property
owners, tenants, various City
Departments, and other entities to achieve
the effective delivery of City Services, build
leadership, and create an attractive,
livable and sustainable community while
preserving the existing affordable housing
stock within that community.
Appendix E‐11

With the
elimination of
the State’s
redevelopme
nt agencies,
the City
discontinued
implementati
on of the
Strong
Neighborhoo
d Initiative in
2012.
However, the
priority of
neighborhood
revitalization
continues in
the form of
the City’s
place-based
Initiative.

In an effort to continue
support of neighborhood
efforts, the City shifted
the funding priorities of
its annual allocation of
federal Community
Development Block
Grant funds. In
December 2011 the San
Jose City Council
authorized the City’s
Department of Housing
to fund and implement a
Place-Based
Neighborhood Initiative.
The Initiative targets a
portion of the City’s
annual CDBG funds to
three neighborhoods.
(What is cumulative
outcome from 2009-14?
Know we have questions
about measures of
success. What would be
reasonable to report on
without a current
measurement
framework?)

Discontinued.
Funding is no
longer
available to
continue the
program

During this period, eight
buildings (32 units)
received exterior
improvements. In
addition, one 58-space
mobilehome park
received infrastructure
upgrades that included
repaving and sealing,

(Edenvale/Great Oaks), and Underwood Apartments (Blackford).

Neighborhood Stabilization Program:
The Housing Trust of Santa Clara County (HTSCC), City of San Jose and
Neighborhood Housing Services Silicon Valley (NHSSV) have formed the
San Jose Consortium (Consortium) to apply for and administer a $25
million grant for the NSP, made available by the Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD) under the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. The main objectives of this grant are
to stabilize neighborhoods in the Target Geography by reducing the
number of foreclosed or abandoned homes and residential properties
and to create affordable housing opportunities for very-low, low- and
moderate-income households. The Consortium will provide secondary
financing to income eligible purchasers of foreclosed homes and will
purchase and rehabilitate foreclosed or abandoned homes in the Target
Geography. The program also provides funding for rental affordable
housing developments.

electrical, plumbing, NG
(natural gas?) safety and
re-pipe, and the
replacement of security
lighting with LED
lighting.
Acquire and rehabilitate homes that were
previously foreclosed or abandoned.
Then, the City’s partners sell the homes to
moderate or low-income first-time buyers
for owner-occupancy purposes.
The goal of the Consortium is to assist in
the purchase of no less than 205
foreclosed properties or units for the
purpose of creating affordable homes.

All funding
must be
spent by
February 11,
2013.
However, the
City is
allowed to
continue the
program for
up to 5 years
using NSP2
program
income
(residual
proceeds)

After meeting the
Program’s statutory
expenditure deadlines,
the NSP consortium
continued to implement
the NSP2 grant primarily
utilizing Program
Income generated from
the sale of NSP funded
homes. The Consortium
re-evaluated the original
implementation and
program goals and
realigned strategies. The
new program
projections include:
 PAL (what is PAL?)
- 51 units
 Dream Home 41
Units
 25% set aside 175
units
Between 2009 and 2014
the NSP2 program
provided a cumulative
outcome of:
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Assisted 51
homebuyer in the
purchase of
formerly foreclosed
homes Through

the PAL program
41 homes
purchased and
rehabilitated
through the San
Jose Dream Home
Program
 39 Homes sold to
income eligible
homebuyers
through the San
Jose Dream Home
Program
 58 units acquired
and rehabilitated
and rented to
households earning
50% or less of the
Area Median
Income
 19 units funded and
built to house
individuals with
special needs
earning 50% or less
of the Area Median
Income
75 units funded to house
families earning 50% or
less of the Area Median
Income
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HOUSING DEVELOPERS / INVESTMENT PROPERTY OWNERS
Predevelopment Loan Program:
The Predevelopment Loan Program is designed to assist nonprofit
housing developers with funds necessary to explore the feasibility of a
proposed housing project. Under this program, developers may use the
money for land costs, preliminary studies, or plans and specifications
development. Interest is typically below rates available in the private
market. Principal and interest repayment is typically due at the close of
escrow on construction loans or within three years.

As resources allow, invest limited amount
to support future feasible development
projects.

Ongoing
Program
subject to
funding
availability

Project Development Loans for Acquisition, Construction,
Permanent, and Acquisition/ Rehabilitation:
Below-market rate gap loans and grants for acquisition, construction
and permanent financing are made to both for-profit and nonprofit
developers. These loans, typically subordinated to the primary lender’s
loan, provide funding for apartments for families, seniors, small
households, and special needs populations including the homeless.
Loans are made for land acquisition, construction, and permanent
needs. Permanent loans are repaid out of net cash proceeds during the
projects’ operations.
Funding for the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing Apartment
projects focuses on blighted properties where rehabilitation would a
have significant revitalizing impact on the surrounding neighborhood, on
those projects with expiring Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
loans and rent restrictions (“preservation” projects), on those projects
involving extraordinarily low subsidy levels, and on those projects
incorporating at least 10% ELI units with reasonable costs to the City.
Funding for preservation of existing affordable projects is considered on
a case-by-case basis, seeking to maximize leveraging of non-City
sources of funds and to meet the City’s policy objectives of supporting
ELI units and fiscal sustainability. Affordable housing may also be
financed by bonds that are either directly issued by the city, or facilitated
through the holding of a TEFRA hearing (Tax Equity and Fiscal
Responsibility Act).

Focus the majority of available project
funds on new construction of affordable
rental projects with existing entitlements
that have been stalled give the elimination
of Redevelopment and shortage of other
public subsidies. Consider other uses
including acquisition/rehabilitation
projects, and the preservation of existing
affordable units.

Ongoing
Program

City as “Developer”:

Continue to seek opportunity sites for

Ongoing

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)
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Given the State's
elimination of 20%
Redevelopment funds,
the City may provide
limited predevelopment
funds if available. From
2009-14, the City has
provided approximately
$1,765,000 to assist
developers with their
predevelopment costs

The City awarded a
cumulative amount of
$132,227,069 for the
period of 2009-2014.
$322,595,000 in bonds
were either issued or
facilitated by the City.
Given the State's
elimination of 20%
Redevelopment funds at
the end of 2011, the City
will explore a variety of
creative arrangements
and strategies to
continue to foster the
development of muchneeded restricted
affordable housing.

From.

State law stipulates that affordable housing (along with parks and public
education) have priority for surplus property owned by any public agency
created under State auspices. The Housing Department seeks to
purchase such properties owned by the City of San Jose, the Valley
Transportation Authority (VTA), CalTrans, the 19 school districts in San
Jose, the Santa Clara Valley Water District and other public agencies for
housing development.
Properties so acquired are subsequently
transferred or leased to nonprofit and for-profit developers for the
construction of affordable housing projects

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)
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special needs units
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Program

2009-14 the City
purchased one site from
the General Fund for the
development of 75
affordable rentals for
seniors.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program

1. Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan
The City of San Jose had not performed a comprehensive update of its
General Plan since 1994. An update was needed to address future
housing needs and appropriately balance these needs with goals for job
growth and improved fiscal sustainability.

Prepare a comprehensive
update of the General Plan.

Completed/On
going

On November 1, 2011, the City
Council adopted the Envision
Plan, and the City’s efforts to
implement the Plan are ongoing.

2. Zoning Code Amendments
Title 20 of the San Jose Municipal Code, otherwise known as the Zoning
Ordinance or Zoning Code, is continually reviewed to identify
opportunities to reduce constraints and streamline processes without
diminishing the City’s ability to achieve its overall land use goals.

Reduce constraints on housing
development.

Ongoing

Since State certification of the
City’s Housing Element in 2009,
numerous housing-related
ordinances have been adopted
per this work program item.

3. Secondary Units
In 2005, the City Council initiated a Secondary Unit Pilot Program to
temporarily test and evaluate a set of secondary unit development
standards for a period of one year. Then, in 2008, an ordinance was
adopted which permanently allowed secondary units that conform to
modified Zoning Code requirements.

Facilitate the production of
secondary units.

Ongoing

Per the Envision San Jose 2040
General Plan, the City continues
to explore options to improve the
effectiveness of the secondary
unit provision (see Envision Policy
H-2.5 and Action H-2.9).

4. California Building Standards Code
The State Building Standards Commission (BSC) publishes triennial
editions of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 24, also known
as the California Building Standards Code. Most recently, on July 1,
2013, the BSC published the 2013 edition of the standards, which apply
to any building or structure for which application for a building permit is
made on or after January 1, 2014.

Protect the health, welfare, and
safety of residents.

Ongoing

On November 5, 2013, the City
Council approved an ordinance
amending Title 24 of the San Jose
Municipal Code and adopting the
2013 code editions, with local
amendments.

5. Public Outreach Policy
A consistent public outreach policy was needed to improve
communications, alleviate concerns, and clarify misunderstandings or

Involve interested parties in the
development review process
through early notification and

Completed

In 2005, the City Council adopted
the Public Outreach Policy, which
includes requirements for public
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points of contention that typically arise at a public hearing occurring late
in the development review process.

accessibility of information.

6. Enhanced High-Rise Design Review Process
A process was needed to allow staff and decision makers to apply
relevant sections of the Downtown Design Guidelines, be advised by the
City’s Architectural Review Committee (ARC), and receive public input
on proposed high-rise development during both the Preliminary Review
and entitlement phases.

Support intensification of the
Downtown and other major
transit corridors and
employment areas.

Completed

In 2007, the Enhanced High-Rise
Design Review process was
introduced, and is applicable to
buildings 100 feet or more in
height.

7. Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) and Mid-Rise/High-Rise
Residential Design Guidelines
Design guidelines were needed for TOD and mid-rise/high-rise
development providing specific parameters and a common
understanding of the minimum design standards necessary to conduct
the review process in an efficient manner.

Streamline the development
review process, promote
compact urban development,
and facilitate quality design.

Completed

In 2007, the City adopted design
guidelines applicable to TOD and
mid-rise/high-rise residential
projects.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program
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notice signage and, for larger
development proposals, a
community meeting.

8. Development Permit Reactivation/Extension
As a result of the economic downturn, additional incentives and
flexibility were needed to help applicants overcome various challenges
in their desire to pursue the completion of entitled development
projects.

Provide incentive for the
implementation of projects
impacted by the economic
downturn.

Completed

In 2009, an ordinance was
adopted to allow reactivation
and/or extension of certain
Development Permits for a
limited time period. In 2012, an
ordinance was adopted
authorizing the Planning Director
to extend Development Permits
for small residential projects
through a Permit Adjustment.

9. Discretionary Alternate Use Policy Flexibility
In 2007, the City Council approved a General Plan text amendment
allowing Discretionary Alternate Use (DAU) policies to be applied via
issuance of a Use Permit. Prior to approval of this measure, the use of
DAU policies often required the filing of a Planned Development
rezoning.

Streamline the entitlement
process by avoiding need for the
filing of a Planned Development
(PD) rezoning.

Completed /
Superceded

With City Council approval of the
Envision Plan, DAU policies were
effectively superseded. Instead,
new land use designations were
developed to provide sufficient
flexibility to allow urban, mixed
use development types.

10. High Density Housing/Mixed Use in Conventional Zoning
Greater flexibility was needed to respond to the growing trend towards
construction of high density housing/mixed use in San Jose. In
particular, the City wished to avoid need for applicants to file a Planned
Development rezoning, and instead allow such projects to occur in a
conventional zoning district with more flexible development standards.

Streamline the entitlement
process by avoiding need for the
filing of a Planned Development
(PD) rezoning.

Completed

In 2012, a Zoning Code change
increased densities within the
conventional R-M zoning district,
thereby allowing high density
housing / mixed use via issuance
of a Development Permit.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program
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11. General Plan Designation for Commercial near Transit
In 2008, the City Council approved amendments to the former General
Plan 2020 that created a Transit Corridor Commercial (TCC) land use
designation. The TCC designation was intended for areas with
convenient transit access, including the Downtown, transit corridors,
and proposed BART station areas.

Create new consumer markets
in densely developed areas
within a reasonable walking
distance of major public transit
facilities.

Completed

With City Council approval of the
Envision Plan, a new Urban
Village land use designations was
developed to replace the TCC
designation.

12. Main Street Districts Ordinance
The Main Street Districts ordinance established new zoning districts for
mixed residential-commercial development. The ordinance provided
significant parking reductions, and allowed further parking reductions
based on shared parking facilities, car share programs or unbundled
parking.

Streamline the entitlement
process for mixed commercialresidential projects along
neighborhood "Main Street"
areas throughout the City.

Completed

On December 14, 2010, the City
Council approved the Main Street
Districts ordinance.

13. Alum Rock Corridor Policy Direction
In 2009, the City Council applied the TCC general plan land use
designation to over 55 acres of land along Alum Rock. Also, a policy
document was approved to guide staff in creating a form-based zoning
for the Alum Rock corridor.

Facilitate mixed commercialresidential projects on select
properties along Alum Rock
Avenue.

Completed

On October 22, 2013, the new
Main Street districts were first
applied in a Director-initiated
rezoning of the Alum Rock
corridor.

14. Zoning District for Urban Villages
To encourage a full range of uses within Urban Villages, the Commercial
Pedestrian (CP) zoning district was modified to add land uses applicable
to Urban Villages, and development standards were modified for sites
within Urban Villages.

Facilitate urban, transitoriented development within
Urban Village areas.

Completed

On January 14, 2014, the City
Council approved the ordinance to
modify the CP zoning district.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program
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15. Integrated Development Services
Introduce a fully functional Development Services Center, with an
integrated, “one-stop” first-floor location where business related to
development applications can be conducted. Development Services
partners should include the Planning Division, Building Division, Public
Works Department, and Fire Department, among others.

Locate staff in close proximity
for improved coordination and
customer convenience, avoiding
customer visits to departments
located on various floors of the
18-story City Hall tower.

Completed

A “one-stop” service approach
was tested at Old City Hall.
However, not until the
organization’s move to New City
Hall in 2005 was a fully functional
Development Center realized.

16. Application Submittal Process
Evaluate opportunities to improve the process for submittal of
applications at the Development Services Center without requiring an
appointment.

Provide customers with
expedited service and additional
options for application
submittal.

Completed

In 2013, key staff was relocated to
the point of customer reception
such that application submittals
were further prioritized.

17. Online Customer Service
Improve customer service by extending the reach of Development
Services Center functions in making various services and resources
available online. This includes scheduling appointments and
inspections, obtaining general information and publications, and
applying for simple permits (e.g., water heater replacement).

Provide customers with “selfhelp” opportunities to serve
needs at their own convenience,
without need to travel to City
Hall.

Completed

In 2012, the City’s website was
migrated to a new technology
platform that is better organized,
contains self-subscribe
notifications, and an application
appointment scheduling system.

18. Transitional and Supportive Housing
In 2007, the State of California passed legislation (SB 2) requiring local
agencies to plan for and identify areas most appropriate for emergency
shelters. This bill added provisions to require identification of a zone or
zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a permitted use without
a conditional use or other discretionary permit.

Comply with Senate Bill 2 (SB
2).

Completed

In 2010, the City Council approved
a Zoning Code change defining
“Transitional Housing” and
“Supportive Housing,” and
clarifying associated regulations.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program

San José Housing Element (2014‐2023)

Appendix E‐20

19. Green Building Policy
In October 2007, the City Council adopted the Green Vision, a 15-year
plan with ten ambitious goals for economic growth, environmental
sustainability, and an enhanced quality of life for San Jose’s residents
and businesses. Among these goals was Goal 4: Build or retrofit 50
million square feet of green buildings.

Facilitate achievement of Green
Vision Goal 4, and comply with
State law as it relates to energy
conservation in residential
development.

Completed

In 2008, the City Council approved
the “Private Sector Green
Building Policy for New
Construction.” More recently, on
November 5, 2013, the City
Council approved an ordinance
adopting the 2013 edition of the
State CALGreen Code.

20. Renewable Energy Use
In October 2007, the City Council adopted the Green Vision, a 15-year
plan with ten ambitious goals for economic growth, environmental
sustainability, and an enhanced quality of life for San Jose’s residents
and businesses. Among these goals was Goal 2: Reduce per capita
energy use by 50%.

Facilitate achievement of Green
Vision Goal 2, and comply with
State law as it relates to energy
conservation in residential
development.

Completed

In 2008, a Zoning Code
amendment allowed additional
height for renewable energy
resources. In a more recent
example, on January 14, 2014, the
City Council approved addition of
a new “Fuel Cell” Zoning Code
land use category.

21. Residential Reuse of Historic Structures
The “Historic Reuse” ordinance is designed to allow non-residential
historic City Landmark structure to be converted to residential use with
issuance of either a Conditional or Special Use Permit.

Facilitate conversion and reuse
of historic structures for
residential purposes.

Completed

In 2010, the City Council approved
the Historic Reuse ordinance.

Table VII-2, PBCE Work Program
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COUNCIL AGENDA: 9/30/14
ITEM: 10.7
CITY OF ~

Memorandum

SAN JOSE
CAPITAE OF SIEICON VALEEY

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR
AND CITY COUNCIL

FROM: Harry Freitas
Leslye Corsiglia
DATE: September 29, 2014

SUBJECT: SEE BELOW
Approved

Date

SUPPLEMENTAL
SUBJECT: SUBMITTAL OF CITY’S DRAFT 2014-23 HOUSING ELEMENT TO THE
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
REASON FOR SUPPLEMENTAL
This item was presented at the City Council meeting on September 23, 2014, as Item 10.2. At
the meeting, the Council requested that a recommendation on the item be deferred until
September 30, 2014, after revisions to the City’s Draft 2014-23 Housing Element (Draft) have
been incorporated by staff based on Council and public input received.
RECOMMENDATION
Authorize the City Manager to submit to the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) for a finding of substantial compliance with the Housing Element Law
(Government Code section 65580 et seq.) and certification of a draft General Plan text
amendment to revise the Envision San Jos4 2040 General Plan Text to incorporate the draft
Housing Element for 2014-2023..
OUTCOME
Approval of the recommended action will allow staff to submit the City’s Draft 2014-23 Housing
Element (Draft) to HCD for its 60-day review for certification and substantial compliance with
Housing Element Law. State certification allows the City to remain eligible for key State
housing and infrastructure funding and to fully implement its land use authority.
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BACKGROUND

On September 23, 2014, the Mayor and City Council held a public hearing on the City’s Draft
2014-23 Housing Element. The Housing Element is a State-required report contained in a local
jurisdiction’s General Plan that identifies strategies for meeting its regional fair share housing
needs, assesses demographics, analyzes constraints to housing production, identifies the plamaed
supply/inventory for future residential development, and summarizes the public input received.
At the public hearing, staff received input from the Mayor and Councilmembers with specific
recommended revisions to the Draft. Councilmember Rocha indicated that he would submit
comments in a memorandum by Friday, September 26, 2014, which staff received. The Council
approved the recommendation for staff to return to the Council on Tuesday, September 30 with
an updated draft that responds to Mayor and Councilmembers’ input.
Additionally, the City received public input at the September 23, 2014 Council meeting, and has
also received input via previously submitted letters. Potential revisions to the Draft are discussed
in the Analysis section below.
ANALYSIS
Council Input and Staff Response

At the September 23, 2014 Council meeting, staff received recommendations {rom the Mayor
and Councilmembers for specific revisions to the Draft. Attached to this memorandum is an
index of the recommended revisions and the associated analysis/response for each
recommendation. Suggested revisions are included in the updated Draft in redline as tracked
changes and in the Draft implementation workplan as tracked changes with yellow highlights,
both of which are attached .to this memorandum. In summary, staff incorporated most of the
Council’s recommendations that were related to revisions to the Draft text, and incorporated all
of the recommendations provided by Council in the Draft implementation workplan. For the
revisions that staff was unable to incorporate and/or that required additional analysis, staff
provided a response in the attached index of recommended revisions.
The Council also asked staff for information regarding the progress made by other neighboring
cities in Santa Clara County on their fair share housing needs. Below is a chart that summarizes
the progress made for the 2007-14 RHNA cycle.

SCC Cities (exclusive of San Josd)
24,527
San Jos6
34,721

17,390
16,029

71%
46%

*Staffwas unable to obtain building permit data for Campbell, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, i~nd Morgan Hill but the chart does include the allocation
for these cities
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To summarize the chart, the jurisdictions in Santa Clara County had a Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA)of 59,248 units across all cities and income categories. The jurisdictions in
Santa Clara County - excluding San Josd -had an allocation of 24,527 total housing units across
all income categories. Of that allocation, the collective cities (again minus San Josd) issued
17,390 residential building permits, or 71% percent of their allocation. Conversely, San Jos~ had
an allocation of 34,721 total units, and issued 16,029 building permits across income categories,
or 46% of the City’ s allocation. On both a percentage and absolute basis, the collective
production of housing in neighboring cities was greater during the last RHHA period than what
occurred, in San Jos& Note that the production of SCC jurisdictions excluding San Jos~ is likely
an underestimate, because data for Morgan Hill, Campbell, Los Altos, and Los Altos Hills were
unavailable. Assuming that their housing production was greater than zero, the remainder of the
County would have outpaced San Jos~’s production at an even greater rate.
Public Input and Staff Response

Throughout the p~blic outreach process to-date and at the September 23, 2014 Council meeting,
the City has received a significant amount of public input. The input was very important in
shaping the Draft released on August 29, 2014 and staff has carefully considered the public
comments received during the Draft revision process. Additionally, staff met with the NonProfit Housing Association.(NPH) and the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley on September 26,
2014 to review potential revisions to the Draft per their request. The following summarizes the
revisions that staff is bringing back to Council for consideration. Several of the
recommendations (items 1-4) align with Mayor and Council input and have been included in the
updated Draft attached to this memorandum. Items 5-7 are additional items recommended by
NPH and the Law Foundation for which staff awaits any additional comments and direction from
Council.
1. Revise the language from "balance" to "protect" regarding mobilehomes in the
implementation workplan.
2. Explore the potential to strengthen the City’s Rent Control ordinance to protect the
existing affordable rental supply and renters from evictions..
3. Monitor the City’s jobs-housing fit - in addition to the jobs-housing balance - in order to
assess the match/mismatch between jobs/wages and the cost of housing in San Jos~.
4. Regarding the workplan item to work with the Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) on
transit-oriented development, include the exploration of public and surplus lands owned
by VTA as potential locations for new affordable housing development.
5, Explore a variety of mechanisms for the implementation of Urban Villages, including the
community benefits mechanism.
6. Provide additional clarity on the timing of implementation workplan items where
appropriate.
7. Update the Housing Element narrative regarding overcrowding to reflect the variety of
causes of overcrowding.
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EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP
Upon Council approval to submit the Draft to HCD, staff will finalize the Housing Element and
submit to the State to initiate the 60-day review period as soon as possible. If the State’s review
proceeds on schedule and without resulting in significant, time-intensive revisions, staff intends
to return to the City Council with a final Draft for Council consideration in December, 2014. If
the State does have more substantive comments that Will require more staff work, it is possible
that the Housing Element may not be heard by the Council for adoption until 2015.
PUBLIC OUTREACH
The City has implemented a significant outreach process for the Housing Element Update
process, including public and stakeholder meetings, a website presence, a customized project
email address, and "e-blasts" announcing the availability of public meetings and the Draft review
period: Please refer to previous transmittal memos for a complete description of public outreach
efforts.
As mentioned in the Analysis section, staff met with NPH and the Law Foundation after the
September 23, 2014 City Council hearing per their request to explore potential revisions to the
Draft. No additional requests to meet or additional public input has been received since the
Council hearing.
Future opportunities for publi’c input will include an update to the City’s Housing and
¯Community Development Commission in October 2014, and Planning Commission and City
Council hearings in December 2014.
COORDINATION
This memorandum was coordinated with the Office of the City Attorney.

FISCAL/POLICY ALIGNMENT
Submittal to and certification of the City’s 2014-23 Housing Element allows San Josd to remain
eligible for critical housing and infrastructure funding, such as the State’s Housing Related Parks
program, Infill Incentive Grant (IIG), Infrastructure and Economic Bank (I-Bank) &
Infrastructure State Revolving Fund (ISRF), Workforce Housing Reward Program, Low-Income
Housing Tax Credit Program, and Building Equity and Growth in Neighborhoods Program
(BEGIN). Additionally, regional funding for infrastructure such as MTC’s One Bay Area Grants

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
September 29, 2014
Subject: Submittal of Draft 2014-23 Housing Element to HCD
Page 5

for transportation is also contingent upon Housing Element compliance. Finally, future funding
is expected to link housing production and Housing Element certification to eligibility, such as
the State’s Cap & Trade program,

/s/
Harry Freitas
Director, Department of PBCE

/s/
Leslye Corsiglia
Director, Department of Housing

For questions, please contact Steve Piasecki, Interim Building Official, at (408) 535-7893.
Attachments:
- Updated Draft 2014-23 Housing Element & Implementation Workplan
- Index of Recommended Revisions
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September 29th, 2014
Mayor and Council
City of San Jose
200 E. Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113

Dear Mayor and Members of the City Council,
On behalf of the Silicon Valley Leadership Group, I am writing to comment on the
proposed General Plan text amendments, file number GP14-004 regarding policies to
strengthen the jobs orientation of urban villages.
The Silicon Valley Leadership Group, founded in 1978 by David Packard of HewlettPackard, represents more than 390 of Silicon Valley's most respected employers on issues,
programs and campaigns that affect the economic health and quality of life in Silicon
Valley, including energy, transportation, education, housing, health care, tax policies,
economic vitality and the environment. Leadership Group members collectively provide
nearly one of every three private sector jobs in Silicon Valley.
As a stakeholder group that served on the General Plan Task Force, we are deeply
committed to the success of San Jose and the approved General Plan. San Jose’s growth is
critical to the regional success of our economy, and we appreciate the opportunity to
participate in the vision and blueprint for San Jose’s future development.
We are strong believers in the importance of planning documents. They set the overall
vision and direction for an organization. However, we are uncomfortable when planning
documents apply broad policies at the site level, or in this case, urban villages that have
unique and different characteristics. It is important to maintain an overall direction and
goal, but we must also recognize the need to bend when necessary, and specifically to
allow housing given the overall context of the City. We respectfully ask the Council to be
thoughtful about an approach that may inadvertently tie our hands and limit our ability to
approve good projects that can meet our long term objectives.
We also want to underscore that a strong and focused general plan is only one way for a
city to meet its goals. In the case of San Jose, this General Plan has widespread support
and there is a deeply held belief by those who developed the Plan that the City needs to
focus on attracting jobs. Equally important is the need for policy makers to hold that line,
something that additional General Plan language can help with but cannot guarantee. It is
up to policy makers to maintain the integrity of the general plan as projects are proposed.
Thank you for your consideration of our comments and for your commitment to serving
San Jose and Silicon Valley.
Sincerely,

Carl Guardino
President and CEO
Silicon Valley Leadership Group

September 29, 2014
Sent via email: cityclerk@sanjoseca.gov
To:

Mayor Reed, Vice-Mayor Nguyen, and Councilmembers

Re: City of San Jose City Council Meeting, September 30, 2014, Agenda Item
10-7
Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, Councilmembers, and Commissioners:
On behalf of Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH), I write
to formally record our support of and express our appreciation for Councilmember
Don Rocha’s memorandum dated September 26, 2014 as well as to express our
strong desire to serve as a key resource to you by offering practical solutions that
honor your priorities and address community needs. The following key strategies
included in Councilmember Rocha’s memo are of special interest to us:
•
•

•

•
•

Include	
  a	
  program	
  to	
  monitor	
  the	
  ratio	
  of	
  low-‐wage	
  jobs	
  to	
  affordable	
  
housing	
  units,	
  also	
  referred	
  to	
  as	
  “jobs-‐housing	
  fit;”	
  
Apply	
  Affordable	
  Housing	
  Overlay	
  Zones	
  (AHOZ)	
  to	
  appropriate	
  Priority	
  
Development	
  Areas,	
  Urban	
  Villages	
  and	
  specific	
  plans	
  to	
  ensure	
  adequate	
  
sites	
  for	
  affordable	
  housing	
  in	
  the	
  right	
  locations;	
  
Include	
  a	
  program	
  to	
  coordinate	
  with	
  the	
  Valley	
  Transportation	
  Authority	
  
to	
  identify	
  opportunities	
  to	
  develop	
  transit-‐oriented	
  affordable	
  housing	
  on	
  
VTA-‐owned	
  land;	
  	
  
Include	
  a	
  program	
  to	
  explore	
  the	
  full	
  range	
  of	
  planning	
  tools	
  that	
  provide	
  
affordable	
  housing	
  such	
  as	
  a	
  community	
  benefits	
  program	
  
Include	
  a	
  program	
  to	
  establish	
  a	
  city-‐wide	
  goal	
  of	
  15%	
  for	
  affordable	
  
housing.	
  

Given the potential constraints and lack of adequate sites for affordable housing
production created by the General Plan’s “jobs first” strategy, it is critical that the
draft housing element submitted to the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) include programs that explicitly address and
mitigate these constraints. We bring forward the Affordable Housing Overlay Zone
(AHOZ) approach as an elegant tool and solution that does exactly that.
By allowing affordable housing development as a permitted – but not required - use
on some parcels currently zoned for commercial or industrial uses without

changing the base zoning, the application of AHOZs could provide the City with a
path towards certification of the housing element under its jobs first focus.
With an AHOZ, the base zoning designations stay intact and development allowed
within the underlying zones (e.g. commercial or industrial) can proceed as a
permitted use. If applied to urban villages or Priority Development Areas (PDAs),
an AHOZ provides for development flexibility and maximizes the potential uses
within these special planning areas without the need for any rezoning or reduction
in the number of parcels available for commercial and industrial uses. This unique
planning approach also increases opportunities for synergistic mixed-use
developments. The AHOZ can also be used as an incentives-based tool for
residential development that encourages the provision of affordable housing through
incentives (e.g. increased building height or density) or concessions (e.g. reduced
parking requirements).
We thank Councilmember Rocha for his continued leadership on the issue of
affordable housing and for the comprehensive set of proposed amendments included
in his memorandum.
NPH is committed to being a helpful partner and advisor to the City of San Jose.
We would be happy to provide additional technical assistance for any affordable
housing tools and policies of interest to you.
Thank you for your strong commitment to public service and for the opportunity to
provide additional comments on the City’s housing element.
Sincerely,

Pilar Lorenzana-Campo
Regional Policy Manager
Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California
pilar@nonprofithousing.org
408.215.8925
cc
Jenny Nusbaum, Senior Planner, Jenny.Nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov
Wayne Chen, Policy Director, wayne.chen@sanjoseca.gov
Paul McDougall, Paul.McDougall@hcd.ca.gov

September 29, 2014
Mayor Reed and San Jose City Council
City of San Jose
200 East Santa Clara Street
San Jose, CA 95113
RE:

September 30, 2014 Council Agenda Item 10.7, San Jose Housing Element

Honorable Mayor Reed and Members of the City Council,
Greenbelt Alliance appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the City Council discussion
regarding urban villages and the Housing Element. We have long recognized San Jose as a housing
leader and understand the Council’s drive to ensure more quality jobs are provided to residents.
Greenbelt Alliance signed onto the Housing Element letter drafted by the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley
and we support Councilmember Don Rocha’s memo which addresses many of our concerns.
In particular, we want to call attention of our support to the following:
Jobs-Housing Fit: Developing the right fit between available housing types and the income level of
residents is an important part of regional planning and development. Focusing solely on the number of jobs
to the number of employed residents fails to tell the whole story. San Jose can add hundreds of new jobs,
but if those jobs pay only slightly more than minimum wage and current rents are starting at $1,400 for
one-bedroom apartments, we are not creating a strong city.
According to a new report by the Bay Area Council Economic Institute, “For each job created in the hightech sector, approximately 4.3 jobs are created (multiplier effect) in other local goods and services sectors

across all income groups, including lawyers, dentists, schoolteachers, cooks and retail clerks, among many
others.” In other words, the region is creating many jobs that don’t pay enough to afford to live here,
unless we take action to address this need. And one of the first steps in taking action is having a better
understanding of the current situation by collecting good data.
Affordable housing on publicly-owned land: It is becoming highly desirable to live near public
transportation. This can push out lower-income households who have traditionally lived near transit
stations and who tend to have higher rates of public transit use. Lower-income households are more likely
to be dependent on public transportation to access jobs, school and other opportunities. Ensuring that

transit-oriented neighborhoods are mixed-income neighborhoods helps address San Jose’s climate
change, air quality, vehicle miles traveled and quality of life goals.
The Valley Transportation Authority owns land near transit stations which addresses one of the main
obstacles to providing affordable homes- high land costs. As VTA (and any other jurisdiction with land
holdings) moves to develop these lands, it makes sense to ensure that an affordable housing component is
a part of new development. The community must benefit when publicly owned lands are developed.
Implement urban village plans: As urban village plans are crafted, the number one question on people’s
minds is how to pay for the various amenities. San Jose has some policy tools at its disposal already, such
as the Parkland Dedication Ordinance. Others went away with the demise of redevelopment agencies.
New tools must be considered and Greenbelt Alliance supports expanding those identified in the Diridon
Station Area Plan for urban villages citywide.
Housing Overlay Zones and a community benefits program are two zoning tools San Jose must consider. In
the case of the latter, a community benefits program allows for specific incentives or bonuses to be granted
to a developer or landowner in exchange for certain benefits or amenities for the community. Other cities,
including Redwood City, are exploring such tools as a way to ensure new development is benefiting
existing residents. There are many residents in San Jose who live in over-crowded and unsafe situations
due to a lack of affordable housing.
Establish a citywide goal for affordable housing: This is a laudable goal that deserves discussion. It takes
what was established for Diridon Station and expands it citywide. This can be accomplished by employing
a variety of tools, including those mentioned above, and new funding streams, like a Housing Impact Fee.
By ensuring that at least 15% of the City’s housing stock is available to those earning low to moderate
income, San Jose is demonstrating a commitment to every person who works in the city. We recognize that
this is something San Jose has long been good at, and we encourage city leaders to continue the work of
ensuring the market is providing for all.

Greenbelt Alliance is actively working around the region and more locally to ensure other cities are
stepping up to the plate to provide their fair share of homes, including Mountain View and Sunnyvale
which are engaged in precise plans for their portion of the El Camino Real corridor. We have endorsed
Measure N in San Bruno to undo a restrictive 1977 ordinance that limited building heights and densities
near their Caltrain station. We have brought back our endorsement program to shepherd good housing
projects in cities throughout San Mateo and Santa Clara counties through to council approval. Greenbelt
Alliance agrees that other cities need to do more to provide housing near their job centers and are working
to build support for such projects.
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If we, as a region, fail to provide sufficient housing, our economy cannot thrive. The goal is to increase
supply to meet demand- basic economics- but to do so in the right places. Paving farmland and building
homes far from public transportation, jobs and services comes with external costs we cannot afford.
Building more homes affordable to a range of incomes in the right locations can make better use of existing
infrastructure, create a built-in customer base for new retail and allow people to meet and generate ideas
that can lead to the next big thing, right here in San Jose.
We applaud staff for their work to date on the Housing Element and urban village plans and look forward
to continued collaboration on these many difficult issues.
Sincerely,

Michele Beasley
Regional Director
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COUNCIL AGENDA:
ITEM:

TO: HONORABLE MAYOR
AND CITY COUNCIL
SUBJECT: SEE BELOW

9/23/14
10.2

FROM: Planning Commission

DATE: September 12, 2014

SUBJECT: GPT14-001: CITY-INITIATED GENERAL PLAN TEXT AMENDMENT
REQUEST TO REVISE THE ENVISION SAN JOSÉ 2040 GENERAL PLAN
TEXT TO INCORPORATE THE HOUSING ELEMENT FOR 2014-2023

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Commission voted 6-0-1 (O’Halloran absent) to recommend that the City Council
approve submittal of the Draft Housing Element of the Envision San José 2040 (General Plan) to
the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review, comment, or
approval within sixty days of receipt.

OUTCOME
Upon submittal, HCD has up to sixty days to review the Draft Housing Element document and
provide a written response or certify it.

BACKGROUND
On August 27, 2014 and continued to September 10, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted
a public hearing on the proposed General Plan Text Amendment. See the attached Staff Report to
the Planning Commission for the full analysis, description of public outreach, and coordination
conducted on the proposed amendment.

ANALYSIS
On August 27, 2014 staff presented an overview of the Housing Element process to the Planning
Commission that covered the legal requirements and purpose of the Housing Element, the
analytical and content requirements, the context of housing needs, a review of the update process
to date, and next steps. The presentation was followed by Planning Commission discussion and
public comment, which addressed the State requirements for the City’s Housing Element, and

HONORABLE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
September 12, 2014
Subject: GPT14-001 Housing Element Update
Page 2

the number of units by income category, that are assigned to the City through the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process. The Commissioners and one public speaker focused
their comments on the percentage of affordable housing units assigned to the City, noting the
large number of units allocated for Extremely Low Income (ELI) and Very Low Income (VLI)
households. The Planning Commission then voted to continue the discussion of the Housing
Element item to the next Planning Commission hearing held September 10, 2014.
On September 10, 2014, staff summarized public input, the Draft Housing Element’s
Implementation Work Plan as a response to identified needs, and the Adequate Sites Inventory.
Diane Castillo, representing the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley, recommended strategies to
include in the Housing Element including those to support the preservation of existing affordable
housing, to facilitate new affordable housing, and to protect renters in the City.
Chair Kamkar asked clarifying questions on rent control provisions in the City. Staff summarized
the City’s two sets of rent control regulations: one for apartments built through 1979; and one for
mobilehome parks. The Chair then suggested that the City work with the Silicon Valley
Leadership Group to incentivize Silicon Valley’s high technology companies to provide funding
to address the Valley’s affordable housing needs.
Commissioner Abelite read his comments on the Draft Housing Element into the record (see
attachment). He concluded that affordable housing fees will not meet their intended purpose and
will have an opposite effect, noting that housing prices should be based on supply and demand
[Planning staff notes that the Housing Element is not dependent and does not impose affordable
housing fees. They are merely mentioned briefly as one of the tools that the Council may
consider].
Commissioner Yob stated that the Housing Element should not penalize one segment of the
community for problems that affect the whole. In particular, she mentioned concerns that some
items in the Implementation Plan would be “involuntary” measures, such as a proposed housing
impact fee, as well as possible revisions to the mobilehome park conversion and condominium
conversion regulations, which could burden owners and developers. She expressed a preference
for “voluntary” measures such as motel conversions and secondary units.
Commissioner Bit Badal observed that if there had not been a Redevelopment Agency
previously, that there would be no affordable housing in the City, and she stated that she supports
fees to subsidize affordable units. She said the best communities are the most diverse and that
technology jobs need to be supported by service jobs. She cited the Diridon Station Area Plan as
a good example of a plan that supports affordable housing, and said the City should plan housing
for senior citizens because they are the fastest growing population.
Commissioner Kline cautioned that laws that “feel good” such as inclusionary zoning need to be
crafted to not do any harm. He stated support for the Housing Element, but noted that the City’s
inclusionary zoning law still needs work, and that the best solutions are affordable by design.
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EVALUATION AND FOLLOW-UP
Following the 60-day review period by State HCD, City staff will release a final draft based on
HCD and public comments, which City staff anticipates to submit to Council for adoption by
December of this year. Staff will then submit the adopted Housing Element to HCD for
certification. Certification by HCD maintains the City’s eligibility for State funds that support
existing housing programs and infrastructure projects. HCD certification also creates a rebuttable
presumption of validity of the Housing Element in any action to challenge the validity of the
Housing Element (Government Code section 65589.3).

POLICY ALTERNATIVES
Alternative #1: Do not approve submittal of the Draft Housing Element to State HCD.
Pros: None.
Cons: Not approving submittal of the Draft Housing Element to State HCD jeopardizes
certification of the Housing Element by the State on time.
Reason for not recommending: State certification is required for the reasons stated above. A
number of cities and counties have lost law suits because of the inadequacy of their Housing
Elements. One of the types of actions that the courts have taken in these cases is to impose a
moratorium on the issuance of building permits for all development (not just residential) until the
jurisdiction complies with the requirements of the court’s decision, such as designating specific
minimum quantities of land for affordable housing, producing a specific minimum amount of
affordable housing units, and obtaining certification of a Housing Element. Land use decisions
based upon an inadequate General Plan or Housing Element have also resulted in invalidation of
the approval of specific projects. As mentioned above, certification by HCD maintains the City’s
eligibility for State funds that support existing housing programs, transportation and other
infrastructure projects.

PUBLIC OUTREACH
The City created a website URL (www.sanjoseca.gov/housingelementupdate) and customized
project e-mail address (housingelementupdate@sanjoseca.gov) to share information and invite
public feedback about the process. On January 15, 2014, an introductory “e-blast” was sent to a
list of more than 3,000 persons and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the topic. The
wide distribution of this e-blast was then further extended by subsequent communication from
individual City Council District offices to their respective constituents and forwarding by the
City Manager’s Office to a list of more than 200 community groups.
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From the fall of 2013 through January 2014, City staff facilitated numerous community
meetings. Stakeholder groups included the County of Santa Clara administrative staff; the City’s
HCDC, Youth Commission, Fair Housing Consortium; San José Silicon Valley Chamber of
Commerce, San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), Senior Citizens
Commission, Downtown Planning Area Neighborhoods, Edenvale Planning Area
Neighborhoods, Alum Rock Planning Area Neighborhoods, Willow Glen Planning Area
Neighborhoods, Santa Clara County Housing Action Coalition, Santa Clara County Association
of Realtors, Berryessa Planning Area Neighborhoods, and West Valley Planning Area
Neighborhoods. Language translation services were requested and provided to several meeting
attendees.
The Draft Housing Element was posted on the website on August 29, 2014, and staff sent an email blast to subscribers, including the general public, Council District offices, and other
interested parties, to provide the public an opportunity to submit comments on the draft.
Community meetings were subsequently held on September 3 and 6, 2014, to provide
opportunities for public input on the draft document. The majority of comments at these
meetings focused on how to address the demand for affordable housing and protect existing
affordable units – in particular naturally affordable units in existing mobilehome parks in the
City.
Staff received written correspondence during preparation of the Draft Housing Element. This
correspondence received as of the writing of this memorandum is attached. To the extent
feasible, the comments have been addressed in the Draft Housing Element.

COORDINATION
This report and the proposed Housing Element were coordinated with the City Attorney’s Office,
the Housing Department, the Housing and Community Development Commission, and the Santa
Clara County Airport Land Use Commission, which is scheduled to consider the item at its
public meeting on September 24, 2014.

CEQA
Envision San José 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Resolution No.
76041, and Addenda thereto; Downtown Strategy 2000 EIR, Resolution No. 72767, and
Addenda thereto; North San José Development Policies EIR, Resolution No. 72768, and
Addenda thereto; and Diridon Station Area Plan EIR, Resolution No. 77096 and Addenda
thereto (collectively, the “Final Program EIRs”). Pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA
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Guidelines, the City of San José has determined that this activity is within the scope of the earlier
approved programs and the Final Program EIRs adequately describe the activity for purposes of
CEQA. The project does not involve new significant effects beyond those analyzed in the Final
Program EIRs.

/s/
HARRY FREITAS, SECRETARY
Planning Commission

For questions please contact Interim Planning Official, Steve Piasecki, at 408-535-7893.
Attachments: Staff Report and Supplemental
Commissioner Abelite’s Statement
PowerPoint Slides Presented at Planning Commission
Public Correspondence
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Existing Zoning
Proposed Zoning
General Plan
Council District
Annexation Date
Historic Resource
CEQA

N/A
N/A
Text Amendment
Citywide
N/A
N/A
Final Program EIRs and
Addenda thereto for Envision
San José 2040 General Plan,
Downtown Strategy 2000,
North San José Development
Policies, and Diridon Station
Area Plan

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
City-initiated request to amend the Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan) Text to
incorporate the Housing Element for 2014-2023 (Draft Housing Element), including the following text
amendments among other changes:


Revisions to Chapter 7 “Implementation;”



Addition of new Appendices including Appendix 11 “Housing Element for 2014-2023” to
update demographic and housing data, goals, policies, and implementation actions, and to make
other minor technical, clarifying and clerical revisions, as necessary, to comply with State
Housing Element Law (Government Code sections 65580-65589.8); and



Revision and deletion of references to the previous housing element (Appendix C “Housing
Element Update 2007-2014” of the San José 2020 General Plan) as appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION
Initiate the Housing Element Update with an overview of the Housing Element Update process followed
by Commission and public questions and input. Then continue the discussion of the Housing Element
item to the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for September 10, 2014.
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BACKGROUND
The Housing Element is a State-required component of local general plans. Typically updated every four
to eight years, the Element quantifies a city’s housing needs, specifies policies and programs to assist in
the provision of housing across income categories, and identifies strategies for a city to meet its share of
the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). For the City of San José, as well as all cities and
counties in the Bay Area under the purview of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the
Housing Element must be approved by the respective local jurisdiction and submitted to the State
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) by January 31, 2015 for certification by
HCD. Once certified, the Draft Housing Element planning period is in effect through January 31, 2023.
A certified Housing Element maintains the City’s eligibility for funding from the State for various
programs and establishes a rebuttable presumption of validity in any litigation challenging the validity of
the Housing Element.
The Housing Element process begins when HCD calculates Statewide housing needs based on
population projections from California’s Department of Finance. HCD then allocates the Statewide
housing needs to Councils of Governments (COG) throughout California, who in turn distribute their
share to the cities and counties in the region for which each COG is responsible. This last stage of
allocation – from COGs to cities and counties – is the Regional Housing Needs Allocation, or RHNA,
and includes allocation of housing needs across income categories. The Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) is the Bay Area’s COG, and is responsible for assigning the “fair share” RHNA
goals to all jurisdictions in the Bay Area (nine counties and 101 cities). The City of San José’s total
RHNA fair share for the Draft Housing Element period is 35,080 units distributed through the income
groups as shown in Table 1:

Table 1

RHNA Goals for 2014-2022 (Area Median Income based on household of four):
ELI
VLI
LI
MOD
Above MOD

(0-30% AMI)
(31-50% AMI)
(51-80% AMI)
(81-120% AMI)
(120%+ AMI)

$0-$31,850
$31,851-$53,050
$53,051-84,900
$84,901-126,600
$126,601
Total:

4,616 units
4,617 units
5,428 units
6,188 units
14,231 units
35,080 units

(13%)
(13%)
(15%)
(18%)
(41%)
(100%)
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This allocation represents substantial increases in the Extremely Low Income (ELI), Very Low Income
(VLI), and Low Income (LI) categories compared to the Housing Element for the 2007-2014 period as
indicated in the following Table 2:

Table 2. Change in RHNA Goals
2007-2014

2014-2022

% Increase

Above Mod

15,450

14,231

-8%

MOD

6,198

6,188

0%

LI

5,322

5,428

+2%

VLI

3,875

4,617

+19% (ELI + VLI)

ELI

3,876

4,616

TOTAL

34,721

35,080

+1%

Challenges to meeting the 2014-2022 RHNA goals include: the high costs of land and construction
locally; difficulties in obtaining financing; and the need for more funding sources to meet affordable
housing goals — particularly in light of the demise of the City’s Redevelopment Agency as a result of
State legislation that eliminated all redevelopment agencies throughout California. Some of these
challenges may be met with housing programs and process improvements, which are part of the draft
Implementation Workplan for the Housing Element that is in the process of being prepared by City staff.
The Implementation Workplan will also include specific actions intended to comply with State law.
City staff has undertaken extensive outreach (discussed in more detail in the Public Outreach section of
this memorandum and in the Draft Housing Element document) to solicit public comments on the issues
the City should consider in the adoption process of the Draft Housing Element. Based on these public
comments and staff analysis, City staff submitted a preliminary draft of the update of the Housing
Element in April of this year to HCD staff for informal review. City staff received verbal feedback from
HCD staff in the past two months, which City staff is attempting to respond to in preparing the current
Draft Housing Element.
This current Draft will be posted on the City’s website for public review and comment prior to Council
consideration of the Draft for formal submittal to the State HCD for certification or a written response
identifying additional items needed for certification. The Council’s public hearing for this item is
scheduled for the evening of September 23, 2014.
City staff is also engaging in a second round of outreach to solicit public comments on the Draft
Housing Element. Once Council considers the Draft and approves submittal of it to the State HCD, and
the State HCD receives the Draft, HCD will have up to sixty (60) days to review the Draft Element
document. Following this 60-day period, City staff will release a final draft based on State HCD and
public comments, which City staff anticipates to submit for Council approval by December of this year.
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ANALYSIS

Staff is in the process of completing the Draft Housing Element with analysis. In the meantime, to better
familiarize the concept of the Housing Element with the Planning Commission, as well as with
interested members of the public, staff proposes to present an overview of the Housing Element to the
Commission during the August 27, 2014 Planning Commission heating, and requests that the Planning
Commission then consider continuing discussion of this item to the September 10, 2014 Planning
Commission hearing to allow staff additional time to complete the analysis of the Draft Housing
Element and bring more detailed information back to the Commission for consideration.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Envision San Jos6 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Resolution No. 76041, and
Addenda thereto; Downtown Strategy 2000 EIR, Resolution No. 72767, and Addenda thereto; North
San Jos6 Development, Policies EIR, Resolution No. 72768, and Addenda thereto; and Diridon Station
Area Plan EIR, Resolution No. 77096 and Addenda thereto (collectively, the "Final Program EIRs").
Pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of San Jos6 has determined that this
activity is within the scope of the earlier approved programs and the Final Program EIRs adequately
describe the activity for purposes of CEQA. The project does not involve new significant effects beyond
those analyzed in the Final Program EIRs.
PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST
Housing Element law requires local governments to make a diligent effort to achieve public
participation of all economic segments of the community in the development of the Housing Element.
As part of this Housing Element update, the City has pursued an extensive public outreach process that
includes general community meetings, a focus group, developer roundtable discussions, and public
hearings with City Planning and Housing Commissions and the Council. More detail on the punic
outreach for the Draft Housing Element will be provided in the document.

A website dedicated to the Housing Element update was also created to provide information. Visitors to
the website can subscribe to the Housing Element update e-mailing list to receive announcements
pertaining to the Housing Element update. The Draft Housing Element will be posted on the website to
provide the public an opportunity to submit their comments on the draft.
Airport Land Use Commission
The proposal was referred to the Santa Clara County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) on
August 5, 2014 and the item is being reviewed by the ALUC As of the writing of this staff report,
the ALUC has not provided comments on the Draft Housing Ek
it for hearing by
the ALUC.

Project Manager: Jenny Nusbaum

Approved by:
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Director-initiated request to amend the Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan) Text to
incorporate the Housing Element for the 2014-2022 Projection Period / 2015-2023 Planning Period
(Draft Housing Element), including the following text amendments among other changes:


Revisions to Chapter 7 “Implementation;”



Addition of new Appendices including Appendix 11 “Housing Element for 2014-2023” to
update demographic and housing data, goals, policies, and implementation actions, and to make
other minor technical, clarifying and clerical revisions, as necessary, to comply with State
Housing Element Law (Government Code sections 65580-65589.8); and



Revision and deletion of references to the previous housing element (Appendix C “Housing
Element Update 2007-2014” of the San José 2020 General Plan) as appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION
Recommend that the City Council approve submittal of the Draft Housing Element of the General Plan
to the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review, comment, or
approval within sixty (60) days of receipt for the following reasons:
1. The Housing Element is a mandatory element of the General Plan with periodic updates required by
State law (Government Code sections 65580-65589.8);
2. The Draft Housing Element aligns with the existing Major Strategies in the General Plan regarding
the future growth and development of the City;
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3. The Draft Housing Element strengthens the existing goals and policies related to meeting the
housing needs of all economic segments of the community, including persons with special needs;
4. The Draft Housing Element establishes a comprehensive strategy that include goals, policies, and
programs that encourage and facilitate development of housing to achieve the City’s Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) fair share for the 2015-2023 planning period; and
5. Adoption of the Draft Housing Element by the City is required in order to receive certification by
HCD, which maintains the City’s eligibility for State funds that support existing housing programs
and infrastructure projects. HCD certification also creates a rebuttable presumption of validity of the
Housing Element in any action to challenge the validity of the Housing Element (Government Code
section 65589.3).
BACKGROUND
On August 27, 2014 staff presented an overview of the Housing Element process to the Planning
Commission at a public hearing that covered the legal requirements and purpose of the Housing
Element, the analytical and content requirements, the context of housing needs, a review of the update
process to-date, and next steps. The presentation was followed by Planning Commission discussion and
public comment, which addressed the State requirements for the City’s Housing Element, and the
number of units by income category that are assigned to the City through the RHNA process. The
Commissioners and one public speaker focused their comments on the percentage of affordable housing
units assigned to the City, noting the large number of units allocated for Extremely Low Income (ELI)
and Very Low Income (VLI) households. The Planning Commission then voted to continue the
discussion of the Housing Element item to the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for September
10, 2014. On August 29, 2014 staff released a Draft Housing Element document for public review and
comment, and has scheduled community meetings for September 3 and September 6, 2014 at City Hall.
The staff presentation scheduled for Planning Commission on September 10th is intended to focus on the
Draft Housing Element’s Implementation Work Plan as a response to identified needs, and the Adequate
Sites Inventory. After the Planning Commission considers the Draft Housing Element at the September
public hearing, the City’s Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) is scheduled to
consider the item at a hearing on September 11, 2014.
The Council’s first public hearing for this item is scheduled for the evening of September 23, 2014.
Once Council considers the Draft and approves submittal of it to the State HCD, and the State HCD
receives the Draft, HCD has up to sixty (60) days to review the Draft Element document and provide a
written response or certify it. Following this 60-day period, City staff will release a final draft based on
State HCD and public comments, which City staff anticipates to submit for Council to consider adoption
by December of this year. Staff will then submit the adopted Housing Element to HCD for certification.

ANALYSIS
The Envision San José 2040 General Plan currently contains the Housing Element for 2007-2014 as
Appendix C, which references the San José 2020 General Plan. The Envision San José 2040 General
Plan also contains a summary of how the Housing Element is implemented in Chapter 7,
“Implementation”. The proposed General Plan text amendment would replace the Housing Element for
2007-2014 with the Draft Housing Element for 2014-2023, by deleting references to Appendix C in the
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Envision San José 2040 General Plan (see Attachment 1) and adding a new Appendix 11 to the General
Plan that contains the Draft Housing Element for 2014-2023. Chapter 7 text would also be updated to
reference current housing trends and summarize the implementation of the Housing Element for 20142023 (see Attachment 2).
To explain how the City will plan for its RHNA goals, the Draft Housing Element (Appendix 11)
includes: a summary of public input; discussion of demographics of the City; an assessment of housing
needs; constraints and resources affecting housing production; an Adequate Sites Inventory listed by
Assessor’s Parcel Number; policies, programs, and actions to preserve housing; an Implementation
Work Plan; and evaluation of the prior housing element.
Public Input
The demographics analysis and needs assessment contained in the Draft Housing Element informed the
City’s public outreach strategy that included a multi-phase effort to obtain feedback from a broad
spectrum of stakeholders representing different City neighborhoods, various age and race/ethnic group
categories, and special interests including neighborhood leaders, the business community, developers,
realtors, and housing advocates.
From the fall of 2013 through January 2014, City staff facilitated numerous community meetings.
Stakeholder groups included the County of Santa Clara administrative staff; the City’s HCDC, Youth
Commission, Fair Housing Consortium; San José Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco
Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), Senior Citizens Commission, Downtown Planning
Area Neighborhoods, Edenvale Planning Area Neighborhoods, Alum Rock Planning Area
Neighborhoods, Willow Glen Planning Area Neighborhoods, Santa Clara County Housing Action
Coalition, Santa Clara County Association of Realtors, Berryessa Planning Area Neighborhoods, and
West Valley Planning Area Neighborhoods. Language translation services were requested and provided
to several meeting attendees. Stakeholder comments generally related to the following themes:


Affordable Housing for Low Income Households including the Homeless ̶ Targeting resources to
Extremely-Low-Income and homeless people makes sense when resources are scarce because these
groups are the neediest, but funds go further when subsidies are shallower for developments
targeting 50-60% AMI. Developments of 100 or more units achieve economies of scale, and can be
less costly than seeking tax credit funding for smaller scattered site developments. Look into using
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) provisions to submit a single application for
several scattered sites within a certain radius. For micro-units, State TCAC unit size minimums may
need to be changed because all bathrooms must be built to larger ADA specifications adding to the
cost of the development. State TCAC requires that 30% of assisted units be three bedrooms for large
families. Developers noted that demand for such units is less in urban areas, and developers have
trouble renting large units in San José although they are required to build them. For mixed use Urban
Villages, participants noted that ground floor retail is a burden for affordable housing developers.
One possible solution is to master lease the ground-floor space to the City at 50% of market rate for
municipal offices, libraries, or community centers. This allows the developer to underwrite the space
and places the responsibility for leasing on the City.
Address increased homelessness. Include community members from the surrounding neighborhood
when developing a response. Address ineffective periodic creek clean-ups, which merely
temporarily displace homeless encampments that are quickly reestablished. San José Public
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Library/San José State University visitor guidelines on allowable personal belongings at the Martin
Luther King, Jr. and other library facilities have potential to worsen the Downtown homelessness
situation. In essence, to promote safe access for all library patrons, large or oversize items (e.g.,
bedrolls, duffle bags, large suitcases, etc.) are generally not allowed. Focus resources on housing for
the extremely low income segment of the population; local caseworkers are routinely asked to assist
in finding interim or replacement housing for low-income clients. Address the gradual loss of
transitional housing opportunities and the potential for increased use of Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) facilities and secondary units. Encourage “micro” units to enhance affordability. The
insufficient supply of affordable housing is evidenced by extensive wait lists/times for Section 8
voucher recipients to find subsidized housing. There is a need for a City policy to incorporate
affordable housing into Urban Village plans. The Alameda is an example of where the housing
supply includes a good mix of incomes. The region is at risk of being competitively “priced out” due
to high housing costs. These costs are detrimental to residents’ quality of life and the ability for
multiple generations to maintain close ties in establishing separate, affordable living arrangements in
the area.


Jobs/Housing Ratio ̶ Analyze the impact on housing of the General Plan’s “jobs first” policy. Focus
on the balance between jobs and housing, and the challenges and opportunities in creation of Urban
Villages. The City’s dual efforts to both improve housing affordability and improve the jobs-housing
ratio (by prioritizing employment) are in fundamental conflict with one another. The affordable
housing gap has grown in recent years, as Silicon Valley has been an engine for job growth but
without a commensurate increase in housing. There is a concern that major employers are not
participating in a solution to the local housing shortage.



Quality of Life ̶ Focus on “quality of life” issues (e.g., neighborhood vitality, crime, schools, etc.)
to help attract additional investment.



Density and Intensification ̶ ABAG’s Priority Development Areas (PDAs) would result in
“systematic gentrification” of neighborhoods by funneling growth and resources into these relatively
small geographic areas. International housing markets (e.g., Asia, Europe, etc.) can provide guidance
on ways to improve our local housing supply and to effectively plan Urban Villages, including
higher densities, smaller living spaces (“micro” units), and shared housekeeping facilities. Higher
densities require costly steel construction. Developers must be incentivized to build at densities of
eight stories or more to help overcome cost hurdles. Concerns were expressed about density
increases in the Spartan Keyes neighborhood. Concerns were also expressed about congestion
resulting from land use intensification and multi-modal roadway improvements, citing the area
around Valley Fair/Santana Row as an example.



Transportation ̶ The existing transit system was criticized for being ineffective in serving people’s
needs. Conduct studies on transit ridership by residents in the vicinity of new, higher density
development. The City has an approach to considering an intersection “built out” and no longer
requiring mitigation, but mitigation measures are in fact still necessary. Housing growth should be
coupled with transportation improvements; the Evergreen area is an example where the
infrastructure is insufficient to accommodate what growth has occurred in recent decades. The
Berryessa BART station area is poorly served by transit, and traffic impacts resulting from people
using cars to get to and from the station could be a problem.
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Community Services ̶ San José needs adequate parks, police, and other services. Provide schools,
libraries, community centers, and employment centers in close proximity to planned new housing in
the City. There is a disconnect between planning for housing and schools, as school overcrowding is
a growing concern in areas of population growth.



Special Needs and the Disabled ̶ Plan for housing the disabled, who are an identified “special
housing needs group” in State law. Some money “should be allocated to programs that do repairs
and modifications to help keep the elderly and disabled in their homes.”



Housing Needs of Senior Citizens ̶ Greater diversity of housing types is needed to prepare for
anticipated future demographic shifts (especially growth in the senior and young adult populations).
Evaluate household income and housing affordability issues among seniors. Concerns of seniors
include displacement, gentrification, and preservation of low income supply; additional protection of
mobile home parks as a source of affordable/senior housing; and financial impact of rapid rent
increases on senior citizens living on fixed income. Many longtime residents are “housing rich,
income poor” such that mobility is oftentimes limited due to cost implications. Ability to “age in
place” will require home retrofits and repairs, such as wheelchair ramps/lifts, grab bars, stair
replacement, and proper lighting, along with maintenance and repair of heating, electrical, and
plumbing systems, hot water heaters, roofing, etc. Representatives from the Winchester Orchard
Neighborhood Association sought to ensure they have a voice in future decisions about revitalization
efforts, expressing concern about the potential loss of affordable housing at the Winchester Mobile
Home Park. Revise the Urban Village boundary/plan for Santana Row/Valley Fair and Vicinity to
exclude the Winchester Ranch Mobile Home Park. Incorporate specific design features, such as
benches, small green spaces, and shade elements, to ensure that walkability meets the unique needs
of the senior population. There is a concern about the walkability and connectivity of the
Hitachi/iStar area, and desire for construction of a pedestrian overcrossing and reopening of the old
IBM tunnel under Highway 85 to provide a connection to various public amenities (e.g., hospital,
library, farmers market, etc.) in the adjacent neighborhood to the south.



Housing for the Young ̶ Recognize that homeless teens are a growing concern. Lack of affordability
is a factor resulting in more frequent moves by families, which disrupt the schooling of children.
Address the ongoing housing needs of youth that have “aged out” of foster care and transitional
housing programs. Live/work arrangements have potential to meet the needs of some younger
persons.



Housing for the Workforce ̶ Promote housing types attractive to single, driving industry workers.



Renting and Owning ̶ Sentiments that “homeownership is not a right, but a privilege,” and that the
only viable solution to improved housing affordability is increased supply. There is a concern about
the trend towards rental housing construction, and the lack of upkeep that can be associated with
rental properties. Boost the supply of owner-occupied housing to improve affordability and help
contain the recent rise in rental costs. A community comprised of longer-term owners is likely to
have greater stability. The City’s rent stabilization ordinance has not been effective in containing a
steady rise in costs. Create various governmental incentives to moderate rent increases among
housing units otherwise exempted from the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. Expand rent control
to enhance affordability.
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Preservation of Housing Stock ̶ Preserve the existing housing stock, including but not limited to
mobile homes. Declare a moratorium on mobile home park conversions. Create opportunities for a
neighborhood stabilization program to provide retrofit/repair services for properties that have been
subject to foreclosure. Structures that are aging and/or subject to neglect are more prone to fire (“we
respond to an average of three single-family house or apartment fires per week”).



Re-use of Public Lands ̶ There is a need for innovative, “out of the box” thinking to address the
housing issue, including the potential use of idle public lands for housing and soliciting interest from
non-profit organizations (e.g., churches) for more intense development of these land holdings.
Consider using the former Agnews Development Center for dormitories.



Fees ̶ Housing development should not have fees waived; everyone needs to pay for services.
Consider imposing a housing impact fee to help construct and rehabilitate affordable housing units.
Given the strength in the housing market, is it now an opportune time to ask developers to pay
impact fees, or are impact fees not the solution to affordable housing, because these fees would
simply be passed on to consumers and result in even higher costs? The City “should not tax what it
wants to build.”



City Ordinances ̶ Evaluate the process and effectiveness of housing-related City ordinances.
Streamline review processing time. Bring greater flexibility to the City’s secondary unit Zoning
Code provisions.



Funding Sources ̶ Dissolution of redevelopment agencies and a lack of State housing funds prevent
more aggressive solutions to affordable housing. This is a problem that is shared throughout the
South Bay. Funding for affordable housing should not come from sales taxes because of their
regressive nature. Identify funding sources to help pay infrastructure costs associated with
implementation of the City’s Urban Village plans.



Regional Coordination ̶ cities in Santa Clara County could potentially work together to pool
affordable housing resources. Inter-agency coordination is important in achieving intended goals.
Address the housing issue from a broader regional perspective, thereby spreading the costs in
imposition of any affordable housing fees/taxes/bonds over a larger area with smaller expense to
individual households/businesses. Actively educate a wide variety of constituents, including State
legislators, school boards, and parent-teacher associations.

Demographics
With approximately one million residents, the City of San José is the 10th largest city in the nation, the
3rd largest in California, and the largest in the San Francisco Bay Area region. San José is the most
transit-connected city in the South Bay Area, with significant investments planned for additional transit
infrastructure. As a city that has regionally important employment centers in the South Bay, San José is
composed of many high tech, manufacturing, and service jobs. However, San José remains the bedroom
community for the region, providing a disproportionate supply of housing opportunities for a workforce
that is employed in smaller and wealthier neighboring cities.
Additionally, San José is one of the most socioeconomically and ethnically diverse cities of any size in
the country, with Whites, Hispanics, and Asians each comprising approximately one third of the City’s
total population. Like most cities in the United States, San José’s population is aging, with the largest
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population growth in the elderly/senior age group (persons age 65+ years), increasing the need for senior
housing solutions. At the same time, “young adults” (persons age 20-35 years) will comprise the age
group with the second largest projected growth in San José over the next 25 years, and they seek vibrant,
walkable, urban places to live, work, and play.
This trend towards urban, amenities-rich areas is increasingly driving the location preferences of
employees and employers, as well as families and households. The Draft Housing Element seeks to
account for these diverse needs for a broader array of housing choices in its Implementation Work Plan.
These housing choices may include secondary dwelling units, new urban housing types such as “micro”
units of approximately 200-400 square feet) as well as the adaptation of the existing housing stock to
meet changed circumstances such as allowing seniors to “age in place”.
Needs Assessment
The Draft Housing Element provides an assessment of the existing and projected housing needs in San
José. Regional housing needs are determined by Statewide and regional population projections. The
housing needs analysis draws on data from multiple sources to compare income levels with housing
costs to derive measures of affordability for various households, special needs, and housing types. This
analysis provides the basis for understanding the attributes and extent of San José’s housing needs and
issues, and, taken together with the demographics analysis, is used to inform the Housing Element’s
Implementation Work Plan.
San José has long been one of the costliest places in the nation for living. Although about one-third of
Santa Clara County’s workforce command high salaries in the range of approximately $86,000 to
$144,000 per year, nearly half of all jobs pay low-income wages between $19,000 and $52,000 annually.
Projections from the State show that more than half of the new jobs created in the County over the next
few years will pay $11.00 per hour or less. These working-class wages are not enough to pay for
housing costs without creating a housing burden, defined as housing costs that exceed 30% of income.
The market has not produced housing that is naturally affordable to low-income households, and public
resources for affordable housing have been significantly diminished in recent years. Consequently, both
the existing and future need for affordable housing in San José is considerable and far exceeds available
supply. To the extent that this trend of income disparity continues, affordable housing needs can
likewise be expected to remain high or even rise.
Constraints and Resources
As required by State law, the Housing Element must identify both governmental and non-governmental
constraints to housing. Governmental constraints are government policies that may impede housing
production in pursuit of other important public goals, while non-governmental constraints are those
impediments created through market forces. “Constraints” is not used in the Housing Element as a
pejorative, but rather as a neutral term to describe factors that may potentially make it more difficult or
costly to develop housing. For example, a policy that requires housing to be developed in areas with
existing City services is necessary for more sustainable development although, depending on
circumstances, it may also make housing more costly to build due to higher land costs. However, the
purpose of identifying specific policies and regulations as potential constraints is not necessarily to
eliminate them, but to develop and implement other programs to mitigate housing costs while
simultaneously balancing all City goals and policies.
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Governmental Constraints
Governmental constraints refer to government regulations and policies that can limit development by
adding regulatory constraints including development permit requirements, processing time, and/or
development costs. These can potentially include constraints such as:
1. Zoning Regulations – The City’s Zoning Ordinance includes conventional zoning districts
established for residential uses. Alternatively, the Planned Development zoning process can establish
a unique zoning district for a site, including use and development standards, which may otherwise
not be found in a conventional zoning district. For example, the absence of a conventional zoning
district that allows residential development at a minimum density of 30 dwelling units per acre as a
permitted use could be described as a constraint because of the requirement of an application for PD
zoning and PD permit for the City to consider approval of that density.
2. Processing Time – Processing times for zonings and development permits can increase the carrying
costs of a property under consideration for development. Processing time is dependent on a number
of factors, including the enforcement of State laws and City ordinances, the ability of the applicant to
coordinate with City staff and community members to address project issues, and the need to ensure
that the general public is fully informed through required notices, meetings and hearings.
3. Fees and Taxes – The fees and taxes applicable to a development project include
application/entitlement fees, construction fees, impact/capacity fees, and development taxes.
Application/entitlement fees include fees for consideration of the application for a land use approval
and environmental clearance. Construction fees include the various building permit, plan check, and
public improvement fees related to the construction process. Impact/capacity fees are charged to
mitigate the costs that new development places on community infrastructure or other required
improvements. Development taxes are tax assessments on development projects commonly based on
project valuation.
4. Onsite and Offsite Improvements – New residential development is responsible for both public and
private improvements directly associated with the development. The City has established both public
and private infrastructure standards so that developers can factor in those costs during the
development design stage.
5. Level of Service (LOS) Policies – The General Plan includes LOS policies for transportation,
sanitary sewers, storm drainage, flood control, police, fire, and parks. Development proposals are
also reviewed to ensure that the Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) capacity is not exceeded.
6. Building Code Requirements – The City of San José uses the California Building Code (CBC) as the
standard for all new construction. San José also encourages the use of the State Historic Building
Code for designated historical properties to facilitate the rehabilitation and reuse of important
historic resources. The City has also adopted local amendments regarding certain structural design
requirements, compliance with FEMA regulations, fire sprinkler regulations, and other building and
plumbing requirements.
The General Plan is a “jobs first” plan to increase the jobs per employed resident ratio from below 1 to
above 1 so that the City is no longer housing rich and jobs poor. So that this approach does not create a
constraint to housing, the General Plan contains key Policies for sufficient flexibility to meet State
housing requirements, including the following:
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IP-2.5

During each Major Review of the General Plan evaluate input provided by the reconvened
Task Force and achievement of the following key General Plan goals to inform the City
Council’s decision, regarding needed changes, to begin the next General Plan Horizon, or to
increase the number of residential units available for non-specific Urban Village areas, verify
that the current Planning Horizon contains adequate capacity to meet San José’s Regional
Housing Needs Allocation for the remaining 7 ½ year portion of the current 8 year term; and
Confirm that adequate infrastructure and service facilities, especially transit, exist or that a
secure plan for them is in place to support the planned jobs and housing capacity in the current
and contemplated Horizon.

IP-2.11 Provide a “Pool” of residential unit capacity which may be allocated to allow entitlement of
residential projects within Urban Village Areas not included within the current Plan Horizon.
This pool is initially established as 5,000 units, and may be replenished as part of a General
Plan Major Review. Projects receiving allocation must conform to the Land Use /
Transportation Diagram. Preparation of an Urban Village Plan for the subject Urban Village is
necessary prior to allocation of these units unless the project qualifies as a Signature Project.
Non-governmental Constraints
Non-governmental constraints refer to the impediments to housing production that result from market
factors. The primary non-governmental constraints identified in the Draft Housing Element are:
1. Production Costs – The cost of housing production is a significant non-governmental constraint. This
is especially true for projects that seek deeper affordability requirements (for example, including
more ELI units rather than VLI- or LI units) because a greater amount of subsidy is required to
ensure that the project is financially feasible. The major components of production costs include
construction, labor, and land. The cost of basic construction materials has increased significantly
over the past several years. Additionally, land in San José continues to be expensive relative to other
regions in the State and compared with many areas in the rest of the United States.
2. Financing – The ability to produce housing depends on the ability of developers to borrow money in
order finance construction. For both market-rate and not-for profit developers, this depends largely
on the willingness of banks to provide loans for such development. For affordable housing, this also
generally depends on the availability of local, state, and federal subsidies that non-profit housing
developers can access to make their projects financially feasible. In the current economy, financing
for affordable projects is difficult to obtain from any of these sources. Additionally, the State has
eliminated many funding sources for affordable housing including the City’s Redevelopment
Agency, resulting in the loss of a major primary source of funding for affordable housing in the City.
These factors have profoundly impacted the City’s ability to provided assistance to affordable
housing developers.
3. Environmental – Environmental constraints to residential development within the City typically
relate to the presence of one or more of the following physical factors that affect the development of
housing including sites located in areas subject to severe flooding, riparian corridors, and geological
hazards. The types of constraints vary in different areas of the City.
4. Public Opposition – Existing residents may be against new affordable residential development.
Opposition can lead to a protracted planning process to solicit and respond to public opinion, which
adds to the time and cost of development.
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Adequate Sites Inventory
State law requires an Adequate Sites Inventory as part of a jurisdiction’s Housing Element.
The Inventory must demonstrate that the housing potential on land suitable for residential development
is adequate to accommodate the City’s RHNA of 35,080 total dwelling units available for development
between 2014 and 2022. The City must assess the land capacity available within its jurisdiction to meet
its RHNA and perform a parcel-by-parcel site inventory identifying where housing can be located and
how many units each parcel may yield.
As of April 2014, the City has identified an Adequate Sites Inventory designated for approximately
35,117 new dwelling units based on a conservative estimate at the lower end of the density range of
dwelling units allowed under the existing applicable land use designations for the subject sites on the
General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram. This Inventory assumes at least 2,666 units in Urban
Villages in Horizon 1 and allocation of 500 units from the pool of 5,000 units for Urban Villages in
future Horizons. All of the units that are counted in the Inventory in Urban Villages must be part of
Urban Village Plans that are approved by January 2015.
This figure represents the General Plan residential holding capacity and approved residential projects
minus the residential development anticipated in future phases of the North San José Area Development
Policy beyond 2014. For purposes of calculating the Adequate Sites Inventory, future phases of
residential development in North San José are not assumed to occur prior to 2023. To further describe
the residential capacity for the Draft Housing Element, the inventory divides the residential capacity in
the following categories:
1. Sites Already with Planning Entitlements 1 ;
2. Planned Downtown Residential Development;
3. Residential capacity in Planned Communities;
4. Residential capacity in Urban Villages that are anticipated to have approved Urban Village Plans by
January 2015;
5. Vacant sites that are designated for residential development in the General Plan;
6. Sites entitled for residential development in the North San José Development Policy Area;
7. Allocation from a pool of 5,000 units available for Urban Villages beyond the current Horizon
(Horizon I); and
8. Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels with residential land use designations.

1

Units with a Planned Development (PD) zoning, PD permit, or other development permit that have not been issued building
permits.
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Table 1. Existing Residential Capacity
DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING UNITS
PLANNED DURING THE RHNA PERIOD (2014-2022)

Location/Status Category
1

Planned Housing
Units

Percent of
Total

11,474
9,701

32.7%
27.6%

7,547
2,666

21.5%
7.6%

2,125
N/A

6.1%
N/A

"Pool" Allocation
Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels
Totals

500
1,104
35,117

1.4%
3.1%
100.0%

RHNA Allocation (2014-2022)

35,080

Already Entitled
Downtown

Planned Communities
2
Urban Villages
3

Vacant Land
4
North San Jose
5

Source: City of San Jose

Notes:
1

Includes unbuilt units in Phase 1 of the North San Jose Area Development Policy (NSJADP) and in

2

Horizon 1 only of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

3

To avoid double-counting, excludes vacant lands in other identified categories.

4

Phases 2-4 of the NSJADP, allow ing an additional 24,000 units, are not anticipated during the RHNA period.

5

Allocation of units per Policy IP-2.11 of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

the Hitachi mixed use village project, but otherw ise excludes projects in other identified categories.

Based on existing General Plan Goals and Policies and the escalating depletion of vacant lands in San
José, future development will consist primarily of higher density housing in strategic infill locations,
including Downtown and other identified Growth Areas in the General Plan in urban locations
predominantly close to transit. Most of the sites are already developed, but are underutilized, so the
majority of sites in the inventory will need to be redeveloped or have their existing development
intensified with additional buildings. Vacant lands represent just a small fraction of the yield from
residentially zoned lands, because these are generally small or lower density sites at the edges of the
City’s Urban Service Area.
The Adequate Sites Inventory’s holding capacity for approximately 35,117 new dwelling units is
currently available for development during the 2015-2023 RHNA planning period. This means the City
of San José is able to accommodate potential development of approximately 35,117 additional dwelling
units without needing to amend the General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram to designate
additional sites for residential use. Therefore, no changes to land use designations on the sites identified
in the Adequate Sites Inventory are currently proposed in the Draft Housing Element.
Preservation
In the past, San José facilitated its affordable housing supply primarily through the production of new
deed-restricted multifamily housing. In addition, a portion of San José’s market-rate and mobile homes
are considered “naturally affordable” because of their location, condition, and physical characteristics
(although the exact number of naturally affordable homes is unknown).
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Because affordable homes may be lost over time due to expiring deed-restrictions or be redeveloped (if
naturally affordable), it is important for the City to include policies and programs that seek to preserve
the existing affordable housing stock. Chapter 7 of the Draft Housing Element analyzes the deedrestricted housing stock that is at risk of conversion to market-rate housing and compares the costs of
replacement versus preservation.
Implementation Work Plan
Challenges to meeting the 2014-2022 RHNA goals include: the reduction in funding from government
sources particularly as a result of the dissolution of redevelopment agencies, the high costs of land and
construction locally; difficulties in obtaining financing; and the need for more funding sources to meet
affordable housing goals. Some of these challenges may be met with process improvements and housing
programs, which are part of the Implementation Work Plan in the Draft Housing Element. The Draft
Housing Element Work Plan includes existing as well as proposed or potential new policies, programs,
and partnerships to meet San José’s changing housing needs. The Work Plan also includes specific
actions intended to comply with State law, as well as “Potential Actions” that the City has identified as
important but may not currently have the staffing or resources to explore for implementation. City staff
will monitor these potential actions and will explore or undertake these items pending sufficient
resources and if these items escalate in importance. The Implementation Work Plan is organized around
four primary components:
1. Increase, preserve, and improve the supply of safe, livable, and affordable housing for low and
moderate income residents.
a. Programs and Funding
b. Coordination
c. Housing Planning Tools
2. Invest in activities to end homelessness.
3. Promote equitable development.
4. Support healthy, sustainable communities and neighborhoods.
Specific descriptions and timeframes for proposed policies and programs can be found in the
Implementation Work Plan located in Appendix D of the Draft Housing Element.

CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
The twelve Major Strategies of the General Plan provide guiding principles for its goals and policies.
These strategies include: Community Based Planning; a Form Based Plan; Focused Growth;
Innovation/Regional Employment Center; Urban Villages; Streetscapes for People; Measurable
Sustainability / Environmental Stewardship; Fiscally Strong City; Destination Downtown; Life Amidst
Abundant Natural Resources; Design for a Healthful Community; and Plan Horizons and Periodic
Major Review.
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The Draft Housing Element is consistent with all of these Major Strategies. By promoting housing
opportunities for all economic segments of the community, the Housing Element is consistent with the
Design for a Healthful Community and Innovation/Regional Employment Center Major Strategies by
facilitating development of workforce housing to support driving industries. The Focused Growth and
Fiscally Strong City Major Strategies address the need to balance the urban facilities and services
demands of new development with the need to balance the City’s budget. Infill development within
urbanized areas is identified as an important means of controlling service costs through increased
efficiency, and the Draft Housing Element identifies housing opportunities located primarily on urban
infill sites, near jobs centers, transit, and areas with existing neighborhood services. These sites support
the Destination Downtown Major Strategy as well as the Urban Villages Major Strategy, which
underscores the importance of enhancing San José’s neighborhoods by promoting Downtown
development and critical density in mixed-use development in identified Growth Areas. All these sites
are located within the Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary, which is consistent with the Focused Growth,
Sustainability / Environmental Stewardship, and Life Amidst Abundant Natural Resources Major
Strategies in preserving the scenic backdrop of the hillsides surrounding San José, preserving habitat,
agricultural resources, and recreational opportunities. By promoting the efficient use of land and
infrastructure resources through higher density development in urbanized areas and strategic locations,
the Draft Housing Element is consistent with all the General Plan Major Strategies in maintaining San
José’s ability to meet its future service needs while preserving a healthy living environment.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Envision San José 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Resolution No. 76041, and
Addenda thereto; Downtown Strategy 2000 EIR, Resolution No. 72767, and Addenda thereto; North
San José Development Policies EIR, Resolution No. 72768, and Addenda thereto; and Diridon Station
Area Plan EIR, Resolution No. 77096 and Addenda thereto (collectively, the “Final Program EIRs”).
Pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of San José has determined that this
activity is within the scope of the earlier approved programs and the Final Program EIRs adequately
describe the activity for purposes of CEQA. The project does not involve new significant effects beyond
those analyzed in the Final Program EIRs.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST
The City created a website URL (www.sanjoseca.gov/housingelementupdate) and customized project email address (housingelementupdate@sanjoseca.gov) to share information and invite public feedback
about the process. On January 15, 2014 an introductory “e-blast” was sent to a list of more than 3,000
persons and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the topic. The wide distribution of this e-blast
was then further extended by subsequent communication from individual City Council District offices to
their respective constituents and forwarding by the City Manager’s Office to a list of more than 200
community groups. The Draft Housing Element was posted on the website on August 29, 2014, and staff
sent an e-mail blast to subscribers, including the general public, Council District offices, and other
interested parties, to provide the public an opportunity to submit comments on the draft.
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In addition to the comments mentioned above, staff also received written correspondence during
preparation of the Draft Housing Element. This correspondence received as of the writing of this staff
report is attached. To the extent feasible, the comments have been addressed in the Draft Housing
Element including the proposed Implementation Work Plan.
Project Mana~oer: Jenny Nusbaum
Owner/Applicant:
City ofSan Jos~

Approved by: ~~

Date:

Attachments:
1. Proposed Text changes to the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan,
Chapter 7 "Implementation"
2. Draft proposed new Appendix entitled "Appendix 11: Housing Element
for 2014-2022 Projection Period / 2015-2023 Planning Period"; to
replace Appendix C of the San Jos~ 2040 General Plan
3. Public correspondence

GPT14-001 DRAFT TEXT AMENDMENT
ENVISION SAN JOSE 2040 GENERAL PLAN
CHAPTER 7 “Implementation”
Section on Housing Element
Housing Development
The Land Use / Transportation Diagram and the Housing goals and policies contained
in the Envision General Plan, in concert with its other Goals, Policies and
Implementation Actions, are intended to address several concerns related to the supply
of housing within San José and the region. These concerns are closely related, so that
one strategy may address multiple objectives. At the same time, housing supply is a
regional issue for Santa Clara County and the Bay Area. Without a cooperative regional
approach, San José will not be able to fully meet its housing, economic development,
and fiscal sustainability goals. By providing adequate housing growth capacity at
strategic locations, San José will do its part to address the concerns of housing
affordability, reducing commute demand by providing housing supply in close proximity
to employment and service uses, and creating high quality, complete urban
neighborhoods by focusing new housing growth into higher-density, compact areas
around transit facilities.
San José has traditionally provided the bulk of housing in Santa Clara County with a
large range in price and the largest number of affordable units. Much of this housing is
in the form of low-density neighborhoods. A shortage of commercial and industrial
activity and relatively low residential property values have negatively impacted the City’s
revenue while the inefficient form of its housing supply has raised service costs. This
has resulted in fiscal challenges for the City as it attempts to provide services to its
resident population. In order to provide and maintain high-quality residential areas, the
City must pursue opportunities to improve its fiscal health through the implementation of
its policies related to housing.

Goal IP-19 – Housing Development
Implement the Envision General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram and
Envision General Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions related to
housing development (Housing Program) to meet San José’s housing needs and to
address State and regional housing production requirements.
Policies – Housing Development
IP-19.1 Through a Major General Plan Review or, as needed, through the Annual General Plan review process, evaluate the Plan’s consistency with housing
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development goals as determined by the State and regional agencies and take
actions as necessary to address their requirements.
IP‐19.2 In determining an appropriate Housing Program, maximize City resources
towards the area of greatest need and to utilize available State and Federal programs.
1

Housing Element
The City’s Housing Element aligns with the General Plan goals and the City’s federal
and local housing plan goals to include a range of affordable housing opportunities for
low- and moderate-income households, an effective response to homelessness,
equitable and complete communities, and sustainable, transit-oriented communities.
San José’s Local Housing Elements 2007-2014 was adopted in June 2009 and was
subsequently are periodically required to be certified that year by the State Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD). State certification creates a legal
presumption that the Housing Element complies with State law. Housing Element
certification maintains San José’s eligibility for key infrastructure and housing funds from
Federal, State, and regional sources.
State law requires cities to update their Housing Element generally every fivefour to
seveneight years. The current Housing Element is the result of community input and the
analysis of demographic data, housing needs, constraints, and resources for housing
development, planned housing supply, and housing preservation needs. The Housing
Element addresses housing needs for the period between January 1, 2007 and June
30, 2014. It serves as a starting point for developing includes strategies and actions for
implementing the housing goals and policies fofr the Envision San José 2040
General Plan.
San José has been a leader in providing housing for a growing regional population. The
San José 2020 General Plan had capacity for approximately 60,000 new housing
units. As currently proposed, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan will
provide capacity for approximately 48,000 new housing units through the conclusion of
Horizon 1. For 2007-2014, the 2014-2022 San José’s Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) projection period, the City’s share of housing for the Bay Area
Region is 34,721 35,080 new housing units. O of those 34,721 new housing units,
which13,0739233 units should serve low-, very-low, and extremely-low and very-low
income households, 5,428 units should serve low-income households, and 6,1988 units
should serve moderate-income households, and 14,231 units should serve above
moderate-income households. Although the City will have adequate capacity to meet
the overall RHNA number of housing units, production of the affordable homes will be
very challenging because of the loss of affordable housing funding from the City’s
former Redevelopment Agency, the depletion of State housing resources, reduced
federal housing and community development funding, legal challenges to inclusionary
housing programs, and the lack of other tools. The Housing Element for 2007-2014
addresses how the City can facilitate development of adequate these new housing for
each income group homes consistent with affordability requirementswhile alsoplanning
providing for neighborhoods with parks, schools, and access to transportation, jobs,
shopping, and other services.
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Housing Element Implementation Program
In the development of the Land Use/ Transportation Diagram, the maps of which are
available on the City’s web site, those residential and housing goals and policies having
spatial or locational dimensions were considered and are, to a large extent,
implemented by land use designations and through the process of reviewing
development proposals. Other housing goals and policies cannot be effectuated through
land use decisions and require program responses as outlined in the following
sectionsAppendix 11.
Quantified objectives for housing programs are for the revisedplanning time frame of the
Housing Element (January 31, 200715 through June 30January 31, 201423)rather than
the 1994-2020 time frame of the San José 2020 General Plan.
The following discussion is integrally linked with the goals and policies stated in this
Plan. The implementation of the housing and other related goals and policies occurs, in
part, through the development review process, as described earlier in this chapter.
TechnicalDetailed information regarding housing issues in San José is provided in
Appendix 511, which also includes a detailed description of the housing programslisted
below , policies, and actions to implement during the Housing Element planning period
in order to address the needs and constraints identified in Appendix 11.
The Housing Element implementation work plan carries over some of the programs
from the prior RHNA cycle and also includes new initiatives to address new needs and
constraints, to build new partnerships, and to identify new funding opportunities. It also
includes potential actions to explore by the City, pending the availability of staff capacity
and resources. The implementation work plan is organized according to the following
Housing Element goals:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Increase, preserve, and improve the supply of affordable housing.
Invest in activities to end homelessness.
Promote equitable development.
Support healthy, sustainable communities and neighborhoods.

This work plan includes items that are already in progress as well as potential new
policies and programs to explore as funding becomes available. Funding sources have
been noted when plausible, but the ongoing scarcity of housing subsidies, recent legal
challenges to inclusionary housing programs, and the uncertainty of timing on new
sources make it difficult to project through January 2023.

1 Legislation recently enacted (ABX1 26 and 27, Blumenfeld 2011) could significantly
impact the viability of redevelopment throughout the state which, in turn, may affect
public funding of affordable housing. The current Housing Element, including Appendix
C (Housing) is scheduled to be updated in 2014 and should reflect resolution of
legilation and litigation relating to redevelopment agencies and funding.
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Summary of Housing Needs Analysis
In support of the 2007-2014 update of the Housing Element, the City applied available
data to build on previous updates. The conclusions of the update indicate a continuation
of the trends identified five years earlier. Housing costs remain high in San José and the
County as a whole, relative to the State. According to the Santa Clara County
Association of Realtors, the median value of a single family home in San José was
$560,000 and $350,000 for condominium and townhomes as of August 2008. Clearly
such high prices, coupled with high financing costs, can severely constrain the ability of
even moderate income families and households to purchase a home. Because of
spatial correlations between housing cost and employment centers, the spiraling of
prices has also caused an even longer commute time for many households searching
for cheaper housing both inside and outside of the region. Such commutes impact the
transportation network and degrade the environment.
San José’s population grew from 894,943 in 2000 to 989,496 in 2008- an increase of
94,553 residents. The City of San José includes over half of the county’s population,
and has grown slightly faster than the county as a whole over the past decade, and
accounts for two-thirds of the residential growth in the county. During the last decade
the City’s population increased 18% while the county’s increased by 17%. This growth
is expected to continue into the next decade but at a much slower rate.
Average household size in San José has experienced ups and downs over the last thirty
years, but has exhibited relative stability in recent years. According to the 2006
American Community Survey, the average household size in San José is 3.12 persons,
compared to 2.92 in the State and 2.6 nationwide. This figure represents a decrease
from the average household size in 2000 and a slight increase over the 1990 figure of
3.08 persons per household. The average household size in San José is relatively
higher compared to the State and nationwide average. This is partially due to the
increase in the number of larger families as well as rising housing costs. According to
the 2006 American Community Survey, approximately eight percent of all occupied
dwelling units (23,530 units) could be classified as overcrowded with a higher
percentage of renters living in overcrowded conditions than owners. As greater numbers
of families and households are unable to enter the ownership housing market, they turn
to the rental market. The tight housing market has caused vacancy rates to range
between 1.0% and 3.6% over the past several years. As further detailed in Appendix C,
53,205 renter households and 81,699 home owner households in San José spent more
than 30% of their gross incomes on housing in 2006. Of these households, 18,714 were
extremely low-income renter households (incomes less than 30% of the area median
income); 14,877 were very low-income renter households (incomes between 30% and
60% of area median); and 10,579 were low-income renter households (incomes
between 60% and 80% of area median). These numbers do not include those families
who are living doubled-up or who are forced to live in outlying areas and commute to
jobs in San José.
Under State law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determines the fair
share allocation of housing need for all Bay Area communities. For San José, the
housing need is 34,721 dwelling units between January 2007 and June 2014. Of this
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number, 3,876 are needed for extremely-low income households, 3,875 for very low
income households, 5,322 for low income households, 6,198 for moderate income
households and 15,450 for above moderate income households. This fair share
allocation is limited to the projection of future housing need; it does not take into
account households living “doubled-up” or who have been forced to live in outlying
areas due to the lack of affordable housing in San José due to limitations of official data
sources. However, the City’s housing programs are intended to address needs of lowerincome households. The City’s housing programs also seek to create affordable
housing opportunities at the deepest affordability. In addition, the City’s Housing
Department, under its current Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for project
developments has a requirement that affordable housing financed by the City must
incorporate a minimum of 25% ELI units. Moreover, in accordance with the adopted
Five- Year Housing Investment Plan, the Housing Departments must target 30% of its
Low and Moderate Income Housing Funds (20% funds) to ELI households.
Determining an Appropriate Program Response
The City of San José has traditionally provided the bulk of housing in Santa Clara
County with a large range in price variation including the largest number of affordable
units. The needs analysis contained in the Housing Appendix, however, clearly
indicates a large and complex housing need which exceeds the resources of the City to
meet.
In determining an appropriate program response, the City seeks to maximize its
resources towards the area of greatest need and to utilize available State and Federal
programs. Recently, however, Federal and State resources which address housing
needs have diminished, while needs have increased, particularly for low income rental
apartments.
In order to implement the City’s housing programs more effectively, the City Council
consolidated the Housing and Neighborhood Development Division of the Department
of Neighborhood Preservation with the Housing Development section of the
Redevelopment Agency in the fall of 1987 and created the Housing Department. A
Mayor’s Task Force on Housing was created to develop housing policies to guide the
City in addressing affordable housing needs. A comprehensive Housing Needs
Assessment was prepared by a consultant and reviewed by the Task Force; together
with input from the community, the Housing Needs Assessment formed the basis for the
five- year Housing Program. The Mayor’s Final Report outlines the following City
housing policy goals:
Goal 1: Increase the supply of affordable housing, preserve the housing stock and
reduce the cost of developing affordable housing.
Goal 2: Utilize available resources to address priority needs for housing.
Goal 3: Increase the funds available for the preservation and development of affordable
housing.
Goal 4: Disperse low income housing throughout the City to avoid concentrations of low
income households and to encourage racial and economic integration.
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Goal 5: Encourage greater involvement of public and private sectors to increase and
preserve the stock of affordable housing in San José.
Based on these policy goals, a series of recommendations was made relating to land
use planning, site acquisition, residential development tax exemptions, Single Room
Occupancy housing, the conversion of assisted units to market rate rentals, long- term
affordability requirements, targeting of funds by income level and need for new or
rehabilitated housing, development policies for rental and ownership housing, last resort
housing and other issues.
The City has systematically addressed these issues and has implemented the individual
recommendations outlined in the Final Report. These goals continue to shape the
program directions implemented as a part of the City’s Consolidated Plan.
The Housing Assistance Program objectives outlined below include the City’s funding
resources (numerically identified in the text) as well as available Federal and State
monies. Because of uncertainties in dollar projections and recent legislative action at
the Federal level, these objectives can only be considered as numerical representations
of what the City anticipates can be achieved for low and moderate income housing.
The housing program objectives set forth below represent the results of a number of
analyses. The construction activity projections are based on the City’s annual
construction activity forecasts used in the development of the Capital Improvement
Program.
The other program objectives are based on: 1) the City’s experience with affordable
housing programs which will be monitored annually and updated in conjunction with the
Consolidated Plan goal setting process; 2) the rates of success in implementing the
Housing Element program goals incorporated into the General Plan in 1978, 1981,
1983, 1984, 1988, 1989, 1994, and 2003; and, 3) State and Federal Government
funding resources available to the City. The objectives for the “Additional Programs”
listed on the following pages are based on the need to promote additional housing
opportunities and to expand existing programs.
Housing Assistance Program Objectives
Construction Activity Projections. The City of San José has projected a total dwelling
unit production of approximately 24,700 units for the January 2007- June 2014 time
frame of the Housing Element. These figures assume an average of 3,800 new building
permits approved each year, reflecting the recent trend of housing construction in San
José. The City projects approximately 7,300 units of affordable housing production for
the fiscal year 2000/ 01 - 2005/06 time frame. Between January 1999 and June 2006,
approximately 8,900 affordable housing units were produced.
Local Assisted Housing Programs Objectives. The City of San José’s extremely-low,
very low, low and moderate income housing goals for the 2005-2010 Consolidated Plan
are summarized in Table HE-1 and 2 (see following pages). In addition to the five-year
housing production goals shown in Talbe HE-1, the City has goals for the conservation
of existing affordable housing units. For example, there are 10,585 mobilehome units in
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San José as of 2006 and all but about 200 of these units are located on sites zoned
RM-H Park District) or are under a Planned Development zoning which allows only
mobilehome parks as a permitted use. These zoning districts are designed to
encourage the preservation of mobilehome parks and give them some continued
protection from speculative conversion to other units during the 2007-2014 planning
period because of the increased stability provided for mobilehome parks through these
zoning districts.
Table HE-1 indicates that the goals for new construction of assisted housing units
includes the acquisition/rehabilitation of “at- risk” units (federally assisted rental units
that could be converted to market rate rents). The City’s Housing Department will use a
variety of programs identified in the Housing Appendix to conserve these units. Over the
time period of the Housing Element from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2014, the City
anticipates funding commitments for 2,750 units with an emphasis on Extremely Lowand Very Low-income households. The City does not anticipate allocating funding in
order to preserve its at-risk housing units, as this housing stock is primarily owned and
managed by non-profit organizations that are committed to preserving the affordability
restrictions. Table HE-2 breaks down the production goals according to income levels
for identified priority groups.
In 2009, the City Council adopted an updated Inclusionary Housing Policy that requires
that 15% of the residential units built city-wide be affordable. The ordinance will go into
effect when the City issues 2,500 residential permits in a rolling 12-month period or in
2013, whichever comes first.
Table HE-1: Proposed Five-Year Production Goals 2009-2014
TARGETI
NEW
ACQUISITI PRESERV
5-YEAR
NG
CONSTRU
ON/
ATION
TOTAL
CTION
REHABILI
TATION
ELI

563

125

0

688

VLI

1,462

325

0

1,787

LI

225

50

0

275

Mod

0

0

0

0

Market

0

0

0

0

TOTAL

2,250

500

0

2,750

Source: City of San José Housing Department, 2008
Table HE-2: Affordable Housing Production Priority
Existing and New Programs
The following actions will be taken in implementing the goals of the City of San José’s
Five- Year Housing Strategy:
The Use of the City’s 20% Redevelopment Housing Fund
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Under the requirements of California Community Redevelopment Law, as provided in
Section 33334.2 of the Health and Safety Code, 20% of the tax increment funds from
merged, amended, or newly created redevelopment areas utilizing tax increment
financing must be set aside for housing purposes for low and moderate income
households. These funds may be used for a variety of purposes such as land or building
acquisition, construction financing, subsidies, land improvements, development of plans
and paying the principal or interest on bonds and loans. Given the economic downturn,
the Housing Department anticipates that its 20% funds will stay even with its FY 200809 amount of $37,000,000, and does not expect an increase. The 20% funds are used
to finance all aspects of the Housing
INCOME
PRIORITY
HOUSING
LEVELS
# OF
NEEDS HOUSEHO HOUSEHO
LDS
LDS
Small
Related
Renters
(0-80%) 20,974

Large
Related
Renters
(0-80%) 12,968

Elderly
Renters

PRIORITY
NEED
LEVEL HIGH,
MEDIUM,
AND LOW
H

0-30%MFI
(7,470)

UNMET
NEED
BASED
ON COST
BURDEN

GOALS

6,125

316

3150%
MFI
(7,3
65)

H

5,523

700

5180%
MFI
(6,1
39)

M

2,701

440

0-30%MFI
(4,600)

H

3,956

200

3150%
MFI
(4,7
15)

H

2,923

600

5180%
MFI
(3,6
53)

M

876

330

0-30%MFI

H

3,723

200
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(0-80%) 8,182

Other
Renter
Households
(12,533)

Total
Owner
Households
(0-80%)
(19,123)

(5,659)
3150%
MFI
(1,6
85)

H

1,078

249

5180%
MFI
(838
)

M

444

150

0-30%MFI
(4,955)

3,518

H

59

3150%
MFI
(3,4
54)

H

2,798

500

5180%
MFI
(4,1
24)

M

2,557

90

0-30%MFI
(10,755)

H

7,528

591

3150%
MFI
(4,7
15)

H

7,118

620

5180%
MFI
(3,6
53)

M

8,190

719

TOTAL
59,058
5,764
Source: City of San José Department of Housing Consolidated
Plan, 2005-2010
Small Households = Four persons or fewer
Large Households = Five persons or more
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• Transit-Oriented Development/Mid- and High-Rise Residential Design Guidelines
• Enhanced High-Rise Design Review Process
• 2007 California Standards Code Outreach and Training
• Live Telephone Customer Service
• Preliminary Review Application Process
• Housing Department Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) Process and Underwriting
Guidelines
• Improvements in the Building Division to facilitate streamlining of the permitting
process
• Elimination of the Planned Development Zoning process requirement for certain
Mixed-Use Development projects
• Option to Use Discretionary Alternate Use Policies through a Use Permit
• 2008 Zoning Ordinance Streamlining Amendments
In addition, implementation of the 2007-2014 Housing Element will require the City to
update existing land use policies in the General Plan as well as adopt new ordinances
and revisions to the Zoning Ordinance in order to comply with State law. These actions
include adopting a Density Bonus Ordinance, establishing a higher-density multi-family
residential zoning district, and revising several General Plan land use designations to
establish a minimum density of 30 dwelling units per acre. Descriptions of these
programs and the relevant General Plan policies that guide their implementation are
listed in Figure 23 of the 2007-2014 Housing Element.
Equal Housing Opportunities
The City of San José is committed to providing equal housing opportunities for all
persons wishing to reside in San José. City policy is to distribute housing units
affordable to various income levels throughout the City to create economically diverse
neighborhoods. The City has a variety of programs to avoid discrimination and to
resolve discrimination complaints.
The City of San José encourages equal housing opportunities through its rent
relief/stabilization program. Apartment tenants and mobilehome residents seeking relief
from rent increases may request a public hearing.
The City funds the Legal Aid Society of Santa Clara County’s Housing Project with
CDBG monies for the provision of fair housing services to landlords and tenants. Legal
Aid provides help with evictions, rental repairs, deposits, rental agreements, leases,
rental disputes, mortgage delinquency, home purchase counseling, housing
discrimination and other housing related issues. Legal Aid staff is responsible for fair
housing counseling, conciliation, fair housing education, referrals, investigations and
audits. These responsibilities may extend to monitoring of HUD subsidized complexes
on a request basis.
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Comments on the Draft Housing Element
perrysandy@aol.com
Mon 9/8/2014 7:23 AM
Inbox
To:Chen,

Wayne <wayne.chen@sanjoseca.gov>; Nusbaum, Jenny <Jenny.Nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov>; Marcus, Adam
<adam.marcus@sanjoseca.gov>; housingelementupdate <housingelementupdate@sanjoseca.gov>;

Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara County, P.O. Box 5313, San Jose, CA 95150
September 8, 2014
Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,
As noted in the draft, our organization submitted a list of recommendations for policies and programs to
be included in San Jose’s 2014-23 Housing Element. We feel that the August draft Housing Element fails to
adequately consider these recommendations and request that the document be revised to address them
as follows.
1)

First of all, deliberately planning to make the affordable housing crisis worse is not an intelligent
or acceptable strategy, yet that is exactly what our General Plan sets out to do. As the HE draft
notes on page III-4, achieving the GP goal of 1.3 jobs per employed resident will result in
“significantly” increasing housing costs and “exacerbating” affordability issues. This “core
objective” literally undermines and subverts every single affordable housing measure proposed
throughout the entire Housing Element. This is the appropriate time to correct the error of the “jobs
first” general plan strategy. According to the draft, state law requires revision of the General Plan
to ensure internal consistency with the Housing Element. We cannot have an HE goal of creating
affordable housing while we have a GP goal of sending housing costs through the roof.

2)

Regarding homelessness, we support the outreach, rapid rehousing, supportive services, hotel
supportive housing, regional planning, alternative housing options, tiny homes, and safe parking
programs that are included in the draft. What we do not support is the “encampment response to
abate, prevent, or deter significant encampments.” Encampments are not a law enforcement
problem, they are a housing program. If the City ensured provision of affordable housing, the
encampments would empty out immediately.
The Housing Element should include specific plans to house the almost 4000 San Jose residents
who live outside, including providing shelter from the winter cold. Sweeps, arrests, citations, and
jails are cruel, an enormous waste of resources, and have no place in a Housing Element.

3)

The draft contains no mention of the commercial impact fees we proposed and which are a
typical measure in numerous localities for funding affordable housing. It is common knowledge
that the driving force behind the housing crisis in Silicon Valley is the jobs-housing imbalance,
which is caused by irresponsible expansion of local technology corporations without regard for
their social impact. A commercial impact fee would link the solution of the crisis with the cause.
The failure to address this is clearly related to the wrong-headed “jobs first” strategy noted above.
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4)

The draft fails to include our proposal to relieve the stress of the disabled and/or part-time,
temporary, and low-wage workers who live under constant threat of eviction by establishing a new
income category to fund construction of housing for families that earn 15% of median income or
below ($11,000 or below for a single individual and $16,000 or below for a family of four).
Affordable housing funds should be allocated to the various income categories based on greatest
need.

5)

The draft must be changed to include positive language committing the City to extend and
strengthen San Jose’s rent control ordinance to the maximum extent permitted by Costa-Hawkins,
including a genuine just cause eviction provision, and to campaign to protect California renters by
overturning Costa-Hawkins.
There is no need whatsoever for the “assessment” of the rent control ordinance called for in the
draft. The evidence is already in, much of it in the tables of Chapter III of the draft. The ordinance
as written has dramatically failed to contain the crisis and requires revision. In addition to adding a
serious just cause provision, the allowable rent increases should be reduced from the current 8% to
no more than the cost of living, and the apartments covered should be expanded to those built up
until 1995, as advocated in a recent memo by Councilmember Campos.
Finally, the City should adopt an ordinance forbidding landlords from discriminating against tenants
with Section 8 or other subsidized housing vouchers. Recent Housing Authority cuts have caused
numerous landlords to abandon the program, and many avoid it especially during times of a low
vacancy rate. In addition, the City relies heavily on vouchers for its programs to house the
homeless. The City’s failure to end this form of landlord discrimination is creates a major obstacle
to our plans to house the homeless..

6)

Finally, this was not included in our original proposals, but developments around the Winchester
Ranch Mobile Home Park have made it clear that the City must revise its Mobile Home Ordinance
to prevent any closure and conversion of mobile home parks whatsoever. We have an affordable
housing crisis in this city. The language in the draft to “balance the protection of mobile home
parks as a source of naturally affordable housing with the development opportunities in identified
growth areas” must be explicitly rejected. What possible “opportunity” could justify throwing our
elderly and low-income residents out in the streets? The Housing Element must contain a provision
committing the City to permanently bar all mobile home park conversions.

Thank you for considering these recommendations.
Sincerely,
Sandy Perry, Organizer
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FAIR HOUSING LAW PROJECT
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley
152 North Third Street, 3rd Floor
San José, California 95112
Fax (408) 293-0106 • Telephone (408) 280-2435 • TDD (408) 294-5667

September 9, 2014
Via email to: kline@libraryworld.com; dyob@hopkinscarley.com; edesab@yahoo.com;
mkamkar7@gmail.com; nick@nickpham.com; Ed@Abelite.com; and
brian.ohalloran@att.net
Re:

2014-2023 Housing Element Administrative Draft, Comments
September 10, 2014, Planning Commission meeting, Item 7-B

Dear Planning Commissioners:
The Fair Housing Law Project (a program of the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley), Bay
Area Legal Aid, and Neighborhood Housing Services of Silicon Valley are non-profit
organizations that primarily serve extremely-low to moderate-income San José residents
with housing-related issues.
Thank you for considering our comments regarding San José’s 2014-2023 Draft Housing
Element Administrative Draft (Administrative Draft). We appreciate staff’s hard work
on this document, which is the blueprint for the City’s housing policy for the next decade.
In particular, we appreciate the inclusion of several measures to help increase the
availability of affordable housing in San José and look forward to assisting with the
implementation of those measures. For example, the Housing Impact Fee, affordable
housing land banking near transit and in Urban Villages, rent control, and relocation
assistance for tenants displaced from low-income housing are worthy, important
proposals that we support.
However, we have been severely impeded in our ability to conduct a comprehensive
review of the entire 220-plus page, highly technical draft. This document was only
provided to the public late on August 29, a Friday before a three-day weekend. The first
public outreach sessions was scheduled only one business day after release of the draft.
This last-minute, rushed release and outreach schedule was reflected in the anemic
participation that we saw in the session our staff attended.
Despite the above, we reviewed several sections and identified areas where the draft
should be improved to aid the City in developing more housing to meet its residents’
needs. We request that the Planning Commission direct City staff to address the
deficiencies and/or issues identified below. We reserve the right to augment and change
our comments as we are able to review the Administrative Draft more thoroughly.
Housing Needs Assessment
In terms of Housing and Household characteristics, the City identified that that overcrowding occurred in approximately 30,000 housing units in 2010, most of which are
rental homes. The City also found that this figure represented an overall overcrowding
1

rate of 10% and a severe overcrowding rate of 3.2%. The City also acknowledged that
while it is difficult to determine which of many factors lead to overcrowding, the high
cost of housing plays a key role but that an element of overcrowding may result from
“cultural preferences.”
Our offices routinely serve clients who live in severe overcrowded housing, and in our
experience San José’s severe overcrowding rate likely exceeds 3.2%. Although “cultural
preferences” in some instances may lead to overcrowding, this is not a frequently
expressed consideration by clients who seek our services. Our observations are that the
following factors contribute to local overcrowding:








Limited housing stock and diversity of housing type;
Lack of foreclosure intervention resources/support for homeowners with
unaffordable mortgages who need to rent out rooms and garages to make ends
meet each month;
Other costs, like daycare/childcare/medical care, leave struggling families with
insufficient funds to pay for housing costs;
Lack of mid-/entry-level jobs with potential for growth;
Lack of adult education to create access to jobs with growth; and
Temporary or permanent loss of employment.

Although the Administrative Draft cannot address all of these issues, dedicated funding
to address the impacts that result from these conditions is needed in San José. Our clients
need financial counseling services to economize and budget to, in many cases, preserve
their existing affordable housing. In addition, faced with a temporary loss in income and
likely loss of housing, our clients need aid in overcoming these temporary short-falls to
maintain their housing. The City of San José can help residents retain their housing by
funding local, non-profit entities to provide financial education programs; emergency
cash assistance programs that offer deposit and first month’s rent assistance and rapid
rehousing resources; and eviction defense programs that seek to aid residents, including
those who are elderly and disabled, to retain their housing. San José’s high-cost housing
market makes programs like these essential, which would prevent further overcrowding,
residence in substandard housing, and homelessness.
In terms of Existing Housing Stock, while a vast majority, 80% of homes, are relatively
newer in San José (built between the 60’s and 70’s) and less than 1% are substandard,
many neighborhoods experience “quality of life” issues including blight, crime, and
deteriorated schools pointing to serious disinvestment. In many neighborhoods, some
rental properties are not managed well and become a source of overcrowding, gang
activity, and blight. According to a recent study conducted by the City Auditor on the
Code Enforcement activity in the city, there was no correlation between the age of the
property and the problem properties. This points to an increased need for Code
Enforcement action to ensure properties do not become neighborhood scale problems.
Due to loss of funding in the last decade, in FY 2010-11 the City’s Code Enforcement
Department determined that it would not be able to provide an inspection for some types
of “routine” cases. Instead, the responsible party is sent a letter informing them of the
complaint and giving them time to fix the problem. Complaints that do not currently
generate an inspection include:
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Early set out of garbage/yard waste;
Fence violations;
Graffiti, illegal dumping;
Inadequate landscaping;
Illegal garage sales;
Lawn parking; and
Overgrown weeds.

This type of service reduction has an adverse impact on the quality of life of City
residents and neighborhoods. Code Enforcement is supposed to be the first responder to
basic neighborhood health and safety concerns. City leaders have repeatedly emphasized
the need to reduce the “broken window” syndrome (i.e., that smaller neighborhood
problems like the above can be indicative of, or lead to, bigger problems).
The City Auditor’s Report in November 2013 provided 22 recommendations to improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of Code Enforcement. These recommendations should
be implemented as soon as possible, including changes to the Municipal Code to allow
inspectors to issue misdemeanor citations for extreme cases.
The City should continue to work with nonprofits and neighborhood leaders to engage
property owners as part of the Responsible Landlord Engagement Initiative and other
community engagement strategies to improve the physical and social conditions that stem
from longstanding problem properties.
Potential Governmental Constraints
We found that identification of potential governmental constraints was insufficient. We
also found that the Administrative Draft failed to adequately address the removal of
governmental constraints. By way of example:






Waiver of Parkland Fees. The Administrative Draft discusses how parkland fees
were previously waived in whole or in part for low-income housing units. It then
acknowledges that these fee waivers expired several years ago. The
Administrative Draft fails to identify how the government constraint of
construction-related fees and taxes can be removed by renewing these fee waivers
or permitting deferral of fees for low-income housing developments.
Emergency Shelters. There is at least one zone that allows emergency shelters
without any conditional use permits. But the Administrative Draft fails to
acknowledge the constraint on the development of shelters if sites within that
designated zone are not available. The Administrative Draft should identify sites
that are available for emergency shelters without a CUP requirement.
SRO Housing. The Administrative Draft recognizes the importance of SROs as a
source of affordable housing, but it does not provide for any zone where SROs
can be a permitted use without a Special Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit.
These permits require additional time and expense. Removal of this constraint
would require amending the zoning code.

Quantified Objectives and Housing Programs
San José’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for the 2014-2022 period is
substantial at about 35,000 units. Of this amount during the 2014-2022 period, Horizon 1
of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan states that 2,666 planned units will be located
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within the City’s 70 Urban Villages. Of this amount, San José is projected to need about
11,750 units that serve very low, low and moderate income households. For the January
31, 2015 to December 31, 2023 period, the City seeks to facilitate the development of up
to 3,405 homes with emphasis on development of housing for extremely low- and very
low-income households.
Although the City recognizes that it will need to leverage its subsidies with other
resources, like low income housing tax credits and other sources to fill the affordability
gap, the City’s Administrative Draft and expressed work plan needs to be more robust to
meet the City’s substantial housing need. To this end, the City should more fully define
the work it will perform under the programs and funding opportunities staff identified in
its Administrative Draft, including specifying the work it will perform in the coming
seven to eight years in its draft Implementation Work Plan for the following items:










Housing Impact Fee/Nexus Study. We applaud the City staff for including this
program, but ask that it include a projected timeline for when it will be
implemented.
Land Banking within Urban Villages. Given the modest level of units the city
projects that it will be able to facilitate in the coming 7 to 8 years and that the
Urban Villages planning process is underway, we request that City staff
incorporate this item in its present Urban Village planning process. We
encourage the City to expand land banking exploration to areas that extend
beyond the Urban Village areas.
Preserve existing deed-restricted multifamily rental homes. Although the City
identifies in its work plan that it will fund the extension of the affordability
restrictions for existing multifamily affordable homes pending funding
availability, elsewhere in the draft it states that it plans to prioritize new
construction over preservation to increase the overall supply of housing. The City
argues that modern buildings are less costly to operate and more resource
efficient. The City states that most housing units at risk of conversion will require
acquisition and rehabilitation versus financing alone.
Advocates request that the City balance its approach by recognizing the value in
preserving existing housing because: 1) failing to preserve existing affordable
housing substantially impacts residents who may have limited transportation
means and depend on critical supportive, medical and other services in their
existing neighborhoods; and 2) replacement housing will be concentrated in
certain areas of the City versus being dispersed throughout the City of San José.
Facilitate Affordable Housing in Transit Oriented Development. This item is
extremely important and we are glad to see it in the work plan. However, no
specific plan or timeline is provided.
Implement Urban Village Plans. Provide timelines for action and expand plans,
like the Diridon Station Area Plan, to other areas to require minimum affordable
housing within other plan areas. At the same time, include anti-displacement
measures so that existing affordable housing is not lost in the Urban Village
planning areas.
Mobilehome Preservation. Include a more affirmative statement of the City’s
commitment to preserving this unsubsidized affordable housing type to include:
adopting a General Plan Designation, rezoning mobile home parks, and amending
4

the mobile home park conversion ordinance to be consistent with the City’s policy
of mobile home park preservation in identified growth areas.











The implementation plan’s goal to “balance” protection of mobilehome
parks with development opportunities is inappropriate and needs substantial
revision. It implies that preservation of mobilehomes is inconsistent with
development and will be overridden when it is perceived to stand in the way of
development. Further, mobilehome preservation strategies should be explored on
a city-wide basis, not in presently designated growth areas alone, given the City’s
pressing need for affordable housing.
Invest in Activities to End Homelessness. It is good to see the commitment to a
variety of programs to address the high rate of homelessness in San José.
However, we believe that these programs should include assistance with landlordtenant issues to prevent unneeded evictions of low-income tenants, which can
often lead to homelessness. Notably, San José had a $100,000 CDBG grant to
provide such services which it lost some time ago; the City could make it a
priority to regain this funding.
Development application and review process assessment. In addition to creating
an annual customer satisfaction survey, include outreach to affordable and market
rate housing developers to identify and alleviate the burdens to bringing housing
units to the market.
Updating Dispersion Policy. The City’s work plan calls for updating its existing
dispersion policy to align the location of future affordable housing with resident
growth areas identified in the Envision 2040 General Plan; maximize access to
transit and other amenities to affordable housing developments; and facilitate the
development of diverse and complete communities. Critical to this study is to
ensure that housing opportunities for households with all income types are
dispersed throughout the city and not confined to the anticipated growth areas.
Also, a timeline for conducting this study should be included.
Rent Control and Rental Rights and Referral. Although this item is identified in
the City’s work plan, the type of assessment and review that the City will conduct
of its Rent Control Ordinance and Rental Rights and Referral program is not
described. We ask that stakeholders, including affordable and fair housing
advocates, be interviewed during the assessment.
Further, we request that the City expand application of the Ordinance to the
maximum extent allowed under state law. We have provided our views on how
the Ordinance may legally be extended to Housing Department in the past and
would welcome the chance to engage with them on this further.
Educating Landlords on How to Better Manage Tenants and Reduce Crime/RLEI.
We are appreciative of the planned efforts to educate landlords and tenants about
their rights and responsibilities with respect to criminal activity by tenants and its
impact on their tenancy. As stated above, we believe that the City should
continue its participation in RLEI. However, it is critical that such efforts be
undertaken with a keen understanding of the potentially severe consequences of
evicting tenants, and in a manner that ensures that the legal rights of tenants
(including their due process and fair housing rights) are respected.

To further enhance development of housing units in the planning period, we also request
that the City expand its work plan to include:
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Implementation of Just Cause provision for tenant evictions. Since the City’s rent
control ordinance currently allows landlords to evict tenants without cause,
landlords can circumvent the ordinance’s rent control protections simply by
serving their tenants with no-cause notices to quit the premises. Adding a justcause eviction provision to the ordinance would make its rent control provisions
more meaningful and would likely be very effective in preventing the
displacement of lower-tenants due to economic pressures. Additionally, the City
could enact a just-cause ordinance that would include units not covered by rent
control.
Consider the implementation of a Housing Overlay Zone over locally designated
Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and transit-accessible areas, to incentivize
affordable housing inclusion in areas close to amenities and transit alternatives;
Commercial Linkage Fees;
Consider an ordinance similar to East Palo Alto’s Source of Income Ordinance
EPAMC § 14.16.010.A.4 which prohibiting Income-Based Rental Housing
Discrimination; and
Universal Design Standards for apartments.

Conclusion
Thank you for considering these comments. I may be contacted at 408-280-2448 to
discuss the contents of this letter.
Sincerely,
/s/
Diana E. Castillo
Senior Attorney
cc:

Pilar Lorenzana-Campo, Non-Profit Housing Assoc. of N. California
(pilar@nonprofithousing.org)
Stephanie Little and Lauren DeMartini, Bay Area Legal Aid (Slittle@baylegal.org
and Ldemartini@baylegal.org)
Matt Huerta, Neighborhood Housing Services of Silicon Valley
(Mhuerta@nhssv.org)
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From: James Reyner <jdreyner@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 6:24 AM
To: Nusbaum, Jenny
Cc: Brilliot, Michael
Subject: Reuest for Change to Housing Element Update

City Planning Team:
Last evening’s (9/9/2014) city council vote in favor of reviewing the mobile
home conversion ordinance supports the public opinion that mobile homes
are a good source of affordable housing. It certainly affirms the wisdom of
the statement in the 2014- 2023 Housing Element Update, Chapter V-12
(pg121 of 244) “Mobile homes are a critical source of affordable housing in
the city”. Consistent with this wise statement, Appendix D: Implementation
Work Plan (pg 6 of 14) contained the goal “ Protect mobile home parks as a
source of housing that can be available at an affordable rate.”
I say “contained the goal” because, at the community review held 9/6/2014,
the planning staff was embarrassed to admit that this goal had just been
revised to state “Balance the protection of mobile home parks as a source
of naturally affordable housing with the development opportunities in
identified growth areas.” The reason given was a lack of funding to support
the previous goal statement
This equivocation is unacceptable and the previous wording should be
reinstated. The city needs to stop the bleeding of affordable housing, which
has been going on for some time. There are 10,000 units of mobile home
affordable housing in the city. These homeowners can’t even sell their units
if the city policies are driven solely by development considerations. We
need the city to just say no to mobile home park conversions, and find a
source of funding to make it happen.
I hope you can restore the previous wording in Appendix D: Implementation
Work Plan before Council Hearing #1 scheduled for 9/23/2014, as the new
wording is totally out of tune with the rest of the document and in conflict
with the inclusionary housing policies in the city’s general plan.
Sincerely,
Emily Holton
3361 Olsen Drive

Commissioner Abelite’s Statement

PowerPoint Slides Presented at Planning Commission

Public Correspondence

September 22, 2014
Sent via email: cityclerk@sanjoseca.gov
To:
cc:

Mayor Reed, Vice-Mayor Nguyen, and Councilmembers
Housing & Community Development Commission

Re: City of San Jose City Council Meeting, September 23, 2014, Agenda Item 10-2
Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, Councilmembers, and Commissioners:
On behalf of Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH) and our 700 member
organizations, I respectfully submit the following comments on the City’s draft housing element (HE) for
your consideration.
A.

Housing Needs Assessment

As acknowledged in Chapter IV: Constraints and Resources of the draft, the adopted General Plan was
developed with a “jobs first” approach and includes associated policies and implementation strategies
which prioritize growing the number of jobs within the City and effectively serve to prohibit the
conversion of land zoned as non-residential toward residential uses.
While we certainly support the City’s economic development efforts, increasing the number of highpaying jobs will undoubtedly be accompanied by an increase in lower-wage jobs due to the large
multiplier effect of high-wage jobs particularly in the tech sector. In fact, well-known UC Berkeley
economist Enrico Moretti has written that for each new high-tech job in a metropolitan area, five
additional local jobs are created outside of high tech. Three of the five jobs created by this multiplier
effect are non-professional jobs that pay low wages. These lower-wage workers provide the goods and
services demanded by the highly compensated employees in the innovation sector. For more on this
research please consult the book titled The New Geography of Jobs published by Professor Moretti in
2012.
Data collected by the UC Davis Center for Regional Change1 demonstrates the extent of the mismatch
between existing low-wage jobs and the housing that is available to these workers. Specifically, UC Davis
analyzed the mismatch between the number of low-wage jobs paying $15,000 per year2 versus the
number of homes affordable to these workers, which at 30% of income amounts to $750 per month for
rent.
The resulting jobs to housing fit (JHFIT) ratio shows that San Jose has 3.98 low paying jobs for every
affordable home in the City. Although 20% of jobs within the City pay very-low income wages, only
10% of the current housing stock is affordable to these workers.
Since the end of 2011, when this data was analyzed, the City of San Jose has seen a strong but uneven
economic recovery as indicated by the draft HE which shows a 3 percent increase in jobs between the
years 2010 and 2012 (Table III-3). Given the run-up in rents and stagnant wages, forthcoming analysis by
1

UC Davis data and methodology available at http://bit.ly/1p40cws
Data utilized originated from the Longitudinal Employer Household Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-Destination
Employment Statistics Dataset (LODES) collected and disseminated by the US Census tracks this data via the
Workplace Area Characteristics file. This data can be downloaded here - http://lehd.ces.census.gov/data/
2
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UC Davis using 2012 data will likely show that the JHFIT mismatch has become even greater and will
continue to increase, especially given the City’s jobs-first focus.
Assuming that two very-low wage earners reside in a single apartment, fair market rent for a 1-bedroom
apartment would be $1,500, well below the average rent for a 1-bedroom in San Jose, pegged at $1,834
per month as of August 2014. As of the end of 2012, nearly 1/3 of the households within the SunnyvaleSan Jose-Santa Clara Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) are “severely housing cost burdened” defined
as households that spend more than 50 percent of their income towards rent or mortgage costs. Given the
insufficient amounts of affordable housing produced in this MSA, we expect that the number of
households experiencing severe housing cost burden to increase dramatically.
NPH strongly suggests the City include the following programs in the draft housing element:
•

•
B.

A	
  program	
  to	
  monitor	
  jobs	
  housing	
  fit	
  (JHF)	
  in	
  the	
  City	
  for	
  renters	
  and	
  homeowners.	
  JHF	
  is	
  
defined	
  as	
  the	
  ratio	
  of	
  low-‐wage	
  jobs	
  (those	
  paying	
  $1,250	
  per	
  month	
  or	
  less)	
  to	
  affordable	
  
rental	
  (apartments	
  that	
  cost	
  $750	
  per	
  month	
  or	
  less)	
  or	
  affordable	
  homes	
  (owner-‐occupied	
  or	
  
vacant	
  for	
  sale	
  housing	
  units	
  at	
  $150,000	
  or	
  less).	
  	
  
A	
  program	
  to	
  improve	
  low	
  wage	
  jobs	
  and	
  affordable	
  housing	
  fit	
  currently	
  pegged	
  at	
  3.98.	
  
RHNA Progress

Based on our review of the City’s Annual Progress Reports, it appears that the City’s performance during
the 2007-2014 planning period fell short of meeting the City’s housing need across all income levels
although the highest percentage was achieved in the category for Above Moderate Income. Performance
values shown as % of total RHNA for each affordability level:
•
•
•
•

Very low income (0-50% AMI) - 23%
Low income (51-80% AMI) - 41%
Moderate (81-120% AMI) - 19%
Above moderate income (120% AMI+) - 86%

Because of the existing deficit of homes available to those earning less than 80% of the Area Median
Income (AMI), the shortage of available land, and the continued employment growth in the coming
decades, the City must incentivize and prioritize the production of housing affordable to all income
segments and particularly those households with incomes at 60% of AMI and below especially within the
established Priority Development Area (PDA), Urban Villages, and key transportation corridors.
C.

Housing Resources

Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) Scoring
Prior to their dissolution in 2011, cities relied on Redevelopment Agencies (RDA) to provide a key source
of funding for affordable housing production. Since the dissolution of RDAs, non-profit housing
developers have had to rely on very competitive federal Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC), to
finance housing developments affordable to those making less than 80% AMI. In order to successfully
compete for the LIHTC, projects must be consistent with site location criteria for public transportation,
resident services and amenities.

2

Site Inventory
It is reasonable to assume that the best opportunities for developing affordable housing utilizing tax
credits can be found within transit-rich Urban Villages and Priority Development Areas (PDAs).
Appendix A of the draft HE contains an exhaustive list of opportunity sites designed to accommodate
35,117 units, slightly exceeding the City’s RHNA allocation of 35,080 units by 37 units.
However, as demonstrated by the key map (Figure 1) and spreadsheet (Table 1) included in this packet, a
significant portion of the identified sites, amounting to approximately 530 acres, lay outside established
PDAs or Urban Villages. Additionally, many of the sites identified range from 0.05 to 0.99 acres. Smaller
parcels such as these are likely infeasible for affordable housing development.
Additionally, at least two of the projects included in the inventory will likely prove to be unaffordable.
Among properties listed within the Downtown Growth Area is the 234-unit Pierce Apartments project,
noted as luxury residences in a Silicon Valley Business Journal article from March of this year
(http://bit.ly/1udzxjw). The site inventory also lists Phase 2 of the 88 Condos project, totaling 204-units,
however, listings for available units within Phase 1 of the 88 Condos project show that a 1 bedroom/1
bath, 848-square foot unit townhome as available for purchase at $525,000.
With the exception of utilizing default densities as a proxy for affordability, does the City have additional
information that will ensure that these projects will indeed be affordable? If so, please quantify the
number of units and anticipated levels of affordability for these projects and reflect this information in the
site inventory.
Given the fact that the site inventory has a very slim margin of error (+37 units), the cumulative total
number of units for these two projects – 438 – will likely mean that the City has not identified an
adequate supply of land to accommodate projected growth for units at lower-income levels.
NPH strongly suggests the City undertake the following:
•
•

Conduct	
  additional	
  analysis	
  of	
  development	
  viability	
  for	
  sites	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  Priority	
  
Development	
  Areas	
  (PDAs)	
  and	
  Urban	
  Villages.	
  
Include	
  a	
  program	
  to	
  adopt	
  an	
  affordable	
  overlay	
  zone	
  for	
  all	
  identified	
  opportunity	
  sites	
  that	
  
ties	
  incentives	
  and	
  concessions	
  to	
  affordable	
  housing	
  production.	
  

Financing Tools
The loss of redevelopment funds and legal challenges to inclusionary zoning ordinances have severely
limited the development of affordable housing across the region. Given the high cost of land and the
overall market strength in the City, it is very challenging for affordable housing developers to compete
against market-rate for-profit developers for a finite amount of available land.
We commend the City for its work on the residential nexus study for housing impact fee. Many local
jurisdictions, such as Mountain View, Emeryville, Santa Rosa and Daly City, have already adopted this
approach. A housing impact fee provides a continuous local funding source for the development of
affordable housing and is a critical tool for the City to adopt in the near future.

3

Land Use Tools
Research published by the Urban Land Institute demonstrates that there is an increased demand, across all
affordability categories, to live closer to work and mass transit.3 Given the increased demand, it is highly
unlikely that any housing built without affordability covenants will be affordable to those earning
very- or low-income wages.
Given the high need, affordable housing should be the first and highest priority community benefit
received in return for any incentives or concessions provided to market-rate developers. This policy
should not be limited to specific plan or precise plan areas but instead should be broadly applied across all
developments within the jurisdiction.
In addition to exploring creative land use solutions, the City should identify publicly owned parcels,
properties owned by the redevelopment Successor Agency, and brownfield sites that may be suitable for
redevelopment and prioritize these for housing affordable to those earning 80% AMI or less.
NPH strongly suggests the city include the following programs in the draft housing element:
•
•
•

A	
  program	
  to	
  conduct	
  further	
  research	
  and	
  a	
  public	
  meeting	
  on	
  a	
  potential	
  housing	
  overlay	
  
zone,	
  community	
  benefits	
  policy,	
  or	
  other	
  creative	
  land	
  use	
  and	
  zoning	
  solutions.	
  
A	
  program	
  to	
  identify	
  all	
  publicly	
  owned	
  parcels	
  and	
  brownfield	
  sites.	
  	
  
A	
  program	
  to	
  develop	
  a	
  policy	
  to	
  prioritize,	
  require,	
  or	
  incentivize	
  housing	
  affordable	
  to	
  those	
  
making	
  80%	
  AMI	
  or	
  less	
  on	
  surplus	
  land	
  currently	
  held	
  by	
  local	
  government	
  including	
  special	
  
districts.	
  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the City’s housing element. Please feel free to
contact me regarding any questions. I look forward to the City’s response to the feedback and suggested
revisions included in this letter.
Sincerely,

Pilar Lorenzana-Campo
Regional Policy Manager
Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California
pilar@nonprofithousing.org
408.215.8925
cc
Jenny Nusbaum, Senior Planner, Jenny.Nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov
Adam Marcus, Development Officer, Adam.marcus@sanjoseca.gov
Wayne Chen, Policy Director, wayne.chen@sanjoseca.gov
Paul McDougall, Paul.McDougall@hcd.ca.gov

3

Jonathan D. Miller, 2012 Emerging Trends in Real Estate (Washington, D.C.: PwC and the Urban Land Institute,
2011), 1, http://chicago.uli.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/ET_US2012.pdf .
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LAW FOUNDATION OF SILICON VALLEY
152 North Third Street, 3rd Floor
San José, California 95112
Fax (408) 293-0106 • Telephone (408) 280-2435 • TDD (408) 294-5667

September 22, 2014
Transmitted via email to Office of the Mayor, Office of the Vice Mayor, Members of the City
Council, and City Clerk
Re: Comments to the Draft San Jose Housing Element; City of San José City Council Meeting,
September 23, 2014, Agenda Item 10.2
Dear Mayor, Vice-Mayor, Councilmembers:
On behalf of a coalition of organizations concerned about preserving and creating affordable
housing in the City of San José, we respectfully submit the following comments on the City’s
Housing Element Administrative Draft (“Draft”) released for public review on August 29, 2014.
The contributors to this comment letter are non-profit organizations that primarily serve
extremely-low to moderate-income San José residents with housing-related issues. As follows is
a high-level list of our comments, followed by a more detailed narrative explaining those
comments.
Overall Comments
1. The implementation work plan must be more detailed with measurable timelines and
outcomes;
2. The housing impact fee should be included as a vital and necessary affordable housing
funding program;
3. A more robust and diverse array of anti-displacement programs should be included;
4. The City’s “Jobs-First” policy should be analyzed as a housing production constraint;
5. The City has not satisfied its public participation obligations;
Comments on Specific Aspects of Housing Element
6. The shortfalls of the prior housing element planning period should be more adequately
addressed;
7. The causes and impacts of overcrowding should be analyzed and addressed;
8. Enhancements to Code Enforcement should be included as a goal;
9. The data supporting the list of at-risk housing developments should be made available;
10. A stronger program of preserving affordable units should adopted;
11. The City should work to fund the qualified entities that are identified in the Housing
Element;
12. Funds that are available for preservation should be identified;
13. The analysis for constraints to and the array of programs for housing for persons with
disabilities should be more robust and specific;
14. The Zoning Code’s Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance should be analyzed as a
constraint to housing production;
15. A program to reduce parking needs to encourage affordable and special needs housing should
be adopted;
16. Waivers for fees, taxes & other exactions should be considered for affordable housing;
17. Adequate sites must be identified and constraints removed for emergency shelters and SROs;
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18. Minimum density for new development on vacant multi-family sites should be considered;
19. More substantiation and analyses are required regarding the goal to facilitate production or
preservation of 17,636 units;
20. The City should preserve at-risk units by instituting vigorous anti-displacement goals and
programs;
21. The goals and programs for extremely-low, very-low and moderate-income housing should
be expanded; and
22. The City should promote housing opportunities for all persons by updating its dispersion
policy.
Overall Comments
1. The Implementation Work Plan Must Be More Detailed With Measurable Timelines
and Outcomes
The section entitled “Appendix D: Implementation Work Plan” is one of the most important
sections contained in the Draft. The Work Plan sets out the City’s goals and the related
programs (or schedule of actions) that it will undertake during the 2014-2023 planning period to
achieve its goals. Programs should set forth a schedule of actions and have a beneficial impact
during the planning period. In general, the programs included in the City’s Work Plan lack detail
and clarity, and detailed and measurable programs.
The Draft contains programs that are vague and not easily implementable. A good example of
the City’s lack of a detailed and measureable program is included under its goal to Implement
Urban Villages.1 The City has been exploring financing tools for Urban Villages for at least one
year, but the City’s expressed program, to “Explore various funding mechanisms and programs
to help finance infrastructure and amenities for Urban Villages” lacks any detail (e.g. whether
value capture and/or infrastructure financing districts will be explored and assessed) so that it has
a beneficial impact over the next decade.
The programs are not associated with specific steps and measurable timelines. The Draft contains
a program to “Explore the creation of a land bank to ensure the creation of affordable housing
within Urban Villages” with an “on-going” timeline.2 Without an associated timeline (e.g.
within the next 12 months) it will be virtually impossible for the public to determine what, if any,
progress has been made towards this goal. Similarly, the program lacks specific actions for the
proposed land banking program (e.g. City will convene a public meeting with a panel of experts
to identify potential next steps in a land banking program).3 These details are necessary to
evaluate whether there is a beneficial impact over the planning period.
The City Council should direct staff to revise the programs included in the Work Plan so that
they contain specific programs and timeframes; the City’s present Work Plan fails to comply

1

Draft, Work Plan, p. 5.
Id., p. 2.
3
Id.
2

2

Letter to Mayor, Vice Mayor, and City Council Regarding Housing Element
Page 3
with State law because it fails to set forth a schedule of actions, with timelines, that will have a
beneficial impact in the planning period.
2. The Housing Impact Fee Should be Included As a Vital and Necessary Affordable
Housing Funding Program
Given San José’s residents’ dire need for affordable housing, it is critical that the Council take
action to adopt a housing impact fee at the highest possible amount justified by its Residential
Nexus Study for each housing type—$28/s.f. for apartments and $27/s.f. for high-rise
apartments. For more information, please see the August 6, 2014, letter to the Mayor, ViceMayor, and City Council regarding the impact fee sent by the Law Foundation and other
signatories.
3. A More Robust and Diverse Array of Anti-Displacement Programs Should Be Included
Rising rents and a lack of affordable housing are all factors driving low- to moderate-income
families out of San José. Other factors, like speculation for redevelopment in Planned
Development and Planned Growth Areas, including Urban Villages, will likely contribute to
displacement of existing residents who live in subsidized and unsubsidized affordable housing.
The City’s Work Plan should include detailed anti-displacement goals and related programs,
which include specified timeframes, to keep San José affordable for its low- and moderateincome residents. The following anti-displacement goals and programs that further these
goals—some of which are discussed in more detail below—should be included in the City’s
Work Plan.
A. Preserve existing mobilehome parks as a source of unsubsidized affordable housing
throughout San José;
B. Expand the City’s existing Rent Stabilization Ordinance to the maximum extent allowed
under state law;
C. Enact a Just Cause Eviction Ordinance;
D. Adopt Source of Income protections for Section 8 voucher holders;
E. Fund financial education programs; emergency cash assistance programs, which offer
deposit and first month’s rent assistance and rapid re-housing resources; and eviction
defense programs that seek to aid residents, including those who are elderly and
disabled, to retain their housing;
F. Enact a condominium conversion ordinance; and
G. Identify temporary sites for housing the homeless.
Although the City’s current Work Plan goals and programs encompass some of the preceding
requests, the Work Plan wrongly focuses on mitigation instead of on proactive and preventative
measures that aid low- and moderate-income residents and fails to provide a specific timeline for
when programs and activities will be undertaken and completed.

3
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4. The City’s “Jobs-First” Policy Should Be Analyzed As a Housing Production
Constraint
As acknowledged in Chapter IV: Constraints and Resources of the Draft, the adopted General
Plan was developed under a jobs-first principle and includes associated policies and
implementation strategies which prohibit the conversion of lands zoned as non-residential
towards residential uses.
The General Plan allows for a maximum population growth of 120,000 residents whereas the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that the City will likely grow by
130,000 residents by the year 2040. ABAG’s regional housing need growth numbers were
distributed based the following criteria:




Availability of existing transit infrastructure;
Lack of sufficient affordable housing to accommodate low-income commuters; and
Job-rich cities.

As adopted, the restrictive land use policies in the General Plan are detrimental to the provision
of affordable by rendering affordable housing development infeasible due to a lack of viable sites
that can qualify for tax credit financing.
The City must analyze its jobs-housing principle as a governmental constraint and include
detailed and measurable programs for mitigating this constraint.
Comments on Specific Aspects of Housing Element
The pages that follow provide detailed feedback on specific portions of the Draft. The comments
are based on the Completeness Checklist published by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development.4
5. The City Has Not Satisfied Its Public Participation Obligations
We appreciate staff’s hard work on the draft to date but have encountered difficulties in
providing adequate and constructive feedback given the timeline established by the City.
Prior to the release of the public draft in August 2014 the City conducted a fairly intensive
outreach process over a period of 10 months, beginning with outreach meetings in October 2013.
Understandably, given where they were in the process, these meetings were intended to solicit
general ideas from the public regarding pertinent affordable housing issues. These meetings did
not offer any information on the potential programs or policies being considered by the City.
In April of 2014, the City submitted an administrative draft to the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) without soliciting feedback or comments from
the broader public.
4

See http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/HE%20Guidance%20Complete%20package.pdf
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The Draft containing all the components required of a housing element, was released to the
public late in the afternoon of August 29, 2014, a Friday that was immediately followed by a
three-day weekend. What followed is a very quick succession of public meetings and hearings
within a span of three weeks. The pace set between the release of the draft and the various
public meetings have severely impeded in our ability to conduct a comprehensive review of the
entire 220-plus page highly technical draft.
The first public outreach sessions was scheduled only one business day after release of the
draft. This first meeting did not describe the Draft’s Work Plan in any detail. The subsequent
public outreach session, held on Saturday, September 6, 2014, at City Hall, was poorly attended
given that San José is a City with a population of about one million people. Although we
appreciated meeting with staff on a Saturday, access to City Hall was made difficult by residents’
lack of access to the City’s parking structures.
The City’s presentation to Planning and HCDC Commissioners did not include an in-depth
discussion of the City’s Work Plan, which sets out the City’s goals and the related programs (or
schedule of actions) that it will undertake during the 2014-2023 planning period. Also
noteworthy was the fact that the Planning Commission did not hear comments on the Housing
Element until 11 p.m. in the evening on September 10, 2014. This last-minute, rushed release
and outreach schedule was reflected in the anemic participation that we saw in the sessions that
coalition members attended.
For all of these reasons, robust public participation and comment subsequent to the release of the
Draft have been difficult to provide. Despite the above, we reviewed several sections and
identified areas where the Draft should be improved to aid the City in developing more housing
to meet its residents’ needs. We reserve the right to augment and change our comments as we are
able to review the Draft more thoroughly and/or if additional public comment sessions are
offered.
6. The Shortfalls of the Prior Housing Element Planning Period Should be More
Adequately Addressed
As the Draft indicates, a comprehensive evaluation of the previous housing element is a required
component of the housing element revision.5 The review allows the City to measure the progress
made toward its goals and analyze areas where additional efforts must be made to make
necessary progress in the next planning period. The City does a comprehensive job of
calculating the overall housing production in each income category during the course of the
2007-2014 planning period as well as what appears to be a thorough review of which programs
were implemented during the last planning period. Where additional analysis is required is in
determining whether the policies were effective and how these programs could have been more
effective in meeting the State’s housing goals.

5

Gov’t Code section 65588(a)(1)-(3).
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There were several objectives and goals that the City was unable to meet during the last planning
period. As indicated in the Draft, the City’s efforts and policies to meet the needs of moderateand very-low income households fell short of the housing needs in these income categories. This
acknowledgment should be followed by an evaluation of the programs that were designed to
meet the needs of these income groups and why those programs failed to meet the need when
other programs clearly accomplished their goals—such as for above moderate income housing.
This evaluation is necessary because without this analysis the next housing element cannot make
corrections or improve those programs in order to improve upon the performance of the last
housing element. For instance, the tenant-based rental assistance programs had widely varying
impact (85 clients for TBRA 1 and only 15 clients for TBRA 3).6 However, no information was
provided to ascertain why one form of the program was so much more successful than another.
It could be due to the cost of the program, more intense outreach in that particular model, or
some other factor. But, it is unclear from the Appendix E which factors contributed to the
program and what factors need to be improved if this program continues during the 2015-2023
planning period.
7. The Causes and Impacts of Overcrowding Should be Analyzed and Addressed
In terms of Housing and Household characteristics, the City identified that over-crowding
occurred in approximately 30,000 housing units in 2010, most of which are rental homes.7 The
City also found that this figure represented an overall overcrowding rate of 10% and a severe
overcrowding rate of 3.2%.8 The City also acknowledged that while it is difficult to determine
which of many factors lead to overcrowding, the high cost of housing plays a key role but that an
element of overcrowding may result from “cultural preferences.”9
Coalition members routinely serve clients who live in severely overcrowded housing, and in our
experience San José’s severe overcrowding rate likely exceeds 3.2%. Although “cultural
preferences” in some instances may lead to overcrowding, this is not a frequently expressed
consideration by clients who seek coalition members’ services. Our observations are that the
following factors contribute to local overcrowding:







Limited housing stock and diversity of housing type;
Lack of foreclosure intervention resources/support for homeowners with unaffordable
mortgages who need to rent out rooms and garages to make ends meet each month;
Other costs, like daycare/childcare/medical care, leave struggling families with
insufficient funds to pay for housing costs;
Lack of mid-/entry-level jobs with potential for growth;
Lack of adult education to create access to jobs with growth; and
Temporary or permanent loss of employment.

6

Draft, Appendix E-10.
Draft, Overcrowding, II-18.
8
Id.
9
Id., II-19.
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Although the Draft cannot address all of these issues, dedicated funding to address the impacts
that result from these conditions is needed in San José. Our clients need financial counseling
services to economize and budget to, in many cases, preserve their existing affordable housing.
In addition, faced with a temporary loss in income and likely loss of housing, our clients need aid
in overcoming these temporary short-falls to maintain their housing. As is described further
below, the City can help residents retain their housing by providing financial education
programs; emergency cash assistance programs that offer deposit and first month’s rent
assistance and rapid re-housing resources; and eviction defense programs that seek to aid
residents, including those who are elderly and disabled, to retain their housing. Our city’s highcost housing market makes programs like these essential, which would prevent further
overcrowding, residence in substandard housing, and homelessness.
8. Enhancements to Code Enforcement Should be Included as a Goal
In terms of Existing Housing Stock, while a vast majority, 80% of homes, are relatively newer in
San José (built between the 60’s and 70’s) and less than 1% are substandard, many
neighborhoods experience “quality of life” issues including blight, crime, and deteriorated
schools pointing to serious disinvestment.10 In many neighborhoods, some rental properties are
not managed well and become a source of overcrowding, gang activity, and blight. According to
a recent study conducted by the City Auditor on the Code Enforcement activity in the city, there
was no correlation between the age of the property and the problem properties. This points to an
increased need for Code Enforcement action to ensure properties do not become neighborhood
scale problems.
Due to loss of funding in the last decade, in FY 2010-11 the City’s Code Enforcement
Department determined that it would not be able to provide an inspection for some types of
“routine” cases. Instead, the responsible party is sent a letter informing them of the complaint
and giving them time to fix the problem. Complaints that do not currently generate an inspection
include:








Early set out of garbage/yard waste;
Fence violations;
Graffiti, illegal dumping;
Inadequate landscaping;
Illegal garage sales;
Lawn parking; and
Overgrown weeds.

This type of service reduction has an adverse impact on the quality of life of City residents and
neighborhoods. Code Enforcement is intended to be the first responder to basic neighborhood
health and safety concerns. City leaders have repeatedly emphasized the need to reduce the
“broken window” syndrome (i.e., that smaller neighborhood problems like the above can be
indicative of, or lead to, bigger problems).

10

Id., II-21.
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The City Auditor’s Report in November 2013 provided 22 recommendations to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of Code Enforcement. We understand that Code Enforcement is
currently implementing an enhanced inspection and fine structure and hiring new officers; we
encourage the Department to include the community in getting feedback about and implementing
these changes and in making continued efforts to meet the City Auditor’s recommendations.
Code Enforcement should also consider ways to activate the community in making complaints
about substandard housing and blight in the community, including conducting multi-lingual
outreach to the community, improving customer service, translating key documents, making the
website more user friendly, and educating the community about their right against being
retaliated for making a complaint and their rights to relocation assistance when severe Code
Enforcement violations exist.
We appreciate the City’s stated intent to continue to engage property owners as part of the
Responsible Landlord Engagement Initiative, place-based initiatives, and other community
engagement strategies to improve the physical and social conditions that stem from housing that
is substandard or creates blight.
9. The Data Supporting the Inventory Should be Publicly Available
State law requires that cities analyze their existing assisted housing developments that are
eligible to change from low-income housing uses during the next 10 years due to termination of
subsidy contracts, mortgage prepayment, or expiration of restrictions on use.11 Whether staff
analyzed all “assisted housing developments” as defined in Government Code section 65863.10
is unclear, since staff relied on a report prepared by the California Housing Partnership Corp.
(CHPC), which is not cited or readily accessible by the public. Because we cannot
independently verify that all assisted housing developments were analyzed, advocates request
that the Draft state that the City has complied with its obligation under these Government Code
sections and include CHPC’s report at the appendix or cite to it in the Draft and make it available
at the City’s Planning or Housing Department website.
10. A Stronger Program of Preserving At-Risk Affordable Units Should Adopted
In terms of the inventory of at-risk units12 nine housing developments (that contain 968 units),
which are owned by non-profit and profit-motivated housing providers, have subsidies that have
expired or very soon will expire. The Draft fails to discuss whether these nine developments
have extended their affordability restrictions, whether they must now be stricken from the
inventory of affordable developments, or what specific steps the City and/or housing providers
will take in the very near term to keep these developments affordable. This discussion is
necessary and must be included in the Draft.
Finally, we applaud the City for acknowledging that affordable developments in Urban Villages
and Priority Development Areas may become highly susceptible to displacement pressures and
11
12

Gov’t Code section 65583(a)(9).
Draft, Appendix “C-1,” “At-Risk Affordable Housing Developments.”
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its commitment to assessing this issue and exploring policies and programs to mitigate these
impacts.13 However, the Draft should include specific statements about the studies and the
assessment measures that City staff plans to take, the stakeholders that it will involve, and the
timeframe for conducting the study and assessment. As part of its assessment, we urge the City
to inventory all existing affordable units, including those that are unsubsidized and/or subject to
the City’s rent control ordinances, in Planned Development Areas, Urban Villages, and other
Planned Growth Areas so that it is aware of all sources of affordable housing that may be
permanently lost. Further, the City must explore anti-displacement measures, not solely
mitigation measures, since the Draft clearly identifies a lack of funding to replace or rehabilitate
existing deed restricted housing let alone unsubsidized housing.
The Draft states that it plans to prioritize new construction over preservation to increase the
overall supply of housing.14 Without citing to studies or providing analysis that can be
independently reviewed, the City estimates that all of the 2,645 units that it identifies as being at
risk of conversion in the next eight years will require substantial rehabilitation and that it is only
slightly less costly (or perhaps even more costly in some instances) to rehabilitate these units
versus constructing new units that are higher in quality and less costly to operate.15 The City’s
analysis does not consider other studies that analyze “lifecycle costs,”16 which find that new
construction can be more costly than rehabilitating existing units.17
Further, the City’s analysis fails to identify the known benefits that preservation encompasses.
For example, in gentrifying neighborhoods that may exist in and around Urban Villages and
other planned growth areas, preserving affordable rental housing promotes economic diversity
and creates mixed-income neighborhoods. Helping residents stay in their neighborhoods through
measures that invest in retaining existing developments helps avoid displacement and enables
these existing residents to remain in their long-term neighborhoods.
The Draft should contain a more in-depth analysis in determining whether to fund preservation
or replacement, particularly because prioritizing replacement over preservation may mean that,
1) affordable housing may not be replaced on a one-to-one basis; 2) replacement housing will be
concentrated in growth areas versus being dispersed throughout the City; and 3) an approach that
focuses on replacement alone does not take into account that disabled and/or senior residents are
familiar and have ready access to existing supportive services, and displacing these residents
may cause them to lose important resources that aid them in living independently.

13

Draft, Chapter VI.
Draft, Chapter VI-3 and -4.
15
Id.
16
“Lifecycle costs,” estimate the costs of both developing a property and maintaining it in decent
condition over a full 50-year lifecycle for new construction.
17
Maya Brennan, Amy Deora, Anker Heegaard, Albert Lee, Jeffrey Lubell, and Charlie Wilkins,
Center for Housing Policy, 2013, “Comparing the Costs of New Construction and AcquisitionRehab In Affordable Multifamily Rental Housing: Applying a New Methodology for Estimating
Lifecycle Costs,” p. 1.
14
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Finally, if any existing assisted housing developments must be redeveloped, the City should
require a one-to-one replacement of the number of affordable units that will be razed, removed
from stock, or converted to condominiums. The City should also require a platform for public
input (such as public hearings or comment period) during the 12 months after an owner gives
notice with intent to discontinue subsidies or expiration of rent restriction.
11. The City Should Work to Fund the Qualified Entities that Are Identified in the Housing
Element
The City identified several non-profit and profit-motivated entities in San José that have the
capacity and interest in managing assisted homes and/or that have experience in completing
replacement and preservation projects in Santa Clara County.18 As we discuss in more detail in
the following section, the City’s plans, including the Consolidated Plan, should include the
funding of nonprofits to acquire and rehabilitate our existing affordable housing stock.
The Draft notes that some of these nonprofits may need to contract with professional
management firms if they lack the adequate project management capabilities.19 If these
nonprofits must contract with management firms, these firms should have extensive backgrounds
and experience in managing properties that have deed restricted developments, including issues
that pertain to fair housing and reasonable accommodation.
12. Funds That Are Available for Preservation Should Be Identified
The Draft fails to comply with State law because it neglects describing the amount of funds
under each available program that have not been legally obligated for other purposes and that
could be available for use in preserving assisted housing developments.20 The City should
comply with State law and include this information in the Draft as it is required to do. Without
this information, residents and advocates are unable to assess the City’s analysis and
determination about the number of units that it predicts that it can replace and preserve.
The City should bolster funding, from HOME and CDBG by creating local measures, like
instituting a Housing Impact Fee; taking early action to coordinate and identify the above and
other sources of financing to enable non-profit ownership; and waiving permit fees for affordable
housing rehabilitation conducted through CDBG or other Santa Clara County programs to
expand its replacement and preservation efforts.
13. The Analysis for Constraints to and the Array of Programs for Housing for Persons
with Disabilities Should be More Robust and Specific
The Draft fails to thoroughly analyze potential and actual governmental constraints that hinder
meeting the need for housing for disabled individuals and local efforts to remove constraints.
Persons with disabilities have a number of housing needs related to accessibility of dwelling
18

Draft, Chapter VI-4.
Id.
20
Gov’t Code section 65583(a)(9)(D).
19
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units, transportation and supportive services. Because of these unique needs, it is particularly
important that disabled individuals not be unduly burdened with inessential regulatory
constraints. The Draft does not specify whether the City has reviewed its zoning laws, policies
and practices for accessibility. Accordingly, additional information is needed to verify that the
City’s zoning regulations, parking requirements and building codes do not negatively impact
disabled individuals.
The Draft contains useful information regarding the demographics of disability in San José, but it
fails to outline proactive strategies to address the increasing shortage of housing opportunities for
individuals with disabilities in our community. Advocates have noted through our work with
clients and government agencies, like the Santa Clara County Public Guardian’s Office, that the
extremely high cost of housing in San José combined with other factors has led to a decrease in
available housing for individuals living with disabilities, including licensed board and care
facilities and unlicensed room and board homes. The Draft should include more specific and
robust strategies to maintain and create safe, affordable housing opportunities for persons with
disabilities, including but not limited to shelters, residential care facilities, group homes, and
sober living environments. Further, the City must consider and plan for diverse housing
opportunities to meet the needs of persons with disabilities outlined in Chapter III, Section I of
the Draft (“Special Needs Housing Needs Groups”).
14. The Zoning Code’s Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance Should be Analyzed as a
Constraint to Housing Production
The Draft includes the Zoning Code’s reasonable accommodation ordinance in the Constraints
and Resources section, but fails to analyze the ordinance itself as a constraint. The City’s
reasonable accommodation process as outlined in the Municipal Code Chapter 20.160 also needs
revisiting to ensure that it is satisfying the intent to “accommodate the housing needs of persons
with disabilities to the greatest extent feasible and to evaluate individual requests on a case-bycase basis.”21 Advocates have previously expressed concern regarding the City’s current
reasonable accommodation process, which includes written notice of a reasonable
accommodation request to the owners of property immediately adjacent to the property at
question, combining the request with any other planning permit approval process, and the
opportunity for a director’s hearing upon the request of any person who receives notice of the
reasonable accommodation proposed.22 In fact, HUD policies and established best practices
specifically caution cities and other jurisdictions from regulations that “are counterproductive to
fair housing choice, such as “NIMBYism” including those which allow for “community
resistance to the siting of housing facilities for people with disabilities in residential
neighborhoods based on their disabilities.”23 The City’s process, which allows neighbors to
request hearings on reasonable accommodation requests, has a discriminatory effect because it
can stigmatize prospective residents with disabilities and engender hostility that future residents
with disabilities will have to face in the neighborhood.

21

Draft, Chapter IV-7.
San José Municipal Code 20.160.040; 20.160.060; 20.160.070.
23
HUD Fair Housing Planning Guide (March 2006) at 4-4.
22
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15. A Program to Reduce Parking Needs to Encourage Affordable and Special Needs
Housing Should be Adopted
The Draft accurately identifies parking requirements as a constraint on development and
production of housing. It should further acknowledge that this constraint unfairly impacts lower
income and special need households. Lower income households own fewer vehicles than higher
income households.24 The same is true of senior households.25 In addition, the higher
development costs that result from parking requirements cannot be passed along to affordable
housing tenants in the form of higher rent prices. Instead, these higher costs result in fewer units
being available.26 Other cities have reduced parking requirements for affordable housing units
and senior housing.27 The Draft should be revised to include programs to assess the actual needs
by type of housing and revise the Zoning Code provisions to reflect parking ratios that more
accurately reflect the project type’s need.
The Draft Implementation Work Plan includes the following Program: “Consider changing
Zoning Code to reduce parking ratios for Emergency Shelters from 1 space for every 4 residents
to 1 space for every 10 residents.”28 The time-frame is set as “ongoing.”29 The Draft has met the
first Housing Element requirement of identifying a potential constraint, yet it fails to adopt an
adequate program to eliminate or mitigate this constraint. Ongoing consideration of this measure
is insufficient. The Draft should be revised to state the specific action step of changing the
Zoning Code to reduce parking ratios for Emergency Shelters. It should also establish a precise
plan for identifying other forms of special needs housing that generate low parking requirements,
such as SROs and senior housing developments, and implementing similar reductions in parking
ratios. The Draft must also be revised to include a specific time frame for execution of these
Zoning Code revisions.
In addition, the Draft should be revised to permit consideration of a reduction in parking
requirements based on information provided by the project developer. Presently, the Draft
permits reduction from parking requirements only when the project incorporates Travel Demand
Management (TDM) program elements.30 We support transit-oriented development initiatives
and recognize the need to plan for travel needs of new developments. However, the Draft does
not acknowledge that TDM program elements can also be onerous and expensive constraints on
housing production.
24

Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH). Rethinking Residential
Parking: Myths and Facts. San Francisco, CA; April 2001. Available at
http://nonprofithousing.org/wpcontent/uploads/2014/Toolkits/Original%20Toolkit/mythsandfacts.pdf.
25
Id.
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Id.
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City of San Diego. San Diego Affordable Housing Parking Study. December 2011. Available
at
http://www.sandiego.gov/planning/programs/transportation/mobility/pdf/111231sdafhfinal.pdf.
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Draft, Appendix “D,” p. 8.
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Id.
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Draft, IV-10.
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The cost of meeting the parking requirement or TDM program elements is a constraint that
especially impacts affordable and special-need housing developments. The Draft recognizes that
“[p]arking reductions are especially applicable to senior housing, Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) facilities, Emergency Residential Shelters, residential care/service facilities, and
convalescent hospitals.”31 Yet it does not recognize that while TDM program elements may be
an alternative to the parking requirement, this substitution does not remove the cost constraints
that would impede development of certain necessary forms of housing. The Draft should be
revised to permit reductions in parking requirements for projects that serve the special housing
needs of San José and can demonstrate a reduced need for parking without requiring the alternate
TDM program elements. Programs should be permitted to demonstrate who the project is geared
towards and why the parking and transit needs of the target residents do not necessitate
compliance with Zoning Code parking requirements. Replacing parking requirements with TDM
program requirements simply substitutes one constraint for another. The adopted Housing
Element should remove this constraint on the development of housing for persons with
disabilities, supportive housing, transitional housing, and emergency shelters where a proponent
for the program can demonstrate a reduced need for parking.
16. Waivers for Fees, Taxes & Other Exactions Should Be Considered for Affordable
Housing
The Draft does not provide for sufficient fee exemptions for affordable housing developers.
According to The Draft, low-income housing units were not subject to parkland fees until 2010,
when the City Council amended the rate of parkland fees for low-income units 50% of the
normally applicable fees. This amendment was implemented to generate additional parkland
fees. Because of the acute need for low-income housing, and the availability of parkland fees
from other types of construction, the City should consider amending the parkland fee schedule to
reinstate the exemption for low-income housing units. The Draft further references that several
fee waivers expired several years ago but does not reference any consideration or attempt to
reinstate these fee waivers. Accordingly, the Draft fails to identify how the government
constraint of construction-related fees and taxes can be removed by renewing these fee waivers
or permitting deferral of fees for low-income housing developments. The Draft should be
revised to include a program that will propose to City Council the reinstatement of the expired
fee waivers and the complete parkland fee exemption for low-income housing units.
17. Adequate Sites Must Be Identified and Constraints Removed for Emergency Shelters
and SROs
The Draft does not adequately identify available sites for emergency shelters. The Draft
indicates that there is at least one zone that allows emergency shelters without any conditional
use permits. However, the Draft fails to acknowledge the constraint on the development of
shelters if sites within that designated zone are not available. Accordingly, the Draft should
undertake to identify sites that are available for emergency shelters without the requirement for
conditional use permits.
31
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The Draft lists facilitating the development of Single Room Occupancy (SRO) buildings as a
goal, but it does not adequately provide for removal of constraints to development of SROs. The
Draft recognizes the importance of SROs as a source of affordable housing. However, the Draft
does not provide for any zone where SROs can be a permitted use without a Special Use Permit
or Conditional Use Permit. These permits require additional time and expense, which constitute
constraints to the development of SROs. Removal of the special use permit requirement would
require amending the zoning code. Accordingly, the Draft should be revised to include a
Program to lift this restriction.
18. Minimum Density for New Development on Vacant Multi-family Sites Should Be
Considered
The Draft fails to identify at least one strategy to ensure that the City’s limited supply of
residential multi-family land is efficiently used. For example, the City should consider minimum
density standards for new developments in addition to maximum standards in the residential
multi-family district. This would prohibit the development of vacant multi-family sites with
low-density single-family detached homes to preserve these sites for higher density housing.
19. More Substantiation and Analyses Are Required Regarding the Goal to Facilitate
Production or Preservation of 17,636 Units
In its quantified objectives section, the Draft identifies 17,636 units that can be constructed,
acquired/rehabilitated or preserved through its facilitation between 2014-2023. It estimates that
only 279 of its 2,64532 at-risk units, or about 10.5%, can be acquired/rehabilitated or preserved.
Although we praise the City for its robust prediction that it will facilitate the construction of
17,357 new units over between 2014 and 2023, we must note that it fails to specify how it will
facilitate this production other than broadly stating that it will draw from federal and state
programs.33 State law requires that the City provide the basis for its conclusion about the
number of units that it can reasonably develop, rehabilitate, and conserve over the planning
period.34 The City’s analysis should, but does not, specify the total funds available and funding
sources to facilitate such robust production, acquisition/rehabilitation or preservation.35 This

32

Of the 2,645 units in deed restricted affordable housing developments that were classified as
being at-risk in the next 10 years, 968 of these units’ affordability restrictions have or will soon
expire, and no further discussion regarding the status of these projects’ affordability was
provided. It is important to note that nearly 1,000 affordable housing units may have already
been permanently lost. We continue to urge the City to inventory all existing affordable units,
including those that are unsubsidized and/or subject to the City’s rent control ordinances, in
Planned Development Areas, Urban Villages, and other Planned Growth Areas so that it is aware
of all sources of affordable housing that may be permanently lost.
33
Draft, Chapter IV and Work Plan.
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Hoffmaster v. City of San Diego, 55 Cal.App.4th 1098, 1108 (1997).
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Gov’t Code section 65583(c).
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detail is particularly critical because the City facilitated only 15% of its lower- and moderateincome housing needs during the 2007-2014 Housing Element period.36
As we understand it, most of the City’s planned programs are contained in its Work Plan.37
Programs, like a Housing Impact Fee and several anti-displacement programs, are briefly
described in the Work Plan. Although we support their inclusion in the Work Plan, the Draft is
thin on specifics about the programs it will undertake and fails to provide a timeframe for
implementation of these and other programs (other than stating that the time-frame is “ongoing”). Although stating that a program is “on-going” is permissible for certain programs, like
those that pre-date the Draft, to state that nearly all programs in the Work Plan are “on-going”
fails to identify the beneficial impact that these programs will have in the planning period, does
not move our City towards attainment of its housing goal, and fails to comply with State law.38
For example, one City action/program will be “assessing the efficacy of the existing rent control
ordinance… and the feasibility for strengthening the program.” This is a prospective antidisplacement strategy that is not being carried over from the 2007-2014 Housing Element. This
action/program is new and will promote long-term tenancies and stabilize neighborhoods.
Failing to provide any specific actions, like what form of assessment will occur, the length of
time that the City will take to assess its rent control ordinance, fails to move the City to attaining
its housing goals and fails to comply with State law requirements.
20. The City Should Preserve At-Risk Units by Instituting Vigorous Anti-displacement
Goals and Programs
The Draft should include a goal to institute various anti-displacement policies and specific
programs to preserve at-risk units. This goal, which can be achieved through a host of
programs, must be rapidly instituted and applied given the progressing planning for the City’s
Planned Growth Areas, which include Urban Villages, and Priority Development Areas. This
goals and programs, which should also be applied on a City-wide basis, must be instituted to
protect against the displacement of low- and moderate-income residents, especially in light of the
City’s very modest plans to preserve our existing supply of subsidized and unsubsidized housing,
per the present Draft, prior inability to fund the production of low- and moderate-income housing
in the 2007-2014 Housing Element, and failure to include programs that will facilitate a variety
of housing types that include factory-built housing and mobilehomes.39
36

Draft, Chapter VIII-3.
Other planned goals and programs or policies that will be evaluated between 2014 and 2023
appear elsewhere in the Draft. For example, the Draft speaks about strengthening markets and
that growth will be channeled into Urban Villages and other Planned Growth Areas. Because of
this the City notes that “public policies must also accompany this vision in order to mitigate the
negative impacts that may result from these same market forces, such as displacement,
overcrowding, and lack of housing opportunities across incomes.” (Draft, Chapter IV). Though
this policy is described in the Draft, it is not specifically identified in the City’s Work Plan. So
that it is not overlooked, it should be contained in the City’s anti-displacement and Urban Village
goals and programs.
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We suggest that the City further an anti-displacement (of existing subsidized and unsubsidized
housing) goal through programs that contain a specified timeline for action that:
A. Preserve San José’s 59 mobilehome parks and nearly 11,000 unsubsidized housing units.
Given State law requirements, San José’s Draft should contain a plan to preserve this
vital, unsubsidized housing stock, a more robust goal and program, than, respectively,
“balancing the protections of mobilehome parks and development opportunities” and
“exploring the efficacy of the existing mobilehome conversion ordinance” is required.40
Further, the City fails to provide any timeline for its program activities other than stating
that the timeframe is “on-going.” The Draft’s present language is unacceptable for
several reasons:
1) It fails to reflect Council’s very recent action at its Priority Setting Session, where
Council voted 8-3 to direct staff to “review and potentially amend the Mobile
Home Conversion Ordinance to address the protection of health, safety and
welfare of mobilehome park residents, including any needed General Plan
amendments.” This was the only item to receive even the needed 6, still less 8,
votes to gain a position on the priority list. The goal above does not align with
this priority.
2) The stated goal—to “balance” protection of mobilehome parks with development
opportunities—is inappropriate because it implies that preservation of
mobilehomes is inconsistent with development and will be overridden when it is
perceived to stand in the way of development.
3) Mobilehome preservation strategies need to be undertaken on a city-wide basis,
not solely in “identified growth areas.”
4) Staff fails to identify any specific actions it plans to take or a timeframe for
conducting its actions/program. Given Council’s directive discussed above, the
matter should be prioritized for the upcoming year.
5) Given a dearth of available financing options, San José continues to struggle to
facilitate the creation of affordable housing to meet residents’ needs and should
do all that it can to preserve its existing supply of unsubsidized affordable
housing, including these irreplaceable mobilehomes.
Therefore, the City should approve and direct staff to incorporate the following replacement
language in the Administrative Draft:
Goal - “In furtherance of the protection of the health, safety and welfare of residents,
preserve existing mobilehome parks as a source of unsubsidized affordable housing
throughout San José.
Action/Program - “Review and potentially amend the Mobile Home Conversion
Ordinance, including any needed General Plan amendments.”
Timeline - “2014-2015”

40

Gov’t Code section 65583(c)(4); Draft, Work Plan, p. 6.
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The City can initiate other programs to preserve San José’s 59 mobilehome parks by complying
with its State law requirements by analyzing its existing housing stock, including homes in
mobilehome parks that are at risk of closure. (Government Code section 65583(a).)
B. Monitor and prevent substantial rent increases, through expanded rent stabilization
measures. The Draft’s present action/program to “assess the efficacy of the existing rent
control ordinance” is a weak response to San José’s exorbitant housing costs and fails to
provide a specific timeframe for when this assessment will occur within the 2014-2023
Draft period. (Work Plan, p. 13.) The type of assessment and review that the City will
conduct of its Rent Control Ordinance and Rental Rights and Referral program is not
described. Therefore, we ask that stakeholders, including affordable and fair housing
advocates, be interviewed during the assessment and that the City expand application of
the Ordinance to the maximum extent allowed under state law. We have provided our
views on how the Ordinance may legally be extended to Housing Department in the past
and would welcome the chance to engage with them on this further.
Prevent mass residential evictions and demolitions, by instituting just cause eviction that
protect tenants and promote neighborhood stability. Since the City’s rent control
ordinance currently allows landlords to evict tenants without cause, landlords can
circumvent the ordinance’s rent control protections simply by serving their tenants with
no-cause notices to quit the premises. Adding a just-cause eviction provision to the
ordinance would make its rent control provisions more meaningful and would likely be
very effective in preventing the displacement of lower-tenants due to economic pressures.
Additionally, the City could enact a just-cause ordinance that would include units not
covered by rent control.
C. Prohibit discrimination by instituting a local source of income ordinance. As identified in
the Housing Element, many extremely low-income and low-income residents in San José
rely on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program to remain in San José.
Unfortunately, many voucher holders have difficulty realizing the portability and
flexibility that the voucher program is supposed to offer as many landlords refuse to rent
to Section 8 voucher holders. As there are no protections against this type of
discrimination, many Section 8 voucher holders are forced to move out of highopportunity areas in San José. Other local cities, like East Palo Alto, have enacted
ordinances that include participation in Section 8 and other voucher programs as a
prohibited source of income discrimination. Our City should enact such an ordinance so
that low-income Section 8 voucher holders are able to find stable, rental housing.
D. Fund a variety of programs that stabilize tenancies for residents at-risk of homelessness.
By quickly assessing and instituting programs that provide financial education;
emergency cash assistance, which offer deposit and first month’s rent and rapid
rehousing resources; and eviction defense that seek to aid residents, including those who
are elderly and disabled, are vital to aiding residents retain their housing and preventing
homelessness. The City can have immediate impact by funding these programs. One
specific suggestion is to institute a program and assists with landlord-tenant issues to
prevent unneeded evictions of low-income tenants, which can often lead to homelessness.
17
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Notably, San José had a $100,000 CDBG grant to provide such services which it lost
some time ago; the City could make it a priority to regain this funding. Such impact
furthers the City’s existing goals and programs to end homelessness.
E. Institute strict condominium conversion policies. The City’s present goal to minimize the
impacts of condo conversions and its action is limited to assessment of this impact and
mitigation of the impact without any specification of what measures would be
considered. There are a host of opportunities, like limiting the number of conversions per
year and requiring that a percentage of converted units be sold at affordable rates, to
prevent displacement instead of being reactive and later mitigating loss that is
preventable.
F. Require the one-for-one replacement of any housing removed from the supply.
G. If existing affordable housing must be removed from the supply, require payment of
adequate temporary relocation benefits and a first right of return benefit. The Draft’s
present goal of considering policies or ordinances to protect low and moderate income
residents in market-rate and deed-restricted affordable housing from displacement is
insufficient, especially in light of the fact that the suggested action/program only
considers provision of relocation benefits instead of programs that prevent
displacement.41
H. Prevent the removal of cultural centers (including retail, entertainment and services) that
lead to displacement, especially in Planned Growth Areas and Priority Development
Areas. As higher income populations enter into existing neighborhoods, we anticipate
that cultural displacement will occur in Urban Villages, like those that encompass
Burbank and Alum Rock/Five Wounds, which the City must examine and work to
prevent. The City’s Urban Village Plans, which the City seeks to implement per its
Work Plan, fails to describe any programs to preserve cultural centers. The Urban
Village planning process is underway, and its planning process must be amended to
include timely and specific programs that address anti-displacement goals.
21. Conserving and Improving Existing Affordable Housing Stock Should be a Primary
Goal
As we described previously, the City should conduct a more in-depth analysis before
determining that it will prioritize replacement over preservation and rehabilitation. The City
should recognize the benefit of rehabilitating and conserving the existing housing stock because,
at present, affordable housing may not be replaced on a one-to-one basis; replacement housing
will be concentrated in growth areas versus being dispersed throughout the City; and an approach
that focuses on replacement alone does not take into account that disabled and/or senior residents
are familiar and have ready access to existing supportive services, and displacing these residents
may cause them to lose important resources that aid them in living independently.

41

Draft, Work Plan, p. 14, emphasis added.
18

Letter to Mayor, Vice Mayor, and City Council Regarding Housing Element
Page 19
The City can further its conservation and rehabilitation of the existing housing stock by
implementing programs that waive permit fees for affordable housing rehabilitation and
construction through CDBG and other programs.
22. The Goals and Programs for Extremely-low, Very-low and Moderate-Income Housing
Should be Expanded
The City can expand upon existing goals by including more programs to facilitate housing for
ELI, VLI and moderate income households pursuant to its obligations under Government Code
section 65583(c)(2). Programs the City can adopt are:
A. Expanding programs that assess development application and review processes.
Presently, the Work Plan states that it will “Assess development application and review
process. Consider improvements as needed,” as a goal, and its related program is that the
City will, “conduct an annual Customer Satisfaction Survey Study to measure satisfaction
and to provide insight into how services can be improved.” We urge the City to include a
program that will be immediately solicit feedback from non-profit housing developers to
determine, more rapidly and specifically than an annual survey, the hurdles these
developers face so that they may be addressed. Feedback that we recently received while
we prepared these comments is that City staff’s design feedback can be overly subjective
and require significant resources to address. This is distressing if it unduly prevents the
timely creation of affordable housing.
B. Waiving fees or defer for non-profit housing developers.
C. Adopting anti-NIMBY programs. The opposition of community members to housing
development, and, in particular, affordable housing development, should be more
thoroughly analyzed as a constraint and programs should be developed to educate
community members about the myths surrounding and importance of affordable housing.
D. Reassessing the City’s “Jobs First” General Plan policies. (See above.)
E. Adopting programs to remove constraints on housing for persons w/disabilities and
provide reasonable accommodation for housing for persons w/disabilities. We encourage
the City to outline more detailed, specific, and robust strategies to address the increasing
shortage of affordable housing opportunities for persons with disabilities, to consider and
plan for diverse housing opportunities for these individuals, and to modify the current
reasonable accommodation process which unnecessarily risks stigmatizing persons with
disabilities.
F. Offering robust affordable development incentives, especially in planned development
and Planned Growth Areas. In addition to instituting a host of anti-displacement goals
and programs, the City must also create robust incentives to expand our affordable
housing supply. San José’s housing need in the next 8 years of nearly 21,000 units of
very-low, low-, and moderate-income units still demands that City take vital steps to
facilitate production of these units.
19
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G. Facilitating development in transit-oriented development areas. This is described in the
City’s Work Plan, and we commend the City for its efforts, though a more specific
timeframe for action must be provided. We note, however, that all proposed
development must avoid displacing existing residents and destroying our existing
affordable housing stock.
H. Instituting a density bonus. Although the Draft describes an action/program that calls for
the adoption of a city-wide density bonus ordinance that complies with State law, the
program does not provide a time-frame for adopting said ordinance. (Draft, Work Plan, p.
6.) A defined timeframe is needed.
I. Expanding the existing Housing Trust Fund opportunities by adopting commercial
linkage fees and a Housing Impact Fee. We applaud the City for including this program
but ask that it include a projected timeline for when it will be implemented.
J. Creating a land bank (donate sites, acquire sites) throughout San José. Although the City
includes a program to explore the creation of a land bank within Urban Villages, it
provides no timeline for this program. Urban Village planning continues to progress and
creation of a land bank must immediately commence. In addition to this, the City is
projecting a very modest level of affordable housing units that it can facilitate.
Therefore, the City should incorporate this program in the Planned Growth and Planned
Development Areas, including in Urban Villages, and provide a specific timeframe for
implementing this program.
K. Rezoning affordable housing overlays, super density bonuses. While avoiding policies
that displace low- and moderate-income residents and destroy existing affordable housing
stock, consider, for example, the implementation of a Housing Overlay Zone over locally
designated Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and transit-accessible areas, to
incentivize affordable housing inclusion in areas close to amenities and transit
alternatives.
23. The City Should Promote Housing Opportunities for all Persons By Updating Its
Dispersion Policy
The City’s Work Plan calls for updating its existing dispersion policy to align the location of
future affordable housing with resident growth areas identified in the Envision 2040 General
Plan; maximize access to transit and other amenities to affordable housing developments; and
facilitate the development of diverse and complete communities. Critical to this study is to
ensure that housing opportunities for households with all income types are dispersed throughout
the city and not confined to the anticipated growth areas. Also, a timeline for conducting this
study should be included.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft. We look forward to the City’s
response to our suggested revisions. For any questions, please contact Diana Castillo at 408280-2448 or via email at dianac@lawfoundation.org.
Sincerely,
/s/
Diana Castillo, Law Foundation of Silicon Valley
/s/
Stephanie Little, Bay Area Legal Aid
/s/
Matt Huerta, Neighborhood Services of Silicon Valley
/s/
Michele Beasley, Greenbelt Alliance
/s/
Valerie Feldman, Public Interest Law Project
/s/
Charisse Ma Lebron, Working Partnerships USA
/s/
Poncho Guevara, Sacred Heart Community Services
/s/
Chad Bojorquez, Downtown Streets Team
/s/
Dayana Salazar, CommUniverCity

cc:
Housing Department
Planning Department
Members of the San José Housing and Community Development Commission
California Housing and Community Development Department
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Director-initiated request to amend the Envision San José 2040 General Plan (General Plan) Text to
incorporate the Housing Element for the 2014-2022 Projection Period / 2015-2023 Planning Period
(Draft Housing Element), including the following text amendments among other changes:


Revisions to Chapter 7 “Implementation;”



Addition of new Appendices including Appendix 11 “Housing Element for 2014-2023” to
update demographic and housing data, goals, policies, and implementation actions, and to make
other minor technical, clarifying and clerical revisions, as necessary, to comply with State
Housing Element Law (Government Code sections 65580-65589.8); and



Revision and deletion of references to the previous housing element (Appendix C “Housing
Element Update 2007-2014” of the San José 2020 General Plan) as appropriate.

RECOMMENDATION
Recommend that the City Council approve submittal of the Draft Housing Element of the General Plan
to the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) for review, comment, or
approval within sixty (60) days of receipt for the following reasons:
1. The Housing Element is a mandatory element of the General Plan with periodic updates required by
State law (Government Code sections 65580-65589.8);
2. The Draft Housing Element aligns with the existing Major Strategies in the General Plan regarding
the future growth and development of the City;
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3. The Draft Housing Element strengthens the existing goals and policies related to meeting the
housing needs of all economic segments of the community, including persons with special needs;
4. The Draft Housing Element establishes a comprehensive strategy that include goals, policies, and
programs that encourage and facilitate development of housing to achieve the City’s Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) fair share for the 2015-2023 planning period; and
5. Adoption of the Draft Housing Element by the City is required in order to receive certification by
HCD, which maintains the City’s eligibility for State funds that support existing housing programs
and infrastructure projects. HCD certification also creates a rebuttable presumption of validity of the
Housing Element in any action to challenge the validity of the Housing Element (Government Code
section 65589.3).
BACKGROUND
On August 27, 2014 staff presented an overview of the Housing Element process to the Planning
Commission at a public hearing that covered the legal requirements and purpose of the Housing
Element, the analytical and content requirements, the context of housing needs, a review of the update
process to-date, and next steps. The presentation was followed by Planning Commission discussion and
public comment, which addressed the State requirements for the City’s Housing Element, and the
number of units by income category that are assigned to the City through the RHNA process. The
Commissioners and one public speaker focused their comments on the percentage of affordable housing
units assigned to the City, noting the large number of units allocated for Extremely Low Income (ELI)
and Very Low Income (VLI) households. The Planning Commission then voted to continue the
discussion of the Housing Element item to the Planning Commission hearing scheduled for September
10, 2014. On August 29, 2014 staff released a Draft Housing Element document for public review and
comment, and has scheduled community meetings for September 3 and September 6, 2014 at City Hall.
The staff presentation scheduled for Planning Commission on September 10th is intended to focus on the
Draft Housing Element’s Implementation Work Plan as a response to identified needs, and the Adequate
Sites Inventory. After the Planning Commission considers the Draft Housing Element at the September
public hearing, the City’s Housing and Community Development Commission (HCDC) is scheduled to
consider the item at a hearing on September 11, 2014.
The Council’s first public hearing for this item is scheduled for the evening of September 23, 2014.
Once Council considers the Draft and approves submittal of it to the State HCD, and the State HCD
receives the Draft, HCD has up to sixty (60) days to review the Draft Element document and provide a
written response or certify it. Following this 60-day period, City staff will release a final draft based on
State HCD and public comments, which City staff anticipates to submit for Council to consider adoption
by December of this year. Staff will then submit the adopted Housing Element to HCD for certification.

ANALYSIS
The Envision San José 2040 General Plan currently contains the Housing Element for 2007-2014 as
Appendix C, which references the San José 2020 General Plan. The Envision San José 2040 General
Plan also contains a summary of how the Housing Element is implemented in Chapter 7,
“Implementation”. The proposed General Plan text amendment would replace the Housing Element for
2007-2014 with the Draft Housing Element for 2014-2023, by deleting references to Appendix C in the
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Envision San José 2040 General Plan (see Attachment 1) and adding a new Appendix 11 to the General
Plan that contains the Draft Housing Element for 2014-2023. Chapter 7 text would also be updated to
reference current housing trends and summarize the implementation of the Housing Element for 20142023 (see Attachment 2).
To explain how the City will plan for its RHNA goals, the Draft Housing Element (Appendix 11)
includes: a summary of public input; discussion of demographics of the City; an assessment of housing
needs; constraints and resources affecting housing production; an Adequate Sites Inventory listed by
Assessor’s Parcel Number; policies, programs, and actions to preserve housing; an Implementation
Work Plan; and evaluation of the prior housing element.
Public Input
The demographics analysis and needs assessment contained in the Draft Housing Element informed the
City’s public outreach strategy that included a multi-phase effort to obtain feedback from a broad
spectrum of stakeholders representing different City neighborhoods, various age and race/ethnic group
categories, and special interests including neighborhood leaders, the business community, developers,
realtors, and housing advocates.
From the fall of 2013 through January 2014, City staff facilitated numerous community meetings.
Stakeholder groups included the County of Santa Clara administrative staff; the City’s HCDC, Youth
Commission, Fair Housing Consortium; San José Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco
Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR), Senior Citizens Commission, Downtown Planning
Area Neighborhoods, Edenvale Planning Area Neighborhoods, Alum Rock Planning Area
Neighborhoods, Willow Glen Planning Area Neighborhoods, Santa Clara County Housing Action
Coalition, Santa Clara County Association of Realtors, Berryessa Planning Area Neighborhoods, and
West Valley Planning Area Neighborhoods. Language translation services were requested and provided
to several meeting attendees. Stakeholder comments generally related to the following themes:


Affordable Housing for Low Income Households including the Homeless ̶ Targeting resources to
Extremely-Low-Income and homeless people makes sense when resources are scarce because these
groups are the neediest, but funds go further when subsidies are shallower for developments
targeting 50-60% AMI. Developments of 100 or more units achieve economies of scale, and can be
less costly than seeking tax credit funding for smaller scattered site developments. Look into using
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) provisions to submit a single application for
several scattered sites within a certain radius. For micro-units, State TCAC unit size minimums may
need to be changed because all bathrooms must be built to larger ADA specifications adding to the
cost of the development. State TCAC requires that 30% of assisted units be three bedrooms for large
families. Developers noted that demand for such units is less in urban areas, and developers have
trouble renting large units in San José although they are required to build them. For mixed use Urban
Villages, participants noted that ground floor retail is a burden for affordable housing developers.
One possible solution is to master lease the ground-floor space to the City at 50% of market rate for
municipal offices, libraries, or community centers. This allows the developer to underwrite the space
and places the responsibility for leasing on the City.
Address increased homelessness. Include community members from the surrounding neighborhood
when developing a response. Address ineffective periodic creek clean-ups, which merely
temporarily displace homeless encampments that are quickly reestablished. San José Public
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Library/San José State University visitor guidelines on allowable personal belongings at the Martin
Luther King, Jr. and other library facilities have potential to worsen the Downtown homelessness
situation. In essence, to promote safe access for all library patrons, large or oversize items (e.g.,
bedrolls, duffle bags, large suitcases, etc.) are generally not allowed. Focus resources on housing for
the extremely low income segment of the population; local caseworkers are routinely asked to assist
in finding interim or replacement housing for low-income clients. Address the gradual loss of
transitional housing opportunities and the potential for increased use of Single Room Occupancy
(SRO) facilities and secondary units. Encourage “micro” units to enhance affordability. The
insufficient supply of affordable housing is evidenced by extensive wait lists/times for Section 8
voucher recipients to find subsidized housing. There is a need for a City policy to incorporate
affordable housing into Urban Village plans. The Alameda is an example of where the housing
supply includes a good mix of incomes. The region is at risk of being competitively “priced out” due
to high housing costs. These costs are detrimental to residents’ quality of life and the ability for
multiple generations to maintain close ties in establishing separate, affordable living arrangements in
the area.


Jobs/Housing Ratio ̶ Analyze the impact on housing of the General Plan’s “jobs first” policy. Focus
on the balance between jobs and housing, and the challenges and opportunities in creation of Urban
Villages. The City’s dual efforts to both improve housing affordability and improve the jobs-housing
ratio (by prioritizing employment) are in fundamental conflict with one another. The affordable
housing gap has grown in recent years, as Silicon Valley has been an engine for job growth but
without a commensurate increase in housing. There is a concern that major employers are not
participating in a solution to the local housing shortage.



Quality of Life ̶ Focus on “quality of life” issues (e.g., neighborhood vitality, crime, schools, etc.)
to help attract additional investment.



Density and Intensification ̶ ABAG’s Priority Development Areas (PDAs) would result in
“systematic gentrification” of neighborhoods by funneling growth and resources into these relatively
small geographic areas. International housing markets (e.g., Asia, Europe, etc.) can provide guidance
on ways to improve our local housing supply and to effectively plan Urban Villages, including
higher densities, smaller living spaces (“micro” units), and shared housekeeping facilities. Higher
densities require costly steel construction. Developers must be incentivized to build at densities of
eight stories or more to help overcome cost hurdles. Concerns were expressed about density
increases in the Spartan Keyes neighborhood. Concerns were also expressed about congestion
resulting from land use intensification and multi-modal roadway improvements, citing the area
around Valley Fair/Santana Row as an example.



Transportation ̶ The existing transit system was criticized for being ineffective in serving people’s
needs. Conduct studies on transit ridership by residents in the vicinity of new, higher density
development. The City has an approach to considering an intersection “built out” and no longer
requiring mitigation, but mitigation measures are in fact still necessary. Housing growth should be
coupled with transportation improvements; the Evergreen area is an example where the
infrastructure is insufficient to accommodate what growth has occurred in recent decades. The
Berryessa BART station area is poorly served by transit, and traffic impacts resulting from people
using cars to get to and from the station could be a problem.
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Community Services ̶ San José needs adequate parks, police, and other services. Provide schools,
libraries, community centers, and employment centers in close proximity to planned new housing in
the City. There is a disconnect between planning for housing and schools, as school overcrowding is
a growing concern in areas of population growth.



Special Needs and the Disabled ̶ Plan for housing the disabled, who are an identified “special
housing needs group” in State law. Some money “should be allocated to programs that do repairs
and modifications to help keep the elderly and disabled in their homes.”



Housing Needs of Senior Citizens ̶ Greater diversity of housing types is needed to prepare for
anticipated future demographic shifts (especially growth in the senior and young adult populations).
Evaluate household income and housing affordability issues among seniors. Concerns of seniors
include displacement, gentrification, and preservation of low income supply; additional protection of
mobile home parks as a source of affordable/senior housing; and financial impact of rapid rent
increases on senior citizens living on fixed income. Many longtime residents are “housing rich,
income poor” such that mobility is oftentimes limited due to cost implications. Ability to “age in
place” will require home retrofits and repairs, such as wheelchair ramps/lifts, grab bars, stair
replacement, and proper lighting, along with maintenance and repair of heating, electrical, and
plumbing systems, hot water heaters, roofing, etc. Representatives from the Winchester Orchard
Neighborhood Association sought to ensure they have a voice in future decisions about revitalization
efforts, expressing concern about the potential loss of affordable housing at the Winchester Mobile
Home Park. Revise the Urban Village boundary/plan for Santana Row/Valley Fair and Vicinity to
exclude the Winchester Ranch Mobile Home Park. Incorporate specific design features, such as
benches, small green spaces, and shade elements, to ensure that walkability meets the unique needs
of the senior population. There is a concern about the walkability and connectivity of the
Hitachi/iStar area, and desire for construction of a pedestrian overcrossing and reopening of the old
IBM tunnel under Highway 85 to provide a connection to various public amenities (e.g., hospital,
library, farmers market, etc.) in the adjacent neighborhood to the south.



Housing for the Young ̶ Recognize that homeless teens are a growing concern. Lack of affordability
is a factor resulting in more frequent moves by families, which disrupt the schooling of children.
Address the ongoing housing needs of youth that have “aged out” of foster care and transitional
housing programs. Live/work arrangements have potential to meet the needs of some younger
persons.



Housing for the Workforce ̶ Promote housing types attractive to single, driving industry workers.



Renting and Owning ̶ Sentiments that “homeownership is not a right, but a privilege,” and that the
only viable solution to improved housing affordability is increased supply. There is a concern about
the trend towards rental housing construction, and the lack of upkeep that can be associated with
rental properties. Boost the supply of owner-occupied housing to improve affordability and help
contain the recent rise in rental costs. A community comprised of longer-term owners is likely to
have greater stability. The City’s rent stabilization ordinance has not been effective in containing a
steady rise in costs. Create various governmental incentives to moderate rent increases among
housing units otherwise exempted from the City’s Rent Stabilization Ordinance. Expand rent control
to enhance affordability.
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Preservation of Housing Stock ̶ Preserve the existing housing stock, including but not limited to
mobile homes. Declare a moratorium on mobile home park conversions. Create opportunities for a
neighborhood stabilization program to provide retrofit/repair services for properties that have been
subject to foreclosure. Structures that are aging and/or subject to neglect are more prone to fire (“we
respond to an average of three single-family house or apartment fires per week”).



Re-use of Public Lands ̶ There is a need for innovative, “out of the box” thinking to address the
housing issue, including the potential use of idle public lands for housing and soliciting interest from
non-profit organizations (e.g., churches) for more intense development of these land holdings.
Consider using the former Agnews Development Center for dormitories.



Fees ̶ Housing development should not have fees waived; everyone needs to pay for services.
Consider imposing a housing impact fee to help construct and rehabilitate affordable housing units.
Given the strength in the housing market, is it now an opportune time to ask developers to pay
impact fees, or are impact fees not the solution to affordable housing, because these fees would
simply be passed on to consumers and result in even higher costs? The City “should not tax what it
wants to build.”



City Ordinances ̶ Evaluate the process and effectiveness of housing-related City ordinances.
Streamline review processing time. Bring greater flexibility to the City’s secondary unit Zoning
Code provisions.



Funding Sources ̶ Dissolution of redevelopment agencies and a lack of State housing funds prevent
more aggressive solutions to affordable housing. This is a problem that is shared throughout the
South Bay. Funding for affordable housing should not come from sales taxes because of their
regressive nature. Identify funding sources to help pay infrastructure costs associated with
implementation of the City’s Urban Village plans.



Regional Coordination ̶ cities in Santa Clara County could potentially work together to pool
affordable housing resources. Inter-agency coordination is important in achieving intended goals.
Address the housing issue from a broader regional perspective, thereby spreading the costs in
imposition of any affordable housing fees/taxes/bonds over a larger area with smaller expense to
individual households/businesses. Actively educate a wide variety of constituents, including State
legislators, school boards, and parent-teacher associations.

Demographics
With approximately one million residents, the City of San José is the 10th largest city in the nation, the
3rd largest in California, and the largest in the San Francisco Bay Area region. San José is the most
transit-connected city in the South Bay Area, with significant investments planned for additional transit
infrastructure. As a city that has regionally important employment centers in the South Bay, San José is
composed of many high tech, manufacturing, and service jobs. However, San José remains the bedroom
community for the region, providing a disproportionate supply of housing opportunities for a workforce
that is employed in smaller and wealthier neighboring cities.
Additionally, San José is one of the most socioeconomically and ethnically diverse cities of any size in
the country, with Whites, Hispanics, and Asians each comprising approximately one third of the City’s
total population. Like most cities in the United States, San José’s population is aging, with the largest
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population growth in the elderly/senior age group (persons age 65+ years), increasing the need for senior
housing solutions. At the same time, “young adults” (persons age 20-35 years) will comprise the age
group with the second largest projected growth in San José over the next 25 years, and they seek vibrant,
walkable, urban places to live, work, and play.
This trend towards urban, amenities-rich areas is increasingly driving the location preferences of
employees and employers, as well as families and households. The Draft Housing Element seeks to
account for these diverse needs for a broader array of housing choices in its Implementation Work Plan.
These housing choices may include secondary dwelling units, new urban housing types such as “micro”
units of approximately 200-400 square feet) as well as the adaptation of the existing housing stock to
meet changed circumstances such as allowing seniors to “age in place”.
Needs Assessment
The Draft Housing Element provides an assessment of the existing and projected housing needs in San
José. Regional housing needs are determined by Statewide and regional population projections. The
housing needs analysis draws on data from multiple sources to compare income levels with housing
costs to derive measures of affordability for various households, special needs, and housing types. This
analysis provides the basis for understanding the attributes and extent of San José’s housing needs and
issues, and, taken together with the demographics analysis, is used to inform the Housing Element’s
Implementation Work Plan.
San José has long been one of the costliest places in the nation for living. Although about one-third of
Santa Clara County’s workforce command high salaries in the range of approximately $86,000 to
$144,000 per year, nearly half of all jobs pay low-income wages between $19,000 and $52,000 annually.
Projections from the State show that more than half of the new jobs created in the County over the next
few years will pay $11.00 per hour or less. These working-class wages are not enough to pay for
housing costs without creating a housing burden, defined as housing costs that exceed 30% of income.
The market has not produced housing that is naturally affordable to low-income households, and public
resources for affordable housing have been significantly diminished in recent years. Consequently, both
the existing and future need for affordable housing in San José is considerable and far exceeds available
supply. To the extent that this trend of income disparity continues, affordable housing needs can
likewise be expected to remain high or even rise.
Constraints and Resources
As required by State law, the Housing Element must identify both governmental and non-governmental
constraints to housing. Governmental constraints are government policies that may impede housing
production in pursuit of other important public goals, while non-governmental constraints are those
impediments created through market forces. “Constraints” is not used in the Housing Element as a
pejorative, but rather as a neutral term to describe factors that may potentially make it more difficult or
costly to develop housing. For example, a policy that requires housing to be developed in areas with
existing City services is necessary for more sustainable development although, depending on
circumstances, it may also make housing more costly to build due to higher land costs. However, the
purpose of identifying specific policies and regulations as potential constraints is not necessarily to
eliminate them, but to develop and implement other programs to mitigate housing costs while
simultaneously balancing all City goals and policies.
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Governmental Constraints
Governmental constraints refer to government regulations and policies that can limit development by
adding regulatory constraints including development permit requirements, processing time, and/or
development costs. These can potentially include constraints such as:
1. Zoning Regulations – The City’s Zoning Ordinance includes conventional zoning districts
established for residential uses. Alternatively, the Planned Development zoning process can establish
a unique zoning district for a site, including use and development standards, which may otherwise
not be found in a conventional zoning district. For example, the absence of a conventional zoning
district that allows residential development at a minimum density of 30 dwelling units per acre as a
permitted use could be described as a constraint because of the requirement of an application for PD
zoning and PD permit for the City to consider approval of that density.
2. Processing Time – Processing times for zonings and development permits can increase the carrying
costs of a property under consideration for development. Processing time is dependent on a number
of factors, including the enforcement of State laws and City ordinances, the ability of the applicant to
coordinate with City staff and community members to address project issues, and the need to ensure
that the general public is fully informed through required notices, meetings and hearings.
3. Fees and Taxes – The fees and taxes applicable to a development project include
application/entitlement fees, construction fees, impact/capacity fees, and development taxes.
Application/entitlement fees include fees for consideration of the application for a land use approval
and environmental clearance. Construction fees include the various building permit, plan check, and
public improvement fees related to the construction process. Impact/capacity fees are charged to
mitigate the costs that new development places on community infrastructure or other required
improvements. Development taxes are tax assessments on development projects commonly based on
project valuation.
4. Onsite and Offsite Improvements – New residential development is responsible for both public and
private improvements directly associated with the development. The City has established both public
and private infrastructure standards so that developers can factor in those costs during the
development design stage.
5. Level of Service (LOS) Policies – The General Plan includes LOS policies for transportation,
sanitary sewers, storm drainage, flood control, police, fire, and parks. Development proposals are
also reviewed to ensure that the Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP) capacity is not exceeded.
6. Building Code Requirements – The City of San José uses the California Building Code (CBC) as the
standard for all new construction. San José also encourages the use of the State Historic Building
Code for designated historical properties to facilitate the rehabilitation and reuse of important
historic resources. The City has also adopted local amendments regarding certain structural design
requirements, compliance with FEMA regulations, fire sprinkler regulations, and other building and
plumbing requirements.
The General Plan is a “jobs first” plan to increase the jobs per employed resident ratio from below 1 to
above 1 so that the City is no longer housing rich and jobs poor. So that this approach does not create a
constraint to housing, the General Plan contains key Policies for sufficient flexibility to meet State
housing requirements, including the following:

GPT14-001 Housing Element Update
Planning Commission Staff Report
Page 9 of 14

IP-2.5

During each Major Review of the General Plan evaluate input provided by the reconvened
Task Force and achievement of the following key General Plan goals to inform the City
Council’s decision, regarding needed changes, to begin the next General Plan Horizon, or to
increase the number of residential units available for non-specific Urban Village areas, verify
that the current Planning Horizon contains adequate capacity to meet San José’s Regional
Housing Needs Allocation for the remaining 7 ½ year portion of the current 8 year term; and
Confirm that adequate infrastructure and service facilities, especially transit, exist or that a
secure plan for them is in place to support the planned jobs and housing capacity in the current
and contemplated Horizon.

IP-2.11 Provide a “Pool” of residential unit capacity which may be allocated to allow entitlement of
residential projects within Urban Village Areas not included within the current Plan Horizon.
This pool is initially established as 5,000 units, and may be replenished as part of a General
Plan Major Review. Projects receiving allocation must conform to the Land Use /
Transportation Diagram. Preparation of an Urban Village Plan for the subject Urban Village is
necessary prior to allocation of these units unless the project qualifies as a Signature Project.
Non-governmental Constraints
Non-governmental constraints refer to the impediments to housing production that result from market
factors. The primary non-governmental constraints identified in the Draft Housing Element are:
1. Production Costs – The cost of housing production is a significant non-governmental constraint. This
is especially true for projects that seek deeper affordability requirements (for example, including
more ELI units rather than VLI- or LI units) because a greater amount of subsidy is required to
ensure that the project is financially feasible. The major components of production costs include
construction, labor, and land. The cost of basic construction materials has increased significantly
over the past several years. Additionally, land in San José continues to be expensive relative to other
regions in the State and compared with many areas in the rest of the United States.
2. Financing – The ability to produce housing depends on the ability of developers to borrow money in
order finance construction. For both market-rate and not-for profit developers, this depends largely
on the willingness of banks to provide loans for such development. For affordable housing, this also
generally depends on the availability of local, state, and federal subsidies that non-profit housing
developers can access to make their projects financially feasible. In the current economy, financing
for affordable projects is difficult to obtain from any of these sources. Additionally, the State has
eliminated many funding sources for affordable housing including the City’s Redevelopment
Agency, resulting in the loss of a major primary source of funding for affordable housing in the City.
These factors have profoundly impacted the City’s ability to provided assistance to affordable
housing developers.
3. Environmental – Environmental constraints to residential development within the City typically
relate to the presence of one or more of the following physical factors that affect the development of
housing including sites located in areas subject to severe flooding, riparian corridors, and geological
hazards. The types of constraints vary in different areas of the City.
4. Public Opposition – Existing residents may be against new affordable residential development.
Opposition can lead to a protracted planning process to solicit and respond to public opinion, which
adds to the time and cost of development.
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Adequate Sites Inventory
State law requires an Adequate Sites Inventory as part of a jurisdiction’s Housing Element.
The Inventory must demonstrate that the housing potential on land suitable for residential development
is adequate to accommodate the City’s RHNA of 35,080 total dwelling units available for development
between 2014 and 2022. The City must assess the land capacity available within its jurisdiction to meet
its RHNA and perform a parcel-by-parcel site inventory identifying where housing can be located and
how many units each parcel may yield.
As of April 2014, the City has identified an Adequate Sites Inventory designated for approximately
35,117 new dwelling units based on a conservative estimate at the lower end of the density range of
dwelling units allowed under the existing applicable land use designations for the subject sites on the
General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram. This Inventory assumes at least 2,666 units in Urban
Villages in Horizon 1 and allocation of 500 units from the pool of 5,000 units for Urban Villages in
future Horizons. All of the units that are counted in the Inventory in Urban Villages must be part of
Urban Village Plans that are approved by January 2015.
This figure represents the General Plan residential holding capacity and approved residential projects
minus the residential development anticipated in future phases of the North San José Area Development
Policy beyond 2014. For purposes of calculating the Adequate Sites Inventory, future phases of
residential development in North San José are not assumed to occur prior to 2023. To further describe
the residential capacity for the Draft Housing Element, the inventory divides the residential capacity in
the following categories:
1. Sites Already with Planning Entitlements 1 ;
2. Planned Downtown Residential Development;
3. Residential capacity in Planned Communities;
4. Residential capacity in Urban Villages that are anticipated to have approved Urban Village Plans by
January 2015;
5. Vacant sites that are designated for residential development in the General Plan;
6. Sites entitled for residential development in the North San José Development Policy Area;
7. Allocation from a pool of 5,000 units available for Urban Villages beyond the current Horizon
(Horizon I); and
8. Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels with residential land use designations.

1

Units with a Planned Development (PD) zoning, PD permit, or other development permit that have not been issued building
permits.
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Table 1. Existing Residential Capacity
DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSING UNITS
PLANNED DURING THE RHNA PERIOD (2014-2022)

Location/Status Category
1

Planned Housing
Units

Percent of
Total

11,474
9,701

32.7%
27.6%

7,547
2,666

21.5%
7.6%

2,125
N/A

6.1%
N/A

"Pool" Allocation
Underutilized Redevelopable Parcels
Totals

500
1,104
35,117

1.4%
3.1%
100.0%

RHNA Allocation (2014-2022)

35,080

Already Entitled
Downtown

Planned Communities
2
Urban Villages
3

Vacant Land
4
North San Jose
5

Source: City of San Jose

Notes:
1

Includes unbuilt units in Phase 1 of the North San Jose Area Development Policy (NSJADP) and in

2

Horizon 1 only of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

3

To avoid double-counting, excludes vacant lands in other identified categories.

4

Phases 2-4 of the NSJADP, allow ing an additional 24,000 units, are not anticipated during the RHNA period.

5

Allocation of units per Policy IP-2.11 of the Envision San Jose 2040 General Plan.

the Hitachi mixed use village project, but otherw ise excludes projects in other identified categories.

Based on existing General Plan Goals and Policies and the escalating depletion of vacant lands in San
José, future development will consist primarily of higher density housing in strategic infill locations,
including Downtown and other identified Growth Areas in the General Plan in urban locations
predominantly close to transit. Most of the sites are already developed, but are underutilized, so the
majority of sites in the inventory will need to be redeveloped or have their existing development
intensified with additional buildings. Vacant lands represent just a small fraction of the yield from
residentially zoned lands, because these are generally small or lower density sites at the edges of the
City’s Urban Service Area.
The Adequate Sites Inventory’s holding capacity for approximately 35,117 new dwelling units is
currently available for development during the 2015-2023 RHNA planning period. This means the City
of San José is able to accommodate potential development of approximately 35,117 additional dwelling
units without needing to amend the General Plan Land Use/Transportation Diagram to designate
additional sites for residential use. Therefore, no changes to land use designations on the sites identified
in the Adequate Sites Inventory are currently proposed in the Draft Housing Element.
Preservation
In the past, San José facilitated its affordable housing supply primarily through the production of new
deed-restricted multifamily housing. In addition, a portion of San José’s market-rate and mobile homes
are considered “naturally affordable” because of their location, condition, and physical characteristics
(although the exact number of naturally affordable homes is unknown).
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Because affordable homes may be lost over time due to expiring deed-restrictions or be redeveloped (if
naturally affordable), it is important for the City to include policies and programs that seek to preserve
the existing affordable housing stock. Chapter 7 of the Draft Housing Element analyzes the deedrestricted housing stock that is at risk of conversion to market-rate housing and compares the costs of
replacement versus preservation.
Implementation Work Plan
Challenges to meeting the 2014-2022 RHNA goals include: the reduction in funding from government
sources particularly as a result of the dissolution of redevelopment agencies, the high costs of land and
construction locally; difficulties in obtaining financing; and the need for more funding sources to meet
affordable housing goals. Some of these challenges may be met with process improvements and housing
programs, which are part of the Implementation Work Plan in the Draft Housing Element. The Draft
Housing Element Work Plan includes existing as well as proposed or potential new policies, programs,
and partnerships to meet San José’s changing housing needs. The Work Plan also includes specific
actions intended to comply with State law, as well as “Potential Actions” that the City has identified as
important but may not currently have the staffing or resources to explore for implementation. City staff
will monitor these potential actions and will explore or undertake these items pending sufficient
resources and if these items escalate in importance. The Implementation Work Plan is organized around
four primary components:
1. Increase, preserve, and improve the supply of safe, livable, and affordable housing for low and
moderate income residents.
a. Programs and Funding
b. Coordination
c. Housing Planning Tools
2. Invest in activities to end homelessness.
3. Promote equitable development.
4. Support healthy, sustainable communities and neighborhoods.
Specific descriptions and timeframes for proposed policies and programs can be found in the
Implementation Work Plan located in Appendix D of the Draft Housing Element.

CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN
The twelve Major Strategies of the General Plan provide guiding principles for its goals and policies.
These strategies include: Community Based Planning; a Form Based Plan; Focused Growth;
Innovation/Regional Employment Center; Urban Villages; Streetscapes for People; Measurable
Sustainability / Environmental Stewardship; Fiscally Strong City; Destination Downtown; Life Amidst
Abundant Natural Resources; Design for a Healthful Community; and Plan Horizons and Periodic
Major Review.
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The Draft Housing Element is consistent with all of these Major Strategies. By promoting housing
opportunities for all economic segments of the community, the Housing Element is consistent with the
Design for a Healthful Community and Innovation/Regional Employment Center Major Strategies by
facilitating development of workforce housing to support driving industries. The Focused Growth and
Fiscally Strong City Major Strategies address the need to balance the urban facilities and services
demands of new development with the need to balance the City’s budget. Infill development within
urbanized areas is identified as an important means of controlling service costs through increased
efficiency, and the Draft Housing Element identifies housing opportunities located primarily on urban
infill sites, near jobs centers, transit, and areas with existing neighborhood services. These sites support
the Destination Downtown Major Strategy as well as the Urban Villages Major Strategy, which
underscores the importance of enhancing San José’s neighborhoods by promoting Downtown
development and critical density in mixed-use development in identified Growth Areas. All these sites
are located within the Greenline/Urban Growth Boundary, which is consistent with the Focused Growth,
Sustainability / Environmental Stewardship, and Life Amidst Abundant Natural Resources Major
Strategies in preserving the scenic backdrop of the hillsides surrounding San José, preserving habitat,
agricultural resources, and recreational opportunities. By promoting the efficient use of land and
infrastructure resources through higher density development in urbanized areas and strategic locations,
the Draft Housing Element is consistent with all the General Plan Major Strategies in maintaining San
José’s ability to meet its future service needs while preserving a healthy living environment.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
Envision San José 2040 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR), Resolution No. 76041, and
Addenda thereto; Downtown Strategy 2000 EIR, Resolution No. 72767, and Addenda thereto; North
San José Development Policies EIR, Resolution No. 72768, and Addenda thereto; and Diridon Station
Area Plan EIR, Resolution No. 77096 and Addenda thereto (collectively, the “Final Program EIRs”).
Pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of San José has determined that this
activity is within the scope of the earlier approved programs and the Final Program EIRs adequately
describe the activity for purposes of CEQA. The project does not involve new significant effects beyond
those analyzed in the Final Program EIRs.

PUBLIC OUTREACH/INTEREST
The City created a website URL (www.sanjoseca.gov/housingelementupdate) and customized project email address (housingelementupdate@sanjoseca.gov) to share information and invite public feedback
about the process. On January 15, 2014 an introductory “e-blast” was sent to a list of more than 3,000
persons and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the topic. The wide distribution of this e-blast
was then further extended by subsequent communication from individual City Council District offices to
their respective constituents and forwarding by the City Manager’s Office to a list of more than 200
community groups. The Draft Housing Element was posted on the website on August 29, 2014, and staff
sent an e-mail blast to subscribers, including the general public, Council District offices, and other
interested parties, to provide the public an opportunity to submit comments on the draft.
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In addition to the comments mentioned above, staff also received written correspondence during
preparation of the Draft Housing Element. This correspondence received as of the writing of this staff
report is attached. To the extent feasible, the comments have been addressed in the Draft Housing
Element including the proposed Implementation Work Plan.
Project Mana~oer: Jenny Nusbaum
Owner/Applicant:
City ofSan Jos~

Approved by: ~~

Date:

Attachments:
1. Proposed Text changes to the Envision San Jos~ 2040 General Plan,
Chapter 7 "Implementation"
2. Draft proposed new Appendix entitled "Appendix 11: Housing Element
for 2014-2022 Projection Period / 2015-2023 Planning Period"; to
replace Appendix C of the San Jos~ 2040 General Plan
3. Public correspondence

GPT14-001 DRAFT TEXT AMENDMENT
ENVISION SAN JOSE 2040 GENERAL PLAN
CHAPTER 7 “Implementation”
Section on Housing Element
Housing Development
The Land Use / Transportation Diagram and the Housing goals and policies contained
in the Envision General Plan, in concert with its other Goals, Policies and
Implementation Actions, are intended to address several concerns related to the supply
of housing within San José and the region. These concerns are closely related, so that
one strategy may address multiple objectives. At the same time, housing supply is a
regional issue for Santa Clara County and the Bay Area. Without a cooperative regional
approach, San José will not be able to fully meet its housing, economic development,
and fiscal sustainability goals. By providing adequate housing growth capacity at
strategic locations, San José will do its part to address the concerns of housing
affordability, reducing commute demand by providing housing supply in close proximity
to employment and service uses, and creating high quality, complete urban
neighborhoods by focusing new housing growth into higher-density, compact areas
around transit facilities.
San José has traditionally provided the bulk of housing in Santa Clara County with a
large range in price and the largest number of affordable units. Much of this housing is
in the form of low-density neighborhoods. A shortage of commercial and industrial
activity and relatively low residential property values have negatively impacted the City’s
revenue while the inefficient form of its housing supply has raised service costs. This
has resulted in fiscal challenges for the City as it attempts to provide services to its
resident population. In order to provide and maintain high-quality residential areas, the
City must pursue opportunities to improve its fiscal health through the implementation of
its policies related to housing.

Goal IP-19 – Housing Development
Implement the Envision General Plan Land Use / Transportation Diagram and
Envision General Plan Goals, Policies and Implementation Actions related to
housing development (Housing Program) to meet San José’s housing needs and to
address State and regional housing production requirements.
Policies – Housing Development
IP-19.1 Through a Major General Plan Review or, as needed, through the Annual General Plan review process, evaluate the Plan’s consistency with housing
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development goals as determined by the State and regional agencies and take
actions as necessary to address their requirements.
IP‐19.2 In determining an appropriate Housing Program, maximize City resources
towards the area of greatest need and to utilize available State and Federal programs.
1

Housing Element
The City’s Housing Element aligns with the General Plan goals and the City’s federal
and local housing plan goals to include a range of affordable housing opportunities for
low- and moderate-income households, an effective response to homelessness,
equitable and complete communities, and sustainable, transit-oriented communities.
San José’s Local Housing Elements 2007-2014 was adopted in June 2009 and was
subsequently are periodically required to be certified that year by the State Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD). State certification creates a legal
presumption that the Housing Element complies with State law. Housing Element
certification maintains San José’s eligibility for key infrastructure and housing funds from
Federal, State, and regional sources.
State law requires cities to update their Housing Element generally every fivefour to
seveneight years. The current Housing Element is the result of community input and the
analysis of demographic data, housing needs, constraints, and resources for housing
development, planned housing supply, and housing preservation needs. The Housing
Element addresses housing needs for the period between January 1, 2007 and June
30, 2014. It serves as a starting point for developing includes strategies and actions for
implementing the housing goals and policies fofr the Envision San José 2040
General Plan.
San José has been a leader in providing housing for a growing regional population. The
San José 2020 General Plan had capacity for approximately 60,000 new housing
units. As currently proposed, the Envision San José 2040 General Plan will
provide capacity for approximately 48,000 new housing units through the conclusion of
Horizon 1. For 2007-2014, the 2014-2022 San José’s Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) projection period, the City’s share of housing for the Bay Area
Region is 34,721 35,080 new housing units. O of those 34,721 new housing units,
which13,0739233 units should serve low-, very-low, and extremely-low and very-low
income households, 5,428 units should serve low-income households, and 6,1988 units
should serve moderate-income households, and 14,231 units should serve above
moderate-income households. Although the City will have adequate capacity to meet
the overall RHNA number of housing units, production of the affordable homes will be
very challenging because of the loss of affordable housing funding from the City’s
former Redevelopment Agency, the depletion of State housing resources, reduced
federal housing and community development funding, legal challenges to inclusionary
housing programs, and the lack of other tools. The Housing Element for 2007-2014
addresses how the City can facilitate development of adequate these new housing for
each income group homes consistent with affordability requirementswhile alsoplanning
providing for neighborhoods with parks, schools, and access to transportation, jobs,
shopping, and other services.
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Housing Element Implementation Program
In the development of the Land Use/ Transportation Diagram, the maps of which are
available on the City’s web site, those residential and housing goals and policies having
spatial or locational dimensions were considered and are, to a large extent,
implemented by land use designations and through the process of reviewing
development proposals. Other housing goals and policies cannot be effectuated through
land use decisions and require program responses as outlined in the following
sectionsAppendix 11.
Quantified objectives for housing programs are for the revisedplanning time frame of the
Housing Element (January 31, 200715 through June 30January 31, 201423)rather than
the 1994-2020 time frame of the San José 2020 General Plan.
The following discussion is integrally linked with the goals and policies stated in this
Plan. The implementation of the housing and other related goals and policies occurs, in
part, through the development review process, as described earlier in this chapter.
TechnicalDetailed information regarding housing issues in San José is provided in
Appendix 511, which also includes a detailed description of the housing programslisted
below , policies, and actions to implement during the Housing Element planning period
in order to address the needs and constraints identified in Appendix 11.
The Housing Element implementation work plan carries over some of the programs
from the prior RHNA cycle and also includes new initiatives to address new needs and
constraints, to build new partnerships, and to identify new funding opportunities. It also
includes potential actions to explore by the City, pending the availability of staff capacity
and resources. The implementation work plan is organized according to the following
Housing Element goals:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Increase, preserve, and improve the supply of affordable housing.
Invest in activities to end homelessness.
Promote equitable development.
Support healthy, sustainable communities and neighborhoods.

This work plan includes items that are already in progress as well as potential new
policies and programs to explore as funding becomes available. Funding sources have
been noted when plausible, but the ongoing scarcity of housing subsidies, recent legal
challenges to inclusionary housing programs, and the uncertainty of timing on new
sources make it difficult to project through January 2023.

1 Legislation recently enacted (ABX1 26 and 27, Blumenfeld 2011) could significantly
impact the viability of redevelopment throughout the state which, in turn, may affect
public funding of affordable housing. The current Housing Element, including Appendix
C (Housing) is scheduled to be updated in 2014 and should reflect resolution of
legilation and litigation relating to redevelopment agencies and funding.
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Summary of Housing Needs Analysis
In support of the 2007-2014 update of the Housing Element, the City applied available
data to build on previous updates. The conclusions of the update indicate a continuation
of the trends identified five years earlier. Housing costs remain high in San José and the
County as a whole, relative to the State. According to the Santa Clara County
Association of Realtors, the median value of a single family home in San José was
$560,000 and $350,000 for condominium and townhomes as of August 2008. Clearly
such high prices, coupled with high financing costs, can severely constrain the ability of
even moderate income families and households to purchase a home. Because of
spatial correlations between housing cost and employment centers, the spiraling of
prices has also caused an even longer commute time for many households searching
for cheaper housing both inside and outside of the region. Such commutes impact the
transportation network and degrade the environment.
San José’s population grew from 894,943 in 2000 to 989,496 in 2008- an increase of
94,553 residents. The City of San José includes over half of the county’s population,
and has grown slightly faster than the county as a whole over the past decade, and
accounts for two-thirds of the residential growth in the county. During the last decade
the City’s population increased 18% while the county’s increased by 17%. This growth
is expected to continue into the next decade but at a much slower rate.
Average household size in San José has experienced ups and downs over the last thirty
years, but has exhibited relative stability in recent years. According to the 2006
American Community Survey, the average household size in San José is 3.12 persons,
compared to 2.92 in the State and 2.6 nationwide. This figure represents a decrease
from the average household size in 2000 and a slight increase over the 1990 figure of
3.08 persons per household. The average household size in San José is relatively
higher compared to the State and nationwide average. This is partially due to the
increase in the number of larger families as well as rising housing costs. According to
the 2006 American Community Survey, approximately eight percent of all occupied
dwelling units (23,530 units) could be classified as overcrowded with a higher
percentage of renters living in overcrowded conditions than owners. As greater numbers
of families and households are unable to enter the ownership housing market, they turn
to the rental market. The tight housing market has caused vacancy rates to range
between 1.0% and 3.6% over the past several years. As further detailed in Appendix C,
53,205 renter households and 81,699 home owner households in San José spent more
than 30% of their gross incomes on housing in 2006. Of these households, 18,714 were
extremely low-income renter households (incomes less than 30% of the area median
income); 14,877 were very low-income renter households (incomes between 30% and
60% of area median); and 10,579 were low-income renter households (incomes
between 60% and 80% of area median). These numbers do not include those families
who are living doubled-up or who are forced to live in outlying areas and commute to
jobs in San José.
Under State law, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determines the fair
share allocation of housing need for all Bay Area communities. For San José, the
housing need is 34,721 dwelling units between January 2007 and June 2014. Of this
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number, 3,876 are needed for extremely-low income households, 3,875 for very low
income households, 5,322 for low income households, 6,198 for moderate income
households and 15,450 for above moderate income households. This fair share
allocation is limited to the projection of future housing need; it does not take into
account households living “doubled-up” or who have been forced to live in outlying
areas due to the lack of affordable housing in San José due to limitations of official data
sources. However, the City’s housing programs are intended to address needs of lowerincome households. The City’s housing programs also seek to create affordable
housing opportunities at the deepest affordability. In addition, the City’s Housing
Department, under its current Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for project
developments has a requirement that affordable housing financed by the City must
incorporate a minimum of 25% ELI units. Moreover, in accordance with the adopted
Five- Year Housing Investment Plan, the Housing Departments must target 30% of its
Low and Moderate Income Housing Funds (20% funds) to ELI households.
Determining an Appropriate Program Response
The City of San José has traditionally provided the bulk of housing in Santa Clara
County with a large range in price variation including the largest number of affordable
units. The needs analysis contained in the Housing Appendix, however, clearly
indicates a large and complex housing need which exceeds the resources of the City to
meet.
In determining an appropriate program response, the City seeks to maximize its
resources towards the area of greatest need and to utilize available State and Federal
programs. Recently, however, Federal and State resources which address housing
needs have diminished, while needs have increased, particularly for low income rental
apartments.
In order to implement the City’s housing programs more effectively, the City Council
consolidated the Housing and Neighborhood Development Division of the Department
of Neighborhood Preservation with the Housing Development section of the
Redevelopment Agency in the fall of 1987 and created the Housing Department. A
Mayor’s Task Force on Housing was created to develop housing policies to guide the
City in addressing affordable housing needs. A comprehensive Housing Needs
Assessment was prepared by a consultant and reviewed by the Task Force; together
with input from the community, the Housing Needs Assessment formed the basis for the
five- year Housing Program. The Mayor’s Final Report outlines the following City
housing policy goals:
Goal 1: Increase the supply of affordable housing, preserve the housing stock and
reduce the cost of developing affordable housing.
Goal 2: Utilize available resources to address priority needs for housing.
Goal 3: Increase the funds available for the preservation and development of affordable
housing.
Goal 4: Disperse low income housing throughout the City to avoid concentrations of low
income households and to encourage racial and economic integration.
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Goal 5: Encourage greater involvement of public and private sectors to increase and
preserve the stock of affordable housing in San José.
Based on these policy goals, a series of recommendations was made relating to land
use planning, site acquisition, residential development tax exemptions, Single Room
Occupancy housing, the conversion of assisted units to market rate rentals, long- term
affordability requirements, targeting of funds by income level and need for new or
rehabilitated housing, development policies for rental and ownership housing, last resort
housing and other issues.
The City has systematically addressed these issues and has implemented the individual
recommendations outlined in the Final Report. These goals continue to shape the
program directions implemented as a part of the City’s Consolidated Plan.
The Housing Assistance Program objectives outlined below include the City’s funding
resources (numerically identified in the text) as well as available Federal and State
monies. Because of uncertainties in dollar projections and recent legislative action at
the Federal level, these objectives can only be considered as numerical representations
of what the City anticipates can be achieved for low and moderate income housing.
The housing program objectives set forth below represent the results of a number of
analyses. The construction activity projections are based on the City’s annual
construction activity forecasts used in the development of the Capital Improvement
Program.
The other program objectives are based on: 1) the City’s experience with affordable
housing programs which will be monitored annually and updated in conjunction with the
Consolidated Plan goal setting process; 2) the rates of success in implementing the
Housing Element program goals incorporated into the General Plan in 1978, 1981,
1983, 1984, 1988, 1989, 1994, and 2003; and, 3) State and Federal Government
funding resources available to the City. The objectives for the “Additional Programs”
listed on the following pages are based on the need to promote additional housing
opportunities and to expand existing programs.
Housing Assistance Program Objectives
Construction Activity Projections. The City of San José has projected a total dwelling
unit production of approximately 24,700 units for the January 2007- June 2014 time
frame of the Housing Element. These figures assume an average of 3,800 new building
permits approved each year, reflecting the recent trend of housing construction in San
José. The City projects approximately 7,300 units of affordable housing production for
the fiscal year 2000/ 01 - 2005/06 time frame. Between January 1999 and June 2006,
approximately 8,900 affordable housing units were produced.
Local Assisted Housing Programs Objectives. The City of San José’s extremely-low,
very low, low and moderate income housing goals for the 2005-2010 Consolidated Plan
are summarized in Table HE-1 and 2 (see following pages). In addition to the five-year
housing production goals shown in Talbe HE-1, the City has goals for the conservation
of existing affordable housing units. For example, there are 10,585 mobilehome units in
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San José as of 2006 and all but about 200 of these units are located on sites zoned
RM-H Park District) or are under a Planned Development zoning which allows only
mobilehome parks as a permitted use. These zoning districts are designed to
encourage the preservation of mobilehome parks and give them some continued
protection from speculative conversion to other units during the 2007-2014 planning
period because of the increased stability provided for mobilehome parks through these
zoning districts.
Table HE-1 indicates that the goals for new construction of assisted housing units
includes the acquisition/rehabilitation of “at- risk” units (federally assisted rental units
that could be converted to market rate rents). The City’s Housing Department will use a
variety of programs identified in the Housing Appendix to conserve these units. Over the
time period of the Housing Element from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2014, the City
anticipates funding commitments for 2,750 units with an emphasis on Extremely Lowand Very Low-income households. The City does not anticipate allocating funding in
order to preserve its at-risk housing units, as this housing stock is primarily owned and
managed by non-profit organizations that are committed to preserving the affordability
restrictions. Table HE-2 breaks down the production goals according to income levels
for identified priority groups.
In 2009, the City Council adopted an updated Inclusionary Housing Policy that requires
that 15% of the residential units built city-wide be affordable. The ordinance will go into
effect when the City issues 2,500 residential permits in a rolling 12-month period or in
2013, whichever comes first.
Table HE-1: Proposed Five-Year Production Goals 2009-2014
TARGETI
NEW
ACQUISITI PRESERV
5-YEAR
NG
CONSTRU
ON/
ATION
TOTAL
CTION
REHABILI
TATION
ELI

563

125

0

688

VLI

1,462

325

0

1,787

LI

225

50

0

275

Mod

0

0

0

0

Market

0

0

0

0

TOTAL

2,250

500

0

2,750

Source: City of San José Housing Department, 2008
Table HE-2: Affordable Housing Production Priority
Existing and New Programs
The following actions will be taken in implementing the goals of the City of San José’s
Five- Year Housing Strategy:
The Use of the City’s 20% Redevelopment Housing Fund
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Under the requirements of California Community Redevelopment Law, as provided in
Section 33334.2 of the Health and Safety Code, 20% of the tax increment funds from
merged, amended, or newly created redevelopment areas utilizing tax increment
financing must be set aside for housing purposes for low and moderate income
households. These funds may be used for a variety of purposes such as land or building
acquisition, construction financing, subsidies, land improvements, development of plans
and paying the principal or interest on bonds and loans. Given the economic downturn,
the Housing Department anticipates that its 20% funds will stay even with its FY 200809 amount of $37,000,000, and does not expect an increase. The 20% funds are used
to finance all aspects of the Housing
INCOME
PRIORITY
HOUSING
LEVELS
# OF
NEEDS HOUSEHO HOUSEHO
LDS
LDS
Small
Related
Renters
(0-80%) 20,974

Large
Related
Renters
(0-80%) 12,968

Elderly
Renters

PRIORITY
NEED
LEVEL HIGH,
MEDIUM,
AND LOW
H

0-30%MFI
(7,470)

UNMET
NEED
BASED
ON COST
BURDEN

GOALS

6,125

316

3150%
MFI
(7,3
65)

H

5,523

700

5180%
MFI
(6,1
39)

M

2,701

440

0-30%MFI
(4,600)

H

3,956

200

3150%
MFI
(4,7
15)

H

2,923

600

5180%
MFI
(3,6
53)

M

876

330

0-30%MFI

H

3,723

200
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(0-80%) 8,182

Other
Renter
Households
(12,533)

Total
Owner
Households
(0-80%)
(19,123)

(5,659)
3150%
MFI
(1,6
85)

H

1,078

249

5180%
MFI
(838
)

M

444

150

0-30%MFI
(4,955)

3,518

H

59

3150%
MFI
(3,4
54)

H

2,798

500

5180%
MFI
(4,1
24)

M

2,557

90

0-30%MFI
(10,755)

H

7,528

591

3150%
MFI
(4,7
15)

H

7,118

620

5180%
MFI
(3,6
53)

M

8,190

719

TOTAL
59,058
5,764
Source: City of San José Department of Housing Consolidated
Plan, 2005-2010
Small Households = Four persons or fewer
Large Households = Five persons or more
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• Transit-Oriented Development/Mid- and High-Rise Residential Design Guidelines
• Enhanced High-Rise Design Review Process
• 2007 California Standards Code Outreach and Training
• Live Telephone Customer Service
• Preliminary Review Application Process
• Housing Department Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) Process and Underwriting
Guidelines
• Improvements in the Building Division to facilitate streamlining of the permitting
process
• Elimination of the Planned Development Zoning process requirement for certain
Mixed-Use Development projects
• Option to Use Discretionary Alternate Use Policies through a Use Permit
• 2008 Zoning Ordinance Streamlining Amendments
In addition, implementation of the 2007-2014 Housing Element will require the City to
update existing land use policies in the General Plan as well as adopt new ordinances
and revisions to the Zoning Ordinance in order to comply with State law. These actions
include adopting a Density Bonus Ordinance, establishing a higher-density multi-family
residential zoning district, and revising several General Plan land use designations to
establish a minimum density of 30 dwelling units per acre. Descriptions of these
programs and the relevant General Plan policies that guide their implementation are
listed in Figure 23 of the 2007-2014 Housing Element.
Equal Housing Opportunities
The City of San José is committed to providing equal housing opportunities for all
persons wishing to reside in San José. City policy is to distribute housing units
affordable to various income levels throughout the City to create economically diverse
neighborhoods. The City has a variety of programs to avoid discrimination and to
resolve discrimination complaints.
The City of San José encourages equal housing opportunities through its rent
relief/stabilization program. Apartment tenants and mobilehome residents seeking relief
from rent increases may request a public hearing.
The City funds the Legal Aid Society of Santa Clara County’s Housing Project with
CDBG monies for the provision of fair housing services to landlords and tenants. Legal
Aid provides help with evictions, rental repairs, deposits, rental agreements, leases,
rental disputes, mortgage delinquency, home purchase counseling, housing
discrimination and other housing related issues. Legal Aid staff is responsible for fair
housing counseling, conciliation, fair housing education, referrals, investigations and
audits. These responsibilities may extend to monitoring of HUD subsidized complexes
on a request basis.

P.C. AGENDA: 9-10-14
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Attachment B, Draft 2014-2023 Housing Element, is available on the web:
http://www.sanjoseca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/34553
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FW: Reuest for Change to Housing Element Update
Nusbaum, Jenny
Wed 9/10/2014 12:04 PM
Inbox
To:Marcus,

Adam <adam.marcus@sanjoseca.gov>;

Jenny Nusbaum
City of San José, Dept. of PBCE
Planning Division
200 East Santa Clara Street, 3rd Floor Tower
San José, CA 95113
jenny.nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov
408-535-7872
From: James Reyner <jdreyner@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 6:24 AM
To: Nusbaum, Jenny
Cc: Brilliot, Michael
Subject: Reuest for Change to Housing Element Update

City Planning Team:

Last evening’s (9/9/2014) city council vote in favor of reviewing the mobile home
conversion ordinance supports the public opinion that mobile homes are a good
source of affordable housing. It certainly affirms the wisdom of the statement in the
2014- 2023 Housing Element Update, Chapter V-12 (pg121 of 244) “Mobile
homes are a critical source of affordable housing in the city”. Consistent with this
wise statement, Appendix D: Implementation Work Plan (pg 6 of 14) contained the
goal “ Protect mobile home parks as a source of housing that can be available at
an affordable rate.”
I say “contained the goal” because, at the community review held 9/6/2014, the
planning staff was embarrassed to admit that this goal had just been revised to
state “Balance the protection of mobile home parks as a source of naturally
affordable housing with the development opportunities in identified growth areas.”
The reason given was a lack of funding to support the previous goal statement
https://pod51045.outlook.com/owa/projection.aspx
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This equivocation is unacceptable and the previous wording should be reinstated.
The city needs to stop the bleeding of affordable housing, which has been going
on for some time. There are 10,000 units of mobile home affordable housing in the
city. These homeowners can’t even sell their units if the city policies are driven
solely by development considerations. We need the city to just say no to mobile
home park conversions, and find a source of funding to make it happen.
I hope you can restore the previous wording in Appendix D: Implementation Work
Plan before Council Hearing #1 scheduled for 9/23/2014, as the new wording is
totally out of tune with the rest of the document and in conflict with the inclusionary
housing policies in the city’s general plan.
Sincerely,
Emily Holton
3361 Olsen Drive
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Comments on the Draft Housing Element
perrysandy@aol.com
Mon 9/8/2014 7:23 AM
Inbox
To:Chen,

Wayne <wayne.chen@sanjoseca.gov>; Nusbaum, Jenny <Jenny.Nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov>; Marcus, Adam
<adam.marcus@sanjoseca.gov>; housingelementupdate <housingelementupdate@sanjoseca.gov>;

Affordable Housing Network of Santa Clara County, P.O. Box 5313, San Jose, CA 95150
September 8, 2014
Dear Commissioners and Councilmembers,
As noted in the draft, our organization submitted a list of recommendations for policies and programs to
be included in San Jose’s 2014-23 Housing Element. We feel that the August draft Housing Element fails to
adequately consider these recommendations and request that the document be revised to address them
as follows.
1)

First of all, deliberately planning to make the affordable housing crisis worse is not an intelligent
or acceptable strategy, yet that is exactly what our General Plan sets out to do. As the HE draft
notes on page III-4, achieving the GP goal of 1.3 jobs per employed resident will result in
“significantly” increasing housing costs and “exacerbating” affordability issues. This “core
objective” literally undermines and subverts every single affordable housing measure proposed
throughout the entire Housing Element. This is the appropriate time to correct the error of the “jobs
first” general plan strategy. According to the draft, state law requires revision of the General Plan
to ensure internal consistency with the Housing Element. We cannot have an HE goal of creating
affordable housing while we have a GP goal of sending housing costs through the roof.

2)

Regarding homelessness, we support the outreach, rapid rehousing, supportive services, hotel
supportive housing, regional planning, alternative housing options, tiny homes, and safe parking
programs that are included in the draft. What we do not support is the “encampment response to
abate, prevent, or deter significant encampments.” Encampments are not a law enforcement
problem, they are a housing program. If the City ensured provision of affordable housing, the
encampments would empty out immediately.
The Housing Element should include specific plans to house the almost 4000 San Jose residents
who live outside, including providing shelter from the winter cold. Sweeps, arrests, citations, and
jails are cruel, an enormous waste of resources, and have no place in a Housing Element.

3)

The draft contains no mention of the commercial impact fees we proposed and which are a
typical measure in numerous localities for funding affordable housing. It is common knowledge
that the driving force behind the housing crisis in Silicon Valley is the jobs-housing imbalance,
which is caused by irresponsible expansion of local technology corporations without regard for
their social impact. A commercial impact fee would link the solution of the crisis with the cause.
The failure to address this is clearly related to the wrong-headed “jobs first” strategy noted above.
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4)

The draft fails to include our proposal to relieve the stress of the disabled and/or part-time,
temporary, and low-wage workers who live under constant threat of eviction by establishing a new
income category to fund construction of housing for families that earn 15% of median income or
below ($11,000 or below for a single individual and $16,000 or below for a family of four).
Affordable housing funds should be allocated to the various income categories based on greatest
need.

5)

The draft must be changed to include positive language committing the City to extend and
strengthen San Jose’s rent control ordinance to the maximum extent permitted by Costa-Hawkins,
including a genuine just cause eviction provision, and to campaign to protect California renters by
overturning Costa-Hawkins.
There is no need whatsoever for the “assessment” of the rent control ordinance called for in the
draft. The evidence is already in, much of it in the tables of Chapter III of the draft. The ordinance
as written has dramatically failed to contain the crisis and requires revision. In addition to adding a
serious just cause provision, the allowable rent increases should be reduced from the current 8% to
no more than the cost of living, and the apartments covered should be expanded to those built up
until 1995, as advocated in a recent memo by Councilmember Campos.
Finally, the City should adopt an ordinance forbidding landlords from discriminating against tenants
with Section 8 or other subsidized housing vouchers. Recent Housing Authority cuts have caused
numerous landlords to abandon the program, and many avoid it especially during times of a low
vacancy rate. In addition, the City relies heavily on vouchers for its programs to house the
homeless. The City’s failure to end this form of landlord discrimination is creates a major obstacle
to our plans to house the homeless..

6)

Finally, this was not included in our original proposals, but developments around the Winchester
Ranch Mobile Home Park have made it clear that the City must revise its Mobile Home Ordinance
to prevent any closure and conversion of mobile home parks whatsoever. We have an affordable
housing crisis in this city. The language in the draft to “balance the protection of mobile home
parks as a source of naturally affordable housing with the development opportunities in identified
growth areas” must be explicitly rejected. What possible “opportunity” could justify throwing our
elderly and low-income residents out in the streets? The Housing Element must contain a provision
committing the City to permanently bar all mobile home park conversions.

Thank you for considering these recommendations.
Sincerely,
Sandy Perry, Organizer
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FAIR HOUSING LAW PROJECT
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley
152 North Third Street, 3rd Floor
San José, California 95112
Fax (408) 293-0106 • Telephone (408) 280-2435 • TDD (408) 294-5667

September 9, 2014
Via email to: kline@libraryworld.com; dyob@hopkinscarley.com; edesab@yahoo.com;
mkamkar7@gmail.com; nick@nickpham.com; Ed@Abelite.com; and
brian.ohalloran@att.net
Re:

2014-2023 Housing Element Administrative Draft, Comments
September 10, 2014, Planning Commission meeting, Item 7-B

Dear Planning Commissioners:
The Fair Housing Law Project (a program of the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley), Bay
Area Legal Aid, and Neighborhood Housing Services of Silicon Valley are non-profit
organizations that primarily serve extremely-low to moderate-income San José residents
with housing-related issues.
Thank you for considering our comments regarding San José’s 2014-2023 Draft Housing
Element Administrative Draft (Administrative Draft). We appreciate staff’s hard work
on this document, which is the blueprint for the City’s housing policy for the next decade.
In particular, we appreciate the inclusion of several measures to help increase the
availability of affordable housing in San José and look forward to assisting with the
implementation of those measures. For example, the Housing Impact Fee, affordable
housing land banking near transit and in Urban Villages, rent control, and relocation
assistance for tenants displaced from low-income housing are worthy, important
proposals that we support.
However, we have been severely impeded in our ability to conduct a comprehensive
review of the entire 220-plus page, highly technical draft. This document was only
provided to the public late on August 29, a Friday before a three-day weekend. The first
public outreach sessions was scheduled only one business day after release of the draft.
This last-minute, rushed release and outreach schedule was reflected in the anemic
participation that we saw in the session our staff attended.
Despite the above, we reviewed several sections and identified areas where the draft
should be improved to aid the City in developing more housing to meet its residents’
needs. We request that the Planning Commission direct City staff to address the
deficiencies and/or issues identified below. We reserve the right to augment and change
our comments as we are able to review the Administrative Draft more thoroughly.
Housing Needs Assessment
In terms of Housing and Household characteristics, the City identified that that overcrowding occurred in approximately 30,000 housing units in 2010, most of which are
rental homes. The City also found that this figure represented an overall overcrowding
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rate of 10% and a severe overcrowding rate of 3.2%. The City also acknowledged that
while it is difficult to determine which of many factors lead to overcrowding, the high
cost of housing plays a key role but that an element of overcrowding may result from
“cultural preferences.”
Our offices routinely serve clients who live in severe overcrowded housing, and in our
experience San José’s severe overcrowding rate likely exceeds 3.2%. Although “cultural
preferences” in some instances may lead to overcrowding, this is not a frequently
expressed consideration by clients who seek our services. Our observations are that the
following factors contribute to local overcrowding:








Limited housing stock and diversity of housing type;
Lack of foreclosure intervention resources/support for homeowners with
unaffordable mortgages who need to rent out rooms and garages to make ends
meet each month;
Other costs, like daycare/childcare/medical care, leave struggling families with
insufficient funds to pay for housing costs;
Lack of mid-/entry-level jobs with potential for growth;
Lack of adult education to create access to jobs with growth; and
Temporary or permanent loss of employment.

Although the Administrative Draft cannot address all of these issues, dedicated funding
to address the impacts that result from these conditions is needed in San José. Our clients
need financial counseling services to economize and budget to, in many cases, preserve
their existing affordable housing. In addition, faced with a temporary loss in income and
likely loss of housing, our clients need aid in overcoming these temporary short-falls to
maintain their housing. The City of San José can help residents retain their housing by
funding local, non-profit entities to provide financial education programs; emergency
cash assistance programs that offer deposit and first month’s rent assistance and rapid
rehousing resources; and eviction defense programs that seek to aid residents, including
those who are elderly and disabled, to retain their housing. San José’s high-cost housing
market makes programs like these essential, which would prevent further overcrowding,
residence in substandard housing, and homelessness.
In terms of Existing Housing Stock, while a vast majority, 80% of homes, are relatively
newer in San José (built between the 60’s and 70’s) and less than 1% are substandard,
many neighborhoods experience “quality of life” issues including blight, crime, and
deteriorated schools pointing to serious disinvestment. In many neighborhoods, some
rental properties are not managed well and become a source of overcrowding, gang
activity, and blight. According to a recent study conducted by the City Auditor on the
Code Enforcement activity in the city, there was no correlation between the age of the
property and the problem properties. This points to an increased need for Code
Enforcement action to ensure properties do not become neighborhood scale problems.
Due to loss of funding in the last decade, in FY 2010-11 the City’s Code Enforcement
Department determined that it would not be able to provide an inspection for some types
of “routine” cases. Instead, the responsible party is sent a letter informing them of the
complaint and giving them time to fix the problem. Complaints that do not currently
generate an inspection include:
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Early set out of garbage/yard waste;
Fence violations;
Graffiti, illegal dumping;
Inadequate landscaping;
Illegal garage sales;
Lawn parking; and
Overgrown weeds.

This type of service reduction has an adverse impact on the quality of life of City
residents and neighborhoods. Code Enforcement is supposed to be the first responder to
basic neighborhood health and safety concerns. City leaders have repeatedly emphasized
the need to reduce the “broken window” syndrome (i.e., that smaller neighborhood
problems like the above can be indicative of, or lead to, bigger problems).
The City Auditor’s Report in November 2013 provided 22 recommendations to improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of Code Enforcement. These recommendations should
be implemented as soon as possible, including changes to the Municipal Code to allow
inspectors to issue misdemeanor citations for extreme cases.
The City should continue to work with nonprofits and neighborhood leaders to engage
property owners as part of the Responsible Landlord Engagement Initiative and other
community engagement strategies to improve the physical and social conditions that stem
from longstanding problem properties.
Potential Governmental Constraints
We found that identification of potential governmental constraints was insufficient. We
also found that the Administrative Draft failed to adequately address the removal of
governmental constraints. By way of example:






Waiver of Parkland Fees. The Administrative Draft discusses how parkland fees
were previously waived in whole or in part for low-income housing units. It then
acknowledges that these fee waivers expired several years ago. The
Administrative Draft fails to identify how the government constraint of
construction-related fees and taxes can be removed by renewing these fee waivers
or permitting deferral of fees for low-income housing developments.
Emergency Shelters. There is at least one zone that allows emergency shelters
without any conditional use permits. But the Administrative Draft fails to
acknowledge the constraint on the development of shelters if sites within that
designated zone are not available. The Administrative Draft should identify sites
that are available for emergency shelters without a CUP requirement.
SRO Housing. The Administrative Draft recognizes the importance of SROs as a
source of affordable housing, but it does not provide for any zone where SROs
can be a permitted use without a Special Use Permit or Conditional Use Permit.
These permits require additional time and expense. Removal of this constraint
would require amending the zoning code.

Quantified Objectives and Housing Programs
San José’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) for the 2014-2022 period is
substantial at about 35,000 units. Of this amount during the 2014-2022 period, Horizon 1
of the Envision San José 2040 General Plan states that 2,666 planned units will be located
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within the City’s 70 Urban Villages. Of this amount, San José is projected to need about
11,750 units that serve very low, low and moderate income households. For the January
31, 2015 to December 31, 2023 period, the City seeks to facilitate the development of up
to 3,405 homes with emphasis on development of housing for extremely low- and very
low-income households.
Although the City recognizes that it will need to leverage its subsidies with other
resources, like low income housing tax credits and other sources to fill the affordability
gap, the City’s Administrative Draft and expressed work plan needs to be more robust to
meet the City’s substantial housing need. To this end, the City should more fully define
the work it will perform under the programs and funding opportunities staff identified in
its Administrative Draft, including specifying the work it will perform in the coming
seven to eight years in its draft Implementation Work Plan for the following items:










Housing Impact Fee/Nexus Study. We applaud the City staff for including this
program, but ask that it include a projected timeline for when it will be
implemented.
Land Banking within Urban Villages. Given the modest level of units the city
projects that it will be able to facilitate in the coming 7 to 8 years and that the
Urban Villages planning process is underway, we request that City staff
incorporate this item in its present Urban Village planning process. We
encourage the City to expand land banking exploration to areas that extend
beyond the Urban Village areas.
Preserve existing deed-restricted multifamily rental homes. Although the City
identifies in its work plan that it will fund the extension of the affordability
restrictions for existing multifamily affordable homes pending funding
availability, elsewhere in the draft it states that it plans to prioritize new
construction over preservation to increase the overall supply of housing. The City
argues that modern buildings are less costly to operate and more resource
efficient. The City states that most housing units at risk of conversion will require
acquisition and rehabilitation versus financing alone.
Advocates request that the City balance its approach by recognizing the value in
preserving existing housing because: 1) failing to preserve existing affordable
housing substantially impacts residents who may have limited transportation
means and depend on critical supportive, medical and other services in their
existing neighborhoods; and 2) replacement housing will be concentrated in
certain areas of the City versus being dispersed throughout the City of San José.
Facilitate Affordable Housing in Transit Oriented Development. This item is
extremely important and we are glad to see it in the work plan. However, no
specific plan or timeline is provided.
Implement Urban Village Plans. Provide timelines for action and expand plans,
like the Diridon Station Area Plan, to other areas to require minimum affordable
housing within other plan areas. At the same time, include anti-displacement
measures so that existing affordable housing is not lost in the Urban Village
planning areas.
Mobilehome Preservation. Include a more affirmative statement of the City’s
commitment to preserving this unsubsidized affordable housing type to include:
adopting a General Plan Designation, rezoning mobile home parks, and amending
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the mobile home park conversion ordinance to be consistent with the City’s policy
of mobile home park preservation in identified growth areas.











The implementation plan’s goal to “balance” protection of mobilehome
parks with development opportunities is inappropriate and needs substantial
revision. It implies that preservation of mobilehomes is inconsistent with
development and will be overridden when it is perceived to stand in the way of
development. Further, mobilehome preservation strategies should be explored on
a city-wide basis, not in presently designated growth areas alone, given the City’s
pressing need for affordable housing.
Invest in Activities to End Homelessness. It is good to see the commitment to a
variety of programs to address the high rate of homelessness in San José.
However, we believe that these programs should include assistance with landlordtenant issues to prevent unneeded evictions of low-income tenants, which can
often lead to homelessness. Notably, San José had a $100,000 CDBG grant to
provide such services which it lost some time ago; the City could make it a
priority to regain this funding.
Development application and review process assessment. In addition to creating
an annual customer satisfaction survey, include outreach to affordable and market
rate housing developers to identify and alleviate the burdens to bringing housing
units to the market.
Updating Dispersion Policy. The City’s work plan calls for updating its existing
dispersion policy to align the location of future affordable housing with resident
growth areas identified in the Envision 2040 General Plan; maximize access to
transit and other amenities to affordable housing developments; and facilitate the
development of diverse and complete communities. Critical to this study is to
ensure that housing opportunities for households with all income types are
dispersed throughout the city and not confined to the anticipated growth areas.
Also, a timeline for conducting this study should be included.
Rent Control and Rental Rights and Referral. Although this item is identified in
the City’s work plan, the type of assessment and review that the City will conduct
of its Rent Control Ordinance and Rental Rights and Referral program is not
described. We ask that stakeholders, including affordable and fair housing
advocates, be interviewed during the assessment.
Further, we request that the City expand application of the Ordinance to the
maximum extent allowed under state law. We have provided our views on how
the Ordinance may legally be extended to Housing Department in the past and
would welcome the chance to engage with them on this further.
Educating Landlords on How to Better Manage Tenants and Reduce Crime/RLEI.
We are appreciative of the planned efforts to educate landlords and tenants about
their rights and responsibilities with respect to criminal activity by tenants and its
impact on their tenancy. As stated above, we believe that the City should
continue its participation in RLEI. However, it is critical that such efforts be
undertaken with a keen understanding of the potentially severe consequences of
evicting tenants, and in a manner that ensures that the legal rights of tenants
(including their due process and fair housing rights) are respected.

To further enhance development of housing units in the planning period, we also request
that the City expand its work plan to include:
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Implementation of Just Cause provision for tenant evictions. Since the City’s rent
control ordinance currently allows landlords to evict tenants without cause,
landlords can circumvent the ordinance’s rent control protections simply by
serving their tenants with no-cause notices to quit the premises. Adding a justcause eviction provision to the ordinance would make its rent control provisions
more meaningful and would likely be very effective in preventing the
displacement of lower-tenants due to economic pressures. Additionally, the City
could enact a just-cause ordinance that would include units not covered by rent
control.
Consider the implementation of a Housing Overlay Zone over locally designated
Priority Development Areas (PDAs), and transit-accessible areas, to incentivize
affordable housing inclusion in areas close to amenities and transit alternatives;
Commercial Linkage Fees;
Consider an ordinance similar to East Palo Alto’s Source of Income Ordinance
EPAMC § 14.16.010.A.4 which prohibiting Income-Based Rental Housing
Discrimination; and
Universal Design Standards for apartments.

Conclusion
Thank you for considering these comments. I may be contacted at 408-280-2448 to
discuss the contents of this letter.
Sincerely,
/s/
Diana E. Castillo
Senior Attorney
cc:

Pilar Lorenzana-Campo, Non-Profit Housing Assoc. of N. California
(pilar@nonprofithousing.org)
Stephanie Little and Lauren DeMartini, Bay Area Legal Aid (Slittle@baylegal.org
and Ldemartini@baylegal.org)
Matt Huerta, Neighborhood Housing Services of Silicon Valley
(Mhuerta@nhssv.org)
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2014-23 Housing Element Update - Questions (Affordable
Housing)
James Reyner <jdreyner@yahoo.com>
Fri 8/29/2014 2:34 PM
Inbox
To:Nusbaum,

Jenny <Jenny.Nusbaum@sanjoseca.gov>;

Cc:Chen,

Wayne <wayne.chen@sanjoseca.gov>; Marcus, Adam <adam.marcus@sanjoseca.gov>; Emily Holton
<emholton@att.net>;

Planning Folks,
Thanks for your presentation on Wednesday evening. As I listened to the
discussion, I left with six questions that I would really like you to answer. I know you
have a busy schedule on this update, but - if possible - I would appreciate a
response by September 8th so that I can take the news to my neighborhood
association board of directors' meeting that evening.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

There are 58 mobile home parks in the city, many offering affordable
housing for seniors. What is Planning’s position with respect to placing a
moratorium on their conversion?
An Urban Village should include affordable housing for the working poor
(e.g., cooks, janitors, retail sales, tellers)? How is the Housing Element plan
linked to the Urban Village planning efforts?
We are lagging in trying to meet ABAG affordable housing goals. Does
Planning track the number of affordable housing units lost during a year? If
the answer is yes, is this number added to next year’s allocation?
We were told on 8/27/ 2014 that, because of the “bifurcated wage
situation,” there is a need to counterbalance market forces, if affordable
housing is to survive in the city. What actions are in the works to
counterbalance these market forces?
The public seems to support the idea of improving city senior housing
opportunities. What are some of the ways that neighborhood associations
can partner with the city to work toward this goal?
The Housing Element plan should be updated “as frequently as
appropriate”. Given that the current revision is to be submitted to HCD by
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January 31, 2015, what is the target date for the next update?

Emily Holton, District 1
3361 Olsen Drive
95117
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