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A. Overview  
 

In 2017, the Governor signed Assembly Bill 686, adding a requirement that local housing 

elements address each community’s obligation to “affirmatively further fair housing.”  AB 686 

defined this is as: 

 

“…taking meaningful actions that, taken together, address significant disparities in 

housing needs and in access to opportunity, replacing segregated living patterns 

with truly integrated and balanced living patterns, transforming racially and 

ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of opportunity, and fostering 

and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws.” 

 

In April 2021, the California Department of Housing and Community Development issued its 

formal guidance memo on how local governments should address this new requirement in their 

housing elements.  The guidance memo indicates the ways in which the AFFH mandate affects 

outreach and community engagement, data collection and analysis, the site inventory, 

identification and prioritization of “contributing factors,” and the goals, policies, and programs of 

the housing element.  It also includes data sources and other resources for local governments.   

 

Chart A-1 summarizes the AFFH mandate; the requirements are extensive.  As a result, the City 

of San Rafael has provided this appendix to address the mandatory components rather than 

including this information in the body of the Housing Element.  The findings of this assessment 

have informed the policies and programs in the Housing Element and cross-references are 

provided as appropriate.   

 

 

B. Analysis Requirements and Sources  
 

The remainder of this report provides the data that is generally referred to as the Fair Housing 

analysis.  This includes trends and patterns related to segregation, racially or ethnically 

concentrated areas of poverty, disparities in access to opportunity (including persons with 

disabilities), and disproportionate housing needs.  The analysis must address patterns at a 

regional and local level and patterns over time. It also must compare the locality to nearby 

communities at the county or regional levels for the purposes of promoting more inclusive 

communities. 

 

The City used a variety of data sources for the assessment of fair housing at the regional and 

local levels.  These include:   

 

• Housing Needs Data Packets prepared by the Association of Bay Area Governments 

(ABAG), which rely on 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) data by the U.S. 

Census Bureau for most characteristics. 

o Note: The ABAG Data Packets also referenced the U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development (HUD) Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) 

reports (based on the 2013-2017 ACS)  
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Chart A-1:  

Summary of AB 686 Requirements  

Source: HCD, April 2021 
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• Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice: January 2020 (2020 AI).    

• Local Knowledge  

 

Some of these sources provide data on the same topic, but because of different methodologies 

or base years, the resulting data differ. For example, the decennial census and ACS report 

slightly different estimates for the total population, number of households, number of housing 

units, and household size. This is in part because ACS provides estimates based on a small 

survey of the population taken over the course of the whole year. 1 Because of the survey size 

and seasonal population shifts, some information provided by the ACS is less reliable. For this 

reason, the readers should keep in mind the potential for data errors when drawing conclusions 

based on the ACS data used in this chapter. The information is included because it provides an 

indication of possible trends. The analysis makes comparisons between data from the same 

source during the same time periods, using the ABAG Data Package as the first source since 

ABAG has provided data at different geographical levels for the required comparisons. As such, 

even though more recent ACS data may be available, 2015-2019 ACS reports are cited more 

frequently (and 2013-2017 for CHAS data).   

 

The City also used findings and data in the 2020 Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair 

Housing Choice (2020 AI) to supplement its local knowledge discussions as it includes a variety 

of locally gathered and available information, such as surveys, local history and events that have 

affected or are affecting fair housing choice.  In addition, the California Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HCD) has developed a statewide AFFH Data Viewer. The AFFH Data 

Viewer consists of map data layers from various data sources and provides options for 

addressing each of the components within the full scope of the assessment of fair housing. The 

data source and time frame used in the AFFH mapping tools may differ from the ACS data in the 

ABAG package. The City tried to the best of its ability to ensure comparisons between the same 

time frames but in some instances, comparisons may have been made for different time frames 

(often different by one year). As explained earlier, the assessment is most useful in providing an 

indication of possible trends.  

 

For clarity, this analysis will refer to various sections of the County as North Marin, West Marin, 

Central Marin, and Southern Marin. San Rafael is part of Central Marin. These designations are 

shown in Figure A-1 and include the following communities and jurisdictions: 

 

• North Marin: Black Point-Green Point, Novato, Lucas Valley-Marinwood 

• West Marin: Dillon Beach, Tomales, Inverness, Point Reyes Station, Nicasio, Lagunitas-

Forest Knolls, San Geronimo, Woodacre, Bolinas, Stinson Beach, Muir Beach 

• Central Marin: Sleepy Hollow, Fairfax, San Anselmo, Ross, Santa Venetia, San Rafael, 

Kentfield, Larkspur, Corte Madera 

• Southern Marin: Mill Valley, Tiburon, Strawberry, Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Marin 

City, Belvedere, Sausalito 

 
1 The American Community Survey is sent to approximately 250,000 addresses in the United States monthly (or 3 

million per year). It regularly gathers information previously contained only in the long form of the decennial census.  

This information is then averaged to create an estimate reflecting a 1- or 5-year reporting period (referred to as a “5-

year estimate”).  5-year estimates have a smaller margin of error than the 1-year estimates due to the longer reporting 

period and are used throughout the AFFH. The 5-year period cited here is 2015-2019 (Jan 1 2015 through Dec 31 

2019). 
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C. Fair Housing Outreach and Enforcement  
 

C.1 Overview  
 

The City of San Rafael works in partnership with Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California, 

(FHANC), a non-profit agency whose mission is to actively support and promote fair housing 

through education and advocacy.  FHANC is the only HUD-certified Housing Counseling Agency 

in Marin County, as well the only fair housing agency with a testing program in the county.  They 

provide fair housing services, including fair housing counseling, complaint investigation, and 

discrimination complaint assistance to San Rafael’s homeowners and renters.  FHANC’s service 

area includes Marin County as well as Sonoma County (except Petaluma), and the cities of 

Fairfield and Vallejo in Solano County.   

 

FHANC also provides fair housing workshops in English and Spanish.  Workshops educate 

tenants on fair housing laws and include information on discriminatory practices, protections for 

immigrants, people with disabilities and families with children, occupancy standards, and 

landlord-tenant laws. FHANC also provides educational workshops on home buying and 

affordable homeownership and hosts an annual fair housing conference in Marin County.  

 

Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC) provides free services to residents 

protected under federal and state fair housing laws. FHANC helps people address discrimination 

they have experienced, increases housing access and opportunity through advocacy, and 

requires housing providers to change discriminatory policies. FHANC provides the following 

services:  

 

(1) Housing counseling for individual tenants and homeowners;   

(2) Mediations and case investigations;  

(3) Referral of and representation in complaints to state and federal enforcement agencies;  

(4) Intervention for people with disabilities requesting reasonable accommodations and 

modifications;  

(5) Fair housing training seminars for housing providers, community organizations, and 

interested individuals; 

(6) Systemic discrimination investigations; 

(7) Monitoring Craigslist for discriminatory advertising;   

(8) Education and outreach activities to members of protected classes on fair housing laws;  

(9) Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) training and activities to promote fair housing 

for local jurisdictions and county programs; 

(10) Pre-purchase counseling/education for people in protected classes who may be victims of 

predatory lending; and  

(11) Foreclosure prevention. 
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Figure A-1: Marin County Communities 
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C.2 Fair Housing Enforcement Capacity 
 

C.2.1 Regional Trends 

 

The City of San Rafael and FHANC work collaboratively to address compliance with fair housing 

laws, such as investigating complaints, obtaining remedies, and engaging in fair housing testing.  

Data on fair housing enforcement and discrimination is available through the 2020 AI for Marin 

County.  The data reflects discrimination complaints from in-place and prospective tenants, 

which are filed with FHANC, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), or the 

Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH).  

 

As indicated in Table A-1, a total of 301 housing discrimination complaints were filed with 

FHANC from 2020 to 2021 and 14 were filed with HUD from 2018 to 2019.  Table A-1 indicates 

complaints by protected classes; the data is for all of Marin County, including San Rafael, the 

other 10 cities, and the unincorporated area.   A majority of complaints, including 78 percent of 

complaints filed with FHANC and 57 percent of complaints filed with HUD, were related to 

disability status. This finding is consistent with federal and state trends. According to the 2020 

State AI, 51 percent of housing-related complaints filed with DFEH between 2015 and 2019 

were filed under disability claims, making disability the most common basis for a complaint.    

 

 

 

 

 

Table A-1 Discrimination Complaints by Protected Class – Marin County, 2018-2021 

 

Protected Class 

FHANC (2020-21)(*) HUD/ DFEH (2018-19) 

Complaints Percent of total Complaints Percent of total 

Disability 235 78% 8 57% 

National Origin 38 13% 4 29% 

Race 22 7% 3 21% 

Gender 19 6% 2 14% 

Familial Status 13 4% 1 7% 

Source of Income 28 9% -- -- 

Total 301 100% 14 100% 

Sources: Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2020; Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), 2020-21.  
 

(*) Note: Numbers in columns sum to larger numbers than the “total” as some complaints are from members in multiple protected 

classes.  In addition to the FHANC totals shown here, there were also 4 complaints on the basis of age, 3 on the basis of sex, 2 on 

the basis of color, 1 on the basis of sexual orientation, and 1 on the basis of marital status.   
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Historically, FHANC’s fair housing services have been especially beneficial to Latinos, African-

Americans, people with disabilities, immigrants, families with children, female-headed 

households (including survivors of domestic violence and sexual harassment), and senior 

citizens.  Approximately 90 percent of clients are low-income. FHANC’s education services are 

also available to members of the housing, lending, and advertising industry. Providing industry 

professionals with information about their fair housing responsibilities is another means by which 

FHANC decreases incidences of discrimination and helps to protect the rights of members of 

protected classes. 

 

FHANC also provides assistance to client requests for reasonable accommodation, which is 

defined as “a change or modification to a housing rule, policy, practice, or service that will allow 

a qualified tenant or applicant with a disability to participate fully in a housing program or to use 

and enjoy a dwelling, including public and common spaces.” The 2020 AI reported that FHANC 

requested 35 reasonable accommodations for clients with disabilities between 2018 and 2019, 

33 of which were approved. City staff also advises clients on reasonable accommodations 

requests. FHANC also provides funding for the Marin Center for Independent Living (MCIL). 

Since 2017, FHANC has provided funding for 13 MCIL modifications. 

 

From 2017 to 2018, FHANC: 

 

• served 1,657 clients (tenants, homeowners, social service providers, and advocates) 

countywide, a 22 percent increase from the previous year 

• provided counseling on 592 fair housing cases (a 26 percent increase) 

• intervened for 89 reasonable accommodations granted (a 33 percent increase)  

• funded eight (8) reasonable modification requests to improve accessibility for people 

with disabilities 

• investigated 71 rental properties for discriminatory practices 

• filed 15 administrative fair housing complaints (a 15 percent increase) and one (1) 

lawsuit 

• garnered $71,140 in settlements for clients and the agency 

• counseled 71 distressed homeowners  

• assisted homeowners in acquiring $228,197 through Keep Your Home California 

programs to prevent foreclosure.  

 

During Fiscal Year 2018 to 2019, FHANC counseled 393 tenants and homeowners in Marin 

County, screening clients for fair housing issues and providing referrals for non-fair housing 

clients or callers out of FHAM’s service area. Of the households counseled, 211 alleged 

discrimination and were referred to an attorney or bilingual housing counselor for further 

assistance.  This assistance included providing information on fair housing laws, interventions 

with housing providers requesting relief from discriminatory behavior, making reasonable 

accommodation requests on behalf of disabled tenants, and providing referrals to HUD/DFEH 

and representation in administrative complaints.  
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C.2.2 Local Trends 

 

Table A-2 provides data on fair housing enforcement at the local level.  FHANC received 406 

housing discrimination complaints from San Rafael residents from 2017 to 2021.  More than half 

of these (56.1 percent) were related to disability status. Other complaints related to national 

origin (13.6 percent), race (8.6 percent), gender (6 percent), and familial status (5.7 percent). Of 

the 406 complaints filed during this period, 512 discriminatory practices were cited, including 

reasonable accommodation (40.8 percent), different terms and conditions (16.2 percent), refusal 

to rent/sale (9.4 percent), and harassment (7.4 percent).   

 

The HCD Data Viewer records HUD fair housing inquiries. Fair housing inquiries are not official 

fair housing cases but can be used to identify concerns about possible discrimination. According 

to 2013-2021 HUD data, there were 0.49 inquiries per 1,000 persons in San Rafael. The fair 

housing inquiry rate in the City is higher than the neighboring cities of Fairfax, San Anselmo, and 

Ross, but comparable to Corte Madera and Mill Valley. There were 30 total inquiries from San 

Rafael residents during this period: 11 on the basis of disability status, two on the basis of race, 

one on the basis of familial status, and 16 unrelated to a specific protected class. Of the inquiries 

filed, 18 failed to respond and 11 were found to have no valid issue. 

 

 

 

Table A-2:  Discrimination Complaints by Protected Class – San Rafael, 2017-2021 

 

 
2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 

% of 

Total 

Disability 61.2% 49.0% 56.7% 58.3% 59.3% 288 56.1% 

National Origin 10.1% 15.4% 18.6% 11.9% 11.9% 70 13.6% 

Race 11.6% 11.9% 7.2% 4.8% 1.7% 44 8.6% 

Gender 6.2% 2.8% 5.2% 9.5% 10.2% 31 6.0% 

Familial Status 4.7% 9.8% 4.1% 3.6% 3.4% 29 5.7% 

Source of Income 0.8% 3.5% 2.1% 8.3% 8.5% 20 3.9% 

Sex 0.8% 2.8% 1.0% 1.2% -- 7 1.4% 

Religion 0.8% 2.8% -- -- -- 6 1.2% 

Sexual Orientation 1.6% 0.7% 1.0% -- 1.7% 5 1.0% 

Age 0.8% 0.7% 1.0% -- 1.7% 4 0.8% 

Marital Status 1.6% -- 1.0% -- -- 3 0.6% 

Color -- -- -- 1.2% 1.7% 2 0.4% 

Gender Identity -- -- 1.0% 1.2% -- 2 0.4% 

Gender Expression -- 0.7% -- -- -- 1 0.2% 

Arbitrary -- -- 1.0% -- -- 1 0.2% 

Total Complaints 101 112 83 68 42 406 -- 

Total Bases 129 143 97 84 59 513 100.0% 

Sources: Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), 2020-21.  
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C.3 Fair Housing Testing  
 

Initiated by the Department of Justice’s Civil Rights Division in 1991, fair housing testing involves 

the use of an individual or individuals who pose as prospective renters for the purpose of 

determining whether a landlord is complying with local, state, and federal fair housing laws. 

 

C.3.1 Regional Trends 

 

During the 2018-2019 FY, FHANC conducted email testing, in-person site, and phone testing for 

the County. FHANC conducted 60 email tests to “test the assumption of what ethnicity or race 

the average person would associate with each of the names proposed.” Email testing showed 

clear differential treatment favoring the White tester in 27 percent of tests, discrimination based 

on income in 63 percent of tests, and discrimination based on familial status in 7 percent of 

tests. Three paired tests (6 tests total) also showed discrimination based on both race and 

source of income. In 80 percent of tests (24 of 30 paired tests), there was some discrepancy or 

disadvantage for African American testers and/or testers receiving Housing Choice Vouchers 

(HCVs).2 

 

In-person site and phone tests consisted of an African American tester and a White tester. Of 

the 10 paired in-person site and phone tests conducted, 50 percent showed differential 

treatment favoring the White tester, 60 percent showed discrepancies in treatment for HCV 

recipients, and 30 percent showed discrimination on the basis of race and source of income.  

 

The conclusions of the fair housing tests included in the 2020 AI are as follows: 

 

• Housing providers make exceptions for White Housing Choice Voucher recipients, 

particularly in high opportunity areas with low poverty. 

• Email testing revealed significant evidence of discrimination, with 27% of tests showing 

clear differential treatment favoring the White tester and 63% of tests showing at least 

some level of discrimination based upon source of income. 

• Phone/site testing also revealed significant instances of discrimination: 50% of 

discrimination based upon race and 60% based on source of income. 

 

In Fiscal Year 2018 to 2019, Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC) conducted 

systemic race discrimination investigations as well as complaint-based testing, with testing for 

race, national origin, disability, gender, and familial status discrimination. FHANC monitored 

Craigslist for discriminatory advertising, with the additional recently added protection for 

 
2 The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program is the federal government's major program for assisting very low-

income families, the elderly, and persons with disabilities to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private 

market. Participants are free to choose any housing that meets the requirements of the program, which is not limited 

to units located in subsidized housing projects. Participants issued a housing voucher are responsible for finding a 

suitable housing unit of their choice where the owner agrees to rent under the program.  A housing subsidy is paid to 

the landlord directly by the local Public Housing Agency (PHA) on behalf of the participant. The participant pays the 

difference between the actual rent charged by the landlord and the amount subsidized by the program. State law 

prohibits housing providers, such as landlords, from refusing to rent to someone, or otherwise discriminate against 

them, because they have a housing subsidy, such as a Housing Choice Voucher, that helps them to afford their rent. 
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individuals using housing subsidies in unincorporated parts of Marin. FHANC notified 77 housing 

providers in Marin during the year regarding discriminatory language in their advertisements. 

 

The 2020 State AI did not report any findings on fair housing testing.  According to the 2020 

State AI, research indicates that persons with disabilities are more likely to request differential 

treatment to ensure equal access to housing, making them more likely to identify discrimination. 

The 2020 State AI highlighted the need for continued fair housing outreach, fair housing testing, 

and trainings to communities across California, to ensure the fair housing rights of residents are 

protected under federal and state law. The 2020 State AI recommended that the State support 

the increase of fair housing testing to identify housing discrimination.  

 

The 2020 State AI also reported findings from the 2020 Community Needs Assessment Survey. 

Respondents felt that the primary bases for housing discrimination were source of income, 

followed by discriminatory landlord practices, and gender identity and familial status. These 

results differ from the most commonly cited reason for discrimination in complaints filed with 

DFEH and FHANC. The State survey also found that most (72 percent) respondents who had felt 

discriminated against did “nothing” in response. According to the 2020 State AI, “fair housing 

education and enforcement through the complaint process are areas of opportunity to help 

ensure that those experiencing discrimination know when and how to seek help.” 

 

C.3.2 Local Trends 

 

While COVID-19 affected the extent of testing and in-person counseling in 2020 and 2021, Fair 

Housing of Northern California continued to provide counseling and education to over 2,900 

tenants, homeowners, homebuyers, housing providers, children, and advocates.  Of the clients 

FHANC assisted in 2020-2021, 94% were extremely low, very low or low income; 27% were 

Latinx, 13% of whom spoke no English; and 20% identified as Black or African American. 

Relative to the other areas in FHANC’s service area (Sonoma Co, Fairfield, Vallejo), Marin 

County had higher rates of complaints related to disability and fewer related to race.  

 

The majority of the cases handled were fair housing rental cases, followed by reasonable 

accommodation requests.  Complaints subject to Federal Protections included: 

 

• 285 related to disability 

• 63 related to race discrimination 

• 47 related to national origin discrimination 

• 24 related to gender discrimination 

• 25 related to familial status discrimination 

• 5 related to religious discrimination 

• 3 related to color discrimination 

 

The number of complaints received that fell under State Protections included: 

 

• 5 related to age discrimination 

• 39 related to source of income discrimination 

• 2 related to marital status discrimination 

• 3 related to sexual orientation discrimination  

• 2 related to arbitrary discrimination   



2023-2031 HOUSING ELEMENT   NOVEMBER 4, 2022 WORKING DRAFT 
With edits through December 19, 2022 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A: Fair Housing Analysis  Page A-11 

C.4 Fair Housing Education and Outreach 

 
C.4.1 Regional Trends 

 

As stated earlier, the 2020 State AI concluded that fair housing outreach and education is 

imperative to ensure that those experiencing discrimination know when and how to seek help. 

FHANC organizes an annual fair housing conference and resource fair for housing providers 

and advocates. Housing rights workshops are offered to landlords, property managers, and 

community members. Information on federal and state fair housing laws, common forms of 

housing discrimination, protected characteristics, unlawful practices, and fair housing liability is 

presented to workshop participants.  

 

The Marin County Housing Authority (Marin Housing) website includes information in 103 

languages on the following: 

 

• Public Housing, including reasonable accommodations, grievance procedures, transfer 

policies, fraud and abuse, resident newsletters, forms and other resources; 

• Housing Choice Vouchers, including information for landlords and tenants, fraud and 

abuse, and voucher payment standards; 

• Waitlist information and updates; 

• Resident Services, including the Supportive Housing Program and Resident Advisory 

Board; 

• Homeownership opportunities. including the Below Market Rate Homeownership 

Program, Residential Rehab Loan Program, Mortgage Credit Certification Program and 

Section 8 Homeownership Program; 

• Announcements and news articles 

• Agency reports and calendar of events 

 

The County of Marin established a Fair Housing Community Advisory Group in 2016, including 

representatives from the City of San Rafael and San Rafael-based housing advocates. This 

Group provides advice and feedback on citizen engagement and communication strategies, 

participates in discussions on fair housing topics, identifies fair housing issues and contributing 

factors, and assists in developing solutions to fair housing issues. The County also established a 

Fair Housing Steering Committee consisting of 20 members representing public housing, faith-

based organizations, the Marin County Housing Authority, Asian communities, cities and towns, 

African American communities, business, persons with disabilities, children, legal aid, persons 

experiencing homelessness, Latino communities, and philanthropy. The Committee advises on 

citizen engagement strategies, identifies factors contributing to fair housing impediments, 

incorporates community input and feedback, and provides information on a variety of housing 

topics to inform actions and implementation plans.  

 

From 2017 to 2018, Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC) educated 221 

prospective homebuyers.  It also trained 201 housing providers on fair housing law and practice, 

a 28 percent increase from the previous fiscal year.  From 2017 to 2018, FHANC reached 379 

tenants and staff from service agencies through fair housing presentations and 227 community 

members through fair housing conferences (a 37 percent increase).  It distributed 4,185 pieces 

of literature; had 100 children participate in its annual Fair Housing Poster Contest from 10 local 
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schools and 16 students participate in our first Fair Housing Poetry Contest from 11 local 

schools.  FHANC also offered storytelling shows about diversity and acceptance to 2,698 

children. 

 

As of 2021, FHANC reaches those least likely to apply for services through the following:  

· 

• Translating most of its literature into Spanish and some in Vietnamese 

• Continuing to advertise all programs/services in all areas of Marin, including the Canal, 

Novato, and Marin City, areas where Latinx and African-American populations are 

concentrated  

• Maintaining a website with information translated into Spanish and Vietnamese 

• Maintaining bilingual staff.  As of 2021, FHANC has three bilingual Spanish speakers who 

offer intake, counseling, education and outreach to monolingual Spanish speakers; in 

addition, they have one staff member who is bilingual in Mandarin and another in 

Portuguese.  

• Maintaining a TTY/TDD line to assist in communication with clients who are hearing-

impaired 

• Offering translation services in other languages when needed  

• Conducting outreach and fair housing and pre-purchase presentations in English and 

Spanish 

• Collaborating with agencies providing services to all protected classes 

• Providing fair housing education to staff and eliciting help to reach vulnerable 

populations – e.g. Legal Aid of Marin, the Asian Advocacy Project, Canal Alliance, ISOJI, 

MCIL, Sparkpoint, the District Attorney’s Office, Office of Education, and the Marin 

Housing Authority. 

 

C.4.2 Local Trends 

 

In 2020, the City entered into a cooperative agreement with the County of Marin to manage the 

City of San Rafael’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds.  Examples of CDBG 

funded projects in San Rafael include the Vivalon Healthy Aging complex, which when 

completed will provide 66 lower income apartments to older adults as well as a senior wellness 

center.  Other examples include the recent Pickleweed Park play structure in the Canal 

neighborhood. 

 

As part of this cooperative agreement, the City allocated $25,000 to support Fair Housing of 

Northern California (FHANC) to continue to provide fair housing education and counseling, 

complaint investigation, and fair housing discrimination complaints.  Recommendations for San 

Rafael are overseen by a Countywide Priority Setting Committee made up of City Council 

Members, a County Supervisor and residents who represent members of protected classes 

from all areas of the County.   
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D. Integration and Segregation  
 

Examining the spatial distribution of different ethnic and racial groups across a city or region is a 

useful way to identify potential fair housing concerns as well as housing needs.  To measure 

segregation in a given jurisdiction, the US Department of Housing and Urban Development 

(HUD) provides data on racial or ethnic “dissimilarity.”  Dissimilarity indices are used to measure 

the evenness with which two groups (frequently defined on racial or ethnic characteristics) are 

distributed across a geographic area. The index ranges from 0 to 100, with 0 denoting no 

segregation and 100 indicating complete segregation between the two groups. The index score 

can be understood as the percentage of one of the two groups that would need to move to 

produce an even distribution of racial/ethnic groups within the specified area. For example, if an 

index score is 60, that means 60 percent of people in the specified area would need to move to 

completely eliminate segregation.3  

 

HUD uses the following interval scale for expressing dissimilarity within a region: 

 

• <40: Low Segregation 

• 40-54: Moderate Segregation 

• >55: High Segregation 

 

D.1 Race and Ethnicity  

 
D.1.1 Regional Trends 

 

Non-Hispanic Whites make up 71.2 percent of Marin County’s population, a significantly larger 

share than in the Bay Area as a whole4, where only 39 percent of the population is non-Hispanic 

White. The next largest racial/ethnic group in Marin County is Hispanic/Latino, making up 16 

percent of the population.  Marin County’s Asian population represents 5.8 percent of the total, a 

much smaller share than the regional average of 27 percent.  Only 2.1 percent of Marin 

County’s residents identify as Black/ African-American, compared to 5.8 percent in the region as 

a whole. 

 

Table A-3 indicates racial and ethnic distribution in the Bay Area, Marin County, San Rafael, and 

several other Marin County cities.  San Rafael has a smaller share of Non-Hispanic White 

residents than neighboring cities, although this group still represents a majority of the city’s 

population.  Non-Hispanic White residents comprise 57 percent of San Rafael’s population, 

compared to 64 percent in Novato, 78 percent in Larkspur and Corte Madera, and 85 percent in 

San Anselmo.  San Rafael has a substantially larger share of Hispanic/Latino residents than the 

Bay Area, Marin County and nearby cities.  Nearly one in three San Rafael residents is 

Hispanic/Latino.  In San Anselmo and Corte Madera, the figure is about 7 percent and in 

Larkspur it is 11 percent.  Novato has the second highest concentration of Hispanic/Latino 

residents in the county, at about 19 percent.    

 
3 Massey, D.S. and N.A. Denton. (1993). American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass. 

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.  
4 The “Bay Area” data covers the members of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) which are the 

counties of: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma.  
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Table A-3 Racial Composition in San Rafael, Neighboring Cities and Marin County 

 

 Bay 

Area1 

Marin 

Co 

San 

Rafael Novato 

Corte 

Madera Larkspur 

San  

Anselmo 

White, non-Hispanic 39.3% 71.2% 57.0% 63.5% 78.5% 77.9% 85.9% 

Black or African 

American, non-

Hispanic 

5.8% 2.1% 1.3% 3.4% 2.3% 0.7% 0.8% 

American Indian and 

Alaska Native, non-

Hispanic 

0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.4% <0.1% 

Asian, non-Hispanic2 26.7% 5.8% 6.6% 7.8% 6.1% 5.4% 3.3% 

Native Hawaiian and 

Other Pacific Islander, 

non-Hispanic 

N/A 0.1% 0.1% N/A 0.0% 0.1% N/A 

Some other race, 

non-Hispanic 
N/A 0.9% 

3.8% 6.2% 

1.6% 0.5% 

2.9% 
Two or more races, 

non-Hispanic 
N/A 3.8% 4.4% 4.0% 

Hispanic or Latino 23.5% 16.0% 31.0% 18.9% 7.1% 11.0% 7.1% 

Total 7,710,026 259,943 58,775 55,642 9,838 12,319 12,525 

Sources: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 (5-Year Estimates). ABAG Housing Needs Data Package. 

 

1. The “Bay Area” data covers the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) region, which includes the counties of: Alameda, 

Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. 

2. Asian and Pacific Islander combined; ABAG Data Package presented data with some races combined. 

 

 

 

 

Table A-4: Dissimilarity Index in Marin County, 1990-2020 

 

 1990  2000  2010  2020 

Non-White/White 31.63 34.08 35.21 42.61 

Black/White 54.90 50.87 45.61 57.17 

Hispanic/White 36.38 44.29 44.73 49.97 

Asian or Pacific Islander/ White 19.64 20.13 18.55 25.72 

Sources: HUD Dissimilarity Index, 2020 

Note: The higher the number, the more geographically segregated the first group is from the second group within the community.  A 

score of 100 equals complete segregation between the two groups. 
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As explained above, dissimilarity indices measures segregation, with higher indices signifying 

higher segregation.  Table A-4 shows dissimilarity indices for the county over the last 30 years. 

In Marin County, all minority (non-White) residents combined are considered moderately 

segregated from White residents, with an index score of 42.6 in 2020.  Since 1990, segregation 

between non-White (all non-white residents combined) and White residents has increased. 

Dissimilarity indices between Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, and White residents have 

also increased since 1990, indicating that Marin County has become increasingly racially 

segregated. Based on HUD’s definition of the index, Black and White residents are highly 

segregated and Hispanic and White residents are moderately segregated, while segregation 

between Asian/Pacific Islander and White residents is considered low. 

In California as a whole, based on the figures provided in the 2020 State AI, segregation levels 

between non-White and White populations were moderate in both entitlement and non-

entitlement areas.5 However, segregation levels in non-entitlement areas are slightly higher with 

a value of 54.1, compared to 50.1 in entitlement areas. Segregation trends Statewide show an 

increase in segregation between non-White and White populations between 1990 and 2017 in 

both entitlement and non-entitlement areas. The 2020 State AI found that California’s 

segregation levels have consistently been most severe between the Black and White 

populations, a trend paralleled in Marin County.  As in Marin County, State trends also show 

Asian or Pacific Islander and White residents are the least segregated when compared to other 

racial and ethnic groups, but levels are still increasing.  

 

Figures A-2 and A-3 compare the concentration of minority populations in San Rafael and the 

adjacent region by census block group6 in 2010 and 2018. Since 2010, concentrations of 

racial/ethnic minority groups have increased in most block groups regionwide. In Marin County, 

non-White populations are most concentrated along the eastern County boundary, specifically in 

San Rafael, Novato, and the unincorporated communities of Marin City and San Quentin (where 

a State Prison is located). Red block groups indicate that over 81 percent of the population in 

the tract is non-White.  

 

While non-White populations appear to be increasing in Marin County, these groups are 

concentrated within the areas described above.  At the regional level, Marin County and the 

adjacent counties of Sonoma and Napa have lower concentrations of non-White residents than 

the counties of Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and San Francisco.  

 
5 An entitlement area is a unit of government designated to receive HOME program funds from the federal government.  

These are generally communities with 50,000 or more residents in a metropolitan area.   
6 Block groups (BGs) are the next level above census blocks in the geographic hierarchy (census blocks are the 

smallest geographic area for which the Bureau of the Census collects and tabulates decennial census data). A BG is a 

combination of census blocks that is a subdivision of a census tract or block numbering area (BNA). A county or its 

statistically equivalent entity contains either census tracts or BNAs; it can not contain both. The BG is the smallest 

geographic entity for which the decennial census tabulates and publishes sample data.  
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Figure A-2: Percent of Non-White and Hispanic/Latino Residents by Block Group in North Bay, 2010 

San Rafael  
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Figure A-3: Percent of Non-White and Hispanic/Latino Residents by Block Group in North Bay, 2018 

San Rafael  
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There are only four census tracts in Marin County where the non-White population is 

predominant. Three are located in Central Marin County and one is located in Southern Marin 

County.  Two of the Central Marin County tracts are in San Rafael.  One has a Hispanic/Latino 

population that exceeds 90 percent of the total population and the other has a Hispanic/Latino 

population exceeding 50 percent (see discussion in next section).  The other Central Marin tract 

is the unincorporated tract containing San Quentin Prison.  In Southern Marin, Marin City has a 

population that is predominantly Hispanic/Latino and Black.  However, the Black population has 

declined from 90 percent in 1990 to about 28 percent today.   

 

The populations in these four tracts represent a disproportionately large share of the County’s 

lower-income population.  Hispanic/Latino residents represent about 16 percent of the County 

population, but 34 percent of Rental Assistance requests, while Black/African American 

residents represent about two percent of the population, but 8.5 percent of Rental Assistance 

requests. 

 

D.1.2 Local Trends 

 

San Rafael had a White majority population in 2020 but was transitioning to majority non-White 

based on trends since 1990.  In 2010, the population was 60.9 percent Non-Hispanic White.  

The 2020 Census reported that the non-Hispanic White population had declined to 51.5 percent 

of the total.   

 

The data in Table A-5 reflects the 2015-2019 American Community Survey, which indicates that 

the non-Hispanic White population was 57 percent of the total.  The Hispanic/Latino population 

was 27.7 percent of the total in 2010 and 31 percent of the population in 2019.  The Asian 

population has increased slightly, while the Black population has declined.   

 

 

Table A-5: Change in Racial/Ethnic Composition in San Rafael, 2010-2019 

 

 2010 2019 

Persons Percent Persons Percent 

White, non-Hispanic 34,687 60.9% 33,509 57.0% 

Black or African American, non-Hispanic 1,568 2.8% 792 1.3% 

American Indian and Alaska Native, non-Hispanic 68 0.1% 75 0.1% 

Asian, non-Hispanic 3,638 6.4% 3,913 6.7% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, non-

Hispanic 
138 0.2% 4 0.0% 

Some other race, non-Hispanic 48 0.1% 252 0.4% 

Two or more races, non-Hispanic 1,024 1.8% 1,988 3.4% 

Hispanic or Latino 15,759 27.7% 18,242 31.0% 

Total 56,930 100.0% 58,775 100.0% 

Sources: 2006-2010 and 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates) 
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ABAG provides segregation analyses for Bay Area jurisdictions for the purpose of this AFFH 

assessment. According to this report, dissimilarity indices in San Rafael are higher than the Bay 

Area average.  However, the White and non-White communities in San Rafael have become less 

segregated since 2000, and segregation between White and non-White groups citywide is 

considered low based on HUD’s definitions for dissimilarity indices (Table A-6). Segregation 

between all non-White groups, Asian/Pacific Islander, Black/African American, and Latinx, and 

the White population have decreased since 2000 according to dissimilarity indices.  Using 

HUD’s definition of the index, segregation between Asian/Pacific Islander and Black/African 

American and White populations is low, while Latinx and White populations are moderately 

segregated. It is important to note that the Black/African American population in the city is small, 

therefore dissimilarity index estimates may be inaccurate. 

 

Table A-6: Dissimilarity Indices for San Rafael (2000-2020) and Bay Area (2020) 

 

 San Rafael Bay Area 

2000 2010 2020 2020 

Asian/Pacific Islander vs. White 28.5 22.3 21.8 18.5 

Black/African American vs. White 32.8* 27.8* 27.9* 24.4 

Latinx vs. White 58.0 52.0 46.2 20.7 

People of Color vs. White 46.0 40.7 35.2 16.8 

Source: ABAG/MTC AFFH Segregation Report, 2022. 

(*) Index based on racial group making up less than 5 percent of jurisdiction population. Estimates may be unreliable. 

Note: Note: The higher the number, the more geographically segregated the first group is from the second group within the 

community.  A score of 100 equals complete segregation between the two groups. 

 

 

 

Figures A-4 and A-5 compare racial/ethnic minority populations by block group in 2010 and 

2018. In many San Rafael block groups, the racial/ethnic minority population has increased 

since 2010. Blocks in the northeast and western parts of San Rafael tend to have smaller 

racial/ethnic minority populations compared to the central and southeast areas of the City. The 

southeast section of San Rafael has the largest non-White population. Block groups in this area 

have non-White populations ranging from 70 percent to 94 percent. The block group 

encompassing the Canal neighborhood has the largest racial/ethnic minority population, at 94.3 

percent.  All other areas of the city have White majority populations, although early indications 

from the 2020 Census indicate a block group in Terra Linda also with a growing concentration of 

Hispanic/Latino residents. 
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Figure A-4: Percent of Non-White and Hispanic/Latino Residents by Block Group in San Rafael, 2010 
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Figure A-5: Percent of Non-White and Hispanic/Latino Residents by Block Group in San Rafael, 2018 
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D.1.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Segregation 

 

As discussed previously, San Rafael is comprised of block groups with variable populations of 

racial/ethnic minorities. The distribution of units selected to meet the RHNA by racial/ethnic 

minority population are shown in Figure A-6 and Table A-7 below.  

 

The first column in Table A-7 classifies block groups in San Rafael based on the percentage of 

non-White residents in the block group.  The remaining columns indicate the capacity of housing 

opportunity sites (mapped in Chapter 4 and listed in Appendix B) located in each category of 

block group.  The table provides an indication of whether housing sites are distributed in a way 

that increases or decreases segregation.  The concentration of lower income units in tracts that 

are primarily non-White would further segregation while the creation of lower income 

opportunities in primarily White or racially mixed tracts futhers integration.  The table indicates 

that most units in the city are located in tracts that are racially mixed—60 percent of the housing 

capacity is in tracts where 40 to 60 percent of the residents are other races.  Much of this 

capacity is associated with Downtown San Rafael and the Northgate areas, which are more 

diverse than the rest of the city.  About half of the city’s lower-income capacity is in these two 

areas.  More than a third of the lower-income capacity is in census tracts where non-White 

residents make up less than 40 percent of the population. 

 

Only 7.6 percent of the city’s housing capacity is located in tracts where the non-White 

population exceeds 60 percent of the population.  These sites are located in the Canal 

neighborhood and are planned for a mix of low, moderate, and above moderate income 

housing.  It is important to note that much of the feedback from Canal community members was 

that there was an urgent need for more affordable housing in the neighborhood.  Thus, the 

designation of at least a few sites for low and moderate housing is appropriate.  Overall, the 

City’s RHNA strategy disperses housing affordable sites across the city, contributing to the 

deconcentration of poverty and a more inclusive and integrated city.   

 

Table A-7: Distribution of RHNA Units by Racial/Ethnic Minority Concentration 

 

Percent Non-White 

(block group) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<=20% 101 6.1% 119 19.2% 54 2.2% 274 5.8% 

21-40% 520 31.5% 70 11.3% 647 26.8% 1,237 26.4% 

41-60% 859 52.1% 396 63.8% 1563 64.7% 2,819 60.2% 

61-80% 2 0.1% 0 0.0% 22 0.9% 24 0.5% 

>81% 168 10.2% 36 5.8% 128 5.3% 332 7.1% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: ABAG/MTC AFFH Segregation Report, 2022. 

(*) Index based on racial group making up less than 5 percent of jurisdiction population. Estimates may be unreliable. 
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Figure A-6: Distribution of Housing Sites relative to  

Distribution of Non-White Households 
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D.2 Persons with Disabilities 
 

Persons with disabilities have special housing needs because of the lack of accessible and 

affordable housing, and the higher health costs associated with their disability. In addition, many 

may be on fixed incomes that further limits their housing options. Persons with disabilities also 

tend to be more susceptible to housing discrimination due to their disability status and required 

accommodations associated with their disability.  

 

D.2.1 Regional Trends 

 

Marin County’s population with a disability7 is similarly distributed to that in the Bay Area. As 

shown in Table A-8, 9.1 percent of Marin County’s population has a disability, compared to 9.6 

percent in the Bay Area. Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, and 

non-Hispanic White populations experience disabilities at the highest rates in both the Bay Area 

and the County (16 percent, 18 percent, and 11 percent in the Bay Area and 15 percent, 12 

percent, and 10 percent in Marin County, respectively). Nearly 37 percent of Marin County’s 

population aged 75 and older and 14.6 percent aged 65 to 74 has one or more disability, lower 

shares than in the Bay Area. Ambulatory and independent living difficulties are the most 

common disability type in the County and Bay Area.  

 

According to the 2015-2019 ACS, populations of persons with disabilities in Marin County cities 

are generally consistent, ranging from 7.2 percent in Ross to 10 percent in Novato.  Figure A-7 

shows that less than 20 percent of the population in all tracts in the County have a disability. 

Persons with disabilities are generally not concentrated in one area in the region.  Figure A-7 

also shows that only a few census tracts in the region have a population with a disability that 

exceeds 20 percent. However, multiple census tracts with a population with disabilities between 

15 and 20 percent are concentrated along the Bayshore in Napa and Contra Costa Counties.   

 

D.2.2 Local Trends 

 

According to the 2015-2019 ACS, 8.4 percent of San Rafael residents experience a disability, 

compared to 9.1 percent countywide (see Table A-9). Disabilities are most common amongst 

elderly residents aged 75 and older (34.2 percent with a disability), followed by seniors aged 65 

to 74 (17.9 percent), and adults aged 35 to 64 (6.1 percent). The most common disabilities in 

San Rafael are independent living difficulties (4.3 percent) and ambulatory difficulties (4 

percent). Ambulatory difficulties, difficulty walking or climbing stairs, and independent living 

difficulties are typically most common amongst older adults. The population of persons with 

disabilities has decreased from 9.6 percent during the 2008-2012 ACS. Though the proportion 

of persons with disabilities has decreased in the city, the older adult (65+) population in San 

Rafael grew from 15.8 percent to 19.3 percent during the same period. 

 

Figure A-8 shows the population of persons with disabilities by San Rafael census tract based on 

the 2015-2019 ACS. All tracts in the city have populations of persons with disabilities below 20 

percent. In most tracts, fewer than 10 percent of the population experiences a disability.  

 
7 The American Community Survey asks about six disability types: hearing difficulty, vision difficulty, cognitive difficulty, ambulatory 

difficulty, self-care difficulty, and independent living difficulty.   Respondents who report anyone of the six disability types are 

considered to have a disability. For more information visit: https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-

acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying.  

https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying
https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying
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Table A-8: Population of Persons with Disabilities, Bay Area and Marin County, 2019 

 

 
Bay Area 

Percent with a Disability 

Marin County  

Percent with a Disability 

Civilian non-institutionalized population 9.6% 9.1% 

Race/Ethnicity 

Black or African American alone 15.9% 14.8% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 17.5% 12.1% 

Asian alone 7.3% 7.3% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

Islander alone 
9.3% 0.8% 

Some other race alone 6.8% 4.7% 

Two or more races 8.2% 8.9% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 11.3% 9.9% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 7.9% 6.1% 

Age 

Under 5 years 0.6% 0.7% 

5 to 17 years 3.8% 2.9% 

18 to 34 years 4.6% 5.9% 

35 to 64 years 8.0% 6.1% 

65 to 74 years 19.6% 14.6% 

75 years and over 47.8% 36.8% 

Type 

Hearing difficulty 2.7% 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 1.7% 1.5% 

Cognitive difficulty 3.7% 3.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 4.8% 4.3% 

Self-care difficulty 2.2% 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 3.9% 4.3% 

Sources: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 (5-Year Estimates). 

(1) The “Bay Area” data covers the members of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) which are the counties of: Alameda, 

Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. 
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Table A-9: Population of Persons with Disabilities, San Rafael, 2019 

 

 Total Population Percent with a Disability 

Civilian non-institutionalized population 58,002 8.4% 

Race/Ethnicity 

Black or African American alone 712 18.5% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 500 3.8% 

Asian alone 3,977 8.6% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

Islander alone 
4 100.0% 

Some other race alone 11,271 2.6% 

Two or more races 2,754 6.6% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 33,064 10.8% 

Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 18,073 3.9% 

Age 

Under 5 years 3,382 1.1% 

5 to 17 years 9,552 2.2% 

18 to 34 years 11,047 3.9% 

35 to 64 years 23,079 6.1% 

65 to 74 years 5,861 17.9% 

75 years and over 5,081 34.2% 

Type 

Hearing difficulty -- 3.0% 

Vision difficulty -- 1.4% 

Cognitive difficulty -- 3.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty -- 4.0% 

Self-care difficulty -- 2.2% 

Independent living difficulty -- 4.3% 

Sources: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 (5-Year Estimates). 
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Figure A-7: Percent of Residents with a Disability in Northern Bay Area  

San Rafael  
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Figure A-8: Percent of Residents with a Disability in San Rafael  
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Persons with disabilities are generally not concentrated in a single area of the city, although 

there is a geographic correlation between the percentage of persons with disabilities and the 

percentage of residents over 65.  Specifically, Census Tracts 1082, 1060.02, and 1102 have 

populations of persons with disabilities exceeding 10 percent.  These tracts have older adult 

populations of 23.9 percent, 25.3 percent, and 31.2 percent, respectively, which is higher than 

the citywide average of 22 percent.  None of the tracts with larger populations of persons with 

disabilities contain block groups with populations of racial/ethnic minorities exceeding the 

citywide average. 

 

D.2.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Location of Persons with Disabilities 

 

As discussed above, tracts in the City have populations of persons with disabilities ranging from 

5.4 to 15 percent. The distribution of units selected to meet the City’s RHNA relative to the 

population of persons with disabilities is shown in Table A-10 and Figure A-9 on the next page. 

 

Most RHNA units (69.7 percent) are in tracts where less than 10 percent of the population 

experiences a disability.  The remaining RHNA units are in tracts where 10 to 15 percent of the 

population experiences a disability. The distribution of RHNA units is consistent with the citywide 

trend and does not concentrate sites in areas where populations of persons with disabilities are 

heightened. Further, San Rafael’s RHNA strategy does not concentrate lower income units in 

tracts where there are larger populations of disabled individuals at a rate exceeding moderate- 

and above moderate-income units. 

 

 

 

Table A-10: Distribution of RHNA Units by Concentrations of Disabled Residents 

 

Percent of residents 

with a disability 

(block group) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<10% 1,223 74.1% 459 73.9% 1,582 65.5% 3,265 69.7% 

10-20% 427 25.9% 162 26.1% 832 34.5% 1,421 30.3% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: ACS 2015-2019  
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  Figure A-9: Distribution of Housing Sites relative to Percent of 

Residents with a Disability  
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D.3 Familial Status  

 
Under the Fair Housing Act, housing providers may not discriminate because of familial status. 

Familial status covers any household with children under the age of 18, pregnant persons, and 

any person in the process of securing legal custody of a minor child (including adoptive or foster 

parents). Examples of familial status discrimination include refusing to rent to families with 

children, evicting families once a child joins the family, or requiring families with children to live 

on specific floors or in specific buildings or areas. Single parent households are also protected 

by fair housing law. 

 

D.3.1 Regional Trends 

 
According to the 2019 ACS, there are slightly fewer households with children in Marin County 

than in the Bay Area as a whole. About 27 percent of households in Marin County have children 

under the age of 18.  Of the households with children, 21 percent are married-couple 

households and six percent single-parent households.  In the Bay Area as a whole, about 32 

percent of households have children.  As in Marin County, most are married couples. As shown 

in Chart A-2, the cities of Larkspur and Ross have the highest percentage of households with 

children (50.1 percent and 40.6 percent, respectively). Larkspur, Corte Madera, and San Rafael 

have concentrations of single-parent households exceeding the countywide average. 

 

Figure A-10 shows the regional distribution of children in married households, while Figure A-11 

shows the regional distribution of single female headed households. Census tracts with high 

concentrations of children living in married couple households are not concentrated in any 

particular area of Marin County. Most census tracts have more than 60 percent of all children 

living in married-persons households. Regionally, children in married-person households are 

more commonly found in inland census tracts (e.g., in suburban communities rather than in the 

more urban communities along the bay).  The inverse trend is seen for children living in single-

parent female-headed households, who are more likely to live in urban areas.   

 

In most tracts in Marin County, less than 20 percent of children live in female-headed 

households.  However, the percentage of children in female-headed households exceeds 20 

percent in Marin City and in the Bolinas area.    

 
D.3.2 Local Trends 

 

San Rafael has seen an increase in the proportion of households with children in recent years 

(see Table A-11). During the 2006-2010 ACS, there were 5,765 households with children 

representing 24.7 percent of all City households. The most recent 2015-2019 ACS estimates 

show there are now 6,342 households with children in San Rafael representing 27.1 percent of 

households citywide. The number of married couple households with children increased by 14.9 

percent during this period, while the population of single-parent female-headed households has 

decreased 5.4 percent. The population of single-parent male-headed households increased by 

almost 12 percent during this period but remains much lower than the number of single-parent 

female-headed households.  
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As shown in Figure A-12, tracts in the central and eastern areas of the city have larger 

populations of children residing in married couple households.  In these areas, more than 80 

percent of all children live in married couple households.  Conversely, in four tracts in the 

southern portion of the city and one tract on the northern end, fewer than 60 percent of children 

reside in married couple households. Several of the tracts in the southern area also have larger 

populations of children residing in single-parent female-headed households (see Figure A-16). 

Tracts in the Canal neighborhood, where more than 20 percent of children live in female-headed 

households, also have contain larger racial/ethnic minority populations.  

 

 

Table A-11: Change in Household Type – Households with Children (2006-2019) 

 

 2006-2010 2015-2019 Percent 

Increase, 

2006-2019 Households 
% of 

total 
Households 

% of 

total 

Married-couple family with 

children  
3,964 17.0% 4,555 19.4% 14.9% 

Single-parent, male-headed 497 2.1% 554 2.4% 11.5% 

Single-parent, female-headed 1,304 5.6% 1,233 5.3% -5.4% 

Total Households with Children 5,765 24.7% 6,342 27.1% 10.0% 

Total Households 23,379 100.0% 23,433 100.0% 0.2% 

Source: ACS, 2006-2010 and 2015-2019 (5 year estimates) 

 

 

D.3.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Distribution of Single-Parent Households 

 

The distribution of housing sites by population of children residing in married couple households 

is presented in Figure A-14 and Table A-12. The largest proportion of future housing units are in 

tracts where 40 to 60 percent of children reside in married couple households. However, a 

larger proportion of lower (26.2 percent) and moderate (28.5 percent) income units are in tracts 

where more than 80 percent of children reside in married couple households compared to 

above moderate-income units (13.8 percent). While there are more units in areas where fewer 

children reside in married couple households, sites are generally distributed throughout the City 

and are not concentrated in tracts with populations of children in married couple households of 

a single range. 

 

Figure A-15 and Table A-12 show the distribution of RHNA units by population of children 

residing in single-parent female-headed households. More than half (55.6 percent) of the 

potential housing units are in tracts where fewer than 20 percent of children live in female-

headed households. A smaller proportion of lower-income units (38.7 percent) are in tracts 

where more than 20 percent of children live in female-headed households compared to 

moderate-income units (44.8 percent) and above moderate-income units (48.2 percent). 

 

The City’s RHNA strategy does not disproportionately place RHNA units of any income level in 

tracts with higher concentrations of children in single-parent households or tracts with lower 

concentrations of children in married couple households.  
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Chart A-2: Percent of Households with Children in Marin County and Incorporated Cities, 2019  
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Figure A-10: Percent of Children in Married Couple Households by Tract, 2019  

San Rafael  
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Figure A-11: Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households by Tract, 2019  

San Rafael  



2023-2031 HOUSING ELEMENT  NOVEMBER 4, 2022 WORKING DRAFT 
With edits through December 19, 2022 

 

APPENDIX A: Fair Housing Analysis  Page A-36 

00000000000000000 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Loch 

Lomond 

Terra 

Linda 

Smith 

Ranch 

Civic 

Center 
Peacock 

Gap 

Santa 

Venetia 

Dominican 

Montecit

Sun 

Valley 

Gerstle 

Park 
Bret 

Harte 

Canal 

Downtown 

Northgat

SAN 

ANSELMO 

LARKSPUR 

ROSS 

FAIRFAX 

Marinwood 

Lincoln 

Figure A-12: Percent of Children in Married Couple Households in San Rafael, 2019  
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Figure A-13: Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households in San Rafael, 2019  
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Table A-12: Distribution of RHNA Units by Family Status 

 

 

% of all Children in 

Married Couple 

Households 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

40-60% 833 50.5% 334 53.8% 1001 41.5% 2169 46.3% 

60-80% 384 23.3% 110 17.7% 1079 44.7% 1573 33.6% 

80-100% 433 26.2% 177 28.5% 334 13.8% 944 20.1% 

Total 1650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2414 100.0% 4686 100.0% 

% of all Children in 

Female-Headed 

Households 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<20% 1012 61.3% 343 55.2% 1250 51.8% 2605 55.6% 

20-40% 638 38.7% 278 44.8% 1164 48.2% 2081 44.4% 

Total 1650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2414 100.0% 4686 100.0% 
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  Figure A-14: Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to Married Couples with 

Children in San Rafael, 2019  
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  Figure A-15: Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to Concentrations of 

Single Mother Households in San Rafael, 2019  
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D.4 Income 
 

Identifying low or moderate income (LMI) areas is an important part of making policy decisions 

to address patterns of segregation in a community.  HUD defines a LMI area as a Census tract 

or block group where more than 51 percent of the population is LMI.  In this instance, HUD uses 

80 percent of areawide median income as the upper threshold, rather than the 120 percent 

used for RHNA purposes.   

 

D.4.1 Regional Trends 

 

According to Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS)8 data based on the 2017 

ACS, 40.5 percent of Marin County households meet the LMI criteria (earning 80 percent or less 

than the area median income, or AMI).   As shown in Table A-13, roughly 26 percent of Marin 

County residents earn less than 50 percent of AMI and another 14 percent earn between 50 and 

80 percent of AMI.  Nearly 60 percent of renter households are considered LMI compared to 

only 29.8 percent of owner households. 

 

The spatial distribution of LMI households in the North Bay is shown in Figure A-16.  Figure A-16 

shows that LMI populations are most concentrated in West Marin, North Marin (Novato), Central 

Marin (San Rafael), and the unincorporated communities of Marin City and Santa Venetia. 

 

D.4.2 Local Trends 
  

As shown in Table A-14, San Rafael has higher proportions of LMI households than Marin 

County as a whole.  About 48 percent of the city’s households meet HUD LMI criteria.  Some 

32.6 percent of the city’s households earn less than 50 percent of AMI and another 15 percent 

earn 50 to 80 percent of AMI.  As in Marin County as a whole, renters are disproportionately 

more likely to be LMI.  About 69 percent of the city’s renters are LMI, compared to 28 percent of 

the city’s owners.  Compared to the County, San Rafael has a smaller proportion of lower 

income owners but larger proportion of lower income renters.  According to 2015-2019 ACS 

estimates, the median household income in San Rafael is $91,742.  This is lower than the 

County ($115,246) as well as the nearby cities of Larkspur ($109,426), Corte Madera 

($149,439), Mill Valley ($163,614), and Tiburon ($154,915). 

 

Dissimilarity indices from the ABAG AFFH Segregation Report are presented in Table A-15. 

Household dissimilarity indices for San Rafael reveal that the city is more segregated by income 

than the Bay Area as a whole.  In other words, lower income households in San Rafael are more 

likely to be geographically concentrated than lower income households in the Bay Area as a 

whole.  The data also shows that segregation between lower income households and higher 

income households in the city increased between 2010 and 2015.  

 

Figure A-17 shows the LMI populations in San Rafael by block group.  In general, the Canal 

neighborhood has the highest concentration of LMI areas.  As noted earlier, this area also has 

larger proportions of racial/ethnic minority populations and children residing in female-headed 

households.  

 
8 Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) receives custom tabulations of ACS data 

from the U.S. Census Bureau. These data, known as the "CHAS" data (Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy), 

demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low-income households.  
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Table A-13: Marin County Households by Income Category and Tenure (2017) 

Income Category Owner Renter Total 

0%-30% of AMI 8.7% 26.0% 14.9% 

31%-50% of AMI 8.5% 16.0% 11.2% 

51%-80% of AMI 12.6% 17.6% 14.4% 

81%-100% of AMI 8.4% 10.0% 8.9% 

Greater than 100% of AMI 61.8% 30.4% 50.5% 

Total 67,295 37,550 104,845 

1. Income groups are based on HUD calculations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates the AMI for different metropolitan 

areas and uses San Francisco Metro Area (Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties) for Marin County. 

Sources: ABAG/MTC Housing Needs Data Workbook, 2021; HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020.  

 

 

Table A-14: San Rafael Households by Income Category and Tenure (2017) 

Income Category Owner Renter Total 

0%-30% of AMI 7.9% 33.1% 19.9% 

31%-50% of AMI 8.2% 17.6% 12.7% 

51%-80% of AMI 12.1% 17.9% 14.9% 

81%-100% of AMI 10.3% 8.6% 9.5% 

Greater than 100% of AMI 61.6% 22.8% 43.1% 

Total 12,000 10,939 22,939 

Sources: ABAG/MTC Housing Needs Data Workbook, 2021; HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020.  

 

 

Table A-15: San Rafael and Bay Area Income Dissimilarity Indices (2010-2015) 

Income Group 

San Rafael Bay Area 

2010 2015 2015 

Below 80% AMI vs. Above 80% AMI 30.0 39.8 19.8 

Below 50% AMI vs. Above 120% AMI 37.2 47.3 25.3 

Source: ABAG/MTC Segregation Report, 2022 
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Figure A-16: Regional Concentrations of Low-Moderate Income Households  

San Rafael  
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Figure A-17: Local Concentrations of Low-Moderate Income Households  
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According to the HCD AFFH Data Viewer, there are 14 subsidized housing projects in San 

Rafael.  Of the 14, five are located in block groups where more than 75 percent of households 

are LMI and six are located in block groups where 50 to 75 percent of households are LMI. The 

location of subsidized housing units likely contributes to the concentration of LMI households in 

certain block groups.  However, these projects are also located in areas with supportive 

services, high-frequency public transit, and other amenities that tend to reduce transportation 

costs and other household expenses.   

 

D.4.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Income Distribution  

 

As discussed previously, there are multiple LMI areas in the city. Table A-16 and Figure A-18 

show the distribution of RHNA units by LMI population. More than half of city’s RHNA capacity 

(58.1 percent) is in block groups where 50 to 75 percent of households are low or moderate 

income. However, these block groups are scattered throughout the city and are not clustered in 

a single part of San Rafael.  In total, 78.7 percent of the identified RHNA housing capacity is in 

LMI areas including 74.7 percent of the lower income units, 74.7 percent of the moderate-

income units, and 82.4 percent of the above moderate-income units.   

 

The City’s RHNA strategy does not concentrate lower income units in LMI areas at a rate 

exceeding moderate or above moderate-income units.  Only 20 percent of the City’s RHNA 

capacity is in the lowest income tracts (i.e., areas where 75-100 percent of the population is 

LMI), and this capacity is evenly distributed across income groups.  LMI areas in San Rafael 

tend to correspond to those areas where growth is most logical from a land use, transportation, 

and public safety perspective.  These areas include Downtown San Rafael and the Northgate 

area, which are both designated Priority Development Areas. 

 

 

Table A-16: Distribution of RHNA Units by Low-Moderate Income (LMI) Areas  

 

Percent Low 

Moderate Income HH 

(block group) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<25% 18 1.1% 95 15.3% 24 1.0% 137 2.9% 

25-50% 399 24.2% 62 10.0% 402 16.7% 863 18.4% 

50-75% 959 58.1% 316 50.9% 1,447 59.9% 2,723 58.1% 

75-100% 274 16.6% 148 23.8% 541 22.4% 963 20.6% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: ABAG/MTC AFFH Segregation Report, 2022. 

(*) Index based on racial group making up less than 5 percent of jurisdiction population. Estimates may be unreliable. 
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  Figure A-18: Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to Low-Moderate 

Income Areas  
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D.5 Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV)  
 

An analysis of the trends in HCV concentration can be useful in examining the degree to which 

the program is achieving its goal of creating opportunities for lower income households to live in 

high-resource neighborhoods and communities.  It is also useful to examine the extent to which 

landlords in higher resource communities are participating in the program.  HCV programs are 

managed by Public Housing Agencies (PHAs).  The program includes an “expanding housing 

opportunities” indicator that shows whether the local PHA has adopted and implemented a 

written policy to encourage participation by owners of units located outside areas of poverty or 

minority concentration9. In Marin County, the Landlord Partnership Program aims to expand 

rental opportunities for families holding HCVs by making landlord participation in the program 

more attractive and feasible, and by streamlining program administration. 

 

D.5.1  Regional Trends 

 

As of December 2020, 2,100 Marin households received HCV assistance from the Housing 

Authority of the County of Marin (MHA).  Figure A-19 shows that HCV use is concentrated in 

tracts in North Marin (Novato). In some tracts, between 15 and 30 percent of the renter 

households are HCV holders. In most Central Marin tracts and some Southern Marin tracts, 

between five and 15 percent of renters are HCV recipients.  The correlation between low rents 

and a high concentration of HCV holders holds true in North Marin tracts where HVC use is the 

highest.  Overall, patterns throughout most Marin County communities also show that where 

rents are lower, HCV use is higher.   

 

Figure A-20 shows rental prices across the region.  Most Marin County census tracts have 

median rents exceeding $2,000 a month.  Rents are generally higher in Marin than in the East 

Bay and other North Bay counties, but are lower than San Francisco. 

 

D.5.2 Local Trends 

 

Between five and 15 percent of renters in most San Rafael census tracts receive HCVs. Public 

data pertaining to the locations of HCV program participants are only available as U.S. Census 

Tract aggregations. The spatial distribution of households with vouchers is shown in Figure A-

21.   It is worth noting that despite the Canal neighborhood’s high concentration of lower income 

renters, the neighborhood is comparable to the rest of San Rafael in its percentage of renters 

using HCVs.  Many households in the neighborhood are cost-burdened, as they must pay 

market-rate rents due to the limited supply of vouchers. 

 

As shown in Figure A-22, the highest rents are in San Rafael are in Peacock Gap and northern 

Terra Linda, where the rental stock consists mostly of single family homes.  Tracts in Central 

San Rafael are more affordable.  Rents in the Canal are comparable to the rest of the city, but 

the renters themselves are predominantly lower income.  Again, this results in very high 

incidences of cost-burden, as well as overcrowding.  Cost burden and overpayment is further 

analyzed in Section 5, Disproportionate Housing Needs, of this Appendix.  

 
9 For more information of Marin County’s SEMAP indicators, see: the County’s Administrative Plan for the HCV Program. 
https://irp.cdn-website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf  

https://irp.cdn-website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf
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Figure A-19: Percent of Renters Using Housing Choice Vouchers – North Bay 

San Rafael  
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Figure A-20: Median Gross Rent by Census Tract – North Bay 

San Rafael  
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Figure A-22: Median Gross Rent by Census Tract in San Rafael 

Figure A-21: Percent of Renters Using Housing Choice Vouchers in San Rafael  
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E.  Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas 

 

E.1 Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
 

HUD has developed a metric to spatially analyze the combined factors of race and poverty.  

Racially/ethnically concentrated areas of poverty, or R/ECAPs, are census tracts with a majority 

non-White population and a poverty rate that exceeds 40 percent or is three times the average 

tract poverty rate for the metropolitan area, whichever threshold is lower.  

 

E.1.1 Regional Trends 

 

As shown in Figure A-23, there is one R/ECAP in Marin County, corresponding to Marin City just 

north of Sausalito.  The Marin City tract has historically been characterized by a concentration of 

African American residents, but more recently is predominantly Hispanic/Latino. Approximately 

22 percent of Marin City’s residents are African American.  Marin City residents have lower 

median household incomes (less than $55,000), especially compared to the neighboring cities of 

Sausalito, Mill Valley, and Tiburon where median incomes are higher than $125,000. Marin City 

also has the highest share of extremely low-income households in the County; about 40 percent 

of households earn less than 30 percent the Area Median Income, whereas only 14 percent of 

unincorporated County households are considered extremely low income.  

 

  

Figure A-23: R/ECAP areas in the Northern Bay Area 

San Rafael  

Marin City  
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E.1.2 Local Trends 

 

There are no R/ECAPs identified in San Rafael. According to the TCAC Opportunity Areas map, 

there is one tract that is considered an area of high segregation and poverty, encompassing the 

Canal neighborhood. As shown in Figure A-24, this neighborhood also has the largest 

concentration of persons below the poverty level (33.6 percent).  This tract also has high 

concentrations of racial/ethnic minorities and LMI households.   

 

As shown in Table A-17, San Rafael has a larger population below the poverty level compared to 

the County (12.2 percent and 7.2 percent, respectively). In San Rafael, the American 

Indian/Alaska Native population has the highest poverty rate (30 percent), followed by the 

population of some other race (29.7 percent), the Black/African American population (27.1 

percent), and the Hispanic/Latino population (23.8 percent).  Comparatively, only 8.6 percent of 

the Asian population, 6.1 percent of the population of two or more races, and 6.2 percent of the 

non-Hispanic White population are below the poverty level.   

 

Figure A-24 indicates the percentage of residents living below the poverty line by Census Tract.  

The Canal neighborhood (tract 1122.01) stands out as having a particularly high percentage, 

with 33.5 percent of its residents living in poverty.  Other tracts in San Rafael are primarily in the 

10-20 percent interval, although the northern Terra Linda and Smith Ranch area, Sun Valley, 

Gerstle Park, and Loch Lomond-Peacock Gap areas have poverty rates below 10 percent. 

 

 

Table A-17: Population Below Poverty Level by Race/Ethnicity, 2019 

 

 

Race/Ethnicity 

Marin County San Rafael 

Total 

Population 

% below 

poverty level 

Total 

Population 

% below 

poverty level 

Black or African American alone 4,746 16.8% 658 27.1% 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

alone 
823 22.1% 500 30.0% 

Asian alone 14,859 8.2% 3,748 8.6% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

Islander alone 
507 65.1% 4 0.0% 

Some other race alone 20,879 23.2% 11,137 29.7% 

Two or more races 12,199 6.5% 2,737 6.1% 

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 39,574 16.9% 17,742 23.8% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 182,823 4.8% 32,774 6.2% 

Total 253,869 7.2% 57,123 12.2% 

Source: ACS, 2015-2019 (5 year estimates) 
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Figure A-24: Percentage of Residents Below Poverty Level in San Rafael, 2019  
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E.2 Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) 

 
While racially concentrated areas of poverty and segregation (R/ECAPs) have long been the 

focus of fair housing policies, racially concentrated areas of affluence (RCAAs) must also be 

analyzed to ensure housing is integrated, a key to fair housing choice. According to a policy 

paper published by HUD, RCAAs are defined as communities with a large proportion of affluent 

non-Hispanic White residents. According to HUD's policy paper, non-Hispanic Whites are the 

most racially segregated group in the United States. In the same way neighborhood 

disadvantage is associated with concentrated poverty and high concentrations of people of 

color, conversely, distinct advantages are associated with living in affluent, White communities. 

 

The analysis relies on the definition curated by the scholars at the University of Minnesota 

Humphrey School of Public Affairs: “RCAAs are defined as census tracts where 1) 80 percent or 

more of the population is White, and 2) the median household income is $125,000 or greater 

(slightly more than double the national median household income in 2016).” 

 

E.2.1 Regional Trends 

 

Figure A-2, presented earlier in this Appendix, shows the concentration of minority/ non-White 

population and majority populations across the region. In Figure A-2, census tracts in yellow 

have less than 20 percent non-white population, indicating over 80 percent of the population is 

white. There are a few tracts with over 80 percent non-Hispanic White population located 

throughout the County, especially in Southern Marin, parts of Central Marin, coastal North 

Marin, and central West Marin.  The cities of Belvedere, Corte Madera, Fairfax, Larkspur, Mill 

Valley, Ross, San Anselmo, Sausalito, and Tiburon are also predominantly white.  As shown in 

Figure A-25, many of these areas also have median incomes exceeding $125,000.   

 

On July 8, 2022, HCD released a map illustrating census tracts designated as RCAAs, in 

addition to an updated data methodology.  Figure A-26 excerpts the portion of this map covering 

the northern Bay Area.  Using HCD’s definition, a census tract is considered to be an RCAA if its 

proportions of non-Hispanic White residents and households earning above the region’s area 

median income are both overrepresented.  Figure A-26 shows a majority of Marin communities 

as RCAAs.   

 

E.2.2 Local Trends 

 

As presented previously, non-White populations represent less than 20 percent of the 

population in a few block groups in San Rafael, mostly located on the San Pedro Peninsula and 

in northern Terra Linda (including Mont Marin).  Of the block groups where less than 20 percent 

of the population belongs to a racial or ethnic minority group, most also have median incomes 

exceeding $125,000, making them RCAAs.  Figure A-27 shows median income and non-White 

population by block group in the city. Block groups in Downtown San Rafael, around Northgate 

Mall, along Lincoln Avenue, and in the southeastern area of San Rafael tend to have lower 

median incomes.  

 

RCAA tracts are presented in Figure A-28.  The easternmost census tract (Peacock Gap, 

Glenwood, Loch Lomond), and the northwestern tract (northern Terra Linda, Mont-Marin, San 
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Rafael Park) are considered RCAAs. These areas are characterized by the highest owner-

occupancy rates in the city.  Moreover, most rental housing in these areas consists of private 

single family homes or townhomes rented by owner.  Conversely, the lowest income tracts in 

the city tend to have large numbers of rental apartments.  These sections of San Rafael also 

tend to have smaller non-White populations. 

 

Median household income by race/ethnicity in San Rafael and Marin County is shown in Table 

A-18 below. The median income in San Rafael is significantly lower than the County ($91,742 vs. 

$115,246). The non-Hispanic White population has a significantly higher median income than 

most of the other racial groups and is roughly equivalent to the countywide average. The 

American Indian/Alaska Native population has the lowest median income in the City ($40,343), 

followed by the Black/African American population ($48,453).  The Hispanic/Latino median 

income is $55,332, which is less than half the non-Hispanic white population median income.  

 

 

Table A-18: Household Income by Race/Ethnicity, 2019 

 

 

Race/Ethnicity 

Marin County San Rafael 

Total 

Population 

% below 

poverty level 

Total 

Population 

% below 

poverty level 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 80.3% $126,501 70.1% $115,318 

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 9.7% $67,125 18.3% $55,332 

Black or African American 1.6% $48,602 1.6% $48,453 

American Indian and Alaska Native 0.3% -- 0.8% $40,343 

Asian 5.6% $107,849 7.3% $95,893 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

Islander 
0.1% $18,221 0.0% -- 

Some other race 4.5% $59,604 10.3% $52,006 

Two or more races 3.2% $104,679 3.7% $100,875 

Total 100.0% $115,246 100.0% $91,742 

Source: ACS, 2015-2019 (5-year estimates) 
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Figure A-25: Median Income by Block Group – North Bay 

San Rafael  
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  Figure A-26: Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence in Northern Bay Area 

San Rafael  
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Figure A-27: Median Income and Non-White Population by Block Group in San Rafael, 2019  
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Figure A-28: Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAA) in San Rafael  
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F. Access to Opportunities 
 

F.1 Overview  
 

Significant disparities in access to opportunity are defined by the AFFH Final Rule as 

“substantial and measurable differences in access to educational, transportation, economic, and 

other opportunities in a community based on protected class related to housing.” 

 

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and California Tax Credit 

Allocation Committee (TCAC) convened the California Fair Housing Task force to “provide 

research, evidence-based policy recommendations, and other strategic recommendations to 

HCD and other related state agencies/ departments to further the fair housing goals (as defined 

by HCD).” The Task Force has created Opportunity Maps to identify resources levels across the 

state “to accompany new policies aimed at increasing access to high opportunity areas for 

families with children in housing financed with nine percent Low Income Housing Tax Credits 

(LIHTCs)”. These opportunity maps are made from composite scores of three different domains 

made up of a set of indicators.  Table A-19 shows the full list of indicators.  

 

Table A-19: List of Indicators for Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) Maps 

 

Domain Indicator 

Economic 

Poverty 

Adult education 

Employment 

Job proximity 

Median home value 

Environmental CalEnviroScreen 3.0 pollution Indicators and values 

Education 

Math proficiency 

Reading proficiency 

High School graduation rates 

Student poverty rates 
Source: ACS, 2015-2019 (5-year estimates) 

 

 

The TCAC opportunity maps include a measure or “filter” to identify areas with poverty and 

racial segregation. To identify these areas, census tracts were first filtered by poverty and then 

by a measure of racial segregation. For poverty, the threshold was areas with at least 30 percent 

of the population under the federal poverty line.  For racial segregation, the threshold was tracts 

with a location quotient higher than 1.25 for all people of color in comparison to the County as a 

whole. 

 

TCAC/HCD assigns “scores” for each of the domains listed in Table A-19 by census tract.  It 

also computes “composite” scores that combine the three domains. Scores from each individual 

domain range from 0-1, where higher scores indicate higher “access” to the domain or higher 

“outcomes.” Composite scores do not have a numerical value but rather rank census tracts by 

the level of resources (low, moderate, high, highest, and high poverty and segregation).   
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The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps offer a tool to show areas of highest resource, high resource, 

moderate resource, moderate resource (rapidly changing), low resource, and high segregation 

and poverty.  The maps can help identify areas that provide good access to opportunity for 

residents or, conversely, provide low access to opportunity. They can also help highlight areas 

where there are high levels of segregation and poverty.  The information from the opportunity 

mapping can help to highlight the need for housing element policies and programs that would 

help to remediate conditions in low resource areas and areas of high segregation and poverty 

and to encourage better access for low and moderate income and black, indigenous, and 

people of color (BIPOC) in high resource areas.  

 

F.2 Composite Scores 
 

F.2.1 Regional Trends 

 

As explained earlier, TCAC composite scores categorize the level of resources in each census 

tract. Categorization is based on percentile rankings for census tracts within the region.  Figure 

A-29 shows the composite scores for the northern Bay Area. Counties in the region have a mix 

of resource levels.  Marin County includes concentrations of high resource tracts.  Low resource 

tracts tend to be located in older central cities, such as San Francisco and Oakland.  

 

There is only one census tract in Marin County considered areas of “high segregation and 

poverty.” This census tract corresponds to the San Rafael’s Canal neighborhood.  Other low 

resource areas (green areas on Figure A-31) are concentrated in West Marin, from Dillon Beach 

to Nicasio. This area encompasses the communities of Tomales, Marshall, Inverness, and Point 

Reyes Station. In Central Marin, low resource areas are concentrated in San Rafael. As shown in 

Figure A-31, all of Southern Marin is considered a “highest resource” area, with the exception of 

Marin City which is classified as moderate resource area.  

 

The data and mapping developed by HUD for the purpose of preparing the Assessment of Fair 

Housing (AFH) is a useful tool for informing communities about segregation in their jurisdiction 

and region, as well as disparities in access to opportunity.  This section presents the HUD-

developed index scores based on nationally available data sources to assess County residents’ 

access to key opportunity assets.  

 

Table A-20 provides index scores or values (the values range from 0 to 100) for the following 

opportunity indicator indices:  

 

• School Proficiency Index: The school proficiency index uses school-level data on the 

performance of 4th grade students on state exams to describe which neighborhoods have 

high-performing elementary schools and which are near lower performing elementary 

schools.  The higher the index value, the higher the school system quality is in a 

neighborhood.  

 

• Labor Market Engagement Index: The labor market engagement index provides a 

summary description of the relative intensity of labor market engagement and human capital 

in a neighborhood. This is based upon the level of employment, labor force participation, and 

educational attainment in a census tract. The higher the index value, the higher the labor 

force participation and human capital in a neighborhood. 
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• Transit Trips Index: This index is based on estimates of transit trips taken by a family that 

meets the following description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50 percent of 

the median income for renters for the region (i.e., the Core-Based Statistical Area (CBSA). 

The higher the transit trips index value, the more likely residents in that neighborhood utilize 

public transit. 

 

• Low Transportation Cost Index: This index is based on estimates of transportation costs 

for a family that meets the following description: a 3-person single-parent family with income 

at 50 percent of the median income for renters for the region/CBSA.  The higher the index 

value, the lower the cost of transportation in that neighborhood. 

 

• Jobs Proximity Index: The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given 

residential neighborhood as a function of its distance to all job locations within a 

region/CBSA, with larger employment centers weighted more heavily. The higher the index 

value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents in a neighborhood. 

 

• Environmental Health Index: The environmental health index summarizes potential 

exposure to harmful toxins at a neighborhood level.  The higher the index value, the less 

exposure to toxins harmful to human health. Therefore, the higher the index value, the better 

the environmental quality of a neighborhood, where a neighborhood is a census block-

group. 

 

 

Table A-20: Opportunity Indices by Race/Ethnicity – Marin County 

 

 School 

Prof. 

Labor 

Market 

Transit 

Trip 

Low 

Transp. 

Cost 

Jobs 

Prox. 

Env. 

Health 

Total Population  

White, Non-Hispanic 78.73 86.48 61.00 86.45 64.50 81.33 

Black, Non-Hispanic  75.59 48.89 68.54 89.57 74.96 76.55 

Hispanic 55.96 68.11 68.08 89.65 69.72 83.84 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
74.41 82.57 64.24 87.81 66.89 81.01 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 77.09 67.25 62.28 87.19 69.32 80.55 

Population below federal poverty line 

White, Non-Hispanic 74.28 84.68 61.13 87.02 64.01 82.93 

Black, Non-Hispanic  66.79 55.04 74.1 91.52 66.84 76.07 

Hispanic 38.54 56.82 75.83 91.68 76.48 83.81 

Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-

Hispanic 
68.97 82.89 67.01 89.11 71.69 78.95 

Native American, Non-Hispanic 56.77 66.49 71.22 88.33 67.14 85.29 
Note: American Community Survey Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. See text above for index score 

meanings. Table is comparing the total population of Marin County by race/ethnicity, to the total number of County residents living the 

federal poverty line, also by race/ethnicity.  

Source: AFFHT Data Table 12; Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS; Great Schools; Common Core of Data; SABINS; LAI; LEHD; 

NATA   
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F.2.2 Local Trends 

 

Figure A-30 shows the designation of San Rafael neighborhoods by composite opportunity map 

score.  Most San Rafael tracts are categorized as moderate resource tracts. There are also two 

highest resource tracts (northern Terra Linda-Mont Marin and Sun Valley), two low resource 

tracts (Montecito/ Dominican and southeast San Rafael outside the Canal), and one high 

segregation and poverty tract (the Canal).  The designation of Montecito/Dominican as a low-

resource tract is likely due to the concentration of apartments on the east edge of Downtown 

and the student population at Dominican University.  Actual development patterns in this 

neighborhood include some of the most affluent neighborhoods in San Rafael.  The other low 

resource tract includes the perimeter of the Canal neighborhood, plus Bahia, Bay Pointe and 

Spinnaker Point, which are largely owner-occupied neighborhoods.  Most of San Rafael, 

including the Downtown and Northgate PDAs, is designated a “moderate resource” area.   

 

F.2.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to TCAC Composite Opportunity Scores  

 

The distribution of RHNA units by TCAC Opportunity Area category is shown in Table A-21 and 

Figure A-31.  Most of the city’s housing opportunity site capacity (74.7 percent) is in moderate 

resource areas.  Only one percent of the RHNA units are in the Canal area; these sites are 

identified for lower income households in response to feedback from the community that this 

housing type was urgently needed, and in response to concerns about gentrification and 

displacement.  Consistent with the AFFH mandate, lower-income units are also planned in the 

highest resource neighborhoods and above-moderate income units are planned in low resource 

neighborhoods.  A majority of the city’s lower-income capacity is in moderate resource areas, in 

keeping with City and regional strategies to focus growth in transit-served areas Downtown and 

Northgate) and areas with relatively low hazards.  The Canal area (High Segregation and 

Poverty) is entirely in an area subject to sea level rise and has limited opportunity for infill 

housing. 

 

 

Table A-21: Distribution of RHNA Units by TCAC Opportunity Scores 

 

Percent of residents 

with a disability 

(block group) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

Highest Resource 122 7.4% 0 0.0% 295 12.2% 417 8.9% 

Moderate Resource 1,209 73.3% 545 87.8% 1,747 72.4% 3,502 74.7% 

Low Resource 271 16.4% 76 12.2% 372 15.4% 719 15.3% 

High Segregation & 

Poverty 
48 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 48 1.0% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: California Fair Housing Task Force, Methodology for the 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps, 2021 
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Figure A-29: Regional TCAC Composite Scores (2021) 
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Figure A-30: TCAC Composite Scores in San Rafael (2021)  
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Figure A-31: Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to TCAC Opportunity Scores 
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F.3 Educational Outcomes 

 
F.3.1 Regional Trends 

 
The school proficiency index is an indicator of school system quality, with higher index scores 

indicating access to higher school quality. In Marin County, the index value for Hispanic students 

is 56, compared to 74-78 for all other races.  For residents living below the federal poverty line, 

index values are lower for Hispanic and Native American residents than for persons of other 

races.  White residents have the highest index values, indicating a greater access to high quality 

schools, regardless of poverty status.  

 

The HCD/TCAC education scores for the region show the distribution of education quality based 

on education outcomes (Figure A-32).  The Education domain score is based on a variety of 

indicators including math and reading proficiency, high school graduation rates, and student 

poverty rates. The education scores range from 0 to 1, with higher scores indicating more 

positive education outcomes. In the northern Bay Area, lower scores are found in central city 

areas and other areas with lower incomes.  In Marin County, lower education scores are 

concentrated in Novato and San Rafael as well as in parts of rural West Marin.  Higher 

educational scores are found in southern Marin and in other urbanized cities in the 101 Corridor, 

again including San Rafael and Novato.   

 

According to Marin County’s 2020 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice [2020 AI], 

Marin County, “has the greatest educational achievement gap in California.”  According to data 

from Marin Promise, a nonprofit of education and nonprofit leaders, from 2017 – 2018:  

 

• 78 percent of White students in Marin met or exceeded common core standards for 3rd 

Grade Literacy, while only 42 percent of students of color met or exceeded those 

standards 

• 71 percent of White students met or exceeded common core standards for 8th grade 

math, while only 37 percent of students of color met or exceeded those standards  

• 64 percent of White students met or exceeded the college readiness standards, defined 

as completing course requirements for California public universities, while only 40 

percent of students of color met or exceeded those requirements 

 

F.3.2 Local Trends 

 
Greatschools.org is a non-profit organization that rates schools across the States. The Great 

Schools Summary Rating calculation is based on four ratings: the Student Progress Rating or 

Academic Progress Rating, College Readiness Rating, Equity Rating, and Test Score Rating. Ratings 

at the lower end of the scale (1-4) signal that the school is “below average”, 5-6 indicate “average”, 

and 7-10 are “above average.”   San Rafael schools received scores ranging from 2 to 9.   

 

The spatial distribution of TCAC educational outcome indices is shown in Figure A-33.  While 

the Canal area appears to have lower educational outcomes, so does the high-income San 

Pedro Peninsula.  School attendance areas cross neighborhood boundaries in many instances, 

resulting in outcomes that do not reflect the true distribution of resources in the community.  

The northwestern corner of the city has the highest TCAC education scores.  
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-32: TCAC Education Scores in Northern Bay Area 
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Figure A-33: TCAC Education Scores in San Rafael 
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F.4 Transportation Outcomes 
 

F.4.1 Regional Trends 

 

According to ABAG’s Plan Bay Area 2040, a regional mismatch between employment growth 

and housing growth has resulted in a disconnect between where people live and work.  Overall, 

the Bay Area has added nearly two jobs for every housing unit built since 1990.  The mismatch 

accelerated in the 2010s as job growth far exceeded housing production.  The deficit in housing 

production has been particularly impactful on lower- and middle wage workers, especially in 

many of the jobs-rich, high-income communities along the Peninsula and in Silicon Valley. As a 

result, there has been growing freeway congestion and crowding on transit systems like Bay 

Area Rapid Transit (BART), Caltrain and San Francisco’s Municipal Railway (Muni). 

 

HUD’s opportunity indicators provide a picture of transit use and access in Marin County 

through the transit index 10 and transportation cost index.11 Index values can range from zero to 

100 and are reported by race so that differences in access to transportation can be evaluated 

through that lens.  In Marin County, transit index values range from 61 to 69, with White 

residents scoring lower and Black and Latino residents scoring highest.  The higher indices for 

Black and Latino residents are an indicator that these racial/ethnic groups are more likely to use 

public transit and live closer to transit corridors.  For residents living below the poverty line, the 

index values are 61 for White residents and 75 for Latino residents.   

 

Transit services in Marin County are concentrated along the city-centered corridor from Novato 

to Marin City/Sausalito. San Rafael is the hub of this system, with connections eastbound over 

the Richmond bridge to the East Bay, as well as north to Santa Rosa and south to San 

Francisco.  The County’s principal intermodal transit center is in Downtown San Rafael, and the 

Downtown area is particularly well-served by transit.  Marin Transit Authority (MTA) operates all 

bus routes that begin and end in the County.  

 

F.4.2 Local Trends 

 

In 2017, MTA conducted an onboard survey of their ridership and identified the Canal District of 

San Rafael as having a high number of transit users.  A profile of Canal transit users indicated 

that 42 percent had annual incomes of less than $25,000, 90 percent identified as Hispanic or 

Latino, 84 percent spoke Spanish at home, 19 percent of households had no vehicle, and 30 

percent had five or more workers living with them.12 According to the survey, residents in the 

Canal area had the highest percentage of their trips on Marin Transit relative to other parts of 

Marin County. 

 

AllTransit is a national transit advocacy organization that has developed metrics related to the 

social and economic impact of transit, specifically looking at connectivity, access to jobs, and 

 
10 Transit Trips Index: This index is based on estimates of transit trips taken by a family that meets the following 

description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50 percent of the median income for renters for the region 

(i.e. the Core-Based Statistical Area (CBSA). The higher the transit trips index, the more likely residents in that 

neighborhood utilize public transit. 

 
12 From the 2020 County of Marin Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 
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frequency of service. According to the most recent data posted (2019), San Rafael has an 

AllTransit Performance Score of 5.4 (out of 10). AllTransit further reports there are 60,000 jobs 

accessible by transit within a 30-minute ride from San Rafael and that 11.5 percent of the city’s 

workforce used transit to get to work in 2021.   

 

The map in Figure A-34 shows that the southern areas of the city and areas along the 101 

corridor have higher transit scores compared to other areas of San Rafael. According to 

AllTransit, 95.7 percent of the jobs in San Rafael are located within ½ mile of transit and 83.6 

percent workers live within ½ mile of transit. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A-34: AllTransit Performance Score for San Rafael 
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F.5 Economic Outcomes 

 
F.5.1 Regional Trends 

 
The Bay Area is the fourth largest regional economy in the United States, with over 7.7 million 

people residing in the nine-county, 7,000 square-mile area.  In recent years, the Bay Area has 

experienced record employment levels during a tech expansion, surpassing the “dot-com” era 

of the late 1990s. The latest boom has extended not only to the South Bay and Peninsula — the 

traditional hubs of Silicon Valley — but also to neighborhoods in San Francisco and cities in the 

East Bay, most notably Oakland. The rapidly growing and changing economy has also created 

significant housing and transportation challenges due to job-housing imbalances. 

 

HUD’s opportunity indicators provide values for a labor market index13 and jobs proximity index14 

that can be used to evaluate economic development in Marin County. Like the other HUD 

opportunity indicators, scores range from 0 to 100 and are published by race and poverty level 

to identify differences in economic opportunity.  The labor market index value is based on the 

level of employment, labor force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract- a 

higher score means higher labor force participation in a neighborhood. Marin County’s labor 

market index values range from 49 to 86, with Black residents scoring lowest and White 

residents scoring highest. Scores for Marin County residents living below the poverty line are 

significantly lower.   

 

HUD’s “jobs proximity index” measures how accessible each neighborhood is to job locations in 

the area. Scores are based on a gravity model that considers the location of the labor force 

relative to the location of jobs.  The higher the index, the better the access to employment.   

Index values can range from 0 to 100.  Marin County jobs proximity index values range from 65 

to 75 and are higher for Hispanic and Black residents than for White residents. The jobs 

proximity value map in Figure A-35 shows the distribution of scores in the region. Regionally, 

tracts in the urban core of the Bay Area (Oakland and San Francisco) have the highest scores.   

 

In Marin County, the highest values are in Central Marin near the intersection of Highway 101 

and Highway 580 in south San Rafael.  West Marin has significantly lower scores, which is 

intuitive given its agricultural character and low population density.  The blue areas in Figure A-

35 are considered to have the best access to jobs.  In a regional context, San Rafael’s scores 

are higher than most of Marin County.  High scores also appear in San Francisco, Berkeley, 

Oakland, and parts of Southern Marin.  Some of the blue areas in the North Bay correspond to 

very large open space areas with low employment, making this data less useful as an analytical 

tool for rural areas than for urban communities. 

 

 
13 Labor Market Engagement Index: The labor market engagement index provides a summary description of the relative 

intensity of labor market engagement and human capital in a neighborhood. This is based upon the level of employment, 

labor force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract. The higher the score, the higher the labor force 

participation and human capital in a neighborhood. 
14 Jobs Proximity Index: The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood as a 

function of its distance to all job locations within a region/CBSA, with larger employment centers weighted more heavily. 

The higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents in a neighborhood. 
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The TCAC Economic Scores are a composite of jobs proximity index values as well as poverty, 

adult education, employment, and median home value characteristics.15  TCAC economic 

scores range from 0 to 1, where higher values indicate more positive economic outcomes. The 

regional map in Figure A-36 shows very high economic outcomes for most of Marin County, with 

lower rates in Novato, Bolinas, and the rural northwest part of the county.   High outcomes also 

appear in San Francisco, and more affluent areas of the East and North Bay.  Lower outcomes 

appear in Central Petaluma, Cotati-Rohnert Park, Richmond, Vallejo, Napa, and East Oakland. 

 

F.5.2 Local Trends 

 

HUD’s jobs proximity scores, discussed above, are shown by San Rafael block group in Figure 

A-37. Most block groups received favorable jobs proximity index scores of 60 or higher. The 

Bret Harte and Canal areas and the Northgate/Civic Center area, specifically, received the 

highest scores, exceeding 80. Two block groups received lower scores ranging from 40 to 60: 

these include the Peacock Gap area and northern Terra Linda.  In general, job proximity scores 

in San Rafael indicate employment opportunities are highly or moderately accessible to 

residents. Jobs proximity scores for San Rafael block groups are consistent with jurisdictions to 

the north and south, and higher than unincorporated County areas to the west. 

 

The TCAC Economic Scores are a composite of jobs proximity as well as poverty, adult 

education, employment, and median home value characteristics. The map in Figure A-38 shows  

relatively high scores in most of San Rafael (though not as high as in Ross and in Larkspur).  The 

Canal area and other parts of southeast San Rafael are in the bottom quartile, with poorer 

economic outcomes for residents.  As discussed previously, this area of the City has several 

overlapping conditions including larger racial/ethnic minority and LMI populations, and low 

resource/area of high segregation and poverty designations.   
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-35: Jobs Proximity Index for Northern Bay Area, 2017 
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-36: TCAC Economic Outcome Score for Northern Bay Area, 2021 
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Figure A-37: Jobs Proximity Index for San Rafael, 2017 
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Figure A-38: TCAC Economic Outcome Score for San Rafael, 2021 
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F.6 Environmental Outcomes 

 
The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), on behalf of the California 

Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA), has prepared a tool to identify California 

communities that are disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution.  Census 

tracts are mapped on a scale of 1 to 100, with 100 being the “worst” score.   The score 

considers exposure to air and water pollution, pesticides and toxins, hazmat sites, drinking water 

quality, ground water, and health indicators (such as rates of asthma, heart disease, and low 

birth weight).    

 

CalEnviroScreen also takes into consideration socioeconomic factors. These factors include 

educational attainment, linguistic isolation, poverty, and unemployment. TCAC Environmental 

Scores range from 0 to 1, where higher scores indicate a more positive environmental outcome 

(better environmental quality).  

 

F.6.1 Regional Trends 

 

Figure A-39 shows TCAC environmental scores in the northern part of the Bay Area.  The 

environmental scores are lowest in the heavily urban tracts along San Francisco and San Pablo 

Bays, particularly in Richmond, Vallejo, Oakland, and San Francisco.  Marin County is an 

exception to this pattern, as most of its shoreline was not historically developed with industry. In 

Marin County, TCAC environmental scores are lowest in parts of West Marin and in a handful of 

census tracts along the 101 Corridor, including the Canal area of San Rafael and the Black Point 

area of Novato.  

 

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment released updated scores in February 

2020 (CalEnviroscreen 4.0). These scores likewise show the Canal area and Marin City as being 

disproportionately burdened by environmental hazards relative to the rest of the County.  

 

F.6.2 Local Trends 

 
As presented in Figure A-40, San Rafael census tracts have variable TCAC environmental 

scores. Scores heavily correlate with neighborhood income levels.  Most tracts west of Highway 

101 and on the San Pedro Peninsula rank 0.75 or higher.  The tracts containing the Bret Harte/ 

Woodland Avenue neighborhood and Contempo Mobile Home Park area rank between 0.25 and 

0.50.  Both of these tracts are adjacent to (or include) industrial areas, which tends to result in 

lower scores.  The core Canal neighborhood (tract 1122.01) actually ranks above 0.75, but the 

adjacent tract that includes the southeast San Rafael industrial area, ranks below 0.25.    

 

The CalEnviroscreen 4,0 scores show similar patterns.  These are shown in Figure A-41 (along 

with a map of the City’s housing sites, discussed in the next section).  The large Southeast San 

Rafael tract that includes Bahia, Spinnaker Point, and Bay Pointe has the highest Cal 

EnviroScreen score (over 70 percent), meaning it has the greatest concentration of 

environmental pollutants.  This area historically included most of San Rafael’s heavier industrial 

uses, including landfills and quarries.  The Core Canal tract scores in the 60-70th percentile, 

while the Woodland Av/Bret Harte area scores in the 50th-60th percentile.   The rest of the city 

scores in the 40th percentile or lower, indicating low levels of potential environmental hazards.   
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F.6.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Cal EnviroScreen Scores  

 

Table A-22 below compares the distribution of the city’s housing opportunity sites to the Cal 

EnviroScreen environmental hazard ratings.  This is shown graphically in Figure A-41.  Most 

RHNA units (91.7 percent) are in tracts scoring in within the 40th percentile or lower, indicating 

environmental conditions are favorable. Approximately 7.1 percent of the RHNA units are in 

areas with scores in the 61-70 percentile range, indicating less favorable conditions (sites in this 

area include properties on East Francisco Boulevard and Windward Way). The units in this area 

are evenly split between lower-income units and moderate/above moderate-income units.  

Overall, 89.5 percent of the lower-income RHNA capacity is in areas within the 40th percentile or 

lower, indicating that most lower income capacity located in areas with favorable Cal 

EnviroScreen scores.   

  

Table A-22: Distribution of RHNA Units by Cal EnviroScreen Scores 

 

Cal EnviroScreen 

Percentile Score 

(Census Tract) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

1-10% 469 28.4% 162 26.1% 1,127 46.7% 1,758 37.5% 

11-20% 197 11.9% 85 13.7% 42 1.7% 324 6.9% 

21-30% 548 33.2% 278 44.8% 820 34.0% 1,647 35.1% 

31-40% 263 15.9% 60 9.7% 244 10.1% 567 12.1% 

41-50% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

51-60% 5 0.3% 0 0.0% 53 2.2% 58 1.2% 

61-70% 168 10.2% 36 5.8% 128 5.3% 332 7.1% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: Cal EnviroScreen 4.0, 2021 

 

F.6.4 Healthy Places Index 

 

The Healthy Places Index (HPI) was developed by the Public Health Alliance of Southern 

California to diagnose community conditions that affect health outcomes and the well-being of 

residents. It is used to compare conditions in communities across the state based on 25 

community characteristics, including housing, education, economic, and social factors, using a 

single indexed percentile score.  HPI scores in the Bay Area tend to be above the 60th percentile 

except in concentrated areas that include Vallejo, Richmond, Berkeley, Oakland, and San 

Francisco.  In Marin County, most tracts score above the 80th percentile.  However, the Core 

Canal Census Tract is has a score of 26 percent, and the adjacent neighborhood (including 

Bahia, Spinnaker/Bay Pointe and the industrial area) is in the 40-60th percentile.  The tracts 

containing the Woodland Avenue corridor and Contempo Mobile Home Park both score in the 

60th percentile.  These areas generally correspond to the San Rafael tracts with the lowest 

incomes and the highest concentrations of minority residents. 
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-39: TCAC Environmental Outcome Score for Northern Bay Area, 2021 
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Figure A-40: TCAC Environmental Outcome Score for San Rafael, 2021 
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Figure A-41: Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to TCAC Environmental Scores 
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F.7 Access to Open Space and Parks 

 
F.7.1 Regional Trends 

 
A strong statewide movement emerged during the latter half of the 20th century to protect 

farmland and open space. Local governments across California adopted urban growth 

boundaries, approved bond measures to acquire open space, and implemented “focused 

growth” strategies with support from environmental groups and regional agencies.  The 

objective of these initiatives was to limit sprawl, expand recreational opportunities, and preserve 

scenic and natural resources.  While these policies have created a high quality of life, they have 

also strained the region’s ability to build the housing needed for a growing population.  In 

addition, simply acquiring open space does not ensure equal access to it.  

 

In Marin County, open space is owned and managed by a variety of entities, including the 

federal government, the State of California, the Marin County Open Space District (Marin 

County Parks), and individual local governments.   Marin County Parks includes regional and 

community parks, neighborhood parks, and 34 open space preserves that encompass 19,300 

acres and 190 miles of unpaved public trails.  Marin County residents generally perceive parks 

and open space very favorably, regardless of geographic area, age, ethnicity, or income. 

However, the 2020 Analysis of Housing Impediments (AI) found that residents in some parts of 

the county had limited access to open space for recreation.  The lack of access to parks and 

open space has contributed to health issues in the County’s lower-income communities, 

including Marin City and the Canal.    

 

In 2019, Marin County Parks conducted a Community Survey and identified the cost of entrance 

and fees to be obstacles for access to County parks.  As a result, in July of 2019, entry fees 

were reduced from $10 to $5 for three popular parks in the County, and admission charges to 

McNears Beach Park pool, located in San Rafael, were eliminated. 

 
F.7.2 Local Trends 

 

San Rafael is home to numerous parks and open space areas. The San Rafael General Plan 

found that the city had 4.28 acres of active parkland per 1,000 residents, which exceeded its 

adopted service standard.  However, this parkland is not evenly distributed around the city.  

Moreover, the quality of parkland and access to amenities is variable.  Some communities are 

close to natural open space, hiking trails, and shoreline but lack access to sports fields, 

playgrounds, swimming pools and recreational features.  Some parts of San Rafael lack a 

neighborhood park, while others rely on a single park to meet the needs of many thousands of 

residents.  This is particularly true in the Canal area, where almost all residents live in multi-

family housing with limited access to backyards and recreational open space. 

 

General Plan 2040 calls for expanded investment in parks and open space in the city’s lower 

income neighborhoods, including improvements to Pickleweed Park, shoreline paths in the 

Canal area, and retention of the Canal Community Garden.  The General Plan also supports new 

Downtown open spaces, commensurate with the area’s growth and redevelopment.  It also 

envisions a “town square” and neighborhood park at Northgate, to be created as that area is 

redeveloped with housing. 
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F.8 Access to Home Loans  

 
A key aspect of fair housing choice is equal access to credit for the purchase or improvement of 

a home, particularly in light of the continued impacts of the lending/credit crisis.  In the past, 

credit market distortions and other activities such as “redlining” were prevalent and prevented 

some groups from having equal access to credit.  The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) in 

1977 and the subsequent Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) were designed to improve 

access to credit for all members of the community and hold the lending industry responsible for 

community lending. Under HMDA, lenders are required to disclose information on the 

disposition of home loan applications and on the race or national origin, gender, and annual 

income of loan applicants.  

 

F.8.1 Regional Trends 

 

The 2020 Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI) examined lending 

practices across Marin County. According to HMDA, in 2017, there were a total of 11,688 loans 

originated for Marin properties. Of the 11,688 original loan applications, 6,534 loans were 

approved, representing 56 percent of all applications, 1,320 loans denied, representing 11 

percent of the total applications, and there were 1,555 applicants who withdrew their 

applications, which represents 13 percent of all applications.  Hispanic and Black/African 

American residents were approved at lower rates and denied at higher rates than the 

countywide averages.  The AI also concluded that many residents who lived in Marin City during 

the Marinship years16 were not allowed to move from Marin City to other parts of the County 

because of discriminatory housing and lending policies and practices.  

 

 

Table A-23: Home Loan Approval, Denial and Withdrawal for Marin County, by 

Race/Ethnicity 

 

 All Applicants White Asian 
Hispanic/ 

Latinx 

Black/African 

American 

Loans 

approved 
55.9% 60.0% 59.0% 50.0% 48.0% 

Loans denied 11.3% 12.0% 16.0% 18.0% 19.0% 

Loans 

withdrawn by 

applicant 

13.3% 14.0% 13.0% 19.0% 14.0% 

Source: 2020 Marin County AI (2017 HMDA data)  

 
16 Marinship was a community of workers created by the Bechtel Company which during World War II built nearly 100 liberty 
ships and tankers. Since Marinship faced a shortfall in local, available workers, Bechtel overlooked the workplace exclusions that 
were standard at the time and recruited African Americans from southern states such as Louisiana, Arkansas, Texas and 
Oklahoma.  
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Based on the identified disparities of lending patterns for residents of color and a history of 

discriminatory lending practices, the AI recommended further fair lending investigations/testing 

into the disparities identified through the HMDA data analysis. More generally, it recommended 

that HMDA data for Marin County should be monitored on an ongoing basis to analyze overall 

lending patterns in the County. In addition, it recommended an analysis of lending patterns of 

individual lenders to gauge how effective the Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) programs are 

in ensuring that people of all races and ethnicities have equal access to loans. 

 
F.8.2 Local Trends 

 

Loan applications by race/ethnicity in San Rafael from 2018 to 2019 are presented in Chart A-3.  

Most home loan applications were submitted by White, non-Hispanic residents, a reflection of 

the overall racial/ethnic composition of the City. Of the 2,407 home loan applications submitted 

by San Rafael residents during this period, 63.4 percent were submitted by White residents, 

25.6 percent were submitted by residents of an unknown race or ethnicity, 5.3 percent were 

submitted by Asian or Pacific Islander residents, 5.1 percent were submitted by Hispanic or 

Latinx residents, 0.5 percent were submitted by Black or African American residents, and 0.2 

percent were submitted by American Indian or Alaska Native residents. All racial/ethnic groups, 

except for the non-Hispanic White and American Indian/Alaska Native populations, are 

underrepresented in the home loan market based on the overall racial/ethnic composition of the 

city. 

 

Due to the large number of applications submitted by residents of an unknown race (21 percent 

of applications), it is difficult to estimate which racial/ethnic groups are most underrepresented 

in the home loan application pool. However, the Hispanic/Latinx community was the most 

drastically underrepresented, representing 31 percent of the city population, but only 5.1 

percent of home loan applicants. 

 

The application denial rate for White, Non-Hispanic residents was 16 percent.   For Black/African 

American applicants, the denial rate was significantly higher, at 42 percent.  The American 

Indian/Alaska Native applicant pool, Asian/API applicant pool, and Hispanic/Latinx applicant pool 

were denied at rates between 17 and 23 percent.  As discussed previously, the County AI 

recommended HMDA data be monitored due to disparities in lending patterns on the basis of 

race or ethnicity.  
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Source: ABAG Housing Needs Data Package, HMDA Data (2018-2019). 

 

Chart A-3: Home Loan Applications by Race in San Rafael, 2018-19 
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G.  Disproportionate Housing Needs 

 

The AFFH Rule Guidebook defines disproportionate housing needs as a condition in which there 

are significant disparities in the proportion of members of a protected class experiencing a 

category of housing needs when compared to other relevant groups or the population at large in 

the same geographic area. The analysis is completed by assessing cost burden, overcrowding, 

and substandard housing. 

 

The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) developed by the Census for HUD 

provides detailed information on housing needs by income level for different types of 

households in Marin County. Housing problems considered by CHAS include:  

 

• Housing cost burden, with housing costs exceeding 30 percent of gross income  

• Severe housing cost burden, with housing costs exceeding 50 percent of gross income  

• Overcrowded conditions (housing units with more than one person per room) 

• Units with physical defects (lacking complete kitchen or bathroom). 

 

According to CHAS data based on the 2013-2017 ACS, approximately 40 percent of Marin 

County households experience one or more of the above housing problems.  In San Rafael, the 

figure is higher, at 45 percent of all households.  In both the county and the city, renters are 

more likely to be affected by housing problems than owners. However, the disparity between 

problems for renters versus owners is more prominent in San Rafael than in the county.  By a 

significant margin, the largest category of the four “housing problems” listed above is housing 

cost exceeding 30 percent of gross income.  Each variable is evaluated below. 

 

 

G.1 Cost Burden 
 

G.1.1 Regional Trends 

 

As shown in Table A-24, approximately 38 percent of households in Marin County experience 

cost burdens (i.e., housing costs exceeding 30 percent of income). Renters experience cost 

burdens at higher rates than owners (48 percent compared to 32 percent), regardless of race. 

Among renters, American Indian and Pacific Islander households experience the highest rates of 

cost burdens (63 percent and 86 percent, respectively). Geographically, cost burdened renter 

households are concentrated in North and Central Marin in Novato and San Rafael (Figure A-

42). In some tracts, between 60 and 80 percent of renter households experience cost burdens. 

Throughout the incorporated County census tracts, between 40 and 60 percent of renter 

households are experiencing cost burdens.  Within Marin County, cost-burdened owner 

households are clustered in the Bolinas/Stinson Beach area (see Figure A-43). 

 
Housing problems and cost burdens can affect special needs populations disproportionately. 

Table A-25 shows that renter households comprised of older adults and large families experience 

housing problems and cost burdens at higher rates than all renters, all households, and their 

owner counterparts.  
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Figure A-42: Percent of Income Spent on Housing by Renters in North Bay, 2019  

SAN RAFAEL 
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-43: Percent of Income Spent on Housing by Owners in North Bay, 2019  

SAN RAFAEL 
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Table A-24: Housing Problems and Cost Burdens by Race and Ethnicity in Marin County, 

2017 

 

 White Black Asian 
Am. 

Ind. 

Pac 

Isl. 
Hispanic All 

With a “Housing Problem”17 

Owner-Occupied 31.8% 41.1% 30.7% 37.5% 0.0% 52.7% 32.9% 

Renter-Occupied 47.9% 59.5% 51.2% 62.5% 85.7% 73.7% 53.2% 

All Households 36.6% 54.5% 38.7% 43.8% 54.5% 67.5% 40.2% 

Cost Burden > 30% 

Owner-Occupied 31.2% 41.1% 29.0% 37.5% 0.0% 49.4% 32.2% 

Renter-Occupied 45.1% 57.5% 41.5% 62.5% 85.7% 58.9% 47.7% 

All Households 35.4% 53.1% 33.9% 43.8% 54.5% 56.1% 37.7% 

Source: HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020 

 

 

 

Table A-25: Housing Problems and Cost Burdens for Older Adults and Large Households 

in Marin County, 2017 

 

 

Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 
All 

Households Over 65 Large HH 
All 

Owners 
Over 65 Large HH All Renters 

With a 

“Housing 

Problem” 

34.0% 30.2% 32.9% 34.0% 30.2% 32.9% 34.0% 

Cost 

Burden > 

30% 

33.6% 26.7% 32.2% 33.6% 26.7% 32.2% 33.6% 

Source: HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020  

 
17 HUD defines a “housing problem” as spending more than 30% of income on housing, living in overcrowded 

conditions, or occupying a substandard housing unit. 
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G.1.2 Local Trends 

 

Cost burdens are more common amongst San Rafael households compared to the county at 

large; 38.8 percent of households in the city are cost burdened compared to 37.7 percent 

countywide (Table A-26). San Rafael has a larger proportion of cost burdened renters (50.8 

percent) than Marin County (47.7 percent), but a smaller proportion of cost burdened owners 

(27.9 percent vs. 32.2 percent, respectively). As mentioned above, San Rafael has a larger 

proportion of renters (50 percent) than the county (36.3 percent) and the Bay Area (44 percent). 

Renters are more likely to experience housing problems and cost burden compared to owners 

in both the county and city.  

 

As shown in Table A-26, Pacific Islander, Hispanic, and Black renter householders have the 

highest rate of cost burden. White and Asian renters have cost burden rates below the Citywide 

average of 50.8 percent. Additionally, 100 percent of owner-occupied Native American 

households, 40 percent of Black owner-occupied households, 39.3 percent of Hispanic owner-

occupied households, and 30.5 percent of Asian owner-occupied households in San Rafael are 

cost burdened, exceeding the citywide average of 27.9 percent. 

 

As discussed previously, housing problems and cost burden often affect special needs 

populations disproportionately. Rates of housing problems and cost burden for older adult and 

large households in the City are presented in Table A-27. Among owner-occupied households, 

older adult households and large families are less likely to experience housing problems, 

including cost burden, compared to the citywide average.  This is likely related to the length of 

residency for older adults, many of whom purchased their homes before the run-up in prices 

during the 2000s.  Conversely, older renters and large renter-occupied households are 

significantly more likely to be cost burdened than renters as a whole.  Over 57 percent of older 

adult renters and 70.6 percent of large renter households are cost burdened compared to only 

50.8 percent of all renters in San Rafael.  

 

Rates of cost burden amongst older owners and large family owners in the city are lower than in 

the county as a whole. However, the rates of cost burden amongst older renters and large renter 

households are higher in San Rafael than in Marin County.  

 

Figure A-44 and Figure A-45 show cost burden in the city by tract and tenure. In most tracts, 

between 40 and 60 percent of renters are cost burdened. Fewer renters are cost burdened in 

those neighborhoods where single-family housing is the predominant housing type.  Overpaying 

renters are concentrated in the Canal area, which coincidentally also has the highest percentage 

of renter households in the city.  According to the HCD AFFH Data Viewer, 93.2 percent of 

households in the “Core Canal” census tract are renters.  

 

As shown in Figure A-45, the rates of homeowner cost burden by census tract vary between 20 

and 60 percent in San Rafael.  North San Rafael tends to have larger populations of cost 

burdened homeowners compared to the southern and central tracts. Since the 2010-2014 ACS, 

the proportion of cost burdened owners has decreased in most San Rafael tracts. The 

proportion of cost burdened owners has increased in only two tracts, both located along the 

western city boundary.
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Figure A-44: Percent of Income Spent on Housing by San Rafael Renters, 2019  
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Figure A-45: Percent of Income Spent on Housing by San Rafael Owners, 2019  
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Table A-26: Housing Problems and Cost Burdens by Race and Ethnicity in San Rafael, 2017 

 

 White Black Asian 
Am. 

Ind. 

Pac 

Isl. 
Hispanic All 

With a “Housing Problem” 

Owner-Occupied 28.2% 40.0% 34.8% 100.0% 0.0% 38.4% 29.3% 

Renter-Occupied 50.8% 63.8% 63.2% -- 100.0% 81.8% 62.1% 

All Households 36.4% 60.0% 47.7% 100.0% 60.0% 75.9% 45.0% 

Cost Burden > 30% 

Owner-Occupied 27.5% 40.0% 30.5% 100.0% 0.0% 39.3% 27.9% 

Renter-Occupied 46.4% 59.0% 43.6% -- 100.0% 63.8% 50.8% 

All Households 34.3% 56.0% 36.4% 100.0% 60.0% 60.5% 38.8% 

Source: HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020 

 

 

 

Table A-27: Housing Problems and Cost Burdens for Older Adults and Large Households 

in San Rafael, 2017 

 

 

Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied 
All 

Households Over 65 Large HH 
All 

Owners 
Over 65 Large HH All Renters 

Any 

“Housing 

Problem” 

27.1% 20.4% 29.3% 65.5% 93.3% 62.1% 45.0% 

Cost 

Burden > 

30% 

26.5% 15.9% 27.9% 57.2% 70.6% 50.8% 38.8% 

Source: HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020 
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G.1.3 Relationship of Sites Inventory to Housing Cost Burden for Owners and Renters  

 

The distribution of RHNA units by population of cost burdened renters is shown in Table A-28 

and Figure A-44.  About 85 percent of the RHNA units are in tracts where the rate of renter cost 

burden is between 40 and 60 percent.  This is comparable to the rate of renter cost burden 

throughout Marin County and does not suggest an overconcentration of housing potential in 

areas that are especially cost burdened.  Only about seven percent of the city’s RHNA capacity 

is in census tracts where more than 60 percent of the renters are cost burdened.  A majority of 

this capacity is for lower income units, which could alleviate some of the cost burden. Overall, 

the City’s RHNA strategy distributes sites throughout tracts with variable populations of cost-

burdened renters to the greatest extent possible.  

 

Table A-29 and Figure A-45 show the distribution of units selected to meet the RHNA by percent 

of overpaying owner households. A quarter of units selected to meet the RHNA are in tracts 

where 20 to 40 percent of owners are cost burdened, while the remaining 75 percent are in 

tracts where 40 to 60 percent of owners are cost burdened.  The RHNA sites do not result in 

excessive concentrations of units in cost-burdened neighborhoods. 

 

Table A-28: Distribution of RHNA Units by Housing Cost Burden for Renters 

 

Percent of Renters 

Paying 30%+ Income 

on Housing 

(Census Tract) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

20-40% 117 7.1% 137 22.1% 86 3.6% 340 7.3% 

40-60% 1,365 82.7% 448 72.1% 2,200 91.1% 4,014 85.7% 

60-80% 168 10.2% 36 5.8% 128 5.3% 332 7.1% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: VTA, City of San Rafael, 2022 

 

Table A-29: Distribution of RHNA Units by Housing Cost Burden for Owners 

 

Percent of Owners 

Paying 30%+ Income 

on Housing  

(Census Tract) 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

20-40% 441 26.7% 213 34.3% 511 21.2% 1,165 24.9% 

40-60% 1,209 73.3% 408 65.7% 1,903 78.8% 3,521 75.1% 

Total 1,650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: VTA, City of San Rafael, 2022 
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G.2 Overcrowded Households 
 

G.2.1 Regional Trends 

 

Overcrowding is defined as housing units with more than one person per room (including dining 

and living rooms but excluding bathrooms and kitchens). According to the 2017 ACS estimates, 

about 6.5 percent of all households in the Bay Area region are living in overcrowded conditions 

(Table A-30).  The incidence of overcrowding is higher for renters than for owners.  About 11 

percent of renter households are living in overcrowded conditions in the region, compared to 

three percent of owner households. Overcrowding rates in Marin County are lower than the Bay 

Area average.  Overcrowded households in the region are concentrated in Richmond, Oakland, 

and San Francisco (see Figure A-46).  At the county level, overcrowded households are 

concentrated North and Central Marin, specifically in central Novato and the southeastern tracts 

of San Rafael (Canal).  

 

While the ACS data shows that overcrowding is not a significant problem, it is likely that this data 

is an undercount, especially with families who may have undocumented members.  

 

G.2.2 Local Trends 

 

Overcrowding amongst owner-occupied households is less prevalent in San Rafael than it is in 

the Bay Area and Marin County as a whole. As shown in Table A-3111, only 0.4 percent of 

owner-occupied households are overcrowded.  Renter-occupied households experience 

overcrowding at a significantly higher rate.  Over 21 percent of San Rafael’s renter households 

are overcrowded, including 11.7 percent that are severely overcrowded.  The comparable figure 

for renters in Marin County is 9.4 percent, while it is 10.9 percent regionwide.  As mentioned 

previously, San Rafael also has a larger renter population compared to the Bay Area and the 

county. 

 

Figure A-47 shows the population of overcrowded households by census tract.  In most tracts, 

fewer than 8.2 percent of households (the statewide average) are overcrowded. The two 

southernmost tracts, including the Canal neighborhood, have larger populations of overcrowded 

households. According to the HCD AFFH Data Viewer, 10.7 percent of households in the 

southernmost tract and 40.5 percent of households in the Canal neighborhood tract are 

overcrowded. More than 20 percent of households in the Canal census tract are severely 

overcrowded. As discussed earlier in this analysis, this tract also a high racial/ethnic minority 

concentration, a large low-moderate income populations, and is defined as a low resource/ high 

segregation and poverty area by the State Tax Credit Allocation Committee. city. 

 

G.2.3 Sites Inventory 

 

The distribution of RHNA units relative to overcrowded households is shown in Table A-32 and 

Figure A-48.  Nearly 93 percent of the RHNA units are in tracts where the rate of overcrowding 

is lower than the state average of 8.2 percent.  Only one percent of the RHNA units are in the 

Canal tract, where the rate of overcrowding exceeds 20 percent.  As shown in Table A-32, the 

potential for 48 lower-income units has been identified in the Canal tract.  The distribution of 

sites would not exacerbate overcrowding in either the Canal area or the city at large. 
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Table A-30: Overcrowded Households: Bay Area and Marin County 

 

 Bay Area Marin County 

Owner-Occupied 3.0% 0.8% 

Renter Occupied 10.9% 9.4% 

All HH  6.5% 3.9% 

Source: ABAG Housing Data Needs Package, HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020. 

Note: Overcrowding means more than one person per household.  

 

 

 

Table A-31: Overcrowded Households: San Rafael 

 

 
Overcrowded 

 (>1.0 persons per room) 

Severely Overcrowded 

(>1.5 persons per room) 

Owner-Occupied 0.4% 0.4% 

Renter Occupied 21.4% 11.7% 

All HH  10.9% 6.0% 

Source: ABAG Housing Data Needs Package, HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020. 

Note: Overcrowding means more than one person per household.  

 

 

 

Table A-32: Distribution of RHNA Units Relative to Overcrowded Census Tracts 

 

Percent of 

Households in Tract 

that are 

Overcrowded 

Lower Income Moderate Income 
Above Mod 

Income 
Total 

Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent Units Percent 

<8.2% 1,482 89.8% 585 94.2% 2,286 94.7% 4,354 92.9% 

8.3-12% 120 7.3% 36 5.8% 128 5.3% 284 6.1% 

12.1-15% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

15.1-20% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 

>20% 48 2.9% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 1.0% 

Total 1650 100.0% 621 100.0% 2,414 100.0% 4,686 100.0% 

Source: VTA, City of San Rafael, 2022 
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Figure A-46:  Percent of Households in Northern Bay Area Census Tracts Considered “Overcrowded”  

SAN RAFAEL 
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Figure A-47:  Percent of Households in San Rafael Census Tracts Considered “Overcrowded”  
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  Figure A-48:  Distribution of Housing Sites Relative to Overcrowding  
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G.3 Substandard Housing Conditions 

 

G.3.1 Regional Trends 

 

Incomplete plumbing and/or kitchen facilities are sometimes used as metrics for identifying 

substandard housing conditions in a community.  Both characteristics are measured by the 

Census.  In the absence of a detailed field survey, another metric used to estimate housing 

conditions is the age of the housing stock.  In general, residential structures over 50 years of 

age are more likely to require rehabilitation such as roofing, plumbing, and electrical system 

repairs than newer housing.   

 

According 2015-2019 ACS estimates, shown in Table A-33, only about one percent of 

households in the Bay Area and Marin County lack complete kitchen and plumbing facilities.  In 

Marin County, one percent of households lack complete kitchen facilities and 0.4 percent lack 

complete plumbing facilities. Incomplete kitchen facilities are more common in renter-occupied 

units than in owner-occupied units.   However, even in units with complete kitchens, there may 

substandard conditions such as mold, lack of hot water, or rodents. 

 

Table A-33: Percent of Housing Units Without Complete Kitchens or Plumbing, Bay Area, 

Marin County, and San Rafael 

 

 

Bay Area Marin County San Rafael 

Lacking 

complete 

kitchen 

facilities 

Lacking 

complete 

plumbing 

facilities 

Lacking 

complete 

kitchen 

facilities 

Lacking 

complete 

plumbing 

facilities 

Lacking 

complete 

kitchen 

facilities 

Lacking 

complete 

plumbing 

facilities 

Owner 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.1% 

Renter 2.6% 1.1% 2.4% 0.6% 2.6% 0.7% 

All 

Households  
1.3% 0.6% 1.0% 0.4% 1.4% 0.4% 

Source: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 

 

Housing age can also be used as an indicator for substandard housing and rehabilitation needs. 

In Marin County as a whole, 86 percent of the housing stock was built prior to 1990 and 58 

percent was built prior to 1970.  Figure A-49 shows median housing age for Marin County cities 

and Census-designated places (CDPs). Central and Southern Marin, specifically the cities of 

Ross, Fairfax, and San Anselmo have the oldest housing while Novato and some of the 

unincorporated areas have the newest housing.  As the map shows, housing age is not always 

an indicator of value; the communities with the highest concentrations of older housing in Marin 

(Ross, Sausalito, etc.) are among the highest cost cities in the county.   
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Figure A-49: Median Year Structure Built in Marin County 

 

 

G.3.2 Local Trends 

 

The percentage of San Rafael households living in units without complete kitchen facilities is 

slightly higher than the Bay Area and Marin County (see Table A-33).  The percentage of 

households living in units without complete plumbing facilities in the City is also comparable to 

the regional and countywide averages.  Renters are more likely to lack complete facilities than 

owners, but the rate for both sub-populations is very small.   

 

Table A-34 shows the age of housing stock in San Rafael at the census tract level, as well as 

equivalent data for the city as a whole, and the county.  Nearly 60 percent of San Rafael’s 

housing units were built before 1970, almost the same percentage as the county as a whole.  

San Rafael has a slightly smaller proportion of housing units built in 1990 or later compared to 

the county.  While homes more than 50 years old may be an indicator of structure condition, the 

vast majority of the city’s older housing stock is in excellent condition.   

 

As shown in Figure A-50, older housing units are most concentrated in tracts 1090.01, 1090.02, 

1110, and 1121 in and around Downtown San Rafael.  More than 70 percent of housing units in 

these tracts were built prior to 1970.  The highest concentration of new housing units is in tracts 

1060.01 in the northeastern corner (Deer Park/Smith Ranch) and 1122.02 in the southernmost 

area (Bay Pointe/Spinnaker Pointe).   As in other parts of Marin County and the Bay Area, 

housing age in San Rafael does not necessarily correlate to poor building condition.  The city’s 

oldest neighborhoods are also among its most expensive, given their larger lots, distinctive 

architecture, pedestrian scale, and historic amenities.  However, older homes may require 

higher levels of investment in home repair and maintenance, as well as higher energy costs, 

potentially creating financial challenges for older adults and long-time occupants.  
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1961-1965 

1953-1960 

1951-1952 
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Table A-34: Age of Housing Stock by Census Tract in San Rafael 

Tract/Jurisdiction 
1969 or Earlier 

(50+ Years) 

1970-1989  

(30-50 Years) 

1990 or Later (<30 

Years) 

Total Housing 

Units 

1060.01 11.9% 49.9% 38.2% 2,222 

1060.02 56.8% 25.5% 17.7% 2,254 

1081 90.3% 8.6% 1.1% 2,669 

1082 46.8% 39.2% 14.0% 3,157 

1090.01 70.3% 25.3% 4.4% 1,916 

1090.02 79.5% 18.9% 1.6% 1,853 

1101 69.9% 24.8% 5.4% 2,545 

1102 55.8% 35.1% 9.1% 2,265 

1110 71.7% 10.6% 17.7% 2,958 

1121 73.4% 22.3% 4.3% 1,942 

1122.01 62.0% 37.4% 0.6% 1,890 

1122.02 23.0% 49.1% 27.9% 1,351 

San Rafael 59.3% 28.6% 12.0% 24,468 

Marin County 58.0% 28.2% 13.9% 113,084 

Source: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 

 

 

Figure A-50: Median Year Structure Built in San Rafael  
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G.4 Displacement Risk 

 

G.4.1 Regional Trends 

 

UC Berkeley’s Urban Displacement Project defines residential displacement as “the process by 

which a household is forced to move from its residence - or is prevented from moving into a 

neighborhood that was previously accessible to them because of conditions beyond their 

control.”  This includes physical displacement, resulting from eviction or the removal of housing 

units, and economic displacement, resulting from rising rents.  Economic displacement presents 

a far greater risk and is more prevalent but is less conspicuous and harder to assess.  Those at 

greatest risk of economic displacement are lower-income renters, including long-time renters in 

communities to which they may have social, cultural, economic, and familial connections.  

Displacement may create a significant hardship for families, seniors, persons with disabilities, 

and children, and has psychological as well as economic and physical impacts. 

 

The UC Berkeley project identified populations vulnerable to displacement (called “sensitive 

communities”) based on the share of low-income residents in each census tract and other 

criteria including:  

 

• At least 40 percent of all households in the census tract are renters 

• share of people of color in the census tract is more than 50 percent 

• share of low-income households in the tract who pay more than 50 percent of income on 

rent exceeds the countywide median 

• area is experiencing rent increases above county median or is adjacent to such areas 

 

Sensitive communities in the Bay Area were identified with this methodology and are shown in 

Figure A-51.  Much of Vallejo, Napa, Richmond, Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco are 

included.  In Marin County, sensitive communities were identified in the cites of Novato and San 

Rafael, and in the unincorporated communities of Marin City, Strawberry, and Nicasio.  

 

G.4.2 Local Trends 

 

San Rafael residents are more vulnerable to displacement than those in Marin County as a 

whole, as the city has a higher percentage of renters (more than half) and a larger percentage of 

lower-income residents. Six San Rafael census tracts meet the criteria for sensitive comm-

unities.  These are shown on Figure A-52.  All six tracts are in the central and southern areas of 

the city.  These include the Canal area, which has multiple overlapping housing challenges.   

 

In general, the risk of displacement in San Rafael is higher for persons of color than for White 

households. This is due to lower rates of home ownership among the city’s Black and Hispanic 

households.  Roughly 39 percent of the city’s White Non-Hispanic households are renters, 

compared to 86 percent of Black and Hispanic households.  The income profile for Black and 

Hispanic households in San Rafael is also lower than White, Non-Hispanic and Asian 

households.  Although San Rafael has lower median rental prices than the county median, rents 

have increased faster in San Rafael during the last 10 years than in the county as a whole.  Input 

received during the Housing Element update suggests that residents of the Canal area have 

been particularly impacted by rising rents, leading to overcrowding and displacement.
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SAN RAFAEL 

Figure A-51:  Neighborhoods Most Vulnerable to Displacement in Northern Bay Area  
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Figure A-52:  Neighborhoods Most Vulnerable to Displacement in San Rafael  
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G.5 Homelessness 
 

G.5.1 Regional Trends 

 

As shown in Table A-35, the County’s Point-in-Time (PIT) Homeless Count and Survey found 

1,034 persons experiencing homelessness in Marin County in 2019. Most (68.5 percent) were 

unsheltered.  Nearly 17 percent were living in emergency shelters and 15 percent were living in 

transitional housing.  Data from the 2022 Point-in-Time survey was released in September 2022 

and may be compared to prior year data to determine trends over time.  In the 2022 count, there 

were 1,121 persons experiencing homelessness, an increase of 8.4 percent over 2019.  

However, the 2022 figure was below the 2015 figure of 1,309.   

 

In 2022, a larger percentage of the homeless population was unsheltered.  The total number of 

residents in emergency shelter and transitional housing declined between 2019 and 2022, while 

the number of unsheltered residents increased by 17 percent.   The relative increase in the 

unsheltered population is is shown graphically in Chart A-4. 

 

Table A-35: Number of Residents Experiencing Homelessness in Marin County, 2019 and 2022 

 

 2019 2022 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Emergency Shelter 172 16.6% 159 14.2% 

Transitional Housing 154 14.9% 132 11.8% 

Unsheltered 708 68.5% 830 74.0% 

Total 1,034 100.0% 1,121 100.0% 

Source: 2019 and 2022 Point-in-Time Counts, Marin County 

 

 

 

Source: 2015, 2017, 2019 and 2022 Point-in-Time Counts, Marin County 
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Chart A-4:  Unsheltered vs Sheltered Homeless Population in Marin, 2015-2022 
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Table A-36 compares the incidence of homelessness among different racial and ethnic groups 

in 2019 and 2022.  Black/African American, Hispanic/Latinx, and American Indian/Alaska Native 

populations are all overrepresented in Marin County’s homeless population.  This was the case 

in 2019 and it is even more pronounced in 2022.  Black residents accounted for 22 percent of 

Marin’s homeless population but represented only two percent of the county population.  

Similarly, Native Americans represented four percent of the homeless population but less than 

one percent of the county population.  Conversely, the incidence of homelessness was lower for 

Asian residents relative to their share of the total population, and marginally lower for White 

residents.  Hispanic residents (of any race) were slightly more likely to experience 

homelessness than the population as a whole. 

 

The number of students in local public schools experiencing homelessness in Marin County has 

also increased in recent years. Table A-37 indicates the totals for 2016 through 2022 as 

reported by DataQuest, a reporting system used by the California Department of Education to 

track vital statistics over time.  In 2021-22, there were over 1,400 homeless students in public 

schools throughout Marin County, representing nearly five percent of total enrollment. 

 

 

Table A-36: Homelessness by Race/Ethnicity in Marin County, 2019 and 2022 

 

 2019 2022 

Share of 

Homeless 

Population 

Share of 

Total County 

Population 

Share of 

Homeless 

Population 

Share of 

Total County 

Population 

American Indian or Alaska Native 

(Hispanic and Non-Hispanic) 
3.5% 0.4% 4% 1% 

Asian / API (Hispanic and Non-

Hispanic) 
3.1% 6.1% 2% 6% 

Black or African American (Hispanic 

and Non-Hispanic) 
16.7% 2.2% 22% 2% 

White (Hispanic and Non-Hispanic) 66.2% 77.8% 65% 68% 

Other Race or Multiple Races 

(Hispanic and Non-Hispanic) 
10.5% 13.5% 5% 11% 

Hispanic/Latinx 18.8% 15.9% 23% 19% 

Non-Hispanic/Latinx 81.2% 84.1% 77% 81% 

Source: 2019 and 2022 Point-in-Time Counts, Marin County 

 

Table A-37:  Student Homelessness in Marin County, 2016-2022 

 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 

Number of homeless students  918 712 1,026 1,137 1,475 1,473 

Total students 33,633 33,741 33,441 33,516 31,939 30.811 

Percent of total 2.7% 2.1% 3.1% 3.4% 4.6% 4.8% 

Source: Data Quest, 2022 (CA Dept of Education) 
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The County’s 2019 Homeless Count and Survey found that nearly half (49 percent) of 

respondents reported that economic issues, such as rent increases or a lost job, were the 

primary cause of their homelessness. Other causes include personal relationship issues (36 

percent), mental health issues (16 percent), substance abuse issues (14 percent), and physical 

health issues (11 percent).  The 2022 count found shifts in this distribution, with 31 percent 

reporting economic issues, 24 percent reporting personal relationship issues, and 13 percent 

reporting mental health issues.  There were significant increases in two areas: 21 percent 

reported the cause of their homelessness to be substance abuse, and 14 percent reported 

COVID-19 related issues. 

 

As shown in Chart A-5, the 2019 PIT Count and Survey also showed that 73 percent of 

homeless respondents reported needing rental assistance.  Additional assistance needed 

included more affordable housing (69 percent), money for moving costs (55 percent), help 

finding an apartment (37 percent), transportation (31 percent), and case management (29 

percent).  By 2022, the percentage of respondents indicating a need for rental assistance had 

increased to 77 percent.  The percentage indicating a need for affordable housing declined, but 

the percentage needing help finding an apartment, transportation, and case management 

increased. 

 

 

 

Source: Marin County Point in Time Count Reports, 2019 and 2022  
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Permanent Housing, 2019 and 2022 
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G.5.2 Local Trends 

 

According to the County’s 2019 PIT Count and Survey, there were 255 persons experiencing 

homelessness in San Rafael, of which 161 (63.1 percent) are unsheltered and 94 (36.9 percent) 

are sheltered.  By 2022, the PIT count indicated a 36 percent increase, with 348 persons 

experiencing homelessness.  This included 241 unsheltered and 107 sheltered persons, 

meaning that the number of unsheltered residents increased at a much faster rate than those 

who were sheltered.  The 2022 figure was only slightly higher than the numbers reported in 

2017, when there were 233 unsheltered and 85 sheltered residents experiencing homelessness. 

 

In 2022, San Rafael accounted for 31 percent of the county’s homeless population, compared to 

25 percent in 2019 and 28 percent in 2017.  The city has about 23 percent of the county’s 

population, so San Rafael’s share is disproportionally high.  As the county seat and most urban 

community, the city includes many of Marin County’s supportive service agencies and a number 

of emergency shelters.  Local facilities include the Homeward Bound family shelter on Mission 

Avenue, the adult shelter at 3301 Kerner, and the new Jonathan’s Place Shelter at 190 Mill 

Street.  San Rafael is also home to several transitional housing developments.   

 

 

H. Local Knowledge  
 

In addition to using federal and state data to analyze fair housing, California jurisdictions are also 

asked to use local knowledge in their fair housing assessments.  This includes consideration of 

historical decisions that may have either directly or indirectly resulted in the exclusion of lower 

income persons and/or persons of color from the community.  It further includes past practices 

related to mortgage lending and racial covenants, decisions about how and where capital 

improvements have been made in the community, past planning and zoning decisions, and even 

narrative descriptions of people’s lived experiences in the community.   

 

Demographic data alone may misrepresent what is happening on the ground or present a 

skewed understanding of local priorities.  For example, the AFFH data suggests that affordable 

housing construction in the Canal neighborhood could exacerbate concentrated poverty and 

segregation.  However, the Canal actually has a critical shortage of affordable housing---its 

lower-income residents are almost entirely housed in privately-owned market-rate units.  This 

results in cost burdens for almost all households and overcrowding for many.  A recurring theme 

during the Housing Element community engagement process was that the Canal neighborhood 

urgently needs more affordable housing.  Moreover, there is a strong sense of community in the 

Canal, and a desire to strengthen the community’s assets and institutions through investment 

that meets the needs of local residents.  

 

The local perspective on fair housing presented below includes a historical overview of San 

Rafael’s development, describing the community’s evolution from mission city to small town, 

small town to suburb, and suburb to regional center with a diverse population and employment 

base.  The discussion is framed within the broader context of development throughout the Bay 

Area, California, and the United States.  It also identifies some of the priorities expressed by the 

community relating to fair housing and equity. 
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H.1 Historical Perspective 

 

H.1.1 Early Development  

 

San Rafael was first inhabited by the Coastal Miwok people, with a peak pre-European 

population of about 1,500.  Settlements existed in what is now Downtown San Rafael 

(Nanaguani), Terra Linda (Ewu), and Marinwood (Shotomko-cha).  The Miwok inhabited the area 

for thousands of years, developing a rich culture and complex language.  They were sustained 

by abundant natural resources, including forests, creeks, marshland, and the Bay. 

 

European settlement began in 1817 when Asistencia San Rafael Arcangel was established by 

Spanish Franciscan friars.  Initially built as a sanitarium for Native Americans who had 

succumbed to European diseases, San Rafael Arcangel became the 20th of California’s 21st 

missions in 1822.  By the time the missions were secularized in 1833, the Miwok population had 

been significantly reduced and their hunter/ gatherer way of life destroyed. San Rafael and its 

environs were partitioned into land grants, which eventually became ranches and farms.  The 

era of colonization has been described by some as the “earliest form of racial exclusion in the 

Bay Area”, with native residents violently displaced and disenfranchised.18  

 

San Rafael’s designation as the county seat in 1851 established its early position as the center 

of Marin County and attracted much of the North Bay’s early growth.  This was accelerated by 

construction of a rail line from the city to the ferry depot at Point San Quentin in 1870 and other 

rail lines linking Marin County with points north.  Increasing commerce, development, and 

population led San Rafael to incorporate in 1874.   The city’s population increased from 600 in 

1870 to 2,276 in 1880.  

 

The late 19th Century was a time of expansion for San Rafael, as the city became a resort for 

San Franciscans, as well as a commercial and administrative center.  Picnic grounds, summer 

homes for the wealthy, and hotels proliferated over the following decades.  Dominican College 

was established in 1890, further diversifying the city’s economy and culture.  By 1900, the 

population had reached 3,879.  The city continued to grow at a moderate rate in the early 20th 

Century, with new neighborhoods developed on the fringes of Downtown.   

 

State and federal laws during this period directly limited the ownership of land by Asian 

residents (1913 and 1920 Alien Land Act laws) while discrimination and institutionalized racism 

limited mobility and housing options for Black and Hispanic residents.  An isolated and 

segregated community of about 500 Chinese residents thrived on the north side of the San 

Pedro Peninsula at China Camp in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.  Many had moved there 

from San Francisco to escape racial prejudice and persecution.   

 

H.1.2 Suburbanization 

 

The opening of the Golden Gate Bridge in 1937 heralded a growth boom in Marin County.  

Commercial train service to San Rafael ended in 1940, the same year the US 101 viaduct was 

completed over San Rafael Creek.  San Rafael’s population increased from 8,573 in 1940 to 

38,977 in 1970.  Population nearly doubled between 1960 and 1970 alone and jumped again in 

 
18 Roots, Race, Place.  Haas Institute, UC Berkeley.  2019 
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1972 with the annexation of Terra Linda.  Development during this period was auto-oriented and 

suburban in scale, with large subdivisions on the San Pedro Peninsula, in North San Rafael, and 

areas like Sun Valley.  Northgate Mall was developed in the mid-1960s, creating a second major 

shopping district and regional destination.   

 

Prior to the passage of the 1960s, racial covenants, codes, and restrictions were common in 

Marin County’s single-family neighborhoods.  Subdivision developers wrote clauses into 

property deeds forbidding the resale (and sometimes rental) of homes to non-whites.  This 

practice was endorsed by lending institutions and the real estate industry, at least through the 

1940s.  In 1960, the Marin County Committee on Racial Discrimination reported that restrictive 

covenants were still being used, despite their illegality.   

 

Much of North San Rafael was developed in the late 1950s and early 1960s by developer 

Joseph Eichler.  While Eichler is best remembered for stylish mid-century homes, he also was a 

pioneer in fair housing practices and challenged the status quo of the time.  His company began 

actively integrating home sales in Palo Alto as early as 1950.  In 1958, Eichler challenged the 

National Association of Home Builders position against integration.  He later consulted with 

members of the US Civil Rights Commission, Federal Housing Administration, Housing and 

Home Finance Agency, and US Department of Housing and Community Development on how to 

promote anti-discrimination laws in single family neighborhoods.  

 

Despite these opportunities and the eventual elimination of racial covenants, past patterns of 

discrimination left an imprint.  Lack of access to mortgage loans and the practice of “redlining” 

in the early- and mid-20th Century created a barrier to amassing generational wealth for many 

households of color.  San Rafael remained largely White through the 1960s and 1970s, while the 

Bay Area as a whole became more diverse.  

 

By 1980, the nine county Bay Area had a population of 5.2 million residents.  The region’s 

population was 76% White, 9% Black, 9% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 6% Other.  Hispanic 

residents represented 12% of the population.  In San Rafael, the population was 93% White, 2% 

Black, 3% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 2% Other.  Hispanic residents represented 5% of the 

population.  At the time, the region’s non-White population was heavily concentrated in the 

region’s urban centers and industrial cities, such as San Francisco, Oakland, and Richmond.   

 

In Marin County, the wealth and race divides were most clearly evident in Marin City.  This 

unincorporated community was built in the 1940s for wartime shipyard workers.  In 1970, Marin 

City was 75 percent Black while the rest of the County was 95 percent White. 

 

Land use and zoning regulations enacted by San Rafael and other Marin County communities in 

the 1960s, 70s, and 80s were race-neutral on paper, but had unintentional exclusionary effects.  

For example, in response to massive development proposals in the 1960s (including a proposal 

for high-rise condos on the San Pedro Peninsula in San Rafael), residents voted to tax 

themselves so that substantial parts of the county could be preserved as open space.  The 

resulting network of parks, trails, and open spaces is cherished by residents, but dramatically 

curtailed housing potential.  Plans for new bridges, freeways, mass transit lines, and bay fill in 

Marin County were largely shelved in the late 1960s and 1970s.   
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The result was very slow growth in Marin County after 1980, with housing becoming more 

expensive as demand outpaced supply.  In the 40 years between 1980 and 2020, the Bay Area 

population grew by 50 percent.  Marin’s population grew by just 15 percent.  Some of the 

region’s growth “leapfrogged” over Marin County, with Sonoma County experiencing a 67 

percent increase in population during this 40-year period. 

 

In San Rafael, the City’s 1963 General Plan had called for large-scale filling of San Rafael Bay to 

add more homes and industry, along with an east-west freeway, and high-density housing on the 

waterfront.   In 1974, these plans were rolled back, and a more environmentally sensitive 

General Plan was adopted.  The new Plan helped preserve the quality of life for those living in 

the city and introduced new systems and tools for managing growth.  It coincided with the city’s 

emergence as a regional employment center, with thousands of new jobs created in the late 

1970s and 1980s.  San Rafael added millions of square feet of office and retail space and built 

several industrial parks.  The workers who filled these jobs—and provided services to residents 

throughout Marin County—found it increasingly difficult to find housing in the city.   

 

H.1.3 Modern Era 

 

Multi-family rental development did occur in San Rafael in the 1960s, 70s, and 80s, particularly 

Downtown, in the Northgate area, and along the San Rafael Canal.   The Canal neighborhood’s 

housing stock was comprised of studio, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom apartments, generally 

intended for small households, young couples, and singles.  The community was one of the first 

places in Marin (outside Marin City) that was receptive to Black renters, in part because of the 

growth of the Section 8 voucher program in the 1970s.    

 

The end of the Vietnam War and political turmoil in southeast Asia brought a wave of refugees to 

the United States.  Many found housing in the Canal, along with lower-end service jobs in the 

Marin economy.  By 1990, more than 600 residents from southeast Asia had settled in San 

Rafael.  In the decades that followed, civil unrest in Guatemala, El Salvador, Mexico, and 

Nicaragua created a new flow of refugees.  In 25 years, the Canal went from having almost no 

immigrants to a population that is 90% immigrant or first-generation Hispanic/Latino.   

 

The Canal neighborhood is physically separated from the rest of San Rafael by water, industry, 

and freeways; this tends to reinforce its image as a separate community that is not well 

connected to the rest of the city.  The Canal community continues to be challenged by high 

poverty rates, a lack of affordable housing, flood hazards, and limited community services.  

These challenges were laid bare by the COVID-19 pandemic, which hit the Canal community 

much harder than the rest of San Rafael.  Canal residents faced a number of compounding 

vulnerabilities throughout the pandemic, including overcrowding, loss of income, threats of 

eviction, limited access to health care, and essential service jobs that do not offer the option of 

working remotely.  These issues were further compounded by the lack of available affordable 

housing in the city, and the vulnerability of residents to eviction and rent increases. 

 

The city as a whole has become more diverse in recent years.  Demographic data from the 2020 

Census indicates that 11 of the 15 census tracts in San Rafael now have a Hispanic/Latino 

population that exceeds 20 percent of the total.  This includes a tract near Northgate Mall that is 

now 30 percent Hispanic/Latino.  There are also three census tracts in which at least 10 percent 
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of the population is Asian. The Black population remains very low in the city and only exceeds 2 

percent in two census tracts (Downtown San Rafael and Contempo Marin/Smith Ranch). 

 

H.2 Community Response 
 

The Housing Element update process focused on fair housing issues and efforts to engage 

populations who have been historically under-represented in policy making.  The City’s Housing 

Element Working Group included representatives from fair housing advocacy organizations, 

immigrants’ rights organizations, affordable housing developers, renters, and homeless service 

providers.  The project team solicited direct input from groups such as Voces del Canal, the 

Canal Policy Working Group, the Canal Alliance, Legal Aid of Marin, and the Multi-Cultural 

Center of Marin.   

 

Much of the input focused on the need for more affordable housing, housing resources for 

immigrant and undocumented residents, improved housing conditions, supportive services, and 

issues of housing security.  Housing was recognized as one of a broader list of priorities that 

also included more equitable service delivery, hazard mitigation, capital improvements (street 

lighting, transportation, parks, broadband, etc.), education, immigrant rights, and public safety. 

 

The Canal community expressed particular concern about the threat of displacement due to 

rising rents and the potential for no fault evictions.  The Housing Element update coincided with 

the potential displacement of multiple households from a large Canal area apartment building 

proposed for a major remodel, highlighting the urgency of this threat.  Residents in the 

neighborhood also spoke out about poor housing conditions, overcrowding, and the cost burden 

of paying market-rate rent.  Despite the passage of AB 1482 and a local just cause for eviction 

ordinance, multiple community members indicated tenant protection measures are insufficient 

and need to be strengthened.  Residents also suggested additional fair housing testing, more 

resources for homeless and extremely low-income households, and acquisition and 

rehabilitation programs that would limit future rent increases while improving housing 

conditions.  

 

While this Fair Housing Analysis has focused on the Canal area as a neighborhood of 

concentrated poverty and segregation, it would be a mistake to presume that the preferred 

policy response is to discourage affordable housing construction in the neighborhood and 

expect local residents to move elsewhere.  Many residents participating in the Housing Element 

process expressed that they would prefer to stay in the community, given their ties to friends, 

family, and social infrastructure, rather than moving elsewhere.  While an equity-based solution 

may focus on affordable housing development in other parts of San Rafael, it should also include 

affordable units in the Canal.  Many residents are rooted in place, dependent on community 

support systems, and would prefer to remain in the neighborhood, albeit in improved and more 

affordable housing. 
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I. Housing Sites  
 

AB 686 requires that a jurisdiction’s site inventory “…identify sites throughout the community, 

consistent with… its duty to affirmatively further fair housing.” The number of units, location and 

presumed affordability of identified sites throughout the community relative to all components of 

the fair housing assessment has been referenced throughout this fair housing assessment.  This 

section of the analysis focuses on the cumulative nature of these factors as they relate to the 

distribution of housing sites.  The City’s sites inventory is presented in Figure A-53 and is shown 

by subarea and AFFH variable in Table A-38.  

 

I.1 North San Rafael 
 

This analysis defines North San Rafael as census tracts 1060.01, 1060.02, 1081, and 1082. 

These tracts are generally located north of Puerto Suelo Hill and include the Marin Civic Center 

area, the Smith Ranch/Contempo area, Terra Linda, Mont Marin/San Rafael Park, Northgate, and 

Rafael Meadows.  The listed census tracts also include a number of unincorporated areas, 

including Los Ranchitos and Santa Venetia.  Most of this area is planned and zoned for lower 

density residential uses.  There are pockets of Multifamily Residential zoning (HR1.8, HR1, 

HR1.5) along Nova Albion Way, Merrydale Road, and Los Gamos Drive.  In addition, this area 

contains multiple Planned Developments (PDs) with apartments, townhomes, condominiums, 

and small-lot single family housing.  

 

As shown in Table A-38, the four North San Rafael census tracts include 38 percent of San 

Rafael’s households.19    A total of 1,785 RHNA units have been allocated to this sub-area, 

representing 38 percent of the city’s total RHNA capacity.    Of the RHNA allocation, 576 units 

are lower-income (33 percent), 130 are moderate-income (7 percent), and 1,079 are above 

moderate (60 percent).  It is worth noting that more than half of this area’s capacity is associated 

with the proposed Northgate Mall project.  Another 18 percent is associated with the approved 

Northgate Walk and Los Gamos Apartments.  While most of the identified capacity is for above 

moderate-income housing, almost all of it is multi-family, creating a greater likelihood for housing 

that is affordable “by design” to moderate income households.  Thus, the actual share of 

moderate-income units will be greater than the 7 percent cited above. 

 

North San Rafael is somewhat more affluent than the city as a whole.  Housing tends to be 

newer than in Central San Rafael, and the percentage of households who are homeowners is 

high.  Three of the tracts are TCAC moderate resource areas and one is a high resource area.  

Roughly 30 percent of the population is non-White or Latino, about 40 percent is low-moderate 

income, and fewer than 5 percent of the housing units are overcrowded.  There are no areas 

considered to have high displacement risk, based on the metrics described earlier in this report.  

The City’s RHNA strategy accommodates units of all income levels in North San Rafael and does 

not exacerbate segregation or negatively impact fair housing conditions in this part of the city.  

To the contrary, it creates substantial new housing opportunities (particularly higher-density 

opportunities) in a historically suburban, high-resource setting. 

  

 
19 The percentage is 35 percent if unincorporated Santa Venetia and Los Ranchitos are not counted. 
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Figure A-53:  San Rafael Housing Site Inventory, 2023-2031 
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Table A-38: Distribution of RHNA Sites by Fair Housing Variables (*) 

Census 

Tract 

# of HHs 

in Tract 

Total 

Capacity 

(Units) 

Income Distribution 

TCAC Opp. 

Category 

% Non-

White or 

Hispanic 

% Low-Mod 

income Pop 

Renter 

Cost 

Burden 

% Over-

crowded 

At Risk of 

Displacement? Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate 

NORTH SAN RAFAEL 

1060.01 2,138 132 112 20 0 Moderate 34.0 – 36.9% 46.0 – 71.0% 40.3% 0.7% No 

1060.02 2,235 80 80 0 0 Moderate 30.6% 31.0% 40.3% 0.0% No 

1081 2,638 328 37 00 291 Highest 21.3% 37.0% 59.0% 1.6% No 

1082 2,911 1,245 347 110 788 Moderate 22.8 – 49.0% 13.0 – 51.0% 58.4% 5.6% No 

Total 9,922 1,785 576 130 1,079  

CENTRAL SAN RAFAEL 

1090.01 1,819 244 117 85 42 Moderate 13.6 – 56.1% 24.0 – 73.0% 37.7% 0.6% Yes 

1090.02 1,735 89 85 0 4 Highest 18.8% 43.0% 46.5% 0.0% No 

1101 2,366 435 151 40 244 Low 24.2 – 40.1% 19.0 – 60.0% 58.0% 0.7% Yes 

1110 2,804 1,647 548 278 820 Moderate 26.0 – 47.9% 44.0 – 77.0% 47.7% 4.7% Yes 

Total 8,724 2,415 901 403 1110  

SAN PEDRO PENINSULA 

1102 2,175 96 0 52 44 Moderate 12.9 – 13.6% 30.0 – 35.0% 23.6% 0.0% No 

Total 2,175 96 0 52 44  

SOUTHEAST SAN RAFAEL 

1121 1,881 58 5 0 53 Moderate 27.0 – 70.4% 62.0 – 83.0% 57.2% 8.2% Yes 

1122.01 1,890 48 48 0 0 
High Seg. & 

Poverty 
94.3% 96.0% 63.4% 40.5% Yes 

1122.02 1,323 284 120 36 128 Low 86.3% 85.0% 72.6% 10.7% Yes 

Total 5,094 390 173 36 181  

CITY 25,915 4,686 1,650 621 2,414  

Source: City of San Rafael, ACS 2015-2019.  Several tracts include unincorporated communities, resulting in a citywide total that is 9 percent above the actual total.  Capacity excludes ADUs. 

Note: Census tracts reflect 2019 boundaries.  Three tracts were split in the 2020 Census, resulting in a total of 15 tracts.  
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I.2 Central San Rafael 
 

Central San Rafael includes census tracts 1090.01, 1090.02, 1101, and 1110.  This corresponds 

to Downtown San Rafael and the “inner ring” neighborhoods of West End, Sun Valley, Fairhills, 

Lincoln Avenue, Dominican, Montecito, and Gerstle Park.  This is the oldest part of San Rafael 

and includes its most diverse housing stock.  Housing ranges from high-density Downtown 

mixed-use projects to large lot single family homes.  Almost every residential zoning district in 

San Rafael appears in this area. 

 

As shown in Table A-38, these four census tracts include 33 percent of the city’s households.  

They have been allocated 2,415 RHNA units, or 51 percent of the citywide total.  This includes   

901 lower-income units (37 percent), 403 moderate-income units (17 percent), and 1,110 above 

moderate-income units (46 percent).  The higher concentration of units relative to population is 

due to the location of Downtown San Rafael within this area.  Most of the 2,415 units are located 

within the Downtown Precise Plan boundary and are planned for high-density multi-family and 

mixed-use housing.  Thus, some of the above moderate-income units may be affordable “by 

design” to moderate-income households. 

 

Central San Rafael has a more varied demographic profile than North San Rafael.  It includes 

some of the city’s most affluent neighborhoods, but it also includes areas with high percentages 

of renters and lower income households.  About one-third of the population is non-White or 

Latino.  About half of the households in this area are considered low or moderate income.  Rates 

of overcrowding are generally low.  Of the four census tracts, two are considered TCAC 

moderate resource areas, one is a low resource area, and one is a highest resource area. Three 

of the four tracts have been identified as having a risk of displacement using the metrics 

described earlier in this report.   

 

Lower income RHNA units have been distributed to all census tracts.  While the low-resource 

tract (census tract 1101) is being assigned 151 lower-income RHNA units, the low-resource 

TCAC designation for this area is misleading.  The area includes Dominican University and has a 

large student population.  It also includes affluent neighborhoods such as Dominican-Black 

Canyon and the unincorporated Country Club area.  The neighborhood also includes the 

eastern edge of Downtown and Montecito district.  The largest share of RHNA units is in Census 

Tract 1110, which includes most of Downtown.  This is the best suited area in the city for high-

density mixed income housing, as it includes numerous transit facilities, employment uses, 

shopping and entertainment facilities, and supportive services. 

 

Overall, the RHNA strategy for Central San Rafael promotes mixed income communities.  It does 

not exacerbate segregation or negatively impact fair housing conditions in this part of the city.  

 

I.3 San Pedro Peninsula  
 

This area includes Census Tract 1102, and includes the Loch Lomond, Glenwood, and Peacock 

Gap areas.  San Pedro Peninsula is the smallest of the four subareas, with about 8 percent of 

the city’s households.  The area is predominantly comprised of single family homes and 

townhomes, almost all of which are owner-occupied. While much of Census Tract 1101 is also 

on the San Pedro Peninsula, that area is covered under Central San Rafael above.   
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A total of 96 RHNA units have been identified in this tract, including 52 moderate-income units 

and 44 above moderate-income units.  While no lower-income units have been allocated here, 

the area has significant potential for accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and Junior ADUs.  Also, 

more than half of the identified potential is for moderate-income units (rather than above 

moderate), which will create additional housing mobility while responding to the area’s physical 

constraints.  Unlike other parts of San Rafael, there are very few commercial (or former 

commercial) uses here with the potential for reuse as housing. 

 

Tract 1102 is considered a moderate resource area.  It contains block groups with smaller 

populations of racial/ethnic minority groups and low-moderate income households than the city 

as a whole. The 96 RHNA units allocated in this block group will not exacerbate segregation or 

negatively impact fair housing conditions in this part of the city.   

 

I.4 Southeast San Rafael  

 

Southeast San Rafael includes three tracts: 1121, 1122.01, and 1122.02. Tract 1122.01 is the 

Canal neighborhood, while 1122.02 is the adjacent area including Bay Pointe, Spinnaker Point, 

and the Francisco Boulevard commercial and industrial district.  Tract 1121 is the Bret Harte/ 

Picnic Valley neighborhood and adjacent Woodland Avenue apartment district.  The 

predominant housing type in Southeast San Rafael is multi-family residential, but the area 

includes numerous townhomes, single family homes, duplexes, and other housing types.    

 

Southeast San Rafael contains 20 percent of the city’s households.  Total RHNA capacity is 390 

units, which is 8.3 percent of the city’s total.  This includes 173 lower-income units (44 percent), 

36 moderate-income units (9 percent), and 181 above moderate-income units (46 percent).   

 

As discussed throughout this Fair Housing Assessment, Southern San Rafael has the highest 

concentration of fair housing issues. Most block groups have larger racial/ethnic minority 

populations than the city as a whole.  All block groups are considered areas where more than 50 

percent of the population is low or moderate income. Tract 1121 is a moderate resource area, 

Tract 1122.01 is an area of high segregation and poverty, and Tract 1122.02 is a low resource 

area.  All tracts have been identified as communities with displacement risks.  Renter cost 

burden and overcrowding are also more common in these tracts than in the rest of the city.  

 

The RHNA strategy is aligned with other long-range planning strategies for this part of the city, 

which recognize not only housing needs but also its vulnerability to sea level rise and role as a 

industrial area serving much of Marin County.  The share of RHNA units assigned here is less 

than its current share of population, in part to create housing opportunities in higher resource 

areas and in part to recognize constraints.  The available housing capacity is roughly evenly 

divided between lower income and above moderate-income opportunities.  This acknowledges 

approved and proposed development in the area, while also recognizing the need for diverse 

housing choices (including affordable housing for lower income residents, consistent with 

community input and the large number of cost-burdened residents in this area).   

 

The overall housing strategy for this part of the city supports mixed income communities.  It 

does not exacerbate segregation or negatively impact fair housing conditions in this part of the 

city.  Housing preservation and conservation is also critical to the fair housing strategy in this 

area and is incorporated in the 2023-2031 housing programs. 
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J. Contributing Factors  
 

A contributing factor is defined as something that creates, contributes to, perpetuates, or 

increases the severity of one or more fair housing issues.  AB 686 requires linking this analysis 

to the policies and actions in the Housing Element, with policies designed to address these 

factors and related fair housing issues.  Contributing factors must be prioritized based on the 

AFFH analysis, with highest priority given to factors that limit or deny fair housing choice, access 

to opportunities, or civil rights.  In any given community there are multiple contributing factors—

the key is to prioritize those that are most relevant and important and ensure they are linked to 

goals.  

 

 

J.1 Lack of Fair Housing Education, Outreach, and Testing 
 

There is insufficient community awareness of fair housing law and discrimination complaint filing 

procedures.  Current outreach practices and web-based information do not provide sufficient 

information related to fair housing, including federal and state fair housing laws.  Cost burdened 

renters in the southern areas of the city may be unaware of affordable housing opportunities as 

well as their rights as tenants.  In addition, 56 percent of discrimination complaints filed though 

FHANC by San Rafael residents between 2018 and 2021 were related to disability status. This 

suggests insufficient outreach to housing providers related to reasonable accommodations and 

ADA laws.   

 

Contributing Factors 

• Lack of fair housing testing 

• Lack of monitoring 

• Lack of targeted outreach 

• Need for additional language access 

• Lack of awareness of reasonable accommodation and ADA laws 

 

 

J.2 Integration and Segregation 
 

The Canal neighborhood has been identified as an area of segregation and concentrated 

poverty.  This Fair Housing Analysis found that the neighborhood had high racial/ethnic minority 

populations, high concentrations of low-moderate income (LMI) households, a high rate of 

overcrowding, and a high rate of cost-burden.  Residents here are also subject to negative 

environmental, educational, and economic outcomes at a greater rate than in the city as a 

whole.  The neighborhood has limited opportunities for new housing but does present 

opportunities for acquisition/rehabilitation and conversion of market-rate housing to affordable 

units.  Place-based strategies are needed to support public investment and improve resilience.  

At the same time, affordable housing opportunities in higher-resource areas are needed to 

expand housing choice and mobility for current residents. 

 

Contributing Factors 

• Limited availability of affordable housing 
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• Lack of opportunities for residents to obtain housing in higher opportunity areas 

• Need for additional language access 

• Lack of financial resources for acquisition/rehab projects 

 

 

J.3 Disproportionate Housing Needs and Displacement Risk 
 

Roughly half of San Rafael’s residents are renters, and a majority are low- and moderate-

income.  San Rafael’s renters reside in one of the most expensive housing markets in the United 

States.  They have limited rental housing options in the Marin County market, which has seen 

very little rental construction in the past two decades.  Despite San Rafael’s successful efforts at 

producing below market rate (BMR) housing, there is still a shortage of affordable housing in the 

city.  As a result of this shortage, most lower-income tenants live in market-rate rental units.  

Some face the risk of displacement as rents increase and buildings are remodeled.  The 

situation is compounded in the Canal neighborhood, which has disproportionate needs relative 

to the rest of the city.  The Canal is also vulnerable to sea level rise and will require adaptation 

and resiliency planning to protect the health and safety of its residents.  However, displacement 

is an issue throughout the city and requires citywide solutions.  

 

Contributing Factors 

• Aging rental housing stock that requires rehabilitation and thus creates the risk of 

displacement 

• Low rates of home ownership, especially for Black and Hispanic/Latino residents 

• Lack of affordable housing options 

• Climate change/sea level rise 

 

 

J.4 Limited Access to Opportunity  
 

There are significant housing disparities among racial and ethnic groups in San Rafael.  the 

Hispanic/Latinx community is drastically underrepresented in the home ownership market, 

representing 31 percent of the City population, but only 5.1 percent of housing loan applicants. 

Black/African American applicants were denied at a rate of 42 percent, significantly higher than 

the citywide average and all other racial/ethnic groups.  All non-White racial/ethnic groups are 

significantly less likely to own their homes compared to White householders. Black, Native 

American, Pacific Islander, and Hispanic households are more likely to be cost burdened 

compared to White and Asian households.  Similar findings appear in indicators related to 

education, income, and access to jobs.  Additional public and private investment is needed in 

the city’s lower resource and “concentrated poverty” areas.  At the same time, additional 

housing and economic opportunities are needed in moderate and high resource areas. 

 

Contributing Factors 

• Lack of affordable housing options in higher resource areas 

• Lack of market access for first-time homebuyers 

• Lack of access to financing and financial services 

• Need for improvements in education, workforce development, and public transportation 
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Chapter 4 of the Housing Element provides a summary and analysis of housing opportunity sites 
in San Rafael.  The attached spreadsheets contains the full inventory, including the following 
data for each site: 

• ID number (see maps in Chapter 4) 
• Census Tract 
• Assessor Parcel Number 
• Address/Location 
• Acreage 
• General Plan Designation 
• Zoning 
• Existing Land Use 
• Allowed number of dwelling units/ acre (based on zoning) 
• Theoretical capacity (Allowed units/acre multiplied by acreage) 
• Realistic capacity  
• Ownership (public or private) 
• Availability of Infrastructure at site 
• Potential Income category to be served by development on the site(*) 

o Low (includes Very Low and Low, or housing serving households with 80% of 
AMI or less) 

o Moderate (households with 80-120% of AMI) 
o Above Moderate (households with incomes over 120% of AMI) 

• Counted previously (was the site counted in a prior Housing Element?) 
• Comments on the site 

 

Seven spreadsheets are included: 

Summary (page 3) 

Spreadsheet A: Development Pipeline – Entitled Projects (page B-4) 

Spreadsheet B: Active Development Proposals (page B-6) 

Spreadsheet C: Residentially Zoned Low- and Medium-Density Sites (page B-7) 

Spreadsheet D: Residentially Zoned High-Density Sites (page B-8) 

Spreadsheet E: Mixed Use, Non-Downtown Sites (page B-10) 

Spreadsheet F: Mixed Use Downtown Sites (page B-12) 

 

 

(*) The identification of a site as “lower income” does not mean that lower income housing is proposed for 
development on the site.  It is an indicator that the site could accommodate lower income housing based on its zoning 
and physical characteristics. 
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HOUSING SITE SUMMARY TABLE

Site Category Lower Moderate
Above 

Moderate TOTAL
Development Pipeline 200  3  582  785  
Proposed but not Entitled 115    135 954  1,206  
Low/Medium Density Residentially Zoned 3  88  56  147  
High Density Residentially Zoned 335  81  42  458  
Mixed Use Sites Outside of Downtown 373  57  74  504  
Downtown Mixed Use Sites 587  280  693  1,560  
TOTAL 1,613    644 2,401    4,658
RHNA 1,349  521  1,349  3,220  
Surplus Capacity 264  123 1,052  1,438
Buffer 20% 24%

Income Group
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SPREADSHEET "A"

DEVELOPMENT PIPELINE (projects entitled but not yet completed as of 7/1/22)
Income Category

ID # Census 

Tract

APN Address/Location Area GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC Theoretical 

Capacity

Realistic 

Capacity

Pub/Priv Constraints Infrastructure Lower Mod Above 

Mod

Counted 

Before?

Comments

A1 1081 165-220-07 Los Gamos 10.24 Neighborhood 

Commercial 

MXD

PD Vacant 24.2 247 192 Private Slopes, 

access

Improvements 

included in 

project

23 169 Yes Project has received all entitlements and is proceeding.  Required GP 

Amendment and rezone.  192 units on 10-ac site.  Density 18.8 DU/A.  

Includes 5,500 SF market plus a community building.  Site was 

identified for 3 units in 2015 Hsg Element 

165-220-06
A2 1110.01 011-278-01 703 Third 0.63 DMU T5MS 70/90 Older 

commercial 

bldgs

72 45 138 Private None Available 9 3 126 Yes Project initially approved with 120 units in 2020.  Revised plan 

approved with 138 units.  Site was identified in 2015 Hsg Element as 

having realistic capacity of 31 units.
011-278-02

A3 1110.01 011-265-02 999 Third 0.34 DMU T5N 50/70 Former PG&E 

yard

72 24 67 Non-Profit None Available 67 No Now under construction.  67-unit affordable senior hsg project by Eden 

and Vivalon, includes ground level sr ctr. Received financ. support from 

City.
A4 1122.02 008-082-52 3301 Kerner 0.94 Community 

Commercial 

MXD

CCIO Former office 

building

43.5 40 44 Non-Profit None Available 44 No Conversion of former office building, initially to temporary shelter, and 

then to 44 units of permanent affordable supportive housing units.  

Underway.
A5 1122.04 014-192-12 190 Mill 0.33 HDR HR1 Vacant 43.5 14 32 Non-Profit None Available 32 No 32 transitional housing units, plus a relocated, improved emergency 

shelter.  Under construction by Homeward Bound.
A6 1122.02 008-092-02 88 Vivian 2.4 Neighborhood 

Commercial 

MXD

NC Bowling Alley 24.2 58 70 Private None Available 7 63 Yes 70-unit townhome project on site of former bowling alley.  Site was

identified in 2015 Element as having potential for 53 units.  Includes 7

BMR units.

A7 1082.01 179-041-27 350 Merrydale 2.28 Community 

Commercial 

MXD

GC former 

furniture store

43.5 99 45 Private Noise, Air 

Quality

Available 2 43 No 45 unit townhouse project approved on single story office campus.  
Site is also addressed as 3833 Redwood Hwy.

179-041-28
A8 1081 178-240-21 Northgate Walk 

(1005/1010)

6.94 HDR and Office HR1 Hotel and UPS 

store

43.5 301 136 Private Access Available 14 122 No Approved 136-unit multi-family complex, including 10% of the units at 

60% AMI.  Hotel will be retained, and multi-family will be developed on 

remainder of site

178-240-17 0.56 O
A9 1102 016-341-04 

through  016-

341-16; 016-

341-63

through   016-

341-70; 016-

341-72

through   016-

341-77; 016-

341-90; 016-

341-91

Loch Lomond 

Marina  Phase II

2.86 Neighborhood 

Commercial 

MXD

PD Vacant 

(housing now 

under 

construction)

24.2 69 35 Private Sea level rise Available 35 Yes Final phase of Loch Lomond Marina development, includes 30 small lot 

single family homes and 5 mixed use units.  Currently under 

construction, occupancy to occur during RHNA planning period.

A10 1090.01 011-184-09 800 Mission/1203 

Lincoln (Aegis)

0.69 DMU T4N 40/50 Vacant 72 49 0 Private None Available 0 No Project includes 103 assisted living 'suites' but project is classified as 

residential care facility, so units may not count toward RHNA

011-184-08
A11 1110.02 011-245-40 104 Shaver 0.14 DMU T4N 40/50 SF house 43 6 7 Private Access Available 1 6 No 7-unit project approved in 2019. Appeal of approval was denied in

2020.  Includes 1 very low income unit.
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ID # Census 

Tract

APN Address/Location Area GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC Theoretical 

Capacity

Realistic 

Capacity

Pub/Priv Constraints Infrastructure Lower Mod Above 

Mod

Counted 

Before?

Comments

A12 1110.02 012-073-04 1309 2nd Street 0.07 DMU T4N 40/50 SF house 43 3 2 Private None Available 2 No Approval to demolish existing SF house to add three-unit multi-family 

project (net gain 2 above mod).  Project not yet finaled
A13 1110.01 021-075-03 1215 2nd Street 0.11 DMU T4N 40/50 Office 43 4 3 Private None Available 3 No Approval to add a residence to an office building and construct a new 2-

unit apartment to the rear.  Net gain 3 units. Phasing plan approved in 

2021.
A14 1090.01 011-074-05 B/w 1550 and 1554

Lincoln

0.13 HDR HR-1 Vacant 43.5 5 10 Private None Available 1 9 No This project has been approved.  Its called Brookdale Apartments, with 

10 units. Site is now vacant.

011-074-04 0.13 HDR HR-1

A15 1120.02 010-291-67 10 East Crescent 0.23 HDR HR-1.8 Vacant 43.5 10 4 Private Steep slope Available 4 No single vacant upslope lot w/ approx 70' of frontage on Crescent, adjoins 

4th Street commercial district.  Zoned high density, a 4 unit project was 

approved on this site in 2018.  Building permits were approved in June 

2022
200 3 582
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SPREADHSEET "B"

ACTIVE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS (NOT YET ENTITLED)

ID # Census

Tract APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC

Theoretical 

capacity

Realistic 

capacity 

Pub/ 

Priv Constraints

Infra-

structure

Lo
w

e
r

M
o

d

A
b

o
ve

 

M
o

d

Counted 

Before? Comments

B1 1110.02 012-141-58

Next to 47 Clayton 

(Ross St Terrace) 0.13 LDR R7.5 Vacant 5.8 3 3 Private Slope Available 2 No

Project is known as Ross Street Terrace.  Active proposal for 2 SF 

homes

012-141-59 0.13 LDR R7.5

012-141-60 0.11 LDR R7.5

B2 1101 014-054-31 326 Mission 0.33 HDR PD

Underused 

portion of 

retirement 

community 43 14 14 Private

Within existing 

development 

complex Available 14 No

This is an active infill project to add 14 independent senior living 

units (will full kitchens and baths) to the Aldersly Retirement 

Community.  Project is in pre-app stage and presumed to occur 2023-

2031. Full Aldersly site is 2.84 acres.

B3 1082.02 175-060-67 Northgate Mall 28.22 Community 

Commercial 

MXD

GC Regional 

shopping Mall

43.5 1,905 907 Private Traffic Available,  

improve-

ments 

needed

96 100 711 Partial 

(200 DUs 

counted 

in 2015)

43.8 acres in total.  Currently in application phase. Mall owners have 

submitted plans for 1,441 residences, with a reduction in existing 

commercial retail from 775,677 sq. ft. to 225,100 square feet.  

Project includes mid-rise apartment buildings and townhomes.  

Phase I (covers the Housing El. planning period) includes 907 units.  

Project includes 96 unit affordable housing project by EAH.  

Assuming 100 of the 804 market rate units will be affordable by 

design (i.e., market rents meeting guidelines for moderate income 

HH).  Density equivalent to 33 units/acre.

175-060-40 1500 Northgate Dr 10.38 GC
175-060-12 2.14 GC Retail footprint

175-060-59 1.04 GC Retail footprint

175-060-61 0.79 GC Retail footprint

175-060-66 1.3 GC Retail footprint

B4 1060.01 155-110-34 160 Mitchell  Blvd 1.31 Office O Office bldg 43.5 56 20 private Flooding Available 20 No Active application under consideration to convert this vacant 10,644 

SF office building into 20 small rental housing units. Density 

equivalent to 15 units/acre.
B5 1090.01 011-145-13 1380 Lincoln 0.23 Office R/O Office building 43.5 9 9 Private None Available 9 No Active application to convert office building into 9 units. Density 

equivalent to 39 units/acre.

B6 1110.02 011-245-26 4th and E/ SW corner 

(1515 4th St)

0.83 DMU T4MS 50/70former 

WestAmerica 

Bank

106 191

191

Private None Available 14 17 160 No .89-acre parcel, former WestAmerica Bank.  Bank closed, site sold, 

owner has application under consideration for a 191-unit, seven-

story project, including 14 very low income units.  10% of units 

presumed affordable "by design." Density bonuses requested.  

Density equivalent to 214 units/acre
011-245-39 0.06

B7 1110.02 012-073-10 711 D Street 0.161 DMU T4N 40/50vacant lot 6 4
4

Private None Available 4 No Proposal for four townhomes just received for this site (Jun 2022). 

Density equivalent to 25 units/acre
B8 1110.02 011-194-13 1610 4th St (n/side 

midblock b/w F and G 

Streets)

0.18 DMU T4MS 40/50used car lot 24 24

24

Private None Available 2 22 No Individual parcel on 4th St supporting a used car lot.  24 units just 

proposed (June 2022).  Assuming 2 BMR units. Density equivalent to 

133 units/ acre
B9 1101 014-091-15 NE corner Grand and

4th (420 4th/ 1010 

Grand)

0.128 DMU T4N 40/50 34 35

35

Private None Available 3 32 No .264 site, recently aggregated and in pre-application stage for 35-unit 

mixed use (mostly residential) project. Density equivalent to 132 

units/ acre
014-091-16 0.069

014-091-17 0.067

TOTAL 1204 115 135 954

INCOME
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SPREADSHEET "C"
RESIDENTIALLY ZONED LOW AND MEDIUM DENSITY SITES

ID # Census 
Tract APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC

Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity 

Pub/ 
Priv Constraints

Infra‐
structure

Low
er

M
od

Above 
M
od

Counted 
Before? Comments

C1 1122.02 009‐330‐01 104 Windward Way 2.13 MDR MR2 Parking lots 21.7 46 36 Private Powerlines, SLR 
overlay

Available 36 Yes Flat vacant site with no vegetation and multi‐family zoning.  Long, 
narrow configuration. Somewhat constrained by proximity to power 
lines and proximity to nearby industrial uses.  Formerly a sanitation 
district service yard and now used for overflow parking.  Access from cul‐
de‐sac.

C2 1121 013‐101‐07 225 Picnic Ave 2.92 MDR MR3 Vacant 14.5 43 34 Private Slopes to rear of 
property near 30%

Available 3 31 Yes Moderately sloping vacant 3‐acre site.  Owner is in San Francisco. Site is 
300' from Davidson Middle School in residential area.  Excellent 
development opportunity for townhomes or clustered units.

1121 013‐101‐06 0.07 MDR MR3 Vacant
C3 1102 185‐020‐02 25 W Castlewood Dr 10.75 LDR R7.5 Vacant 5.8 76 52 Public Prior Hsg El 

indicates 
archaeology, 
wetland 
constraints

Available 52 Yes Lower portion of Glenwood Elementary Campus.  Includes portions of 
two parcels that also contain school.  Housing site is the undeveloped 
area only.  Could consider GPA to designate a portion of this area as 
higher density, thus enabling some lower income units. 

185‐020‐04 2.4
C4 1102 016‐213‐12 west of San Pablo 

Elementary
5.95 LDR PD Vacant 3 17 9 Private Hillside; traffic; 

drainage; geotech; 
wooded.

Would 
require 
road

9 Yes A preapplication was submitted for this site in 2021 for 12 lots, 
including 2 lower income towmhomes, 11 market‐rate homes, and 11 
ADUs (presumed moderate). Project name: Ascona Terrace.  Site has 
slope and access constraints, and is only counted as 9 units. 

C5 1090.01 011‐021‐22 to 
011‐021‐25

Fair Drive, Chula Vista,  
and Coleman Drive 
vacant lots

0.68 LDR R5 Vacant 4 to 
8.7

34 15 Private Steep slopes, 
wildfire

Varies.   10 Yes 34 continguous vacant lots on Fair Drive, Coleman Drive, and all with 
road frontage on Fair Drive.  Zoning includes R5, R7.5 and R10.  Many of 
the lots are in common ownership.  The lots are steep and wooded, 
with high fire danger.  Some of the lots front on "'paper streets" that do 
not currently exist.  Estimate of 10 units assumes lot mergers, and 
development on lots with street frontage and utilities

011‐021‐29 0.74 LDR R5
011‐022‐02 
and ‐03

0.39 LDR R10

011‐022‐05 to 
011‐022‐08

0.74 LDR R7.5

011‐022‐12 to 
011‐022‐14

0.9 LDR R10

011‐022‐15 to 
011‐022‐27

2.5 LDR R7.5

011‐023‐17 
and ‐18

0.35 LDR R5

011‐023‐30 0.26 LDR R7.5
011‐032‐22 to 
011‐‐032‐24

0.51 LDR R7.5

011‐032‐27 0.15 LDR R7.5
C6 1090.01 011‐031‐44 to 

011‐031‐49
Coleman Drive 1.41 LDR R10 Vacant 4 6 6 Private Steep slopes Available 6 Yes Six contiguous vacant lots on west side of Coleman Drive, south of Fair 

Dr intersection.  Opposite 244‐264 Coleman

TOTALS 147 3 88 56

Income Category

Appendix B: Housing Opportunity Site Inventory B-7



SPREADSHEET "D"
RESIDENTIALLY ZONED HIGH DENSITY SITES (includes PQP sites)

ID # Census
Tract APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC

Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity 

Pub/ 
Priv Constraints

Infra‐
structure

Low

M
od

Above 
M
od

Counted 
Before? Comments

D1 1090.01 011‐184‐06 109 Laurel Pl 0.1 HDR HR1 Vacant 43 4 4 Private None Available 4 No Vacant corner lot, zoned for high density.  Could support 4‐plex

D2 1090.01 011‐076‐11 1600 Lincoln 1.27 HDR HR‐1 Villa Inn 43 66 50 Private None Available 50 Yes 1.54 acre site, includes older motor‐lodge type motel.  There have 
been proposals for housing on this site before.  

011‐076‐01 1618 Lincoln 0.18 HDR HR‐1 vacant
011‐076‐13 7 Myrtle 0.09 HDR HR‐1 Vacant

D3 1090.01 011‐131‐04 1312 Mission 10.57 HDR PD Elks Club ‐ 
lodge, 
parking, 
outbuildings

43 120 67 Private Slopes, access, 
historic, geotech, 
existing buildings

Available 67 Yes Large site adjacent to Downtown. About 3 acres are designated High 
Density Residential (remainder is Hillside Resource).  An application 
for a multi‐family project was submitted for this site around 2011 but 
it was withdrawn.  The 67‐unit "realistic capacity" estimate is based 
on that proposal.  Parking area is relatively flat and could support 
multi‐family development.  Also listed in prior Element

D4 1090.01 011‐064‐06 1735 Lincoln Av 0.61 HDR HR‐1 Marin Lodge 43 26 20 Private None Available 20 Yes Formerly Colonial Motel, 20 rooms.  Assessed land value is twice the 
assessed improvement value.  Existing FAR is 0.26.  Older motor‐lodge 
type motel, renovated.   Site has been proposed for development in 
the past.

D5 1090.01 011‐092‐15 between 1523 and 
1533 Lincoln

0.23 HDR HR‐1 Vacant 43 9 8 Private Steep uphill lot Available 8 No Vacant site between two multifamily properties.  Slope constraints

D6 1090.01 011‐141‐46 1411 Lincoln 1.34 HDR HR‐1 Lincoln Hill 
Community 
Church

43 57 30 Tax 
Exempt

Existing church, 
moderate slope on 
parts of site

Available 30 Yes Lincoln Hill Church.  Existing FAR is 0.19 and assessed land and 
improvement values are approximately equal.  Much of site is parking 
or open area.  "Realistic capacity" assumes church is retained and 
0.75 acres are developed at 40 units/acre

D7 1082.02 175‐060‐09 245 Nova Albion 6.85 HDR HR‐1.8 Former 
Nazareth 
House

24 164 97 Tax 
Exempt

Existing buildings, 
east edge of site is 
sloped

Available 97 No Former Nazareth House.  Previously was senior housing operated by 
non‐profit religious organization.  Unit count based on prior 
application for redevelopment.

D8 1090.01 011‐162‐17 1428 Mission 
(Menzies parking lot)

0.8 PQP PQP City‐operated 
parking lot

24 19 16 Public Adjacent to 
historic landmark

Available 16 Yes City‐operated parking lot across from City Hall and west of Falkirk 
Mansion.  Identified previously.  Flat site adjacent to Downtown. 

D9 1101 014‐101‐09 SE corner Mission and 
Union

1.07 PQP PQP SRCS Corp 
Yard

24 25 40 Public Requires Corp Yd 
relocation

Available 40 No
The is the northwest corner of a 30+ acre site, which includes 
Madrone HS and San Rafael High School.  It corresponds to the San 
Rafael City Schools Corp Yard, which would need to relocate.  Site is 
described in the General Plan as a housing opportunity site and has 
been identified by School DIstrict as potential teacher housing. 

D10 1082.01 179‐221‐03 50 Merrydale (part) 0.43 HDR HR‐1.8 vacant pt of 
MF property

24 10 10 Private Slopes, access, 
freeway

Available 10 No This is a 1.19‐acre apt complex, but 1/3 of the site is undeveloped.  
Owner has inquired about adding units here.

D11 1082.01 179‐142‐27 159 Merrydale 0.23 HDR R‐1.8 SF home and 
pre‐school

24.2 19 16 Private Existing uses Available 16 No Two adjacent sites (two owners), both single family homes in the 
multi‐family district on Merrydale.  One is a day care center, the other 
a residence.  

179‐142‐31 143 Merrydale 0.57

Income Category
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ID # Census 
Tract APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC

Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity 

Pub/ 
Priv Constraints

Infra‐
structure

Low

M
od

Above 
M
od

Counted 
Before? Comments

Income Category

D12 1082.02 175‐292‐26 25 Golden Hinde 1.02 PQP PQP Swim Club 24.2 24 20 Private None Available 2 18 No Swim club built in 1959, site is primarily open space, parking, and 
pool.  Adjoins multi‐family.  Townome density assumed

D13 1060.02 179‐270‐11 3501 Civic Center Dr 2 PQP PQP Marin Co Civic 
Ctr (Farmers 
Market area)

24.2 48 80 Public Freeway and train 
noise

Available 80 No NW corner of Marin Co Civic Center‐‐immediately adjacent to SMART 
station and Farmers Market.  Yield assumes 2 acres at 40 units/ac 
(requires increase in allowable P/QP density to 43.5 DU/AC).  Site was 
identified in Civic Center Plan and counted in 4th Cycle (but not 5th)

SUBTOTAL 458 335 81 42
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SPREADSHEET "E"

MIXED USE, NON-DOWNTOWN SITES

ID # Census 
Tract

APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity 

Pub/ 
Priv

Constraints Infra-
structure Low

M
od

Above 
M

od

Counted 
Before?

Comments

E1 1122.02 014-12-28 555 Francisco Blvd 
East (Harbor Center)

2.24 Marine 
Commercial

M Older shopping 
center

21.8 48 37 Private Sea level rise, 
liquefaction

Available 3 34 Yes Underutilized, aging shopping center on waterfront site.  Zoning supports 
mixed use.  Current FAR is 0.31.  Improvement to land value ratio is 0.49, 
some vacant storefronts.  Center is 65 yrs old. 

E2 1082.02 175-321-33 900 Las Gallinas 0.5 Office O office bldg 43.5 21 17 Private None Available 17 No 4,800 SF single story office built in 1961.  Existing FAR is only 0.22 and 
ratio of assessed improvement to land value is only 0.36.  Building 
appears underutilized and was not counted previously.

E3 1090.02 010-277-12 2114 4th St 0.58 Office C/O McDonalds 43.5 25 20 Private Existing uses, 
Traffic

Available 20 Yes Fast food restaurant, built in 1970.  Existing FAR is 0.15.  Most of site is 
parking.  Assessed land value is twice the assessed impr. value.  Site was 
listed previously.

E4 1122.02 014-152-39 east of 100 Yacht Club 
Dr

1 Marine 
Commercial

M waterfront 
parking lot

21.8 21 18 Private Sea level rise, 
liquefaction, 
potential soil 
issues

Available 2 16 No Large surface parking lot (0.998 Ac) on prvt site east of vacant Terrapin 
Crossroads restaurant.  Waterfront access.  

E5 1122.02 008-105-09 141 Bellam 0.48 Neighborhood 
Commercial MXD

NC More for less 
retail store

24.2 11 10 Private Sea level rise, 
traffic

Available 1 9 No Discount grocery store on half-acre parcel at Bellam and Lisbon, NE 
corner.  Most of site is parking. 

E6 1060.01 155-271-01 145 and 155 N 
Redwood

2.05 Office O office bldg 43.5 62 62 Private Existing uses Available 62 No Twin/attached office buildings, constructed in 1981.  The buildings are 
vacant and the entire property is for sale.  There are two separate APNs 
corresponding to the buildings but the parking lot is pt of a separate APN 
that includes a larger area.  Total site is about 2 acres.

155-271-02
E7 1060.01 155-121-03 30 Smith Ranch Rd 1.43 Office PD Bank of 

America
43.5 62 50 private access, noise Available 50 No Bank of America branch built in 1982, currently closed.  Existing FAR is 

0.18 and much of the site is parking.  Parcel is in a PD, so rezoning may be 
needed before housing can be built

E8 1122.02 008-091-14 65 Vivian St 0.42 Neighborhood 
Commercial MXD

NC Car Wash 24.2 10 10 Private Sea Level Rise Available 1 9 No Canal Car Wash, located across the street from the proposed Country 
Club Bowl development.  Existing FAR is 0,07 and ratio of assessed 
improvement value to land value is 0.07. 

E9 1122.04 014-193-13 65 Medway 0.46 Neighborhood 
Commercial MXD

NC Enterprise 
Rent-a-Car

24.2 11 10 Private Sea Level Rise Available 1 9 No Enterprise Rental Car site.  Includes 1,800 SF office built in 1969, and two 
parcels of parking lots.  Easterly (larger) parcel is zoned NC.  Note there is 
a westerly parcel zoned CCIO under same ownership that could be added, 
but this would require a GPA and rezone so it has not been included.

E10 1082.01 179-041-22 380 Merrydale 1.81 Office PD Self-storage 43.5 78 62 Private Existing Use, 
Access, Noise

Available 62 No Public Storage mini-warehouses.  Site immediately abuts SMART station 
and has been identified as a TOD opportunity in multiple plans.  site 
needs to be rezoned to O.

E11 1082.01 179-041-05 401 Merrydale 0.9 Office LIO Self-storage 43.5 32 Private Existing Use, 
Access, Noise

Available 32 No Northgate Security Storage.  Site has been identified as housing opp. In 
several plans. Assessed land value exceeds improvement value by 5 times. 
General Plan supports housing, but site needs to be rezoned to O.

Income Category
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ID # Census 
Tract

APN Address/Location Acreage GP des Zoning Existing Use DU/AC Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity 

Pub/ 
Priv

Constraints Infra-
structure Low

M
od

Above 
M

od

Counted 
Before?

Comments

Income Category

E12 1090.02 010-291-39 1908 4th 0.32 Office C/O Urban 
Remedy, Pet 
Store

43.5 20 16 Private Access, traffic Available 16 No Two adjacent commercial properties in West End/Miracle Mile, each with 
a small free-standing structure and parking lots.  One owner.  Existing FAR 
is 0.15, and ratio of assessed improvement value to land value is 0.17 on 
one parcel and 0.33 on the other

010-291-58 1904 4th 0.16
E13 1090 010-291-50 1930 4th 0.23 Office C/O office, retail, 

parking, 
services

43.5 19 15 Private Access, traffic Available 15 No Two adjacent commercial properties in West End/Miracle Mile, one 
owner.  One includes vacant retail space.  Other has misc. offices and 
services, some vacancies.  Built 1946-50.  Opportunity to merge site and 
redevelop with multi-family or mixed use.  

010-291-44 1924 4th 0.21
E14 1082.01 179-102-11 3765 Redwood Hwy 0.33 Community 

Commercial MXD
GC pool service, 

diving center
43.5 29 23 Private Access, traffic, 

freeway noise
Available 23 No Two adjacent commercial sites under single ownership.  Buildings date 

from mid-1960s.  Existing FAR is 0.41.  Active multi-family residential 
project nextdoor.

179-064-02 3769 Redwood Hwy 0.35
E15 1090 010-281-06 2100 4th St 0.41 Office C/O strip shop ctr 43.5 17 14 Private Access, traffic Available 14 No Strip shopping ctr (pizza, UPS store, space for lease).  Built in 1969. 

E16 1122.02 008-093-01 855 Francisco Bvd E 0.35 Community 
Commercial MXD

GC North Bay Inn 43.5 15 20 private Noise, traffic, 
flooding

Available 20 No 20-room motor lodge built in 1950.  Currently operating as a motel.
Could be converted to housing.  Yield is based on room count.

E17 1122.02 008-092-08 865 Francisco Bvd E 0.44 Community 
Commercial MXD

GC Surestay Hotel 43.5 19 32 private Noise, traffic, 
flooding

Available 32 No Former Travel Lodge, built in 1956.  Currently operating as a 32-room 
motel. Could be convered to housing. Yield is based on room count.

E18 1122.02 009-191-18 3255 Kerner Blvd 0.81 Community 
Commercial MXD

GC Bahia Corners 
retail/office

43.5 34 28 Private Traffic Available 28 No Mixed office-retail bldg (Bahia Corners) with 10400 SF floor area (FAR 
.27).  Tenants incl. small market and restaurants.  Much of site is parking. 
Assessed value of land exceeds value of building.

E19 1121 013-092-17 85 Woodland Av 0.75 Neighborhood 
Commercial MXD

NC Bret Harte 
Market

24.2 18 16 Private none Available 1 15 No Older neighborhood market built in 1953, with large parking area.  
Assessed improvement value roughly equal to land value.  Potential for 
multi-family, or residential over retail.  

E20 1082.01 179-101-01 100 El Prado Av 0.55 Neighborhood 
Commercial MXD

NC Dandy Market 24.2 13 12 Private Traffic/access Available 1 11 No Small neighborhood market, built 1951.  Zoning allows for multi-family or 
mixed use, including housing over market.

Subtotal 504 373 57 74
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SPREADSHEET "F"
DOWNTOWN MIXED USE SITES (in Precise Plan Area)

ID #
Census 
Tract APN Address/Location Area GP des Zoning Existing Use

DU/ 
AC

Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity Pub/Priv Constraints

Infra-
structure

Low

M
od

Above 
M

od Previously 
Counted? Comments

F1 1110.02 012-073-23 2nd/D SE corner (1323 
2nd Street)

0.32 DMU T4N 40/50 Auto parts 
store

NA 13 13 Private None Available 1 12 No One-story automotive retailer with surface parking.  I/L ratio is 0.85, built 
in 1948.  Level, corner, square-shaped site, access to 2 streets. Listed in 
DTTP as opportunity site for 13 DU. 

F2 1110.02 011-254-08 2nd and C, NW corner 
(1304-1318 2nd Street)

0.17 DMU T4N 40/50 Deli. Retail 
store

NA 26 13 Private None Available 1 12 No 0.33 ac site.  One story retail strip with large paved area/parking along 2nd 
Street (Bruno's Deli, Jeans to a T).  Listed in DTTP as opportunity site for  26 
units, though that includes adjoining Chevron sta.

011-254-23 0.16 DMU
F3 1110.02 011-253-07 3rd and C, NW corner 

(1306-1312 3rd St)
0.14 DMU T5N 40/60 Copy shop 

and parking 
lot

NA 11 9 Private None Available 9 No 0.22 ac site.  copy shop, built 1950, with parking lot to rear.  Relatively low 
improvement value, low FAR.  Corner site, could potentially aggregate with 
other properties.  Listed as 11 units in DTPP.

011-253-08 0.08 DMU
F4 1110.01 011-212-15 5th and C SE corner 0.38 DMU T5N 40/60 Municipal 

parking 
garage

NA 37 16 Public None Available 16 No 2 level public parking garage at 5th/C, adjacent to City Hall.   Identified in 
DTPP as 37 units

F5 1110.01 012-075-08 703 B Street 0.12 DMU T4N 40/50 7-11 store NA 10 8 Private None Available 8 No 0.23 ac site. 7-11 convenience store at NW corner of 1st and B, opposite 
Safeway.  Includes surface parking and older 1-story store built 1967.  
Assessed land value exceeds building value.

012-075-09 705-707 B Street 0.11 DMU
F6 1110.01 013-012-02 700 B Street 1.99 DMU T5N 40/60 Safeway NA 85 50 Private None Available 50 No 27,000 SF older Safeway supermarket.  Assessed value of improvements 

reported at "zero".  Opportunity for mixed use housing over grocery.  DTPP 
assumed 50 units

F7 1110.01 011-213-01 1145 Mission Av 0.22 DMU T4N 40/50 Parking NA 21 20 Private Slight slope Available 2 18 No Three adjacent lots owned by Westamerica Bank, facing Mission.  One 
includes a small, older home, the other two are parking lots.  Identified as 
development opportunity in DTPP

011-213-02 0.09 SF home (bank-owned)
011-213-03 0.18 Parking

F8 1110.01 011-263-21 1030 Third St (3rd and 
A NE corner)

0.68 DMU T5N 50/70 First Federal 
Bank

NA 44 30 Private Potential 
historic 
resource

Available 3 27 Yes This is a carry-over site from 5th Cycle.  Bank built in 1963 on corner site. 
FAR is only 0.28, most of site is parking.  Identified as opportunity site in 
DTPP.  

F9 1110.01 011-263-16 924 Third 0.122 DMU T4MS 60/80 
and T5N 
50/70

former 
Macy's, other 
retail, through-
block 
(excludes 
muni parking)

NA 120 120 Private None Available 14 8 98 No .98 acre site comprised of 4 parcels under single owner (Goldstone).  
Existing uses are older low-rise retail, with high vacancies. Owner has been 
in discussion with City for several years exploring potential pub/pvt 
partnership, leveraging adjacent municipal parking garage for mixed use 
project.  Site includes retail stores, running through block 3rd to 4th b/w 
Court and A in center if Downtown Core.  DTP assumed 120 units here.  
Proposals by owner have exceeded 200 units, plus public market.  Density 
bonuses are likely.  (Muni parking garage was counted as a site in 5th cycle 
and is not included here).  120 DU estimate is conservative.  Project may 
include additional parcels.

011-263-19 0.202

Income Category
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ID #
Census 
Tract APN Address/Location Area GP des Zoning Existing Use

DU/ 
AC

Theoretical 
capacity

Realistic 
capacity Pub/Priv Constraints

Infra-
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Low

M
od

Above 
M

od Previously 
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011-263-04 1001 Fourth 0.431
011-263-18 1009 Fourth 0.229

F10 1110.01 011-221-13 
(northern 
half)

Back half of 1110-1122 
Court, 980-990 Fifth

0.34 DMU T4N 40/50 parking lot NA 14 20 Private Requires lot 
split.

Available 2 18 No Total parcel is 0.67 acres and includes office building facing 5th Av and rear 
surface parking lot along Mission.  DTPP illustrative diagram show rear 
portion divided and reused with 20 units residential.  

F11 1110.01 011-300-26 5th and C NE corner 
(1248 5th Ave)

0.65 DMU T5N40/60 
(Fifth) 
T4N40/50 
(Mission)

bank and 
rooftop 
parking 
garage

NA 42 80 Private Slight slope Available 8 7 65 No Owner has provided preliminary plans for a multi-story mixed use project 
on this site with more than 100 units, using density bonuses (60' height on 
5th, 50' on Mission) 

F12 1110.01 011-221-07 914 5th Av (n/side 
between Court and 
Nye)

0.27 DMU T5N 50/70 municipal  
parking

NA 18 15 Public None Available 15 No Municipal parking lot on 5th Avenue.  Downtown Precise Plan estimated 
15 units on this site.

F13 1110.01 011-221-04 SW corner Nye and 
Mission (next to 907 
Mission)

0.21 DMU T5N 50/70 private 
parking lot

NA 13 13 Private None Available 1 12 No Parking lot owned by Nute Engineering, who has offices in converted 
historic home on an adjacent parcel.  DTPP estimated 13 units on this site.

F14 1110.01 011-174-14 (southern half)NW corner Mission 
and Court

0.5 DMU T4N 40/50 vacant NA 21 14 Private Requires lot 
split

Available 14 No This is the back half of a through lot.  The frontage on Laurel is developed 
with multi-family.  The frontage on Mission is vacant.  Good developable 
site.  DTPP estimated 14 unit yield.

F15 1110.01 011-225-01 SW corner Lincoln/ 
Mission (1125 Lincoln)

0.214 DMU T4N 40/50 76 station NA 20 15 Private Gas sta 
remediation

Available 1 14 No Gas station on 0.49 acre site at prime corner location, faces site of 
approved assisted living development.  DTPP assumed 15 unit yield

011-225-02 0.261 DMU
F16 1110.01 011-224-08 SW corner Lincoln/ 5th 

(through to 4th)
0.093 DMU T5N50/70; 

T4MS60/80
Lotus rest. 
(4th); parking 
(5th)

NA 26 13 Private None Available 1 12 No 0.4 ac site comprised of three parcels under one ownership, including two 
vacant/parking lots on 5th and a 4th St storefront.  DTPP assumed 13 unit 
yield.

011-224-11 812 4th 0.137
011-224-19 0.172

F17 1110.01 011-224-05 809 5th Av 0.13 DMU T5N50/70 municipal 
parking

NA 17 15 Public None Available 15 No .27 acre municipal parking lot on 5th Av just west of Lincoln (south side of 
street).  Identified in DTPP as potential site for 15 units.

011-224-06 813 5th Av 0.14 DMU
F18 1110.01 011-271-14 3rd/Lootens NE corner 

(840 3rd)
0.12 DMU T5N50/70 municipal 

parking
NA 32 30 Public None Available 30 No .36 acre municipal parking lot on 3rd Street, also serves as parking for 

adjacent Walgreens.  DTPP identified capacity for 30 units

011-271-13 0.12 DMU
011-271-12 0.12 DMU

F19 1110.01 011-273-17 3rd and Cijos NE 
corner

0.46 DMU T5N50/70 municipal 
parking

NA 41 36 Public None Available 36 No .46 acre municipal parking lot on 3rd Street at Cijos.  DTPP identified 
capacity for 30 units.

F20 1110.01 011-273-24 w/side Lincoln b/w 3rd 
and 4th

0.19 DMU T4MS 60/80 private 
parking lot

NA 17 14 Private None Available 14 No .19 acre private parking lot.  Same party owns 823 4th Street. One block 
from SMART station, Lincoln frontage.  DTPP estimated 14 units.
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F21 1110.01 011-272-20 Ritter Block 0.11 DMU T5N 50/70 Ritter Ctr 
clinic/ 
services, 
brake shop, 
Mobil sta, car 
radio shop, 
coffee kiosk, 
smoke shop, 
vac.

NA 200 160 Private, 
plus 0.55 
public 
(ROW)

None Available 160 No 1.79 acres, conisting of 10 parcels.  Downtown Precise Plan also proposes 
closing Ritter on this block, creating an additional 0.55 of developable 
space, bringing total to approx. 2.34 acres.  The Downtown Plan envisions 
this as a "signature development site" within the Downtown Station Area.  
Site was evaluated as having the potential for 200 units, including office 
and potentially hotel, ground floor retail, and a parking garage.  Project 
will require site assembly.  There are currently 6 owners, one of which 
controls about half the parcels

011-272-21 0.16
011-272-22 0.32
011-272-23 0.11
011-272-10 0.2
011-272-11 0.24
011-272-12 0.14
011-272-01 0.24
011-272-13 0.13
011-272-04 0.1

F22 1110.01 011-275-13 Tamalpais/3rd NW 
corner

0.33 DMU T5MS 70/90 private 
parking lot

NA 44 44 Private None Available 44 Yes Known as the "Salute" site (name of restaurant located here that burned in 
2005)--currently a private parking lot.  Owners participated in Downtown 
Plan and submitted illustrative plans for 44 unit apts. Also counted in 5th 
cycle Element.

F23 1110.01 014-121-14 Hetherton/3rd NW 
corner (666 3rd)

0.59 DMU T5MS 70/90 Citibank and 
parking

NA 65 60 Private Freeway/ 
train noise, 
air quality

Available 60 No Citibank is located immediately east (and abutting) SMART station 
platform and was identified as a major opportunity in Downtown Plan.  
That plan estimated 65 units here.  Existing bank ws built in 1978, FAR is 
0.4.  In tallest/most intense height district

F24 1110.01 014-084-14 N/side 4th b/w 
Tamalpais and 
Hetherton (1006 
Tamalpais)

0.23 DMU T5MS 70/90 House of 
Bagels, check 
cashing

NA 27 27 Private Freeway/ 
train noise, 
air quality

Available 27 No Site located immediately north of SMART station, on 4th St. Identified as a 
major TOD opportunity in Downtown Plan.  Existing use is older retail 
buildings (non-historic).  Assessed improvement to land value ratio is 0.72.  

F25 1110.01 011-227-02 SW corner 5th and 
Tamalpais

0.36 DMU T5MS 70/90 Parking lot for 
709 Fifth Av

NA 38 24 Private Freeway/ 
train noise, 
air quality

Available 2 22 No Would require dividing this parcel, which faces 5th Av.  West side of lot 
includes beauty products business.  East side is unimproved parking.  
Identified in Downtown Plan as potential 38 units, 6-7 stories.  Across 
street from SMART station

F26 1110.02 011-251-06 NW corner 2nd and D 
St (905 D St)

0.117 DMU T5N 40/60 vacant lot NA 19 15 Private None Available 15 No Three parcels, two owners.  Two of the parcels are vacant.  The third has 
an older vacuum repair business with a very low ratio of assessed 
improvements to land (I/L = 0.35).   The developed parcel is the corner lot, 
the vacant parcels are to the north and west

011-251-08 0.129 vacant lot
011-251-07 0.193 vacuum repair
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F27 1110.01 011-262-19 midblock n/side 2nd 
between A and B 
(1112 2nd St)

0.173 DMU T5N 50/70 former 
construction/ 
welding shop

NA 18 15 Private None Available 15 No Was a consrtuction and welding co, sold in 2018.  One developed parcel 
and one almost entirely vacant, same owner.  Very low assessed 
improvement value (I/L ratio = 0.4).  Building constructed in 1946.  Strong 
potential for reuse as small multi-family, live-work, or mixed use project

011-262-11 0.111
F28 1110.02 011-241-35 2nd and G Street NW 

corner (1660 2nd St)
0.26 DMU T4N 40/50 West End 

Animal Center
NA 11 10 Private Access Available 1 9 No Veterinary clinic on corner lot (2nd/G).   Assessed value of land far exceeds 

assessed value of building (ratio is 0.37).  Building constructed in 1951, 
single story with parking.  FAR is 0.34.

F29 1110.02 012-073-28 1st and D, NE corner 
(706-712 D St)

0.535 DMU T4N 40/50 small, local-
serving  
offices

NA 34 28 Private None Available 3 25 No 0.76 ac site comprised of three adjoining parcels with two owners.  One of 
the parcels is vacant.  The other two contain two older (1956 and 1961) 
Class C office bldgs with misc. local-serving tenants.

012-073-16 0.107 vacant lot
012-073-17 0.118

F30 1110.02 011-231-21 1801 4th St (4th and 
Ida, SW corner)

1.176 DMU T4MS 40/60 Best Buy 
outlet

NA 91 72 Private None Available 8 5 59 Yes This is a 1.55 acre site comprised of two parcels with different owners.  
They could be assembled, or each parcel could support a residential or 
mixed use project.  Both parcels were also counted in the 2015 Element.   
Jack in the Box (built 1970) has an FAR of 0.8 and an I/L ratio of 0.32. Best 
Buy (built 1969) has an FAR of 0.38 and an I/L of 0.76.  Identified in 
Downtown Plan as a potential 90 unit mixed use project (ground floor 
retail on 2nd and 4th Streets)

011-231-17 1814 2nd St 0.376 Jack in The 
Box

F31 1110.02 010-291-33 1826 4th St (4th St 
west of El Camino)

0.44 DMU T4MS 40/50 Ace Garden 
Center

NA 24 20 Private None Available 20 Yes 0.56-acre site, also counted in 2015 Element.  Includes Ace Hardware 
Garden Center.  Downtown Plan assumed 23 units on this site.  FAR is 0.19, 
I/L ratio is 0.21

010-291-49 0.12
F32 1110.02 011-202-11 NW corner 4th and E 

Streets (1504-1518 4th 
St)

0.2 DMU T4MS 50/70 Rug store, 
bakery

NA 40 40 Private None Available 40 No 0.84-acre site in single ownership at NW corner of 4th and E.  Owner has 
expressed interest in mixed use or multi-family residential on this site.  
Downtown Plan assumed 40 units, though this is likely low.  Property 
across street has same zoning and similar size and has an active application 
for 191 units

011-202-14 0.64
F33 1110.02 012-064-18 SW corner 2nd and E 

(1515 2nd St)
0.567 DMU T4N 40/50 Shineology car 

wash
NA 25 20 Private None Available 20 No Car wash.  FAR is 0.08 and Assessed Improvement to Assessed Land Value 

ratio is 0.13.  

F34 1110.02 011-231-03 s/side 4th, east of 2nd 
St.  (1825 4th St)

0.17 DMU T4MS 40/60 IHOP and 
parking lot

NA 16 15 Private None Available 1 14 No IHOP restaurant on one parcel, and parking on the other.  Same owner.  
Assessed improvement to land value ratio is 0.43.  FAR is 0.18.  Building 
constructed in 1965.  Site identified in Downtown Plan as opportunity for 
23 units

011-231-04 0.19
F35 1110.02 011-246-12 N/side 2nd between E 

and Shaver (805 E St 
and 1524 2nd St)

0.394 DMU T4N 40/50 Cat grooming 
and oil change

NA 41 34 Private None Available 34 No Two adjacent parcels under common ownership (Cats Cradle and 
Valvolene).  Downtown Plan estimated 41 units on 0.79 acre site.

011-246-13 0.392 DMU
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F36 1110.02 011-245-38 220 Shaver 0.9 DMU T4N 40/50 AT&T facility NA 60 40 Tax-Exempt None Available 40 Yes Site was counted in 2015-2023 Element.  0.91 AT&T facility and parking 
area.  Downtown Plan estimated 60 units on this site.

F37 1110.02 011-251-12 NE corner, 3rd and E 
Streets (908 E St)

0.23 DMU T5N 40/60 office bldg 
and parking

NA 27 23 Private None Available 2 21 No 3,300 SF office building constructed in 1958.  Two parcels, totaling .35 
acres. One parcel provides parking.  Identified in Downtown Plan as 
opportunity site for 27 units.

011-251-13 0.12 DMU
F38 1110.02 011-252-10 N/side 2nd St between 

D and E Streets (1412 
2nd)

0.08 DMU T4N 40/50 Municipal 
parking lot

NA 7 7 Public None Available 7 No Municipal parking lot.  Identified by City study as having the potential for 7 
units.  Also shown in Downtown Plan as possible 7-unit building.

F39 1110.02 011-196-09 1550 4th parking 0.217 DMU T4MS 40/50 overflow 
parking, car 
storage

NA 50 40 Private None Available 4 36 No 0.99-acre site comprised of five adjacent parcels.  Would require site 
aggregation.  Existing uses are lower value relative to surroundings, 
including vehicle storage.  Downtown Plan estimated 50 units if parcels are 
merged.

011-196-08 1540 4th 0.179 T4MS 40/50
011-202-13 1530 4th parking 0.249 T4MS 50/70
011-196-11 1560 4th 0.202 T4MS 50/70
011-196-07 1532 4th-parking lot 0.143 T4MS 50/70

F40 1110.02 012-054-02 S of 1621 2nd 0.229 DMU T4N 40/50 vacant lot NA 4 4 Private None Available 4 No Vacant lot on Miramar south of 2nd.  Potential 4-plex.

F41 1101 014-092-26 NE corner 4th and
Mary (350 4th St)

1.07 DMU T4N 40/50 Salvation 
Army

NA 41 35 Tax-Exempt None Available 35 Yes 1 acre site with Salvation Army facilities.  Carry-over site.  Counted as 41 
units in 2015 Element.  Counted as 35 units in Downtown Precise Plan.

F42 1101 014-126-06 W/side Grand b/w
Second and Third (515 
3rd St)

1.86 DMU T5N 40/60 United Market NA 85 83 Private None Available 9 6 68 No Single story supermarket built in 1955, FAR is 0.3 and much of site is 
surface parking.  Assessed value of land is twice the value of improvements 
(I/L ratio = 0.54).  Site identified in Downtown Plan is significant mixed use 
opportunity (housing over grocery, with structured parking).  DTPP 
estimated 83 units.

F43 1101 014-123-26 N/side 3rd bw
Grand/Irwin (508-514 
Irwin)

0.29 DMU T5N 40/60 private 
parking lots

NA 22 18 Private None Available 18 No Two adjacent parcels used as parking lots for surrounding commercial 
properties.  Downtown Plan identified potential for 22 units.  Would 
require consolidation, potentially in conjunction with redevelopment of 
one of the adjacent properties

014-123-34 0.19
F44 1101 014-132-15 S/side 2nd b/w Grand

and Irwin (555 2nd St)
0.44 DMU T5N 40/60 KFC 

restaurant
NA 46 30 Private Flooding Available 3 27 No Fast food restaurant (built 1969) and surface parking lot, with frontage 

along San Rafael Canal. Existing FAR is 0.22.  Downtown Plan identified this 
as a housing opportunity, with ground floor waterfront commercial and 
related amenities

F45 1101 014-132-12 SE corner Irwin and
Second (700 Irwin)

0.57 DMU T5N 50/70 vacant office 
bldg

NA 67 50 Private Flooding Available 5 45 No This is a completely vacant 26,000 SF office building, currently fenced off 
and closed.  Has been discussed as a possible housing site and was 
identified as such in the Downtown Precise Plan. Waterfront site, with 
opportunities for shoreline amenities

F46 1101 014-123-27 SE corner Irwin and
4th St (523-525 4th)

0.51 DMU T5N 50/70 Office bldgs NA 72 60 Private None Available 6 5 49 No Adjacent early 1960s offices.  Recently sold.  Owner has expressed interest 
in residential/ mixed use development.  Application likely during planning 
period.  0.81 acre site.
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014-123-28 0.3
F47 1101 014-123-06 s/side 4th b/w Grand 

and Irwin
0.3 T4N 40/50 NA 13 12 Public None Available 12 No City-owned property, used for storage.  

F48 1101 014-151-11 b/w 179 and 209 Third 
St

0.55 DMU T5N40/60 Overflow 
parking lot

NA 25 20 Private Flooding Available 20 No Spillover parking lot, east of Montecito Plaza Shopping Center.  Primarily 
used during peak periods.  Waterfront site.

F49 1101 014-093-10 NW corner Mary and 
Third (402 3rd St)

0.32 DMU T5N 40/60 Peet's coffee NA 13 10 Private None Available 1 9 No

Subtotal 1560 587 280 693
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Matrix of Community Engagement Activities for 2023-2031 San Rafael Housing Element 

ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Email blasts Aug 2021- 

ongoing 

Email notifications to mailing 

list of residents/stakeholders 

and interested parties for all 

items that are housing related 

English  1,100+ Used to provide information on 

ongoing Housing Element programs 

and policies, generate attendance at 

meetings, provide access to 

documents, raise awareness of the 

project, and inform the community of 

how to learn more 

City Council meeting 8/16/2021 Overview of Housing Element 

work program; opportunity for 

public comment 

English 10+ Opportunity to hear Council goals for 

the project, community engagement, 

and potential policies/programs; 

included direction to create Housing 

Working Group 

Project Website-  

www.sanrafaelhousing.org 

 

Launched 

in Sept 

2021 

Dedicated URL 

(www.sanrafaelhousing.org) 

acquired and populated with 

tabbed pages with housing 

information, documents, 

meeting and events info, etc. 

Multi-lingual 

(through 

Google 

translate) 

500+ Regularly maintained and updated 

throughout the project.  This was the 

primary location for posting housing-

related information.  Included a 

project library with links to 50+ 

housing resource documents.   

Tagline: “Let’s 

House San Rafael” 

Launched 

Oct 2021 

Project tagline and graphic 

logo 

English, 

Spanish 

N/A Developed to brand the project and 

raise awareness of housing 

challenges 

Outreach 

Flyers/Postcards 

Oct 2021- 

ongoing 

Electronic and paper flyers / 

posters to notify community 

of upcoming workshops 

English, 

Spanish, 

Vietnamese 

500+ Principally used prior to Community 

Workshops 1, 2, and 3 to promote 

awareness and increase attendance  

Coordination with 

Community Based 

Organizations 

9/15-

9/21/2021 

Initial conversations and 

communication with local 

CBOs re: process, Working 

Group, issues of concern 

English +/- 10 Solicited interest in Working Group 

participation; raised awareness of the 

project among stakeholders 

http://www.sanrafaelhousing.org/
http://www.sanrafaelhousing.org/
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Planning 

Commission meeting 

9/28/2021 Overview of Housing Element 

work program; opportunity for 

public comment 

English 10+ Commissioner and public comments 

received; identified key issues to be 

addressed by policies.  Working 

Group member nominated. 

Federation of San 

Rafael 

Neighborhoods 

9/7/2021 

10/14/2021 

Discussion of Housing 

Element process; 

presentation on the Element 

English +/- 25 Identified concerns/issues and goals 

from neighborhood perspective; 

identified need to clarify relationship 

of Housing Element to rest of 

General Plan; align with sustainability 

and conservation programs 

Opening Doors 

Marin meeting 

09/28/2021 Meeting to discuss 

homelessness vis a vis San 

Rafael Housing Element 

Update 

English 3 Identified initial concerns; discussed 

Working Group purpose and protocol 

League of Women 

Voters of Marin 

10/12/2021 Featured item at monthly 

meeting; discussion of 

Housing Element process; 

presentation on the Element 

English +/- 20 Discussed strategies and options for 

creating affordable housing; 

prospective ideas discussed with 

participants and considered later on 

Coordination with 

Canal Community 

Based 

Transportation Plan 

10/25/2021 Meeting to coordinate 

community engagement 

efforts related to housing and 

transportation in Canal 

English 8 Developed coordinated strategy for 

equity-focused, bilingual planning 

processes relating to housing and 

transportation. Implemented over 

subsequent year. 

Marin County 

Planning Directors 

Housing Working 

Group/ Strategies for 

Fundraising and 

Outreach 

Monthly, 

Oct 2021- 

current 

Recurring one-hour monthly 

meeting with other planners 

from County and other Marin 

cities to coordinate data 

collection, analysis, AFFH 

strategy, and programs 

English +/- 20 (per 

month) 

Cross-referencing of County 

programs (fair housing, etc.), 

coordination of sites inventory, 

collaboration on AFFH analysis 

(especially for regional analysis), 

collaboration on grants and funding 

applications. 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

City Council meeting 11/1/2021 Presentation on AFFH and 

the County’s Racial Covenant 

Project 

English 10+ Guidance from Council and public on 

AFFH issues to be addressed in 

Housing Element 

Community 

Workshop #1 

11/4/2021 2-hour virtual workshop, 

included presentation and 

“town hall” style Q&A with 

participants on housing 

issues  

English, 

Spanish, 

Vietnamese 

35 Feedback on the public’s priorities, 

fair housing issues, local 

perspectives on housing needs, 

issues related to sites and 

constraints; direction to provide 

information to those without access 

to technology 

Working Group 

Meeting #0 

12/14/2021 Orientation meeting for 

Working Group members 

English 15+ Highlighted issues of concern to 

Working Group members—priorities 

District 1 Community 

Circle Conversation 

12/9/2021 

1/25/2022 

Received recommendations 

from the community on 

engagement practices 

English 

Spanish 

 Influenced timing and location of 

Housing Element events, frequency, 

outreach channels, language 

interpretation. Will continue to 

influence design of ongoing housing-

related engagement. 

Working Group 

Meeting #1 

1/20/2022 Meeting to review progress 

since last Housing Element 

English 15+ Participants evaluated existing 

housing programs and provided 

feedback on their effectiveness, 

what’s missing and what to add, etc. 

Marin Center for 

Independent Living  

2/1/2022 Zoom meeting to discuss 

housing issues; opportunities 

at 70 Skyview property 

English 6 Considered in discussion of sites 

inventory 

Planning 

Commission Meeting 

2/15/2022 Overview of Housing Needs 

Assessment; discussion of 

housing issues; opportunity 

for public comment 

English 10+ Commissioners provided feedback 

on housing needs data  
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Youth-in-Arts/ Y-Plan 

student engagement 

initiative 

Feb - June 

2022 

Joint effort by local non-

profits to inform/ educate/ 

and solicit input from 

students in Grades 3-5 on 

housing issues 

English, 

Spanish 

+/- 50 The students presented their 

recommendations to the Working 

Group and issued a report that was 

considered in policy and program 

development 

Working Group 

Meeting #2 

2/17/2022 Overview of Housing Needs 

Assessment; discussion of 

housing issues; opportunity 

for public comment 

English 15+ Members discussed the need for 

more senior housing and supportive 

services; affordable rental housing 

for families; support for rental/tenant 

protections; bringing financial 

institutions into the housing 

conversation; support programs for 

independent living for seniors and 

disabled residents. 

Miller Creek School 

District 

3/7/2022 

(additional 

meetings 

followed) 

Address school capacity and 

facility issues; site inventory; 

mitigation of development 

impacts 

English 3 Resulted in some of the office 

buildings in North San Rafael being 

dropped from the inventory, 

acknowledging significant capacity at 

Northgate Town Center 

Marin Organizing 

Committee 

3/8/2022 Discussion of housing needs, 

policies, programs, and sites 

English 10 Received feedback on potential sites 

in San Rafael—added a site based 

on their input 

Working Group 

Meeting #3 

3/17/2022 Discussion of housing sites 

and constraints 

English 15+ Strong support for ADUs; feedback 

on sites; recommended advancing 

only realistic housing sites; discussed 

how to meet RHNA for L/VLI 

households; policies on distribution 

of housing types and ensuring 

housing at income levels 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Housing Survey Mar - Sept 

2022 

Launched on SurveyMonkey 

and administered in mid-2022 

via the project website. 

English, 

Spanish, 

Vietnamese, 

Chinese 

179 Participants ranked their priorities 

through a combination of open-

ended, multiple choice, and interval 

ranked questions 

City Council Meeting 4/4/2022 Progress Report on the 

Housing Element for Council 

English 10+ Update on key tasks, including sites 

inventory. Opp. for public comment 

Marin Conservation 

League 

4/6/2022 Presentation and Discussion 

to MCL membership at 

regular meeting, highlighting 

sites inventory and 

environmental considerations 

English +/- 30 Feedback from group related to 

CEQA review for sites on which by 

right approval was provided; also, 

issues related to wildfire and sea 

level rise  

Marin County 

Collaborative  

4/13/2022 Focused discussion on 

Inclusionary Zoning 

English +/- 10 Discussed recent changes to City’s 

ordinance 

Marin Organizing 

Committee 

4/20/2022 Presentation and Discussion 

of Housing issues and 

programs 

English >10 Meeting with governing board of 

MOC to review progress on San 

Rafael’s element and key issues 

Working Group 

Meeting #4 

4/21/2022 Working Group meeting to 

discuss Housing Constraints, 

especially governmental 

constraints (zoning, fees, 

processes).  Included public 

comment opportunities. 

English 15+ Addressed immediate concerns 

regarding rezoning in single family 

neighborhoods; review of parking 

requirements; water constraints; off-

site improvement requirements; 

streamline administrative processes; 

increase inclusionary percentages; 

consider work/live zoning reg; 

consider tiny homes; consider 

temporary solutions for emergency 

shelters and transitional housing; 

eliminate fees to preserve affordable 

housing projects. 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Developer Forum 4/27/2022 Co-sponsor (with County of 

Marin) a panel discussion 

with developers to discuss 

the challenges to building 

housing in San Rafael and 

Marin, and potential solutions 

English +/- 25 Reduce parking standards, allow for 

higher densities, streamline permit 

processing, reduce fees, lower 

inclusionary requirements, recognize 

financial challenges and uncertainties 

in current market. 

Chamber of 

Commerce 

Economic Vitality 

Committee 

5/10/2022 Presentation on Housing 

Element to local business 

owners and chamber 

members 

English 12 Focused on housing needs of 

workforce, financial impact of 

development fees and other 

requirements, need for streamlined 

processes 

Canal Policy 

Working Group 

5/11/2022 Focused discussion on 

housing 

English +/-10 Feedback on tenant protection 

issues—request to include tenant 

“bill of rights” in Housing Element. 

Working Group 

Meeting #5 

5/19/2022 Focused meeting on fair 

housing, AFFH maps, fair 

housing testing and 

education/outreach 

English 15+ Discussed segregation and 

integration, incl. need for more 

diverse housing at various income 

levels; recommended reviewing 

current language in housing 

documents; increasing awareness of 

fair housing resources among low 

income residents; increasing 

community education regarding 

vouchers; increase housing 

opportunities for teachers; capacity 

building for Latinx residents; increase 

engagement with business 

community; increase outreach and 

education to older adults; outreach to 

areas outside of the Canal 

neighborhood; increase engagement 

with Black residents. 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Planning 

Commission meeting 

6/28/22 Presentation and discussion 

of AFFH, including review of 

fair housing rules, AFFH data 

maps, and potential policy 

and program responses 

English +/- 10 Seek more multi-family and 

affordable housing opportunities in 

high resource neighborhoods, 

especially in North San Rafael; 

increase education and outreach 

Working Group 

Meeting #6 

6/30/22 Deep dive into Housing Sites.  

Presentation on housing sites 

by location, zoning, typology, 

set stage for discussion of 

any sites to be dropped, sites 

to be added, sites to carried 

forward.  Discussed issues 

relating to SB 9, ADUs, and 

factors affecting construction 

beyond City’s control. 

  Consider surface parking lots for 

housing; consider the effects of noise 

and pollution for sites near 101; 

consider property owned by schools; 

consider small multi-family 

developments in single family 

neighborhoods; put housing close to 

public transportation; consider car 

dealerships for housing sites; 

consider incentives for developers to 

build more low-income housing; 

Prioritize affordable housing for 

approval; prevent unnecessary costs 

for development by creating clear 

and linear approval processes 

Canal Policy 

Working Group 

(monthly meetings) 

June-

October 

Monthly meetings to discuss 

issues of concern to the 

Canal, including housing 

English +/- 10 Ongoing feedback and coordination 

on tenant issues, just cause for 

eviction, needs of immigrant and 

extremely low income communities 

Working Group “one 

on ones” 

July-Aug 

2022 

One on one meetings with 

members of the Working 

Group to discuss housing 

issues of interest to different 

constituencies 

English 13 Deeper dive into policy and program 

issues; provide local context and 

knowledge related to housing needs 

(seniors, disabled, immigrants, etc), 

constraints (financing, tax credits, 

etc.), and programs (homelessness, 

tenant protection, etc.) 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Planning 

Commission 

7/13/2022 Presentation on Housing sites 

and opportunities 

English +/- 10 Feedback from the Commission on 

sites, discussion of why sites in 5th 

cycle did not develop and how to 

more accurately identify sites 

Community 

Workshop #2 

7/14/2022 Presentation on the housing 

sites inventory, and small 

breakout groups to discuss 

the opportunity sites and any 

related issues.  Participants 

broke into three zoom 

breakout rooms, then 

reconvened at the end of the 

meeting to summarize the 

comments. 

English, 

Spanish, 

Vietnamese 

+/- 35 Develop safe, affordable housing with 

enough green spaces for families to 

enjoy; Consider wildfire, water and 

other emergencies; Create more 

opportunities for homeownership; 

Streamline the ADU process; Create 

safer walking and biking routes from 

the Canal to Downtown; Develop 

creative ideas for shared parking; 

Consider rent control; Consider 

school impacts; Consider bond 

measures to develop affordable 

housing; Increase code compliance; 

Develop strategies to ensure tenants 

do not face retaliation; Provide 

housing opportunities  in all areas; 

Ensure multi-lingual communications; 

Increase community and 

engagement for future meetings 

Meeting with Home 

Match, Marin - Front 

Porch  

7/18/2022 Discussed the organization’s 

model and success in 

creating additional affordable 

rental housing options 

English 5 Included home matching as part of 

public information and engagement 

program 

City Council 8/1/2022 Presentation and discussion 

on housing sites 

English 10+ Feedback from Council and public 

on housing sites; concerns about 

listing sites in high fire hazard areas.  

Discussion of removing some single 

family sites.  Discussion of buffer.  
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Voces Del Canal Aug 2022 Meeting to discuss housing 

issues, Housing Element 

programs and policies, City 

housing resources 

Spanish +/- 25 Potential tenant displacement at 400 

Canal is real-world example of tenant 

protection needs; address 

displacement resulting from buyout 

of tenant leases; more effectively 

inform Spanish-speaking residents 

and Canal community of their 

housing rights and resources 

Dominican 

University 

8/13/2022 Participate in studio class 

modeling housing opportunity 

sites and understanding what 

variables drive development 

English +/-20 Review findings from student work to 

determine if additional sites should 

be added to the City’s inventory.  

Compare findings of students and 

staff. 

Community 

Workshop #3 

8/16/2022 Meeting to discuss housing 

program options.  Multiple 

programs presented for 

discussion—participants 

responded and prioritized.  

Breakout groups used to 

facilitate input; more than 45 

Spanish-speaking attendees 

participated in a Spanish-

language breakout group 

English, 

Spanish, 

Vietnamese 

 

+/- 90 Develop tenant protection measures; 

increase fair housing awareness; 

maintain safe, healthy, housing; 

consider rent control; provide more 

education on tenant rights; create 

protections for subletters and renters 

not on the lease; create housing for 

people without SSNs; allow the use 

of Taxpayer ID#s for housing; 

enforce code regulations and ensure 

property owners comply; educate 

landlords and property managers 

about tenant rights; increase % of 

inclusionary housing; locate 

affordable housing in high resourced 

areas; locate housing near 

transportation; increase the 

frequency of inspections; make land 

and property ownership more 

transparent; create downpayment 

assistance program; allow by-right 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

approval for projects with more than 

15% affordable; provide emergency 

housing for families; create more 

opportunities for mobile homes, 

houseboats and RVs; implement 

COPA/TOPA; give CBOs first right of 

refusal for purchasing existing 

properties; create vacancy tax for 

vacant lots; subsidize or create loan 

programs to encourage ADUs for 

low-income tenants; subsidize home 

sharing and co-housing programs; 

address backlog for inspections 

Working Group 

Meeting #7 

8/25/2022 Final meeting of working 

program; agenda was 

oriented around options for 

new housing programs.  The 

Working Group discussed 

various alternatives 

presented by staff. 

English +/- 15 Consider community land trusts; 

strengthen mandatory mediation 

program; consider rent control; 

create more flexible and innovative 

design standards; create incentives 

to build more affordable housing on 

private lots; preserve commercial 

space for local services 

Movie in the Park 9/23/22 Pop-up table/booth at special 

event in Canal neighborhood; 

provided residents with info 

about planned housing; 

provided resource 

information for housing; 

solicited sign-ups for email 

housing updates 

English, 

Spanish 

100+ Conversations with local residents 

regarding housing issues shaped 

“local knowledge” aspect of AFFH 

and needs assessment; pointed to 

focus on tenant protection and need 

for more affordable housing 
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ACTIVITY TIME 

PERIOD 

SUMMARY TRANSLATION # of 

PARTICIPANTS 

FEEDBACK/INCORPORATION 

INTO HOUSING ELEMENT 

Marin Coalition 

virtual panel event 

11/16/22 Panelist presentation and 

Q&A on the status of San 

Rafael’s Housing Element, 

and the strategy and process 

used to develop the plan. 

English +/-50 Used to raise awareness of the 

process and Housing Action Plan, 

and inform the community of how to 

learn more and provide feedback on 

the draft 

Community 

meetings with the 

Community 

Resiliency Council 

Aug - 

December 

Community meetings with 

Canal residents on 

community concerns and 

available resources 

English, 

Spanish 

30+ Opportunities to hear directly from 

Canal residents on current and 

ongoing housing and neighborhood 

challenges and to provide updates 

on upcoming community related 

meetings. 

Comment Letters on 

HCD Draft Housing 

Element 

11/4/22 

through 

12/5/22 

30-day comment period.  

Letters received from 

individual residents, 

Campaign for Fair Housing 

Elements, Canal Alliance, 

Legal Aid, Community Action 

Marin, Marin Cons. League, 

Miller Creek School District 

English +/- 10 Combined Relocation Assistance 

with Just Cause program; 

strengthened Tenant Protection 

program(s); clarified relationship to 

General Plan 2040; clarified site 

“buffer”, strengthened “at risk” 

housing program; amended housing 

goals. 

Planning 

Commission 

11/15/22 Consideration of HCD Draft 

Housing Element—

recommend submittal to 

State by Council 

English +/- 10 Seek strategies to build generational 

wealth among protected classes 

(through first time buyer programs) 

City Council 12/5/22 Consideration of HCD Draft 

Housing Element—approval 

to submit document to state 

English +/- 50 Establish tenant protection 

discussions as high priority for 2023-

24; leverage existing resources; work 

with County to implement; respond 

rapidly to funding opportunities 
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