List of Attachments for Public Hearing No. 4
General Plan Draft Housing Element 2015-2023

Conduct a Public Hearing and Adopt Environmental
Assessment (Negative Declaration) and General Plan
Amendment Adopting the Draft Housing Element 2015-2023
and Revisions to the Seismic/Safety Element and Open
Space and Conservation Element of the General Plan

(Staff Contact: Felix Reliford, 408-586-3071)

Attachments:

4A — City Council Resolution
4B — Draft Housing Element
4C — Negative Declaration

4D — Letters from OPR (Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research) and DOT (Department of Transportation)

4E — Adopted Planning Commission Resolution No. 15-
0008 February 25, 2015

4F — Letter from HCD (Department of Housing and
Community Development)

4G — Response to Comment Letter, 1/23/2015
4H — Meeting Minutes of Planning Commission, 2/25/2015
41 — Two Non-Profit Letters



4A
RESOLUTION NO. ___

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MILPITAS ADOPTING A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION AND APPROVING A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT UPDATING THE HOUSING
ELEMENT 2015-2023, SEISMIC/SAFETY ELEMENT AND OPEN SPACE AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSERVATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN

WHEREAS, California Government Code Sections 65580 et seq. requires a Housing Element as a mandatory
element of the General Plan and that Housing Elements are required to be updated every eight years; and

WHEREAS, State law requires that a general plan and its constituent elements “comprise” an integrated
internally consistent and compatible statement of policies; and

WHEREAS, the previous Milpitas Housing Element was adopted by the City Council on June 15, 2010, and
certified by the State of California, Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) on February 10, 2010;
and

WHEREAS, the updated Housing Element focuses on housing needs from January 1, 2015, through June 30,
2023, in accordance with the Housing Element planning period for San Francisco Bay Area jurisdictions established by
law; and

WHEREAS, over the past year, the process to update the Housing Element in the City of Milpitas included: 1)
obtaining housing information and data from local and regional housing agencies during the preparation of the updated
plan; 2) conducting two publicly noticed community workshops on February 25 and March 11, 2014, to solicit input from
the public on the City’s housing needs and to provide the public with an opportunity to shape the City’s housing goals,
policies and objectives; 3) mailing notices of the meetings to 70 organizations and a variety of other groups and agencies;
4) conducting outreach for the meetings to recruit potential participants who would reflect the City’s full ethnic and
economic diversity; and 5) providing appropriate opportunity for the general public to review and comment on the draft
and final housing element documents; and

WHEREAS, the Milpitas Planning Commission held two (2) public hearings on May 14 and September 10, 2014
to obtain public input and comments on the Draft Housing Element Update; and

WHEREAS, the Milpitas City Council held a public hearing on September 16, 2014 to obtain public input and
comments on the Draft Housing Element Update; and

WHEREAS, the public was provided a thirty (30) day review and comments period and copies of the Draft
Housing Element Update was on file at the Milpitas City Hall, Milpitas Public Library and the City’s website for public
review and comment; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determines the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation (RHNA) for the Bay Area and allocated 3,290 residential units to the City of Milpitas for the next Housing
Element cycle of 2015 to 2023; and

WHEREAS, a Draft General Plan Housing Element Update was forwarded to the HCD for their review and
comments and the City of Milpitas received comments from HCD and responded to their comments; and

WHEREAS, on January 5, 2015, the HCD notified the City of Milpitas in writing that they had reviewed the
Draft Milpitas General Plan Housing Element Update and found the document in compliance with State Housing Element
Laws (Article 10.6 of the Government Code) when it was submitted to HCD pursuant to California Government Code
Section 65585(g); and

WHEREAS, the revised Seismic and Safety Element of the General Plan includes an update to the required
information related to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Rate Maps (FIRMs), dam, inundation
zones, and City goals and policies to comply with State law (Assembly Bill 162 and California Government Code Section
65302); and
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WHEREAS, the revised Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element includes updates to the Water
Quality and Conservation Section, specifically, a map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian habitat to comply with State
law (Assembly Bill 162); and

WHEREAS, General Plan Amendments (GPA) for Housing, Seismic and Safety and Open Space and
Environmental Conservation Elements and Negative Declaration were prepared by the City of Milpitas and legally
advertised for public review and comments; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) an Initial Study was prepared and
did not find any significant environmental impacts associated with the proposed projects. Based on the Initial Study
finding of no significant impacts associated with the project, a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration was
prepared and circulated for public review and comments from December 12, 2014, to January 12, 2015; and

WHEREAS, the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration and General Plan Amendments were
advertised on February 13, 2015, for the Planning Commission meeting on February 25, 2015; and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on the General Plan
Amendments for Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements and the
Negative Declaration. The Planning Commission, among other documents and information, considered the report from
staff on the General Plan Amendments for Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental
Conservation Elements and the Negative Declaration and written and public testimony from property owners, business
owners, outside agencies and other affected parties; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission did review and consider the Negative Declaration for the General Plan
Amendments and determined that no significant impacts are associated with the General Plan Amendments for Housing,
Seismic and Safety and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements; and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2015, the Planning Commission adopted a Resolution recommending the City
Council approve the Negative Declaration (Environmental Assessment No. EA14-0007) and General Plan Amendments
No. GP14-0004); and

WHEREAS, on April 21, 2015, the City Council held a public hearing on the General Plan Amendments for
Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements and Negative Declaration. The
City Council, among other documents and information, considered the report from staff on the General Plan Amendments
for Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements and the Negative
Declaration and written and public testimony from property owners, business owners, outside agencies and other affected
parties; and

WHEREAS, the City Council did review and consider the Negative Declaration for the General Plan
Amendments and determined that no significant impacts are associated with the General Plan Amendments for Housing,
Seismic and Safety and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements; and

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Milpitas hereby finds, determines, and resolves as follows:

1. The City Council has considered the full record before it, which may include but is not limited to such
things as the staff report, testimony by staff and the public, and other materials and evidence submitted or
provided to it. Furthermore, the recitals set forth above are found to be true and correct and are
incorporated herein by reference.

2. An Initial Study and Negative Declaration pursuant to CEQA was prepared and circulated
(SCH#2014122025) for the General Plan Amendments to the Updated Housing Element, Seismic and
Safety Element and Open Space and Environmental Conversation Element. The Negative Declaration
assumed no rezoning or changes to the General Plan or Zoning Districts for residential uses to the
proposed project and the project has no potential to cause a significant effect on the environment.
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Pursuant to Government Code Section 65457 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073), there was a 30-day
public review period from December 12, 2014 to January 12, 2015. The proposed project summary is
included as follows:

Proposed Project Summary

The proposed project includes an update to the current (2007-2014) Housing Element for the planning
period 2015-2023. The proposed Project supports the goals and policies of the City’s current Housing
Element and provides policies and implementing programs to further the City’s housing goals to meet its
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA-3,290 units). No rezoning or changes to the General Plan or
Zoning districts would be required to achieve this yield. The Seismic and Safety Element Amendment
includes an update to required information related to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS), dam inundation zones, and City goals and policies to comply with
State law (specifically Assembly Bill 162). It also includes the adoption of Santa Clara County’s multi-
jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan and the City of Milpitas’ Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
Annex to ensure that appropriate emergency measures are implemented when natural disaster occurs.
The Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element Amendment include updates to the water
Quality and Conservation Section, map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian habitat pursuant to
Assembly Bill 162 and California Government Code Section 65302.

The City Council has reviewed the Initial Study and Negative Declaration, all supporting evidence and
documentation, and considered public comments provided at or before the hearing of this matter. The
Initial Study and Negative Declaration reflect the City Council’s independent judgment and analysis as to
the effects of the project on the environment. Based on the review of the entire record therein, including
the Negative Declaration, the Initial Study, all supporting, referenced, and incorporated documents and all
comments received, the City Council that there is no substantial evidence that the project will have a
significant effect on the environment, and that the Negative Declaration, Initial Study and supporting
documents provide an adequate description of the impacts of the project and comply with the CEQA and
CEQA Guidelines. The City Council designates the Director of Planning & Neighborhood Services at
Milpitas City Hall, 455 E. Calaveras Blvd., Milpitas, CA. 95035, as the custodian of documents and
records of proceedings on which this decision is based. All documents are on file with Planning Division
and available for inspection by interested person.

General Plan Amendments (XI-10-57.02.G.1) - The City Council makes the following findings based on
the evidence in the public record in support of the amendments:

a) The proposed amendment is internally consistent with those portions of the General Plan which
are not being amended.

Government Code Section 65580 et seq. requires that Housing Elements as mandatory elements of the
General Plan are updated every eight years and that a general plan and its constituent elements
“comprise” an integrated internally consistent and compatible. Assembly Bill No. 162 requires
amendments to the Seismic and Safety Element to address information relating to Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) dam inundation zones and city goals
and policies to comply with State law. Assembly Bill No. 162 requires amendments to the Open Space
and Environmental Conversation Element to include update to Water Quality and Conversation Section,
map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian habitat.

The proposed General Plan amendments are required and consistent with State law. The Updated
Housing Element will cover the period from 2015 to 2013 and establishes short and long term goals for
the City to meet its housing needs. The other changes to the General Plan are to update other elements to
make then in conformance to changes in State law. The proposed changes will not affect any of the other
elements or provisions of the General Plan and will not create any inconsistency.

b) The proposed amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety, and welfare of the
residents of Milpitas
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The proposed general plan amendments will require no rezoning or changes to the General Plan or Zoning
districts. Transit Area and Midtown Specific Plan have appropriate number of housing sites to meet the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation. Furthermore, the amendments will focus compliance with State
laws achieving long-term housing goals and policies and addressing updated information relating to
flooding and water quality and conversation.

4. General Plan Amendments.

a) Section 4.4 of the Milpitas General Plan entitled “Water Quality and Conservation” is hereby
amended to read as set forth in Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated fully herein.

b) Section 5.2 of the Milpitas General Plan entitled “Drainage, Flooding and Dam Inundation” is hereby
amended to read as set forth in Exhibit B attached hereto and incorporated fully herein.

c) Section 7 of the Milpitas General Plan entitled “Housing Element” is hereby amended in its entirety
and replaced with an Updated Housing Element (2015-2023) attached hereto as Exhibit C attached
hereto and incorporated fully herein.

5. The City Council of the City of Milpitas hereby adopts this Resolution approving a Negative Declaration
(Environmental Assessment No. EA14-007) and approving General Plan Amendments No. GP14-004
relating to the Draft Housing Element (2015-2023) and revisions to the Seismic/Safety, Open
Space/Environmental Conservation Elements of the General Plan.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this day of , 2015, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

ATTEST: APPROVE:

Mary Lavelle, City Clerk Jose Esteves, Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Michael Ogaz, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A

Section 4.4 of the Milpitas General Plan entitled “Water Quality and Conservation” is hereby amended to read as set forth
below. Text deletions are indicated by a strikethrough and text additions are indicated by an underline.

4.4 Water Quality and Conservation
For water supply, see Section 2.6: Public Utilities and Services.

The City lies at the base of the Diablo Range extending from the foothills to an alluvial plain of the Santa Clara
Valley. The City is divided nearly in half between the eastern hillside area and the western low-lying plain. However, the
hillside area is primarily undeveloped and designated as open space. Elevations range from sea level near Coyote Creek to
approximately 2,400 feet above mean sea level (msl) near Monument Peak in the northeastern portion of the City.

Several intermittent streams/creeks flow out of the foothills and through Milpitas before eventually discharging
into Coyote Creek, which is a perennial stream that borders the City of Milpitas to the west. Coyote Creek eventually

becomes a tidal slough and discharges into San Francisco Bay. Figure 4-4 identifies the rivers, creeks, and streams that
flow through the City of Milpitas.

The City of Milpitas is located in the Santa Clara Valley groundwater subbasin. The eastern hillside area of
Milpitas contributes to groundwater recharge and much of this area is dedicated to open space. Given that the majority of
soil in the western low-lying plains is either clay or clayey loam with very low infiltration rates, there is limited potential
for groundwater recharge in this area. Some infiltration occurs in the stream beds of the streams and creeks that flow
through the City where these creeks have not been channelized.

Urban Runoff (Stormwater) Pollution Prevention

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Control Board (RWQCB) is responsible for enforcing the state’s Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Act and the Federal Clean Water Act. The Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan (Basin
Plan) identifies beneficial uses of San Francisco Bay and its tributaries and sets forth criteria and programs for protection
of beneficial uses. The RWQCB has issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to Bay
Area counties, water districts and municipalities. The permits mandate comprehensive programs to reduce urban runoff
pollution by targeting pollutant reduction and surface flow prevention from urban development activities. Milpitas, along
with twelve other cities and towns in northern Santa Clara County, Santa Clara County, and the Santa Clara Valley Water
District are Co-permittees under a single stormwater NPDES permit. The NPDES permit was issued in 1990 and
reissued, with additional requirements, in 1995, 2001, and 2009.

Water Conservation

Prompted by the recent drought and water shortages, the City in 1993 adopted a Water Efficient Landscapes Ordinance
and in 1994 adopted the Water Conservation Ordinance. The Ordinance seeks to promote conservation and efficient use
of water by restricting new and rehabilitated landscaping for public agency projects, private commercial and industrial
projects, and common-area landscaping in single-family and multifamily subdivisions and planned unit developments to
maximum applied water allowances. It also requires preparation of landscape documentation packages for new and
rehabilitated landscapes.
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Recycled Water
The City of Milpitas desires to conserve potable water supplies and encourages the use of recycled water for appropriate
Code.

uses. Potable water shall not be used for irrigation if recycled water is available except as specified in the City Municipal
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EXHIBIT B

Section 5.2 of the Milpitas General Plan entitled “Drainage, Flooding and Dam Inundation” is hereby amended to read as
set forth below. Text deletions are indicated by a strikethrough and text additions are indicated by an underline.

5.2 Drainage, Flooding and Dam Inundation
Drainage

The City lies at the base of the Diablo Range extending from the foothills to an alluvial plain of the Santa Clara Valley.
The City is divided nearly in half between the eastern hillside area and the western low-lying plain. However, the hillside

area is primarily undeveloped and designated as open space. Elevations range from sea level near Coyote Creek to
approximately 2,400 feet above mean sea level (msl) near Monument Peak in the northeastern portion of the City.

Drainage within the City is primarily from the southeast to the northwest. Several intermittent streams/creeks flow out of
the foothills and through Milpitas before eventually discharging into Coyote Creek, which is a perennial stream that
borders the City of Milpitas to the west. Coyote Creek eventually becomes a tidal slough and discharges into San
Francisco Bay. These intermittent streams are identified as:

e (alera Creek

e Tularcitos Creek
e Los Coches Creek
¢ Piedmont Creek

e Berryessa Creek
e  Wrigley-Ford Creek
e Lower Penitencia Creek

Figure 5-3 shows the locations of all of the creeks within the City of Milpitas. The intermittent creeks have been
channelized along portions of their stream courses for flood control purposes. The City is located within the East Zone of
the Flood Control Benefit Assessment District. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is responsible for
maintenance and measures for flood protection within the Assessment District. This is discussed in further detail in the
annual reports provided by SCVWD entitled Flood Control Benefit Assessments (2013).

The City also maintains a storm drainage network consisting of street gutters, catch basins, conveyance piping, pump
stations, and outfalls to creeks. The City has approximately 123 miles of storm drain piping, 3,000 catch basins, 4 miles of
drainage ditches and creeks, and pump stations in low-lying areas. Storm water runoff typically is collected in a system of
underground pipes and network of street gutters. LLocal runoff flows into the creeks and channels that run through the City,
eventually discharging to San Francisco Bay. Storm drain systems close to the Bay tend to rely heavily on pumping
facilities to convey the water.
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Flooding typically occurs within the City due to two interrelated factors: 1) the overflow of major creeks and channels due

system and is responsible for managing flow in Wrigley-Ford Creek.

to limited capacity in relation to flood flows; and 2) inadequate capacity of local drainage facilities. The SCVWD

manages the major creeks and channels that flow through the City, while the City of Milpitas maintains the storm drain

8
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Historical flooding has occurred in 1978, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1986, 1995, and 1998. In February 1998, localized flooding
occurred in the areas of Hillview Drive, S. Milpitas Boulevard at Montague Expressway, and Gladding Court. Additional
areas subject to historical flooding, as discussed in further detail in the City of Milpitas 2013 Storm Drain Master Plan,
include:

e (Calera Creek — Storm runoff spills over the south bank upstream of North Park Victoria Road and Interstate 680,

flooding the adjacent Higuera Adobe Park. Spills from the south bank downstream of Escuela Parkway flow

toward Berryessa Creek, where levees trap the water at Hidden Lake and the Berryessa Pump Station. Flood

waters that cannot be pumped into Berryessa Creek form a residual floodplain.

e Los Coches Creek — Upstream of Interstate 680, the channel does not have sufficient capacity to carry the 100-
year discharge. Inadequate channel capacity at Old Piedmont Road causes floodwaters to spill to the south.

Additional flows leave the channel upstream of I-680, eventually reaching the highway where they pond.

e Lower Penitencia Creek — The SCVWD has lined this creek with concrete and built floodwalls to protect adjacent

properties throughout the City of Milpitas. Lower Penitencia Creek overflows to the west from just south of

Elmwood Jail north to the Coyote Creek confluence. However, Highway 880 contains this spill. The east bank
levee of Lower Penitencia Creek is fully accredited for published base flood discharges between the confluence

with Berryessa Creek and Coyote Creek. Nuisance flooding and 10-year storm event ponding to the top of the
curb occur along Abel Street north of Calaveras Boulevard.

e Berryessa Creek — This creek floods, on average, once every four years. The storm event in 1998 caused

significant damage to homes and automobiles. A 100-year flood associated with this creek is expected to impact
development in the area bounded by Lower Penitencia Creek to the west, Calaveras Boulevard to the north, and

Montague Expressway to the south. The low area on Watson Court is particularly susceptible to flooding. A flood

control project to reduce the potential for flooding along Berryessa Creek is discussed in further detail in the

following Flood Control Projects section.

e Wrigley Creek — This creek overtops its banks at Montague Expressway because of an undersized culvert.

Wrigley Creek has insufficient capacity to carry the 100-year flood event west of the Great Mall and runoff would
spill into the Great Mall parking lot.

e Ford Creek — This creek would overtop its banks in the 100-year storm event and spill toward LLower Penitencia

Creek before it is blocked by floodwalls. The inundation would cover the area west of Railroad Avenue north of
Carlo Street and along North Abel Street. Localized flooding from a 100-year storm event would also affect
Sinnott Lane. In Railroad Avenue, an undersized culvert would cause the creek to overtop its banks in the 100-

yeéar storm.

e Coyote Creek — In the past, flooding along Coyote Creek has been frequent with 12 major floods between 1903
and 1941. With the construction of Coyote and Anderson Reservoirs, the frequency of flooding has been reduced,

but inadequate channel capacities along some portions of Coyote Creek have resulted in continued flood damage.

Storms in January 1997 generated record runoff in Coyote Creek and the creek overtopped its banks at several

locations but the area downstream of Montague Expressway was well protected by levee improvement projects.
The area west of I-880 has been removed from the 100-year floodplain designation and is now mapped as Zone
X.

The City is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP provides property owners and renters
with federally backed flood insurance, reduces flood damage through a mandatory local floodplain management
ordinance, and identifies and maps flood hazards. The NFIP requires the City to maintain a floodplain management
ordinance based upon current FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). The City meets this requirement through the
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implementation of Floodplain Management Regulations specified in Section XI of the Milpitas Municipal Code. These
maps identify Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAS) or areas subject to inundation from a 100-year storm.

Approximately 50% of the City is within the 100-year floodplain, as determined by the latest FEMA FIRM maps and as
shown in Figure 5-4. The areas within the City include the following FIRM map designations:

e Zone A — Areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual (100-year) flood event. Because no detailed hydraulic

analyses have been performed, no Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) or flood depths are shown.

e Zone AE — Areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual (100-year) flood event. BFEs are shown within these

Zones.

e Zone AH — Areas subject to inundation by a 1% chance of shallow flooding (usually areas of ponding) with

average depths ranging from one to three feet. BFEs derived from detailed hydraulic analyses are shown in this
Zone.

e Zone AO — Areas subject to inundation by a 1% chance of shallow flooding (usually sheet flow) with average

depths ranging from one to three feet. Average flood depths derived from detailed hydraulic analyses are shown
within this zone.
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Flood Control Projects

Flood control projects have recently been implemented or are scheduled for future implementation to reduce the impacts
of flooding within City limits. The City of Milpitas is responsible for improvements to the storm drain system, as
described in the Storm Drain Master Plan (July 2013). The SCVWD is responsible for improvements to the creeks and
channels within the City, with the exception of Wrigley-Ford Creek, which is under the jurisdiction of the City.

Two large flood protection projects are scheduled by the SCVWD for Coyote/Berryessa Creek and Upper Penitencia
Creek. The goal of the Coyote Creek Flood Protection Project is to provide protection to the surrounding area from the
100-year flood. The schedule is to start construction of the improvements for Reach 4, which extends from Montague
Expressway to Charcot Avenue, between 2014 and 2016.

Berryessa Creek floods on average once every four years. The proposed SCVWD project would include setback levees,
floodwalls, sediment control structures, and environmental restoration. This project will also include improvements to
Calera Creek (reconfigure the channel and provide concrete floodwalls to contain peak flows) and Tularcitos Creek
(construct a storm water pump station near the confluence of Berryessa Creek and construct short concrete floodwalls
upstream of the pump station to provide adequate freeboard). These improvements to Berryessa Creek are slated for
completion in 2017 contingent on continued funding.

In addition, the SCVWD completed work in Sierra Creek, Los Coches Creek, and Calera Creek in 2010. The activities
included bank protection and sediment removal in Sierra Creek, and sediment removal in both LLos Coches Creek and
Calera Creek.

The 2013 Storm Drain Master Plan proposed a Capital Improvement Program to address storm drain inadequacies within
the City. Storm drain inadequacies are primarily caused by undersized pipe or occasionally due to flat or adverse street
grades. The areas designated as high priority for storm drain improvements, replacement, or relief drains include the
following:

o Tularcitos Creek at Berryessa Confluence (BT1) — Traughber Street, Wool Drive, Park View Drive

e Coyote Creek at Oak Creek Pump Station (C1) — Sycamore Drive
e Los Coches Creek East of 680 (I.2) — Dempsey Road and Edsel Drive
e Penitencia Creek at Manor Pump Station (P4) — Silvera Street

e Penitencia Creek at Berryessa Confluence (PB1) — Redwood Avenue, Abbott Avenue, Maple Avenue, Chestnut
Avenue, Heath Street, North Abel Street, Vasona Street, Lexington Street, Coyote Street

o Piedmont Creek at Berryessa Confluence (PDB1) — Wrigley Way

o Tularcitos Creek East of 680 (T1) — Jacklin Road

o  Wrigley/Tularcitos/Calera Creek at Jacklin Road (WTCA1) — N. Hillview Drive

Flood Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures

The goals, principles, and implementation measures adopted by the City to limit the negative impacts of flooding and
demonstrate compliance with all applicable Federal and State regulations. These goals, principles, and implementation
measures are provided in Section 5.5 of the Seismic and Safety Element — Seismic/Safety Principles and Policies.

In addition, the City of Milpitas has implemented provisions as specified in Section XI-15 Floodplain Management
Regulations of the Municipal Code. These provisions require the developer to submit a permit application showing the
development plans, in particular the measures that will be taken to prevent flood hazards or elevate buildings out of the

floodplain.
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All new residential construction must have the lowest floor built to at least one foot above the Base Flood Elevation
(BFE), or in the case of areas within Zone AQ, at least one foot about the depth number listed on the Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM), or three feet above the highest adjacent grade if no depth number is shown. For non-residential construction,
the lowest floor elevation can be at BEE but the structure needs to be floodproofed and designed for buoyancy.

All new construction (residential and non-residential) with fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor (excluding
basements) that are usable solely for parking of vehicles, building access or storage, and which are subject to flooding,
shall be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing for the entry and exit of
floodwater. Within Zone AH or AQO, improvements shall be constructed so that there are adequate drainage paths around
structures on slopes to guide flood waters around and away from proposed structures. Further details of these provisions
can be found in the following sections of the City of Milpitas Municipal Code:

e Standards of Construction (Section XI-15-5.1) — Specify requirements for anchoring, construction materials and

methods, and elevation and floodproofing

e Standards for Utilities (Section XI-15-5.2) — Specify requirements for new and replacement water supply and

sanitary sewage systems, and on-site waste disposal systems

e Standards for Subdivisions (Section XI-15-5.3) — Specify the elevation of the proposed structure(s) and pad(s) and
provide adequate drainage to reduce exposure to flood hazards

e Floodways (Section XI-15-5.6) — Specify requirements and constraints for encroachments and other flood hazard

reduction provisions.

Any permit application for new construction within a FEMA-designated 100-year flood hazard will be reviewed by the
City Manager, who is appointed as the Floodplain Administrator to enforce Section XI-15 of the Milpitas Municipal
Code. The administrator will determine if all requirements specified in Section XI-15 have been satisfied and either grant
or deny the permit.

In addition, while regional flooding mitigation will be handled by the SCVWD and the US Army Corps of Engineers for
creek improvements, localized flooding mitigation will be handled by the City with storm drain improvements or
individual developers in accordance with a developer-funded and City-approved Storm Drainage Plan.

Dam Inundation

Dam failure is the uncontrolled release of impounded water from behind a dam. Flooding, earthquakes, blockages,
landslides, lack of maintenance, improper operation, poor construction, or sabotage can all cause a dam to fail. Dam
failure can result in downstream flooding that can affect property and life. However, there is no historical record of dam
failure in Santa Clara County or the City of Milpitas. In addition, there is minimal risk in the Bay Area for dam failure due
to safety protocols established by the State Division of Safety of Dams, according to Appendix C Natural Hazard Risk
Assessment of the ABAG Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (2010).

In the unlikely event of a dam failure, inundation maps have been developed by The Association of Bay Area

Governments (ABAG) and SCVWD to aid in evacuation planning. Three dams have inundation zones within the City of
Milpitas:
e Anderson Dam

e (Coyote Dam
e Sandy Wool Lake Dam

A dam inundation map is provided as Figure 5-5, and additional information regarding the dams is provided in the
following paragraphs.
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Anderson Dam and Coyote Dam operate in tandem with controlled releases to minimize the potential for downstream
flooding along Coyote Creek. Coyote Dam is an earth and rock dam built in 1936 by SCVWD for water supply. Anderson

Dam was built in 1950 by SCVWD for water supply and also is constructed of earth and rock. In 2011, a seismic study of
Anderson Dam indicated that the foundation and base of the dam could weaken due to liquefaction from a 7.25 magnitude
earthquake along the Calaveras Fault, which is located about 2 kilometers from the dam. As a result, the Division of
Safety of Dam (DSOD) has established operating restrictions, reducing the amount of allowable storage to 68% of
capacity. The dam is scheduled for seismic retrofit and the reservoir will be drained in 2015; completion of the retrofit is
scheduled for 2018.

The latest dam inundation maps prepared by SCVWD in 2009 indicate that the arrival time of a flood wave into the City
of Milpitas would be about 5 hours, 15 minutes for the inflow design flood (IDF) and 6 hours, 48 minutes for the fair
weather flood. The inundation zone is confined to an area west of I-880 with a maximum elevation of 32 feet msl for the
fair weather flood, which is defined as non-storm conditions at full capacity. A fair weather flood can occur under sunny
(non-precipitation conditions) due to piping/internal erosion failure for an embankment dam or due to a monolith collapse
resulting from sliding, foundation instabilities or a seismic event for a concrete dam. The inundation zone extends to I-680
north of Calaveras Boulevard with a maximum elevation of 35 feet for the IDF, which is defined as a dam failure
occurring during a large storm event at maximum capacity. Since the dam is currently operating at 68% of capacity, these
dam inundation zones are conservative and overestimate the flooding impact in the unlikely event that a dam failure
occurs. The delayed arrival time of a flood wave would allow sufficient time for evacuation of City residents, if needed.

Coyote Dam is located upstream of Anderson Dam and has a dam inundation zone that includes the western edge of
Milpitas in the area approximately 1,200 to 2,200 feet west of 1-880. The arrival time of the flood wave for this dam is
about 6 hours and 30 minutes, which is sufficient time for evacuation of City residents, if needed. Operating restrictions
have also been implemented for this dam with a maximum allowable storage of 53% of its capacity, due to the presence of
the Calaveras Fault under the dam. As a result, the dam inundation zone is much smaller than the mapped area.

The third dam with a dam inundation zone within the City is Sandy Wool Lake Dam, which is located in Ed Levine Park.
According to the Office of emergency Services for Santa Clara County, parts of the City along the Calaveras Road area
east of I-680 could be inundated by failure of this dam. The anticipated arrival of a flood wave is 15 minutes from the
time of dam failure, affecting a population of about 4,900.

The State of California supervises all non-federal dams in California through the Dam Safety Program under the
jurisdiction of DSOD. Engineers and engineering geologists review and approve plans and specifications for the design of
dams and oversee their construction. In addition, the dams are inspected twice a year and continually monitored for
seepage and settling. The Milpitas Fire Department Office of Emergency Services (OES) and the SCVWD coordinate
preparedness efforts to mitigate against, plan for, respond to, and recover from natural hazards, including the possibility of
dam failure.
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EXHIBIT C

Section 7 of the Milpitas General Plan is amended in its entirety and replaced with the Updated Housing Element for
2015-2023, as set out in the attached copy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Located at the southern end of the San Francisco Bay, the City of Milpitas has become an integral part of
high-tech Silicon Valley since becoming incorporated in 1954. The City is a strong employment center
with a diverse population, quality schools, conveniently-located neighborhood parks, and a variety of
retail options. Milpitas is often called the “Crossroads of Silicon Valley” with most of its 13.6 square
miles of land situated between two major freeways (1-880 and 1-680), State Route 237, and a County
expressway. The City is served by Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) light rail and a planned BART
extension is scheduled to begin service to Milpitas in 2018.

Milpitas has experienced a recent surge in residential building activity in recent years, with a
considerable increase in residential permit applications, development entitlements, and new
construction. In large part, these changes have been brought on by the adoption of two Specific Plans
for areas adjacent to an existing VTA station and the City’s planned BART station. The increased
development potential that was made possible by these Specific Plans has prompted the conversion of
areas once dominated by vacant and underutilized land and aging and obsolete industrial space into
high-density transit-oriented development.

As Milpitas continues to usher in this transformation, providing a range of housing options at various
price points will be an integral element of the City’s future development. The 2015-2023 Housing
Element will assist the City in continuing its strong record of planning for housing for all segments of the
population.

Preparation of the Housing Element Update

The Housing Element is the chapter of the General Plan that local jurisdictions in California use to plan
for current and future housing needs. California State Law requires that California cities have an
adopted General Plan, which must contain a Housing Element. While many jurisdictions regularly revise
and update various elements of the General Plan, the Housing Element is the only chapter that is
mandated by State Law to be updated on regular basis and is the only chapter that requires approval
from a State agency. State law dictates the issues that the Housing Element must address and requires
the element to be reviewed by the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) to assure that it meets the minimum requirements established by Government Code §65580-
65589.8. This process is commonly referred to as “certifying” the Housing Element.

Each jurisdiction’s projected housing need during the Housing Element planning period is determined
through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process, which is based on projected Statewide
growth in households as determined by HCD. Through the RHNA process, HCD distributes the Statewide
projected housing need among the regions in the State. In turn, each regional council of government
allocates the projected regional growth to local jurisdictions within the region. The total housing need
for each jurisdiction is distributed among income categories, requiring each jurisdiction to plan to meet
the need for housing for households at all income levels. The agency responsible for distributing the



RHNA in the Bay Area is the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), which works closely with the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), the regional transportation planning agency for the
Bay Area.

Each city and county in California is then required to produce a Housing Element that demonstrates the
jurisdiction’s ability to accommodate the housing need identified in its RHNA during the Housing
Element planning period. This Housing Element covers the 2015-2023 Housing Element planning period,
which differs from previous update cycles as a result of recent changes in State Law, which are discussed
in the following section.

The prior Milpitas Housing Element, certified by HCD in 2010, covered the period between 2007 and
2014 and is the basis for the current Housing Element update. However, all sections in the 2010
Housing Element have been reviewed and updated to reflect changes to State Law, City housing policies
and programs, and local demographic and real estate market conditions.

SB 375 and Changes to Housing Element Law

In an effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions associated with passenger cars, Senate Bill 375 (SB 375,
2008) calls for local jurisdictions and regional planning agencies to better coordinate land use plans with
existing and planned transit investments and to plan for a greater proportion of residential and
employment growth in areas accessible to transit. One outcome of the effort to coordinate housing and
transit planning has been the eight-year planning period (2015-2023) for the upcoming Housing Element
Update, rather than the five- to seven-year planning period that was used in previous Housing Element
Update cycles, in order to coordinate the timing of the Housing Element Update with the Regional
Transportation Plan.!

In response to SB 375, ABAG and MTC developed Plan Bay Area, a long-range integrated transportation
and land use plan for the Bay Area that plans for the projected increase in housing and employment in
the region through 2040. A key element of Plan Bay Area is the designation of Priority Development
Areas (PDAs), locally-designated, transit-accessible areas that are ideal locations for an increase in
residential and commercial development, throughout the region. By focusing growth in PDAs served by
transit and working to make these PDAs more pedestrian- and bike-friendly, Plan Bay Area aims to
reduce the need for automobiles and the associated greenhouse gas emissions in the region. ABAG and
MTC have been supporting planning processes in PDAs in cities throughout the Bay Area, including
Milpitas.

! There are some exceptions to the eight-year planning period, none of which apply to Milpitas during the current update cycle.



Related Planning Efforts

Milpitas recently adopted Specific Plans for two areas adjacent to the City’s existing VTA station and
planned BART station. The Midtown Specific Plan, adopted in 2002, anticipates development of
approximately:

. 3,000 or more housing units,

. 720,000 square feet of office space,

1] 326,000 square feet of general commercial uses, and
. 51,000 square feet of retail uses.

Development standards for the Midtown Specific Plan allow residential development up to 60 units per
acre.

The Transit Area Specific Plan (TASP), adopted in 2008, covers a larger area than the Midtown Specific
Plan and has more development potential. The TASP anticipates development of approximately:

. 6,440 to 9,360 new housing units,
. 496,922 square feet of new office space, and
. 281,000 to 357,000 square feet of new retail space.

Development standards for the TASP allow up to 75 units per acre, with a possible 25 percent density
bonus.

Public Participation in the Housing Element Update

Milpitas conducted extensive public outreach to provide information and solicit input from the public on
the Housing Element Update. The City held three public meetings in addition to City Council and
Planning Commission meetings prior to submission of the Housing Element Update to HCD, all of which
encouraged dialogue between residents, stakeholders, and City staff. The first, held February 25, 2014,
provided the public with information on the update process and housing needs in Milpitas. The second,
held on March 11, 2014, focused on the City’s housing opportunity sites, policies, and programs. The
third, held on October 30, 2014, provided a final opportunity for community input after the draft
document was released to the public and before the document was submitted to HCD.

The Housing Element was also discussed during Planning Commission meetings on May 14, 2014 and
September 10, 2014 and during the City Council meeting on September 16, 2014. Prior to the
September 16 City Council meeting, the City offered a 30-day review period during which the draft
document was available to the public for review at City Hall, the public library, on the City website, and
to individuals as requested. The public had the opportunity to attend all Planning Commission and City
Council meetings and provide comments. Notices for all meetings and to alert the public that the draft
document was available were broadly distributed by mailing to 80 organizations, publishing notices in
the Milpitas Post and on the City’s website, and showing ads on cable television. Minutes and video
from all City Council and Planning Commission meetings are available on the City’s website for public
review. In addition, a summary of written comments received is provided in Appendix D.



In addition to these meetings, information on the Housing Element Update was posted on the City’s

website, at City Hall, and at the public library as well as advertised on cable television, in the Milpitas

Post newspaper, and on the marquee board in front of City Hall. Residents were encouraged to contact

the Planning & Neighborhood Services Department with comments and questions.

Housing Element Contents

Following this introduction, the Housing Element includes the following major components:

A review of the prior (2010) housing element, including an analysis of housing production in
comparison to mandated housing goals.

An analysis of the City’s current and future housing needs.

An inventory and analysis of housing resources.

An analysis of governmental and non-governmental constraints to housing production.

A housing plan setting forth goals, policies, programs, and quantified objectives to address
the City’s housing needs.



2. ASSESSMENT OF PRIOR HOUSING ELEMENT

This chapter reviews and evaluates the City’s progress in implementing the 2010 Housing Element’s
programs and meeting the projected housing need (as defined by the RHNA numbers) between 2007
and 2014.

The City of Milpitas has demonstrated support for affordable housing and a strong commitment to
facilitating a diversity of housing types. During the last housing element period, the City provided
support to seven subsidized housing developments with a total of 863 units. In addition, the City
provided funding to assist in the rehabilitation of 93 mobile homes in Milpitas. Furthermore, Milpitas
continues to implement a range of policies and programs to aid in the production of affordable housing,
including Zoning Ordinance provisions that encourage the inclusion of affordable units in market-rate
developments and allow for high residential densities that support the development of affordable
housing.

The following sections present information on the progress made by Milpitas in its implementation of
the housing programs set forth in the 2010 Housing Element, as well as its progress in achieving its
2007-2014 RHNA goals.

Progress in Implementation of 2010 Housing Element Programs

The City of Milpitas has established a strong housing program, which allowed the City to make
considerable progress toward achieving its housing goals between 2007 and 2014. The Midtown and
Transit Area Specific Plans accommodate high-density residential and mixed-use development, with
maximum densities ranging from 20 to 60 units per acre, or up to 75 units per acre in high-density
residential zones in the Transit-Oriented Overlay Zone. Projects in the Transit-Oriented Overlay Zone
also benefit from reduced parking requirements. Additionally, the EIRs that were prepared for the
Specific Plans can be used as programmatic environmental documents for future residential
development in the Specific Plan Areas, allowing for expedited environmental review of new projects.
The City has further aided residential development in the Specific Plan Areas by helping to pay for
needed infrastructure in the area. A detailed list of the programs included in the last Housing Element
and the City’s progress toward implementation of each program is provided in Appendix A.

Other achievements include successful implementation of the condominium and mobile home
conversion ordinances, operation of programs that rehabilitate and retrofit housing units, and the
provision of financial assistance for facilities and services that provide services to homeless families and
individuals.

Finally, the City has adopted policies to encourage that twenty percent of all new housing units in
market-rate developments are affordable to moderate-, low-, or very low-income households. To help



developers meet this goal, the City has provided funds for mortgage financing, impact fees, and loans to
help projects comply with the affordable housing requirement.

Many of the policies and programs from the 2010 Housing Element Update will be carried forward to
the 2015-2023 Housing Element Update. These are presented in Chapter 6 of this Housing Element
Update.

Progress in Achieving RHNA Goals

During the 2007-2014 Housing Element Cycle, a total of 6,434 housing units were built or permitted in
Milpitas, far exceeding the City’s total RHNA for this period. Table 2.1 below shows the total number of
housing units built or permitted in the City of Milpitas between 2007 and 2014 along with the City’s
RHNA numbers for the 2007-2014 Housing Element Update cycle. As shown, units built and permitted
between 2007 and 2014 exceeded the City’s RHNA for units targeted to households with above-
moderate incomes, but did not meet the City’s RHNA for units affordable to very low-, low-, and
moderate-income households.

Table 2.1: Progress toward RHNA Goals, Milpitas, 2007-2014

2007-2014  Units Built or Balance Percent of
Income Group RHNA Permitted of RHNA  RHNA Achieved
Very Low 689 253 436 36.7%
Low 421 44 377 10.5%
Moderate 441 174 267 39.5%
Above Moderate 936 5,963 N/A 637.1%
Total (a) 2,487 6,434 1,080 56.6%

Note:

(a) Although the total number of units built or permitted in Milpitas between 2007-2014
exceeded the City's total RHNA goals, there was an unmet need for housing targeted to
lower-income households totaling 880 units. This unmet need is reflected in the percent
of RHNA achieved as reported in this table.

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.



3. HOUSING NEEDS ASSESSMENT

The purpose of the Housing Needs Assessment is to describe demographic, housing, and economic
conditions in Milpitas, assess the demand for housing for households at all income-levels, and document
the demand for housing to serve various special needs populations. The Needs Assessment also
provides an analysis of assisted housing projects that are at risk of converting to market rate. The
information provided in the Housing Needs Assessment is intended to assist Milpitas in developing
housing goals and formulating policies and programs that address local housing needs.

To facilitate an understanding of demographic and housing trends in Milpitas, this Housing Needs
Assessment presents data for Milpitas alongside comparable data for of Santa Clara County and, where
appropriate, for the San Francisco Bay Area. This Needs Assessment incorporates data from numerous
sources, including the United States Census, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the State
of California Departments of Finance (DOF) and Housing and Community Development (HCD), and
private demographic and real estate data vendors. Data provided by the Census Bureau include 2000
and 2010 decennial Census data as well as data from the American Community Survey (ACS). The ACS
publishes estimates of demographic conditions based on statistical sampling conducted continuously
over one-year, three-year, and five-year periods, depending on the type of data and size of the
geography being sampled.” While these data cannot represent conditions at a specific point in time, as
in the previous decennial censuses, they are updated on an annual basis and do offer a valuable means
to compare characteristics across geographies.

Population & Household Trends

Population
As presented in Table 3.1 below, Milpitas has experienced moderate population growth in recent years.

The City’s population increased from approximately 63,000 in 2000 to approximately 68,000 in 2013, an
eight-percent increase. Population growth rates were comparable in Santa Clara County overall (nine
percent) and the Bay Area as a whole (eight percent) between 2000 and 2013.

Households
The number of households in Milpitas grew considerably between 2000 and 2013, outpacing the growth

rate in Santa Clara County and the Bay Area. A household is defined as a person or group of persons
living in a housing unit, regardless of the residents’ relationship. This is differentiated from persons

living in group quarters, such as dormitories, convalescent homes, or prisons. As shown in Table 3.1,
there were approximately 19,000 households in Milpitas in 2013, representing a 13-percent increase

’ This data source replaces the information obtained in previous Censuses from the “long form” questionnaire. For more
information on the ACS, see www.census.gov/acs/www/about the survey/american community survey/




from 2000. Meanwhile, the number of households increased by eight percent in Santa Clara County and
seven percent in the Bay Area overall.

Average Household Size
Households in Milpitas tend to be relatively large, but have decreased slightly in recent years. On

average, there were 3.41 persons per household in Milpitas in 2013, substantially higher than the
average household size in the County (2.96 persons per household) and region (2.73 persons per
household), but slightly lower than the average household size in Milpitas in 2000 (3.47 persons per
household). The slight decrease in average household size is consistent with the recent substantial
growth in households coupled with more moderate population growth.

Household Type
Milpitas households consist of a large number of family households. “Family households” are defined as

those consisting of two or more related persons living together, whereas “non-family households”
include persons who live alone or in groups of unrelated individuals. As shown in Table 3.1, 81 percent
of households in Milpitas were family households in 2013. This is a significantly higher proportion than
in Santa Clara County (71 percent) and the Bay Area (65 percent). Similar to the County and region,
Milpitas experienced little change in the proportion of family households in the City between 2000 and
2013.

Household Tenure
Although the majority of housing units in Milpitas are owner occupied, the share of renter-occupied

households has increased slightly over time. Two thirds (67 percent) of all occupied housing units in
Milpitas were owner-occupied in 2013, compared to 57 percent in Santa Clara County and 56 percent in
the Bay Area overall. These figures represent a gradual decline in the share of owner-occupied units
since 2000, which decreased by two to three percentage points in the City, County, and region between
2000 and 2013.



Table 3.1: Population and Household Trends, 2000-2013

Change % Change

Milpitas 2000 2010 2013 2000-2013 2000-2013
Population 62,698 66,790 67,894 5,196 8.3%
Households 17,132 19,184 19,300 2,168 12.7%
Average Household Size 3.47 3.34 341

Household Type

Families 81.7% 81.4% 80.7%

Non-Families 18.3% 18.6% 19.3%
Tenure

Owner 69.8% 66.9% 66.7%

Renter 30.2% 33.1% 33.3%
Santa Clara County
Population 1,682,585 1,781,642 1,842,254 159,669 9.5%
Households 565,863 604,204 611,426 45,563 8.1%
Average Household Size 2.92 2.90 2.96
Household Type

Families 69.9% 70.6% 70.8%

Non-Families 30.1% 29.4% 29.2%
Tenure

Owner 59.8% 57.6% 57.4%

Renter 40.2% 42.4% 42.6%
Bay Area (a)
Population 6,783,760 7,150,739 7,327,626 543,866 8.0%
Households 2,466,019 2,606,288 2,628,762 162,743 6.6%
Average Household Size 2.69 2.69 2.73
Household Type

Families 64.7% 64.6% 64.6%

Non-Families 35.3% 35.4% 35.4%
Tenure

Owner 57.7% 56.2% 56.0%

Renter 42.3% 43.8% 44.0%
California
Population 33,871,648 37,253,956 37,966,471 4,094,823 12.1%
Households 11,502,870 12,568,167 12,675,876 1,173,006 10.2%
Average Household Size 2.87 2.90 2.93
Household Type

Families 68.9% 68.7% 68.5%

Non-Families 31.1% 31.3% 31.5%
Tenure

Owner 56.9% 55.9% 55.9%

Renter 43.1% 44.1% 44.1%
Notes:

(a) The Bay Area region consists of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa
Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.
Sources: US Census, 2000; California, Department of Finance, 2010, 2013; Nielsen, 2013; BAE 2013.

Age Distribution
The population in Milpitas has aged in recent years as baby boomers have begun to reach retirement

age, consistent with national trends. The median age of the City’s population was 33.4 in 2000 and by
2013 had reached 37.1, as shown in Table 3.2. The change in the median age during this period is
reflected throughout the age distribution, which demonstrates a decrease in the share of the population



in all age cohorts under age 45 and a corresponding increase in the share of the population in all cohorts
age 45 and older. While people between the age of 25 and 44 accounted for 38 percent of the City’s
population in 2000, by 2013 only 31 percent of the City’s population was between the age of 25 and 44.

These Citywide trends mirrored Countywide trends, though the population of Milpitas aged at a slightly

faster rate. The population in Milpitas was slightly younger than the population of Santa Clara County in
2000, with a larger proportion of residents between age of 25 and 44, a smaller proportion of residents

age 55 and older, and a median age 0.6 years younger. However, by 2013 Milpitas was largely similar to
the County with respect to the City’s age distribution and median age.

Table 3.2: Age Distribution, 2000, 2010 and 2013

Milpitas Santa Clara County
Age Cohort 2000 2010 2013 2000 2010 2013
Under 15 20.6%  19.2% 19.3% 20.9% 20.2% 20.3%
15t0 17 4.0% 3.7% 3.6% 3.9% 3.9% 3.9%
1810 20 3.9% 3.8% 3.7% 3.9% 3.8% 3.7%
21to 24 5.6% 5.0% 5.0% 5.4% 5.1% 5.1%
2510 34 19.0% 16.3% 15.1% 17.8% 15.1% 14.0%
3510 44 19.0% 16.3% 16.2% 17.6% 15.6% 15.3%
45 to 54 13.3% 15.2% 15.0% 13.0% 14.8% 14.8%
55 to 64 75%  10.9% 11.6% 8.0% 10.4% 11.3%
65to 74 4.6% 5.7% 6.4% 5.2% 6.0% 6.6%
75to 84 2.0% 3.0% 3.1% 3.3% 3.5% 3.5%
85 + 0.5% 0.8% 0.9% 1.1% 1.5% 1.6%
Total 100.0% 100.0%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
Median Age 334 36.1 37.1 34.0 36.2 37.0

Sources: US Census, 2000 and 2010; Nielsen 2013; BAE 2013.

Race and Ethnicity
The racial and ethnic composition of the population in Milpitas has grown increasingly diverse, with

people of Asian descent representing the largest share of the City’s population. In 2000, approximately
half (51 percent) or the population in Milpitas was of Asian descent; by 2010, people of Asian descent
comprised almost two thirds (62 percent) of the City’s population. The City’s population of Asian
descent includes people with Chinese, Filipino, Indian, and Vietnamese ancestry, along with other ethnic
groups. During the same period, the City’s White population decreased from 24 percent of the City’s
population to 15 percent of the population. The number of individuals of Hispanic or Latino origin
increased at the same rate as population growth, keeping the share of the population of Hispanic or
Latino origin stable at 17 percent. The share of the population in all other racial groups decreased
slightly between 2000 and 2010.

Trends were similar in Santa Clara County and the Bay Area overall, with increases in the population of
Asian descent and decreases in the White population. However, a much larger share of the population
was of Asian descent in Milpitas (62 percent) compared to Santa Clara County (32 percent) and the Bay
Area (23 percent) and a smaller share of the population was White. Additionally, the share of the
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population of Hispanic or Latino origin was larger in the County (27 percent in 2010) and region (24
percent in 2010) and showed more significant increases between 2000 and 2010.

Table 3.3: Race and Ethnicity, 2000 and 2010

Milpitas

2000 2010 Change 2000-2010
Ethnicity Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Not Hispanic or Latino 52,281 83.4% 55,550 83.2% 3,269 6.3%
White 14,917 23.8% 9,751 14.6% -5,166 -34.6%
Black or African American 2,187 3.5% 1,836 2.7% -351 -16.0%
American Indian and Alaska Native 240 0.4% 137 0.2% -103 -42.9%
Asian 32,281 51.5% 41,308 61.8% 9,027 28.0%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 347 0.6% 316 0.5% -31 -8.9%
Some other race 131 0.2% 93 0.1% -38 -29.0%
Two or more races 2,178 3.5% 2,109 3.2% -69 -3.2%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 10,417 16.6% 11,240 16.8% 823 7.9%
Total 62,698 100.00% 66,790 100.00% 4,092 6.5%

Santa Clara County

2000 2010 Change 2000-2010
Ethnicity Number Percent Number  Percent Number Percent
Not Hispanic or Latino 1,279,184 76.0% 1,302,432 73.1% 23,248 1.8%
White 744,282 44.2% 626,909 35.2% -117,373 -15.8%
Black or African American 44,475 2.6% 42,331 2.4% -2,144 -4.8%
American Indian and Alaska Native 5,270 0.3% 4,042 0.2% -1,228 -23.3%
Asian 426,771 25.4% 565,466 31.7% 138,695 32.5%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 5,040 0.3% 6,252 0.4% 1,212 24.0%
Some other race 3,522 0.2% 3,877 0.2% 355 10.1%
Two or more races 49,824 3.0% 53,555 3.0% 3,731 7.5%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 403,401 24.0% 479,210 26.9% 75,809 18.8%
Total 1,682,585 100.00% 1,781,642 100.00% 99,057 5.9%

Bay Area

2000 2010 Change 2000-2010
Ethnicity Number Percent Number  Percent Number Percent
Not Hispanic or Latino 5,468,585 80.6% 5,468,939 76.5% 354 0.0%
White 3,392,204 50.0% 3,032,903 42.4% -359,301 -10.6%
Black or African American 497,205 7.3% 460,178 6.4% -37,027 -7.4%
American Indian and Alaska Native 24,733 0.4% 20,691 0.3% -4,042 -16.3%
Asian 1,278,515 18.8% 1,645,872 23.0% 367,357 28.7%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 33,640 0.5% 41,003 0.6% 7,363 21.9%
Some other race 18,451 0.3% 20,024 0.3% 1,573 8.5%
Two or more races 223,837 3.3% 248,268 3.5% 24,431 10.9%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 1,315,175 19.4% 1,681,800 23.5% 366,625 27.9%
Total 6,783,760 100.00% 7,150,739 100.00% 366,979 5.4%

Sources: US Census 2000 and 2010; BAE 2013

Household Income
Households in Milpitas tend to have relatively high incomes, with a median annual income of

approximately $94,000 in 2013. This median is eight percent higher than the median for Santa Clara
County (approximately $87,000) and 27 percent higher than the median for the Bay Area (approximately
$74,000). The high median household income in Milpitas is reflected throughout most of the City’s
income distribution, which shows a smaller number of households with annual incomes below $50,000
than the income distribution for Santa Clara County or the region. However, Milpitas also has a smaller
share of households earning more than $250,000 per year, which constitute six percent of households in
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Milpitas, nine percent of households in Santa Clara County, and seven percent of households in the Bay
Area.

Although household incomes in Milpitas tend to be somewhat high, the City’s large average household
size means that household incomes typically support a relatively large number of people. As a result,
the higher median household income for Milpitas relative to the County and region may not reflect an
ability to pay more for housing after accounting for other expenses associated with supporting a large
household.

Table 3.4: Household Income Distribution, 2013

Household Income Milpitas Santa Clara County Bay Area (a)
Less than $15,000 5.8% 7.4% 9.1%
$15,000 to $24,999 5.8% 6.7% 7.6%
$25,000 to $34,999 4.0% 6.0% 7.1%
$35,000 to $49,999 8.9% 9.8% 10.6%
$50,000 to $74,999 15.5% 14.1% 15.9%
$75,000 to $99,999 13.2% 12.3% 12.5%
$100,000 to $149,999 24.9% 19.3% 17.4%
$150,000 to $249,999 16.3% 15.2% 12.4%
$250,000 to $499,999 4.9% 6.5% 5.2%
$500,000 and over 0.9% 2.8% 2.2%
Total (b) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Median Household Income $94,218 $87,343 $74,423
Notes:

(a) Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara,
Solano, and Sonoma Counties.

(b) Total number of households here may differ from population and household
estimates provided by CA Department of Finance.

Sources: Nielsen, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Household Growth Projections
According to ABAG projections, Milpitas is anticipated to experience significant household growth

between 2010 and 2040. As shown in Table 3.5, Milpitas is expected to gain approximately 12,500
households between 2010 and 2040, a 65 percent increase, considerably outpacing the growth rate in
Santa Clara County (35 percent) and the Bay Area (27 percent). The relatively large amount of projected
household growth in Milpitas aligns with the recent surge in residential construction in the City, which
demonstrates the City’s ability to attract and approve residential projects that are carried through to
completion. Household growth in Milpitas is expected to occur at a relatively even pace throughout this
period, at an average rate of 417 households per year.
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Table 3.5: Estimated Household Growth, Milpitas, Santa Clara County, and the Bay Area, 2010-2040

Total
Change % Change
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010-2040  2010-2040
Milpitas 19,184 21,230 23,330 25,340 27,490 29,560 31,680 12,496 65.1%
Santa Clara County 604,204 639,160 675,670 710,610 747,070 782,120 818,400 214,196 35.5%
Bay Area (a) 2,608,023 2,720,410 2,837,680 2,952,910 3,072,920 3,188,330 3,308,090 700,067 26.8%

Notes:
(a) Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.
Sources: ABAG, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Employment Trends & Jobs/Housing Balance

Similar to employment throughout much of Santa Clara County, employment in Milpitas is strongly
impacted by the Silicon Valley technology sector. According to the City’s 2013 Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report, the top three employers in Milpitas are Cisco Systems, KLA-Tencor, and SanDisk, which
together accounted for over 6,000 jobs in 2013. The following section provides additional information
on employment trends and projections in Milpitas.

Jobs by Industry Sector
Milpitas has experienced strong employment growth in recent years, with an 11-percent increase in jobs

located in the City between the third quarter of 2010 and the third quarter of 2012. Employment in
Santa Clara County also increased during this period, but at a slightly slower rate (seven percent).
Changes in employment varied at the industry level, with some industries experiencing growth and
others with net job losses. The industries with the largest employment growth in Milpitas between the
third quarter of 2010 and the third quarter of 2012 include manufacturing (1,550 net new jobs),
administrative and waste services (612 net new jobs), and construction (435 net new jobs). The industry
sector with the most significant decrease in employment during this period was professional, scientific,
and technical services, which had a net loss of 302 jobs.

The industry data shown in Table 3.6 demonstrate that Milpitas has a strong manufacturing sector,
which accounts for one third (33 percent) of all jobs in the City. Manufacturing is also the largest
employment sector in Santa Clara County overall, but accounts for only 17 percent of jobs Countywide.
However, these data do not necessarily indicate that a large amount of manufacturing is taking place in
Milpitas or Santa Clara County. Technology companies, such as Cisco and KLA Tencor in Milpitas, are
typically classified in the computer and electronics manufacturing industry. This means that all types of
occupations within these companies, including management, product development, administrative,
sales, and other occupations, are categorized as jobs in the manufacturing industry, despite that the
production-related occupations associated with these companies are often located elsewhere.

Other significant employment industries in Milpitas include retail (12 percent of employment) and
leisure and hospitality (12 percent of employment). These two industries, which together constitute
approximately one quarter of all employment in Milpitas, tend to offer relatively low-wage jobs. This
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suggests a need for a mix of housing types in Milpitas at various affordability levels in order to

accommodate the housing need generated by the City’s workforce.

Table 3.6: Jobs by Sector, Q3 2010 and Q3 2012 (a)

Milpitas Santa Clara County

Q32010 Q32012 % Change Q3 2010 Q32012 % Change
Industry Sector (a) # % # %  2010-2012 # % # %  2010-2012
Agriculture, Forestry, Hunting, Mining 12  0.0% 12  0.0% 0.0% 4,267 0.5% 4,100 0.5% -3.9%
Construction 1,559 4.2% 1,994 4.9% 27.9% 32,433  3.9% 35,433  3.9% 9.2%
Manufacturing 12,016 32.5% 13,566 33.2% 12.9% 152,367 18.1% 156,900 17.5% 3.0%
Wholesale Trade 2,206 6.0% 2,547 6.2% 15.5% 34,933 4.1% 35,100 3.9% 0.5%
Retail Trade 4,965 13.4% 4,938 12.1% -0.6% 76,167  9.0% 81,133  9.0% 6.5%
Transportation/Warehousing/Utilities (b) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 11,900 1.4% 12,900 1.4% 8.4%
Information 663 1.8% 1,008 2.5% 52.1% 44967 5.3% 50,167 5.6% 11.6%
Finance/Insurance 510 1.4% 442 1.1% -13.3% 18,233 2.2% 20,200 2.3% 10.8%
Real Estate 259  0.7% 317 0.8% 22.2% 12,433 1.5% 13,533 1.5% 8.8%
Professional/Scientific/Technical Srvcs 3,216 8.7% 2914 7.1% -9.4% 105,500 12.5% 119,500 13.3% 13.3%
Management of Companies/Enterprises 152 0.4% 206 0.5% 35.5% 9,800 1.2% 10,633 1.2% 8.5%
Administrative/Waste Services 1,342 3.6% 1,953 4.8% 45.6% 47,567 5.6% 52,600 5.9% 10.6%
Educational Services 369 1.0% 530 1.3% 43.5% 33,233 3.9% 35,600 4.0% 7.1%
Health Care/Social Assistance 1,805 4.9% 1,924 4.7% 6.6% 76,767 9.1% 79,833 8.9% 4.0%
Leisure & Hospitality 4,417 11.9% 4,839 11.8% 9.6% 75,133 8.9% 83,133 9.3% 10.6%
Other Services, excl. Public Admin 1,769 4.8% 1,748 4.3% -1.2% 23,400 2.8% 24,633 2.7% 5.3%
Unclassified (b) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Government (b) (c) N/A N/A 1283 3.1% N/A 83,267 9.9% 82,233  9.2% -1.2%
Total 36,967 100% 40,876 100% 11% 842,367 100% 897,633 100% 7%
Notes:

(a) Includes all wage and salary employment covered by unemployment insurance.

(b) Local employment for Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities, Unclassified, and Government in Milpitas was suppressed by EDD due to the
small number of firms in Milpitas reporting in this category. Total employment includes jobs in these categories.
(c) Government employment includes workers in all local, state and Federal sectors, not just public administration. For example, all public school

staff are in the Government category.

Sources: California Employment Development Department, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Jobs to Workers Ratio

As shown in Table 3.7, Milpitas has a considerable net inflow of workers to the City, with 1.7 jobs for

every employed person in Milpitas in 2011. There is also a net inflow of workers to Santa Clara County

overall, but the ratio of jobs to employed residents is lower than in Milpitas, at 1.1 jobs for every

employed worker. These figures suggest a potential need for additional housing for people employed in

Milpitas that currently commute from other areas. This need will likely be addressed in part by the

ongoing residential construction activity in Milpitas.
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Table 3.7: Jobs to Workers Ratio, 2011

Santa
Milpitas Clara County

Total Jobs (a) (b) 42,698 938,013
Employed Residents (a) 25,537 835,675
Jobs/Employed Residents 1.7 11
Notes:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes
demographic estimates based on statistical sampling
conducted continuously in 2011.

(a) The universe consists of members of the Armed Forces
and civilian workers age 16 and older who were at work
the week prior to the survey.

(b) Total number of jobs here may differ from estimates
provided by the CA Employment Development Department.
Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; California
Employment Development Department, 2013; BAE 2013.

Employment Trends
Similar to much of the rest of Silicon Valley and the Bay Area, Milpitas experienced an increase in

unemployment beginning in 2007, followed by a gradual decrease in the unemployment rate in more
recent years. As shown in Figure 3.1, the unemployment rate in Milpitas has mirrored trends in Santa
Clara County since 2000, remaining just slightly higher (0.1 to 0.4 percentage points) than the
unemployment rate for the County between 2000 and 2013. The unemployment rate in both the City
and County was below five percent in 2006, but began to increase slightly at the start of the recession in
2007. Atthe peakin 2010, the unemployment rate reached 11.3 percent in Milpitas and 11.0 percent in
Santa Clara County, more than twice the unemployment rate in 2006. The unemployment rate
decreased in subsequent years, averaging approximately seven percent in the City and County in 2013,
which suggests an ongoing economic recovery in the City and County and an associated increase in the
employment rate.
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Figure 3.1: Unemployment, 2000-2013
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Notes:
Data are not seasonally adjusted.
Sources: CA EDD; BAE, 2014.

Employment Projections
According to ABAG projections, Milpitas is expected to experience moderate employment growth

between 2010 and 2040. As shown in Table 3.8, ABAG estimates that there will be a 28-percent
increase in the number of jobs in Milpitas between 2010 and 2040. During the same period,
employment is expected to increase by 33 percent in Santa Clara County and the Bay Area overall,
outpacing employment growth in Milpitas. The moderate employment growth rate in Milpitas relative
to other areas and the substantial rate of household growth in Milpitas shown in Table 3.5 suggest that
the City is poised to provide additional housing units that will help to reduce the disparity between jobs
and employed residents identified Table 3.7, potentially offering additional housing opportunities for
people employed in Milpitas.

Employment growth is expected to occur at a faster rate during the first ten years of the projection
period (2010-2020) than in the subsequent twenty years. Milpitas is expected to gain 7,330 jobs
between 2010 and 2020, at an average rate of over 733 jobs per year, and 2,010 jobs between 2020 and
2030, at an average rate of 201 jobs per year. Job growth is then projected to increase slightly between
2030 and 2040, with an average rate of 328 jobs per year.

Santa Clara County and the Bay Area are expected to have a similar growth pattern, with large

employment increases between 2010 and 2020 and more moderate employment increases between
2020 and 2030, followed by a slight increase in the rate of employment growth between 2030 and 2040.
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Table 3.8: Estimated Job Growth, Milpitas, Santa Clara County, and the Bay Area, 2010 - 2040

Total
Change % Change
2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2010-2040  2010-2040
Milpitas 45,190 48,660 52,520 53,480 54,530 56,120 57,810 12,620 27.9%
Santa Clara County 926,270 1,003,780 1,091,270 1,118,320 1,147,020 1,187,010 1,229,520 303,250 32.7%
Bay Area (a) 2,571,920 2,788,160 3,027,840 3,105,650 3,187,040 3,301,510 3,421,890 849,970 33.0%

Notes:
(a) Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.
Sources: ABAG, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Housing Stock Characteristics

The following section provides information on the existing housing stock and recent building trends in
Milpitas along with comparative data for Santa Clara County. This information helps to identify existing
and anticipated future housing needs in Milpitas, which can inform the development of housing

programs.

Housing Stock Conditions
Milpitas has a relatively large number of new units in the housing stock, as shown in Table 3.9.

According to ACS data collected in 2011, the median year built for housing units in Milpitas was 1977,
five years newer than the median year built for Santa Clara County overall. Moreover, 73 percent of
housing units in Milpitas were built in 1970 or later, compared to 61 percent of housing units in Santa

Clara County.

Since housing units typically deteriorate with age, often requiring extensive maintenance or
rehabilitation, the relatively new housing stock in Milpitas is likely an indication that a comparatively
large number of units in Milpitas are in a state of good repair. Nonetheless, the owners of the limited
number of older residential units in Milpitas may be in need of resources to be able to afford necessary
maintenance. Milpitas Code Enforcement and Building Department staff estimates that approximately
37 percent of Milpitas homes built prior to 1970 (2,063 units, or 10 percent of the City’s total housing
stock) are in need of rehabilitation or major repairs.
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Table 3.9: Housing Units by Year Built, 2011

Milpitas Santa Clara County

Year Built (a) Number Percentage Number Percentage
2005 or later 1,593 7.8% 28,286 4.9%
2000 to 2004 383 1.9% 38,141 6.6%
1990 to 1999 2,767 13.5% 63,534 11.0%
1980 to 1989 3,135 15.4% 76,970 13.4%
1970 to 1979 6,966 34.1% 142,825 24.8%
1960 to 1969 3,831 18.8% 123,376 21.4%
1959 or earlier 1,747 8.6% 103,300 17.9%
Total 20,422 100.0% 576,432 100.0%
Median Year Built 1977 1972

Note:

(a) The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based or
statistical sampling conducted continuously in 2011.

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

Structure Type

The majority of housing units in Milpitas are single-family detached homes, as shown in Table 3.10.
According to estimates from the California Department of Finance, 76 percent of all homes in Milpitas
are single-family homes (59 percent detached single-family and 17 percent attached single-family). This
is a slighter higher proportion than in Santa Clara County (64 percent) and the Bay Area (63 percent),
due mainly to the high proportion of attached single-family homes in Milpitas. Accordingly, Milpitas has
a smaller share of units in multifamily structures (22 percent) than the County (33 percent) and region
(35 percent). Mobile homes represent comparable proportions of units in the City (two percent),
County (three percent), and region (two percent).

Table 3.10: Housing Units by Type, 2013

Milpitas Santa Clara County Bay Area

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Milpitas of Units of Total of Units of Total of Units of Total
Single Family Detached 11,703 58.7% 346,145 54.1% 1,505,153 53.6%
Single Family Attached 3,363 16.9% 62,201 9.7% 258,633 9.2%
Multifamily 2 to 4 Units 1,384 6.9% 48,923 7.7% 278,450 9.9%
Multifamily 5+Units 3,057 15.3% 163,124 25.5% 705,899 25.1%
Mobile Home 418 2.1% 19,053 3.0% 59,673 2.1%
Total 19,925 100.0% 639,446 100.0% 2,807,808 100%

Sources: CA Department of Finance, E-5 2013; BAE, 2013.

Residential Building Permit Trends

Residential building permit activity in Milpitas over the past ten years reflects regional and nationwide
trends, with large amounts of activity prior to 2007 followed by a marked decrease in activity during the
recent recession. However, building permit issuances in Milpitas also reveal the surge in residential
construction that the City has experienced over the past few years. Prior to 2013, the peak of building
permit activity in Milpitas during the past decade occurred in 2006, during which the City issued permits
for 744 units, most (638) of which were in multifamily structures with five units or more. Building
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permit activity decreased in 2007, with a total of 174 units permitted, and further decreased in 2008,
with only 14 units permitted. Building permit activity in Milpitas has resumed in more recent years,
totaling 373 units in 2011 and 131 units in 2012. In 2013, Milpitas issued permits for 842 new units,
surpassing totals from any other year in the prior decade.

In contrast to the City’s existing housing stock, the housing units recently permitted in Milpitas consist
largely of multifamily units. Between 2003 and 2012, 77 percent of all units permitted in Milpitas were
in structures with five or more units, and 20 percent were single-family homes. Although trends were
similar Countywide, 64 percent of all units permitted in Santa Clara County between 2003 and 2012
were in structures with five or more units, representing a smaller share of building permit activity than
in Milpitas. These trends suggest a shift over time toward increasingly high proportions of multifamily
residential construction throughout the County and in Milpitas in particular.

Table 3.11: Number of Units Issued Building Permits, 2003-2012

Units Permitted Total Percent
Milpitas 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2003-2013 2003-2013
Single Family 1 5 26 103 79 5 57 6 7 65 212 566 20%
2 Units 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
3 & 4 Units 0 12 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 42 64 2%
5 or More Units 0 201 72 638 95 9 72 56 366 59 588 2,156 7%
Total 1 218 98 744 174 14 129 62 373 131 842 2,786 100%
Santa Clara County
Single Family 2,468 2,675 2,333 2,121 1,923 939 602 814 970 1,460 1,729 18,034 34%
2 Units 62 82 28 10 46 50 28 4 2 28 30 370 1%
3 & 4 Units 88 126 202 20 40 49 7 23 50 62 104 841 2%
5 or More Units 4,388 2,497 3,050 3,899 2,153 2,433 417 3,291 2,043 3,941 5,758 33,870 64%
Total 7,006 5,380 5,613 6,120 4,162 3,471 1,054 4,132 3,065 5,491 7,621 53,115 100%

Sources: U.S. Census, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Overcrowding
Although the City has some overcrowded households, overcrowding is not a particularly common

problem in Milpitas. A housing unit is typically defined as overcrowded if it houses more than one more
person per room (including bedroomes, kitchens, and dining rooms, but not bathrooms or porches) and
severely overcrowded if it houses more than 1.5 persons per room.

As shown in Table 3.12, approximately eight percent of Milpitas households were overcrowded in 2011
and approximately three percent were severely overcrowded. Overcrowding is more prevalent among
renter households, 13 percent of which were overcrowded, than among owner households, six percent
of which were overcrowded. Rates of overcrowding were similar in Santa Clara County, but with a
slightly higher rate of overcrowding among renter-occupied households (14 percent) and a lower rate of
overcrowding among owner-occupied households (three percent).
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Table 3.12: Overcrowded Households, 2011

Owner Households Renter Households All Households

Milpitas Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Overcrowded (a) 708 5.6% 876 13.0% 1,584 8.2%

Severely Overcrowded (b) 212 1.7% 311 4.6% 523 2.7%
Not Overcrowded 11,932 94.4% 5,876 87.0% 17,808 91.8%
Total 12,640 100.0% 6,752 100.0% 19,392 100.0%
Santa Clara County
Overcrowded (a) 10,764 3.1% 36,097 13.7% 46,861 7.7%

Severely Overcrowded (b) 3,054 0.9% 15,477 5.9% 18,531 3.1%
Not Overcrowded 332,978 96.9% 226,620 86.3% 559,598 92.3%
Total 343,742 100.0% 262,717 100.0% 606,459 100.0%

Notes:

(a) The U.S. Census defines an overcrowded unit as one occupied by more than 1 person per room
(excluding bathrooms and kitchens).

(a) The U.S. Census defines a severely overcrowded unit as one occupied by more than 1.5 persons
per room (excluding bathrooms and kitchens).

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

Housing Market Conditions and Affordability

This section provides information on current housing market conditions in Milpitas, including costs and
vacancy rates, and assesses the extent to which the housing market is providing for the needs of various
economic segments of the local population. Although there are many ways to assess affordability,
housing is typically defined as affordable for a given household if housing costs do not exceed 30
percent of household income. Households with housing costs that exceed this affordability threshold
often have less money available to available to spend on other essential goods and services, such as
food, healthcare, and transportation, or may have difficulty making rent or mortgage payments.
Information on housing market conditions and local demographics helps to identify those segments of
the population that face difficulties in securing affordable housing in Milpitas.

Vacancy Trends
Milpitas has low vacancy rates among both rental and for-sale housing units. According to 2010 US

Census data, three percent of rental units and one percent of for-sale units in Milpitas was vacant.
Vacancy rates were slightly higher in Santa Clara County overall, where four percent of rental units and
one percent of for-sale units were vacant, and the Bay Area overall, where six percent of rental units
and two percent of for-sale units were vacant. These data indicate a tight residential market in Milpitas
for rental and for-sale housing, which often leads to high housing costs and limited housing choices for
existing and prospective residents.
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Table 3.13: Housing Occupancy and Vacancy Status, 2010

Milpitas Santa Clara County California
Occupancy Status Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
Occupied Housing Units 19,184 96.9% 604,204 48.9% 12,577,498 47.9%
Renter 6,359 32.1% 255,906 20.7% 5,542,127 21.1%
Owner 12,825 64.8% 348,298 28.2% 7,035,371 26.8%
Vacant Housing Units 622 3.1% 27,716 2.2% 1,102,583 4.2%
For rent 206 1.0% 11,519 0.9% 374,610 1.4%
For sale only 152 0.8% 5,067 0.4% 154,775 0.6%
Rented or sold, not occupied 107 0.5% 2,222 0.2% 54,635 0.2%
For seasonal, recreational or occasional use 50 0.3% 3,000 0.2% 302,815 1.2%
For migrant workers 4 0.0% 50 0.0% 2,100 0.0%
Other vacant 103 0.5% 5,858 0.5% 213,648 0.8%
Total 19,806 100.0% 1,236,124 100% 26,257,579 100%
Rental Vacancy Rate 3.1% 4.3% 6.3%
For Sale Vacancy Rate 1.2% 1.4% 2.2%

Sources: US Census, 2010; BAE, 2013.

Residential Sale Price Trends
Housing prices in Milpitas fell substantially during the recent recession, but have begun to recover in

recent years and are now approaching pre-recession levels. As shown in Figure 3.2, the median
residential sale price in Milpitas peaked in 2007 at $640,000. The median decreased by 38 percent in
over the next two years, with a low of $400,000 in 2009. The median residential sale price did not
change significantly between 2009 and 2012, remaining between $400,000 and $435,000 in each year.
However, the median sale price increased to $580,000 in 2013, coming close to the median during the
years prior to the recession.

Median sale price trends in Milpitas mirrored trends in Santa Clara County overall between 2005 and
2013. However, the median sale price in Milpitas was slightly lower than the Countywide median each
year between 2005 and 2013, with a price difference ranging from $30,000 to $90,000.

The slightly lower median sale price for homes in Milpitas relative to Santa Clara County, coupled with
the City’s high median income, could suggest that households in Milpitas do not have difficulty affording
homes in Milpitas. However, the City’s large household size (3.41 people per household; see Table 3.1)
means that household incomes in Milpitas tend to support a large number of people, and therefore
many households still face difficulties affording housing along with other household expenses, as shown
in Figure 3.8 below.
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Figure 3.2: Median Residential Sale Price, 2005-2013
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Sources: DQ News, 2006-2013; BAE, 2014.

Data on recent home sales in Milpitas demonstrate variation in price between single-family homes and
condominiums, though the median sale price for both types of homes is relatively high. Among homes
sold in Milpitas between January and August 2013, the median sale price was $630,000, as shown in
Table 3.14. Single family homes sold during this period tended to be relatively large; half had four or
more bedrooms. The median sale price for condominiums sold during this period was $402,000,
approximately two thirds of the median among single-family homes. However, these units also tended
to be much smaller; 55 percent were two-bedroom units.
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Table 3.14: Sale Price Distribution of Single Family Residences and
Condominiums by Number of Bedrooms, Milpitas, January-August 2013

Number of Units Sold (a)

Sale Price Range 1 BRs 2 BRs 3 BRs 4+ BRs Total % Total
Single-Family Residences

Less than $400,000 0 1 18 13 32 14.8%
$400,000-$599,999 0 4 40 19 63 29.2%
$600,000-$799,999 0 3 35 33 71 32.9%
$800,000-$999,999 0 0 6 31 37 17.1%
$1,000,000 or more 0 1 0 12 13 6.0%
Total 0 9 99 108 216  100.0%
% Total 0.0% 4.2% 45.8% 50.0% 100.0%

Median Sale Price N/A  $580,000 $555,500 $746,250 $630,000

Average Sale Price N/A  $712,444  $546,226 $721,593 $640,836

Average Size (sf) N/A 1,618 1,352 1,863 1,618

Average Price/sf N/A $440 $404 $387 $396

Condominiums

Less than $200,000 1 2 2 0 5 4.5%
$200,000-$299,999 1 14 3 0 18 16.2%
$300,000-$399,999 4 14 12 0 30 27.0%
$400,000-$499,999 0 22 6 0 28 25.2%
$500,000 or more 0 9 20 1 30 27.0%
Total 6 61 43 1 111 100.0%
% Total 5.4% 55.0% 38.7% 0.9% 100.0%
Median Sale Price $332,500 $400,000 $490,000 $672,000 $402,000
Average Sale Price $303,500 $380,357 $468,395 $672,000 $412,935
Average Size (sf) 821 1,100 1,326 1,764 1,178
Average Price/sf $370 $346 $353 $381 $350

Note:

(a) Consists of all full and verified sales of single-family residences and condominiums in the 95035
ZIP code between 1/1/2013 and 8/15/2013.

Sources: DataQuick; BAE, 2013.

Rental Market Trends
In general, residential rental properties in Milpitas have high occupancy rates paired with rental rates

that are slightly lower than most other Santa Clara County jurisdictions. Data on occupancy and rental
rates in Milpitas and other Santa Clara County jurisdictions were provided by RealFacts, which collects
data on rental properties with 50 units or more. As shown in Figure 3.3, in the second quarter of 2013
the average rental rate in Milpitas was slightly lower than the average for Santa Clara County at $1,933
per month. However, at 97.7 percent, the occupancy rate for properties in Milpitas was higher than the
occupancy rate in most other Santa Clara County jurisdictions. Occupancy rates higher than 95 percent
are conventionally thought to indicate a tight rental market, suggesting a potential need for additional
rental units to allow for housing choice among existing and prospective tenants.



Figure 3.3: Rental Rates and Vacancy, Second Quarter 2013
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Rental and occupancy trends in Milpitas demonstrate fluctuations in the market during the past several
years, but overall trends indicate increasingly strong occupancy and high rental rates over time. As
shown in Figure 3.4, data from RealFacts indicate that the average rental rate in Milpitas increased
steadily between 2005 and 2008, followed by a decrease in 2009. However, by 2011 the average rental
rate in the City exceeded the 2008 average, and has increased in each subsequent year. The average
rental rate during the first half of 2013 was $1,898 per month, 41 percent higher than the 2005 average.

The occupancy rate in Milpitas has also varied in recent years, but suggests an increasingly tight rental
market in the City over time. Between 2005 and 2013, the occupancy rate reported by RealFacts varied
from 96.4 percent to 97.7 percent, remaining higher than the 95 percent occupancy rate that is typically
thought to indicate a healthy balance between supply and demand. During the first six months of 2013,
the average occupancy rate in Milpitas was 97.6 percent, 1.2 percentage points higher than in 2005.
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Figure 3.4: Rental Market Trends, Milpitas, 2005-2013
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Foreclosures
Similar to many Bay Area jurisdictions, Milpitas had a spike in foreclosures at the start of the recession in

2007 and 2008, but has demonstrated a gradual recovery, particularly in recent months. As shown in
Figure 3.5, the rate reached 4.4 foreclosures per 1,000 households in the 3 quarter of 2008,
approximately 20 times higher than the rate in the 4™ quarter of 2006. The foreclosure rate began to
decrease gradually in the 4™ quarter of 2008, but continued to fluctuate well above pre-recession levels
through the 3™ quarter of 2012. However, the foreclosure rates during all four quarters of 2013 were
comparable to the City’s foreclosure rate in the fourth quarter of 2006, suggesting a recovery in the
City’s housing market. Compared to the County as a whole, Milpitas had a higher foreclosure rate
during the recession and much of the subsequent recovery, but a comparable rate throughout 2013.

Figure 3.5: Foreclosures per 1,000 Households, Milpitas & Santa Clara County, Sept 2012--Sept 2013
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Affordability

As discussed above, housing is typically considered affordable if total housing costs do not exceed 30
percent of a household’s gross income. For renter households, housing costs include rent plus any
utilities paid by the household. For owner households, housing costs include mortgage payments,
mortgage interest payments, taxes, insurance, utilities, and any homeowner association fees that apply
to the property. Many lower-income households have housing costs that exceed this affordability
threshold and therefore have difficulty paying for housing costs along with food, medical care,
transportation, and other essential goods and services.

Income Limits
In order to determine eligibility for various housing programs and to evaluate the affordability of

housing to households at various income levels, households are often categorized based on the
relationship between household income and the Area Median Income (AMI). The California Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD) establishes the AMI for each County in California
annually, adjusted by household size, and the upper “income limit” of for extremely low-, very low-,
low-, and moderate-income households. Table 3.15 shows the percent of AMI and the 2013 income
limits for a four-person household in Santa Clara County that correspond to each income category. As
shown, the median income for a four-person household in Santa Clara County was $105,500 in 2013 and
the income limit for a low-income household was $84,900.

Table 3.15: Household Income Limits, Santa Clara
County, 2013

% of Area Top of Income
Income Category Median Income Range (a)
Extremely Low Income 0% to 30% $31,850
Very Low Income 31% to 50% $53,050
Low Income 51% to 80% $84,900
Moderate 80% to 120% $126,600
Santa Clara County Median 100% $105,500

Notes:

(a) Based on HCD 2013 Household Income Limits for a household of four
in Santa Clara County.

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development
2013; BAE, 2013.

Figure 3.6 shows the 2013 Milpitas household income distribution by AMI level for a four-person
household in Santa Clara County. As shown, approximately 34 percent of Milpitas households have
above-moderate incomes, 21 percent have moderate incomes, and 45 percent have low, very low, or
extremely low incomes.
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Figure 3.6: Household Income Distribution by AMI Level for a Four-Person Household,
Milpitas, 2013
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To put these figures in context, Figure 3.7 shows households of various sizes and at different income
levels, along with occupations that could support a household at each income level.

Figure 3.7: Representative Households, Santa Clara County, 2013

Moderate Income Household (80% - 120% of AMI)
- Estimated Annual Income: $115,000
ww One parent is computer programmer, the other is a part time
child care worker; they have two children.
Low Income Household (50% - 80% AMI)

@ Estimated Annual Income: $60,265
One parent is a receptionist, the other is a groundskeeper.
They have two children.

Very Low Income Household (50% - 80% AMI)
e o Estimated Annual Income: $44,900
W w w Single parent is a bookkeeper, and has two children.

Extremely Low Income Household (Up to 30% AMI)

W ® Estimated Annual Income: $19,300

W Parent works in a coffee shop at the counter; has one child

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2013;
California EDD, Labor Market Info, 2013; BAE, 2014.
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Ability to Purchase or Rent Homes
Home sale prices and rental rates in Milpitas typically exceed the affordability threshold for lower-

income households. As shown in Table 3.16, a household earning the median income for a four-person
household in Santa Clara County can afford a single-family home with a sale price up to approximately
$476,000, three quarters of the median price of single-family homes recently sold in Milpitas. Just one
quarter of single-family homes recently sold in Milpitas sold for $476,000 or less. A smaller percentage
of single-family homes were affordable to households earning less than the median income; only 14
percent were affordable to low-income households.

Condominiums provide a more affordable homeownership option for some households. As shown, a
household earning the median income for a four-person household in Santa Clara County can afford a
condominium sale price up to approximately $408,000,? slightly more than the median sale price among
condominiums recently sold in Milpitas. Households earning 80 percent of AMI for a four-person
household in Santa Clara County can afford 25 percent of condominiums recently sold in Milpitas,
provided that these households are able to afford a down payment.

* The maximum affordable condominium sale price is lower than the maximum affordable single family home sale
price to account for payment of monthly homeowner association fees for condominium properties.
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Table 3.16: Affordability of Market Rate For Sale Housing in Milpitas

Single-Family Residences

Percent of SFRs
Income Max. Affordable  Recently Sold Within

Income Level Limit (a) Sale Price (b) Price Range (c)
Extremely Low-Income (Up to 30% AMI) $31,850 $143,697 1.9%
Very Low-Income (Up to 50% AMI) $53,050 $239,345 6.9%
Low-Income (Up to 80% AMI) $84,900 $383,042 13.9%
Median-Income (Up to 100% AMI) $105,500 $475,983 24.5%
Moderate-Income (Up to 120% AMI) $126,600 $571,180 39.8%
Median Sale Price $630,000
Number of Units Sold 216

Condominiums

Percent of Condos

Income Max. Affordable on Market Within
Income Level Limit (a) Sale Price (b) Price Range (d)
Extremely Low-Income (Up to 30% AMI) $31,850 $89,980 0.0%
Very Low-Income (Up to 50% AMI) $53,050 $181,647 4.5%
Low-Income (Up to 80% AMI) $84,900 $319,363 25.2%
Median-Income (Up to 100% AMI) $105,500 $408,435 53.2%
Moderate-Income (Up to 120% AMI) $126,600 $499,669 73.0%
Median Sale Price $402,000
Number of Units Sold 111

Notes:

(a) Income limits published by California Department of Housing and Community Development for
four-person household in Santa Clara County, 2013.

(b) Mortgage terms:

Annual Interest Rate (fixed) 5.23%
Term of mortgage (years) 30
Percent of sale price as down payment 20%
Initial property tax (annual) 1.148%
Mortgage Insurance as percent of loan amount 0.0%
Annual homeowner's insurance rate as percent of sale price 0.2%
Homeowners Association Fee (monthly, condominiums only) $276
Percent of household income available for housing costs 30%

(c) Consists of all full and verified sales of single-family residences in the 95035 between
1/1/2013 and 8/15/2013

(d) Consists of all full and verified sales of condominiums in the 95035 between 1/1/2013 and
8/15/2013

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2013; Freddie Mac,
2013; Santa Clara County Assessor's Office, 2013; CA Dept. of Insurance, 2013; condo.com,
2013; BAE, 2014.

Rental housing in Milpitas is typically affordable to moderate-income households, but average rental
rates exceed the affordability threshold for low-, very low-, and extremely low-income households. As
shown in Table 3.17, a household earning the median income for a four-person household in Santa Clara
County can afford to pay $2,450 in monthly rent. This is slightly more than the average rental rate for a
two bedroom/two bathroom unit in Milpitas ($1,986 per month) and slightly less than the average
rental rate for a three bedroom/two bathroom unit in Milpitas ($2,641 per month). Households earning
120 percent of AMI for a four-person household in Santa Clara County can afford to pay $2,977 per
month for rent and can therefore afford the average rent for a three bedroom/two bathroom unit in
Milpitas.



However, the maximum affordable rent for households earning 80 percent of AMI for a four-person
household in Santa Clara County is $1,935 per month, slightly less than the average rent for a two
bedroom/two bathroom unit in Milpitas, which suggests that low-income households often face
difficulties finding adequate affordable units. Households with extremely low and very low incomes
have lower affordability thresholds, and therefore many of these households are likely to have housing
costs that exceed 30 percent of household income. In most Bay Area cities, rental subsidies or
affordability restrictions are often necessary to produce housing affordable to very low- and extremely
low-income households.

Table 3.17: Affordability of Market-Rate Rental Housing in

Milpitas, 2013
Maximum
Income Affordable
Income Level Limit (a) Rent (b)
Extremely Low-Income (Up to 30% AMI) $31,850 $608
Very Low-Income (Up to 50% AMI) $53,050 $1,138
Low-Income (Up to 80% AMI) $84,900 $1,935
Median-Income (Up to 100% AMI) $105,500 $2,450
Moderate-Income (Up to 120% AMI) $126,600 $2,977
2 Br/2 Ba Unit 3 Br/2 Ba Unit
Average Rent in Milpitas (c) $1,986 $2,641

Notes:

(a) Income limits published by CA Department of Housing and Community
Development for four-person household in Santa Clara County, 2013.

(b) Assumes 30 percent of household income spent on rent and utilities,
based on Santa Clara County Housing Authority utility allowance.

(c) Rental rates provided by RealFacts, Q1 2013.

Sources: CA HCD, 2013; Contra Costa County Housing Authority, 2013;
RealFacts, 2012; BAE, 2014.

Cost Burden
A large portion of Milpitas households have housing costs that exceed the affordability threshold, and

therefore experience housing cost burden. Households are considered cost burdened if housing costs
exceed 30 percent of household income and are considered severely cost burdened if housing costs
exceed 50 percent of household income.

Housing cost burden is most prevalent among renters and lower-income households, as shown in Figure
3.8. According to ACS data collected between 2006 and 2010 (the most recent period for which these
data are available), 44 percent of renter households and 38 percent of owner households had housing
costs that exceed the affordability threshold. Among extremely low-income households, only eight
percent of owners and renters had housing costs that did not exceed the affordability threshold. These
findings are consistent with the affordability analysis presented above, which revealed a significant gap
between housing costs and the amount that lower-income households can afford to pay for housing.
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Figure 3.8: Housing Cost Burden by Household Income Level, Milpitas
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Assisted Housing at Risk of Conversion

State Law requires local Housing Elements to include an inventory of affordable housing developments
that could be at risk of conversion to market rate during the 10-year period that follows the adoption of
the Element. For those units found to be at risk of conversion, the Housing Element must estimate the
cost to preserve or replace the at-risk units, to identify the resources available to help in the
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preservation or replacement of those units, and to identify those organizations that could assist in these
efforts.

Inventory of Existing Affordable Units
Milpitas has a total of 1,233 existing units with affordability restrictions and 15 additional units with

affordability restrictions currently under construction. Projects that consist entirely of affordable units
account for 456 of affordable units in the City, while 777 existing affordable units and the 15 affordable
units that are under construction are in mixed-income projects. The City’s large affordable housing
stock in mixed-income projects is the result of City policies that encourage developers of market-rate
residential projects to add affordability restrictions to a portion of units in each project. Table 3.18
shows the inventory of affordable housing units in Milpitas and the earliest dates of termination of
affordability restrictions for each project.
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Table 3.18: Inventory of Affordable Rental Housing Units, Milpitas, 2014

Affordable Year Senior/ Target Expiration
Affordable Developments Units Built Tenure  Family Affordability Date
Terrace Gardens 148 1989 Rental Senior 148 L (Section 8) None (a)
186 Beresford Court
Summerfield Homes 22 1999  Ownership Family 22 L 2029
Great Mall Parkway & S. Abel Street
Parc West 68 2005 Rental Family 35L,33M 2045
950 South Main Street
Senior Housing Solutions 5 2007 Rental Family 5 ELI Individuals None (a)
751 Vasona
Devries Place Senior Housing 103 2008 Rental Senior 102 VL, 1M None (a)
163 N. Main Street
Scattered Sites on Edsel Court 4 2008 Rental Family 4 VL 2063
(1129 and 1143) and Shirley
Drive (1116 and 1124)
Aspen Family Apartments 101 2009 Rental ~ Family 100 VL, 1M None (a)
60 Mihalakis Drive
Senior Housing Solutions 5 2011 Rental Senior 5 ELI Individuals None (a)
1170 N. Park Victoria
TOTAL 456
Mixed-Income Projects
Sunnyhills Apartments 149 1971 Rental Family Section 8 2018
1724 Sunnyhills Drive
Montevista Apartments 153 2001 Rental Family 77 VL, 76L 2040
1001 S. Main Street
Crossing at Montague 94 2003 Rental Family 94 VL None (a)
775 E. Capitol
Parc Metro 28 2005 Ownership  Family 10L,18M None (a)
S. Main Street and E. Curtis Avenue
Parc Place 58 2006  Ownership Family 18 VL,61L,34 M 2051
E. Curtis Avenue and Hammond Way
Luna at Terra Serena 25 2007  Ownership Family 25M 2052
E. and W. Sides of Abel Street, N. of
Curtis Avenue
Paragon 29 2007  Ownership Family 9 VL, 20M 2044
1696 S. Main Street
Terra Serena 63 2007  Ownership Family 63 M 2062
E. and W. Sides of Abel Street, N. of
Curtis Avenue
Centria East 26 2008  Ownership Family 9VL, 7L, 10M 2053
Great Mall Parkway and Main Street
Town Center Villas 16 2008  Ownership Family 16 M 2054
300 Shaughnessy Drive
Cerano Apartments 88 2011 Rental Family 20VL,30L38M 2064
Murphy Ranch Road
South Main Street Senior Lifestyles 48 Under Rental Family 48 VL 2069
1600 S. Main Construction
Shea Properties 8 Under Rental Family 8 VL None (a)
S. Main and S. Abel Construction
Coyote Creek 7 Under  Ownership Family 7L 2059
Murphy Ranch Road Construction
TOTAL 792
GRAND TOTAL 1,248
Note:

(a) Affordable units with no expiration date must remain affordable in perpetuity.

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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As shown, most of the City’s affordable units are subject to affordability restrictions that extend
significantly beyond the ten-year period that follows adoption of the Housing Element Update. The
exception is Sunnyhills, which provides 149 Section 8 units.

Originally financed under the Section 236 and Section 8 programs in 1981, the owner of Sunnyhills
attempted to prepay their mortgage in 1990 under Sections 220 and 221 of the Low Income Housing
Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 (LIHPRHA). Originally a total of 104 units were
supported through HUD project-based Section 8 vouchers. Through the efforts of the City and HUD,
project sponsors entered into a revised Plan of Action in December 1991 in which project affordability
restrictions were retained in exchange for a modest increase in rental payments and funding of an
additional 45 project-based Section 8 units, for a total of 149 affordable units. Under this revised 20-
year agreement between HUD and the JMK Sunnyhills Investors Il, affordability restrictions were in place
until October 1, 2011. The property owner renewed the contract with HUD in 2011 to continue
affordability restrictions until 2014 and in 2014 again renewed the contract to continue affordability
restrictions until 2018. Although the property owner has demonstrated an interest in maintaining the
property as affordable by renewing the contract with HUD multiple times rather than taking
opportunities to convert, Sunnyhills does have the potential to convert to market rate during the ten-
year timeframe following Housing Element adoption.

Cost of Replacement vs. Preservation
In addition to quantifying the number of assisted units at risk of conversion, jurisdictions must estimate

the costs associated with preserving the affordability of the at-risk units as well as the cost to replace
the at-risk units with new affordable units. Although costs vary considerably between projects, Table
3.19 provides an estimated range of the cost to preserve or replace at-risk housing units.

In Project-Based Section 8 properties, such as Sunnyhills Apartments, the owner of the building receives
rent from each unit equal to the HUD established Fair Market Rent (FMR) for the area. Where the FMR is
less than actual market rents, the owner realizes less income from the property than he or she would
without affordability restrictions. Hence, in order to incentivize a property owner to continue to
contract out his or her buildings as a Project-Based Section 8 property once mortgage restrictions expire,
an ongoing subsidy is required to make up for the gap between FMR and actual market rent. Table 3.19
shows the gap between FMR and actual market rents in Milpitas for various unit sizes. As shown, the
monthly gap for Sunnyhills totals approximately $43,000. If the property owner were willing to enter
into a rental subsidy agreement with the City or some other entity that would subsidize the rents on
behalf of the lower-income renters, this would require an ongoing annual payment of approximately
$514,000. Based on a 30-year mortgage term at six percent interest, it would take an initial investment
of approximately $7.1 million to reduce the monthly debt service by $43,000 per month.

Alternatively, the City could attempt to preserve affordability at Sunnyhills by working with a nonprofit
housing provider to negotiate the purchase of the building. Nonprofit housing providers that acquire
buildings that are at risk of conversion to market rate often renovate or rehabilitate the property to
bring the property up to current standards and become eligible for financing. As a result, the cost to
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acquire a property in order to preserve affordability can be similar to the cost of new construction, after
accounting for renovation or rehabilitation costs.

Table 3.19: Estimated Costs to Preserve 149 Affordable Units at
Sunnyhills Apartments

Unit Type #Units FMR (a) Market Rents (b)  Per Unit Gap (¢) Total Gap (d)

Studio 24 $1,105 $1,710 $605 $14,520
1BR 39 $1,293 $1,690 $397 $15,483
2BR 50 $1,649 $1,923 $274 $13,700
3BR 31 $2,325 $2,295 -$30 -$930
4BR 5 $2,636 $2,641 $5 $25
Total 149 $42,798
Yearly Cost to Preserve 149 Units (e) $513,576
Total Cost to Preserve Units (f) $7,138,348
Notes:

(a) 2014 Fair Market Rents for Santa Clara County as established by HUD.

(b) Prevailing market rents in the City of Milpitas, as reported by RealFacts.

(c) Represents the difference between Fair Market Rents and prevailing market rents.

(d) The total difference between rents received by project sponsors and the potential rental
income the project could receive if all units were rented at prevailing market rates.

(e) Represents the yearly cost to preserve current affordability levels in current 2014 dollars.
(f) Represents the net present value of the yearly rent subsidy based on a 30 year mortgage
period and an interest rate of six percent.

Sources: RealFacts 2013; HUDUSER 2014; BAE 2014.

As shown Table 3.20, the estimated cost to replace the 149 affordable units at Sunnyhills are
substantially higher than the preservation cost estimates shown in Table 3.19, ranging from $30 million
to $73 million. Construction costs for replacement units were estimated based on construction costs for
recently-constructed multifamily projects in the Bay Area and per-square foot costs estimated in RS
Means, a standard source used to estimate construction costs. Land acquisition costs were assumed to
range from zero (assuming a land donation from the City or another entity) to $90 per square foot. The
high end of this range was based on estimated land costs in Milpitas, as discussed in further detail in
Chapter 5. Per-unit land costs are estimated using an assumed project density, with lower-density
projects having a higher per-unit land cost. While this suggests that preservation is the more
economical options, other factors,
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Table 3.20: Estimated Costs to Replace 149 Affordable Units at
Sunnyhills Apartments

Cost per Unit

Replacement Low Estimate High Estimate
Total Cost per Unit $201,000 $490,000
Land Acquisition $0 $196,000
Construction $175,000 $230,000
Financing/Other $26,000 $64,000
Total Cost - All Units $29,949,000 $73,010,000
Assumptions
Land Acuisition Costs (per sq. ft.) (a) $0 $90
Residential Construction Costs (per sq. ft.) (b) $175 $230
Units per Acre 60 20
Average Sq. Ft/Unit (incl. common areas) 1,000 1,000
At-Risk Units 149
Notes:

(a) Low estimate of land acquisition cost assumes no land cost due to land donation or use
of City-owned property. High cost of land acquisition is based on current residential land
prices in Milpitas, as discussed in Chapter 5.

(b) Residential construction costs are based on RS Means and information on recent
multifamily projects in the Bay Area.

Sources: LoopNet, 2014; RS Means, 2013, BAE, 2014.

However, as noted above, the owner of Sunnyhills has preserved affordability at the property multiple
times when affordability restrictions were set to expire, and may renew the HUD contract for the
property again when it expires in 2018 without requiring subsidies from the City.

The City has access to funding sources that can be used to partially fund preservation or replacement
costs to prevent the potential loss of affordable units when the HUD contract with Sunnyhills expires.
The City could provide some financing from its CDBG Entitlement Funds or funding from the Milpitas
Housing Authority. However, the City’s available funds are limited, particularly with the loss of the City’s
Redevelopment Agency, and use of City funds must be prioritized to meet a wide range of affordable
housing and community development needs.

Nonprofit developers also have access to a range of additional funding sources that can be used for the
acquisition, rehabilitation, or development of affordable housing. These sources include:

e Mortgage Revenue Bonds

e State Grant Programs, such as MHP

e HOME Program

e Federal Grant Programs

e Low Income Housing Tax Credits

e Housing Trust Fund of Santa Clara County
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Qualified Entities
Once the City becomes aware of an impending conversion, it will be necessary for to begin exploring the

availability of funding from various sources at that particular time. In many cases, the City will find it
advantageous to collaborate with private affordable housing developers or managers to develop and
implement a viable plan to preserve affordable housing units. Private developers can often bring
additional expertise and access to funding, such as tax credits.

HCD maintains a listing of affordable housing developers and property managers who have expressed an
interest in working with local communities on preservation of affordable housing projects. This
database lists organizations that are interested in working in any county within the State of California,
including such well-known affordable housing providers as Mercy Housing, Inc., and EAH, Inc. The
database also lists numerous organizations that have expressed interest in working on preservation
projects in Santa Clara County in particular. This list includes such organizations as the Mid-Peninsula
Housing Coalition and Eden Housing. A partial listing of these organizations is shown in Table 3.21. The
organizations listed here represent some of the entities that the City of Milpitas might consider as
potential partners in the event that it becomes necessary to assemble a team to preserve affordability at
Sunnyhills if conversion to market rate housing is imminent.
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Table 3.21: Partial List of Qualified Entities for Santa Clara County, 2014

Qualified Entity

City

Phone Number

A. F. Evans Development, Inc.
Affordable Housing Foundation
BRIDGE Housing Corporation

Oakland
San Francisco
San Francisco

(510) 891-9400
(415) 387-7834
(415) 989-1111

California Community Reinvestment Corp. Glendale (818) 550-9800
California Housing Finance Agency Sacramento (916) 326-8801
California Housing Partnership Corporation San Francisco (415) 433-6804
Cambrian Center, Inc. San Jose (408) 559-0330
Charities Housing Development Corp. San Jose (408) 282-1125
Christian Church Homes of Northern California, Inc. Oakland (510) 632-6714
Community Development & Preservation, LLC Los Angeles (310) 208-1888
Community Home Builders and Associates San Jose (408) 977-1726
Community Housing Assistance Program, Inc. Orange (714) 744-6252
Community Housing Developers, Inc. San Jose 408) 279-7677

Community Housing Improvement Systems & Planning Assoc. Inc.

EAH, Inc. San Rafael (415) 258-1800

Eden Housing, Inc. Hayward (510) 582-1460

KDF Communities, LLC Newport Beach (949) 622-1888 x 207
Linc Housing Corporation Long Beach (562) 684-1100
Maximus Properties, LLC Calabasas (818)449-4004
Mercy Housing California San Francisco 415-355-7160
Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition Foster City (650) 356-2900
National Affordable Housing Trust Columbus (614) 451-9929
National Church Residences Columbus (614) 451-2151

National Housing Development Corporation
National Housing Trust

Salinas

Rancho Cucamonga

Walnut Creek

(831) 757-6251

(909) 291-1400
(925) 945-1774

Palo Alto Housing Corp Palo Alto (650) 321-9709
Palo Alto Senior Housing Project, Inc. Palo Alto (650) 494-1944
Related Companies of California Irvine (949)660-7272

Resources for Community Development Berkeley (510). 841.4410
ROEM Development Corporation Santa Clara (408) 984-5600
Satellite Housing Inc. Berkeley (510) 647-0700
South County Housing, Inc Gilroy (408) 842-9181
The John Stewert Company San Francisco (415) 345-4400
The Trinity Housing Foundation Lafayette (925) 385-0754

Sources: CA HCD, 2014, BAE, 2014.

Special Housing Needs

In addition to planning for the total projected housing need in the City, the Housing Element must plan
for housing needs among certain groups that tend to have particular challenges with respect to securing
appropriate affordable housing. These groups are defined as groups with special housing needs and
include large families, female-headed households, extremely low income households, persons with
disabilities, senior households, farm workers, and homeless persons and families. This section profiles
the populations with special housing needs in Milpitas to assist in identifying programs that might be
needed to accommodate special needs populations.

Large Households
Milpitas has a slightly larger proportion of large households than Santa Clara County, consistent with the

City’s large household size. As shown in Table 3.22, 2011 ACS data indicate that 16 percent of all
households in Milpitas were large households (defined as households with five or more persons),
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compared to 13 percent in Santa Clara County overall. Large households were particularly common
among renters; 21 percent of renter households and 13 percent of owner households had five or more
persons in 2011.

Table 3.22: Household Size by Tenure, 2011

Oowner Renter Total

Milpitas Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1-4 persons 11,032 87.3% 5,360 79.4% 16,392 84.5%
5+ persons 1,608 12.7% 1,392 20.6% 3,000 15.5%
Total 12,640 100.0% 6,752 100.0% 19,392 100.0%
Santa Clara County

1-4 persons 302,751 88.1% 226,788 86.3% 529,539 87.3%
5+ persons 40,991 11.9% 35,929 13.7% 76,920 12.7%
Total 343,742 100.0% 262,717 100.0% 606,459 100.0%

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

As suggested by the data on recent home sales shown in Table 3.14, Milpitas has a large number of
homes with three or more bedrooms. As of 2011, 75 percent of units in Milpitas had three or more
bedrooms, compared to 58 percent of units in Santa Clara County, as shown in Table 3.23. Large homes
were more prevalent among owner-occupied homes, 88 percent of which had three or more bedrooms.
Approximately half (51 percent) of renter-occupied homes had three or more bedrooms.

Table 3.23: Existing Housing Stock by Number of Bedrooms, 2011

Owner Households Renter Households Total

Milpitas Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
No bedroom 116 0.9% 0 0.0% 116 0.6%
1 bedroom 207 1.6% 990 14.7% 1,197 6.2%
2 bedrooms 1,253 9.9% 2,286 33.9% 3,539 18.2%
3 bedrooms 5,861 46.4% 2,385 35.3% 8,246 42.5%
4 bedrooms 4,805 38.0% 786 11.6% 5,591 28.8%
5 or more bedrooms 398 3.1% 305 4.5% 703 3.6%
Total 12,640 100.0% 6,752 100.0% 19,392 100.0%
Santa Clara County

No bedroom 1,705 0.5% 18,866 7.2% 20,571 3.4%
1 bedroom 7,105 2.1% 80,235 30.5% 87,340 14.4%
2 bedrooms 51,346 14.9% 97,254 37.0% 148,600 24.5%
3 bedrooms 144,497 42.0% 46,608 17.7% 191,105 31.5%
4 bedrooms 108,093 31.4% 16,051 6.1% 124,144 20.5%
5 or more bedrooms 30,996 9.0% 3,703 1.4% 34,699 5.7%
Total 343,742 100.0% 262,717 100.0% 606,459 100.0%

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

Female-Headed Households
Single-parent households often face difficulties affording housing because households with a single

income typically have lower incomes than two-earner households, and may have additional childcare
expenses that further reduce disposable income. Female-headed households are more likely than other
households to have incomes below the poverty line and therefore often struggle to find suitable housing
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that is affordable. Although affordability is often a primary consideration with respect to housing for
female-headed households, proximity to low-cost childcare or other services is also essential for some
families.

Milpitas has a relatively large proportion of female-headed families and female-headed families with
children. According to ACS data, 15 percent of all households in Milpitas in 2011 were female-headed
households and 11 percent were female-headed households with children under 18. In Santa Clara
County overall, 11 percent of all households were female-headed families and six percent were female-
headed families with children under 18. Moreover, 14 percent of all family households in Milpitas are
female-headed families with children, compared to nine percent of family households in Santa Clara
County.

Table 3.24: Family Characteristics, 2011

Milpitas Santa Clara County
Household Type Number Percent Number Percent
2 or more person household: 16,861 86.9% 472,879 78.0%
Family households: 15,927 82.1% 429,293 70.8%
Married-couple family: 11,919 61.5% 332,402 54.8%
With own children under 18 years 6,011 31.0% 179,771 29.6%
Other family: 4,008 20.7% 96,891 16.0%
Male householder, no wife present: 1,122 5.8% 31,298 5.2%
With own children under 18 years 265 1.4% 16,592 2.7%
Female householder, no husband present: 2,886 14.9% 65,593 10.8%
With own children under 18 years 2,175 11.2% 38,200 6.3%
Nonfamily households: 934 4.8% 43,586 7.2%
Male householder 859 4.4% 26,928 4.4%
Female householder 75 0.4% 16,658 2.7%
One-person household: 2,531 13.1% 133,580 22.0%
Total Households 19,392 100.0% 606,459 100.0%

Note:

The American Community Survey (ACS) publishes demographic estimates based on statistical sampling
conducted continuously in 2011.

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

Although Milpitas has a small share of families with incomes below the poverty line, female-headed
families are disproportionately impacted by poverty. As shown in Table 3.25, four percent of all families
in Milpitas had incomes below the poverty line in 2011, compared to seven percent of families in Santa
Clara County. However, the rate of poverty was significantly higher for female-headed families in
Milpitas, 17 percent of which had incomes below the poverty line in 2011. The share of female-headed
families with incomes below the poverty line was similarly high in Santa Clara County at 19 percent.
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Table 3.25: Poverty Status, 2011

Total Below Percent Below
Milpitas Total Poverty Level Poverty Level
Maried-couple Family 11,919 212 1.8%
Other Family
Male Householder, no Wife Present 1,122 0 0.0%
Female Householder, no Husband Present 2,886 475 16.5%
Total Families Below Poverty Line 15,927 687 4.3%
Santa Clara County
Maried-couple Family 332,402 14,420 4.3%
Other Family
Male Householder, no Wife Present 31,298 2,897 9.3%
Female Householder, no Husband Present 65,593 12,590 19.2%
Total Families Below Poverty Line 429,293 29,907 7.0%

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE, 2013.

Extremely Low-Income Households

Extremely low-income households are defined as households earning less than 30 percent of area
median income. Because of these households have highly limited incomes, deep income targeting is
needed to provide housing affordable to extremely low-income households. Some extremely low-
income households may benefit from specific housing solutions such as housing with supportive services
or single-room occupancy units.

Approximately 1,900 Milpitas households have incomes below 30 percent of AMI, accounting for
approximately ten percent of all households in the City. Extremely low-income households account for a
relatively large share of renter households in Milpitas (20 percent) and a relatively small share of owner
households (five percent). Although figures for Santa Clara County are similar to Milpitas, the County
has a slightly larger proportion of extremely low-income households overall (13 percent), among renter
households (22 percent) and among owner households (six percent). As shown in Figure 3.8, the vast
majority of extremely low-income households in Milpitas experience housing cost burden.
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Table 3.26: Housing Problems among Extremely Low-Income Households

Milpitas Santa Clara County
Renters owners Total Renters owners Total
Total Number of ELI Households (a) 1,240 645 1,885 53,020 22,375 75,395
Percent with Any Housing Problems (b) 83.9% 81.4% 83.0% 80.6% 71.4% 77.9%
Percent with Cost Burden (c) 83.1% 82.2% 82.8% 79.0% 70.9% 76.6%
Percent with Severe Cost Burden (d) 69.8% 72.1% 70.6% 66.8% 60.3% 64.9%
Total Number of Households (d) 6,350 12,335 18,685 243,350 353,400 596,745
Percent ELI Households 19.5% 5.2% 10.1% 21.8% 6.3% 12.6%

Notes:

(a) Extremely low income (ELI) households are those who earn less than 30 percent of area median income.
(b) Housing problems refers to housing units that lack complete kitchen or plumbing facilities, that are
overcrowded, or contain households that are cost burdened. Does not include households for which cost
burden data was unavailble.

(c) Includes all households that pay greater than 30 percent of household income towards housing costs. Does
not include households for which cost burden data was unavailble.

(d) Includes all households that pay greater than 50 percent of household income towards housing costs. Does
not include households for which cost burden data was unavailble.

Sources: HUD, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) special tabulations from the American
Community Survey, 2006-2010; BAE, 2013.

Seniors

Senior households often have special housing needs due to mobility limitations and other physical
limitations, restricted incomes, high healthcare costs, or a combination of these factors. Many seniors
are able to live independently in standard housing units, particularly with installation of accessibility
features such as ramps and grab bars. Some seniors that are able to live independently may choose to
move to smaller housing units that require minimal maintenance or to homes with enhanced access to
transit, health care, or other services. Other seniors will need housing that provides additional services
on site, such as meals, housekeeping, or medical care. Regardless of the type of housing or additional
services needed, housing affordability is a key issue for a large share of senior households, many of
which have limited incomes.

Although Milpitas has a slightly smaller population age 65 or older than the County as a whole, the
senior population in the City has grown substantially over the past decade. As shown in Table 3.27,
people age 65 and older accounted for ten percent of the population of Milpitas in 2010, which
represents a 44-percent increase in the senior population in Milpitas between 2000 and 2010.
Countywide, the population age 65 and older accounted for 11 percent of the population in 2010, a 23
percent increase since 2000. These data suggest a potential need for additional senior housing units in
Milpitas during coming years as the population continues to age and a portion of aging baby boomers
begin to need or want special housing accommodations.

42



Table 3.27: Senior Households, 2000 and 2010

2000 2010 % Change
Milpitas Number Percent Number Percent 2000-2010
Under 65 58,287 93.0% 60,451 90.5% 3.7%
65 and older 4,411 7.0% 6,339 9.5% 43.7%
65 to 74 2,877 4.6% 3,775 5.7% 31.2%
75 to 84 1,241 2.0% 2,031 3.0% 63.7%
85 + 293 0.5% 533 0.8% 81.9%
Total 62,698 100.0% 66,790 100.0% 6.5%
Santa Clara County
Under 65 1,522,058 90.5% 1,584,698 88.9% 4.1%
65 and older 160,527 9.5% 196,944 11.1% 22.7%
65 to 74 87,193 5.2% 106,521 6.0% 22.2%
75 to 84 55,347 3.3% 62,948 3.5% 13.7%
85 + 17,987 1.1% 27,475 1.5% 52.7%
Total 1,682,585 100.0% 1,781,642 100.0% 5.9%

Sources: US Census, 2000 and 2010; BAE 2014.

A large share of senior households, particularly senior renter households, has low incomes. As shown in
Table 3.28, 87 percent of senior renter households and 49 percent of senior owner households have
incomes below 80 percent of AMI. Moreover, 60 percent of senior renter households and 12 percent of
senior owner households have incomes equal to or less than 30 percent of AMI. This underscores the
importance of affordability for senior housing units in Milpitas.

Table 3.28: Household Income of Senior
Households by Tenure, Milpitas

Senior Renter Households Number Percent
<=30% MFI 490 59.8%
>30% to <=50% MFI 145 17.7%
>50% to <=80% MFI 75 9.1%
>=80% MFI 110 13.4%
Total 820 100.0%
Senior Owner Households Number Percent
<=30% MFI 215 12.3%
>30% to <=50% MFI 390 22.3%
>50% to <=80% MFI 250 14.3%
>=80% MFI 895 51.1%
Total 1,750 100%

Sources: HUD, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) special tabulations from the American Community

Survey, 2006-2010; BAE, 2013.

Because senior households tend to have low incomes, they often spend a large portion of their income
on housing costs. As shown in Table 3.29, a significant share of senior households, particularly those
that rent their homes, have housing costs that exceed the affordability threshold. Among senior renter
households in Milpitas, 73 percent of all households have housing costs that exceed 30 percent of
household income and 48 percent have housing costs that 50 percent of household income. The
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prevalence of housing cost burden is highest for lower-income senior households in Milpitas; 87 percent
of extremely low-income senior renter households and 72 percent of very low-income senior renter
households have housing costs that exceed the affordability threshold.

A significantly smaller share of senior owner households in Milpitas has a housing cost burden. As
shown, 34 percent of all senior owner households in Milpitas pay more than 30 percent of the
household income on housing costs and 15 percent pay more than 50 percent of the household income
on housing costs. Similar to extremely low-income senior renter households, 79 percent of extremely
low-income senior owner households pay more than 30 percent of household income on housing costs.
However, the prevalence of cost burden is significantly lower for very low-income owner households, 37
percent of which experience housing cost burden. Many lower-income senior owner households that
do not have excessive housing costs are households that have owned the same home for many years
and now own the home free and clear, and therefore no longer need to make mortgage payments.

Table 3.29: Housing Cost Burden for Senior Households, Milpitas

Extr. Low Very Low Low Moderate All Senior

<30% AMI <50% AMI <80% AMI >80% AMI Households
Elderly Renter Households 490 145 75 110 820
% with any housing problems (a) 85.7% 72.4% 66.7% 13.6% 72.0%
% Cost Burden >30% (b) 86.7% 72.4% 66.7% 13.6% 72.6%
% Cost Burden >50% (c) 62.2% 51.7% 20.0% 0.0% 48.2%
Elderly Owner Households 215 390 250 895 1,750
% with any housing problems (a) 81.4% 37.2% 46.0% 18.4% 34.3%
% Cost Burden >30% (b) 79.1% 37.2% 46.0% 18.4% 34.0%
% Cost Burden >50% (c) 51.2% 16.7% 28.0% 1.1% 14.6%

Notes:

(a) Housing problems refers to housing units that lack complete kitchen or plumbing facilities, that are overcrowded, or
contain households that are cost burdened.

(b) Includes all households who pay greater than 30 percent of household income towards housing costs. For renters,
housing costs include rent paid by the tenant plus utilities. For owners, housing costs includes mortgage payments, taxes,
insurance, and utilities.

(c) Includes all households who pay greater than 50 percent of household income towards housing costs. For renters,
Sources: HUD, Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) special tabulations from the American Community
Survey, 2006-2010; BAE, 2013.

Milpitas offers a number of housing resources for seniors. As shown in Table 3.30, there are seven
residential care facilities, one skilled nursing facility, and three subsidized independent living housing
developments in Milpitas for seniors. Residential care facilities for the elderly, also known as “assisted
living” or “board and care” facilities, provide assistance with some activities of daily living while still
allowing residents to be more independent than in most nursing homes. Skilled nursing facilities, also
known as nursing homes, offer a higher level of care, with registered nurses on staff 24 hours a day.

In addition, Milpitas recently approved a 389-unit senior independent living development with 48 units

affordable to very low-income households. The City of Milpitas donated the land for this project, which
is valued at $12.4 million. The development is approved but not yet constructed.
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Table 3.30: Housing Resources for Seniors, Milpitas 2013

Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly Location Capacity
Carmont Home 1636 Edsel Drive 6
Fla Care Homes 79 Heath Street 6
Hamilton Residential Care Home 998 Hamilton Avenue 6
Jennison Care 878 Nieves Street 6
Soriano Residential Care Home 227 West Capitol Avenue 6
Sunny Care Senior Home 239 S. Temple Drive 6
Sweet Dreams Care Home 1187 Park Grove Drive 6
Total 42
Skilled Nursing Facilities

Milpitas Care Center 120 Corning Avenue 35
Total 35
Subsidized Independent Senior Rental Housing

Devries Place Senior Apartments 163 N. Main Street 103
Terrace Gardens 186 Beresford Court 148
Senior Housing Solutions (a) 1170 N. Park Victoria Drive 10
South Main Senior Lifestyles (approved; not yet constructed) 1600 S Main St 48
Total 309
Note:

(a) Senior Housing Solutions consists of two single family homes, each occupied by five senior
residents.

Source: California Department of Social Services, 2013; California Healthcare Foundation, 2013;
City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

Persons with Disabilities

A disability is a physical or mental impairment that limits one or more major life activities. People with
disabilities vary substantially in the manner and degree to which they are affected by the disability, and
housing needs for persons with disabilities vary accordingly. Persons with disabilities may require units
equipped with wheelchair accessibility or other special features that accommodate physical or sensory
limitations. Depending on the severity of the disability, people may live independently with some
assistance in their own homes, need car-free access to transportation and other services, or require
assisted living and supportive services in special care facilities. Many persons with disabilities face
barriers to finding employment and have limited incomes and are therefore unable to afford market-
rate housing. In general, affordability, accessibility, and service provision are key considerations in
providing housing for this special needs group.

Milpitas has a slightly smaller proportion of individuals with disabilities than Santa Clara County overall.
According to ACS data, seven percent of Milpitas residents and eight percent of Santa Clara County
residents reported having one or more disabilities in 2011, as shown in Table 3.31. Ambulatory
difficulties were the most common type of disability reported; three percent of Milpitas residents and
four percent of Santa Clara County residents reported having an ambulatory difficulty. Disabilities were
most common among residents age 65 and older; 32 percent of Milpitas residents 65 and older and 34
percent of Santa Clara County residents age 65 and older reported having one or more disabilities.
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Table 3.31: Persons with Disabilities by Disability Type, 2011

Milpitas Santa Clara County

With a % of Age % of Total
Age Cohort (a) Disability Cohort Number Disabilities
Under 5 Years with a Disability 0 0.0% 939 0.8%
Ages 5-17 with a Disability 294 2.8% 10,026 3.3%
Hearing difficulty 0 0.0% 1,277 0.4%
Vision Difficulty 0 0.0% 2,248 0.7%
Cognitive disability 160 1.5% 6,876 2.2%
Ambulatory disability 188 1.8% 2,446 0.8%
Self-care disability 23 0.2% 3,078 1.0%
Ages 18-64 With a Disability 2,007 4.6% 61,342 5.3%
Hearing difficulty 350 0.8% 11,593 1.0%
Vision Difficulty 443 1.0% 8,613 0.7%
Cognitive disability 902 2.1% 26,149 2.2%
Ambulatory disability 770 1.8% 27,161 2.3%
Self-care disability 453 1.0% 10,878 0.9%
Independent living disability 861 2.0% 24,673 2.1%
Ages 65+ With a Disability 2,089 31.9% 67,165 33.5%
Hearing difficulty 478 7.3% 27,392 13.6%
Vision Difficulty 363 5.5% 12,449 6.2%
Cognitive disability 431 6.6% 18,081 9.0%
Ambulatory disability 1,173 17.9% 40,740 20.3%
Self-care disability 434 6.6% 17,090 8.5%
Independent living disability 895 13.7% 33,384 16.6%
Total Population With a Disability 4,390 6.7% 139,472 7.8%
Hearing difficulty 828 1.3% 40,262 2.2%
Vision Difficulty 806 1.2% 23,310 1.3%
Cognitive disability 1,493 2.3% 51,106 2.8%
Ambulatory disability 2,131 3.3% 70,347 3.9%
Self-care disability 910 1.4% 31,046 1.7%
Independent living disability 1,756 2.7% 58,057 3.2%

Note:

The American Community Survey (ACS) data used in this table are estimates based on statistical
sampling conducted continuously in 2011.

(a) Total population includes all noninstitutionalized civilians. Subtotals may not add to total due to
persons reporting more than one type of difficulty.

Sources: American Community Survey, 2011; BAE 2013.

California Housing Element law was amended in 2011 to require that Housing Elements include an
evaluation of special housing needs for persons with developmental disabilities. A developmental
disability is defined as a disability that originates before an individual attains age 18 years, can be
expected to continue indefinitely, and constitutes a substantial disability for that individual.
Developmental disabilities include mental retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, and autism, but do not
include disabilities that are solely physical in nature.

The State Department of Developmental Services (DDS) provides community-based services to
approximately 235,000 persons with developmental disabilities and their families. Services are
delivered primarily through 21 regional centers, which are nonprofit agencies that contract with local
businesses to provide services to individuals with developmental disabilities.
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The San Andreas Regional Center provides these services in Santa Clara, Monterey, San Benito, and
Santa Cruz Counties. According to information provided by the San Andreas Regional Center, there are
629 individuals with developmental disabilities currently living in Milpitas, approximately three percent
of the population with developmental disabilities Countywide.

Table 3.32: Persons with
Developmental Disabilities, 2014

Age Cohort Milpitas Santa Clara County

Under 3 189 4,943
3t017 339 12,808
1810 59 82 1,957
60+ 19 1,198
Total 629 20,906

Sources: San Andreas Regional Center, 2014;
BAE, 2014.

There are a number of different housing types that are appropriate for individuals with developmental
disabilities, which reflect the range of housing needs among this group. Many individuals with
developmental disabilities are able to live and work independently within a conventional housing
environment and do not require housing that differs from the housing available to the population at
large. Individuals with more severe developmental disabilities require a group living environment where
services are provided. The most severely affected individuals may require an institutional environment
where medical attention and physical therapy are provided.

Because developmental disabilities exist before adulthood, a key factor in supportive housing for
persons with developmental disabilities is the transition from the person’s living situation as a child to
an appropriate level of independence as an adult. Additional considerations include housing
accessibility modifications, proximity to services and transit, and the availability of group living
opportunities. Incorporating ‘barrier-free’ design in all newly constructed multifamily housing (as
required by California and Federal Fair Housing laws) is especially important to provide the widest range
of choices for disabled residents. Similar to individuals with other types of disabilities, individuals with
developmental disabilities often have limited employment options, so special consideration should be
given to the affordability of housing for individuals with developmental disabilities.

As shown in Table 3.33 below, Milpitas has ten adult residential facilities with a combined capacity of 55
and two group homes with a combined capacity of ten. Adult residential facilities offer 24-hour non-
medical care for adults that are unable to provide for their daily needs due to physical or mental
disabilities. Group homes, small residential facilities that serve children or adults with chronic
disabilities, provide 24 hour care by trained professionals.
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Table 3.33: Community Care Facilities, Milpitas, 2013

Adult Residential Facilities Location Capacity

Capri Home Il 324 San Andreas Court 3
Easter Home 400 Easter Avenue 6
Glacier Villa 1257 Glacier Drive 6
Helping Hands Residential Care Home 2 349 Spring Valley Lane 4
JD-Len Care Home 1250 Lassen Avenue 6
La Crosse Home 256 La Crosse Drive 6
Our Lady of Manaoag Care Home 222 Autrey Street 6
Santos Care Home 1706 Mr. Ranier Avenue 6
Sunrise House 1221 Sunrise Way 6
Victoria House 539 N. Park Victoria Road 6
Total 55

Group Homes

Angel Group Home 1 275 Rodrigues Avenue 4
Angel Group home 2 145 N. Gadsden Drive 6
Total 10

Source: California Department of Social Services, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Farmworkers

Agricultural workers often have difficulty securing decent affordable housing. In part, this difficulty is
due to the low wages typically offered to farmworkers. Furthermore, a considerable amount of
agricultural work is seasonal with jobs filled by migrant workers that need temporary accommodations.
These workers often face complications with finding adequate affordable housing on a temporary basis.
Because of these issues, farmworkers often live in overcrowded housing units, many of which are in
poor condition. Communities with a strong agricultural sector typically have a need for programs to
ensure the availability of decent and affordable farmworker housing.

Farmworkers constitute a small share of workers in Milpitas and Santa Clara County. As shown in Table
3.34, the USDA Census of Agriculture reported that there were approximately 5,600 farmworkers in
Santa Clara County in 2007, the most recent year for which these data are available. Although the
Census of Agriculture does not provide data specific to Milpitas, Table 3.6 indicates that there were only
12 jobs in the Agriculture, Forestry, Hunting, and Mining sector in the third quarter of 2012. Together,
the data in Table 3.6 and Table 3.34 suggest that Milpitas has few farmworkers and that the need for
farmworker housing in the City will be minimal during the 2015-2023 Housing Element Update cycle.

Table 3.34: Farmworkers, Santa Clara County, 2007

Percent

Number of Total

Permanent Workers (employed for more than 150 days) 2,842 50.8%
Seasonal Workers (employed less than 150 days) 2,747 49.2%
Total 5,589 100.0%

Note:
Workers consist of hired farm labor (workers on payroll).
Source: USDA Census of Agriculture, Table 7, 2007; BAE, 2013.
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Homeless Families and Individuals
The causes of homelessness are complex and vary widely from one individual or family to the next.

While difficulty affording housing is a primary cause of homelessness, other factors such as health
conditions, trauma, a lack of social support systems, mental health issues, and problems with substance
abuse can increase the likelihood that an individual or family will become homeless. Some families and
individuals are homeless for a temporary period and experience one or a few episodes of homelessness
during their lifetime, while others experience chronic homelessness, which lasts for a year or more or
occurs several times within a few years.

Every two years, Santa Clara County conducts a comprehensive count and survey of the County’s
homeless population to better understand the nature and extent of homelessness in the County and
determine how to best target resources to serve the homeless population. The most recent Homeless
Census and Survey was conducted in 2013 and provides detailed data on the homeless population in
Santa Clara County. According to the survey results, there were 7,067 individuals experiencing
homelessness in the County at the time of the survey. An estimated 19,063 people in Santa Clara
County experienced homelessness at some point during 2013. The survey found that the primary cause
of homeless was job loss for 46 percent of homeless individuals, alcohol and drug use for 17 percent of
homeless individuals, and eviction for 12 percent of homeless individuals. The County’s homeless
population included 2,518 chronically homeless individuals, 718 veterans, and 203 unaccompanied
children under 18 years old.

The 2013 Santa Clara County Homeless Census and Survey found that there were 95 homeless
individuals in Milpitas, a decrease of 44 people from the 2011 survey. However, due to the highly
unstable nature of homelessness and the difficulties associated with counting the homeless population
in a particular jurisdiction, these figures should not be assumed to broadly represent trends over time.
All 95 homeless individuals in Milpitas were unsheltered, which includes individuals living on the street
or in abandoned buildings, cars, vans, RVs, or encampment areas.

Table 3.35: Homeless Individuals, 2013

% Change
Milpitas 2011 2013 2011-2013
Sheltered 0 0 N/A
Unsheltered 139 95 -31.7%
Total 139 95 -31.7%
Santa Clara County
Sheltered 1,898 1,957 3.1%
Unsheltered 5,169 5,674 9.8%
Total 7,067 7,631 12.9%

Sources: Santa Clara County Homeless Census and
Survey, 2013; BAE, 2014.

Milpitas provides CDBG funding to nearby service providers to aid in addressing the need for shelters
and support services for homeless individuals and families. EHC Lifebuilders (EHC) is a primary provider
of shelter and support services for the Milpitas homeless population, operating these services out of a
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central location in San Jose. The City of Milpitas provides EHC with CDBG funding to cover the cost of
4,500 Person Shelter Days (PSD) for 55 unduplicated Milpitas residents at EHC’s Reception Center on
Little Orchard Street in San Jose, the closest overnight shelter that serves Milpitas’ homeless population.
The City also provides CDBG funding to the YMCA Domestic Violence Department Support Network
Program and Next Door Solutions to Domestic Violence, both of which address domestic violence issues
by providing supportive services and emergency shelters in Santa Clara County. The City of Milpitas also
operates a “cooling and warming” shelter for the homeless in the City’s Sports Center, but does not
provide overnight housing there. In addition, the City provides daytime warming centers at the City’s
Community and Senior Centers during the winter.

Milpitas also collaborates with other jurisdictions in Santa Clara County to address the homeless
problem regionally, due to the shifting nature of homelessness in Santa Clara County and the tendency
of people to move between cities to find work or housing. This collaboration includes supporting
regional efforts to build additional transitional and permanent housing with supportive services.

As of January 2014, Santa Clara County provided the following resources:
e 587 year-round shelter beds (192 for families, 375 for adult individuals, 20 for children only);
e 321 seasonal shelter beds;
e 1,214 transitional housing beds (755 for families, 459 for individuals), and
e 3,338 permanent supportive housing beds (1,429 for families, 1,909 for individuals).

The Santa Clara County Housing Authority implements a range of programs to help lower-income
individuals afford rental units, many of which can help people who are homeless or at risk of
homelessness. These include Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers, the Veterans Affairs Supportive
Housing Program, and the Shelter Plus Care Program. The Veterans Affairs and Shelter Plus Care
programs provide supportive services in addition to housing payment assistance. However, the
resources for all of these programs are limited, and individuals in need of these services are therefore
not always able to access them.
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4. SITES INVENTORY

This chapter of the Housing Element details the projected housing need in Milpitas between 2015 and
2023 according to the City’s RHNA and assesses the City’s capacity to accommodate the projected need
during the planning period. The Housing Element Update process calls on each jurisdiction to
demonstrate that there are enough residentially-zoned sites in the jurisdiction to accommodate the
RHNA, as well as demonstrate that there are enough sites that are zoned to densities adequate to
facilitate affordable housing. As this chapter will demonstrate, Milpitas has adequate sites zoned to
sufficient densities to accommodate the City’s RHNA during the 2015 to 2023 Housing Element Update

period.

Projected Housing Needs

The RHNA for Milpitas during the 2015-2023 Housing Element Update Cycle totals 3,290 units, as shown
in Table 4.1. Of this total, approximately 31 percent is comprised of units affordable to very low-income
households, 17 percent is comprised of units affordable to low-income households, 17 percent is
comprised of units affordable to moderate-income households, and 35 percent is comprised of units
affordable to above moderate-income households. The total allocation is equivalent to an annual
average need of approximately 411 housing units for the eight-year time period.

Table 4.1: Milpitas Regional Housing Needs
Allocation, 2015-2023

Projected Percent
Income Category Need of Total
Very Low (0-50% of AMI) 1,004 30.5%
Low (51-80% AMI) 570 17.3%
Moderate (81-120% of AMI) 565 17.2%
Above Moderate (over 120% of AMI) 1,151 35.0%
Total Units 3,290 100.0%

Sources: ABAG, 2013; BAE, 2013.

Milpitas's 2015-2023 RHNA allocation represents approximately six percent of the total Santa Clara
County RHNA figure of 58,836 housing units. It is noteworthy that Milpitas’s share of the RHNA for the
County is higher than the City’s current share of the County’s total households (three percent).

Sites Inventory

The Housing Element Update is required to include an inventory of land suitable for residential
development, including vacant sites and sites having the potential for redevelopment,* to demonstrate

* sites refer to locations for potential housing development. In some instances, these sites are comprised of several parcels
(identified by APN’s).
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that the City has sufficient land to accommodate its fair share of the region’s housing needs during the
upcoming Housing Element Cycle (2015-2023). The Housing Element is also required to analyze zoning
and infrastructure serving these sites to ensure that residential development is feasible during the
planning period. This section provides an overview of the City’s inventory of potential residential sites.
A detailed list of the sites is provided in Appendix B.

Milpitas has the capacity to accommodate at least 8,920 new residential units during the current
Housing Element planning period, significantly exceeding the City’s RHNA goals. The City’s potential
residential sites for the 2015-2023 Housing Element Update cycle include:
e Sites with planned or proposed residential projects in the development pipeline (6,146 units);
e Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for high-density residential development (1,729 units); and
e Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for mixed-use development with high-density residential
development potential (1,011 units);
e Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for low-density residential development (34 units).

In addition to identifying adequate sites to meet the RHNA, Milpitas must also show that the available
sites are capable of supporting housing demand from all economic segments of the community as
specified by the City’s RHNA. HCD develops default densities that are presumed to support the
development of housing for lower-income households, and jurisdictions can reference these default
densities to demonstrate that sites are capable of accommodating the City’s RHNA goals for units
affordable to lower-income households. The default density for Milpitas is 20 units per acre.” Although
housing developed at a density of 20 units per acre often consists of market-rate units that are not
affordable to lower-income households, the default densities provide a metric to demonstrate that it is
possible to develop affordable housing on sites in the City’s inventory, particularly if programs are in
place to further facilitate affordable housing development.

Projects in the Development Pipeline

Milpitas has experienced a considerable amount of residential development activity in recent years; this
momentum is continuing at present, with a large number of units in the City’s development pipeline. As
shown in Appendix B, there are 19 residential projects that are proposed, planned, or under
construction in Milpitas, with a total of 6,146 units. The location of each pending project is shown in
Figure 4.1. While most of these are market-rate units, 56 units will be subject to affordability
restrictions that will make units affordable to very low-income households and 7 will be subject to
affordability restrictions that will make units affordable to low-income households. All affordable units
in the City’s pipeline will be subject to affordability restrictions for 55 years.

Table 4.2 shows a summary of the projects in the City’s development pipeline along with the RHNA
numbers assigned to the City of Milpitas for the 2015-2023 planning period. As shown, Milpitas has

> The default density is 20 units per acre for all cities in Santa Clara County with a population of fewer than 100,000
people (http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/SIA_zoning.php).
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enough units in the pipeline to greatly exceed the City’s RHNA for units affordable to households with
above-moderate incomes, but does not have enough units in the pipeline to meet the City’s RHNA for
units affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households. If all units in the pipeline are
built, there will be a remaining need for 948 units affordable to very low-income households, 563 units
affordable to low-income households, and 565 units affordable to moderate-income households during
this Element’s planning period. The following sections in this chapter will address the City’s capacity to
meet this remaining need on sites that are zoned for residential or mixed-use development and that are
not subject to pending development applications or currently under construction.

Table 4.2: Pending Residential Projects, Milpitas, 2014

Income Group Served Total

Very Low  Low Moderate Above Moderate  Units

Pending Projects (a) 56 7 0 5,807 5,870
2015-2023 RHNA 1,004 570 565 1,151 3,290
Remaining Need 948 563 565 N/A 2,076

Note:

(a) Pending projects include residential all projects planned, proposed or under
construction in Milpitas.

Source: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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Potential Housing Sites

In addition to the substantial pipeline, Milpitas has sufficient sites zoned and available to accommodate
at least 2,774 additional new residential units between 2015 and 2023. Based on the default densities
for Milpitas, these sites can accommodate at least 2,740 units affordable to very low-, low-, or moderate
income households, exceeding the remaining RHNA need identified in Table 4.2. In addition, the City’s
available sites can accommodate 34 new units at a density lower than the City’s default density, which
would likely be affordable to households with above-moderate incomes. The inventory of potential
sites that are not currently subject to development applications was developed from two sources:

o First, the City reviewed the list of available sites that were presented in the 2010 Housing
Element. The 2010 Housing Element included information on 14 potential housing sites,
many of which were comprised of more than one Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN). To the
extent that these sites are still available for residential development (i.e. have not been
recently developed and are not subject to pending or approved development applications),
the 2015-2023 Housing Element includes the sites in the inventory of housing opportunity
sites.

o Additional sites in the Midtown Specific Plan and TASP areas that are zoned for residential
or mixed-use development and are currently vacant or occupied by marginal commercial
uses were added to the sites inventory. These sites have a high probability of being
redeveloped within the Housing Element planning period, based on current market and
development trends in Milpitas. The extension of BART service adjacent to these areas will
further stimulate redevelopment of vacant or obsolete uses in the City’s two Specific Plan
areas.

All of the housing opportunity sites that have been identified as potential sites for meeting the City’s
RHNA for very low-, low-, and moderate-income households are located within the City’s two Specific
Plan Areas and are zoned at densities that meet or exceed the default density for Milpitas (20 units per
acre). Opportunity sites in the Specific Plan areas have minimum densities ranging from 21 to 41 units
per acre and maximum densities ranging from 40 to 94 units per acre. Opportunity sites vary in size
from 0.7 acres to 9.5 acres, and all but one site measure one acre or more. Of the 20 sites identified in
the Specific Plan Areas, 14 measure at least two acres.

Although some of the opportunity sites in the Specific Plan Areas are currently occupied by commercial
uses, the City has re-zoned these parcels to allow for high-density residential uses in order to stimulate
redevelopment in these areas. The rezoning has already led a number of developers to redevelop
properties that were previously occupied by marginal commercial uses in both Specific Plan Areas,
resulting in thousands of residential units that have recently been completed or are in the City’s
development pipeline in the two Plan Areas. As a result, the identified housing opportunity sites,
including sites that are not currently vacant, are poised for redevelopment to residential uses during the
2015-2023 Housing Element planning period.
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The inventory of potential high-density residential and mixed-use sites presumes that the opportunity
sites will be developed at the lowest end of the allowable density range. This is a conservative
assumption, as many pending and completed projects in Milpitas’s Specific Plan areas have been
developed or have pending applications at densities well above the minimum densities, and some have
provided affordable units to become eligible for density bonuses that allow for densities in excess of the
maximum that would otherwise apply. If each of the high-density sites are instead assumed to be
developed at the midpoint of the allowable density range, the high-density residential sites can
accommodate 2,419 units, exceeding the total remaining need identified in Table 4.2, and the mixed-use
sites can accommodate 1,426 units.

In addition, the site inventory reduces the acreage by nine percent on mixed-use sites (MXD) to account
for the potential development of non-residential uses. This adjustment is based on recent mixed-use
developments in the Midtown and TASP Plan Areas that have been redeveloped with residential and
commercial uses and is consistent with the methodology from the City’s 2010 Housing Element. While it
is possible for MXD sites to be developed entirely with non-residential uses, the recent trend within
Milpitas is for parcels in these areas to be developed primarily with residential uses.

Although most of the sites identified in the site inventory are located within one of the City’s Specific
Plan areas, Table 4.3 and Appendix B include a 4.9-acre vacant parcel on North Park Victoria Drive that is
zoned for single-family residential uses. The site is located along the west side of North Park Victoria
Drive across from the intersection with Country Club Road, inside the Urban Growth Boundary. The
location and size of this parcel suggest that it is most suitable for housing that is affordable to
households with above-moderate incomes. This site could yield approximately 34 units under current
zoning (R1-6 at seven units to the acre).

Table 4.3 provides a summary of the development potential on the City’s residential opportunity sites,

Figure 4.2 shows the location of each site, and detailed information on the sites is provided in Appendix
B.
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Table 4.3: Summary of Potential Housing Sites, Milpitas, 2015-2023

Yield at
Site Number Total Parcels  Acreage Midpoint Density Estimated Yield (a)

High-Density Residential/Potential Affordable Housing Sites (b)

MFR-1 10 7.6 383 311
MFR-2 1 1.4 51 44
MRF-3 1 2.2 78 68
MFR-4 2 5.9 300 244
MFR-5 2 7.4 499 304
MFR-6 2 9.4 632 385
MFR-7 6 7.4 376 305
MFR-8 2 3.2 929 68
Total 26 44.6 2,419 1,729
Mixed-Use/Potential Affordable Housing Sites (c)

MXD-1 5 2.1 48 40
MXD-2 5 1.9 44 37
MRF-3 1 1.3 31 25
MXD-4 1 0.7 16 13
MXD-5 2 2.8 65 54
MXD-6 2 1.1 25 21
MXD-7 1 9.5 580 353
MXD-8 1 2.5 155 95
MXD-9 2 2.1 98 80
MXD-10 3 45 209 170
MXD-11 1 1.0 47 38
MXD-12 2 2.3 106 86
Total 26 31.9 1,426 1,011

Total Potential Affordable Housing Sites
52 76.6 3,844 2,740

Low-Density Residential/Above-Moderate Income (d)
SFR-1 1 4.9 N/A 34

Notes:

(a) The estimated yield for high-density residential and mixed-use sites uses the minimum
density allowed by the zoning ordinance to provide a conservative estimate of the number
of units that can be accommodated on eac of the opportunity sites.

(b) High-density residential sites are defined as sites zoned for residential use at densities
equal to or higher than the "default densities" for Milpitas (20 units/acre) and are therefore
capable of accommodating housing affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households.

(c) All mixed-use sites shown are zoned at densities equal to or higher than the "default
densities" for Milpitas (20 units/acre) and are therefore capable of accommodating housing
affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.

(d) Low-density residential sites are defined as sites zoned for residential use at densities
lower than the "default densities" for Milpitas (20 units/acre) and are therefore presumed
to be sites for units serving above moderate-income households.

Source: BAE, 2014.
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Additional Considerations

Additional Sites Not Quantified

Milpitas has a number of potential housing sites in addition to the sites listed in Table 4.3 and Appendix
B that have not been quantified in this Housing Element Update. Sites that were not quantified include
sites that would require zoning changes to allow residential development, sites on which residential
development potential is limited, and sites that require a use permit for residential uses. While not
needed to meet the City’s RHNA goals, these sites are described here for informational purposes,
because they do offer additional residential development potential beyond the figures shown in Table
4.3 and Appendix B, and could be used for residential development during the 2015-2023 planning
period.

Sites that could accommodate housing after zoning changes include a set of City-owned parcels in the
northern portion of the Midtown Specific Plan area that total 2.23 acres. The site is bound by North
Main Street to the west and north, a Southern Pacific Railroad line to the east, and Weller Lane to the
south. The site is currently vacant and is zoned for parks and open space, but the City has considered
rezoning the site for residential uses. Existing residential uses abut the northwestern edge of the site.
Because the site is City-owned, it would provide an opportunity for Milpitas to facilitate affordable
housing development by providing low- or no-cost land to an affordable housing developer.

Additional sites that were not quantified in this Housing Element Update include the hillside areas,
which allow for a limited amount of residential development. Due to the high cost associated with
development on the hillside and extending services to this area, sites in the hillside areas would be
suitable for high-end units that serve households with above-moderate incomes. While these sites
continue to provide residential development opportunities within the City, significant development in
the hillside areas is unlikely during the 2015-2023 planning period as a result of the high cost of hillside
development, geologic hazards, and low-density zoning designations in the hillside areas. Because the
units in the City’s development pipeline greatly exceed the City’s RHNA for above-moderate income
households, the additional potential for high-end residential development that is offered in the hillside
areas was not quantified in this Housing Element.

Finally, the Milpitas Zoning Ordinance allows for residential development subject to approval of a use
permit in the Town Center (TC) zoning designation, which is intended primarily for commercial uses.
With use permit approval, live-work units and residential uses are permitted in the TC zone at densities
up to 40 units per acre. Two approved projects in the City’s residential development pipeline are
located on sites with the TC zoning designation, as shown in Appendix B. Additional residential
development in these areas may be possible throughout the 2015-2023 planning period, but are not
guantified in this Element.

Adequacy of Infrastructure and Services
The housing sites identified in this Chapter are largely infill sites served by existing infrastructure and

services. However, the majority of the City’s housing sites are located within the TASP and Midtown
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Specific Plan Areas, and residential development on these sites would therefore involve the conversion
of older industrial and commercial sites to residential and mixed land uses. In some cases, this
transition requires infrastructure investments to provide service to new residential development.

Since the majority of the City’s potential housing sites are located in the TASP and Midtown Specific Plan
Areas, there is a considerable amount of existing and planned transportation infrastructure to serve the
sites. The potential housing sites are generally located in close proximity to two major freeways, two
light rail stations, and a future BART Station. However, traffic congestion can be problematic in Milpitas
under current conditions, and future growth is expected to add to the existing traffic problems. The City
has implemented a fee for new development in the TASP area to generate funding to address potential
impacts resulting from development in the area. Furthermore, traffic impacts are expected to be
mitigated somewhat because the Specific Plan areas have easy access to transit, allowing many
residents to commute without the use of a car.

Aside from these potential transportation issues, remaining infrastructure, such as water, sewers, and
storm drains, are adequate to support the planned growth in Milpitas. Chapter 5 of this Housing
Element provides more detailed information on the adequacy of roads, water, wastewater, storm
drainage, and solid waste removal to serve new residential development in Milpitas.

In addition to physical infrastructure needs, new development will require fire and emergency medical
assistance services, which are provided throughout Milpitas by the Milpitas Fire Department (MFD).
The TASP EIR identified a need to address potential limitations to the MFD’s capacity to provide these
services to new development, resulting in the creation of two community facilities districts (CFDs) in the
TASP. Additional property taxes are assessed on properties in the CFDs, funds from which are used to
support additional police, fire, and recreation services.

Environmental Constraints
Potential environmental constraints to developing the housing sites identified in this Housing Element

include potential earthquakes, flooding, and hillside erosion. Similar to the rest of the Bay Area, Milpitas
is subject seismic hazards due to proximity to active fault lines. However, none of the City’s housing
opportunity sites are located on landfill, reducing the potential extent of earthquake damage somewhat.
All structures built in Milpitas are required to meet building code requirements for earthquake safety.
Some of the City’s housing sites in the Transit Area are located within the 100-year floodplain. Although
flood depths would be very shallow, a combination of on-site and off-site improvements may still be
required before building in areas that could experience potential flooding.

In addition, since many of the potential sites are located in a transitional area changing from older
industrial and heavy commercial uses to a mixed-use community, it is possible that there are hazardous
materials on some of the potential sites. While there are no known contamination issues on any of the
potential opportunity sites, further study will be required before redevelopment of some sites, and
some may require environmental remediation before development can take place.
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A final environmental issue relates to vibration levels that may affect future development inside and
outside the TASP area related to the UPRR and BART right-of-way. To make sure that vibration levels do
not exceed acceptable levels, the TASP includes mitigation measures to address potential issues related
to vibration, and development in the TASP is potentially subject to siting or construction features that to
reduce the impacts of ground vibration. Housing Element sites outside the TASP but within 300 feet of
an active UPRR and/or BART alighment are also subject to an analysis of vibration impacts and are
required to provide for vibration reduction consistent with the direction of TASP policies.

Zoning for Special Housing Needs

As discussed in Chapter 3, individuals and households with special housing needs often have difficulty
securing housing that is adequate to meet those needs. In addition to identifying adequate sites to
meet the City’s RHNA, the Housing Element is required to ensure that there are sites that have the
ability serve groups with special housing needs. As discussed below, Milpitas has taken key steps to
facilitate the production of housing for individuals and households with special housing needs, including
farmworker housing, manufactured housing, single-room occupancy developments, emergency shelters,
and transitional and supportive housing.

Farmworker Housing
Although the need for farmworker housing is expected to be minimal in Milpitas during the 2015-2023

Housing Element planning period, the City facilitates a variety of housing types that can serve
farmworkers and their families. During the previous (2007-2014) Housing Element Update period,
Milpitas updated the City’s Zoning Ordinance to allow farmworker housing by right in all agricultural
zones. Additionally, many farmworker households can meet their housing needs through standard
residential units, provided that units are affordable. As a result, zoning regulations and other programs
that facilitate affordable housing production in Milpitas in general help to serve any potential need for
farmworker housing in the City. In some cases, this housing need may be met by single-room occupancy
units, which are discussed below.

Manufactured Housing
Although manufactured housing does not serve any special needs group in particular, it is generally less

expensive to construct than other housing and therefore can provide a more affordable option for some
households with special housing needs. During the previous (2007-2014) Housing Element planning
period, Milpitas amended the City’s Zoning Ordinance to allow manufactured housing in all single-family
(R-1) zoning districts. Program D.5.3 states that the Milpitas will modify the City’s zoning ordinance
during the upcoming planning period to allow manufactured housing in all zoning districts where
residential development is allowed, subject to the same architectural and development standards as
other dwellings in the same zone.

SRO Housing
Single room occupancy (SRO) units typically serve extremely low-income households that are unable to
afford market-rate housing or affordable housing targeted to households earning more than 30 percent
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of AMI. SROs provide small units that may have shared kitchen and bathroom facilities or may provide a
small bathroom or kitchenette in each unit. During the 2007-2014 Housing Element planning period, the
City of Milpitas updated the City’s Zoning Ordinance to allow SROs in all multifamily zoning districts,
subject to approval of a conditional use permit.

Emergency Shelters
California Senate Bill 2 (SB 2) required that all jurisdictions designate at least one zoning district where

emergency shelters are allowed by right. During the 2007-2014 Housing Element Update period,
Milpitas amended the City’s Zoning Ordinance to allow emergency shelters by right in the highway
services (HS) Zoning District. According to the City’s Land Use Plan, there are 271 acres of land
designated as HS, of which 44 acres are undeveloped. Parcel sizes range from less than one-half acre to
23 acres. The median parcel size is 1.3 acres, and the average parcel size is about three acres. Fifteen
parcels are below one acre in size. Thus, the HS zone has parcels that would be of an appropriate size
for a homeless shelter. In addition, some properties in the HS zone have vacant commercial and other
properties that could be converted to an emergency shelter, which is often more feasible than building
an emergency shelter on vacant land.

The following locations include HS zoned parcels:

e West of I-880 and south of Calaveras Boulevard

e West of I-880, North of Montague Expressway

e Jacklin Road near 1-680

e Along North Milpitas Boulevard near Minnis Circle

Transitional and Permanent Supportive Housing
In addition to requiring that jurisdictions zone for emergency shelters, SB 2 required that all jurisdictions

explicitly identify transitional and supportive housing as an allowed use in all residential zoning districts,
subject only to the restrictions that apply to other residential uses in the same zone. In 2013, Milpitas
amended the City’s Zoning Ordinance to identify transitional and supportive housing by right in all
single-family and multifamily residential zones in compliance with SB 2. However, the Zoning Ordinance
was not amended to explicitly allow transitional and supportive housing in mixed-use zoning districts.
Chapter 6 of this Housing Element includes a program to amend the City’s Zoning Ordinance to allow
transitional and supportive housing in all zoning districts that allow residential uses (see Program D.4.3).

Financing and Subsidy Sources

Along with a sufficient number of residential sites zoned to appropriate densities, affordable housing
production in Bay Area jurisdictions requires local, State, and Federal financing sources to bridge the gap
between affordable rent and sale prices and the prices needed to support new construction. Almost all
affordable housing developments in the Bay Area rely on a combination of financing from several public
and private sources in order to become financially feasible.
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Federal Programs

CDBG Program: Through the CDBG program, the federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) provides funds to local governments for funding a wide range of housing and
community development activities for low- and moderate-income individuals and households. Cities
with at least 50,000 residents, including Milpitas, are designated CDBG entitlement communities and
receive annual allocations directly from HUD.

Based on previous allocations, Milpitas expects to receive an annual allocation of approximately
$400,000 and an additional $50,000 in Program Income from the Single Family Housing Rehabilitation
Program for a total of $450,000 per year (a substantial decline of approximately $200,00 per year
compared to the previous Housing Element cycle). Milpitas typically uses CDBG funds for site
acquisition, rehabilitation, first-time homebuyer assistance, development of emergency and transitional
shelters and fair housing/housing counseling activities. Additional activities in support of the new
construction of affordable housing include site clearance and the financing of related infrastructure and
public facility improvements.

HOME Program: The HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME) provides grants to support a
broad range of housing activities. Eligible activities include home purchase or rehabilitation financing
for eligible homeowners and first-time buyers, site acquisition, and construction or rehabilitation of
affordable housing. Milpitas does not receive HOME funds directly from HUD; however the City can
compete for funds that are allocated by the State of California and can work with affordable housing
developers to support applications for these funds.

Section 8 Assistance: The Section 8 program is a federal program that provides rental assistance to
very-low income persons in need of affordable housing. Tenant-based Section 8 Assistance allows
households to find housing in the private market, provided that the housing meets the program
requirements. The program provides a rent voucher that pays the difference between the current fair
market rent and what the household can afford to pay (defined as 30 percent of household income). At
present, 627 Milpitas households receive Section 8 Vouchers. The Santa Clara County Housing Authority
administers the Section 8 program for households in Milpitas.

In addition to tenant-based Section 8, HUD offers project-based Section 8 assistance to housing
developments that provide units to low-income households. Similar to tenant-based Section 8, project-
based Section 8 Assistance provides the difference between fair market rent and the rent that
households can afford to pay.

State Programs

California Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA): The California Housing Finance Agency operates several
programs that help to create affordable rental and ownership housing opportunities for low- and
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moderate-income households. These programs, funded by the sale of tax-exempt bonds, provide
permanent financing of affordable housing developments, as well as financing for homebuyers.

Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program: Created by the 1986 Tax Reform Act, the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program is one of the primary sources of financing for affordable housing.
Although enabling legislation for LIHTC was passed at the federal level, allocations of the tax credits are
made by the State of California.

Affordable housing developers utilize this program in combination with City and additional funding
sources to encourage the construction and rehabilitation of rental housing for lower- income
households. The program allows investors an annual tax credit over a ten-year period, provided that the
housing meets affordable income requirements. The tax credit is typically sold to large investors at a
syndication value.

To be eligible for a tax credit, 20 percent of the units in a housing development must rent to very-low-
income households earning less than 50 percent of area median income, or 40 percent of the units must
rent for incomes under 60 percent of the median. California law also requires that developments retain
these levels of affordability for at least 55 years.

Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Program: The Mortgage Credit Certificate Program (MCC),
authorized by Congress in 1984, provides financial assistance in the form of a tax credit to first-time
homebuyers. Similar to the LIHTC Program, the MCC Program was authorized by the federal
government, but is administered by the State. The MCC reduces the amount of federal income taxes
otherwise due to the federal government; however, the mortgage tax credit cannot be claimed as a
refund. The MCC program enables program participants to reduce their federal income tax
withholdings, creating additional net spendable household income.

Santa Clara County administers the MCC Program on behalf of all participating cities located in the
County. Program eligibility requirements determine the maximum sale price of homes purchased
through the MCC program and the maximum income for households that receive tax credits through the
program. In 2014, the maximum sale price for homes purchased through the MCC program in Santa
Clara County was $673,616.° The maximum income for a household participating in the MCC program in
Santa Clara County was $81,040 per year for one- or two-person households and $101,300 for
households with three or more people.

® The maximum eligible sale price is higher in specified “targeted areas”. However, the only Census tract in Santa
Clara County that is designated a targeted area is located in San Jose, and therefore the targeted area maximum
sale price does not apply to any areas in Milpitas.
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Local Programs

Redevelopment Housing Set-aside Funds: In 2011, the California legislature mandated the dissolution
of all redevelopment agencies (RDAs) throughout the State. Prior to 2011, RDAs in California
jurisdictions, including Milpitas, set aside 20 percent of all tax increment revenues generated from
redevelopment project areas to fund housing projects that increased, improved, or preserved the supply
of affordable housing. Housing developed with these set-aside funds were required to remain
affordable to low- and moderate-income households for at least 55 years for rentals and 45 years for
ownership housing. Prior to the dissolution of the RDA, Milpitas used these set-aside funds to facilitate
the development of a significant number of affordable units in the City. Between 1999 and 2014, the
City provided $42.8 million in RDA-funded grants, loans, and land dedication to residential projects in
Milpitas, assisting in the development of 874 units affordable to lower-income households (see Table
4.4 for a detailed list). Similar to many jurisdictions throughout the State, Milpitas will now face
challenges with identifying funding sources to facilitate affordable housing production due to the loss of
the City’s RDA.

Milpitas Housing Authority: Following the dissolution of RDAs, jurisdictions have been able to retain
the housing set-aside funds generated through redevelopment activity. Milpitas currently has
approximately $7 million of remaining set-aside funds that can be used to support affordable housing
programs in the City. In addition, the City receives approximately $200,000 to $250,000 per year from
repayments on loans previously issued through the use of RDA housing set-aside funds, which the city
can use to support housing programs. However, these repayments amount to only a fraction of the
funds previously generated on an annual basis from the RDA housing set-aside.

Housing Trust of Silicon Valley: The Housing Trust of Silicon Valley provides housing assistance
throughout Santa Clara County through three core program areas: first-time homebuyer loans,
multifamily loans, and the Finally Home Grant program. The multifamily loan program supports
nonprofit developers constructing or rehabilitating affordable multifamily rental housing. The Finally
Home Grant program provides grants for security deposits to assist families or individuals moving from
homelessness or unsuitable housing into permanent housing. Between 2007 and 2014, the City of
Milpitas contributed $1.1 million to the Housing Trust of Silicon Valley.
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Table 4.4: Residential Projects Receiving Assistance from the Milpitas RDA, 2009-2014

Total Total City Type of Funding Affordability Level Tenure

Project Name Units Funding Loans Grants Land Above Mod Mod Low VerylLow Owner Renter
2009-2006
DeVries Place Senior Housing 103 $9,600,000 $9,600,000 0 1 0 102 0 103
Aspen Family Apartments 101 $2,300,000  $2,300,000 0 1 0 100 0 101
Centria East 137 $770,000 $770,000 111 10 7 9 137 0
Crossing at Montague Apartments 470 $1,190,000 $1,190,000 376 0 0 94 0 470
Montevista Apartments 306 $3,000,000  $3,000,000 0 153 76 77 0 306
Parc Metro 382 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 354 18 10 0 382 0
Senior Group Home (Senior Housing Solutions) 1 $800,000 $800,000 0 0 0 1 0 1
Parc Place 258 $1,974,000 $1,974,000 200 34 6 18 258 0

1999-2007 Total 1,758  $21,134,000 $21,134,000 $0 $0 1,041 217 99 401 77 981
2007-2014
Paragon 147 $1,199,997 $1,199,997 118 20 0 9 147 0
Terra Serena 94 $6,500,000 $1,800,000 $4,700,000 31 63 0 0 94 0
Town Center Villas 65 $800,000 $800,000 49 16 0 0 65 0
Senior Group Home (Senior Housing Solutions) 1 $750,000 $750,000 0 0 0 1 0 1
South Main Senior Lifestyles 389  $12,400,000 $12,400,000 341 0 0 48 0 389

2007-2014 Total 696  $21,649,997 $4,549,997 $4,700,000  $12,400,000 539 99 0 58 306 390
1999-2014 TOTAL 2,454  $42,783,997 $25,683,997 $4,700,000 $12,400,000 1,580 316 99 459 1,083 1,371

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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Opportunities for Energy Conservation

HCD requires that the Housing Element provide an assessment of opportunities for energy conservation
in residential development and document City policies and programs that assist in curbing residential
energy use. In addition to aiding in the attainment of environmental goals, reducing energy
consumption often leads to lower gas and electricity bills, thereby reducing housing costs.

The City of Milpitas facilitates energy conservation through its residential development and zoning
policies by encouraging high-density residential development near transit amenities. Through
implementation of the Midtown and Transit Area Specific Plans, Milpitas has supported a significant
amount of ongoing multifamily residential development in areas within walking distance to the City’s
future BART Station, scheduled to begin passenger service in 2018, and an existing VTA light rail station.
As a result, the Specific Plans encourage transit use among occupants of new developments in the City,
thereby reducing car trips and the associated energy usage.

Additionally, the City’s Transit Area Specific Plan (TASP) promotes walking and biking for short internal
trips. For example, the TASP requires new development to install sidewalks, and the City intends to
provide pedestrian bridges over major streets, such as Great Mall Parkway, Capitol Avenue, and
Montague Expressway, which will constructed using funding generated by the TASP impact fees.

Milpitas promotes energy conservation in new construction through enforcement of Title 24, Part 6 of
the California Code of Regulations (Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential
Buildings). These regulations were adopted in 1978 and most recently updated in 2013 (with changes
going into effect July 1, 2014). All new construction must comply with the standards in effect on the
date a building permit application is made.

Milpitas further promotes energy conservation in new construction through implementation of the
City’s Green Building Ordinance (adopted in 2008 and updated in January 2014), which applies to both
residential and nonresidential construction. The City also implements additional green building policies,

including:
o The U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED rating system for non-residential buildings and Build
It Green’s GreenPoint Rated system for residential buildings have been adopted as the
official green building standards for the City of Milpitas.
o Planning applications for new buildings must include a completed LEED or GreenPoint Rated
checklist for informational purposes.
o New city buildings and renovation projects over 5,000 square feet are required to be

evaluated for feasibility to achieve at least a LEED Silver certification.

In addition, the City provides outreach on an ongoing basis to inform residents about the Pacific Gas and
Electric Energy Savings Assistance Program. This program provides income-qualified customers with
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services to help reduce energy use and decrease energy costs, including minor home improvements,
replacement of old appliances, and information on energy conservation.
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5. HOUSING CONSTRAINTS

In addition to identifying adequate sites for housing, the Housing Element is required to analyze
potential governmental and non-governmental constraints to housing production and present programs
to mitigate these constraints to the extent necessary and possible (Government Code, Section
65583(a)). Governmental constraints typically consist of regulations that limit opportunities to develop
housing, impose requirements that unnecessarily increase the cost to develop housing, or make the
development process so arduous as to discourage housing development. Non-governmental constraints
are often related to land prices, construction costs, the availability of financing, infrastructure capacity
constraints, and environmental features. Although local governments have little control over non-
governmental constraints, identification of these constraints can be helpful to Milpitas in formulating
housing programs.

Governmental Constraints

Government regulations can affect housing costs through local land use policies, zoning regulations and
development standards, subdivision regulations, urban limit lines, and development fees. Lengthy
approval and processing times may also constrain development.

Recent development trends in Milpitas indicate that the City’s regulations and policies support
residential development, particularly development of high-density housing near transit and other
transportation corridors. The City’s development pipeline, which consists of over 5,000 residential units,
demonstrates the success of City policies in facilitating residential development. Recent housing
construction in Milpitas has consisted primarily of multifamily developments built at significantly higher
densities than the City’s older housing stock, as intended by adoption of the Midtown and Transit Area
Specific Plans.

General Plan
In 2014, the Milpitas City Council authorized funding for a comprehensive update to the City’s General

Plan, which will occur over the next two to three years. The last comprehensive update to the Milpitas
General Plan occurred in 1994. In 2002 and 2008, the General Plan was amended to incorporate the
land use designations, design guidelines, and other policies defined by the Midtown Specific Area Plan
and the Transit Area Specific Plan (TASP), respectively. The General Plan was updated again in 2010 to
integrate the City’s Park and Recreation Master Plan and Bikeway Master Plan into the document and to
provide updates to exhibits, tables, and figures. Concurrent with this Housing Element Update, the City
is updating the Safety Element of the General Plan to address flooding hazards.

The General Plan distinguishes between land use designations on the Valley Floor and designations in the
Hillside areas. On the Valley Floor, there are eight residential land use designations along with three
mixed-use designations and one commercial designation that allow for residential development. The
residential designations range in density from Single Family Low (three to five units per acre) to Very High
Density Transit-Oriented Residential (41 to 75 units per acre, or up to 90 units per acre with a use permit).
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The mixed-use zones that allow for residential development range in density from the Mixed-Use
(Residential) designation, which allows 21 to 30 units per acre, to the Boulevard Very High Density Mixed-
Use designation, which allows 41 to 75 units per acre. The Town Center designation, which allows for
densities up to 40 units per acre provided that certain findings are made, is the only commercial
designation that allows for residential development.

The three land use designations in the Hillside area are intended to provide for only a limited amount of
residential development and therefore allow for only low-density residential development. The Very Low
Density land use designation applies mostly to land outside of the City’s Urban Service Area and Urban
Growth Boundaries, and allows for one unit per ten acres. The Low and Medium Density designations
allow for up to one and three units per acre, respectively.

The land use designations that allow for residential development are shown in Table 5.1 along with the
residential density allowed in each.

Table 5.1: General Plan Land Use Residential Designations

Land Use Designation Residential Density (units/acre)
Valley Floor
Residential
Single Family Low 3to5
Single Family Moderate 6to 15
Multifamily Medium (a) 7to11
Multifamily High 12 to 20; up to 40 with PUD approval
Multifamily Very High 31 to 40; 41 to 60 with TOD Overlay (b)
Urban Residential 41 to 75; up to 25% additional with CUP approval
Mobile Home Park 6to7
Mixed Use
Mixed Use (Residential) 21 to 30; 31-40 with TOD Overlay (b)
Residential-Retail High Density Mixed Use 31 to 50; Up to 60 with a Use Permit
Boulevard Very High Density Mixed Use 41 to 75
Commercial
Town Center Up to 40 (b)
Hillside
Very Low Density Up to 0.1
Low Density Uptol
Medium Density Upto 3
Notes:

(a) TOD Overlay does not change the standards for density and development intensity for the
underlying land use designation.

(b) TOD Overlay is provided through the zoning ordinance rather than the General Plan.

(c) Findings are necessary to build residential in land with the Town Center designation.
Sources: City of Milpitas, 2010; BAE, 2014.

Zoning Ordinance
The City’s Zoning Ordinance facilitates residential development through implementation of high-density

residential zoning designations. Milpitas has adopted two Specific Plans with many sites zoned for high-
density residential development and created a TOD Overlay District that further augments allowable
residential densities, reduces setbacks and parking requirements, and increases height limits in areas
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near transit. Builders have responded to these changes by proposing and building many housing units in
the City’s Specific Plan Areas. While a large share of these have been market rate units and are
therefore unaffordable to lower-income households, the City’s affordable housing policies have also
resulted in the development of affordable units in both Specific Plan Areas. The Zoning Ordinance,
other development standards, and the permitting process do not constitute barriers to residential
development in Milpitas.

The City’s Zoning Ordinance has five basic residential zoning districts and three mixed-use zoning
districts that allow residential development. Within the single family (R-1) zoning designation, there are
eight subcategories to specify differences in minimum lot sizes. In addition, the City has overlay districts
that modify the underlying zoning for the areas covered by the overlays, including a Mobile Home Park
(MHP) Overlay, a High Rise (HR) Overlay, and a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Overlay.

The City of Milpitas also enforces minimum site development standards for new residential
developments through the City’s Zoning Ordinance. These standards include lot width, setbacks, lot
coverage, and maximum building height, along with other development standards. As with other
stipulations of the Zoning Ordinance, some of the site development standards that apply to the base
zoning districts are modified in areas located within the City’s Overlay Districts.

Table 5.2 summarizes the allowable densities, development types, site development standards, and
other requirements that apply to residential and mixed-use zoning districts and Table 5.3 shows the
manner in which these standards and requirements are modified by various overlay districts.

Base Zoning Densities and Permitted Land Uses: Table 5.2 provides a summary of the base zoning
regulations for the five residential and three mixed-use categories that allow residential development in
Milpitas, before accounting for any modifications to the base zoning from overlay districts. As shown,
the allowable densities range from very low densities ranging from 80 acres per dwelling unit in certain
hillside areas to 60 units per acre in the R5 or MXD3 zone. Second units are permitted without a
conditional use permit in all single family zoning districts, and all residential zones allow transitional and
supportive housing, subject to the same requirements as other projects in the zoning district. Although
transitional and supportive housing are not explicitly identified as permitted uses in mixed-use zoning
districts, Program D.4.3 states that the City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to identify transitional and
supportive housing as permitted uses in all mixed-use zoning districts that allow residential uses, subject
to the same requirements that apply to other residential uses in each zone.

Base Zoning Height Limits: Consistent with the density ranges shown in Table 5.2, the development
standards put forth in the Zoning Ordinance provide a range of residential height limits that vary
substantially between zoning districts. Height limits range from 17 feet under certain conditions in the
hillside (R1-H) zone to 150 feet in MXD3 zone. Most single-family zoning districts (R1 and R2) allow
heights up to 30 feet, while multifamily and mixed-use zoning districts have height limits ranging from
35 feet to 150 feet.
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Base Zoning Setbacks: Setback requirements for residential uses are somewhat similar between zoning
districts, with the exception of the Hillside (R1-H) District. However, the setbacks in the R4, R5, and
Mixed Use districts are slightly smaller in general than the setbacks in the R1 and R2 Districts to permit
efficient utilization of sites. Setbacks in the R1-H District are larger than the setbacks in other residential
districts, in keeping with the low-density designations for the City’s hillside areas.

Base Zoning Parking Requirements: Table 5.2 also provides information on the parking requirements
specified in the Zoning Ordinance. For the R1 and R2 residential districts, two spaces per unit are
required for units with three or fewer bedrooms. Units with four or more bedrooms require three
spaces per unit plus one additional space for each additional bedroom. Parking requirements for R3, R4,
R5, and the MXD zones are as follows:

o Studios: one covered parking space/unit.

o One-bedroom units: 1.5 covered parking space/unit.

o Two- and three-bedroom units: two covered parking spaces/unit.

o Four-bedroom units: three parking spaces/unit, of which at least two must be covered.
o Five-bedroom units: four parking spaces/unit, of which at least two must be covered.
o Guest parking requirements: projects with structured parking must provide 15 percent

additional parking spaces over the required number of spaces. All of these spaces may be
uncovered. For projects with private garages, 20 percent additional parking spaces are
required. All of these spaces may be uncovered.
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Table 5.2: Residential Zoning District Regulations

Residential
Zoning Density Minimum Front Types Permitted
District (units/acre) Lot Size (SF) Height Setback Side Setback Rear Setback (w/o CUP) (a) Parking Requirements
R1-H 0.002 t0 0.1, 435,600 W side of crestline: |25’ (b) |40’ 40 Single family & 3 bedrooms or fewer: 2 spaces
depending on the 17'/1 story 2nd Unit per unit
average slope of E side of crestline: 4 + bedrooms: 3 per unit, plus 1
the parcel (max) 27'12 stories per each additional bedroom
R1-10 |4 (max) 10,000 30’ 25’ 8’ one side; Total 20’ 30’ or 35’ (¢)
R1-8 5 (max) 8,000 30’ 25’ 7' one side; Total 17’ 25’ or 30 (c)
R1-6 7 (max) 6,000 30’ 20 Adjacent to garage 6’ 25'
Total 13’
R1-5 9 (max) 5,000 30’ 20 Adjacent to garage 6’ 20’
Total 10’
R1-4 11 (max) 4,000 30’ 20’ 6’ one side 15’ for single-story units;
R1-3 15 (max) 3,000 30’ 20 5’ one side 20’ for units with 2+
R1-2.5 |17 (max) 2,500 30’ 20’ 5’ one side stories
R2 7 (min) to 11 6,000 (single family); |30’ (2.5 stories) 20 Single family, 1 story: 4' one side;  |Single family: 25' Single family &
(max) 8,000 (duplex) total 12' Duplex: 25' or 30' (c) Duplex
Single family, 2 story: 6' one side;
total 15'
Duplex, 1 story: 7' one side; total 12'
Duplex, 2 story: 8' one side; total 20'
R3 12 (min) to 20 2,000/dwelling unit |35’ (3.5 stories) 20’ 1 story: 5' one side; total 12' 1 story: 30 Multifamily Studio: 1 covered per unit
(max) 2-2.5 story: 10' one side; total 25' 2-2.5 story: 35' 1 bedroom: 1.5 covered per unit
3-3.5 story: 12' one side; total 30' 3-3.5 story: 40' 2-3 bedrooms: 2 covered per unit
R4 31 (min) to 40 None 60’ (4 stories) 8’ (min) |10’ 10' 4 + bedrooms: 3 per unit, plus 1
(max) to 15’ additional space for each
(max) additional bedroom (at least two
R5 41 (min) to 60 75’ (6 stories) 12'(min) |[15’; or 20' for buildings over 3 15’ or 20' for buildings covered)
(max) to 20 stories that abut residential uses over 3 stories that abut
(max) residential uses Guest Parking: projects with
MXD 21 (min) to 30 Size must be large |45’ (3 stories) 8’ (min) |0’ (min) to 10’ (max) 10’ structured parking: 15% of the
(max) enough to to 15’ total required, may be uncovered;
MXD2 |31 (min) to 40 accommodate all 75’ (6 stories) (max) 10’ or 15’ when abutting projects with private garages:
(max) space requirements. residential use. 20’ for 20% of the total required, may be
buildings over 60’ or 4 uncovered.
stories.
MXD3 |41 (min) to 60 150’ (12 stories, or |12’ (min) |15’ or 20’ when abutting residential |15’ or 20" when abutting
(max) 20 with CUP to 20 use. 30’ for buildings over 60’ or 4 |residential use. 30’ for
approval) (max) stories. buildings over 60’ or 4
stories.
Note:

(a) Transitional and supportive housing is a permitted use in all residential zones.
(b) This assumes that slope is less than 16 percent.
(c) First number applies to single story units. Second number applies to units with 2 or more stories.
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Overlay Districts: As discussed above, Milpitas has a TOD Overlay, HR Overlay, and MHP Overlay that
modify the underlying zoning for the areas covered by the overlay districts to allow additional residential
density or flexibility in development standards or residential uses permitted. Table 5.3 shows the zoning
district regulations as modified by each of these overlay districts. Only those zoning districts that are
affected by each overlay district are shown in the table.

The TOD Overlay allows for considerable increases in density and building heights and reductions in
parking requirements. Because the TOD Overlay is applied in areas near transit, the increased density
provided by the Overlay helps to support transit use, potentially leading to a reduced need for car trips,
which makes reductions in parking requirements feasible.

The HR Overlay is intended to allow for high-density residential development in the areas where it is
applied, allowing up to 150 dwelling units per acre.

The main purpose of the MHP Overlay District is to promote the expansion and diversification of the
available housing opportunities within the City of Milpitas by establishing standards for the creation of
planned mobile home parks.” The MHP Overlay District establishes a zoning designation that permits
and establishes regulations related to parking requirements, minimum mobile home park size, and
maximum densities.

’ Paragraph A of Section XI-10-12.04 of the Zoning Code.
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Table 5.3: Residential Zoning District Regulations as Modified by Overlay Districts

Minimum  Unit Types

Zoning Density Lot Permitted Parking Front Side Rear

District (units/acre) Size (SF) _ (w/o CUP) Requirements  Height Setback Setback  Setback

R3 (TOD) 21 minimum No change |No change Reduce by 20%. |60’ (4 stories) 8’ (min) to |8 (min) to|No change
40 maximum Guest parking is 15’ (max) |15’ (max)

R4 (TOD) 41 minimum the same. 75’ (6 stories) 12’ (min) to|No change No change
60 maximum 20’ (max)

R5 (TOD) 41 minimum No change No change |No change No change
75 maximum

MXD2 (TOD) |31 minimum No change No change |No change|No change
50 maximum

MXD3 (TOD) |41 minimum Up to 24 stories No change |No change|No change
75 maximum possible with Planning

Commission review

High Rise Overla
MXD3 60 minimum No change |No change No change No change No change |No change No change
150 maximum

Mobile Home Park Overla:

Highway 7 mobile homes. | 25 acres Mobile Home |2.5 spaces per |No change 35'froma |25'if 25’ if

Services Can be per park Parks for home-one of public street|abutting a |abutting a

(HS) increased to 8 single family |which must be residential |residential
homes/acre with dwelling uses |contiguous to district. district.
findings by and residential|mobile home. Otherwise | Otherwise
Planning quarters for 15" 15"
Commission. employees.

Note:

Only those zoning districts for which development standards are modified by the overlay districts are listed.
No change = No change due to overlay district.
Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014: BAE, 2014.

Standards for Second Units
Second units are allowed by right in all single-family (R1) zoning districts in Milpitas, subject to the

standards specified in the City’s Zoning Ordinance. Among other standards, the City’s Zoning Ordinance
requires that second units have a maximum of one bedroom, are no more than 15 feet in height (17 feet
in Hillside areas), and that second units adhere to size and setback requirements. The original home
must be owner-occupied at the time an application for a second unit is submitted. One parking space is
required for second units, which can be uncovered and tandem. Overall, the City’s regulations
pertaining to second units are fairly flexible and do not pose a constraint to second unit production.

Urban Growth Boundary
Milpitas voters approved an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) in 1998 that substantially limits

development in the hillside areas on the eastern side of the City by limiting the extension of City services
to areas outside of the UGB. The primary goals of the UGB are to preserve the existing character of the
hillside, protect the views of the hillside from the valley floor, and reduce the cost of extending public
service and infrastructure to new development. The UGB is intended to remain in place through 2018
and can only be amended through a majority vote of the electorate.



The ordinance that enacted the City’s UGB stipulates that the City will begin a comprehensive review of
the UGB beginning in 2015, in preparation for the expiration of the UGB in 2018. Following this review,
City Council will have the authority to determine whether to allow the UGB to expire, renew the UGB, or
place a measure on a ballot to let Milpitas voters decide if the UGB will be renewed. However, the
zoning that is in place would not be impacted as a result of the expiration of the UGB. Therefore, no
changes in allowable density or other development standards in the hillside areas would result if the
UGB is allowed to expire.

The Urban Growth Boundary primarily impacts the above moderate-income housing market and has had
little or no impact on the feasibility of producing housing for low- and moderate-income households.
Residential development in the hillside area would be unlikely to be affordable to lower-income
households due to the high cost of hillside construction, the prestige associated with a view or hillside
home, and the high cost of extending utility and road extensions to hillside areas. Additionally,
developing high-density housing in the hillside area would require large-scale grading, cuts, and fills, and
would have substantial adverse environmental impacts. A limited amount of residential development is
permitted beyond the Growth Boundary, subject to a slope density formula that dictates minimum lot
sizes, as reflected in the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, discussed above.

The City has mitigated impacts from the growth boundary on the supply of housing by significantly
increasing the residential development potential of land within the existing urbanized area. The
increase in the City’s residential development potential resulting from the rezoning of several hundred
acres of former commercial and industrial sites within the Specific Plan Areas to very high residential
densities and mixed use development greatly exceeds the loss of development potential outside the
Urban Growth Boundary. Moreover, the viability of affordable housing in the Specific Plan Areas is far
greater than it would be on sites in the hillsides, given the increased feasibility of high-density
development on the valley floor and the areas’ proximity to mass transit and urban services.
Additionally, the UGB is in keeping with Plan Bay Area, which aims to focus new development within the
existing urban footprint and in areas served by transit.

Density Bonus Ordinance
Milpitas adopted a Density Bonus Ordinance (Section XI-10-54-15 of the Zoning Code) in 2005 that

provides increases in allowable densities for projects that provide a minimum proportion of affordable
units. A number of recent projects in Milpitas, including Shea Properties, Edsel Court, and Summerfield
Homes, have provided affordable units and received incentives in accordance with the City’s Density
Bonus Ordinance. The Density Bonus applies to all zoning districts that allow residential development
and all projects with at least five dwelling units. In addition to providing higher densities, the Ordinance
also allows reduced parking standards. Table 5.4 provides a summary of the key features of this
Ordinance.
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Table 5.4: Milpitas Density Bonus Ordinance

Attribute Milpitas Housing Density Bonus (a)

Percent of Units Required to be Affordable 5% of units to be affordable to very low-income, or 10% of units to be
affordable to lower-income households, or a senior housing development
(no affordability restrictions), or 10% of units to be affordable to
moderate-income households, if the development is a condominium.

Resale/Rent Restrictions For very low- and low-income housing, a 30-year restriction applies, if
required by other funding programs or if the City provides at least one
incentive in addition to the Density Bonus. Otherwise, there is a
minimum 10-year restriction.

Maximum Amount of Density Bonus Sliding scale. Very low (percentage of very low-income units ranges from
5% to 11% and accompanying density bonus ranges from 20% to 35%);
Low (percentage of low-income units ranges from 10% to 20% and
accompanying density bonus ranges from 20% to 35%), and Moderate
(percentage of moderate-income units ranges from 10% to 40% and
accompanying density bonus ranges from 5% to 35%). For senior
housing, since 100% of units in a development must be targeted to
seniors, a uniform density bonus of 20% applies.

Rounding of Density Bonus Units All fractions are rounded up to provide for more density.

Number of Incentives Provided (b) Under the minimum required percentage of units for very low-, low- and
moderate-income households, one incentive is provided. If a project
doubles the percentage of affordable units, e.g., 10% of units for very
low-income; 20% of units for lower-income, or 20% of units for moderate,
then two incentives are provided. If a project triples the percentage of
affordable units, e.g., 15% of units for very low-income; 30% of units for
lower-income, or 30% of units for moderate, then three incentives are
provided.

Reduced Parking Incentive There are three ways that the reduction in the number of parking spaces
provides a cost benefit to developers. First, for developments outside the
TOD Overlay District, the number of required spaces for each unit size is
lower (except for four-bedroom units). Secondly, parking spaces do not
need to be covered, and thirdly, there is no requirement for guest
parking.

Notes:

(a) Excludes density bonuses related to provision of child care facilities in residential developments.
(b) The actual incentives are not defined. Incentives must result in more affordable housing costs.
Sources: City of Milpitas Zoning Ordinance, XI-10-54.15.

Affordable Housing Goals
Although the City of Milpitas does not have an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, the City’s Zoning Ordinance

includes an Affordable Housing Goal (Section XI-10-6.03) that stipulates that at least 20 percent of units in
new residential developments should be affordable. To achieve this goal, the City negotiates with
residential developers on a project-by-project basis for the inclusion of units affordable to lower-income
households. As a result of these negotiations, market-rate developers have agreed to further the City’s
affordable housing goals by providing on-site inclusionary units, in-lieu fees, land dedication, and off-site
development. The ordinance provides the City with flexibility to waive the requirement for a particular
project if compliance would render a project financially infeasible.
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The City offers a range of incentives to developers that agree to provide affordable units, including
loans, grants, and fee reductions or waivers. In addition to financial assistance, the City may allow for
modifications to development standards that intensify land utilization, thereby lowering per-unit land
costs. Modifications to development standards may include reduced parking requirements, increased
height limits, density bonuses, or reduced setbacks. The City provided these incentives to several recent
residential projects, including Parc Place, Paragon, Aspen Apartments, DeVries Place, Shea Properties,
Edsel Court, and Summerfield Homes, assisting in the provision of over 300 affordable units.

The Milpitas Zoning Ordinance does not specify the income group targeting for affordable units, allowing
the City to negotiate with developers based on project specifics and prevailing market conditions. During
the height of the recent recession (2008-09), the price for market-rate condominiums approached the price
of deed-restricted units targeted to moderate-income households. Because prices were similar and deed-
restricted units are subject to resale restrictions, the City and developers encountered problems in
marketing deed-restricted moderate-income units. To respond to this challenge, the City devoted a
portion of its redevelopment housing set-aside funds to offer second mortgages, making the deed-
restricted units affordable to low-income buyers.®

Since the City’s affordable housing goals do not provide specific affordability targets and some projects
are exempted from providing affordable units, the program is flexible enough to mitigate any potential
negative impacts on housing production. While compliance with the City’s affordable housing target
could result in a decrease in the profitability of residential development or an increase in the cost of
market rate housing in the City, the flexibility in the City’s policy has allowed Milpitas to continue to
support market-rate residential development while providing affordable units, as evidenced by the
City’s considerable ongoing residential construction activity. °

The City’s affordable housing goal has resulted in 967 affordable units in mixed-income developments
built, under construction, or approved in Milpitas in addition to units provided in developments that are
100 percent affordable. A significant share of affordable units in mixed-income developments were
produced during the previous Housing Element cycle with financial assistance from the City, with much
of the City’s financial assistance originating from the RDA, as shown in Table 4.4. Due to the dissolution
of the RDA, Milpitas will need to rely more heavily on alternate mechanisms to incentivize the inclusion
of affordable units in market-rate developments in the upcoming years. Incentives are likely to include
fee waivers or reductions and modifications to development standards, which the City has a history of
providing to developments with affordable units. Additionally, Chapter 6 of the Housing Element
Update includes programs to generate additional funding for affordable housing production, which can

& Since much of the new residential development is located in a former redevelopment project area, the City was able use its
housing set-aside funds to support the affordable housing required under the City’s Zoning Ordinance and California
Redevelopment Law.

? Much of this boom can be attributed to higher densities and other development incentives provided under the City’s two specific
plans as well as to an increase in demand due to job growth in Silicon Valley.
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be used to provide financial assistance to projects that provide affordable residential units (see Policy
D.1).

Building Codes and Enforcement
The City of Milpitas has adopted the California Building Code (CBC), the California Electrical Code, the

California Mechanical and Plumbing Code, and the California Fire Code. It also enforces California
Energy Commission’s Title 24 standards for energy efficiency. City codes are updated regularly to
reflect changes made in state and national codes and standards.

The City has not adopted any special requirements beyond those in the CBC. Class B (or better) roofing
is required in new residential construction on the Valley Floor. Structures on the hillsides are subject to
special engineering criteria for high wind, fire-retardant roofing standards, and sprinkler requirements,
representing an added cost for the small number of homes that may be built in these areas. The City
allows the use of the more flexible State Historic Building Code for historic structures, although the
number of eligible structures is small.

While the CBC contains no prohibitions on exterior building materials, the Midtown and Transit Area
Specific Plans disallow certain materials, including vinyl, aluminum, and T-111 siding, and horizontal
sliding or plastic snap-in windows. These prohibitions are not likely to affect housing affordability or the
level of housing production. Affordable housing projects in the City have been constructed with stucco
or wood exteriors, allowing them to better blend with the surrounding community and convey an image
of quality and durability.

Site Improvement Requirements
Residential developers are responsible for constructing road, water, sewer, and storm drainage

improvements to extend services to new housing sites when needed. Developers are also often
responsible for offsetting the any off-site impacts from a project such as increased run-off or added
congestion at a nearby intersection.

The City’s Subdivision Ordinance establishes the requirements for new subdivisions, including local
street rights-of-way and curb-to-curb widths, sanitary sewer and storm drainage lines, and easements.
These requirements do not restrict market rate housing development and while there are no special
provisions or exceptions for affordable units, the City Council has the discretion to consider such
exceptions in order to enhance the feasibility of a project. The City allows narrower streets within new
subdivisions if these streets are privately owned and maintained, and if safety and emergency access
concerns are adequately addressed.

Design Review
The City of Milpitas requires design review for projects within the “S” overlay zoning district only, which

generally applies in commercial, industrial, multifamily residential, and hillside areas. Since most single
family homes are outside the S district, alterations to individual homes (such as remodels and additions)
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are not usually subject to design review. New multifamily projects are typically evaluated through a site
plan review process, which includes an evaluation of design attributes by the Planning Commission. The
City does not have a design review process that is separate from Planning Commission review.

The City has not adopted citywide residential design guidelines, but has adopted guidelines for the
Midtown and Transit Specific Plan Areas.’® These Guidelines cover site planning and building design,
including massing, windows, materials, color, roof design, landscaping, signage, and lighting. In addition,
there are specific guidelines by building type, covering mixed-use and multifamily residential. These
guidelines do not pose a constraint, and are intended to ameliorate concerns that could arise when new
residential projects are proposed that have higher densities than most of the City’s existing housing
stock.

It has been the City’s experience that these guidelines do not have a significant impact on development
costs. Moreover, developers have reported that the guidelines are straightforward and help to provide
certainty on the type of projects that can be approved in various locations in Milpitas.

Permit Processing
Lengthy permit processing times can serve as a constraint to housing production and affordability by

adding to financing costs. However, permit processing times in Milpitas are reasonable and do not
constitute a development constraint. Projects that are consistent with the City’s Zoning Ordinance,
General Plan, and any applicable specific plans typically receive planning entitlements (if needed) within
six to eight months, provided that extensive environmental analysis is not necessary. Building permits
are issued within 30 working days after the City receives a complete application.

Processing Time for Planning Approvals. Residential projects that are consistent with the General Plan
and Zoning Ordinance typically receive planning approval within six to eight months from the date that a
complete application is submitted, provided that an Environmental Impact report is not required.
Projects for which an Environmental Impact Report is required under the California Environmental
Quality Act may require a year before planning approvals are processed. Projects requiring a General
Plan Amendment or a major rezoning may also require longer processing times.

Milpitas has taken steps to help to reduce processing times for new residential projects in the City’s
Specific Plan Areas by preparing plan-level Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) for each of the City’s
Specific Plans prior to adoption. These plan-level EIRs enable new projects that are developed in
either of the Specific Plan Areas to rely heavily on those documents to assess broad-based and
cumulative impacts (such as geologic hazards and air quality), rather than preparing entirely new EIRs.
Projects in the Midtown Specific Plan and TASP Areas only require additional environmental review if

% The Appendix to the Transit Area Specific Plan provides detailed design guideline information for new residential
construction in both Specific Plan Areas.
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the project has the potential for impacts not already considered in the plan-level EIR, shortening the
processing time associated with environmental review.

Table 5.5 identifies the typical processing time for various planning entitlements. Few projects will
require all of the entitlements shown in the table (for example, small-scale projects consistent with
General Plan and zoning designations do not generally require EIRs, General Plan Amendments,
Rezones, or Variances), and some review and approval procedures may run concurrently, so processing
times shown in the table are not additive. The City encourages the joint processing of related
applications for a single project (for example, a rezone petition may be reviewed in conjunction with the
required site plan, a tentative tract map, and any necessary variances for the same project). These
procedures save time, money, and effort for both the public and private sector and often decrease the
costs for the developer.

Table 5.5: Permit Processing Times

Type of Approval or Permit Typical Processing  Approval Body

Minor Conditional Use Permi 1-2 weeks City Staff

Site Plan Review (Building Permit) 1 - 6 weeks City Staff

Minor Site Development Permit 4 — 6 weeks Planning Commission Subcommittee
Site Development Permit 8 — 12 weeks Planning Commission

Conditional Use Permit 8 -12 weeks Planning Commission

Variance 8 - 12 weeks Planning Commission

Zone Change 12 - 24 weeks City Council

General Plan Amendment 12 - 24 weeks City Council

Final Subdivision Map 6 weeks Community Development Director
Tract Subdivision Maps 14 -16 weeks City Council

Parcel Subdivision Maps 8 -12 weeks Planning Commission

Negative Declaration 4 - 6 weeks (a) Planning Commission

Environmental Impact Report 4 - 6 months (a) Planning Commission or City Council (b)
Notes:

(a) After project is deemed complete.
(b) Depending on entitlement.
Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

Processing Time for Building Permits. Once zoning approval is obtained, building permit processing
times are relatively short. The City is in compliance with the Permit Streamlining Act and typically issues
building permits within 30 working days after complete applications are received. To expedite the
process, an applicant may request an outside Plan Checker from the City’s approved list. Milpitas
encourages developers to participate in pre-development conferences and meetings with staff before
applications are submitted in order to address concerns early and avoid subsequent delays.

The Zoning Code stipulates the residential types permitted, conditionally permitted, or prohibited in

each zone that allows residential uses. Permitted uses are those uses allowed without discretionary
review, as long as the project complies with all development standards. Most conditionally permitted
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uses require Planning Commission approval of a conditional use permit (CUP)."* However, a Minor CUP
can be approved at the staff level, which is usually completed within two weeks or less. While Minor
CUPs do not apply to most residential uses, live-work spaces can be approved with a Minor CUP in some
cases. Typical findings necessary to approve a CUP include that the project is consistent with the
General Plan and that the use is compatible with surrounding uses. Table 5.6 shows which housing
types are permitted, not permitted, or conditional uses in each residential zone.

Table 5.6: Housing Types Permitted by Zoning District

Residential Zones Mixed Use Zones
Use R1 R2 R3 R4 R5 MXD  MXD 2 (ground) MXD2 (upper) MXD3
Condominiums & Condo Conversions NP SFR: C C C C C C C C
Duplex: C
Duplex (Two Dwellings) NP P NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Group Dwelling NP NP NP C C NP NP NP NP
Guest House C NP NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Manufactured Home P NP (b) NP (b) NP (b) NP (b) NP (b) NP (b) NP (b) NP (b)
Multifamily Dwellings (3+ Units) NP NP P P P P NP P P
Planned Unit Development P P P P P P P P P
Second Units P SFR:P NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Duplex: NP
Single Family Dwellings P P NP NP NP NP NP NP NP
Single-room Occupancy Residences NP NP C C C NP NP NP NP
Transitional and Supportive Housing P P P P P (a) NP (a) €)
Notes:
C - Conditional Use Permit
P - Permitted

NP - Not Permitted

(a) Transitional and supportive housing are not identified as permitted uses in MXD districts. Program D.4.3 states that the City will
amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow transitional and supportive housing in all mixed-use zoning districts that allow residential uses.
(b) Manufactured homes are permitted in the R1 zoning district but not in other zoning districts that allow residential development.
Program D.5.3 states that the City will amend the Zoning Ordinance to allow manufactured homes in all zoning districts that allow
residential uses.

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

Projects proposed outside of the City’s Site and Architectural and Hillside Overlay Districts that are
consistent with the General Plan and zoning require only a building permit. Most single-family zoning
districts in Milpitas are located outside of the Site and Architectural and Hillside Overlay Districts.

Processing Times in the Site and Architectural and Hillside Overlay Districts. Additional planning
entitlements are required for projects proposed within the City’s Site and Architectural and Hillside
Overlay Districts. The City works closely with developers to expedite approval procedures to the extent
possible in order to facilitate the development process.

! parties wishing to appeal a Planning Commission decision can file an appeal with the City Council.
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In most cases, the additional planning entitlements and review process that apply in the Site and
Architectural Overlay District do not substantially impact housing affordability. Milpitas works to
expedite the review process by maintaining a close working relationship between City staff, developers,
and decision-making bodies. Furthermore, the Site and Architectural Overlay District overlaps
substantially with the City’s two Specific Plan Areas, which facilitate residential development through
streamlined environmental review, high-density zoning designations, and other provisions,
counterbalancing any potential impacts of enhanced review requirements. The substantial recent
residential development activity in these areas demonstrates that these additional review processes do
not pose a substantial constraint to development.

Although the additional review required for projects in the Hillside Overlay area may extend processing
times somewhat, the Hillside zoning districts are intended to allow only a limited amount of
development and do not constitute significant opportunities for residential projects. Moreover,
geographical features generally make the development of affordable housing in these areas infeasible,
regardless of the entitlements required.

Development Fees

Like cities throughout California, the City of Milpitas collects development fees to recover the capital
costs of providing community services and the administrative costs associated with processing
applications. New housing typically requires payment of impact fees for schools, parks, and traffic,
connection fees for sewer, storm drainage, and water, and building permit fees, wastewater treatment
plant fees, and a variety of service charges. In addition, developers of larger projects may incur costs in
complying with the City’s Affordable Housing Policy, either by building affordable units or by providing
land or capital to affordable housing developers.

Table 5.7 shows total fees for two residential prototypes in Milpitas.

o The first prototype is a three-bedroom, two-story single family home measuring 2,000
square feet on a 5,000 square foot lot outside of the Hillside Combining District and the two
Specific Plan Areas.

o The second prototype is a 150-unit multifamily development that is wood-frame
construction on 4.5 acres (density is 34 units per acre). Each unit has two bedrooms and is
1,200 SF in size with 200 SF of parking space per unit. Fees for this prototype were
calculated both outside the two Specific Plan Areas and within the TASP.

According to the estimates presented in Table 5.7, development fees for a single family home total
approximately $43,800 in development fees. Development fees for a multifamily project outside the
TASP average approximately $29,200 per unit, while development fees for a multifamily project inside
the TASP average approximately $42,800 per unit. These figures underestimate actual fees because
they do not include the City’s traffic impact fee, which varies by location and is difficult to model.
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Table 5.7: City of Milpitas Residential Development Fees, 2014

Outside TASP Inside TASP
Fee Type Single Family (a)  Multifamily (b) Multifamily (b)
Sewer Connection $1,908 $1,406 $1,406
Water Connection $1,910 $1,164 $1,164
Storm Drainage Connection Fee $1,100 $503 $503
Treatment Plant Fee $880 $690 $0
Fire Fees $1,476 $377 $377
School Impact $6,520 $3,912 $3,912
Park In-Lieu Fee $22,370 $18,427 $0
Total Building Department Fees (c) $7,315 $2,463 $2,463
Approvals Process Review (d) $286 $214 $214
Transit Area Impact Fee $0 $0 $32,781
Total (e) $43,765 $29,156 $42,820
Notes:
(a) Single family fees based on a three-bedroom, two-story, 2,000 SF home situated on a
5,000 SF lot.

(b) Multifamily fees based on a wood-construction building with 150 units on 4.5 acres (34
units per acre) with 200 SF of parking per unit. Each unit is 1,200 SF in size.

(c) Includes building permit and plan check fees. Assumes there are no additional fees for a
grading permit, Zoning or General Plan changes.

(d) Includes review by Planning, Engineering, Building Inspection and Fire Departments.
Estimates are based on total staff review costs for a recent project.

(e) The City of Milpitas assesses traffic impact fees that vary greatly by street location. Since
there is no uniform way to calculate these fees, they are not included in this table.

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

In addition to development fees, the City charges planning fees to processs planning applications as
needed, as shown in Table 5.8. The majority of these fees would apply to subdivisions or multifamily
housing, but some, such as a conditional use permit or variance, could also apply to single family
housing. These fees are necessary to cover the staff time that is required to process applications
associated with proposed developments.
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Table 5.8: City of Milpitas Residential Planning

Fees, 2014
Fee Category Amount
Variance Single-Family: $375
Multifamily: $3,000 initial deposit
Conditional Use Permit Single-Family: $375

Multifamily: $3,000 initial deposit
General Plan Amendment ~ $20,000 initial deposit
Zoning Change $5,000 initial deposit

Site Development Permit Minor: $750 initial deposit
New Buildings: $20,000 initial deposit

Planned Unit Development  $20,000 initial deposit
Specific Plan $20,000 initial deposit
Development Agreement $20,000 initial deposit
Tentative Tract Map $10,000 initial deposit
Tentative Parcel Map $5,000 initial deposit

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

City staff report that the City’s fees for projects outside of the TASP are generally comparable with other
jurisdictions in Silicon Valley. The TASP impact fee brings fees for projects in the TASP slightly higher
than average, but the fee is necessary to cover the cost of infrastructure improvements needed to serve
new development.

Development fees have increased in Milpitas since the prior Housing Element Update, but have not
constrained residential development. Due to high demand for housing in Silicon Valley, land use policies
in Milpitas that facilitate high-density residential development, and the City’s access to existing
transportation amenities and a future BART station, Milpitas has maintained strong residential
construction activity with the current fee rates. The City also has a history of working to provide fee
reductions for developments that provide affordable units in order to mitigate potential constraints to
the development of affordable housing.

Infrastructure and Public Facility Constraints

Most of the housing sites shown in Chapter 4 are in developed areas that are fully served by
infrastructure, primarily within the Midtown and Transit Area Specific Plan Areas. Although the
conversion of older industrial and heavy commercial sites to residential and mixed land uses in the
Specific Plan Areas requires that additional infrastructure investment be undertaken to serve new
development, the EIRs that were prepared for these Specific Plans addressed the adequacy of
infrastructure in both areas and established mitigation measures where necessary and possible.
Because the EIR for the TASP was completed after the EIR for the Midtown Specific Plan, and therefore
accounted for any potential infrastructure constraints arising from implementation of both Specific
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Plans, the findings of the TASP EIR can be used to evaluate infrastructure constraints that would impact
the development of the housing sites identified in Chapter 4.

Roads: Even in the absence of new development in the Transit Area, traffic congestion is often a
problem in Milpitas during peak hours. The Environmental Impact Report for the Transit Area Specific
Plan discusses impacts of planned growth in the area on the roads and highways in Milpitas. The EIR
concludes that there will be significant, unavoidable environmental impacts on the transportation
system, including the following:

e Freeway speeds and delays on |-680, 1-880, and SR-237/Calaveras Blvd segments will be below
the Congestion Management Program LOS Standards.

e There will be substandard roadway segment operation during peak hours along numerous
roads.

e Growth in the Transit Area will contribute to substandard intersection operations during peak
hours along 15 key intersections. However, impacts at two intersections are more easily
mitigated than are impacts at other affected intersections.

In the detailed listing of impacts, 13 intersections are identified that could operate at unacceptable
levels of service when the area is built out. These intersections are divided into two groups. The first
group consists of roads that are not programmed for improvements and includes the following
intersections:

Tasman/Alder Drive

McCarthy Boulevard/Alder Drive

Tasman Drive/N. First St.

Montague Expressway/Milpitas Boulevard

vk wN e

Montague Expressway/First Street

The second group consists of intersections that can be improved once funds are generated through the
Transit Area Impact Fee:

Tasman Drive/I-880 SB Ramps

Great Mall Parkway/I-880 NB Ramps

Montague Expressway/McCarthy Boulevard-O’Toole Avenue
N. Capitol Avenue/Trade Zone Boulevard-Cropley Avenue
Great Mall Parkway-E. Capitol Avenue/Montague Expressway
Montague Expressway/Zanker Road

Montague Expressway/S. Main Street-Oakland Road

© N O U WN R

Montague Expressway/McCandless Drive-Trade Zone

Freeway congestion is a regional issue, and therefore requires a regional solution. In the long run, it is
hoped that more development located near transit will reduce some of the auto trips throughout the
Bay Area, including new trips associated with new development in the Transit Area. It is anticipated that
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the light rail system and future BART extension to Milpitas will help to manage future congestion in the
City, as will the improvement of bicycle and pedestrian facilities planned for the Specific Plan Areas.

Water: The City’s current Urban Water Management Plan was adopted in June 2011. As described in
the Plan, the City of Milpitas receives potable water from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
(SFPUC) and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVYWD) and has one existing and one future
groundwater well that can provide emergency water supply when necessary. In addition, the City
operates and maintains a recycled water system owned by the City of San Jose South Bay Water
Recycling Program (SBWR). During normal rainfall periods, the City has sufficient water supply to meet
water demands through 2035. However, the City could be impacted by shortages in drought periods,
during which the two water wholesalers may not have sufficient supplies to meet demand. If a shortage
occurs, it may be necessary to reduce water deliveries through drought rationing options, such as calls
for voluntary water conservation or mandatory reductions.

The Transit Area Development Impact Fee will fund the design and construction of a second SCVWD
water connection to improve the City’s water supply. The fee will also provide partial funding toward an
additional water supply tank and pump station. These potable water supply improvements are
anticipated to occur in five to ten years. The fee will also cover costs to extend the City’s recycled water
system, which provides water that can be used for irrigation and industrial processes. Some residential
projects in the TASP (Harmony, Pace, and Milpitas Station) have already planned or constructed
extensions.

In addition, new development is required to install water saving devices required by the Uniform
Plumbing Code as adopted by the City of Milpitas. These devices reduce water consumption and reduce
wastewater. New irrigation systems for landscaping must meet Statewide conservation requirements
and shall be served by recycled water wherever possible.

Wastewater: Wastewater from Milpitas is directed to the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control
Plan (WPCP) for treatment. Improvements needed within the Transit Area to existing sewer mains are
identified in the 2004 Sewer Master Plan Revisions and 2009 Sewer Master Plan Update. The Transit
Area Development Impact Fee provides partial funds to construct the improvements necessary to
transport wastewater from developing portions of the Transit Area to the City’s sewage treatment trunk
lines connecting the City to the treatment plant.

The additional capacity required to accommodate cumulative growth in the city, including buildout of
the TASP, can be accommodated by the City’s contracted capacity at the WPCP. The City has contractual
rights to 14.25 mgd, but could need to acquire an additional 0.75 mgd of biochemical oxygen demand
treatment capacity at the WPCP. The City will monitor the increase in demand generated by growth
throughout the City, including the net increase attributable to the TASP, to determine when additional
capacity will be needed.
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Storm Drainage: Much of Milpitas, including portions of both Specific Plan Areas and some of the City’s
housing opportunity sites, is located within the lower floodplain areas of local watersheds and is subject
to flood hazards. As a result, area-wide planning is required and special construction methods must be
applied to development within much of the TASP and in some other areas in the City. Milpitas updated
the City’s Storm Drain Master Plan in 2013 to mitigate flooding risk in the City, including the two Specific
Plan Areas. In addition, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority has constructed several storm
drain improvements that were needed for the planned BART extension to Milpitas.

In addition to area-wide improvements, storm drainage studies for new development projects are
performed on a case-by-case basis, with mitigation measures determined for each project. These
measures may include on-site improvements, such as raising development sites with fill or adding a
storm water retention pond, and off-site improvements, such as the widening of channels or culverts
downstream. These improvements are typically financed by the developer as a condition of approval.

Most of the large residential projects built during the last few years, including affordable projects, have
been subject to storm drainage improvement requirements. While the storm drainage improvements
add to development costs, they have not been a constraint to development, as evidenced by the recent
construction of housing projects in the floodplain, and are necessary public safety measures.

Solid Waste: The City of Milpitas sends its recycling to the Republic Waste Services (Republic) Recyclery
for processing and sends its garbage to the Newby Island Sanitary Landfill (NISL) for disposal. The City's
collection and disposal contracts with Republic (and affiliate companies) end September 5, 2017. Recent
studies estimate that the NISL may remain open until approximately 2025, dependent upon the facility
obtaining an extension of its State permit. The City offers residential and commercial recycling programs
and maintains outreach programs promoting source reduction and waste prevention.

Although residential and commercial development in the Transit Area will increase recycling and
garbage generation, the Transit Area EIR states that development in the Transit Area will not cause an
appreciable change in the filling rate of the NISL, due primarily to effective diversion rates (recycling
program participation).

Environmental Constraints

Both commercial and residential development in Milpitas are constrained by steep hillsides to the east,
wetlands to the west, and City boundaries on the north and south. Although some development on the
hillsides is possible, the area has significant seismic and landslide risks, and residents in the area are
subject to ongoing geologic and wildfire risks. Additionally, hillside homes are expensive to construct
and often have significant environmental impacts. Because of the City’s various environmental
constraints, future housing development in the City will consist largely of infill projects and
redevelopment of existing uses. In most cases, properties that are redeveloped are expected to consist
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of obsolete industrial buildings that will be redeveloped to accommodate high-density residential uses in
the two Specific Plan Areas.

Like much of the Bay Area, the City of Milpitas is located in a seismically active area, with the Hayward
Fault Zone located two miles to the east of the TASP area. In Milpitas and throughout the Bay Area,
housing must meet building code standards which reflect the area’s earthquake and liquefaction
hazards.

The potential for flooding constitutes an additional environmental constraint that could limit housing
production in Milpitas. Approximately 50 percent of the City, including some of the City’s housing sites,
is located within the 100-year floodplain. Although flood depths would be very shallow, a combination
of on-site and off-site improvements may still be required before building in areas that could experience
flooding. Milpitas is in the process of implementing the City’s Storm Drain Master Plan, which was
updated in 2013 to reduce the impacts of flooding in Milpitas. Concurrent with this Housing Element
Update, the City is also updating the Safety Element of the General Plan to address current flooding
hazards and establish goals, policies, and objectives to protect the community from the risk of flooding.
The Santa Clara Valley Water District has scheduled additional projects that will further reduce the risk
of flooding in Milpitas.

Although some environmental constraints might impact the cost of new housing, these constraints are
relatively common in the Bay Area, and the City is limited in its ability to reduce their impact on housing
costs without endangering public safety.

Housing for Persons with Disabilities

Although many persons with physical disabilities do not require special housing, a proportion of the
City’s disabled population requires housing that is specially adapted to accommodate their disabilities.
Housing can be made available to those individuals that require accessibility features by making
modifications to existing housing units to make these units accessible and by ensuring that new housing
units incorporate accessibility features. Some individuals with disabilities also benefit from living near
transit and supportive services, and some may require housing with supportive services on site.

The City ensures that new housing developments comply with California building standards (Title 24 of
the California Building Code), which have more rigorous accessibility requirements than the ADA, and
provides applicants with a check list to assist them in developing plans that are compliant with Title 24
and ADA before they are submitted. Building Department staff is well versed in accessibility
requirements and able to assist applicants when needed. In addition to requiring that residential
buildings meet accessibility requirements, the City requires ADA-compliant parking, accessible entries,
accessible paths of travel through areas being altered, and accessible restrooms, drinking fountains and
public phones.
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Pursuant to State law, Milpitas does not require discretionary review of small group homes (six or fewer
residents) for persons with disabilities. The City allows small group homes in all residential zones and
allows large group residential facilities in the R3 and R4 zones. Milpitas does not have any zoning,
design review, or building code provisions that conflict with the goal of providing a barrier-free
environment and does not impose zoning, building code, or permitting procedures to housing serving
individuals with disabilities other than those allowed by State law. There are no City-mandated
constraints on housing for persons with disabilities and no spacing requirements for group homes in
Milpitas.

The City encourages residential retrofitting to make existing homes more accessible for persons with
disabilities and provides funding for retrofits. During the last Housing Element planning period, Milpitas
assisted 63 households with funding for home retrofits to accommodate accessibility features at a total
cost of $185,000. The City also works with applicants who need special accommodations in their homes
to ensure that building code requirements do not create a constraint.

The City of Milpitas adopted Zoning Ordinance amendments in 2013 to establish a procedure for
requesting reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities and for City review of reasonable
accommodation requests. In addition to these amendments, the Zoning Ordinance [Section 10-
54.08(B)(9)] allows accessibility ramps and associated railings in any front, side or rear setback, provided
that these features are no closer than three feet from the property line.

Potential Non-Governmental Constraints

Apart from governmental constraints, there are often non-governmental constraints that limit the
production of both market-rate and affordable housing. Non-governmental constraints to housing
production often consist of market-related conditions, such as the cost of land and construction and the
availability of financing, which can significantly constrain housing production for low- and moderate-
income households in particular.

Land Costs
The cost of land has a considerable impact on development costs, and high land prices impact the

feasibility of residential development throughout the Bay Area, including Milpitas. A study completed in
July 2013 reported that recent land sales in Milpitas varied from approximately $41 to $78 per square
foot, and data on recent land sales and currently selling properties indicate that current prices for land
zoned for high-density residential development in Milpitas typically range from approximately $70 to
$90 per square foot. However, the actual sale price of land in Milpitas could vary substantially from
these figures based on a number of factors.

Jurisdictions can influence the impact of land prices on development costs by increasing the number of
units that can be built on a given piece of land. Although land zoned at higher densities often costs
more per acre than land zoned at low densities, higher-density zoning typically reduces the cost of land
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on a per-unit basis. The densities allowed in the Midtown and Transit Area Specific Plan areas, as well as
the increased densities allowed in the Transit Oriented Development Overlay District demonstrate that
Milpitas has implemented higher densities to decrease housing development costs on a per-unit basis in
key areas of the City.

In addition to zoning land at densities that help to reduce housing costs, Milpitas has facilitated
residential development by providing City-owned land to residential developers at no cost. In 2013,
Milpitas gave 5.94 acres to the developer of a senior housing project on Main Street, which is planned
for 389 units, 48 of which will be affordable to lower-income households. Depending largely on the
outcome of the Redevelopment Successor Agency’s disposition agreement with the State, Milpitas may
be able to provide affordable housing developers with additional sites that were formerly controlled by
the City’s Redevelopment Agency to at low or no cost in the future.

Construction Costs
According to RS Means, a standard source used to estimate construction costs, construction costs for an

average-quality 1,600-square foot single-family home in Milpitas average approximately $190,000 to
$265,000 per unit, or approximately $120 to $165 per square foot. However, construction costs vary
substantially depending on product type, building design, and the quality of finishes, and
construction costs are often considerably higher for custom or luxury-quality housing units. In
addition, soft costs such as financing, permit fees, and marketing add to the total development costs for
a project.

On a per-square-foot basis, construction costs for multifamily residential units tend to be slightly higher
than construction costs for single-family homes. RS Means estimates that average construction costs
range from approximately $175 to $230 per square foot for a one- to three-story multifamily project and
approximately $200 to $230 for a four- to seven-story multifamily residential project in Milpitas.
Assuming an average unit size of 1,200 square feet (including common areas), these estimates result in
construction costs ranging from approximately $210,000 to $280,000 per unit in Milpitas. In addition to
the cost of unit construction, parking adds substantial additional costs to multifamily construction,
which vary considerably based on the type of parking provided. Structured parking can average $30,000
or more per space, while underground parking can cost $40,000 per space or substantially more.

The high land and development costs in Milpitas mean that, without subsidies, new rental units
affordable to very low and low-income households are difficult to provide at a feasible rate of return to
a developer or investor. This also tends to hold true for for-sale housing at the moderate income level.

Financing

Although the constrained availability of construction and permanent financing for new development
projects has hindered housing production nationwide during the past several years, financing has
become somewhat more accessible as the housing market recovers. Residential developers reported
that lenders substantially restricted the availability of financing for new residential construction
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following the 2007 mortgage crisis. While private lenders often offered loans equal to 70 to 90 percent
of the building value prior to the crisis, many began limiting loans to 50 percent of the building value
after 2007. Furthermore, lenders instituted strict standards to determine whether developers would
qualify for loans, even at the reduced loan-to-value ratios. These lending standards significantly lowered
the pace of new housing development throughout the Bay Area and nationally.

The availability of mortgages for homebuyers was also severely restricted following the 2007 subprime
mortgage crisis, but lenders have begun to make financing more accessible as the housing market has
shown signs of recovery. Prior to 2007, prospective homebuyers were often able to purchase homes
with little or no down payment. However, in response to the 2007 mortgage crisis, lenders instituted
strict lending standards, typically requiring a 20 percent down payment and high credit scores. One
outcome of these stricter standards was reduced access to homeownership for low- and moderate-
income households unable to afford the large down payment required to purchase a home.

As the housing market and economic conditions in general have improved, lenders have begun to relax
some of the lending restrictions that were instituted after 2007. Although lending standards continue to
be less flexible than they were prior to the mortgage crisis, and may remain so indefinitely, loans have
become more accessible for developers and individual homebuyers in recent years than in the years
immediately following the height of the housing crisis.

Current home mortgage interest rates for home loans are at historically low levels, averaging 3.98
percent in 2013 for a 30-year fixed-rate mortgage. This means that prospective homebuyers that are
able to qualify for home loans under the more stringent current lending standards are often able to
benefit from low interest rates, reducing ownership costs.
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6. HOUSING PLAN

This chapter presents Milpitas’s housing goals during the 2015-2023 planning period as well as policies
and programs to support these goals. While Milpitas has long had an active set of housing programs,
much of the activity was dependent on federal, state, and Redevelopment Agency funding resources.
Given the limitations imposed by current budget constraints and reductions in available funding, this
Housing Element adds policies and programs balanced with these limitations. All policies and programs
have been reviewed to maximize development of affordable housing, effectively utilize funding for
affordable housing activities, provide housing for special needs populations, and provide housing for all
economic segments of the community. It should be noted that certain prior programs have been
modified or deleted to reflect current market and fiscal conditions, as well as accomplishments during
the previous Housing Element period.

Housing Goals, Policies, and Programs
Housing policies and programs are grouped under six major goals:

Goal A: Provide Adequate Sites. Maintain adequate sites to accommodate the City’s share of the
regional housing need, including sites that are appropriate for the development of housing
affordable to very low-, low-, moderate- and above moderate-income households.

Goal B: Maintain and Preserve Housing Resources. Maintain high-quality residential
neighborhoods and preserve existing housing resources, including units affordable to
extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income households and market rate units.

Goal C: Facilitate New Housing Production. Promote new housing development and remove public
infrastructure constraints to new housing development.

Goal D: Support Housing Diversity and Affordability. Support the development of a diverse range
of housing types, including rental and ownership units, housing affordable to all economic
segments of the community, and housing for individuals with special housing needs.

Goal E: Eliminate Housing Discrimination. Ensure equal housing opportunity for all households and
equal access to the City’s housing resources.

Goal F: Promote Energy Conservation. Promote energy efficiency in residential development in
Milpitas, including reduction of energy use through better design and construction in
individual homes and energy-efficient urban design.
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Goal A: Provide Adequate Sites
Ensure provision of adequate sites to accommodate the City’s share of the regional housing need,

including sites that are appropriate for the development of housing affordable to very low-, low-,

moderate- and above moderate-income households.

Policy A.1:

Program A.1.1:

Policy A.2:

Program A.2.1:

Facilitate land acquisition and site assembly.

The City will continue to work with local property owners to assemble small sites for
future developments.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget for Staff
Time Frame: Ongoing

Consider land use re-designations as needed

Although the City is able to accommodate its share of the regional housing need
without rezoning during the current Housing Element period, the City will consider
land use re-designations as needed in order to accommodate specific residential
projects.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

Goal B: Maintain and Preserve Housing Resources
Maintain high-quality residential neighborhoods and preserve existing housing resources, including units

affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income households and market rate units.

Policy B.1:

Program B.1.1:

Enforce housing codes and regulations to correct code violations while minimizing
the displacement of residents.

The City will continue to enforce its existing codes through its Code Enforcement
Program. This program has been strengthened through the passage of the
Neighborhood Beautification Ordinance (NBO), which establishes guidelines for the
overall maintenance and preservation of neighborhoods citywide.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: General Fund
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program B.1.2:

Policy B.2:

Program B.2.1:

Program B.2.2:

Program B.2.3:

Through its Replacement/Relocation Program, the City will assist any households
displaced through code enforcement activities to relocate to other suitable housing
that is affordable to the households that are displaced.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing

Provide assistance for the rehabilitation of housing units occupied by very low-
income and low-income households.

Through the Housing Rehabilitation Program, the City will provide funds to assist
very low- and low-income owner households to undertake repairs to their homes to
bring them up to standard condition and prolong the useful life of the local housing
stock. The City will give priority for participation in this program to very low-, and
low-income homeowners who are subject to code enforcement actions that could
otherwise lead to displacement of residents. Assuming adequate CDBG funding, the
City will continue assisting between 16 and 24 low-income homeowners over the
course of the planning period.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG, City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to provide CDBG funds to Rebuilding Together to provide
safety, accessibility, and mobility repairs to mobile and single family homes owned
by very low- and low-income households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to support Project Sentinel, which provides fair housing
assistance, landlord-tenant mediation services, and mortgage default counseling to
Milpitas residents.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: CDBG, City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Policy B.3: Monitor the need to replace infrastructure as needed to conserve older
neighborhoods.

Program B.3.1: When updating its Capital Improvement Program and associated budget, the City
will allocate resources to rehabilitate and/or replace infrastructure in older

neighborhoods whose infrastructure is approaching obsolescence.

Responsible Department: Engineering

Funding Source: Department Budget (CIP)
Time Frame: Ongoing
Policy B.4: Collaborate with other public and private entities to ensure that no extremely

low-, very low-, or low-income residents are adversely impacted by the conversion
of existing affordable housing projects to market rate rents.

Program B.4.1: The City will continue to monitor the status of the 149 units at risk of conversion to
market rates at Sunnyhills Apartments. The City will work with the Santa Clara
County Housing Authority, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
and the property owner to ensure the continuation of subsidies to the 149 low-
income renters. If notice is received that the owner will convert the property to
market rate use, the City will implement the following actions:

e Establish contact with public and non-profit organizations, such as Mid-
Peninsula Housing Coalition, BRIDGE Housing, and other non-profit housing
providers working in the Santa Clara area to inform them of the potential
conversion status of Sunnyhills Apartments and to determine interest in
purchasing and/or managing units at-risk.

e Provide technical assistance and support to these organizations with respect to
financing to acquire or replace these units.

e Work with tenants of at-risk units and provide them with education regarding
tenant rights and conversion procedures, Section 8 vouchers available through
the Santa Clara Housing Authority, and other housing opportunities in the City
for low-income households.

e Assist tenants to obtain priority status on the Section 8 Waiting List.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: Department Budget

Time Frame: Beginning in 2017, in anticipation of the expiration of
the current contract between HUD and the property
owner
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Policy B.5:

Program B.5.1:

Program B.5.2:

Maintain the existing stock of housing affordable to extremely low-, very low-,
low-, and moderate-income households that is provided through the private
market and provide tenant protections for apartment units at risk of
condominium conversion.

The City will continue to administer its condominium conversion ordinance to
minimize the negative impacts of conversions on the rental market.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to administer its mobile home rent control ordinance, which
regulates rental rates and the rights and responsibilities of tenants and property
owners for the three mobile home parks in Milpitas.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

Goal C: Facilitate New Housing Production.
Promote new housing development and remove public infrastructure constraints to new housing

development.

Policy C.1:

Program C.1.1:

Program C.1.2:

Continue to facilitate housing production through implementation of the TASP
and Midtown Specific Plan.

Continue to expedite environmental review in the TASP area by utilizing the Specific
Plan EIR for projects that are consistent with the TASP.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to implement the planning and design guidelines specified in
the Midtown and Transit Area Specific Plans, including minimum densities, intensive
land utilization, and mixed-use zoning.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget, TASP Impact Fee
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Policy C.2:

Program C.2.1:

Program C.2.2:

Program C.2.3:

Program C.2.4:

Address public infrastructure constraints to housing production where feasible.

The City will continue to coordinate sanitary and storm sewer improvements with
the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara and other relevant agencies if needed to
acquire sufficient wastewater capacity to serve residential development. Measures
to be explored include the reduction of wastewater flows (through water
conservation programs) and the purchase of surplus capacity from other agencies
using the regional water pollution control plant.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Engineering
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to work with the Santa Clara Valley Water District to reduce
the extent of the flood plain on the housing sites identified in the Midtown Specific
Plan in accordance with the Safety Element Update currently in progress.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Engineering
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

On an ongoing basis, the City will explore alternatives to the on-site retention of
stormwater on each housing site, including the development of an area-wide
retention pond or allowances for porous pavement and other surfaces that can
absorb runoff.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Engineering
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to pursue State and federal grants and other financing to
reduce the cost of off-site traffic improvements for housing developers in the City.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Engineering

Funding Source: Department Budgets, TASP Impact Fee
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program C.2.5:

Policy C.3:

Program C.3.1:

The City will continue to monitor additional infrastructure improvements needed for
access to the Union Pacific Site.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Engineering
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

Facilitate development of executive-luxury style housing to support the City’s
economic development strategy.

The City will continue to work with builders developing high-rise buildings and with
custom homebuilders to assist in the creation of additional executive-luxury style
housing within the City.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

Goal D: Support Housing Diversity and Affordability
Support the development of a diverse range of housing types, including rental and ownership units,

housing affordable to all economic segments of the community, and housing for individuals with special

housing needs.

Policy D.1:

Program D.1.1:

Program D.1.2:

Seek out new funding sources to support the development and preservation of
housing that is affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-
income households and housing for individuals with special housing needs.

Advocate for policies and legislation at the State and Federal level that increase
the funding available to support the development and preservation of housing
that is affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to monitor federal, State, and other public and private funding
sources that support the development and preservation of housing that is
affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income households and
submit applications for funding as appropriate.
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Policy D.2:

Program D.2.1:

Program D.2.2:

Program D.2.3:

Program D.2.4:

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

Facilitate the development of at least 565 new housing units affordable to
moderate-income households, 570 units affordable to low-income households and
1,004 new housing units affordable to very low-income households.

The City will continue to operate its Below-Market Rate Financing Program for new
construction.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: City Housing Authority, developer contributions
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to promote affordable units in residential projects. In
conformance with Section XI-10-6.03 of the City’s Zoning Ordinance, affordable
housing requirements are negotiated on a project-by-project basis, aiming for a
minimum percentage (20 percent) of units in all housing developments to be
affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and/or moderate-income households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to provide density bonuses in accordance to the City’s Density
Bonus Ordinance.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget, City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing

When possible, the City will continue to provide fee reductions, waivers, or financial
assistance to cover the cost of fees for housing developments that provide units
that are affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, or moderate-income
households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: Department Budget, City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program D.2.5:

Policy D.3:

Program D.3.1:

Policy D.4:

Program D.4.1:

Program D.4.2:

Program D.4.3:

When possible, the City will allow for deviations from development standards or
provide other incentives to developers that agree to provide community benefits
such as housing that is affordable extremely low-, very low-, low-, and/or moderate-
income households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing

Promote homeownership opportunities for low- and moderate-income
households.

The City will continue to provide assistance to first-time homebuyers to purchase
below market rate units.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: City Housing Authority
Time Frame: Ongoing

Support the development of housing for individuals and households with special
housing needs.

The City will encourage affordable housing developers to include units for extremely
low-income households in future developments and will provide its housing trust
funds to help subsidize development costs to achieve affordability targeting to
extremely low-households.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: City Housing Authority, Housing Trust of Silicon Valley
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to facilitate the development of emergency and transitional
housing through financial and/or other incentives.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will modify its Zoning Ordinance to allow transitional and supportive
housing in all mixed-use zoning districts that allow residential uses, subject to the
same requirements as other residential uses in the same zones.
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Program D.4.4:

Program D.4.5:

Program D.4.6:

Program D.4.7:

Program D.4.8:

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget
Time Frame: 2015

The City will continue to support emergency services and housing resources
consistent with the City’s ongoing commitment to and participation in the Santa
Clara County Continuum of Care Plan.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG
Time Frame: Ongoing

Milpitas will continue to provide funds (through CDBG and other programs) to local
non-profits such as Rebuilding Together to assist residents with home retrofits.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: CDBG & Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

Milpitas will require units that are accessible to individuals with disabilities in new
housing developments.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: CDBG & Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

Milpitas will continue to enforce Title 24 of the California Building Code and the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) when reviewing proposed development plans.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: CDBG & Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will provide information on housing resources and suitable housing
opportunities in Milpitas to individuals with disabilities.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: CDBG & Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program D.4.9:

Program D.4.10:

Policy D.5:

Program D.5.1:

Program D.5.2:

Program D.5.3:

Working with the San Andreas Regional Center, Milpitas will implement an outreach
program that informs residents on housing and services available for persons with
developmental disabilities. The program could include the development of an
informational brochure, updating the City’s housing assistance resource web page
to provide additional information on services, and providing housing-related
training for individuals and families through workshops.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budgets, City Housing Authority
Time Frame: 2015

During project review, City staff shall encourage the inclusion of studio and four-
bedroom units in new projects as feasible and provide financial and regulatory
incentives when possible.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

Support alternative housing types such as live/work lofts and manufactured
housing.

Consistent with the Midtown Specific Plan, the City will favorably consider
applications for live-work units in zoning districts where live-work units are a
permitted or conditionally-permitted use.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to permit manufactured housing in R1 zones subject to the
same architectural requirements and development standards as other dwellings in
the same zone.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: N/A
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will modify the zoning ordinance to allow manufactured housing in all
zoning districts where residential development is allowed, subject to the same
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Policy D.6:

Program D.6.1:

architectural requirements and development standards as other dwellings in the
same zone.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: Department Budget
Time Frame: 2015

Support the inclusion of space for childcare facilities in new residential
developments.

The City will continue to encourage new residential developers to provide space for
childcare facilities to promote the integration of this needed service in residential
areas as they are developed.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Child Care
Coordinator

Funding Source: Department Budget

Time Frame: Ongoing

Goal E: Eliminate Housing Discrimination
Ensure equal housing opportunity and equal access to the City’s housing resources for all households.

Policy E.1:

Program E.1.1:

Program E.1.2:

Work to eliminate all unlawful discrimination in housing with respect to age, race,
gender, sexual orientation, marital or familial status, ethnic background, medical
condition, or other arbitrary factors, so that all residents can obtain decent
housing throughout the City.

The City will work with appropriate local, State, and federal agencies to ensure that
fair housing laws are enforced.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG, Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to implement its ordinances and policies prohibiting
discrimination in housing practices.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: CDBG, Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program E.1.3:

Program E.1.4:

Program E.1.5:

The City will carry out necessary actions to address any impediments to fair housing
choice identified in the City’s HUD-mandated Analysis of Impediments to Fair
Housing (Al).

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services

Funding Source: CDBG, Department Budget

Time Frame: Through 2017 for impediments identified in the most
recent (2012-2017) Al; 2017-2022 for impediments
identified in the upcoming Al (to be completed prior to
2017).

The City will continue to distribute information on fair housing laws through flyers,
brochures, public service announcements, and other means.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG, Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to fund an appropriate agency, such as Project Sentinel, to
advocate for Milpitas households that may have experienced unfair or illegal
housing practices.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services
Funding Source: CDBG, Department Budget
Time Frame: Ongoing

Goal F: Promote Energy Conservation
Promote energy efficiency in residential development in Milpitas, including reduction of energy use

through better design and construction in individual homes and energy-efficient urban design.

Policy F.1:

Program F.1.1:

Promote energy efficiency in new and existing residential development.

The City will continue to partner with local utility providers to promote participation
of Milpitas’ low-income residents in available energy efficiency programs, such as
PG&E's Energy Partners Program.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building

Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing
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Program F.1.2:

Program F.1.3:

Program F.1.4:

Program F.1.5:

Program F.1.6:

The City will continue to promote use of passive solar devices and promote energy
audits of existing homes.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

Milpitas will continue to implement the City’s Green Building Ordinance.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to encourage the incorporation of energy- and water-saving
principles in the design and planning of new residential developments, including
features such as solar orientation and the use of recycled water.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

The City will continue to encourage mixed-use and transit-oriented development at
transit nodes.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

In accordance with the Green Building Policy Resolution adopted in February 2008,
the City will continue to require that planning applications for new buildings include
a completed LEED checklist.

Responsible Department: Planning & Neighborhood Services, Building
Funding Source: Department Budgets
Time Frame: Ongoing

Quantified Objectives

The following table summarizes the quantified objectives for the construction, rehabilitation, and

conservation of housing in the City of Milpitas for the 2015-2023 Housing Element period.
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Table 6.1: Summary of Quantified Objectives, City of Milpitas,

2015-2023
Conservation/
Construction (a)  Rehabilitation Preservation (b)
Total Units 3,290 60 149
Extremely Low Income (c) 502 0 149
Very Low-Income 502 25 0
Low Income 570 35 0
Moderate Income 565 0 0
Above Moderate Income 1,151 0 0

(a) Construction goal reflects housing need defined by the RHNA numbers. As of 2014, a
significant number of new units are already under construction, approved or are in the
planning process.

(b) This figure does not include mobile home units rented to seniors on fixed incomes.
(c) The quantified objective for extremely low-income housing units is assumed to be
one-half the total of the very low-income units required.

Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.

The figures shown in Table 6.1 are based the following:

e New construction goals reflect the RHNA figures for Milpitas for the 2015-2023 planning period.

e Rehabilitation goals are based on the current funding provided by the City’s CDBG Rehabilitation
Program.

e The conservation goal is based on the need to preserve or replace the 149 affordable units at-
risk to market conversion at Sunnyhills Apartments. In addition, there are 544 mobile home
units in the City’s three mobile home parks. The City administers a Mobile Home Rent Control
Ordinance to maintain affordability for those units occupied by low-income seniors, which are
estimated to comprise approximately 65 percent of mobile home residents in Milpitas.
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APPENDIX A: MILPITAS HOUSING ELEMENT ACCOMPLISHMENTS,
2007-2014
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007-2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

A. ldentification of Adeguate Sites
Goal A-1: Provide Adequate Sites for Housing
Development in the City of Milpitas

Policy A-1: Facilitate land acquisition and assembly

Facilitate land acquisition and site assembly

Milpitas facilitated the land acquisition and site
assembly as needed throughout the planning period.

Ongoing Program 2014-2022

Policy A-2: Modify land use designation as necessary

Study land use redesignation as needed

Due to the adoption of the Transit Area and Midtown
Specific Plans, the City had sufficient sites to
accommodate residential development throughout the
planning period. As a result, no redesignations were
necessary.

Ongoing Program 2014-2022

B. Housing and Neighborhood Conservation
Goal B-1: Maintain High Quality Residential Environment
Goal B-2: Preserve Housing Resources

S

Policy B-1: Continue to enforce housing codes and regul

ations

Operate Code Enforcement Program

Code Enforcement Staff continue to implement citywide
Neighborhood Beautification Ordinance to address code
violations.

On-Going Program 2014-2022

Operate Replacement/Relocation Program to assist any
households displaced through code enforcement activities

Code enforcement activities did not displace any
households during the planning period and therefore no
replacement or relocation assistance was needed.

Continue to monitor any
replacement/relocation of households
and provide funding as needed.

Policy B-2: Provide assistance for rehabilitation to lower-income households

Continue to operate the CDBG Rehabilitation Program

Milpitas provided $1.3 million through the CDBG
Rehabilitation Program during the planning period,
providing assistance to 21 low-income households.

On-Going Program 2014-2022

Operate a Lift Program where needed

Milpitas was unable to implement this program during
the planning period due to limited property owner
interest.

Program will not be continued during
the 2014-2022 Housing Element
period.

Continue to support Rebuilding Together to preserve
affordable housing

Milpitas provided $355,000 to Rebuilding Together to
assist in the preservation of affordable housing units
during the planning period.

On-Going Program 2014-2022

Continue to support Project Sentinel

Continued to support Fair Housing Services

On-Going Program 2014-2022

Policy B-3: Replace infrastructure as needed

Provide priority in Capital Improvement Program to
rehabilitate/replace infrastructure in older neighborhoods

Milpitas Capital Improvement Program and Housing
Authority has provided funding to address needs of
older neighborhoods

On-Going Program 2014-2022

Policy B-4: Preserve or replace affordable housing that c

onverts to market rate

Continue to monitor at-risk Sunnyhills Apartments. If notice
to convert is received, the City will: 1) Contact public and
non-profit agencies to inform them of potential conversion;
2) Provide technical assistance and support to agencies; 3)
Help at-risk tenants.

Milpitas has worked with the Housing Authority of Santa
Clara County to renew the Section 8 Vouchers for
tenants of Sunnyhills Apartments to maintain long-term
affordability and prevent units from being at-risk.
Milpitas continues to monitor the project.

On-Going monitoring 2014-2022
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007-2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

Policy B-5: Preserve affordable housing provided by the

market

Continue to administer the Condominium Conversion
Ordinance

No condominium conversions were proposed during the
2007-2014 Housing Element Update cycle.

On-Going monitoring 2014-2022

Continue to administer the Mobile Home Rent Control
Ordinance

Milpitas continued to administer the ordinance
throughout the planning period.

On-Going Program 2014-2022

C. New Housing Production
Goal C-1: Facilitate New Housing Production

Policy C-1: Continue to use planning tools to facilitate housing production

Use Transit Area Specific Plan EIR to expedite
environmental review for projects located in the area

The TASP EIR was used to expedite environmental
review of all projects approved within the TASP area
during the 2007-2014 Housing Element Update cycle.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to implement planning and design guidelines in the
Midtown and Transit Area Specific Plans

The Mid-Town and TASP design guidelines were
implemented during project review throughout the
planning period.

On-Going 2014-2022

Policy C-2: Address Infrastructure constraints to housing production where feasible

Continue to coordinate sanitary and storm sewer
improvements with the Cities of San Jose and Santa Clara

Developers of projects in the TASP area provided
upgrades to the sanitary and storm sewer systems to
serve the new developments. No additional
improvements were needed during the planning period.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to work with the Santa Clara Valley Water District
to reduce flood plain issues on specific sites

Milpitas has worked with Santa Clara Valley Water
District to identify any flood plain issues and has
updated Master Flood Plain Map and documents to
address potential flood issues in the future

On-Going 2014-2022

Explore alternatives to on-site retention of storm water

On an going basis, Milpitas will continue to explore
alternatives to on-site retention of storm water on each
housing site including the development of an area wide
retention pond or allowances for porous pavement and
other pervious surfaces which can absorb runoff. Storm
water retention strategies have been explored.
However, the residential development community does
not require the need at this time. The City will continue
to monitor any future needs.

On-Going 2014-2022

Pursue grants to reduce cost of off-site traffic
improvements.

Milpitas pursued and received Federal, State and
Regional grants and used part of the revenue generated
by the TASP impact fee to address traffic
improvements.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to monitor additional infrastructure improvements
needed for access to the Pacific Union site

Milpitas did not approve any developments that
necessitated infrastructure improvements to the Pacific
Union site during the 2007-2014 Housing Element
Update period.

On-Going 2014-2022

Policy C-3: Facilitate the development of executive-luxury style housing to support economic development strategy

Continue to work with builders developing high-rise buildings
and with custom homebuilders to assist in the creation of
executive-luxury style housing within the City

Milpitas approved several developments in the TASP
and Midtown Specific Plan Areas that include executive-
luxury style units between 2007 and 2014.
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007

-2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

D. Housing Diversity and Affordability
Goal D-1: Promote Housing Affordability for Renters and
Goal D-2: Support Housing to Meet Special Needs

Homeowners

Goal D-3: Support Housing Diversity and Creativity in Residential Development

Policy D-1: Facilitate the development of at least 441 new housing units affordable to moderate-income households, 421 units affordable to low

income households and 689 new housing units affordabl

e to very low income households

Continue to operate the Below-Market Rate Financing
Program for new construction

Milpitas provided grants and loans totaling $21,649,997
to support the development of 99 units affordable to
moderate-income households and 62 units affordable to
very low income households between 2007 and 2014.

On-Going seeking other funds
sources, 2014-2022

Policy D-2: Continue to target the provision of 20 percent affordable units within new multifamily projects

Continue to promote affordable units in new residential
projects

Milpitas approved 13 projects with a total of 791 units
affordable to lower-income households (351 very low-
income, 194 low-income, and 174 moderate-income
units) between 2007 and 2014.

On-Going seeking other funds
sources, 2014-2022

Policy D-3: Provide incentives for affordable units

Continue to provide density bonuses to new residential
development

Two projects in Milpitas received density bonuses
between 2007 and 2014: Shea Properties, which
includes 8 units affordable to very low-income
households, and S. Main St Senior Housing, with
includes 48 units affordable to 48-income households.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to assist developers in paying development fees
for low-income and special needs units included in new
residential projects

Milpitas provided $5.3 million in development fee
reductions and waivers to assist in the development of
308 units affordable to very low-, low-, or moderate-
income households between 2007 and 2014.

On-Going seeking other funds
sources 2014-2022

Policy D-4: Promote homeownership for lower- and moderate-income households

Continue to provide assistance to first-time homebuyers

Between 2007 and 2014, Milpitas assisted 227 first-time
homebuyer households in the purchase of homes
through the City's first-time homebuyer program.

On-Going seeking other funds
sources 2014-2022

Policy D-5: Expand housing opportunities for extremely |

ow-income households

Encourage affordable housing developers to include units
for extremely low-income households in future
developments. Provide additional financial support for these
units.

Milpitas has provided previous Redevelopment 20%
Low-Income Housing Set-Aside funds and Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds for purchase
two (2) single-family homes (& rehabilitation) for 10
extremely low-income Milpitas Seniors. A total of 5 ELI
Seniors live in each home. Approximately $1.4 million
was used to purchase these units. The City also has
provided CDBG funding ($40,000) to Emergency
Housing Consortium to provide shelter and services to
78 Milpitas residents to prevent homelessness.

On-Going seeking other funding
sources 2014-2022

Policy D-6: Support housing for the homeless

Continue to facilitate development of emergency and
transitional housing through financial and other incentives

Milpitas adopted Zoning Ordinance Amendments (Fall
2013) to facilitate the development of emergency and

transitional housing.

On-Going seeking other funding
sources 2014-2022
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007-

2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

Continue to support emergency services and housing
resources through ongoing commitment to and participation
in the Santa Clara County Continuum of Care Plan

Milpitas provides a financial contribution every two years
to support the Countywide homeless census and
survey, which is used by the County to apply for
Emergency Shelter Grant funds. Milpitas also ensures
that the City's five-year Consolidated Plan remains
consistent with County Continuum of Care plan.

On Going 2014-2022

Policy D-7: Promote housing for persons with disabilities

Provide funds to local non-profits to assist residents with
home retrofits

Milpitas provided $185,000 in CDBG funding to provide
63 households with funding to assist residents with
home retrofits.

On-Going 2014-2022

Include accessible units within new residential
developments

All residential developments constructed in Milpitas
between 2007 and 2014 included accessible units in
accordance with the City's Building Code.

On-Going 2014-2022

Enforce Title 24 of the Building Code and the ADA when
reviewing proposed development plans

The Milpitas Building Department continues to enforce
Title 24 of the Building Code and the ADA through the
plan approval process. Developers are able to access
information about accessibility requirements on the City
website and at City Hall.

On-Going 2014-2022

Provide information on housing resources to disabled
residents

The City provides information on housing resources for
residents with disabilities at City Hall and on the City's
website. Milpitas also provides information on housing
resources for residents with disabilities in pamphlets
distributed to service providers.

On-Going 2014-2022

Modify Zoning Ordinance to include a statement specifying
reasonable accommodation for persons with disabilities

Milpitas adopted Zoning Ordinance Amendments (Fall
2013) to address reasonable accommodations.

Not needed. Program was completed
with adoption of ordinance.

Policy D-8: Continue to encourage developers to provide

new units meeting the needs of both very small and

large households

Encourage developers to include studio and four-bedroom
units in new projects as feasible through incentives

Projects approved or built in Milpitas between 2007 and
2014 included 16 studio units and 24 four-bedroom
units.

On-Going 2014-2022

Policy D-9: Provide outreach to encourage community ac

ceptance of affordable housing

Consider establishing a public education campaign that
provides positive examples of affordable housing

By encouraging the inclusion of affordable units in high-
quality developments in the City, Milpitas has facilitated
in providing positive examples of affordable housing in
the community. However, public education campaign
was not established.

Remove

Policy D-10: Support housing alternatives, such as live/w

ork lofts and manufactured housing

The City will favorably review applications for live work lofts
in R4 and R5 districts

16 live/work units were approved in Milpitas between
2007 and 2014. The City continues to review
applications for live work units favorably.

On-Going 2014-2022

The City will modify the Zoning Ordinance to permit
manufactured housing in R1 zones

Milpitas Zoning Ordinance was amended to permit
manufactured housing in R-1 zones

Program was completed through
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.
Milpitas will continue to allow for
manufactured housing through
continued implementation of the
Zoning Ordinance.

Policy D-11: Support the inclusion of space for child care facilities in new residential communities

The City will explore the feasibility of encouraging
developers of large residential projects to include space on-
site for child care facilities

Two residential projects with on-site child care facilities
were constructed in Milpitas between 2007 and 2014
(Terra Serena and Aspen Family Apts).

On-Going 2014-2022
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007-2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

E. Fair Housing
Goal E-1: Eliminate Housing Discrimination

Policy E-1: Work to eliminate all forms of unlawful discrimination so that residents can obtain decent housing through the City

Ensure that fair housing laws are enforced

Milpitas continues to work with Project Sentinel to
enforce fair housing laws.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to implement City ordinances and policies that
prohibit discrimination in housing

Milpitas continues to review and implement ordinances
and policies to address housing discrimination

On-Going 2014-2022

In the event that the Analysis of Impediments identifies ay
impediments, the City will take appropriate actions to
address them

Milpitas has monitored and addressed all impediments
identified in the most recent Al Report.

On-Going review 2014-2022

Continue to distribute information on fair housing laws

The City distributes information on fair housing laws
through the City website, cable television, and at City
Hall.

On-Going 2014-2022

Continue to fund Project Sentinel to assist Milpitas
households that experience discrimination in the housing
market

Milpitas provided $165,000 to Project Sentinel between
2007 and 2014 to assist households that experience
discrimination in the housing market.

On-Going 2014-2022

F. Energy Conservation

Promote Energy Conservation in Residential Development

Policy F-1: Continue to work to achieve energy efficiency in residential developments

Promote PG&E's Energy Partners Program

Milpitas continues to promote PG&E's Energy Partners
Program through information provided on cable
television and the City's website.

On-Going 2014-2022

Promote use of passive solar devices and energy audits of
existing homes

Milpitas adopted a green building ordinance in 2008 that
promotes green building practices in new construction
and renovations in accordance with the ordinance.

On-Going 2014-2022

Adopt a Green Building Ordinance

Milpitas adopted a Green Building Ordinance in 2008
and updated the ordinance in Jan. 2014.

Program was completed through
adoption of the Ordinance.

Encourage the adoption of energy-saving design in new
residential developments, including solar orientation

Milpitas has adopted policies to encourage energy-
saving design

On-Going review 2014-2022

Encourage mixed-use and development at transit nodes

Milpitas adopted the Midtown Specific Plan in 2002 and
the TASP in 2008, both of which encourage mixed use
development at transit nodes and have facilitated the
development of a number of projects between 2007 and
2014.

On-Going through continued
implementation of the TASP and
Midtown Specific Plan.

Require the inclusion of a completed LEED checklist in
planning applications for new buildings

Milpitas adopted a LEED checklist for planning
applications during the planning period.

Program completed. Use of the
LEED checklist will continue in the
2014-2022 Housing Element cycle.

G. Remove Government Constraints

Goal G-1: Continue to Promote Land Use Policies and Development Standards to Facilitate Housing Production
Goal G-2: Remove Government Constraints on the Production of Special Needs Housing

Policy G-1: Continue to enforce policies and standards that facilitate affordable housing production

Continue to enforce development standards that encourage
multifamily housing. These include minimum residential
densities, higher densities near transit, and mixed-use
zoning.

Milpitas adopted the Midtown Specific Plan in 2002 and
the TASP in 2008, both of which encourage multifamily
housing through minimum residential densities, higher
densities near transit, and mixed-use zoning.

Ongoing through continued
implementation of the TASP and
Midtown Specific Plan.
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Table B-1: Evaluation of Programs in the 2007-2014 Housing Element

2007-2014 Housing Element Program

2007-2014 Achievements

Appropriateness for 2015-2023
Housing Element

Policy G-2: Modify Zoning Ordinance to ensure there are opportunities for special needs housing in multifamily developments.

Modify Zoning Ordinance to allow homeless shelters as a
use “by right” in the Highway Services Zone. Adopt
development standards that subject shelters to the same
standards that apply to other allowed uses within this Zone.

The City adopted an ordinance in November 2013 to
allow emergency shelters by right in the Highway
Services zone.

Zoning Ordinance amendment was
completed during the 2007-2014
Housing Element cycle. Emergency
shelters will continue to be allowed
through implementation of the City's
Zoning Ordinance.

Modify Zoning Ordinance to allow transitional housing as a
use “by right” in residential zones. Adopt development
standards that subject transitional housing to the same
restrictions that apply to other residential uses of the same
type in this zone.

The City adopted an ordinance in November 2013 to
allow transitional housing by right in residential zones,
subject to the same restrictions that apply to other
residential uses of the same type in each zone.

Zoning Ordinance amendment was
completed during the 2007-2014
Housing Element cycle. Transitional
housing will continue to be allowed
through implementation of the City's
Zoning Ordinance.

Modify Zoning Ordinance to allow permanent supportive
housing as a use “by right” in residential zones. Adopt
development standards that subject permanent supportive
housing to the same restrictions that apply to other
residential uses of the same type in this zone.

The City adopted an ordinance in November 2013 to
allow permanent supportive housing by right in
residential zones, subject to the same restrictions that
apply to other residential uses of the same type in each
zone.

Zoning Ordinance amendment was
completed during the 2007-2014
Housing Element cycle to allow
transitional and supportive housing in
all residential zones. The 2015-2023
Housing Element includes a program
to amend the Zoning Ordinance to
allow transitional and supportive
housing in all mixed-use zoning
districts that allow residential uses.

Modify Zoning Ordinance to identify zones for farmworker
housing as a use “by right.”

Farmworker housing is allowed by right on agricultural
land.

Farmworker housing is allowed by
right on land zoned for agricultural
use.

Modify Zoning Ordinance to identify zones for SRO units as
a use “by right.”

The Zoning Ordinance was modified to allow SRO units
in all multifamily zoning districts, subject to approval of
a conditional use permit.

Zoning Ordinance amendment was
completed during the 2007-2014
Housing Element cycle. SRO units
will continue to be allowed through
implementation of the City's Zoning
Ordinance.

Source: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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APPENDIX B: DETAILED SITE INVENTORY
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Table B-1: Pending Residential Projects, Milpitas, August 2014

Plan Planned Income Mix
Site ID |APN Area Address Zoning |Overlay | Acres Units| Very Low| Low| Mod.| Above Mod.|[Comments
P-1 8612021 |Midtown |S Abel St & Great Mall Pwy R4 TOD 5.24 366 0 0 0 366|Apex
p-2 8670001 |N/A Sinclair Frontage Rd & Los Coches St |R1-3 7.27 80 0 0 0 80|Belcourt
through
8670082
P-3 8632037 |TASP Piper Drive & Montague Expy R3 TOD 15.52 732 0 0 0 732|Citation
P-4 8632029 |TASP Montague Expy & Piper Dr MXD3 |TOD 4.94 381 0 0 0 381|Citation Il
P-5 8601041 |[N/A Murphy Ranch Road R4 7.59 285 0 7 0 278|Coyote Creek
P-6 (a) TASP McCandless Dr & Montague Expy R3 12.34 276 0 0 0 276|Harmony
P-7 8633086 |[TASP  |Centre Pointe Dr MXD2 |TOD 3.13 342 0 0 0 342]Integral Centre Pointe
8633087 |TASP MXD2 |TOD 2.66
8633088 |TASP R3 TOD 4.19
8633089 [TASP MXD3 |TOD 2.93
12.91
P-8 8633092 |[TASP McCandless Dr & Great Mall Pwy MXD2 |TOD 4.96 954 0 0 0 954|Integral Properties
8633101 |TASP MXD2 |TOD 5.77
8633093 |TASP MXD2 |TOD 2.57
13.30
P-9 8601034 [N/A Baber Ln (Old Chev.Site) MXD3 |HR 3.00 375 0 0 0 375|Landmark Tower
P-10 8639001 [N/A S. Milpitas Bl. & Los Coches St TC 1.48 32 0 0 0 32|Live Work
8639002 [N/A TC 117
2.65
P-11 8637021 [TASP Montague Expy & Capitol Ave R5 TOD 3.48 451 0 0 0 451|Lyon Montague
8637004 |TASP MXD3 |TOD 0.90
8637020 [TASP MXD3 |TOD 3.69
8.07
pP-12 8632040 [TASP Piper Dr & Montague Expy R3 TOD 0.56 303 0 0 0 303|Milpitas Station
8632038 |TASP R3 TOD 2.34
8632033 |TASP R3 TOD 2.86
8632041 |TASP R4 TOD 4.96
8632039 |TASP R3 TOD 1.97
12.69
P-13 8628041 [N/A S Main St & Los Coches St TC 7.62 80 0 0 0 80|Orchid Residential
8639003 TC 3.92
11.54
P-14 8616100 |[Midtown |S Main St and S. Abel St R4 TOD 2.68 200 8 0 0 192|Shea Properties
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Table B-1: Pending Residential Projects, Milpitas, August 2014

Plan Planned Income Mix
Site ID |APN Area Address Zoning |Overlay | Acres Units| Very Low| Low| Mod.| Above Mod.|Comments
P-15 8622027 [Midtown |1600 S Main St R4 TOD 1.17 389 48 0 0 341|South Main Sr Lifestyles
8622042 [Midtown R4 TOD 0.98
8622041 [Midtown R4 TOD 0.83
8622034 [Midtown R4 TOD 0.52
8622033 [Midtown R4 TOD 0.39
8622028 [Midtown R4 TOD 2.05
5.94
P-16 8633095 [TASP McCandless Dr R3 TOD 2.24 200 0 0 0 200| Taylor Morrison
8633098 |TASP R3 TOD 2.72
8633099 |TASP R3 TOD 2.77
8633094 |TASP R3 TOD 1.94
9.67
P-17 8636043 |TASP Montague Expy & Trade Zone Blvd R3 9.31 134 0 0 0 134|Trumark
P-18 8636005 [TASP Montague Expy & Trade Zone Blvd R3 TOD 2.95 206 0 0 0 206|Traverse
8636003 |TASP R3 TOD 2.02
8636006 |TASP R3 TOD 4.48
8636004 |TASP R3 TOD 2.93
12.37
P-19 2237012 |N/A California Cir & Dixon Landing Rd R1-2.5 5.27 84 0 0 0 84|Waterstone
2237011 |N/A R1-2.5 5.42
10.69
TOTAL 6,146 56 7 0 6,083
Note:

(a) Prior to approval, the Harmony site consisted of APNs 8641019, 8641020, 8641021, and 8641022. The site has subsequently been subdivided into over 100 parcels.
Source: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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Table B-2: High-Density Residential Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Minimum| Maximum| Midpoint Yield at Estimated
Plan Existing Density Density| Density Midpoint Density| Estimated
Site ID [APN Area Address Use Zoning |Overlay |Acres (du/acre)| (du/acre)| (du/acre)] Density (du)| (du/acre) (a)] Yield (du)|Comments
MFR-1 | 8622029 Midtown |1474 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 0.85 41 60 50.5 383 41 311|Nine of these parcels contain
8622030|Midtown [1452 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 0.87 41 60 50.5 41 commercial uses, including several
8622031 |Midtown |1440 S Main St Commercial |R4 TOD 0.99 41 60 50.5 41 auto-related uses, an old restaurant
8623004| TASP 1362 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 0.22 41 60 50.5 41 and commercial services, and a
8623006| TASP 1312 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 0.37 41 60 50.5 41 sixth is vacant. Commercial
8623011| TASP 1380 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 1.10 41 60 50.5 41 structures on some of the sites
8623013|TASP 1300 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 0.94 41 60 50.5 41 appear to vacant and/or in disrepair.
8623014 |Midtown [1430 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 1.00 41 60 50.5 41 They are adjacent to the new Great
8623015|Midtown (1400 S Main St Commercial [R4 TOD 1.04 41 60 50.5 41 Mall Light Rail station and new
8623016|TASP 1338 S Main St Vacant R4 TOD 0.21 41 60 50.5 41 residential developments and have
7.59 strong potential for reuse. Six of
these parcels comprised Site # 7 in
the 2007-2014 Housing Element.
MFR-2 | 8622024 |Midtown |1640 S Main St Commercial |[R4 1.43 31 40 355 51 31 44|Multi-tenant commercial space
occupied primarily by auto-oriented
uses. Adjacent to planned and
completed new residential
developments.
MFR-3 | 8634009 Midtown |1680 S Main St Commercial [R4 2.21 31 40 35.5 78 31 68|Self-storage facility adjacent to new
residential development.
MFR-4 | 8632042|TASP  |1300 Piper Dr Commercial |[R4 TOD 3.21 41 60 50.5 300 41 244(Single-story, low-density office and
8632043|TASP 1250 Piper Dr Commercial [R4 TOD 2.73 41 60 50.5 41 light industrial space. Close to light
5.95 rail station and planned BART
station.
MFR-5 | 9208002|TASP 1523 Gladding Ct Vacant R5 TOD 4.25 41 94 (b) 67.4 499 41 304 |Manufacturing and distribution
9208003| TASP 1535 Gladding Ct Commercial |R5 TOD 3.16 41 94 (b) 67.4 41 operations and vacant land.
7.41
MFR-6 | 8637015|TASP W Capitol Ave Vacant R5 TOD 0.33 41 94 (b) 67.4 632 41 385]Sites have two warehouse
8637026| TASP  |730 E Capitol Ave Commercial [R5 TOD 3.96 41 94 (b) 67.4 41 structures surrounded by a large
8637027|TASP 750 E Capitol Ave Commercial |R5 TOD 5.10 41 94 (b) 67.4 41 amount of vacant land. In close
9.39 proximity to the light rail station and
planned BART station. Parcels
8637015 and 8637027 comprised
Site #11 in the 2007-2014 Housing
Element.
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Table B-2: High-Density Residential Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Minimum| Maximum| Midpoint Yield at Estimated
Plan Existing Density Density| Density Midpoint Density| Estimated
Site ID [APN Area Address Use Zoning |Overlay |Acres (du/acre)| (du/acre)| (du/acre)] Density (du)| (du/acre) (a)] Yield (du)|Comments
MFR-7 | 8636011|TASP Sango Ct Commercial |[R4 TOD 0.44 41 60 50.5 376 41 305|Low-density warehouse and light
8636012| TASP 1700 Sango Ct Commercial [R4 TOD 131 41 60 50.5 41 industrial properties with
8636013| TASP 355 Sango Ct Commercial |[R4 TOD 1.27 41 60 50.5 41 manufacturing, auto service, and
8636030|TASP  |1841 Tarob Ct Commercial [R3 TOD 2.52 41 60 50.5 41 car rental uses. Could be
8636037| TASP 328 Sango Ct Commercial [R4 TOD 0.72 41 60 50.5 41 combined with Site MXD-9 to create
8636041|TASP  [1905 Tarob Ct Commercial [R4 TOD 117 41 60 50.5 41 a larger site.
7.44
MFR-8 | 8636033|TASP 1951 Tarob Ct Commercial |[R3 TOD 2.55 21 40 30.5 99 21 68|Site consists of one parcel with low-
8636046| TASP 635 Trade Zone Blvd [Commercial |[R3 TOD 0.70 21 40 30.5 21 density manufacturing use and one
3.25 with auto services.
TOTAL 44.65 2,419 1,729
Notes:

(a) This analysis estimates that the density on each site will be equal to the minimum density required in order to provide a conservative approach to estimating total yield on each site. However,
the actual density of projects built on these sites is likely to be higher than the minimum required density, as demonstrated by recent projects in Milpitas.
(b) Maximum density is 75 units/acre by right, or up to 25 percent additional density with a use permit.
Sources: City of Milpitas, 2014; BAE, 2014.
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Table B-3: Mixed-Use Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Effective| Minimum | Maximum | Midpoint Yield at| Estimated| Est.
Plan Existing Acreage| Density Density| Density Midpoint Density| Yield

Site ID |APN Area Address Use Zoning |Overlay | Acres (@)] (du/acre)| (du/acre)| (du/acre)| Density (du)| (du/acre) (a)] (du)]Comments

MXD-1 | 8627019|Midtown |174 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.23 1.90 21 30 255 48 21 40| This site is located at the heart of
8627037 |Midtown [154 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.96 21 30 25.5 21 Old Town Milpitas and includes
8627039|Midtown [166 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.19 21 30 255 21 several adjacent parcels under
8627041|Midtown |S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.15 21 30 25.5 21 separate ownership. This was Site
8627040|Midtown [196 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.56 21 30 255 21 #2 in the 2007-2014 Housing

2.09 Element.

MXD-2 | 8608023|Midtown |209 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.33 1.74 21 30 255 44 21 37| This site is located at the heart of
8608024 |Midtown [227 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.46 21 30 25.5 21 Old Town Milpitas and includes
8608048|Midtown [187 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.06 21 30 255 21 several adjacent parcels under
8608030|Midtown [195 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.64 21 30 255 21 separate ownership. Affordable
8608045|Midtown [Serra Way Vacant MXD 0.42 21 30 255 21 housing would be most likely if the

1.91 parcels are assembled to form a
larger development site. This was
Site #3 in the 2007-2014 Housing
Element.

MXD-3 | 8608012|Midtown |Main St Vacant MXD 1.32 1.20 21 30 255 31 21 25|This is a flat, unconstrained lot with
excellent transportation access and
frontage along both Abel Street and
South Main Street. This was Site #4
in the 2007-2014 Housing Element.

MXD-4 | 8625011 |Midtown |526 S Main St Vacant MXD 0.68 0.62 21 30 255 16 21 13|Vacant, unconstrained site
separated from MXD-5 by a 0.37-
acre park. This constituted a portion
of Site #5 in the 2007-2014 Housing
Element.

MXD-5 | 8625013|Midtown |542 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.34 2.55 21 30 255 65 21 54|Uses on these sites consist of a car

8625012|Midtown [554 S Main St Commercial|MXD 0.46 21 30 21 wash and a business that offers
2.81 boat repair, parts, and accessories.
The site is separate from Site #4 by
a 0.37-acre park. This site
constituted a portion of Site #4 from
the 2007-2014 Housing Element.

MXD-6 | 8625020(Midtown |850 Main St Vacant MXD 0.41 0.99 21 30 255 25 21 21|This site consists of a contractor’s

8625021 |Midtown (808 Main St Commercial|MXD 0.68 21 30 21 storage yard with an adjoining
1.08 vacant lot under separate

ownership. It is adjacent to new
multifamily housing. This was Site
#6 in the 2007-2014 Housing
Element.
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Table B-3: Mixed-Use Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Site ID

APN

Plan
Area

Address

Existing
Use

Zoning

Overlay

Acres

Effective
Acreage

@

Minimum
Density
(du/acre)

Maximum
Density
(du/acre)

Midpoint
Density
(du/acre)

Yield at
Midpoint
Density (du)

Estimated
Density
(du/acre) (a)

Est.
Yield
(du)

Comments

MXD-7

8633102

TASP

1646 Centre Point Dr

Commercial

MXD3

TOD

9.47

8.61

41

94 (c)

67.4

580

41

353

Single-story commercial property
with a mix of retail, office,
commercial service, and other uses.
Adjacent to planned residential
projects, some of which are under
construction, and in close proximity
to the light rail station and the
planned BART station.

MXD-8

8637019

TASP

400 E Montague Expy

Commercial

MXD3

TOD

2.53

231

41

94 (c)

67.4

155

41

95

Site occupied by an industrial use
and is adjacent to the Light Rail
Station and planned BART station.
This site was a portion of Site #10 in
the 2007-2014 Housing Element.

MXD-9

8636044
8636036

TASP
TASP

368 Montague Expy
308 Sango Ct

Commercial
Commercial

MXD3
MXD3

1.02
111
2.14

1.94

41
41

60
60

50.5

98

41
41

80

Sites are occupied by low-density
office and warehouse structures
occupied by a commercial services
company and a religious
organization. Site could be
combined with Site MFR-7 to create
a larger project. Site is adjacent to
residential projects that are currently
under construction and in close
proximity to the light rail and planned
BART stations.

MXD-10|

8641034
8641033
8641032

TASP
TASP
TASP

231 Houret Dr
247 Houret Dr
271 Houret Dr

Commercial
Commercial
Commercial

MXD3
MXD3
MXD3

171
1.45
1.39
4.55

4.14

41
41
41

60
60
60

50.5

209

41
41
41

170

Partially-occupied warehouse and
manufacturing buildings. There is
some potential for sites MXD-10,
MXD-11, and MXD-12 to be
combined to create a larger site.

MXD-11

8641009

TASP

1757 Houret Ct

Commercial

MXD3

1.03

0.94

41

60

50.5

47

41

38

Partially-occupied warehouse and
manufacturing buildings. There is
some potential for sites MXD-10,
MXD-11, and MXD-12 to be
combined to create a larger site.

120




Table B-3: Mixed-Use Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Effective| Minimum | Maximum | Midpoint Yield at| Estimated| Est.
Plan Existing Acreage| Density Density| Density Midpoint Density| Yield
Site ID |APN Area Address Use Zoning [Overlay | Acres (@)] (dul/acre)| (du/acre)| (du/acre)| Density (du)| (du/acre) (a)] (du)]Comments
MXD-12| 8641010|TASP  |1752 Houret Ct Commercial|MXD3 1.05 2.09 41 60 50.5 106 41 86| Partially-occupied warehouse and
8641011|TASP |1810 Houret Ct MXD3 1.25 41 60 41 manufacturing buildings with a mix
2.30 of auto services and other uses.
There is some potential for sites
MXD-10, MXD-11, and MXD-12 to
be combined to create a larger site.
TOTAL 31.91 29.04 1,426 1,011
Notes:

(a) Effective acreage for mixed-use sites reduces the acreage of each site by nine percent to account for the potential development of non-residential uses.
(b) This analysis estimates that the density on each site will be equal to the minimum density required in order to provide a conservative approach to estimating total yield on each site. However, the actual
density of projects built on these sites is likely to be higher than the minimum required density, as demonstrated by recent projects in Milpitas.

(c) Maximum density is 75 units/acre by right, or up to 25 percent additional density with a use permit.
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Table B-4: Low-Density Residential Opportunity Sites, Milpitas

Existing Min. Density| Max. Density Est. Density Estimated
Site ID APN|Plan Area |Address Use Zoning |Overlay | Acres| (units/acre)| (units/acre)| (units/acre) (a)| Yield (units)]Comments
SFR-01f 2904040|N/A 1005 N Park Victoria Dr [Vacant |R1-6 N/A 4.90 N/A 7 7 34|This is the largest vacant single-

family housing site in Milpitas. Itis
in a desirable location, adjacent to
existing single-family
neighborhoods. This would be a
site for marekt-rate housing, given
current zoning.
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APPENDIX C: OTHER REQUIREMENTS

Consistency with the General Plan

A comprehensive update of the City’s General Plan was conducted in 1994 and several amendments
have occurred subsequently. Changes were made to the General Plan to incorporate the Midtown and
Transit Area Specific Plans, which encompass most of the City’s housing opportunity sites, including
revisions to the General Plan land use map and text for consistency among these planning documents.
The 2015-2023 Housing Element is consistent with the General Plan.

In 2014, the Milpitas City Council allocated funding to initiate a comprehensive update to the City’s
General Plan. In the event that the forthcoming update to General Plan or future changes to the Zoning
Ordinance or other regulations governing the City of Milpitas result in any inconsistencies between the
Housing Element policies and the General Plan, the City will determine the most appropriate means to
achieve overall General Plan consistency.

Notification to Water and Sewer Providers

Upon adoption and certification of this Housing Element, the City of Milpitas will provide a copy of the
Housing Element to the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the Santa Clara Valley Water District,
and the Milpitas Department of Engineering in the City of Milpitas, pursuant to Government Code
Section 65589.7. The purpose of this notification is to ensure that these providers of water and sewer
services place a priority for proposed housing developments for lower-income households in their
current and future resource or service allocations.

Review of Conservation and Safety Elements Pursuant to AB 162

Assembly Bill 162 requires that the City of Milpitas review and, if necessary, identify new information for
its Conservation Element at the time the Housing Element is revised. The purpose of this review is to
identify rivers, creeks, streams, flood corridors, riparian habitat, and land that may accommodate
floodwater for purposes of groundwater recharge and stormwater management. In addition, Milpitas is
undertaking an update to the City’s Safety Element concurrent with the Housing Element Update to
identify information regarding flood hazards in the City.
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APPENDIX D: SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS RECIEVED
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Table D-1: Summary of Written Comments Received

+H

Comment

Response

=

City should do more to encourage public participation.

City engaged in an extensive public participation process, including
three community meetings, two Planning Commission meetings, and
one City Council meeting. Notice of all meetings was distributed to
over 80 organizations, agencies, and special interest groups as well as
the general public. All six public meetings were advertised in the
Milpitas Post, the City's website, and City Cable television. Copies of
documents were available for public review and comment on the City's
website, at Milpitas City Hall, and at the Milpitas Public Library. Copies
were also forwarded to interested parties as requested. The public
participation process is discussed in more detail in the public
participation section of the Housing Element document.

N

City should provide a better analysis of the progress
and outcomes from the prior Housing Element &
analyze the reasons for the not meeting housing unit
production goals during the previous planning period.

Due to the considerable difficulties associated with developing
affordable housing, most cities are unable to meet RHNA production
goals. Milpitas' zoning standards and other programs and policies led
to production of a large number of market-rate and affordable units
during the previous planning period relative to other jurisdictions. The
progress and outcomes from the prior Housing Element are analyzed
in Chapter 2 and Appendix A.

City should include policies to connect households
with special housing needs to resources that meet
these needs (e.g. large units, housing adjacent to
services).

Programs C.1.1, C.1.2, and D.6.1 facilitate the production of housing
in mixed-use areas and adjacent to transit and other amenities.
Programs D.4.1, D.4.2, D.4.3, D.4.6, D.4.7, D.4.10, and D.6.1 facilitate
the production of housing that serves households with special housing
needs. Programs D.4.8 and D.4.9 ensure the City will provide
information about housing resources to individuals with disabilities.

Housing Element should include a deeper analysis of
economic displacement and include policies that will
prevent displacement of low-income residents.

Because the City's most feasible residential and non-residential
development sites do not have existing residential uses, and there is
little risk of conversion of existing affordable units to market rate, direct
displacement of existing residents is not a likely result of new
development in Milpitas. However, the increase in housing costs in
Milpitas and throughout the region and associated decrease in
affordability are documented in the Housing Element on pages 20-30.
Programs listed under Goal B aim to mitigate displacement and
programs listed under Goals C and D aim to facilitate production of
new affordable units, which could serve any households that are
displaced due to increases in housing costs.

Ul

Housing Element should further analyze community
resistance as a constraint to the development of
affordable housing.

City staff has not found community resistance to affordable housing to
be a constraint in Milpitas.

The Housing Element should analyze the City's
decision to not set aside boomerang funds as a
constraint to the development of affordable housing
and include a program to commit a portion of the
yearly tax increment funds received towards
affordable housing.

While the high costs of development are identified as a constraint, the
City is not expected to identify the use of specific funding streams for
uses other than affordable housing as a constraint. Boomerang funds
and any funds that will revert to the City rather than the RDA have
been committed to other City functions.

~

Inventory of at-risk units should include the type of
subsidy attached to each property and ensure that
properties shown to have no expiration date for

affordability do not have restrictions that will expire.

Inventory has been edited to clarify that affordable units with no
expiration date are affordable in perpetuity.

Add a program to conduct a nexus study for a housing
impact fee.

City Council considered and declined to include a program in the
Housing Element that will consider adoption of a Housing Impact Fee
during September 16, 2014 meeting.
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Table D-1: Summary of Written Comments Received

#

Comment

Response

9

Add a program to conduct a nexus study for a
commercial linkage fee.

City Council considered and declined to include a program in the
Housing Element that will consider adoption of a Commercial Linkage
Fee during September 16, 2014 meeting.

10

Adopt source of income protections for Section 8
voucher holders.

Because the requirements of the Section 8 program can present
operational challenges that would be overly burdensome to some
property owners, this is not a program that the City wishes consider at
this time.

11

Enact a rent stabilization ordinance.

Milpitas has adopted rent control for its mobile home parks, which
provide long-term affordable housing to mobile home residents. There
are also over 1,200 rental units in Milpitas with long-term affordability
restrictions (as shown in Table 3.18 in the document). Units with long-
term affordability restrictions are means-tested, allowing these units to
serve extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households more effectively than rent control in many cases. The City
does not intend to expand rent control to other market-rate units at this
time.

12

Enact a just cause eviction ordinance.

Milpitas currently provides CDBG funding and Housing Authority funds
to Project Sentinel, which provides fair housing assistance and
landlord-tenant mediation services, including services to tenants that
may have experienced an unlawful eviction. Programs B.2.3 and E.1.5
state that Milpitas will continue to provide funding to Project Sentinel or
another appropriate agency throughout the planning period.

13

Include a program to track employment growth by
income for the same period used to track population
growth.

Milpitas monitors the City's jobs/housing ratio on an annual basis to
assess its employment, types of jobs created, and housing needs.

14

Adopt a program to monitor jobs housing fit in the
City for renters and homeowners.

Milpitas monitors the City's jobs/housing ratio on an annual basis to
assess its employment, types of jobs created, and housing needs.

15

Adopt a program to improve low wage jobs and
affordable housing fit.

The gap between low-wage jobs and housing affordable to lower-
income households is addressed through programs that facilitate the
production of housing affordable to extremely low-, very low-, and low-
income households, particularly policies and programs listed under
Goal C.

16

Adopt program to complete a yearly annual progress
report and public meeting to discuss progress prior to
submitting report to HCD.

Milpitas completes its annual progress report to HCD and makes
information from the report available on the City's website along with
other housing documents for public review. Housing staff reports to
the City Council on housing programs every two years in a public
meeting.

17

Adopt program to prioritize housing for very low- and
low-income workers, especially in key transportation
corridors.

Milpitas' housing goals aim to provide housing for all economic
segments of the community, including very low- and low-income
workers, and support housing near transit and along key transportation
corridors. By negotiating with developers for the inclusion of units
affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
households in all market-rate developments (see Program D.2.2) and
other programs that encourage mixed-income housing (Programs
D.2.1,D.2.3, D.2.4, and D.2.5), Milpitas seeks to ensure that units
affordable to very low- and low-income workers are included among
the priorities for all new housing development in the City.
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Table D-1: Summary of Written Comments Received

#

Comment

Response

18

Identify additional housing opportunity sites that are
located within priority development areas, near key
transportation corridors, and near key services to
maximize LIHTC viability.

Due to the competitive nature of the LIHTC program, there are few
sites in Milpitas that will maximize LIHTC viability. To the extent that
sites adjacent to the City's VTA light rail station and future BART
station are not already developed with or planned for residential uses
and are reasonably likely to be developed with residential uses during
the planning period, these parcels have been identified as housing
opportunity sites. Almost all opportunity sites identified in the Housing
Element are located within the two Specific Plan areas, which puts the
sites in areas that are adjacent to transit and other services.
Programs listed under Policy D.1 aim to expand the funding sources
available for affordable housing, which would help to decrease
developers' dependence on the LIHTC program to produce affordable
housing in Milpitas.

19

Include a program to conduct further research and a
public meeting on a potential housing overlay zone,
community benefits policy, or other creative land use
and zoning solutions.

During the September 16, 2014 meeting, Milpitas City Council
considered and declined to include a program in the Housing Element
that would call for the City to explore creative land use and zoning
solutions.

20

Include a program to identify all publicly owned
parcels and brownfield sites.

All publicly-owned parcels have been identified in previous
Redevelopment Agency and Milpitas Housing Authority documents,
which are available to the public. There are no brownfield sites in
Milpitas.

21

Include a program to develop a policy to prioritize,
require, or incentivize housing affordable to those
making 80% of AMI or less on public land.

In the past, Milpitas has donated land, provided financial assistance for
land acquisition, and provided fee reductions or waivers to developers
building affordable housing. The City has also worked with developers
to assist in obtaining tax credits and provided a range of incentives to
assist in the development of housing affordable to extremely low-, very
low-, low-, and moderate-income households. As City-owned land
becomes available, Milpitas will continue to consider use of these
properties to support affordable housing projects as financially
feasible, but will need to balance the need for affordable housing with
other City priorities.

22

The Housing Element should identify the low-density
zoning designation in the hillside areas as a
constraint.

The Housing Element provides an analysis of the City's low-density
zoning designation in the hillside areas and the Urban Growth
Boundary on page 75 and 76. As discussed in the text, these
regulations are unlikely to have an impact on housing that serves any
income group other than above moderate-income households due to
the high cost of developing in hillside areas and other factors.

23

The Housing Element should identify the use of
development agreements to achieve 20% affordable
housing in all market-rate developments should be
identified as a potential government constraint.

It is not appropriate to identify this use of development agreements as
a constraint because the City is not able to require that developers
include affordable units in new developments due to recent State court
decisions that invalidated the use of mandatory inclusionary
ordinances.

24

The Housing Element should provide additional
information on funding available for the preservation
of at-risk units at Sunnyhills and actions that the City
will take to engage with entities willing to preserve
these units.

As discussed on page 34, the owner of Sunnyhills has demonstrated
an interest in maintaining the property as affordable by renewing
contracts with HUD multiple times rather than taking opportunities to
convert to market rate. Therefore, the existing affordability agreement
is likely to be extended to fund the preservation of affordability and the
risk of conversion of these units is relatively low. Program B.4.1
provides specific actions that the City will take to preserve affordability
at Sunnyhills if the property owner does allow the existing contract to
expire at the end of the term.
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Table D-1: Summary of Written Comments Received

#

Comment

Response

25

The Housing Element should provide additional
information on the development potential of non-
vacant housing opportunity sites.

The Housing Element has been revised to provide additional
information on market trends (page 55) that have supported the
redevelopment of a large number of non-vacant sites to high-density
residential uses. These trends are expected to continue to result in
the redevelopment of the housing opportunity sites.

26

The site inventory assumes that every single unit
developed on higher density parcels will be affordable
to low- and very-low income households, which is not
realistic.

The City's RHNA calls for 1,574 units affordable to very low- or low-
income households, and the estimated yield from the sites inventory is
2,740 units on higher-density parcels, considerably more than the
RHNA for very low- or low-income households. Moreover, the
estimated yield is based on the minimum density for each site, and
therefore likely underestimates the actual yield from each site.

27

The site inventory includes many very small parcels
that are less than an acre and therefore may not
realistically support the development of affordable
housing.

While many individual parcels measure less than one acre, parcels are
aggregated to form larger housing opportunity sites. As shown in
Table 4.3 and Appendix C, the City's housing opportunity sites range
from 0.7 acres to 9.5 acres, with only one site measuring less than one
acre. Sites measuring 0.7 acres or more are more than adequate to
develop high-density multifamily housing.
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4C

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT A
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

HousING ELEMENT UPDATE AND
AMENDMENTS TO THE SEISMIC AND SAFETY, AND
OPEN SPACE AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION ELEMENTS PROJECT

City of Milpitas PHONE: (408) 586-3071
Planning & Neighborhood Services Department freliford@ci milpitas.ca.gov
455 East Calaveras Boulevard

Milpitas, CA 95035

The City of Milpitas is intending to adopt a Negative Declaration for the Housing Element Update and Amendments
to the Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project in accordance with the
California Eavironmental Quality Act.

SUMMARY PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The proposed Project includes an update to the current (2007-2014)
Housing Element for the planning period 2015-2023 in compliance with Government Code Section 65580 et seq. The
City of Milpitas’ allocation for the 2014-2022 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) period is 3,290 dwelling
units. The proposed Project supports the goals and policies of the city’s current Housing Element (2007-2014) and
provides policies and implementing programs to further the city’s housing goals. The identified sites (2,774 units),
including the committed sites (6,146), would allow the City to meet its RFINA with a total capacity of 8,920 units,
resulting in a surplus above the required RHNA. No rezoning or changes to General Plan designations or Zoning
districts would be required to achieve this yield; the housing sites are already planned and zoned to accommodate the
level of development. The Seismic and Safety Flement Amendment includes an update to required information
related to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), dam inundation
zomes, and City goals and policies to comply with State law (specifically Assembly Bill 162 and California Government
Code 65302). It also includes the adoption of Santa Clara County’s multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan
and the City of Milpitas’ Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex to ensure that approptiate emergency measures are
implemented when natural disasters occur. The Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element Amendment
include updates to the Water Quality and Conservation Section. Specifically, a map of rivers, crecks, streams, and
riparian habitat as per AB 162 has been added.

LOCATION OF PROJECT: City of Milpitas

FINDING: On the basis of the Initial Study, the City has determined that the proposed project would not have a
significant advetse effect on the envitonment.

PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: The Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration are available for public review
at the following locations:
City of Milpitas-City Hall (1#* Floor Pubic Information Desk)

455 E. Calaveras Blvd.
Milpitas, CA 95035

Milpitas Public Library (Public Reference Desk)
160 North Main Street
Milpitas, CA 95035

City of Milpitas Website: www.cimilpitas.ca.gov. (Department of Planning &Neighbothood Services)
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'The Initial Study and Proposed Negative Declaration are available for a 30-day review petiod beginning Friday,
December 12, 2014 through Monday, January 12, 2015. Comments on the Negative Declaration must be submitted
in writing within the 30-day review period and sent by mail ot email to:

City of Milpitas

Attn: Felix J. Reliford, Principal Housing Plaaner
455 Rast Calaveras Boulevard

Milpitas, CA 95035

treliford(@cl.milpitas.ca.gov

PUBLIC MEETINGS: Mectings at which actions would be undertaken are listed below with tentative dates
identified for each meetng. The Milpitas City Council is the decision-making body responsible for adopting the
proposed Negative Declaration and approving the proposed project.

Planning Commission Hearing

Wednesday, February 25, 2015, 7:00 p.m.

City Hall Council Chambers

455 Bast Calaveras Boulevard

Milpitas, CA 95035

City Council Hearing

Tuesday, March 17, 2015, 7:00 p.m.
City Hall Council Chambers

455 East Calaveras Boulevard
Milpitas, CA 95035

Please contact Felix J. Reliford, Principal Housing Planner at (408) 586-3071 if you have questions regarding this
Notice.



City of Milpitas
Initial Study Checklist
Housing Element Update and

Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project

The proposed Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and

Open Space and Environmental Conservation FElements Project is a project under the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA). This Initial Study was prepared by PlaceWortks for the City of Milpitas (City),
Planning & Neighborhood Services Department. This Initial Study was prepared pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.), CEQA Guidelines (Ti-
tle 14, Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of Regulations).

1.

Title:

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Location:

Sponsor’s Name and Address:

General Plan Land Use Designations:

Zoning:

Location, Setting, Project Description:

Housing Element Update and Amendments to the
Setsmic and Safety, and Open Space and Envi-
ronmental Conservation Elements Project

City of Milpitas

Planning & Neighbothood Services Department
455 East Calaveras Boulevard

Milpitas, CA 95035

Felix J. Reliford, Principal Housing Planner
(408) 586-3071

Milpitas, CA

City of Milpitas

Planning & Neighborhood Services Depattment
455 East Calaveras Boulevard

Milpitas, CA 95035

Residential and Mixed-Use

Residential: Single-Family Residential (R1), One-
and Two-Family Residential (R2), Multi-Family
High Density Residential (R3), Multi-Family Very
High Density Residential (R4), and Urban Resi-
dential (R5)

Mixed Use: Mixed Use (MXD), High Density
Mixed Use (MXD?2), and Very High Density
Mixed Use (MXDD3)

See page 5 of this Initial Study
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

9.  Other Required Approvals: The Housing Element Update and Amendments
to the Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and
Environmental Conservation Elements Project
will be adopted by the City of Milpitas, without
oversight or permitting by other agencies.

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the proposed Project, involving at
least one impact that is a Potentially Significant Impact, as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

aagaaa

Aesthetics 0 Agriculmure & Forestry Resources O  Air Quality

Biological Resources O Cultural Resources O Geology & Soils

Greenhouse (as Emissions {1 Hazards & Hazardous Materials O Hydrolopy & Water Quality

Land Use ) Minera! Resources O Noise

Population & Housing O Public Services O Recreation

Transportation/ Traffic O Utilities & Service Systems O Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Determination:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

M I find that the proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment and a NEGA-
TIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

0 I find that, although the proposed Project could have = significant effect on the environment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the Project have been made by or agreed to by the City. A
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

0 I find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) will be prepared.

0 I find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless
mitigated” impact on the environment, but az least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier doc-
ument pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as descrdbed on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but
it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

0 I find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all poten-
tially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an eatdier BIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION
pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the pro-
posed Project, nothing further is required.

:‘:; /% DL b s of.

Signature Date
Felix ]. Reliford Principal Housing Planner
Printed Name Title
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

This Initial Study evaluates the proposed Housing Element Update and subsequent amendments to the Seis-
mic and Safety Element and Open Space and Conservation Element, herein referred to as “proposed Pro-
ject.”

LOCATION AND SETTING

The City of Milpitas (City) is situated on the eastern shore of the San Francisco Bay, in Santa Clara County,
just south of Alameda County. The City encompasses about 13.64 square miles of land, and borders Fremont
on the north, San Jose on the south and west, and unincorporated county to the east. See Figure 1 for map
location.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

The proposed Project includes an update to the current Housing Element and amendments to the Seismic
and Safety Element, and the Open Space and Envitonmental Conservation Element.

Housing Element

The Housing Element is one of seven State-mandated elements of the City’s General Plan. Housing Element
law requires local jurisdictions to plan for and allow the construction of a share of the region’s projected
housing needs. This share is called the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). State law mandates that
each jurisdiction provide sufficient land to accommodate a variety of housing opportunities for all economic
segments of the community, so as to meet or exceed the RHNA. The Association of Bay Area Governments
(ABAG), as the regional planning agency, calculates the REINA for individual jurisdictions within Santa Clara
County, including Milpitas.

The City’s General Plan was adopted in 1994 and since then minor amendments have occurred. The most
recent update was made in 2008 to include the revisions to the adopted 2002 Midtown Specific Plan and the
2008 Transit Area Specific Plan. The Midtown Specific Plan anticipates the development of approximately
3,000 or more new housing units and the Transit Area Specific Plan anticipates development of approximate-
ly 6,400 to 9,360 new housing units. As of April 2013, approximately 2,300 new housing units have been con-
structed or approved for construction under the Midtown Specific Plan and 3,698 under the Transit Area
Specific Plan.  As envisioned in these Specific Plans, most new housing in Milpitas will be multi-family hous-
ing in transit-oriented development areas.

During the 2007-2014 Housing Element Cycle, a total of 6,434 housing units were built or permitted in Milpi-
tas, far exceeding the City’s total RHNA of 2,487 units for this period. Under the 2007-2014 Housing Ele-
ment Cycle, the City was required to demonstrate that it could accommodate up to 1,110 housing units for
lower income (very low income and low income) houscholds. The City did not meet the lower income
RHNA requirement for the 2007-2014 Housing Element Cycle by 813 housing units. The City was also re-
quired to demonstrate that it could accommodate up to 441 housing units for moderate income houscholds.
This requirement was also not met, leaving a remaining RHNA balance of 267 moderate income households.
However, the City was required to demonstrate it could accommodate up to 936 above moderate income
households. Accordingly, the City exceeded this RHNA requirement by 5,027 units.
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Envirenmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

Seismic and Safety Element

The Seismic and Safety Element includes poals, policies and programs to teduce the potential risk of death,
njuries, property damage, and economic and social dislocation resulting from fires, floods, earthquakes, land-
slides, and other hazards. The safety element identifies hazards and hazard abatement provisions to guide
local decisions related to zoning, subdivisions, and entitlement permits.

In October 2007, Assembly Bill 162 (AB 162) was signed into law. AB 162 strengthens flood protection in
California by requiring jurisdictions, upon the next tevision of the mandatory Housing Element, on or after
January 1, 2009, to update flood related information m its General Plan. .

Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element

The Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element includes goals, policies and programs to assuse
the conservation, development and use of natural resources including water, forests, soils, tivers, fisheries,
wildlife, minerals and other natural resources. This element also assures the continued availability of land for
the managed production of resources (such as food and fiber), to protect the enjoyment of scenic beauty and
ensure provision of recreation, to identify and preserve lands whose indiscriminate development could com-
promise public bealth and safety, and to preserve natural resources.

State law also requires that an Open Space Element contain an action program consisting of specific pro-
grams to implement the open space plan. Milpitas' open space action plan is the sum total of the open space
and conservation policies in this Element of the General Plan and the open space proposals depicted on the
General Plan Land Use Diagram.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The prior Milpitas Housing Element certified by the State Housing and Community Development Depart-
ment (HCD) in 2010, covered the period between 2007 and 2014 and is the basis for the current Housing
Element update. However, all sections in the 2010 Housing Flement have been reviewed and updated to re-
flect changes to State Law, City housing policies and programs, and local demographic and real estate market
conditions.

The proposed Housing Element update, which suppotts the goals and policies of the City’s General Plan,
provides policies and implementing programs under which new housing development would be allowed. The
proposed Seismic and Safety Flement amendment would ensure flooding hazards to residential development
would be minttnized to the maximum extent feasible. The proposed amendment to the Open Space and
Conservation Element would ensure consistency between the Seismic and Safety Element and the Open
Space Conservation Element.

The following describes the three key components of the propesed Project:

Housing Element Update (2015-2023)

The proposed Project updates the City’s current Housing Element (2007-2014) in compliance with Govern-
ment Code Section 65580 et seq. 'The policies and housing programs that are intended to guide the Ciry’s
housing efforts through the 2015-2023 RHNA planning period have been updated as part of the proposed
Project, and the following are the goals in the Housing Element, which the policies and programs help to im-
plement:
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

* Goal A: Provide Adequate Sites. Maintain adequate sites to accommodate the City’s share of the re-
gional housing need, including sites that are appropriate for the development of housing affordable to
very low-, low-, moderate- and above moderate-income households.

®  Goal B: Maintain and Preserve Housing Resources. Preserve and enhance Concord’s residential
neighborheods and improve the quality of life for all residents.

®  Goal C: Facilitate New Housing Production. Promote new housing development and remove public
infrastructyre constraints to new housing development.

¥ Goal D: Support Housing Diversity and Affordability. Support the development of a diverse range of
housing types, including rental and ownership units, housing affordable to all economic segments of the
community, and housing for individuals with special housing needs.

¥  Goal E: Eliminate Housing Discrimination. Ensure equal housing opportunity for all households and
equal access to the City’s housing resources.

* Goal F: Promote Energy Conservation. Promote energy efficiency in residential development in Milpi-
tas, including reduction of energy use through better design and construction in individual homes and
energy-efficient urban design.

California cities are required to provide a wide range of housing options for all income levels. ABAG, as 2
regional agency, develops 2 RHNA based on demographic projection to disttibute the regional share of the
statewide housing need at different income levels to the cities and counties within the Bay Area. Milpitas’
RHNA has been determined to be a total of 3,290 units, and Table 1 shows Milpitas” allocation distributed
among different income levels:

Table 1 Milpitas’ Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHINA)

INcoME LEVEL Unrts
Very Low 1,004
Low 570
Moderate ' 565
Above Moderate 1,151
TOTAL . 3,290

Milpitas has the capacity to accommodate at least 8,920 new residential units during the current Housing El-

ement planning period, significantly exceeding the City’s RHNA goals. The City’s potential residential sites

for the 2015-2023 Housing Flement Update cycle include:

®  Sites with planned or proposed residential projects in the development pipeline (6,146 units);

B Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for high-density residential development (1,729 units); and

¥ Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for mixed-use development with high-density residential develop-
ment potential (1,011 units);

®  Vacant or underutilized sites zoned for low-density residential development (34 units).

Milpitas has experienced a considerable amount of residential development activity in recent years; this mo-
mentum is continuing at present, with a large number of units in the City’s development pipeline. There are
19 residential projects that are proposed, planned, or under construction in Milpitas, with a total of 6,146
units.
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

In addition to the substantial pipeline, Milpitas has sufficient sites zoned and available to accommodate at
least 2,774 additional new residential units between 2015 and 2023. Based on the default densities (20 dwell-
ing units per acre)! for Milpitas, these sites can accommodate at least 2,740 units affordable to very low-, low-
, or moderate mcome households, exceeding the temaining RHNA need identified in Table 2. These sites are
shown on Figure 2.

Table 2 Summary of Potential Housing Sites, Milpitas, 2015-2023

Site Number Total Parcels Acreage Yicld at Midpoint Estimated Yield (a)
Density

High-Density Residential/Potential Affordable Housing Sites (b)

MFR-1 10 7.6 383 311
MIFR-2 1 1.4 51 44
MRF-3 1 2.2 78 68
MER-4 2 5.9 300 244
MER-5 2 7.4 499 304
MIR-6 2 9.4 632 385
MFR-7 6 74 376 305
MFR-§ 2 3.2 99 68
Total 26 44.6 2,419 1729

Mixed-Use/Potential Affordable House Sites

MXI>-1 5 21 48 40
MXD-2 5 1.9 44 37
MRF-3 1 1.3 31 25
MXD-4 1 0.7 16 13
MXD-5 2 28 65 54
MXD-6 2 1.1 25 2
MXD-7 1 9.5 580 353
MXD-8 1 2.5 155 95
MXID-9 2 21 a8 80
MXD-16 3 4.5 209 7o
MXD-11 i 1.0 47 38
MXD-12 2 23 106 86

1 The default density is 20 units per acre for all cities in Santa Clara County with a population of fewer than
100,000 people thttp:/ /www.hed cagov/hpd/housing element2/SIA_ zoning.php).
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City of Milpitas
Housing Elernent Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
QOpen Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

Table 2 Symmary of Potential Housing Sites, Milpitas, 2015-2023

Site Number Total Parcels Acrcage Yield at Midpoint Hstimated Yield (a)
Density
Total 26 31.9 1,426 1,011
Total Potential Affordable Housing Sites
52 76.6 3,844 2,740
Low-Density Residential/Above-Moderate Income {(d)
SFR-1 1 49 N/A 34
Notes:

{a) The estimated yield for high-density residential and mixed-use sites uses the minimum density allowed by the zoning ordinance to provide a con-

servative estimate of the number of units that can be accommodated on each of the cpportunity sites.

{b) High-density residential sites are defined as sites zoned for residential use at densities equal to or higher than the "default densities” for Milpitas (20
units/acre) and are therefore capable of accommedating housing affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.
{c) All mixed-use sites shown are zoned at densities equal to or higher than the "default densities" for Milpitas (20 units/acre) and are therefore capable

of accammodating housing affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households.

{d) Low-density residential sites are defined as sites zoned for residential use at densities lower than the "defauit densities” for Milpitas (20 units/acre)

and are therefore presumed to be sites for units serving above moderate-income hausehelds.
Source: Tabie 4.3 Draft Housing Element, BAE, 2014.
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City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Envircnmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

Seismic and Safety Element Amendment

The Seismic and Safety Element Amendment includes an update to required information related to Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs), dam inundation zones, and
City goals and policies to comply with State law (specifically AB 162 and California Government Code
65302). It also includes the adoption of Santa Clara County’s multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan and the City of Milpitas’ Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex to ensure that appropriate emergency
measures are implemented when natural disasters occur.

Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element Amendment

The Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element Amendment include updates to the Water Quali-
ty and Conservation Section. Specifically, a map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian habitat as per AB 162
has been added.

POTENTIAL PHYSICAL CHANGES

Altogether, the proposed Project does not include actions that could ditectly ot indirectly result in substantial
physical changes to the environment. The potential future housing permitted under the proposed Project
would not increase development potential, but rather would enable the City of Milpitas to meet its housing
needs, including the facilitation of future development to meet the needs of at-risk populations by providing
housing types designed for these groups, and ensure hazards from flooding are reduced to the maximum ex-
tent feasible.

Environmental factors, such as topography, soils, landslides and seismic hazards, and noise, as well as the lack
of infrastructure, such as roads, water, and sewer lines, are potential constraints to housing development in
the city. However, most of the housing sites identified by the City are not affected by such constraints. The
General Plan has taken these factors into account in establishing policies and land use designations for resi-
dential and mixed use development. Where development is planned, any site constraints that remain can be
mitigated through apptoptiate design and environmental planning.

The potential future housing that could occur under the proposed Project would not increase development
potential in Milpitas. Instead, the Housing Element identifies sites that can accommodate housing under ex-
isting zoning and land use regulations at development intensities that have already been analyzed and ap-
proved in the BIRs prepared for the General Plan, the Midtown: Specific Plan and the Transit Area Specific
Plan projects. The City can accommodate the 2014-2022 RHNA without the need for redesignation or rezon-
ing of new housing sites.

The Housing Element is a policy-level regulatory document that establishes goals and policies that guide de-
velopment. It does not include any site-specific designs or proposals nor does it grant any entitlements for
development; therefore, the proposed Project does not directly result in development in and of itself. When
specific implementing programs and development projects are identified, the program and/or development
applications for such individual projects, as required, would be submitted separately to the City for review. All
such development is required to be analyzed for conformance with the General Plan, Zoning Code, and other
applicable federal, State, and local requirements; comply with the applicable requirements of CEQA; and ob-
tain all necessaty clearances and permits.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

. AESTHETICS
Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant | With Mitigation | Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] 0 g 0
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,
but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings and O a 0 i}
historic buildings within a State scenic highway?
¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual character A 0 i 0
ot quality of the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare
that would adversely affect day or nighttime views a O 0o a

in the area?

DISCUSSION:

1) Potential future development permitted under the proposed Project would have the potential to affect

scenic vistas and/or scenic cortidors if new or intensified development blocked views of areas that pro-
vide or contribute to such vistas. Potential effects could include blocking views of a scenic vista/corridor
from specific publically accessible vantage points or the alteration of the overall scenic vista/corridor it-
self. Such alterations could be positive or negative, depending on the chatacteristics of individual future
developments and the subjective perception of observers.

Scenic cornidors are considered public views as seen along a linear transportation route and scenic vistas
are views of a specific scenic feature. Scenic vistas are generally interpreted as long range views, while
scenic corridors are comptised of short-, middle-, and long-range views. The Milpitas General Plan, in
Chapter 4.7, Scenic Resources and Routes, designates scenic routes, corridors, connectors, and a variety
of other scenic resources {e.g. foothills and the tree-lined Coyote Creek corridor).

Potential future development permitted under the proposed Project would allow for housing within the
City’s Residential and Mixed Use Zoning designations. Potential future residential facilities permitted un-
der the proposed Project would be subject to the general development standards for that partcular zone
as set forth in City Municipal Code Sections (i.e. XI-10-4.04 [Residential], XI-10-6.04 [Mixed-Use]). The
general development standards as well as the following General Plan policies identified in Chapter 4.7,
Scenic Resources and Routes, address the preservation of scenic vistas and cotridors in the city.

Policy 4.g-1-1 Limit uses in Scenic Corridors to those uses allowed by right and conditionally in the R-1
Single-Family Residence and Park and Open Space Zoning Districts. Commercial development can only
be allowed when its design will not result in a loss of any scenic potential.

Policy 4.g-1-3 Development in the Scenic Corridor shall not exceed 17 feet in height. The 17-foot height
limit may be waived by the City Council when the following two criteria are met: (1) taller buildings are
allowed through the underlying zoning district or a PUD [planned unit development] process; and (2) de-
velopment that exceeds the 17-foot height limit does not significantly obstruct views of the Hillside
based on the following guidelines:
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant | With Mitigation | Significant No

Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

b)

® The development will not significantly obstruct scenic features including but not limited to ridge-
lines, stands of trees or other vegetation, geologic formations, historic, or scenic structures.

® The development is sited to avoid destruction of any distinctive physical characteristics with sig-
nificant scenic value.

® The development will avoid architectural features such as unusually long blank walls, unbroken
roof lines, and excessively steep roof pitches which would detract from the scenic characteristics
of the site.

= The scale of the project is consistent with the scale of existing development in the immediate vi-
cinity and within the Scenic Corridor.

® The bulk of the building(s) will not dominate views of the corridor.

® Building materials and colors will blend in and complement the rural “natural” hillside setting (i.e.
eatth tones, stucco, clay, stone, wood, etc.).

Policy 4.g-I-4 Require all development within or abutting Scenic Cortidors to be oriented away from the
Corridors, with limited driveway access.

Policy 4.g-1-5 New development within the Scenic Corridor will be subject to site and atchitectural re-
view (’S” zone Approval) by the Planning Commission. The review will include:

®  reviewing architectural design and site planning of all development;

®  requiring development that adjoins natural environments to use materials that help to blend
buildings into the surroundings; and

B requirine parking, storage, and other such areas to be screened-off from view by using trees and
q g p g 2¢c, Y g
shrubs.

Policy 4.g-I-6 Provide view turnouts, rest areas and picnic facilities at appropriate locations along Scenic
Corridors.

As discussed above, potential future development permitted under the proposed Project would involve
housing that would be subject to the gencral development standards within the City’s Municipal Code.
Accordingly, the proposed Project would not be expected to significantly alter scenic viewsheds in Resi-
dential and Mixed Use zones and overall impacts to scenic corridors and vistas within the city would be
less than significant. Implementation of the listed General Plan policies would further ensure that impacts
on scenic vistas would be /fess than significant.

The City of Milpitas is not adjacent to a designated State scenic highway and therefore wo impact would
occur.?

2 California Department of Transportadon website, Officially Designated State Scenic Highways, http://www.dot.ca.gov/

hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/, accessed October 6, 2014.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant less Than
Significant | With Mitigation | Significant No
Would the PrO]eCt fmpact Incorporated Impact Impact

&

)

As discussed in Section I.a above, potentlal housmg permitted as a result of the proposed Project would
be restricted to the existing built environment in areas were residential uses are currently permitted and
would be required to.comply with enumerated development standards set forth in the City’s Municipal
Code to ensure compatibility with adjoining land uses. Additionally, implementation of the General Plan
policies listed in Secton La would protect the existing visual character or quality of the city and its sur-
roundings. Accordingly, future development permitted under the proposed Project would result in a dess-
than-significant impact to visual character.

Substantial light and glare comes mainly from commercial areas, safety lighting, traffic on major arterials
and the freeway, and street lights. Future potential development permitted under the proposed Project
does not include any land use changes that would re-designate ateas from residential to commercial.
Light pollution in most of the city is restricted primarily to street lighting along major artetials streets and
to night-time fllumination of commercial buildings, shopping centers, and industrial buildings. Potential
housing permitted under the proposed Project would occur in already largely built-out areas whete street
and site lighting curtently exist. Similar to the discussions in Sections La and Lc above, potential future
development permitted under the proposed Project would be required to comply with enumerated gen-
eral development standards set forth in the City’s Municipal Code to ensure compatibility with adjoining
land uses. These factors contribute to a kw-than-significant impact with respect to light and glare.

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or

Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the ] “ 0 E

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural

user
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,

or a Williamson Act contract? - - J u
¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning

of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources

Code Section 12220{p)), tmberland (as defined by 3 [ ] B

Public Resources Code Section 4526), or timber-

land zoned Timberland Production {as defined by

Govermnment Code Section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 7 7 7 B

forest land to non-forest user
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
e} Involve other changes in the existing environment

which, due to their location or nature, could result

. . . O a O E

mn conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use

ot of conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

DISCUSSION:

a}

b)

Maps pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency
categorize land within the city as primarily Urban and Built-Up Land.? There are no agricultural lands
identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance within the Zoning
districts affected by the proposed Project. Potential future development permitted as a result of the pro-
posed Project would only occur within existing Residential and Mixed Use zoning designations. There-
fore, there would be n impact.

The California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act 2010 Status Report identifies land in Santa Clara
County that is cutrently under Williamson Act contract.* However, as discussed in response to Section
ILa, there is no agricultural land within the affected zoning districts, and, therefore, implementation of
the proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract. Consequently, there would be #o impact.

According to 2003 mapping data from the California Departiment of Forestty and Fire Protection, the
city does not contain any woodkand or forest land cover;® thus, the city does not conrain land zoned for
Timbetland Production and #e #mpact would occur.

For the reasons provided m response to Sections 1La through Ilc, there would be #o impact in relation to
the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use.

See Sections ILb, IL.c, and I1.d above.

1. AIR QUALITY
Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
X Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan? - = O m =

3 California Resources Agency, I'armland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Santa Clara County Tmportant Farmland 2010, -
fip:// ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dlep /IMMP /pdf/ regional / 2010/ bay_area_fmmp2010.pdf. accessed October 6, 2014.
4 California Deparrment of Conservation, 2010, California Land Conservation (Willlamson) Act 2010 Status Report, page 23,
http:/ /www.conservation.ca,gov/dlrp/lea/stats_reports/Documents/2010%20Williamson-%20Act%0205 tatus

%o20Report.pdf, accessed October 6, 2014,

3 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection Fire and Resource Assessment Program, Land Cover map,
http:/ / frap.cdf.ca.gov/wehdata/maps/ statewide/ fvegwhr13_map.pdf accessed October 6, 2014.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: ' Impact incorporated Impact Impact
b) Violaie any air quality standard or contribute sub-
stantially to an existing or projected air quality vio- a 0 | 4

lation?

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project area
is in non-attainment under applicable federal or al .|

State ambient air quality standards (including re- E =
leasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ) | a
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial | ) -

number of people?

DISCUSSION:

The City of Milpitas is within the San Franasco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB) which is under the jurisdiction
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). The SFBAAD is a nonattainment area for
ozone (Os) and fine inhalable particulate matter (PMzs) under the state and federal ambient air quality stand-
ards (AAQS) and coarse inhalable particulate matter {PMio) under the state AAQS. The ait basin is in attain-
ment for carbon monoexide {CO), nitrogen dioxide {NOy), and sulfur dioxide (SO,).6

a)

b)

An air quality plan describes air pollution control strategies to be tmplemented by a city, county, or tegion
classified as a nopattainment area. The main purpose of an air quality plan is to bring the area into com-
pliance with the requirements of federal and state air quality standards. A consistency determination plays
an important role in local agency project review by linking local planming and mndividual projects to the
BAAQMD 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan” Projects are consistent with BAAQMD’s 2010 Bay Area
Clean Air Plan if they are consistent with the existing land use plans used to forecast emissions. In gen-
eral, zoning changes, specific plans, general plan amendments and similar land use plan changes that do
not mcrease dwelling unit density, vehicle trps, or increase vehicle miles taveled (VMT) are deemed to
be consistent with the BAAQMD 2010 Bay Area Clean Air Plan.

The propeosed Project presents housing goals duIing' the 2015-2023 planning period as well as policies
and programs to suppott these goals that would enable the City to meet its 2014-2022 RHNA. Because
the housing assessment in the RHNA 1s determined by the ABAG, the proposed Project would accom-
modate increases in population based on ABAG’s demographic projections. The Project would be con-
sistenit with the Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan because it is based on demographic projections for the
City, which form the basis of the regional emissions inventories for the SFBAAB. Therefore, the pro-
posed Project would not conflict with BAAQMIY's 2010 Clean Air Plan and there would be #o impacr.

Development faalitated by the Housing Element program has the potential to result in criteria air polly-

¢ California Air Resources Board. 2014a, Junc. Arca Designations: Activities and Maps.

http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/adm htm.

" Bay Arca Air Quality Management District (BAAQMI), 2012. Bay Area 2010 Clean Air Plan.

http:/ /wwrw. baagmd.gov/ Divisions/Planning-and-Research/Plans /Clean-Air-Plans.aspx.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

d)

tant emissions during construction and operational phases.

Construction Impacts

Air pollution emissions associated with the Project could occur over the shott-term for demolition, site
preparation, and construction activities. Air quality impacts may occur during the site preparation and
construction activities of individual projects as anticipated under the 2007-2014 Housing Element. Major
sources of emissions during this phase include exhaust emissions generated during demolition of an exist-
ing structure, site preparation, and subsequent structure erection, and fugitive dust generated as a result
of soil disturbances. The proposed Project would result in changes at the policy level and does not in-
clude specific development proposals.

The proposed Project would result in changes at the policy level and does not include specific develop-
ment proposals. The Housing Flement establishes programs for facilitating housing development pursu-
ant to adopted land use plans. Thus, the proposed Project would not directly result in any construction-
related criteria air pollutant emissions. Potential future development under the proposed Project would
be required to comply with BAAQMD standards including the Basic Construction Measures for reducing
dust and exhaust from construction. Therefore, construction-related impacts to any air quality standard
due to the proposed Project would result in a fess-than-significant impact.

Operational Impacts

Development facilitated by the Housing Element program has the potential to result in ctiteria air pollu-
tant emissions due to new vehicle trips, use of equipment, and natural gas generation from the long-term
operation of the potential additional units. The proposed Project does not include specific development
proposals and would result in overall consistency between the City’s General Plan land use designations
and zoning and its Housing Flement. Thus, the proposed Project would not directly result in any criteria
air pollutant emissions. However, any future developments would be subject to review on a project-by-
project basts. Therefore, operational phase-related impacts due to the proposed Project would result in a
dess-than-significant impact.

The SFBAAB is a nonattainment area for O3, PMas, and PMio.® New development would generate pollu-
tant emissions due to new vehicle trips, use of equipment, and off-site powes and natural gas generation.
Future projects would be subject to CEQA review and would determine whether emissions would be in
excess of State or federal AAQS. Additionally, any new development would be required to comply with
BAAQMD regulations to mitigate or prevent the generation of criteria pollutant emissions. The pro-
posed Project would result in changes at the policy level and does not include specific development pro-
posals. Thus, the proposed Project would not directly result in any ctitetia ait pollutant emissions. There-
fore, impacts to air quality from implementation of the proposed Project would be s than significant.

Localized Construction Emissions

Sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the housing opportunity sites could be affected by demolition and
construction. The potential construction of additional housing units could lead to fugitive emissions and
toxic ait contaminants {TACs) affecting adjacent sensitive land uses. The proposed Project would result

¥ Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2013. Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status. April,

http:/ /hank.baagmd.gov/pln/air_quality/ambient_air_quality.htm. Access [amuary 2014.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

in changes at the policy level and does not include specific development proposals. Thus, the proposed
Project would not directly result in any construction-telated criteria air pollutant emissions. Air quality
analyses would be completed on a site-specific basis to determine whether emissions from proposed de-
velopment would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations during construction.
The impacts of localized construction emissions due to the proposed Project would tesult in a /ess-than-
siguificant impact.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

With the turnover of older vehicles, introduction of cleaner fuels, and implementation of control tech-
nology, the SFBAAB is in attainment of the California and National AAQS, and carbon monoxide (CO)
concentrations in the SFBAAB have steadily declined. Because CO Concentrations have improved, inter-
section volumes during the peak hour in the SFBAAB would not typically reach the level required to re-
sult in a CO hotspot.? No impact would occur.

Community Risk and Hazards

TAC sources within the City of Milpitas include stationary soutces permitted by BAAQMD, railroads,
roadways with more than 10,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT), and highways or freeways. Station-
ary sources in Milpitas were identified using BAAQMD’s Stationaty Source Screening Analysis Tool.
Thete are approximately 164 potential stationary sources in the city. Of these soutces, approximately 23
are gas stations, 11 are emergency diesel generators, 11 are auto body repair and refinishing facilities, six
are dry cleaners, and 113 are miscellaneous sources (e.g. industrial uses, technology companies, printing
shops, etc.).

The Southern Pacific Railroad and high-volume roadways with over 10,000 vehicles per day were also
identified. High volume roadways were identified within 1,000 feet of the sites including Interstate 680,
Interstate 880, California State Route 237, Montague Expressway, South Abel Street, East Calaveras
Boulevard, Great Mall Parkway, Jacklin Road, and East Capitol Avenue. The proposed Project would re-
sult in changes at the policy level and does not include specific development proposals. Potential future
development under the proposed Project would be requited to comply with the latest State Office of En-
vironmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and BAAQMD guidance including prepating more
refined analysis ot site-specific health risk assessment (HRA) for new sensitive sources that are sited with-
in 1,000 feet of major sources of TACs. Accordingly, impacts would be fss than significant.

Land uses that are sources of objectionable odors that may affect substantial numbers of people include
wastewater treatment facilities, landfills, refineries, chemical manufacturing facilities, feed lots, and dairies.
The proposed Project would not directly create objectionable odors and would not result in an impact. Tt
is unlikely that any future residential development proposed would create objectionable odors. In addi-
tion, BAAQMD controls emissions of odorous substances through implementation of BAAQMD Regu-
lation 7, Odorous Substances, which places general limitations on odorous substances and specific emis-
sion limitations on certain odorous compounds. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project
would not create odors and ze #zpact would occur.

% Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), 2010 (Revised 2011). California Environmental Quality Act Air

Quality Guidelines.

Page 17




City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project Initial Study

Iv. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or
through habitat modifications, on any species iden-
tified as a candidate, sensttive, or special status spe- I |
cies 1n local or regional plans, policies, or regula-
tions, or by the Califernia Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any tiparian
habitat or other sensitive natural community identi-
fied in local or regional plans, policies, regulations 1 ) 0 B
ot by the California Department of Fish and Game
ot US Fish and Wildlife Servicer

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally pro-
tected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, ot other
means? '

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any

native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species

or with established native resident or migratory ] ) ™ E

- wildlife cortidors, of impede the use of native wild-
life nursery sites?

¢) Conflict with any local polices or ordinances pro-
tecting biological resources, such as a tree preserva- ) a B m]
tion policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conserva-
] . a
uon Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat consetvation plan?

DISCUSSION:

a) Special status plants include those listed as “Endangered,” “Threatened,” or “Candidate for Listing” by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW); the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service {UUSFWS),
that are included in the California Rare Plant Rank, or that are considered special-status in local or re-
gional plans, policies, or regulations. Special status animals include those listed as “Endangered,”
“Threatened,” or “Candidate for Listing” by the CDFW or the UST'WS, that ate designated as “Watch
List,” “Species of Special Concern,” or “Fully Protected” by the CIDFW, ot that are considered “Birds
of Conservation Concern” by the USFWS. There are occurrences of plant and animal species with spe-
ctal-status within the city limits.!

10 Milpitas Genesal Plan, Chapter 4, Open Space and Environmental Conservation Llement, Table 4-3 Species with Special
Status and "l'able 4-4 Special California Department of Fish and Games Designation, Table 4-5 Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants for Miipitas and Calaveras Reservoir Quads, page 4-8 and 4-9.
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Potential future development permitted under the proposed Project would not increase development
potential, but rather would allow for residential housing in the City’s Residential and Mixed Use Zoning
designations. Potential impacts from construction of housing would most likely be related to the re-
moval of trees and other vegetation in these habitats during the nesting season of the migratory birds
found in Milpitas.

The following General Plan policies protect special-status species associated with potential future de-
velopment.

Policy 4.b-I-2 Preserve remaining stands of trees.

Policy 4.b-1-4 Require a biological assessment of any project site where sensitive species are present, or
where habitats that support known sensitive species are present.

Policy 4.d-P-4 Where consistent with other policies, preserve, create, or restore tiparian cortidots and
wetlands. Where possible, set back development from these areas sufficiently to maximize habitat val-
ues.

Policy 4.b-1-5 Utilize sensitive species information acquired through biclogical assessments, project
land use, planning and design.

Implementation of these General Plan policies as well as compliance with Municipal Code Chapters 2,
Tree Maintenance and Protection, federal and State laws, including but not limited to, the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, Clean Water Act, Federal and California Endangered Species Acts, and California Na-
tive Plant Protection Act would ensure impacts to special-status species associated with potential future
development would be lss than significant.

b), ¢) As previously discussed the zoning designations affected through implementing the proposed Project

include Residential and Mixed Use zones. While thete is tipatian habitat (Le. Coyote Creek, Calaveras
Reservoit, Sandy Wool Lake) in the city limits and surrounding areas, as shown on the City’s October
2012 Zoning Map and General Plan Land Use Map, these areas are not within the affected Zoning Dis-
tricts under the proposed Project.

Furthermore, wetlands and other waters protected under the federal Clean Water Act and the State’s
Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act ate under the jurisdiction of the US Army Corps of Engi-
neers and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. Federal and State regulations
require avoidance of impacts to the extent feasible, and compensation for unavoidable losses of juris-
dictional wetlands and waters. Compliance with the General Plan policies desctibed in Section IV.a
above would ensure #o impact would occur to riparian and wetland habitats as a result of potential future
development under the proposed Project..

As discussed in Sections IV.b and IV.c, zoning districts affected by the proposed Project are not locat-
ed on wildlife dispersal routes such as tipatian corridors, and potential future development associated
with special needs would not be expected to contribute to habitat fragmentation which would interfere
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Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact incorporated Impact Impact

d)

with wildlife migration. Therefore, o impact to wildlife movement corridors would occur.

Chapter 2 of the City’s Municipal Code is known as the “IT'ree Maintenance and Protection Ordinance
of the City of Milpitas™ to preserve, when feasible, all trees and plantings on City propetty, and all pro-
tected plantings of significant size, age, and/or benefit to the community at large. If potential future de-
velopment under the proposed Project were to impact an approved tree, it would be required to comply
with the City’s Tree Maintenance and Protection Ordinance before any tree could be removed. Tree
removal permits would be secured before any qualifying tree removal action occutred. Potential future
housing development permitted under the proposed Project would have to comply with this City ordi-
nance. With adherence to the General Plan policies described in Section IV.a and this ordinance, no
conflicts are anticipated, and impacts would be considered /s than significant.

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans within the city limits,
therefore implementation of the proposed Project will not conflict with any. Consequently, there would
be #o impact.

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of a historical resoutce as defined in Section a 0 0 [ |
15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of an archaeological resource putsuant to O 1 0 |
Section 15064.57
¢) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontolog- 0 3
ical resource or site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those in- a
terred outside of formal cemeteries?

DISCUSSION:

a)-d) As described in the City’s General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element, there are 15 sites offi-

cially designated and locally registered as Milpitas Cultural Resources. Cultural resources and historic dis-
tricts are designated by the City Council on the advice of the Parks, Recreation, and Cultural Resources
Commission. Procedures to identify and designate historical and cultural resources and to guide their
preservation are outlined in the City’s Municipal Code Chapter, Cultural Resources Preservation Pro-
gram.’ In addition, Cultural resources are protected by federal and State regulations and standards, in-
cluding, but not limited to the National Historic Presetrvation Act, the California Public Resources Code,
and CEQA. Given the largely built-out nature of Milpitas, the possibility is low that undiscovered ar-
cheological and unique paleontological resources or human remains may be found in the course of con-
struction activities under the proposed Project. Any future development that would occur under the

11 City of Milpitas General Plan, Chapter 4, Open Space and Conservation Element, page 4-17.
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proposed Project would be required to comply with the City’s Municipal Code and State and federal
regulations. For example, future potential development carried out under the proposed Project would be
obligated to cease construction ot other activities, and repott any discovery of potentially significant re-
sources in compliance with State law (Section 7050.5 of the Flealth and Safety Code and Section 5097.94
of the Public Resources Code). Compliance with the City’s Municipal Code as well as federal and State
laws, would ensure #e impast would occur to cultural resources associated with potential future develop-

ment under the proposed Project.

VI

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

)

Expose people or structures to potential substan-
tial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury
ot death involving:

1} Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as deline-
ated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Harth-
quake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other sub-
stantial evidence of a known fault?

i) Strong seismic ground shaking?

11} Seismic-related ground faiture, including lique-
faction?

1v) Landslides, mudslides or othet similar hazards?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top-
soil?

<)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unsta-
ble, or that would become unstable as a result of
the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction
ot collapse?

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Section
1803.5.3 of the California Building Code (2010,
cteating substantial risks to life or property.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water dis-
posal systems where sewers are not available for
the disposal of wastewater?

DISCUSSION:

3)

i-1v) As described mn Chapter 5, Seismic and Safety Element of the City’s General Plan and shown on
General Plan Figure 5-2, Seismic and Geotechnical Evaluation Requirements, shows the state-defined
Special Studies Zone for Milpitas that traverses the center of the city in a north-south direction. Portions
of the Zoning Districts affected by the proposed Project (i.e. Residential and Mixed Use). Figure 5-2 also
identifies the requirements for undertaking studies prior to development in areas with potential geotech-
nical hazards such as liquefaction and landslides. Title 11, Building Regulations of the Municipal Code, in-
cludes the standards for building in Milpitas. The City has formally adopted the 2010 Edition of the Cali-
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Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

b)

fornia Building Code, Volumes 1 and 2, California Building Standards Code, known as the California
Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, in Chapter 3, Building Code, Section I1-3-1.01. Potential future de-
velopment would be subject to these standards that would minimize the potential risk of ground shaking,
ground failure, liquefaction, landslides mudslides, or similar hazards posed to people or structures. In ad-
dition, the following General Plan policies would apply to future development in Milpitas:

Policy 5.a-1-1 Require all projects within the AIQUist—Priolo Special Studies Zone to have geologic inves-
tigations performed to determine the locations of active fault traces before structures for human occu-
pancy are buitt.

Policy 5.a-I-2 Require applications of all projects in the Hillside Area and the Special Studies Zone to
be accompanied by geotechnical reports ensuring safety from seismic and geologic hazards.

Policy 5.a-I-3 Require projects to comply with the guidelines prescribed in the City's Geotechnical Hagards

Ervaluation manual.

Compliance with existing federal, State, and local regulations and the policies listed above would ensure
that the impacts associated with seismic hazards are minimized to the maximum extent practicable. Con-
sequently, overall, associated selstic hazards impacts would be fess than significant.

Substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil duting construction could undermine structures and minor
slopes, and this could be a concern future development in the city. However, compliance with existing
regulatory requirements, such as implementation of erosion control measures as specified in Municipal
Code Title II, Chapter 13, Section II-13-10, Etosion Control, includes requitements for control of ero-
sion and sedimentation during grading and construction. Compliance with this Section would reduce im-
pacts from erosion and the loss of topsoil. Therefore, through adherence to existing tegulatory require-
ments impacts associated with substantial erosion and loss of topsoil during potential future development
under the proposed Project would be /sy #han significant.

¢}, d) Unstable geologtc units and expansive soils are known to be present within city and mapped in General

Plan Figure 5-1, Geotechnical Hazards, of the Seismic and Safety Element. "This map shows that no por-
tions of the Zoning Districts affected by the proposed Project are identified as having unstable soils. If
unstable soils were identified in the future, compliance with General Plan Policy 5.a-1-3, which requires
projects to comply with the guidelines prescribed in the City’s Geotechnical Hazards Evaluation manual,
would reduce the potential impacts to future development from an unstable geclogic unit ot soil to a Jss-
than-significant level.

Potential future development under the proposed Project will only affect zones in the existing urbanized
environment in areas were residential uses are currently permitted. Connection to the sewer system is
available i these areas; therefore, o inpact regarding the capacity of the soil in the atea to accommodate
septic tanks or alternate wastewater disposal systems would occur.
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VIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

)

Generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant a a0 [ | a

impact on the environment?

b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regula-
tion of an agency adopted for the purpose of re- a 0 7] ]
ducing GHGs?

DISCUSSION:

2)

b)

The proposed Project would result in changes at the policy level and does not include specific develop-
ment proposals. Implementation of the proposed Project would result in consistency between the City’s
Housing Flement and General Plan land use and zoning designations. The Housing Element establishes
programs for facilitating housing development pursuant to adopted land use plans. Development facili-
tated by the Housing Flement program has the potential to result in GHG emissions due to new vehicle
trips, use of stationary equipment, natural gas use, and indirect emissions from use of electricity, water
demand and wastewater treatment, and solid waste disposal. Any future developments would be subject
to measures within City’s Climate Action Plan in addition to statewide measures to reduce GHG emis-
stons. GHG emissions due to the proposed Project would be fss than significant.

The City of Milpitas has adopted a Climate Action Plan which identifies strategies to reduce energy, water
use, and other measures that also reduce GHG emissions. Other applicable plans adopted for the pur-
pose of reducing GHG emissions include CARB’s Scoping Plan and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s (MTC’s) and ABAG’s Plan Bay Area. A consistency analysis with these plans is presented
below.

CARB Scoping Plan

In accordance with AB 32, CARB developed the Scoping Plan to outline the state’s strategy to achieve
1990 level emissions by year 2020. T'o estimate the reductions necessaty, CARB projected statewide 2020
Business as Usual (BAU) GHG emussions and identified that the state as a whole would be tequired to
reduce GHG emissions by 28.5 percent from year 2020 business as usual (BAU) to achieve the targets of
AB 32.12 Since the release of the 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB has updated the 2020 GHG BAU forecast to
reflect GHG emissions in light of the economic downturn and measures not previously considered in the
2008 Scoping Plan baseline inventory. The revised BAU 2020 forecast shows that the state would have to
reduce GHG emissions by 21.6 percent from BAU without “Pavley” and the 33 percent Renewable Port-
folio Strategy (RPS), or 15.7 percent from the adjusted baseline (Le. with Pavley — regulations that reduce
GHG emissions in new passenger vehicles — and 33 percent RPS).13

Since adoption of the 2008 Scoping Plan, State agencies have adopted programs identified in the plan,
and the legislature has passed additional legislation to achieve the GHG reduction targets. Statewide
strategies to reduce GHG emissions include the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, California Appliance Energy
Efficiency regulations, California Building Standards (ie. CALGreen and the 2013 Building and Energy
Efficiency Standards), 33 percent RPS, and changes in the corporate average fuel economy standards (e.g.

12 California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2008, October. Climate Change Proposed Scoping Plan, a Framework for Change.
13 California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2012. Status of Scoping Plan Recommended Measures.

http:/ /www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan /status_of_scoping_plan_measures.pdf
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Pavley I and California Advanced Clean Cars [Pavley II]). The proposed Project would not obstruct im-
plementation of the CARB Scoping Plan. Additionally, as discussed below, the City has adopted a Cli-
mate Action Plan that would support the statewide measures to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the
impact is fess than significant,

MTC and ABAG Plan Bay Area

Plan Bay Area is a regional growth management strategy that targets per capita GHG reduction from
passenger vehicles and light duty trucks in the Bay Area region.™* Plan Bay Area incorporates local land
use projections and circulation networks in General Plans of cities and counties. The projected regional
development pattern, including location of land uses and residential densities included in local General
Plans, when integrated with the proposed regional transportation netwotk identified in Plan Bay Area,
would reduce per capita vehicular travel-related GHG emissions and achieve the subregional GHG re-
duction per capita targets for the ABAG region. The proposed Project would enable the City to meet its
2014-2022 RHNA. As the housing assessment i the RHNA 15 determined by ABAG, the proposed Pro-
ject would accommodate increases in population based on ABAG™s demographic projections. The Pro-
ject would be consistent with Plan Bay Area because it is based on demographic projections for the City
that form the basis of the Plan Bay Area. Therefore, the impact would be s than significant.

City of Milpitas Climate Action Plan

The City of Milpitas adopted its Climate Action Plan (CAP) in May 2013.'5 It implements goals and
measutres that would assure compliance with the GHG reduction strategies identified by CARB in the
2008 Scoping Plan. The following measures and associated actions from the CAP are applicable to future
residential development constructed in accordance with the Housing Flement:

® Measure 1.5 — Urban Cooling. Achieve uthan cooling through voluntary and mandatory standards
for new development and additions.

© Action E. Reduce heat gain from surface parking lots in new development for a minimum
of 50 percent of the site’s hardscape. Develop standards to provide shade from the existing
tree canopy ot from approptiately selected new trees that complement site characteristics
and maximize drought tolerance. Where feasible, use open-grid pavement systems (at least
50 percent petvious, which would also satisfy the stormwater Low Impact Development re-
quirement.

® Measure 1.0 — Smart Grid Integration. Phase in requirements for the use of smatt-grid integrated
apphances and energy monitors in all new development by 2018, as such appliance become com-

metcial avalable and cconomically feasible.

¢ Action A. Adopt new development standards to encourage the integration of smart-grid ap-

¥ Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). 2013, July 18. Plan

Bay Arca: Strategy for a Sustainable Region.

15 City of Milpitas. 2013, May. City of Milpitas Climate Action Plan and Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

https:/ /www.cl.milpitas.ca.gov/_pdis/Climate_ActionPlan.pdf.
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phiances.

® Measure 2.1 — Energy Efficiency in New Development. Encourage new development and remod-
els to exceed the minimum building standards for energy efficiency and continue implementation
of the adopted Green Building Ordinance.

® Action A. Incentivize new development to exceed minimum building standards through

permit fee reductions.

¢  Action C. Continue to require new multi-family buildings to complete a LEED or Green
Point Rated checklist [Milpitas Municipal Code (MMC) 11-20-3.01(2)]-

® Measure 3.1 — Renewable Energy in New Development. Adopt new standards to require renewa-
ble enerpy in new development and encourage renewable energy facilities through the disctetion-
ary process.

¢  Action B. Require all new single-family and multi-famuly restdential development to comply
with the Homebuyer Solar Option, either to provide prewining for photovoltaic roof sys-
tems of to provide an in-lieu fee for off-site solar facilities, building on current standards of
the Transit Area Specific Plan.

® Measure 5.1 — Increased Densities.

¢ Action A. Require new development to include two or more uses per building if located
along identifted corridots of in a specific plan area.

¢ Action B. Ensure pedestrian accessibility for all new development.

¢ Action C. When new streets are necessary, offset with a new pedesttian-only area.

" Measure 12.1 — Lawn and Garden Equipment.

¢ Action C. Require new buildings to provide accessible extetior electrical outlets to charge

electric-powered lawn and garden equipment

® Measure 12.2 — Construction Best Management Practices,

¢ Action A. The City will encourage new development to comply with applicable BAAQMD
best management practices that reduce GHGs, mcluding use of alternative-fueled vehicles
and equipment, use of local recycled materials, and recycling of construction or demaolition
materials

The following Policy and Implementation Programs in the Housing Element are consistent with the
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City’s CAP, including Measure 2.1 Action C and Measure 5.1 Action A:
Policy F.1Promote energy cfficiency in new and existing residential development.

® Program F.1.2: The City will continue to promote use of passive solar devices and promote ener-
gy audits of existing homes.

= Program H.1.3: Milpitas will continue to implement the City’s Green Building Ordinance.

® Program F.1.4: The City will continue to encowrage the incorporation of energy- and water-saving
principles in the design and planning of new residential developments, imncluding features such as
solar orlentation and the use of recycled water.

® Program F.1.5: The City will continue to encourage mixed-use and transit-ctented development
at transit nodes.

= Program F.1.6: In accordance with the Green Building Policy Resolution adopted in February
2008, the City will continue ta require that planning applications for new buildings inclide a com-
pleted LEED checidist.

The City’s CAP includes a development checklist (Appendix C of the CAP) for new development to en-
sure projects are consistent with the measures and actions in the CAP. The development checklist in-
cludes a list of mandatory measures and recommended medsures as follows:

Required Measures

= New developments shall reduce heat gain from surface parking lots in new development for a
minimum of 50 percent of the site’s hardscape. Where feasible, new development shall use open-
grid pavement systems (at least 50 percent pervious), which would also satisfy the stormwater
Low Impact Development requirement.

* New developments shall comply with the Homebuyer Sclar Option, either to provide prewiting
for photovoltaic roof systems or to provide an in-leu fee for off-site solar facilities, building on
current standards of the Transit Area Specific Plan.

¥ New development shall ensure pedesttian accessibility.
® When new streets are necessary, new development shall offset with a new pedesttian-only area.

= New developments shall provide accessible exterfor electrical outlets to charge electric-powered
lawn and garden equipment.

Recommended Measures

* New development shall consider constructing residential units that exceed minimum building
standards.

¥ New development construction post-2018 shall consider integration of smart-gxid appliances.
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® New developments shall consider implementing applicable BAAQMD best management practices
that reduce GHGs, including measures to encourage use of alternative-fueled vehicles and equip-
ment, use of local recycled materials in building construction, and increasing recycling of con-
struction or demolition materials to achieve a 75 percent diversion rate.
Furure residential development in accordance with the Housing Element would be required to complete the

development checklist and include and implement GHG emissions reduction measures identified in the City
of Milpitas CAP.

Implementation of the proposed Project would not change land use designations and would not increase de-
velopment potential in Milpitas beyond what was previously considered. Consequently, implementation of
the proposed Project would result in a ss-than-significant impact related to contributing to GHG emissions
that could have a significant effect on the environment and conflicting with an applicable plan adopted for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

VHI. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: impact Incorporated Impact impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the en-
vironment through the routine transport, use or 0 a - E 0

disposal of hazardous materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the en-
vironment through reasonably foreseeable upset O 1
and accident conditions involving the release of
hazardous matetials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous matemals, substances or waste 0 r
within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed
school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, m) a a B
create a significant hazard to the public or the envi-
ronment?

e) For a project located within an airport land use
plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within two miles of a public airport of public use O M O B
atrport, would the project result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project arear

f) For a project within the vianity of a private air-
strip, would the project result in 2 safety hazard for a 0 | [ ]
people residing or working in the project atea?
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g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or O m] 0 [
emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, in-
cluding where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 0 m) E a
areas or where restidences are intermixed with
wildlands?
DISCUSSION:

a) State-level agencies, in conjunction with the United Stage Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
and Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulate removal, abatement, and transport
procedures for asbestos-containing materials. Ashestos-contaiming materials (“ACM™) are materials that
contain asbestos, 2 naturally-occurring fihrous mineral that has been mined for its useful thermal proper-
ties and tensile strength. Releases of asbestos from industrial, demolition, or construction activities are
prohibited by these regulations and medical evaluation and monitoring is required for employees pet-
forming activities that could expose them to asbestos. Additionally, the regulations include warnings that
must be heeded and practices that must be followed to reduce the risk for asbestos emissions and expo-
sute. Finally, federal, State, and local agencies must be notified prior to the onset of demolition or con-
struction activities with the potential to release asbestos.

Lead-based paint (“LBP”), which can result in lead poisoning when consumed or inhaled, was widely
used in the past to coat and decorate buildings. Lead poisoning can cause anemia and damage to the
brain and nervous system, particularly in children. Like ACM, LBP generally does not pose a health risk
to building occupants when left undisturbed; however, detetioration, damage, or distutbance will result in
hazardous exposure. In 1978, the use of LBP was federally banned by the Consumer Product Safety
Commssion. Therefore, only buildings built before 1978 ate presumed to contain LBP, as well as build-
ings butlt shortly thereafter, as the phase-out of LBP was gradual.

The USEPA prohibited the use of Polychlotinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in the majority new electrical
equipment starting in 1979, and inittated a phase-out for much of the existing PCB-containing equip-
ment. The inclusion of PCBs in electrical equipment and the handling of those PCBs are regulated by the
provisions of the Toxic Substances Control Act, 15 USC Section 2601 et seq. (TSCA). Relevaat regula-
tions include labeling and periodic inspection requirements for certain types of PCB-containing equip-
ment and outline highly specific safety procedures for their disposal. The State of California likewise
tegulates PCB-laden electrical equipment and materials contaminated above a certain threshold as haz-
ardous waste; these regulations require that such materials be treated, transported, and disposed accord-
ingly. At lower concentrations for non-liquids, regional water quality control boards may exercise discre-
tion over the classification of such wastes.

The California Division of QOccupational Safety and Health’s {Cal OSHA) Lead in Construction Standard
1s contained in Title 8, Section 1532.1 of the California Code of Regulations. The regulations address all
of the following areas: permissible exposure limits (PELs); exposure assessment; compliance methods;
respiratory protection; protective clothing and equipment; housekeeping; medical surveillance; medical
removal protection (MRP); employee information, training, and certification; signage; record keeping;
monitoring; and agency notification.
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b)

d

In the event of a hazardous material emergency several agencies are responsible for timely response, de-
pending on the extent, and type of the incident. The Santa Clara County Hazardous Materials Response
Team is composed of representatives of the Santa Clara County Fite Depattment, California Department
of Porestry, and member cities and responds to large-scale, emergency hazardous material incidents with-
in the city. The Milpitas Fire Department is responsible for non-emergency hazardous matetials reports
within the city. If and when these non-emergency incidents become a threat to groundwater supplies, the
Regional Water Quality Control Board takes control of the case. The Milpitas Fire Department also mon-
itors above ground and underground storage tanks and combustible and flammable liquids for leaks and

spills.

Potentially hazardous building materials (i.e. ACM, lead-based paint, PCBs, mercury) may be encountered
during the demolition of existing structures. The removal of these materials (if present) by contractors li-
censed to remove and handle these matetials in accordance with existing federal, State, and local regula-
tions would insure that risks associates with the transport, storage, use, and disposal of such materials
would be less than significant.

Common cleaming substances, building maintenance products, paints and solvents, and similar items
would likely be stored, and used, at the future residential developments that could occur under the pro-
posed Project. These potentially hazardous materials, however, would not be of a type ot occur in suffi-
clent quantities to pose a significant hazard to public health and safety or the environment. Consequently,
associated impacts from implementation of the proposed Project would be fess than significant.,

As described in Section VIILa above, the storage and use of common cleaning substances, building
maintenance products, paints and solvents in the potential development planned for under the proposed
Project could likely occur; however, these potentially hazardous substances would not be of a type or oc-
cur in sufficient quantities on-site to pose a significant hazard to public health and safety or the environ-
ment. Consequently, overall, associated hazardous materials impacts would be Jess thaw significant.

While the Marshall Pomeroy and Pearl Zanker Elementary Schocls, Thomas Russell Middle School, and
Milpitas High School are within %:-mile of a zone affected by the proposed Project, the proposed Project
merely allows for new residential uses in Residential and Mixed Use zones. As such there would be no in-
crease in the risk of hazardous emissions as discussed above in Sections VIILa and VIILb above. As a re-
sult impacts to schools would be a /s than significant.

There are no Department of Toxic Substance Control sites within the city included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5.15 Therefore, no impact would re-
sult.

e), f) The nearest public use airport to the city is the Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport, locat-

ed in San José, California approximately 2 miles southwest of the city. The Comprehensive Land Use

16 Diepartment of Toxic Substances Control, http:/ /www.enviroster.dtsc.ca.gov/ public, accessed October 15, 2014,
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g

Plan for this airport indicates that portions of the city fall within the noise restriction area, height re-
striction area, and safety restriction areas of the Airport Influence Area.'” The two closest private air facil-
ities to Milpitas are the Flea Port Heliport the City of San Jose and McCandless Towers Heliport in the
City of Santa Clara. However, neither of these facilities is considered in close proximity to the city. None-
theless, potential future development under the proposed Project would involve housing within the exist-
ing built environment in areas where residential uses are curtently permitted and would not negatively af-
fect operation of an airport trough resulting height, light interference, or land use incompatibility. There-
fore, no impact would occur.

The City participates in the ABAG Local Hazards Plan and adopted the 2005 City of Milpitas Emergency
Plan.’® The City maintains the Emergency Plan to deal with natural ot man-made disasters. The objec-
tives of the Emergency Plan are to prepare for and facilitate coordinated and effective responses to
emergencies within the city and to provide assistance to other jutisdictions as needed. The Emetgency
Plan specifies actions for the coordination of operations, management and resources, and responsibilities
of the different departments and governmental agencies during emetgency events. Evacuation routes are
to be determined as appropriate depending on the nature of the emergency.’ Future potential develop-
ment associated with the proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere
with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The type of anticipated devel-
opment associated with housing would primarily be restricted to the existing urbanized environment in
areas where residential uses are currently permitted; therefore, it would not impair implementation of or
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan ot emergency evacuation plan. Conse-
quently, o impact would occur.

The California Department of Forestry and Fite Hazard Protection (CAL FIRE) is responsible for the
identification of very high fire hazard severity zones and transmission of these maps to local government
agencies. According to maps prepated by CAT FIRE’s, the entire city is categorized as 2 Non-Very High
Fite Hazard Severity Zone under both Local Responsibility Area and State or Federal Responsibility Ar-
ea.? Additionally, as discussed in Section VIILg above, potential future development under the proposed
Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan. The type of housing associated with the proposed Project would oc-
cur within the highly urbanized areas of Milpitas and would not be surrounded by woodlands or vegeta-
tion that would provide fuel load for wildfires. Because the city is not designated as having high, very
high, or extreme fire threat, as determined by CAL FIRE’s Wildlife Urban Interface Fire Threat data, and
any potential future development would be constructed pursuant to the standards set forth in Chapter 3,
Building Code, Section 11-3-1.01 for the City’s Municipal Code, the California Fire Code and the Milpitas
Fire Department Code, impacts would be /ess #han significant.

7 Comprehensive Land Use Plan, Santa Clara County, Norman Y. Mineta San José International Airport, adopted May 25,

2011.

18 City of Milpitas http://www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/mitigation /Milpitas-Annex.pdf accessed October 15, 2014.
12 City of Milpitas General Plan, Chapter 5, Seismic and Safety Lillement, pages 5-12 and 5-13.
™ Cal Fire http://frap.cdf.ca.gov/webdata/maps/santa_clara/fthszl_map.43.pdf accessed October 15, 2014
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Violate any water quality standards or waste dis-
charge requirements?

0

a

b)

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or inter-
fere substantially with groundwater recharge such
that thete would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a significant lowering of the local groundwater
table level?

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, in a manner which
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-
or off-site?

d)

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of
the site or area, including through the alteration of
the course of a stream or river, or substantially in-
crease the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or off-
site?

Create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm-
water drainage systems?

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area
as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard
delineation map?

h)

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures
which would impede or redirect flood flows?

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving flooding, including
flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

0

0

a

)

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

O

O

o

DISCUSSION:
The development of new and additional housing elements could result in impacts to water quality during
construction with the clearing and grading of sites resulting in the release of sediments, oil and grease,
and other chemicals to receiving water bodies. With post-construction increases in impervious surfaces,

a)

there is a greater potential for urban runoff from roadways, parking lots, rooftops, and landscaped areas
to impact water quality. However, neatly all of the housing sites are in already built out areas of the city,
including the Midtown Specific Plan and Transit Area Specific Plan areas. Therefore, new development
will occur in areas already covered with impervious surfaces.

During construction, new housing projects will be required to comply with the NPDES General Con-
struction Permit (GCP) as well as prepate a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) if onc or
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more acres of land will be disturbed. The GCP requires the incorporation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to control sedimentation, erosion, and contaminated runoff duting construction. In addition, all
projects must submit an erosion control plan to the City of Milpitas prior to the issuance of grading per-
mits, in accordance with the City’s Municipal Code.®!

Water quality in stormwater runoff is regulated locally by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program (SCVURPPP). Milpitas is one of thirteen cities and towns in the Santa Clara Valley,
along with Santa Clara County and the Santa Clara Valley Water District, that formed the SCVURPPP to
regulate, maonitor, and impirove Santa Clara Valley water quality and implement the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimmation System (NPDES) Municipal Regional Storm Water Permit (MRP) for the area. All
new development projects that ceeate or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface must
incorporate site design, source control, and treatment measures to the maximum extent practicable. Also,
the City of Milpitas requires new development or redevelopment projects to submit a Stormwater Man-
agement Plan and Stormwater Control Operation and Maintenance Plan, in accordance with the
SCVURPPP C.3 Stormwater Handbook, and incorporate low impact development (LID) measures in ac-
cordance with Chapter 16 of the Municipal Code.2

Additionally, the following General Plan policies identified in Chapter 4, Open Space and Conservation
Element protect water quality in Milpitas:

Policy 4.d-P-1 Implement a comprehensive municipal stormwater pollution-prevention program in
compliance with requirements of the Water Board’s stormwater NPDES permit.

Policy 4.d-P-3 Work cooperatively with other cities, towns, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District to
comply with regulations, reduce pollutants in runoff, and protect and enhance water tesources in the San-
ta Clara Basin.

Policy 4.d-P-4 Where consistent with other policies, preserve, create, ot restore riparian corridors and
wetlands. Where possible, set back development from these areas sufficiently to maximize habitat values.

Policy 4.d-P-5 Where feasible, conform developments to natural landforms, avoid excessive grading and
disturbance of vegetation and soils, retain native vegetation and significant trees, and maintain natural
dramnage patterns.

Policy 4.d-P-6 Where possible, avoid new outfalls to natural or earthen channels.
Policy 4.d-P-7 Applicable projects shall minimize directly connected impervious area by limiting the
overall coverage of paving and roofs, directing runoff from impesvious areas to adjacent pervious areas,

and selecting permeable pavements and surface treatments.

Policy 4.d-P-8 Applicable projects shall incorporate facilities (BMPs) to treat stotmwater before dis-
charge from the site. The facilities shall be sized to meet tegulatory requirements.

21 City of Milpitas, 2014. Municipal Code 11-13-10, Eresion Control Plan.
22 City of Milpitas, 2014, Municipal Code, Chapter 16, Starvawater and Urban Runoff Pollation Control,
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Policy 4.d-P-9 Applicable projects shall control peak flows and duration of runoff where required to
prevent accelerated erosion of downsiream watercourses.

Policy 4.d-P-12 Construction sites shall incorporate measures to control erosion, sedimentation, and the
generation of runoff pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. The design, scope and location of
grading and related activities shall be designed to cause minimum distutbance to terrain and natural fea-
tures. (Title II, Chapter 13 of the Municipal Code includes requirements for control of erosion and sedi-
mentation duting grading and construction.)

Potental future development for the Housing Flement Update would be subject to these oversight and
review processes, policies envisioned by the General Plan, Municipal Code requirements, and
State/federal regulations. Therefore, compliance with these existing regulations and requitements would
result in &ss than significant water quality impacts. No water quality impacts are associated with the Seismic
and Safety Element update or the Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element update.

Potential future development under the proposed Project would have a significant environmental impact
if it would result in a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level
Housing sites could result in the construction of additional impervious surfaces and the diversion of
groundwater to sutface water. However, the housing oppottunity sites are in areas that have already been
developed with a high percentage of impervious sutfaces.

The new housing projects would need to implement site design measures, LID, and BMPs, including in-
filtration features, that will contribute to groundwater recharge and minimize stormwater runoff. Also,
General Plan Policy 4.d-P-7 states that applicable projects shall minimize directly connected impervious
areas by limiting the overall coverage of paving and roofs, directing ronoff from impervious areas to ad-
jacent pervious areas, and selecting permeable pavements and surface treatments.

While buildout of the proposed Project could lead to an increased demand for water, which could lead to
an increase in groundwater pumping, the proposed Project would not result in any additional develop-
ment potential in the city beyond what was previously considered and no additional water demand would
occur. Consequently, impacts to groundwater with implementation of the Housing Element Update
would be s thar significant. No impacts are assoclated with implementation of the Seismic and Safety El-
ement Update or the Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element amendments.

c), d) The proposed Project would result in a significant environmental impact if it would result in modifica-

tons to drainage patterns that could lead to substantial erosion, siltation, ot flooding. Development of
new housing could result in an increase in stormwater runoff, higher peak discharges to drainage chan-
nels, and the potential to cause erosion or sedimentation during construction. Increased runoff volumes
and velocities could create nuisance flooding in areas without adequate drainage facilities. However, po-
tential future development as a result of the proposed Project would oceur within the built environment
with an existing storm drain infrastructure and would not involve the direct modification of any wates-
course.

All new housing projects would be tequired, putsuant to the SCVURPPP and MRP, to implement con-
struction phase BMDPs, post-construction design measures the encourage infiltration in pervious areas,
and post-construction source control measures to keep pollutants out of stormwater. In addition, post-
construction treatment measutes are required for projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet or
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more of impervious surface.

Post-construction stormwater quantity (flow peak, volume, and duration) controls are also required for
projects in locations that create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface and may cause down-
stream erosion, as determined by the Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) Applicability Map,
City of Milpitas.? All of the housing sites are outside of ateas requiring hydromodification, except for an
undeveloped housing site north of Jacklin Road and east of Interstate 680. For this project, flow controls
would be required so that post-project runoff does not exceed pre-project runoff rates and durations.
Implementation of these provisions would minimize the amount of stormwater runoff from new housing
projects assoctated with the Housing Element Update.

During construction, housing project applicants would be subject to the NPDES consttuction permit re-
quirements, including preparation of a SWPPP. In addition, the City’s Municipal Code (11-13-10 - Ersion
Control Plan) sets requirements for erosion control duting construction, including the prevention of sedi-
ment or damage to off-site properties. These control measutes would further reduce the potential for
substantial erosion or siltation and would ensurte that generated runoff is protective of the beneficial uses
of receiving waters. Once constructed, the requirements for new development or redevelopment would
include source control measures and site design measures that address stormwater runoff and would re-
duce the potentral for erosion or siltation. '

In addition, Provisions C.3 of the MRP require new development and redevelopment projects, meeting
certain critetia, to implement stormwater treatment measures to contain site runoff, using specific numer-
ic sizing criteria based on volume and flow rate. For hydromodification projects, post-project runoff shall
not exceed estimated pre-project rates and durations where the increased stormwater discharge rates and
durations would result in increased potential for erosion.®

Additionally, the General Plan policies identified in IX.a, as well as the following policy in Chapter 4 of
the Open Space and Conservation Element would further minimize erosion, siltation, and flooding:

Policy 4.d-P-9 Applicable projects shall control peak flows and duration of runoff where required to
prevent accelerated erosion of downstream watercourses.

With implementation of these erosion and sediment control measures and regulatory provisions to limit
runoff for new development and redevelopment sites, the new housing that would be part of the Hous-
ing Element Update would not result in significant increases in erosion and sedimentation ot contribute
to on-site or off-site flooding. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would have a fsr-thap-
significant impact with respect to alterations in drainage patterns contributing to erosion, siltation, and/or
flooding. There would be no impact associated with the Seismic and Safety Element update or the Open
Space and Environmental Consetvation Element update.

2 Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP), 2014. HMP Applicability Map, City of Milpi-

tas. Accessed on October 3, 2014 at htip:/ /www scvurppp-w2k com/HMP_app_maps/Milpitas HMP_Map.pdf.
http:/ /wrwrw.scvurppp-

2 Santa Clara Valley Urban

w2k.com/nd_wp.shuml#
other accessed on August 25, 2014,
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e) As discussed previously, an increase in mpetrvious surface with new housing could result in an increase in

stormwater runoff that could exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems.
However, nearly all of the housing sites are located in already built-out areas of the City that are connect-
ed to the existing storm drain system.

The City collects and disposes its stormwater via a storm drainage network consisting of catch basins,
conveyance piping, pump stations, and outfalls to crecks. The City has 123 miles of storm pipe, 3,000
catch basins, approximately 4 miles of drainage ditches and creeks, and stormwater pump stations.
Stormwater collection efforts are guided by the Floodplain Management Plan, which is a compilation of
different management sources, and is designed to be a flexible and growing instrument.?s The City of
Milpitas 1s responsible for improvements to the storm drain system, as desctibed in the Storm Drain Master
Plan (July 2013). The SCVWD is responsible for improvements to the crecks and channels within the
City, with the exception of Wrigley-Ford Creek, which is under the jurisdiction of the City.

One housing site (SFR-1 on Figure 4.2 of the Housing Element) is in an area subject to hydromodifica-
tion requirements. To meet these requirements, post-project stortnwater runoff rates must be less than ot
equal to pre-project values. All other new housing projects would be required to provide hydrologic and
hydraulic calculations comparing existing and post-development conditions in the SWMP. The site design
and hydrology calculations would be subject to City review to verify that any increased project flows
could be accommodated by the existing drainage system. In addition, there are C.3 provisions of the
MRP that require the implementation of on-site stormwater treatiment measuses {0 contain site mnoff,
using specific numeric sizing critetia based on volume and flow rates.

Additionally, Policy 4.d-P-7 in the General Plan serves to minimize impermeable surfaces and decrease
runoff and Policy 4.d-P-9 states that projects shall control peak flows and duration of runoff to prevent
erosion of downstream watercourses.

Development associated with the Housing Element Update would not require significant expansions of
the existing stormwater drainage infrastructure, because the majority of the housing sites involve redevel-
opment of already developed properties that have an existing storm drainage system. With implementa-
tion of the regulatory requirements for new development and redevelopment projects, storm drain im-
pacts would be /e than signifecant. No impact 1s associated with the Seismic and Safety and Open Space
and Environmental Conservation Element Updates.

Pollutants commonly associated with construction sites that can impact stormwater are sediments, nutri-
ents, trace metals, pesticides, oil, grease, fuels, and miscellaneous construction wastes. Pollutants generat-
ed from the operational phase of the project may include sediment, nutrients, organic compounds, trash
and debris, oxygen-demanding substances, bacteria and vituses, oil and grease, and pesticides /herbicides.

As required by City and SCVURPPP storm water management guidelines, Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will be implemented actoss the project site during both construction and operation of the pro-
posed Project. These BMPs will control and prevent the release of sediment, debris, and other pollutants
into the storm drain system. Implementation of BMPs during construction will be in accordance with the

%5 City of Milpitas General Plan, Chapter 2, Seismic and Safety Ulement, page 5-9 and 5-10.
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provisions of the SWPPP, which will minimize the release of sediment, soil, and other pollutants. Opera-
tional BMPs will be required to meet the C.3 provisions of the MRP and the applicant will be required to
submit a SWMP and Stormwater Control Operation and Maintenance Plan. These requirements include
the incorporation of site desipn, source control, and treatment control measures o treat and control run-
off before it enters the storm drain system. With implementation of these BMPs in accordance with City
and SCVURPPP requirements, the potential impact on water quality will be Jesr #han significant.

), h) The City of Milpitas is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (INFIP). The NFIP
provides property owners and renters with federally backed flood insurance, reduces flood damage
through a mandatory local floodplain management ordinance, and identifies and maps flood hazards. The
NFIP requires the City to maintain a floodplain management ordinance based upon cutrent FEMA
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). The City meets this requirement through the implementation of
Floodplain Management Regulations specified in Section X1 of the Milpitas Municipal Code. These maps
identify Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) or areas subject to inundation from a 100-year storm. The
areas within the City include the following FIRM map designations:

" Zone A — Areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual (100-yeas) flood event. Because no de-
tailed hydraulic analyses have been performed, no Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) or flood depths
are shown.

¥ Zone AE — Areas subject to inundation by the 1% annual (100-year) flood event. BFEs are shown
within these zones.

* Zone AH ~ Areas subject to inundation by a 1% chance of shallow flooding {usually areas of
ponding) with average depths ranging from one to three feet. BFEs derived from detailed hydrau-
lic analyses are shown in this zone.

* Zone AO — Areas subject to inundation by a 1% chance of shallow flooding (usually sheet flow)
with average depths ranging from one to three feet. Average flood depths derived from detailed
hydraulic analyses are shown within this zone.

As shown on General Plan Figure 5-4, approximately 50 percent of the city between Interstate 880 and
Interstate 680 is within the 100-year floodplain and the remainder of the land in this area lies within the
500-year Flood Zone. For the housing sites within the Transit Area Specific Plan, 11 of the 14 sites lie
partially or entirely within the 100-year floodplain. Sites MFR-2 through MFR-4 are outside of the 100-
year floodplain. The housing sttes within the Midtown Specific Plan area are outside of the 100-year
floodplain, with the exception of MXD-6, and the housing site north of Jacklin Road and east of I-680
(SFR-1) is outside of the 100-year floodplain.

If housing will be constructed within the 100-year floodplain, the provisions of the City’s Municipal Code
(Section X1I-15 - Floodplain Management Regulations) require the developer to submit 2 permit applica-
tion showing the development plans, in particular the measures that will be taken to prevent flood haz-
ards or elevate buildings out of the floodplain.

All new residential construction must have the lowest floor built to at least one foot above the Base
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Flood Elevation (BFE), or in the case of areas within Zone AQO, at least one foot above the depth num-
ber listed on the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), or three feet above the highest adjacent grade if no
depth number is shown. For non-residential construction, the lowest floor elevation can be at BFE but
the structure needs to be floodproofed and designed for buoyancy.

All new residential construction with fully enclosed areas below the lowest floor {excluding basements)
that are usable solely for parking of vehicles, building access or storage, and which are subject to flood-
ing, shall be designed to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on extetior walls by allowing for
the entry and exit of floodwater. Within Zone AH or AQ, improvements shall be constructed so that
there are adequate drainage paths around structures on slopes to guide flood waters around and away
from proposed structures. Further details of these provisions can be found in the following sections of
the City of Milpitas Municipal Code:

= Standards of Construction (Section XI-15-5.1) — Specify requirements for anchoring, construction

materials and methods, and elevation and floodproofing

= Standards for Utilities (Section XI-15-5.2) — Specify requirements for new and replacement water

supply and sanitary sewage systems, and on-site waste disposal systems

®= Standards for Subdivisions (Section XI-15-5.3) — Specify the elevation of the proposed struc-
ture(s) and pad(s) and provide adequate drainage to reduce exposute to flood hazards

= Floodways (Section XI-15-5.6) — Specify requitements and constraints for encroachments and
other flood hazard reduction provisions.

Any permit application for new construction within a FEMA-designated 100-year flood hazard will be
reviewed by the City Manager, who is appointed as the Floodplain Administrator to enforce Section XI-
15 of the Milpitas Municipal Code. The administrator will determine if all requirements specified in Sec-
tion X1-15 have been satisfied and either grant or deny the permit.

The following General Plan policies also apply to housing within the 100-year Flood Zone and restrict
the placement of structures which would impede or redirect flood flows:

Policy 5.b-I-1 Ensure that new construction or substantial improvements to any existing structure result
in adequate protection from flood hazards. This includes ensuting that:

¥ New residential development within the 100-year Flood Zone locate the lowest floot, including
basement, above the base flood elevation; and

® New non-residential development locate the lowest floor, including basement, above the base
flood elevation or incorporate flood-proofing and structural requirements as spelled out in the
Municipal Code (Title XI Chapter 15).

Policy 5.b-1-2 Require all structures located within the 100-year Flood Zone to provide proof of flood
mnsurance at the time of sale or transfer of title.
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Policy 5.b-I-3 Ensure that encroachment into designated floodways does not result in any increase in
flooding hazards.

New housing sites would be required to comply with these requirements. Consequently, implementation
of the Housing Element Update would tesult in dss-than-significant impacts.

'The Seismic and Safety Element has also been revised and updated in accordance with State law (Assem-
bly Bill 162 and California Government Code 65302) in conjunction with the revision of the Housing El-
ement. It includes information regarding flood hazards, maps of flood zones based on the most recent
FEMA FIRMs, historical data on flooding, and current and future flood control projects. In addition, the
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Flement has been revised to include a map providing tiv-
ers, creeks, streams, and flood cortidors that may accommodate floodwater. There is no impact associat-
ed with these revisions in terms of flooding potential.

Dam failure is the uncontrolled release of impounded water from behind a dam. Flooding, earthquakes,
blockages, landslides, lack of maintenance, improper operation, poor construction, or sabotage can all
cause a dam to fail Dam failure can result in downstream flooding that can affect property and life.
Howevet, there is no historical record of dam failure in Santa Clara County or the City of Milpitas. In ad-
dition, there is minimal tisk in the Bay Area for dam failure due to safety protocols established by the
State Division of Safety of Dams (DSOD), according to Appendix C Natura! Hagard Risk Assessment of
the ABAG Regonal Hazard Mitigation Plan (2010). Three dams have inundation zones within the City of
Milpitas: 1) Anderson Dam, 2) Coyote Dam, and 3) Sandy Wool Lake Dam. The inundation zones are
shown on Figure 5-5 of the City’s General Plan, Chapter 5, Seismic and Safety Element.

According to maps compiled by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and the California
Office of Emergency Services (OES),2 the housing sites within the Midtown Specific Plan and the hous-
ing sites west of Main Street in the Transit Area Specific Plan would be within the dam inundation zone
of Anderson Dam. The housing site cast of [-680 and north of Jacklin Road (SFR-1) is not within a dam
inundation zone.

Anderson Dam and Coyote Dam operate in tandem with controlled releases to minimize the potential
for downstream flooding along Coyote Creek. Anderson Dam was built in 1950 by Santa Clara Valley
Water District (SCVWD) for water supply and is constructed of earth and rock. In 2011, a seismic study
of Andetson Dam indicated that the foundation and base of the dam could weaken due to liquefaction
from a 7.25 magnitude earthquake along the Calaveras Fault, which is located about 2 kilometers from
the dam. As a result, the DSOD has established operating restrictions, reducing the amount of allowable
storage to 68 percent of capacity. The dam is scheduled for seismic retrofit and the reservoir will be
drained in 2015; completion of the retrofit 1s scheduled for 2018.

The latest dam inundation maps prepared by SCVWD 1n 2009 indicate that the arrival time of a flood
wave into the City of Milpitas would be about 5 hours, 15 minutes for the inflow design flood (IDF) and

%6 Association of Bay Area Governments, 2014. Dam Inundation Hazard Map for Mijpitas. Website www.abag.ca.gov/ cgi-

bin/pickdamx pl (accessed October 4, 2014).
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6 hours, 48 minutes for the fair weather flood. Since the dam is currently operating at 68% of capacity,
these dam inundation zones are conservative and overestimate the flooding impact in the unlikely event
that a dam failure occurs. The delayed arrival time of a flood wave would allow sufficient time for evac-
uation of City residents, if needed.

The State of California supervises all non-federal dams in California through the Dam Safety Program
under the jurisdiction of DSOD. Engineers and engineeting geologists review and apptove plans and
specifications for the design of dams and oversee their construction. In addition, the dams are inspected
twice a year and continually monitored for seepage and settling. Dam owners are also tequited to main-
tain Emergency Action Plans (EAPs) that include procedures for damage assessment and emergency
Warnings.

The City of Milpitas in conjunction with Santa Clara County addresses the possibility of dam failure in
the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, which alse provides emergency response actions. The Milpitas Fire
Department Office of Emergency Services {OES) and the SCVWD coordinate preparedness effotts to
mutigate against, plan for, respond to, and recover from natural hazards, including the possibility of dam
failure. In addition, the City maintains an Emergency Plan to deal with natural or man-made disasters.
Evacuation routes are determined as appropaiate, depending on the nature of the emergency. Therefore,
implementation of the Housing Element Update would not expose people or structures to a significant |
risk of loss, injury, or death in the case of dam failure and impacts are considered to be fsr than significant.

The Seismic and Safety Element was also updated in conjunction with the Housing Element to address
dam inundation and provide the latest dam inundation maps. There is no itnpact associated with this re-
vision.

The housing sites are located in relatively flat areas of the City that are not in mapped areas of landslides
or debris flows. Similatly, the housing sites are not located close to large bodies of water that could result
in inundation by seiche or tsunami. Milpitas is located approximately 30 miles east of the Pacific Ocean,
approximately 5 miles south of San Francisco Bay, approximately 5 miles west of the Calaveras Reservoi,
and 2 miles west of Sandy Wool Lake Dam, located in Ed Levine Park. Given the distance from these
bodies of water, the city is not at risk of inundation in the event of tsunami or seiche and impacts would
be ks than significant.
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a) Physically divide an established community? ] | | B
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,

ot regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over

the project (including, but not limited to the gen- A O a| E

eral plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or

zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of

avoiding or mitipating an environmental effect?
¢) Contflict with any applicable habitat conservation A O =) -

plan ot natural community conservation plan?

DISCUSSION:

2)

b)

Implementation of the proposed Project would not involve any structures, land use designations, or oth-
er features (i.e. freeways, railroad tracks) that would physically divide an established community. The type
of anticipated development assoctated with the Housing Element would be restricted to the existing ur-
bamized environment where residential uses are currently allowed. Future development that could occur
under the Housing Element would be required to comply with the goals, policies, and programs under
the General Plan, which establish goals to maintain and enhance the existing land use patiern, as well as
identify areas that are appropriate for change. Further, since the adoption of the Housing Element alone
would not result in the direct physical development, nor does it propose specific projects for develop-
ment and therefore would not physically divide an established community, #e impars would occue.

As previously described, the Housing Element identifies sites cutrently zoned for residential uses. Alt-
hough the adoption of the Housing Flement alone would not result in direct physical impacts, implemen-
tation of the Housing Element would result in the construction of future residential units. However, as
mentioned, the sites identified are currently designated for residential uses under the adopted General
Plan and Zoning Code. These are the primary planning documents for the City of Milpitas. The pro-
posed Project would enable the City of Milpitas to meet its housing needs requited by State law and fa-
cilitate future development to meet the needs of at-risk populations by providing housing types designed
for these groups consistent with the City’s 2015-2023 General Plan Housing Element. Additionally, fu-
ture potential development that could occur under the proposed Project does not include any land use or
zoning changes that would re-designate land uses or zoning districts. Therefore, there would be no im-
pacts regarding conflicts with applicable plans, policies, ot regulations.

As discussed above in Section TV .f above, there are no habitat conservation plans or natural community
conservation plans within the city limits, therefore implementation of the proposed Project will not con-
flict with any. Consequently, there would be ns impact.
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Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Resultin the loss of availability of a2 known mineral

resource that would be of value to the region and ] 3 ] Ll

the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally im-

portant mineral resource recovery site delineated a) n) 0 -

on a local general plan, specific plan or other land

use plan?
DISCUSSION:

a), b) The Planning Area considered in the Milpitas General Plan includes four areas identified by the State
Geologist as containing Regionally Significant Construction Aggregate Resources. However, these arcas
are located outside of the city limits. The proposed Project will only have the potential to affect areas that
are incorporated into the City of Milpitas. Therefore, the proposed Project will have #o impact with respect

to known mineral resources.

Xll. NOISE
Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
) Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Expose persons to or generate noise levels in ex-
cess of standards established in the local general g & - '
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standatds of
other agencies?
b) Expose persons to or generate excessive ground- n) 3 - a9
botne vibration or ground borne noise levels?
¢) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambi-
ent noise levels in the project vicinity above levels ] 8 [ | m]
existing without the project?
d) Result in a substantial temporary or petiodic in-
crease in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 0 0 = a
above levels existing without the project?
e) If located within an aitport land use plan or where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles
of a public aitport ot public use airport, expose 0 0 | a
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
£) If within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose
people residing or working in the project area to 0 ) [ | 0

excessive noise levels?
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DISCUSSION:

a)-f) The type of anticipated development associated with housing would primarily be restricted to the exist-

ing built environment in areas where residential uses are currently permitted. The provisions of the pro-
posed Project would not contravene any aspects of the General Plan, including land use designations,
noise limits, or other restrictions that address noise impacts. Though future potential development per-
mitted under the proposed Project may potentially be noise-generating during construction phases, all
potential future development pursued under the proposed Project would be subject to the oversight and
review processes and standards that are envisioned by the General Plan, established within the City Mu-
nicipal Code, and/or otherwise required by the state and federal regulations.

Title V (Public Health, Safety and Welfare), Chapter 213 (Noise Abatement) regulates excessive sound
and vibration in residential areas of the City of Milpitas. Additionally, General Plan Chapter 6, Noise Fl-
ement, includes policy statements to guide public and private planning to attain and maintain acceptable
noise levels. For example, Policy 6-1-3 prohibits new construction where the exterior noise exposure is
considered “clearly unacceptable” for the use proposed and Policy 6-1-5. All new residential development
(single-family and mulri-family) and lodging facilities must have interior noise levels of 45 decibels (dB)
Day-Night Noise Level (DNL) ot less. Mechanical ventilation will be required where use of windows for
ventilation will result in higher than 45 dB DNL interior noise levels. Compliance with these existing reg-
ulations would ensure that the proposed Project would neither cause new noise impacts nor exacerbate
any existing ones. Accordingly, noise impacts associated with implementing the proposed Project would
be fess than significant,

Xlll. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, a d | O
through extension of roads or other infrastruc-
ture)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement 3 ) = a
housing elsewhere?
c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitat-
ing the construction of replacement housing else- a 0 = [
where?
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DISCUSSION:
a) The proposed Project would be considered to result in a substantial and unplanned level of growth if

estimated buildout exceeded local and regional growth projections (e.g. by proposing new homes or
businesses). By definition, the Housing Element is intended to facilitate the production of housing in the
city and remove impediments to housing construction. Implementation of the proposed Project would
not result in any additional housing beyond what was previcusly considered and thus would not directly
induce substantial population growth. Additionally, the proposed Project would not extend roads or oth-
er infrastructure, and thus would not indirectly induce substantial population growth. Thus, a /ess-than-
significant impact would occur in relation to population growth.

b), ¢) Because the proposed Project in no way increases the restrictiveness of the existing zoning on any of

the proposed housing sites, nothing in the proposed Housing Element would serve to displace housing
ot people. The proposed Project prescribes standards, but does not mandate the exact use of the land.
Therefore, market conditions and a variety of other factors will be the primary determinates of the in-
crease or decrease in the number of housing units and residents in Milpitas. Consequently, impacts with
respect to displacing housing units or residents would be fess than significant.

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
2) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities,
need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities, the constructon of which could cause
significant envitonmental impacts, in order to
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
or other performance objectives for any of the
public services:
Fire protection? ] | 0 [
Police protection? ] ] m [}
Schools? | | 0 |
Parks? ] ] 0 i
Other public facilities | | 0 ]
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DISCUSSION:
a) The primary purpose of a pubhc services impact analysis Is to examine the i 1mpact% associated with physi-

cal improvements to public service facilities requn:ed to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times
ot other performance objectives. Public service facilities need improvements (Le. construetion of new,
renovation ot expansion of existing) as demand for services increases. Increased demand is typically driv-
en by increases in population. The proposed Project would have a significant environmental impact if it
would exceed the ability of public service providers to adequately serve the residents of the city, thereby
requiting construction of new facilities or modification of existing facilities. As discussed in Section X1I,
Population and Housing, above, the proposed Project would not directly or indirectly result in population
growth. The proposed Project does not include the construction of any new public service facilities or
expansion of existing factliles. The proposed Project will not increase development potential beyond
what was previously considered. Further, the provisions of the proposed Project would not contravene
any aspects of the General Plan, including land use designations and allowed building intensities that
could impact demand for City services. Implementation of the proposed Project would therefore neither
cause new impacts in regard to provision of City services nor exacerbate any existing ones; thus, #o émpact
would occut.

AV. RECREATION

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact incorporated Impact Impact
a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and re-
gional parks or other recreational facilities such 7 r 0 -
that substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?
b) Include recreational facilities or require the com-
struction ot expansion of recreational facilities ] ] &) E
which might have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
DISCUSSION:

a),

b} Because implementation of the proposed Project would not ditrectly or indirectly result in population
growth as discussed in Section XII, Population and Housing, above, it 2lso would not increase the use of
existing parks or facilities. Additionally, implementation of the proposed Project does not include nor re-
quire the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. For these reasons, implementation of the
proposed Project would have wo impact on recreation.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

Would the Project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

2)

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or poli-
cy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system, taking into
account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-mototized travel and relevant
components of the drculation system, including
but not limited to intersections, streets, highways
and freeways, pedestrian and Dbicycle paths, and
mass transit?

b)

Conflict with an applicable congestion manage-
ment program, including, but not limited to level
of service standards and travel demand measures,
ot other standards established by the County Con-
gestion Management Agency for designated roads
ot highways?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including
either an increase in traffic levels ot a change in lo-
cation that results in substantial safety risks?

Substantially increase hazatds due to a design fea-
ture (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections)
ot incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs
regarding public transit, bicycle, ot pedesttian facil-
ities, or otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilities?

DISCUSSION:
a), b) The proposed Project will have no effect on the circulation system of Milpitas as it will not increase
development potential and would not directly or indirectly result in population growth. As such, imple-
mentation of the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance ot policy which
establishes measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system. Potential future de-
velopment permitted as a result of the proposed Project will allow for housing in Residential and Mixed-
Use Zoning designations where residential uses are currently permitted. Consequently, impacts would be

less than significant.

¢) The proposed Project does not include any strategy or measure that would directly or indirectly affect air

traffic patterns. Therefore, o impact would result.

d) The proposed Project does not include any strategy that would promote the development of hazardous
road design features or incompatible uses. Rather, the proposed Project will allow for housing in Resi-
dential and Mixed Use Zoning designations where residential uses are currently permitted. Therefore, #o

impact would occur.
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€)

No patt of the proposed Project would result in the development of uses or facilities that would degrade

emergency access, Therefore, there would be wo dmpact.

The proposed Project will have no impact on policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle,
or pedestrian facilities. While the proposed Project does include provisions that are dependent on the lo-
cation of public transit stops, potential future development permitted as a result of the proposed Project
will only be reactive to the location of bus stops and will have no effect on the placement of bus stops or

any other aspect of the public transportation system. Thetefore, o smpact will occur.

XV UTILITMES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated impact Impact
2) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the A M B 0
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of A A n =)
existing facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
¢) Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilittes or expansion of ex- a A = A
isting facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and re-
sources, or ate new or cxpanded entitlements O O u O
needed?
¢) Result in a determination by the wastewater treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the pro-
ject that it has adequate capacity to serve the pro- ] ] B a
ject’s projected demand in addition to the provid-
etr’s existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitred
capacity to accommodate the Project’s solid waste 0 M | 0
disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, State, and local statutes and a| n) B E]

regulations related to solid waster

DISCUSSION:
a)-c), ¢) The Milpitas Sanitary Sewer Collection System is owned and maintained by the City of Milpitas.
Wastewater from the City of Milpitas 1s treated at the San Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control

Page 46




City of Milpitas
Housing Element Update and Amendments to the Seismic and Safety, and
Open Space and Envirenmental Conservation Eiements Project Initial Study

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
] Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: impact incorporated tmpact impact

)

Plant, located near Alviso. The City of Milpitas ts contractually allowed a sanitary sewer flow of 14.25 mil-
lion gallons per day.?” The proposed Project would allow for housing in Residential and Mixed Use Zon-
ing designations where residential uses are currently permitted and would not increase development po-
tential beyond what was previously considered. Therefore, construction and operation resulting from po-
tential future development permitted under the proposed Project would have /ess-than-significant impacts
with regard to the wastewater treatment requirements of the SFRWQCB and the capacity of the San Jo-
se/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant to serve the projected General Plan demand in addition to
its existing commitments. Additionally, it would not require ot result in the construction of new water or
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects.

The proposed Project would allow for housing in Residential and Mixed Use Zoning designatons where
residential uses are currently permitted and would not increase development potential beyond what was
previously considered. Given no additional demand to water supply would occur, impacts to watet sup-
ply as a result of implementing the proposed Project would be ks than significant.

f), g) The City of Milpitas and Santa Clara County Integrated Waste Management Plans (IWMP) comply with

state-mandated waste reduction goals specified in Public Resources Code (PRC) 40500 {Assembly Bill
939). PRC 40500 requires local agencies to implement source reduction, recycling, and composting activi-
ties to reduce solid waste generation by 25 percent by the vear 1995, and by 50 percent by the year 2000.
As 2 part of PRC 40500, each city and county is required to prepare a Soutce Reduction and Recycling
Element (SRRE) and a Household Hazardous Waste Llement (HHWE). Together, the SRRE and
HHWE comprise the City’s TWMP.2 Newby Island land(fill, located on Dixon Landing Road in San Jose
serves the City. It is a Class III landfill, with an estimated lifespan of an additional 11 years (to 2021).
However, the proposed Project would not increase development potential beyond what was previously
considered; accordingly, no additional demand on solid waste capacity would occur and impacts would be
Jess than significant.

2 The City of Milpitas Waterstone EIR, http://www.cimilpitas.ca.gov/_pdfs/plan_cir WaterStone_draft_apdf Accessed

October 15, 2014.

28 The City of Milpitas Genera? Plan, Chapter 4tinvironmental Open Space and Conservation Flement, page 4-21.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
] Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the Project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a)

Have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a
fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife pop-
ulation to drop below self-sustaining levels, threat-
en to climinate a plant or animal community, re- 0 0 =] 0
duce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history
ot prehistory?

b)

Have impacts that are individually limited, but cu-
mulatively considerabler (“Cumulatively consider-
able” means that the incremental effects of a pro-
ject are considerable when viewed in connection a a [ | O
with the effects of past projects, the effects of oth-
er current projects, and the effects of probable fu-
ture projects)?

Have environmental effects which will cause sub-
stantial adverse effects on human beings, either di- 0 ) | a
rectly or indirectly?

DISCUSSION:

a)-

) The provisions of the proposed Project would not contravene any aspects of the General Plan, including

land use designations and allowed building intensities, which would lead to increased population or de-
velopment, impacts to wildlife, camulative effects, or other substantial adverse effects on human beings.
All structutes, programs, and projects putsued under the proposed Project would adhete to the vision es-
tablished within the General Plan and all subsequent land use and zoning designations. Implementation
of the proposed Project would therefore neither cause new impacts in regard to these issues nor would it
exacerbate any existing impacts. Therefore, through mandatory regulatory compliance and consistency
with General Plan policies, implementation of the proposed Project would have a /fss-than-rignificant im-
pact with the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory,
nor have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable, not does the project have
environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, cither directly or in-
directly.
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January 13, 2015

Felix J. Reliford

City of Milpitas

455 E. Calaveras Boulevard
Milpitas, CA 95033

| Subject: Housing Element Update & Amendments to the Seismic/Safety & Open Space/Environmental

Conservation Element
SCH#: 2014122025

Dear Felix J. Reliford:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Negative Declaration to selected state agencies for
review. On the enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state
agencies that reviewed your document. The review period closed on January 12, 2015, and the comments
from the responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify
the State Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project’s ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in

future correspondence so that we may respond promptly.
Please note that Section 21104{¢) of the California Public Resources Code states that:

“A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comuments regarding those
activities invelved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supperted by
specific documentation.”

These comments are forwarded for use In preparing your final environmental document. Should you need
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the

commenting agency directly.

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for
draft environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the
State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review

process.

Sincerely,

e

riim.\fw

P,

" Scot-Mbrgan

Director, State Clearinghouse

Enclosures
cc: Resources Agency

1400 10th Street  P.0.Box 3044  Sacramento, California 95812-3044
(916) 445-0613 FAX(916)323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov

" Hoyggeme ¥
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State Clearinghouse Data Base

- SCH# 2014122025
Project Title  Housing Element Update & Amendments to the Seismic/Safety & Cpen Space/Environmental
Lead Agency Conservation Eiement
: Miipitas, City of
Type Neg Negative Declaration
Description  The Project includes an updale to the 2007-2014 Housing Element for the planning period 2015-2023

in compliance with Government Code Section 65580 et seq. The identified sites {2,774 units),
including the committed sites (8,148), would allow the City to meet its RHNA with a total capacity of
8,920 units, resulting in a surpius above the required RHNA (3,290 units). No rezoning or changes to
General Plan designations would be required to achieve this yield. The Seismic and Safety Eiement
Ameandment includes an update to required information related to Federal Emergency Management
Agency Fleod Insurance Rate Maps, dam inundation and City goals and pelicies to comply with State
law (AB162, Govarnment Code 65302). The Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element
Amendment includes a revised map of rivers, creeks, and riparian habitat.

Lead Agency Contact

Name Felix J. Reliford
Agency City of Milpitas
Phone 408 586 3071 Fax
emaif
Address 455 E. Calaveras Boulevard
City Milpitas State CA  Zip 95035
Project Location
County Santa Clara
- City  Milpitas
Region
Lat/Long .
Cross Streets  Citywide
Parcel No.  citywide
Township Range Section Base
Proximity to:
Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use Residential and Mixed-Use Zoning Districts
ProjectIssues Aesthetic/Visual: Agricultural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources;
Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Ficoding; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals;
Noise; Population/Housing Balance; Public Services; Recreation/Parks; Schools/Universities; Septic
System; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erocsion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste, Toxic/Hazardous;
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; Growth Inducing;
lLanduse; Cumulative Effects; Other issues
Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Wildlife, Region 3; Cal Fire;
Agencies Department of Parks and Recreation; San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission;

Department of Water Resources; Office of Emergency Services, California; California Highway Patrof;
Caltrans, District 4; Department of Housing and Community Development; Air Resources Board;
Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 2; Native American Heritage Commission




__State Clearinghouse Data Base

Date Received

121272014

Start of Review 12/12/2014

End of Review 01/12/2015




STATE OF CALIPORNIA-CALIFORMIA ATATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

DISTRICT 4
P.0. BOX 23660 6
OARKLAND, CA 04623-0660

CLEMR

[ R b=

PHONE (510) 286-6053 Sertaus Drought,
Help save warer?

FAR (510)288-5559
TTY 711
www,dot.ca.gov

January 12,2015 - RECEIVED SC1000150

SCL/GEN/PM VAR
JAN T 8 2015 SCH# 2014122025

Mr. Felix Reliford

Planning Division

City of Milpitas

455 East Calaveras Boulevard
Milpitas, CA 95035

STATE CLEARING HOUSE

Dear Mr. Reliford:

2015-2035 Housing Element and Amendments {0 the Seismic and Safety, and Open Space
and Environmental Conservation Elements Project — Negative Declaration (ND)

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Calirans} in the
environmental review process for the project referenced above, We have reviewed the ND have

the following comments to offer.

Traffic Impact Analysis (TL4)
California Public Resources Code 21159.28 provides for streamlined analysis of nnpacts from

cars and light duty truck trips on the State Highway System (SHS) provided certain conditions
are met. 21159.28(c) states (when referencing streamlining provisions) that “nothing in the
foregoing relieves any project from a requirement to comply with any conditions, exactions, or
fees for the mitigation of the project’s impasty on the structure, safety or operations of the
regional trangportation network or local streets and roads.”

If projects proposed under this Plan do not qualify for streemlining provisions under SB 375
regarding traffic impact analysis, or there are irnpacts to the structure, safety or operations.of the
SHS, based on the project’s location and potential for significant traffic impacts, Caltrans

requests a TIA to agsess the impact of this project on the SHS and the adjacent road netwotrk. We
recommend usitig Celirans’ Guide fov the Prepareation of Traffic Impact Studles (TS Guide) for
determining which scenarios and methodologies to use in the analysis. The TIS Guide is a

starting point for collaboration between the lead agency and Caltrans in determining when s TIA
is needed. It iy available at the following website address: '
http:/Awww.dot.ca. gov/hg/tpp/offices/ocp/igr_ceqa_files/tisguide. pdf.

“Provide g safz, sustainable, tntsgrarsd and sffictens transporiarion
svstem ta enharsee California's aconony and Ivabiligy ¥




- M. Felix Reliford/City of Milpitas
Jenuary 12, 2015
Page 2

Caltrans views all transportation improvements as opportunities to improve safety, access, and
mobility for all travelers in California and recognizes bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes as
integral elements of the transportation system.

Vehicle Trip Reduction
Caltrans encourages the City to locate any needed housing, jobs and neighborhood services near

major mass transit centers, with connecting streets configured to facilitate walking and biking, as
a means of promoting mass transit use and reducing regionel vehicle miles traveled and traffic

irmpacts on the State highways.

Cultrans also encourages the City to develop and assess the benefits of specific Travel Demand
Management (TDM) measures that promote walking, bicycling and transit to reduce congestion
on State facilities, These measures could include lower parking ratios, car-sharing programs,
bicycle parking and showers for residents and employees, and providing transit passes to
residents and employees, among others.

In addition, secondary impucts on pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from any waffic impact
mitigation measures should be recognized and analyzed in project-specific TIAs for projects
under this Plan. The analysis should describe any pedestrian and bicycle mitigation measures and
safety countermesasures that would in turn be needed as a means of maintaining and improving
access to transit facilities and reducing vehicle trips and traffic impacts on State highways,

CEQA Streamlining
Loeal jurisdictions and land uge development infill project proponents should and are encouraged

-to coordinate and consult early with Caltrans District Local Development — Intergovermmental
Review (LD-IGR) office on any land use proposal, based on the project’s location and potential
for significant traffic impacts, fo enable consideration of the potential site specific drainage,
visual, access, and operational safety impacts. Even if cumulative impacts were addressed it a
prior environmental clearance document there may be direct impacts of concern with the project-
level proposal. A CEQA exemption is still an adequate environmental cleatance as long as § any
necessary mitigation features are included as part of the project.

Voluntary Contribution Pragram'
State highway facilities are critical to regional and interregional traffic in the San Francisco Bay

region. They are vital to commuting, freight, and recreational traffic and are among the most
congested regional facilities. Given the scale of the Plan and the expected traffic generated, this
Plan is likely to have a cumulatively significant regional impact to the already conpgested SHS.

Caltrans encourages the City to participate in Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority™s
(VTA) voluntary contribution program and plan for the impact of future growth on the regional
transportation system. Contributions would be used to help fund regional transportation
programs that improve the transportation system to lessen future traffic congestion, tmprove
mobility by reducing time delays, and maintain reliability on major roadways throughout the San
Francisco Bay Area. Reducing delrys on State facilities will not only benefit the region, but also
reduce any queuing on local roadways caused by highway congestion.

"Pravide u sgB, sustalnable, fnregrated and gfficland lramyportalion
sysien to enhanca California’s econovy and lhvabilty”




“Mr, Felix Reliford/City of Mulpitas— - e
January 12, 2015
Page 3

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Brian Brandert at (510) 286-
5505 or brian branderi@dot.ca.gov.

Sincerely,
GE
PATRICIA MAURICE

Acting District Branch Chief
Local Development - Intergovernmental Review

¢ Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse
Robert Swierk, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) ~ electronic copy
Robert Cunningham, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) — electronic copy

“Frovide a sqfe, sustuinable, Infegrated omd gifietsant ranpariation

susten lo enhance Calffornia's ccaniomy and Treabifipy
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-0008

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF MILPITAS
RECOMMENDING THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT A NEGATIVE DECLARATION
AND TO APPROVE A GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT UPDATING THE HOUSING
ELEMENT 2015-2013, SEISMIC/SAFETY ELEMENT AND OPEN
SPACE/ENVIRONMENTAL CONESERVATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL
PLAN

WHEREAS, California Government Code Sections 65580 et seq. requires a Housing
Element as a mandatory element of the General Plan and that Housing Elements are required to
be updated every eight vears; and

WHEREAS, State Law requires that a general plan and its constituent elements
“comprise” an integrated internally consistent and compatible statement of policies; and

WHEREAS, the previous Milpitas Housing Element was adopted by the City Council on
June 15, 2010 and certified by the State of California, Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) on February 10, 2010; and

WHEREAS, the updated Housing Element focuses on housing needs from January 1,
2015 through June 30, 2023 in accordance with the Housing Element planning period for San
Francisco Bay Area jurisdictions established by law; and

WHEREAS, over the past year, the process to update the Housing Element in the City of
Milpitas included: 1) obtaining housing information and data from local and regional housing
agencies during the preparation of the updated plan; 2) Two publicly noticed community
workshops on February 25 and March 11, 2014 to solicit input from the public on the City’s
housing needs and to provide the public with an opportunity to shape the City’s housing goals,
policies and objectives; 3) Mailed notices of the meetings to 70 organizations and a variety of
other groups and agencies; 4) Conducted outreach for the meetings, to recruit potential
participants who would reflect the City’s full ethnic and economic diversity; and 5) Provided
appropriate opportunity for the general public to review and comment on the draft and final
housing element documents; and

WHEREAS, the Milpitas Planning Commission held two (2) public hearings on May 14
and September 10, 2014 to obtain public input and comments on the Draft Housing Element
Update; and

WHEREAS, the public was provided a thirty (30) day review and comments period and
copies of the Draft Housing Flement Update was on file at the Milpitas City Hall, Milpitas
Public Library and City’s Website for public review and comment; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determines the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) for the Bay Area and allocated 3,290 residential
units to the City of Milpitas for the next Housing Element cycle of 2015 to 2023; and
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WHEREAS, a Draft General Plan Housing Element Update was forwarded to the HCD
for their review and comments and the City of Milpitas received comments from HCD and
responded to their comments; and

WHEREAS, on January 5, 2015, the HCD notified the City of Milpitas in writing that
they had reviewed the Draft Milpitas General Plan Housing Element Update and found the
document in compliance with State Housing Element Laws (Article 10.6 of the Government
Code) when it was submitted to HCD pursuant to Government Code Section 65585(g); and

WHEREAS, the revised Seismic and Safety Element of the General Plan includes an
update to the required information related to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Rate Maps (FIRMs), dam, inundation zones, and City goals and policies to comply with
State Law (Assembly Bill 162 and CA Government Code Section 65302); and

WHEREAS, the revised Open Space and Environmental Conservation Element includes
updates to the Water Quality and Conservation Section, specifically, a map of rivers, creeks,
streams, and riparian habitat to comply with State Law (Assembly Bill 162); and

WHEREAS, General Plan Amendments (GPA) for Housing, Seismic and Safety and
Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements and Negative Declaration was prepared
by the City of Miipitas and legally advertised for public review and comments; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) an Initial Study
was prepared and did not find any significant environmental impacts associated with the
proposed projects. Based on the Initial Study of no significant impacts associated with the
project, a Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration was prepared and circulated for
public review and comments on December 12, 2014-January 12, 2015; and

WHEREAS Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Declaration and General Plan
Amendments were advertised on February 13, 2015 for the Planning Commission meeting on
February 25, 2015;and

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2015, the Planning Commission held a public hearing on
the General Plan Amendments for Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and
Environmental Conservation Element and Negative Declaration. The Planning Commission,
among other documents and information, considered the report from staff on the General Plan
Amendments for Housing, Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental
Conservation Element and Negative Declaration and written and public testimony from property
owners, business owners, outside agencies and other affected parties; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission did review and consider the Negative
Declaration for the GPA and determined that no significant impacts are associated with the
General Plan Amendments for Housing, Seismic and Safety and Open Space and Environmental
Conservation Elements; and

NOW THERFORE, the Planning Commission of the City of Milpitas hereby finds, determines
and resolves as follows:



Section 1: The Planning Commission has duly considered the full record before it, which may
include but is not limited to such things as the City staff report, testimony by staff and the public,
and other materials and evidence submitted or provided to the Planning Commission.
Furthermore, the recitals set forth above are found to be frue and correct and are incorporated
herein by reference.

Section 2: A Initial Study and Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) was prepared and certified (SCH#2014122025) for the General Plan
Amendments to the Updated Housing Element, Seismic and Safety Element and Open Space and
Environmental Conversation Element on January 13, 2015. The Negative Declaration assumed
no rezoning or changes to the General Plan or Zoning Districts for residential uses to the
proposed project and the project has no potential to cause a significant effect on the environment.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65457 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15073) a 30-day public
review period prior to adoption of negative declaration. The negative declaration was advised
from December 12, 2014-January 12, 2015. The proposed project summary is included:

Proposed Project Summary

The proposed project includes an update to the current (2007-2014) Housing Element for the
planning period 2015-2023. The proposed Project supports the goals and policies of the City’s
current Housing Element and provides policies and implementing programs to further the city’s
housing goals to meet its Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA-3,290 units). No rezoning
or changes to the General Plan or Zoning districts would be required to achieve this yield. The
Seismic and Safety Element Amendment includes an update to required information related to
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMS), dam
inundation zones, and City goals and policies to comply with State law (specifically Assembly
Bill 162). It also includes the adoption of Santa Clara County’s multi-jurisdictional Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan and the City of Milpitas® Local Hazard Mitigation Plan Annex to ensure that
appropriate emergency measures are implemented when natural disaster occur. The Open Space
and Environmental Conservation Element Amendment include update to the water Quality and
Conservation Section, map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian habitat as per AB 162 has
been added.

The Planning Commission has reviewed the Initial Study and Negative Declaration, all
supporting evidence and documentation, and considered public comments provided at or before
the hearing of this matter. The Initial Study and Negative Declaration reflect the Planning
Commission’s independent judgment and analysis as to the effects of the project on the
environment. Based on the review of the entire record therein, including the Negative
Declaration, the Initial Study, all supporting, referenced, and incorporated documents and all
comments received, the Planning Commission finds that there is no substantial evidence that the
project will have a significant effect on the environment, and that the Negative Declaration,
Initial Study and supporting documents provide an adequate description of the impacts of the

project and comply with the CEQA and CEQA Guidelines.

Section 3: General Plan Amendments - The Planning Commission makes the following findings
based on the evidence in the public record in support of the amendments:



a) The proposed amendment is internally consistent with those portions of the General
Plan which are not being amended.

Government Code Sections 65580 et seq. requires Housing Elements as mandatory elements of
the General Plan are updated every eight years and that a general plan and its constituent
elements “comprise” an integrated internally consistent and compatible. Assembly Bill No. 162
requires amendments to the Seismic and Safety Element to address information relating to
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM’s) dam
inundation zones and city goals and policies to comply with state law. Assembly Bill No. 162
requires amendments to the Open Space and Environmental Conversation Element to include
update to Water Quality and Conversation Section, map of rivers, creeks, streams, and riparian
habitat.

The proposed General Plan amendments are required under State law. The proposed changes
will not affect any of the other elements or provisions of the General Plan and will not create any
inconsistency.

b) The proposed amendment will not adversely affect the public health, safety, and
welfare of the residents of Milpitas

The proposed general plan amendments will require no rezoning or changes to the General Plan
or Zoning districts. Transit Area and Midtown Specific Plan have appropriate number of housing
sites to meet the Regional Housing Needs Allocation. Furthermore, the amendments will focus
compliance with State Laws achieving long term housing goals and policies and addressing
updated information relating to flooding and water quality and conversation.

Section 5. The Planning Commission of the City of Milpitas hereby adopts Resolution No. 15-
0008 recommending that the City Council approve a Negative Declaration Environmental
Assessment No. EA14-007 and approve the General Plan Amendments No. GP14-004
relating to the Draft Housing Element (2015-2023) and revisions to the Seismic/ Safety
Element and Open Space/ Environmental Conversation Element of the General Plan. A
copy of the General Plan Amendments are attached to the staff report for this item.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of
Milpitas on February 25, 2015.

Chair
TO WIT:
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the following resolution was duly adopted at a regular meeting of

the Planning Commission of the City of Milpitas on February 25, 2015, and carried by the
following roll call vote:



COMMISSIONER

AYES

NOES

ABSENT

ABSTAIN

Zeya Mohsin (alternate)

Ray Maglalang

Hon Lien

Demetress Morris

Rajeev Mandnawat

Gurdev Sandhu

Larry Ciardella

Sudhir Mandal

ANNANANANANANA




JEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

JIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT
2020 W. El Camino Avenue, Suite 500

Sacramento, CA 95833

916) 263-2911 / FAX (916) 263-7453

wvww.hed.ca.gov

December 30, 2014

Mr. Felix Reliford, Principal Housing Planner
Planning and Neighborhood Services Department
City of Milpitas

455 E. Calaveras Bivd.

Milpitas, CA 95035

Dear Mr. Reliford: |
RE: City of Milpitas’ 5™ Cycle (2015-2023) Draft Housing Element

Thank you for submitting Milpitas’ draft element update which was received for review on
November 5, 2014, along with additional revisions received on December 16, 2014.
Pursuant to Government Code (GC) Section 65585(b), the Department is reporting the
results of its review. Our review was facilitated by communications with you and the City's
consultant, Ms. Stephanie Hagar of BAE Urban Economics. In addition, the Department
considered comments from the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley and the Non-Profit
Housing Association of Northern California pursuant to GC Section 65585(c).

The draft element with revisions meets the statutory requirements of State housing
element law. The draft element with revisions will comply with State housing element law
(GC, Article 10.6) when they are adopted and submitted to the Department, in accordance
with GC Section 65585(g).

To remain on an eight year planning cycle, pursuant to Senate Bill 375 (Chapter 728,
Statutes of 2008) the City must adopt its element within 120 calendar days from the
statutory due date of January 31, 2015 for ABAG localities. If adopted after this date,
GC Section 65588(e)(4) requires the element be revised every four years until adopting
at least two consecutive revisions by the statutory deadline. For additional information
on housing element adoption requirements, please visit the Department’s website at:
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hrc/plan/he/he review adoptionsteps110812.pdf.

Public participation in the development, adoption and implementation of the housing
element is essential to effective housing planning. Throughout the housing element
process, the City must continue to engage the community, including organizations that
represent lower-income and special needs households, by making information regularly
available and considering and incorporating comments where appropriate.

The Department appreciates your efforts and dedication in preparation of the housing
element and looks forward to receiving Milpitas’ adopted element. If you have any
questions or need additional technical assistance, please contact Jess Negrete, of our
staff, at (916) 263-7437.

Sincerely,
i A
1 7
¢ 4 /,,; ) o
70, ,/ Lo P51
s 4 ‘
Glen A. Campora
Accietant Daniitv NirartAr
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MEMORANDUM
DATE January 23, 2015
TO Felix Reliford

City of Milpitas
FROM Terri McCracken

SUBJECT Response to Comment Letter on the Housing Element Update and Amendments to the
Seismic and Safety, and Open Space and Environmental Conservation Elements Project

The City of Milpitas received the following two letters in response to the Notice of Intent (NOI) submitted to the State
Clearinghouse on Friday, December 12, 2014 for a 30-day review period ending on Monday, January 12, 2015.

1) Patricia Maurice, Acting District Branch Chief, Local Development - Intergovernmental Review, California
Department of Transportation, January 12, 2015.

2)  Scott Morgan, Director of State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and Planning
Unit, January 13, 2015.

The comment letter received on January 12, 2015 from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) provides
information on Caltrans’ traffic impact analysis (TIAs) and CEQA streamlining procedures. The letter also states Caltrans
recommendations to reduce vehicle miles traveled and promote mass transit, including, but not limited to, locating housing,
jobs and neighborhood services near major mass transit centers, with connecting streets configured to facilitate walking and
biking, and encouraging Travel Demand Management measures that promote alternative modes of transportation to single-
driver automobiles. Caltrans requests that secondary impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists resulting from traffic impact
mitigation measures be addressed in future TIA's for individual projects under the proposed Project. Caltrans also
encourages the City to participate in the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority’s Voluntary Contribution Program, which
helps to fund regional transportation programs that improve the transportation system. These comments do not state
specific concerns or questions regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures contained in the Initial Study.
As discussed in the Initial Study on page 45, the proposed Project will have no effect on the circulation system of Milpitas or
the surrounding area as it will not increase development potential and would not directly or indirectly result in population
growth. As shown on Figure 2, Housing Opportunity Sites, Milpitas, 2015-2023, the proposed housing sites would be located
in the Midtown Specific Plan and Transit Area Specific Plan areas. As envisioned in these Specific Plans, most new housing in
Milpitas will be multi-family housing in transit-oriented development areas. The Caltrans comments are acknowledged and
will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies for their consideration in reviewing the project.

The comment letter from the State Clearinghouse dated January 13, 2015 acknowledges the City has complied with the

State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental review documents pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). No response is required.

1625 Shattuck Avenue, Suite 300 | Berkeley, California 94709 | 510.848.3815 | PlaceWorks.com
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MEETING MINUTES

MILPITAS PLANNING COMMISSION
Milpitas City Hall, Council Chambers
455 E. Calaveras Blvd., Milpitas, CA

Wednesday, February 25, 2015

Chair Mandal called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. and led the Pledge of
Allegiance.

Commissioners

Present:  Chair Sudhir Mandal, Vice Chair Larry Ciardella,
Commissioners Gurdev Sandhu, Rajeev Madnawat, Demetress
Morris, Hon Lien, Ray Maglalang, Alternate Member Zeya
Mohsin

Absent:  All commissioners present

Staff: Steven McHarris, Johnny Phan, Felix Reliford, Tracy Tam,
Adam Petersen

Chair Mandal invited members of the audience to address the Commission
and there was one speaker who spoke about earthquakes and broken water

pipes.

Chair Mandal called for approval of the February 11, 2015 meeting minutes
of the Planning Commission.

Motion to approve Planning Commission meeting minutes as submitted.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Sandhu/Vice Chair Ciardella

AYES: 7
NOES: 0
ABSTAIN: 0

Planning Director Steven McHarris announced that the Milpitas Vision Plans
for California Circle and Main at Serra received the 2015 American Institute
of Certified Planners (AICP) National Award for outstanding student project
that contributes to advances in the field of planning.

Mr. McHarris said staff has been working with St. Elizabeth Church on their
Parish Hall project that the Planning Commission approved last year and there
was a condition that the applicant review the possible relocation of the trash
enclosure. He said staff has been working with the applicant and is having
difficulty finding an ideal location and it is staff’s recommendation to have the
enclosure remain at its present location. He added that the enclosure will be
updated with a solid concrete block wall, and the truck operations will cause
less noise for the neighbors at this location.

Chair Mandal said that since upper staff reviewed the request and determined
this to be the best location, and since there have been no complaints made, he
has no objections to leaving the trash enclosure where it is.
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VI. CONFLICT OF
INTEREST

VII. APPROVAL OF

AGENDA

VIII. CONSENT
CALENDAR

IX. PUBLIC HEARING

IX-3

Vice Chair Ciardella reminded everyone that next Friday is the Milpitas
Chamber of Commerce Crab Feed. He also reported that he received a
presentation through the Chamber about a month ago regarding the Serra
Center.

Commissioner Madnawat announced that MUSD and Milpitas Community
Educational Endowment (MCEE) will hold the third annual Tech Symposium
on Saturday, March 14 from 9:00 am to noon at 1285 Escalon Parkway and all
are invited to attend.

Commissioner Mohsin announced that on Saturday, February 28" the Milpitas
Democratic Club will host a resident forum in the Milpitas Police Community
Room from 2:00-4:00 and all are welcome.

Assistant City Attorney Johnny Phan asked if any member of the
Commission had any personal or financial conflict of interest related to any
of the items on the agenda.

There were no reported conflicts.

Chair Mandal asked if staff or Commissioners had changes to the agenda.
Mr. McHarris requested exchanging Public Hearing item number IX-1 with
IX-3 so that the Town Center Amendment item could be heard first.

Motion to approve the February 25, 2015 agenda with requested change.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Madnawat/Commissioner Sandhu
AYES: 7
NOES: 0

No Items

TOWN CENTER AMENDMENT - ALL TOWN CENTER DESIGNATED
PARCELS - GP15-0001; ZA14-0011 and EA15-0001: A General Plan
Amendment, Zoning Text Amendment and Environmental Impact Assessment to the
Town Center land use designation and zoning district that would prohibit any new
residential uses.

Project Planner Adam Petersen provided a PowerPoint presentation.

Commissioner Sandhu asked why the change is coming now and Mr. Petersen said this
is the direction of the City Council. Mr. McHarris provided background information,
stating that the last action in the Town Center was to expand the Town Center zoning
district south of Calaveras and that action introduced the potential for residential use
with no minimum density. This resulted in several single-family residential subdivisions
along the south side of Calaveras. Staff reviewed residential uses that would be
consistent with the Town Center zone and recommended mixed-use with no ground
floor residential to the Planning Commission, whom in turn made the same

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
February 25, 2015
Page 2



IX-2

recommendation to the City Council. The City Council directed staff to remove
residential altogether so the item has returned to the Planning Commission for their
consideration.

Vice Chair Ciardella asked if commercial can be located on the bottom floor and office
space above and Mr. Petersen said he believes this would be allowed.

Commissioner Madnawat asked about dry cleaning not being permitted in the town
center and Mr. McHarris said dry-cleaning businesses are permitted however dry
cleaning plants where chemical cleaning is done is not permitted in the Town Center.

Chair Mandal opened the public hearing and there were two speakers.

The owner at 500 E Calaveras believes mixed use should be acceptable but ruling out
residential is something the commission should think twice about. He believes it
should be kept mixed use.

A gentleman referred to pages 7 of the staff report regarding natural disasters and
suggested adding “or man caused disaster” to the text. He also commented that higher
buildings in the downtown area can be accomplished if one looks at how other cities
have done it.

Motion to close the public hearing.
Motion/Second: Commissioner Sandhu/Vice Chair Ciardella

AYES: 7
NOES: 0

Motion to adopt Resolution No. 15-009 recommending the City Council adopt General
Plan Amendment No. GP15-0001, Zoning Amendment No. ZA14-0011, and approving
Environmental Impact Assessment EA15-0001 to prohibit all new residential uses from
the Town Center Zoning District.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Madnawat/Commissioner Morris
AYES: 6
NOES: 1 Lien

GENIUS KIDS CUP - 487 & 495 Jacklin Road — UP14-0014: A request for a
Conditional Use Permit to operate a daycare and afterschool tutoring facility with a
total of 75 children within an existing commercial building.

Project Planner Tracy Tam provided a PowerPoint presentation reviewing the project.

Chair Mandal asked about the lighting in the play area and Ms. Tam said the applicant
has expressed interest in including lighting in that area and Chair Mandal said he feels
this is important for the safety of the children. Chair Mandal also asked about the
surface of the play area and Ms. Tam said it will be engineered bark which has been
compressed to a certain level so that dust is not produced when the children play
outdoors.

Vice Chair Ciardella asked about the play equipment and Ms. Tam said that during the
review process there was a proposal for play equipment but it is no longer proposed due
to staff’s concern with the surrounding residential uses. The applicant will be providing

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
February 25, 2015
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IX-1

art easels and sand boxes.

Rennu Dhillon, Genius Kids franchise owner, was present to discuss the project. Chair
Mandal asked her for clarification on the ground material being used in the play area
and she said there are different choices available, including engineered wood chips or
rubber mulch, and what is allowed in a public park is different that that allowed in a
preschool, but added that they do not have a preference as long as it meets Department
of Social Services standards.

Chair Mandal asked Ms. Dhillon about the lighting and she said there are some lights in
the back of the building but not enough for the playground, so they are open to adding
more lighting and feels using solar powered lights would be a good idea.

Commissioner Mohsin asked what time of play equipment will be included if there are
no play structures and Ms. Dhillon said they will have picnic tables and the school is
focused on science and plans to have a lot of hands on learning and projects outside,
including gardening.

Chair Mandal opened the public hearing and there were no speakers.
Motion to close the public hearing.
Motion/Second: ~ Commissioner Morris/Commissioner Sandhu

AYES: 7
NOES: 0

Motion to adopt Resolution No. 15-011 approving Conditional Use Permit No. UP14-
0014 to operate a daycare and an afterschool tutoring facility with a total of 75 children
within an existing commercial building located at 487 and 495 Jacklin Road, subject to
findings and Conditions of Approval, and an amendment to include a condition that the
outdoor play area will have rubberized ground material.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Sandhu/Vice Chair Ciardella
AYES: 7
NOES: 0

HOUSING ELEMENT, SEISMIC/SAFETY ELEMENT, AND OPEN
SPACE/ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN -
EA14-0007 and GP14-0004: A request for Adoption of a Negative Declaration and
a General Plan Amendment Approving the Draft Housing Element 2015-2023, and
revisions to the Seismic/Safety Element and Open Space/Environmental
Conservation Element of the General Plan.

Principal Planner Felix Reliford provided a PowerPoint presentation.

Commissioner Madnawat asked about fees for affordable housing and there was
discussion about the Nexus study and City Council’s decision not to pursue it.
Commissioner Madnawat asked how many affordable housing units were provided in
Milpitas last year and Mr. Reliford said approximately 65 units. Commissioner
Madnawat feels this is an insignificant amount of housing and the City is not creating
fees to provide affordable housing which is contradictory to what state law requires. Mr.
Reliford said staff is researching incentives, such as density bonuses.

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
February 25, 2015
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Commissioner Maglalang referenced page six of the Draft Housing Element which
states that the City did not meet its RHNA goals for very low to low moderate income
households and asked the reason for this. Mr. Reliford said that no city meets 100% of
their RHNA number and most cities seldom meet 50%.

Chair Mandal opened the public hearing and there were no speakers.
Motion to close the public hearing.
Motion/Second: ~ Commissioner Sandhu/Vice Chair Ciardella

AYES: 7
NOES: 0

Commissioner Morris suggests revisiting the subject of a Nexus study and returning to
the City Council.

Commissioner Madnawat feels the City has not achieved any of its affordable housing
targets and has only provided 2% affordable housing. He believes the City is required to
have some policies to try to achieve these goals and he does not see any policies to
support this.

Motion to adopt Resolution No. 15-0008 recommending the City Council adopt a
Negative Declaration (Environmental Assessment No. EA14-0007) and approve
General Plan Amendment No. GP14-0004 relating to the Draft Housing Element 2015-
2023 and revisions to the Seismic/Safety Element and Open Space/Environmental
Conservation Element of the General Plan with an amendment to return to City
Council with a recommendation for a Nexus study for affordable housing and setting
aside funding for affordable housing.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Madnawat/Commissioner Morris
AYES: 7
NOES: 0

X. NEW BUSINESS

X-1

SERRA CENTER STUDY SESSION

Senior Planner Adam Petersen said the study session would consist of two purposes, a
review of City policies and zoning designation for the Serra Center, and a discussion on
future development potential of the center, and showed a PowerPoint presentation
reviewing the Serra Center.

Chair Mandal feels this is the main entrance into Milpitas and the center currently gives
him the wrong impression about the city, and he said this is an opportunity to have an
area that is an icon of the city. He asked how much input the Economic Development
Commission (EDC) has had on the project thus far.

Mr. McHarris said the EDC has not been agendized as this is the first City commission
review of this center. Chair Mandal feels it is important that the EDC review the
development of this center and that input is received from them.

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes
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Commissioner Maglalang said he prefers one straight building similar to Santana Row
with underground parking.

Commissioner Madnawat commented that the Cal Poly students had great plans in their
study and he would like to see them incorporated into this project.

Gary Wong said the Serra Center was previously presented to the Planning Commission
and City Council but it did not go far due to the recession; however, it is being brought
back to reality with his team and the Serra way partners. He said in the past they were
given the concept that mixed use was allowed, then they were sidetracked because
residential was not allowed in the new General Plan policy, and the design plans they
are showing are based on mixed use, which they want to introduce into this project.

Mr. Wong showed a PowerPoint of the proposed project and reviewed their future plans
for the site.

Commissioner Madnawat asked about the timeline of the project. Mr. Wong said there
are a number of leases that do not end for some time so they are proposing starting
development on the east side working toward the west when those leases expire. He said
they hope to break ground some time next year and that development will happen in
four phases.

The latter part of their presentation was to receive input from the commissioners and

below is a summary of comments received from the Planning Commission:
e Take item to Economic Development Commission

Enhance Economic Support of City

Obtain ideas from an economic team

Do not underestimate Milpitas

Look at Fremont Pacific Commons Center as example

Provide staff with experience in similar past project examples

Incorporate Cal Poly vision study

Work with Cal Poly to further the concept

Santana Row style activity

Revisit Floor Area Ratio

Gateway to the City

Residential will be above commercial (no ground floor residential)

Iconic appearance needed

Affordable commercial and residential rents

Serra Center theme, historic.

Look at Alviso Park for history

Attractive, enjoyable spaces and experience

Incorporate alternative energy solutions

Beautify and orient toward adjacent creek channel

Emphasize pedestrian design

Design for convertible internal street(s) (can be closed for festivals, events)

Not in favor of residential along Junipero

Consider moving parking structure closer to Junipero, no residential

Work on Serra/Calaveras “pork chop” for gateway design

Serra Center owner Sam Ying thanked the commission for their time and said their goal
is to build a place where families can spend time and a center that Milpitas will be
proud of.
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XI. ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 11:10 PM to the next meeting scheduled on
Wednesday, March 11, 2015.

Motion to adjourn to the next meeting.

Motion/Second: Commissioner Madnawat/Commissioner Sandhu

AYES: 7
NOES: 0

Meeting Minutes submitted by
Planning Secretary Elia Escobar
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HONCR THE PASEEGOK TO RE TURRD
December &, 2014
To:  Jess Negrete, Jess Negrete@hced.ca.gov

Ce: Felix Reliford, freliford@ci.milpitas.ca.gov
Steven McHarris, smcharris@ci.milpitas.ca.gov

Re: City of Milpitas Housing Element

Dear Mr. Negrete:

For the past 35 years, the Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH)
has served as the collective voice of those who support, build and finance affordable
housing. We promote the proven methods of the non-profit sector and focus government
policy on housing solutions for lower-income people who suffer disproportionately from
the housing affordability crisis. On behalf of our members, I respectfully submit the
following comments on the City of Milpitas” draft housing element (HE) for your
consideration. '

A. Housing Needs Assessment

Between 2000 and 2010, the population of the City of Milpitas grew by 6.53%. In contrast,
the City grew the number of jobs by 11% in two years (2010-2012). Employment growth
within the City significantly outpaces residential growth.

Data collected by the UC Davis Center for Regional Change! demonstrates the extent of the

" mismatch between existing low-wage jobs and the housing that is available to these
workers. Specifically, UC Davis analyzed the mismatch between the number of Jow-wage
jobs paying $15,000 per year® versus the number of homes affordable to these workers,
which at 30% of income amounts to $750 per month for rent.

The résulting Jobs to housing fit (JHFIT) ratio shows that the City has 9.85 low paying jobs
for every affordable home in the City. Although 18.7% of jobs within the City pay very-
low income wages, only 7.1% of the current housing stock is affordable to these workers.

P'UC Davis data and methodology available at http://bit 1v/ 1 p40cws

? Data utilized originated from the Longitudinal Employer FHousehold Dynamics (LEHD) Origin-
Destination Employment Statistics Dataset (LODES) collected and disseminated by the US Census tracks
this data via the Workplace Area Characteristics file. This data can be downloaded here -
http:/lehd.ces.census.cov/data/

The Veice of
Afferdabls Housing

nehnprofithdusing.org
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Assuming that two very-low wage earners reside in a single apartment, fair market rent
would be $1,500, well below the average rent for Santa Clara County pegged at $2,580 per
month as of October 2014. In the past year alone, average rents in the County have
increased by 11.3 percent whereas average incomes increased marginally by 1 percent.

Continuing to grow the mumber of jobs in the City through commetcial development
without addressing the accompanying housing growth for those new employees exacerbates
housing problems not only for the City but also for nearby cities and runs counter to the
regional effort to reduce driving.

NPH strongly suggests the City include the following programs in the draft housing
element:

e A program fo monitor jobs housing fit (JHF) in the City for renters and
homeowners. JHF is defined as the ratio of low-wage jobs (those paying $1,250
per month or less) to affordable rental (apartments that cost $750 per month or
less) or affordable homes (owner-occupied or vacant for sale housing units at
8$150,000 or less).

» A program to improve low wage jobs and affordable housing fit currently pegged
at 9.85. ‘

B. RHNA Progress

Based on our review of the City’s Annual Progress Reports, it appears that the City’s
performance during the 2007-2014 planning period fell short of meeting the City’s housing
need, especially with respect to lower-income households, while significantly exceeding the
above moderate income housing production allocation. Performance values shown as % of
total REINA for each affordability level:

. » Very low income (0-50% AMI) - 49%
+ Low income (51-80% AMI) - 26%
¢  Moderate (81-120% AMI) - 60%
s Above moderate income (120% AMI+) - 598%

Because of the existing deficit of homes available to those earning less than 80% of the area
median income, the shortage of available land, and the continued employment growth in the
coming decades’, the City must incentivize and prioritize the production of housing
affordable to all income segments, especially within the established Priority Development
Area (PDA), key transportation corridors, and publicly owned land.

3 Plan Bay Area projects that the number of jobs in the City will grow by as much as 28% between 2010
and 2040,




-

C. Housing Resources

Low Income Housing Tux Credits (LIHTC) Scoring

Prior to their dissolution in 2011, cities relied on Redevelopment Agencies (RDA) to
provide funds for affordable housing production. Since the dissolution of RDA, non-profit
housing developers have had to rely on very competitive federal tax credits, namely the
Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC); to finance a housing project affordable to those
making less than 80% AML. In order to qualify to apply for LIHTC, projects must be
consistent with site and amenity criteria for public transportation and services/amenities.

Appendix C provides a detailed site inventory anticipated to accommodate the City’s
allocation of 3,290 units. An analysis of LIHTC viability of the ideniified opportunity sites
shows that only 3 of the parcels® identified score well against the LIHTC criteria. The
maximum feasible number of units that could be built through tax credits is 192 units,
significantly below the 3,290 units necessary.

As such, the City should identify other programs to mitigate its affordable housing need.
One such program is prioritizing affordable housing on publicly owned land. By signing of
“AB 2135: Surplus Land for Affordable Housing (Ting) the Governor strengthened the Right

of First Refusal enjoyed by affordable housing when local agencies — including special
districts such as transpertation authorities — dispose of surplus land. The City should work
with the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) to identity agency owned
parcels that may be suitable for redevelopment and prioritize these for housing affordable to
those earning §0% AMI or less.

NPH strongly suggests the city include the following programs in the draf housing
element:

« A program to identify all publicly owned parcefs and develop a policy to prioritize,
require, or incentivize housing affordable to those making 80% AMI or less on -
public land.

Financing Tools

The loss of redevelopment funds, as well as the Palmer decision, has severely limited the
development of affordable housing across the region. Given the higl costs of land and the
overall market strength in the city not-for-profit developers cannot against market rate
developers to acquire land for development. In order to adequately house current and future
workers across all income levels, NPH strongly suggests the city include the following
programs in the draft housing element:

* The 3 parcels that scored well against LIFITC are as follows: 7027 acre parcel at Sinclair Frontage Rd &
Los Coches St.; 2.65 acre parcel at S. Milpitas Bl & Los Coches St.; and 11.54 acre parcel at S Main St &
Los Coches St.




-

e A program to conduct a non-residential nexus study to lay the groundwork for a
Sfuture commercial linkage Jee. The commercial linkage fee requires developers to
ameliorate some of the housing impacts generated by new commercial development
by requiring developers to pay fees for the development of affordable housing. As
demonstrated by the cities of Sunnyvale and Mountain View, a well thought
through commercial linkage fee does not deter commercial development. In high-
development areas like Milpitas, a commercial linkage fee will provide a
continuous funding source for the development of affordable housing.

¢ A programfo conduct a residential nexus study fo lay the groundwork for a
future housing impact fee. Many local jurisdictions, such as Mountain View and
most recently Emeryville, Daly City and San Jose, have established housing impact
fees to ameliorate the loss of RDA. Housing impact fees provide a continuous local
funding source for the development of affordable housing.

o A program to set aside 20% of annually recurring tax increment funds
(“boomerang funds”) Jor affordable housing. The City of Milpitas declined to set-
aside one-time former redevelopment “boomerang’ funds for affordable housing.
By doing so the City failed to take advantage of a match offered by Santa Clara
County which would have resulted in close to $1.9 million for affordable housing.
Given the significant dearth of funding for affordable housing and the very high
need for affordable homes, the City should include a program to commit 20% of
the yearly tax increment funds they receive towards affordable housing.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the city’s housing element. Please
feel free to contact me regarding any questions.

Sincerely,

Pilar Lorenzana-Campo

Regional Policy Manager
Non-Profit Housing Association of Northem. California

pilar@nonprofithousing.org

cc
Paul McDougall, Paul.McDougall@hcd.ca.oov
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LAW FOUNDATION OF SILICON VALLEY
152 Norxth Third Street, 3 Floor
San Jose, California 95112
Telephone {408) 2934790 < Fax (408) 293-0106
www lawfoundation.org -

December 3, 2014
SENT VIA E-MAIL: jess.negrete@hed.ca.gov

Jess Negrete

Housing and Policy Division

Housing and Community Development
1800 3 Street

PO Box 952053

Sacramento, CA 94252-2053

Re: Comments on Milpitas’s Draft Housing Element
Dear Mr. Negrete:

Public Interest Law Firm and Fair Housing I.aw Project (programs of the Law Foundation of
Silicon Valley)' write to provide written comments regarding the City of Milpitas’s (“City”)
Draft 2015-2023 Housing Element (“Housing Element”) on behalf of low-income residents of
Milpitas. Qur review of the City’s Housing Element concludes that the City is failing to meet
its obligations under the Housing Element. The Housing Element fails to do a sufficient
analysis of the prior Housing Element, fails to identify adequate sites, and does not include
specific programs. Moreover, the City has taken affirmative steps through the Housing
Element to discourage including programs in its Housing Element that would promote the
development of affordable housing.

Public Participation

We are dismayed that the City has falled to seriously consider comments provided by the Law
Foundation and other advocacy groups during the public participation process. The comments
specifically encourage the City to consider a program to permanently fund of affordable housing,
such as housing impact fees, and to amend the programs to include anti-displacement policies.
The Planning Commission did engage with advocates, and instructed City Staff to amend the
Housing Element to include specific programs that would permanently fund affordable housing,
such as considering impact fees. However, the City Council instructed staff to remove those
specific programs, and to remove any references to any programs that would consider funding

! PILF’s mission is to protect the human rights of individuals and groups in Silicon Valley who are underrepresented

in the civil justice system. PILF accomplishes its mission by leveraging the skills and resources of pro bono attormeys
to provide high-guality representation in class action and impact litigation, advocacy in state and local government,
and litigation support to local legal services programs. One of PILI”s five litigation and advocacy priorities is to
preserve affordable housing.

.The mission of FHLP is to ensure that all people may freely choose a place to live without regard to their race, color,
religion, sex, age, national origin, sexual preference, marital status, source of income, operation of a licensed day care,
disability, or whether they have children in their family.



for affordable housing. In fact, the only change we recognized between the draft initially made
public and the one submitted to HCD was the removal of this paragraph from Program D1?
“Advocate for policies and legislation at the State and Federal level that increase the funding
available to support the development and preservation of affordable housing™:
“NOTE: Following the loss of Redevelopment Agencies in California,
Jjurisdictions throughout the State are facing increased challenges with respect to
funding the development and preservation of affordable housing. . Many cities
already have, or are considering, adopting various programs that can be used to
create or preserve affordable housing, including inclusionary zoning
requirements, housing impact fees, and commercial linkage fees. Although these
programs are not required by HCD for Housing Element certification,
implementing one or more of these programs would provide a more robust set of
housing policies and programs in the City of Milpitas. These local mechanisms
are particularly vital to the City as 99 it builds out more than 6,000 market rate
units without any codified mechanism in place to capture part of this value for the
benefit of low income residents of Milpitas.”

Review & Revise

The draft Housing Element does not adequately analyze the progress and outcomes from the
prior Housing Element. The draft Housing Element states that the number of housing units
built exceeded the RHNA, but the City did not meet its obligations for very-low-, low-, and
moderate-income households.”  In fact, the City developed 637.1% of its RHNA for above
moderate families but only 36.7% of its RHNA for very low income families, 10.5% of its
RHNA for low-income families, and 39.5% of its RHNA for moderate income families.*
Further, although the City enumerated the number of affordable units built, the City does not
describe where they were built. - As discussed in the Sites Analysis, the City may be including
the South Main Senior lifestyles property towards the current and past RIINA allocations for
very low income families.

The HCD building blocks require an analysis of the effectiveness of each element.  Specifically,
HCD requires “For each program, the analysis should compare significant differences between
what was projected or planned in the earlier element and what was achieved. Analyze the
differences to determine where the previous housing element met, exceeded, or fell short of what
was anticipated.”® There is no analysis as to why the City failed to meet its affordable housing
‘obligations for low-income individuals and performed so poorly during the past planning
period.6 The City needs to engage in an analysis in order to adequately update ifs program to
address this shortfall.

2 Draft Housing Element, p. 98.
* Draft Housing Element, p. 6. .
4

Id.
¥ Government Code Section 65588, HCD Review and Revise,
http-/fwww.bcd.ca.govihpd/housing_element2/GS_reviewandrevise.php.
3

Id

2



Potential Governmental and Non-Governmental Restraints
The draft Housing Element fails to address the following restraints:

* Land-use controls: The City must analyze land-use controls, such a zoning and
growth controls, as potential government constraint.” A housing element must identify and
“analyze the impact of the growth management or controls process and procedure on the cost and
affordability of housing. Even if the growth control ordinance allows the community to meet its
entire RHNA, the ordinance may still be a constraint that requires mitigation because of
increased processing costs or timing delays.”® Currently, Milpitas’ hillside area is zoned for
low and very low density, some areas as low as 0.1 units per acre.” This is a land use control
that would hinder the development of multi-family housing and should be identified as a
governmental constraint to the development of affordable housing.

e Affordable Housing: The City is required to identify potential and actual constraints
to the development of housing for low-income families. " The City has identified the use of
development agreements as the main source of achieving a 20% affordable housing goal."!
However, the City has clearly failed to meet this affordable housing goal, although there has
been significant residential development in the City. Therefore, the use of development
agreements and the lack of a permanent source of affordable housing must be identified as a
potential governmental constraint.

+ Boomerang Funds: The City of Milpitas declined to set-aside former redevelopment
“boomerang” funds for affordable housing.'?> However, this is not addressed as a consfraint to
the development of affordable housing. The Housing Element should analyze the city’s
decision to not set aside boomerang funds as a constraint to the development of affordable
housing.

Non-Government Constraints:

¢ Economic Displacement & Rent Burden: We are greatly concerned with the
msplacement of low-income residents from the City of Milpitas. There has been a 41%
increase in rent in Milpitas since 2005 and 44% of Milpitas renters face a rent burden.'*  With
no policies protecting low-income residents from rent increases or displacement, many
low-income residents are being forced out of the City. We believe that this is a pressing issue

7 GGovernment Code. Section 65583(a), “Land-Use Controls, available at
http//www.hed.ca.gov/hpdfhousing element2/CON landuse.php).
8
Id.
* Draft Housing Element, p. 69.
10 Government Code Section 65583(a)(6).
! Draft Housing Element, p. 76.
2 Hepler, Lauren, “Who’s Footing the Bill for Silicon Valley’s Housing?”, Silicon Valley Business Journal, June 14,
2014. Available at: ‘
<http://www.bizjournals.com/sanjose/news/2014/06/17/whos-footing-the-bill-for-silicon-valleys-housing. html ?page
=al>] .
13 Draft Housing Element, p. 29 and p. 33.



that is only superficially addressed in the Housing Element. The Housing Element should do a
deeper analysis of the economic displacement and recommend policies that will prevent
displacement of low-iiicome residents.

At-Risk Units

The City must do more to describe efforts to preserve at-risk units during the planning period.
The inventory of affordable housing units lists several housing developments without expiration
dates and does not identify the type of subsidy, such as whether the umts are part of the BMR
program, LIHTC, or have some other subsidy, as required by the statute.!

As to the units that the City has identified as at-risk, the City fails to comply with the regulations
as there is little detail about the City’s effort to engage w1th qualified entities who might preserve
the at-risk units or the City’s efforts to potential fundmg Specifically, the HCD building
blocks requlre the City to “consider the use of all federal, state, and local financing and subsidy
programs,” identify the amounts of funding for each program, and which funding will be targeted
for the preservation efforts.'® The City only states the City does not have enough funding to
_support preservation and only lists general funding sources without describing how such funding
could be used to support the preservatlon of the at-risk units at SunnyHills apartment or what the
City will do to try to get such funding.'” Further, the City’s analysis fails to include specific
actions that the City will take to engage with entities willing to preserve the housing or efforts to
encourage getting federal grants, low-income tax credits, or funding through the Housing Trust.
HCD should require the City to detail preservation efforts, and describe more specific funding
sources and specific plans to reach out to entities who may be interested in the preservation of
Sunny Hills.

Sites Inventory and Analysis

The City is including 56 very-low income units to be built at South Main Senior Lifestyles
towards its RHNA obligation for the next planning penod However, 1t seems that the same
property, South Main Senior Lifestyles, is included and counted in the current Housing Element
towards the RHINA obligation for the 2007-2014. ¥ Asthe City has not specified the sites that
were used to meet its RHNA obligations during the current planning period in the draft Housing
Element, it is unclear whether the South Main Senior Lifestyles is being counted for both
planning periods. HCD should require that the City clarify whether the very low-income units
at'South Main Senior Lifestyles re being counted towards the current or future RHNA obligation.

As a general matter, the sites inventory and analysis in the draft Housing Element is inadequate.
The draft Housing Element is missing a comprehensive analysis of the sites as required by HCD.

 Gov't Code Sec. 65583(a)(9)

© Gov’'t Section 65583(a)(9)(d).

18 (HCD, Identification and Analysts of Developments At-Risk of Conversion
http:/iwww.hed.ca.gov/hpd/housing_element2/EHN_atrisk.php).

" Draft Housing Element, p. 35.

¥ Draft Housing Element, 117.

i Milpitas Housing Element 2007-2014, p. 7-70, available at
htp://fwww.hed.ca.pov/hpd/housing element?/GS reviewandrevise.php.
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HCD calls for analysis of “[t]he condition or age of existing uses and the potential for
such uses to be discontinued and replaced with housing (within the planning period)” for
each site that a city plans to include as underutilized.” The description of the sites are
limited to one chart and do not have sufficient detail; they do not describe what specific
business or retailers are on the site, nor any efforts to reach out to business owners about
their interest in redevelopment. There is no map for each specific site, nor any pictures
showing the existing use or future planned use. There is no indication that the extant
businesses are blighted, outdated or have any plans to move. The vast majority of the
sites are not vacant, and there is no analysis as to why redevelopment could potentially
occur on the sites.

The sites inventory contains no “explanation of the methodology to determine development
potential considering factors, including the extent to which existing uses may constitute an
impediment to additional residential development, development trends, market conditions and
regulatory or other incentives to encourage additional residential development.”*'  In other
words, there is no explanation as to why the sites, most of which have existing commercial uses,
have the potential to be developed into high-density residential use within the next planning
period.

In general, the City assumes that every single unit developed on higher density parcels will be
affordable to low- and very low-income houscholds. This is a highly unrealistic assumption
given the difficulty of developing such housing and the current market’s strong emphasis on
market-rate housing. The City should do a deeper of analysis of what sites could be suitable for
affordable housing financing and how such financing could be secured

As to listed sites (Table C-2), many are very small parcels that are less than an acre (some as
small as 0.21 acres)). These parcels are unlikely to actually support affordable housing, despite
the high current allowable densities for these sites (41-60 dwelling units per acre). Milpitas has
no program for lot-consolidation that would facilitate the consolidation of smaller parcels.
Because the sites will only allow for the development of a small number of units, it is unclear
whether these sites could realistically support the development of housing affordable to
lower-income households.

As HCD states . . .

... while it may be possible to build housing on a small lot, the nature and
conditions (i.e., development standards) necessary to construct the units often
render the provision of affordable housing infeasible. For example, assisted
housing developments utilizing State or federal financial resources typically

% HCD, Analysis of Non-vacant and Underutilized Sites

hrtp:/fhed ca. govihpd/housing element?/STA zoning phpfnonvancant)/
2l Governnent Section 65583(cYand (¢)7.
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include 50-80 units. To utilize small sites to accommodate the jurisdictions share
of the regional housing need for lower-income houscholds, the element must
consider the impact of constraints associated with small lot development on the
ability of a developer to produce housing affordable to lower-income
households.

These small parcels are unlikely to support affordable housing and the City must provide.
justification for their inclusion. Moreover, it is unlikely that they will be eligible for
competitive financing, like low income housing tax credits. HCD should require that
the City to a deeper analysis of the opportunity sites, including a detailed descnption of
what parcels could be developed into affordable housing and how such financing could
be secured.

Qualified Objectives and Housing Programs

The City needs to revise its Qualified Objectives and Housing Pro grams to include more specific
actions or timelines. The programs in the draft Housing Element lack specific actions or
timelines for implantation as required. Nearly all the programs have an “ongoing timeline.”
The Housing Element must be revised to include specific program with specification actions
during a specific timeline.

Many of the programs offered in the draft Housing Element are exactly the same as the prior
planning period. The housing programs do not include any programs to address Milpitas® poor
performance in meeting its RHNA obligations for very-low, low, and moderate income families
during the past planning period. As many of the programs are the same, it is unlikely that
Milpitas will meet its RHNA obligations for very-low, low, and moderate income families
during the 2015-2023 planning period.

Moreover, HCD requires that the Housing Element include programs to assist in the
development of housing for extremely low, very low, and moderate income households.” The
City must update its housing programs to include specific programs that will promote the
development of affordable housing, in order to demonstration that it will meet its RHNA
obligations during the next planning period. HCD should require the City to consider programs
that would promote the development of affordable housing, and more specifically, support a
permanent source of affordable housing, such as a nexus study to look at housing mitigation or
commercial linkage fees. Moreover, the City most include programs to address constraints,
such as updating zoning for hillside areas, taking more specific actions to preserve at-risk units,
and developing programs to prevent the displacement of low-income families from the City.

2 (HCD, Analysis of Sites and Zoning, avail. at htip://hed.ca.gov/hpd/houging elememZ/SIA zoning. phpifcapacity).
¥ Governmient Code Section 65583(c)(2).
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We would be happy to speak with you to discuss these comments further. If you have any
questions, please feel free to contact Nadia Aziz at (408) 280-2453.

Sincerely,
/s/

Nadia Aziz, Senior Attorney
Fair Housing Law Project

Cc:  Paul McDougall, HCD, via email to paul.mcdougall@hcd.gov
Felix Reliford, Planner, via e-mail to freliford @ci.milpitas.ca.gov
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