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April 29, 2016 

 

Via E-mail 

 

Ms. Regina Adams 

Senior Planner 

City of Mountain View 

500 Castro Street 

Mountain View, CA 94041 

regina.adams@mountainview.gov 

 

Re: Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 

 
Dear Ms. Adams: 

 

The following comments on the City of Mountain View’s (“City”) Draft 2015-2020 Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (“AI”) are offered by the Law Foundation of Silicon Valley1 

and Public Advocates Inc.2 on behalf of low-income residents of Mountain View.  We appreciate 

your and the City’s willingness to consider these comments.   

 

While the Draft AI does provide information about where various protected category groups live in 

Mountain View, and housing options in Mountain View, the Draft AI falls short in its analysis of 

what impediments to fair housing choice exist in Mountain View. We suggest that the City review 

HUD’s recently published “AFFH Rule Guidebook” for guidance about what type of analysis an AI 

should have.3 

   

1) The Draft AI Fails to Analyze Patterns of Segregation in the City and Access to 

Opportunity 

 
While the Draft AI includes information about demographic changes in Mountain View, there is no 

discussion of whether these changes have led to patterns of segregation or integration, nor of the 

possible causes for these demographic changes.4  For example, the Draft AI mentions that there has 

                                                 
1
  The Law Foundation of Silicon Valley advances the rights of under-represented individuals and families in Santa 

Clara County through legal services, strategic advocacy, and educational outreach.      
2
  Public Advocates is a nonprofit law firm and advocacy organization that challenges the systemic causes of poverty 

and racial discrimination by strengthening community voices in public policy and achieving tangible legal victories 

advancing education, housing and transit equity. 
3
 While we understand that the AFFH Rule Guidebook describes entitlement jurisdictions’ newly created obligation 

to create an “Assessment of Fair Housing” in lieu of an AI, much of the analysis is the same.  (See, AFFH Rule 

Guidebook, p. 5).  The AFFH Rule Guidebook available at https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4866/affh-rule-

guidebook/. 
4
 AFFH Guidebook, p. 63-64. 
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been an increase in the Asian population, but a decrease in the Latino population without any attempt 

to explain the reason for these changes.5  Is this shift caused by an increase in tech jobs and rising 

rents in Mountain View, which have, in turn, led to lower-income families being priced out of the 

city?  Without this analysis, the City cannot adequately address what impediments to fair housing 

choice exist in Mountain View. 

 

Moreover, the Draft AI fails to address disparities in access to education, job/labor markets, and 

transportation; nor does it address environmental disparities.6  While the Draft AI contains 

information about where job and centers are located, there is no analysis of how the location of jobs 

affects fair housing choice.  For example, are different racial groups able to access education, 

transportation, and job opportunities at the same level as other groups within Mountain View?  

Without this analysis, the Draft AI fails to fully contemplate barriers to fair housing choice. 

 

 

2) The Draft AI Fails to Analyze Economic Displacement and Its Effect on Fair Housing 

Choice 

 

We are greatly concerned with the economic displacement of low-income residents and residents of 

color from the City.  Exponential job growth in the high-tech sector has driven housing costs ever 

higher, causing particular hardship to renters and leading to the displacement of many lower-income 

renter households from Mountain View. A recent study by researchers at the University of California 

Berkeley revealed that 11 census tracts in Mountain View are at some stage of gentrifying and losing 

low-income households.7   The Draft AI reports that median rent per square foot increased by 54 

percent between 2010 and 2015, and that rental rates in Mountain View as of mid-2015 are a 

startling “29 percent higher per square foot than the County, and 99 percent higher than the state.”8  

Yet the Draft AI neither discusses the displacement that has resulted from these housing pressures, 

nor does it identify the impact on protected classes.   

 

The escalation in rents disproportionately exposes Latino households to displacement pressures.  Not 

only are Latino households more likely to be renters—74 percent of Latino-headed households in 

Mountain View rent, compared to 59 percent of Mountain View households overall—but Latino 

household income in Mountain View is less than 55 percent of the median household income for the 

City overall.9  With no policies protecting lower-income residents from rent increases or 

displacement, many Latino and other lower-income residents are being forced out of the City.   

 

HUD has asked entitlement jurisdictions to look at economic displacement and gentrification as an 

impediment for fair housing choice. 10 Indeed, displacement impacts a number of core fair housing 

concerns.  At its most basic level, involuntary displacement represents a loss of the most natural and 

important housing choice for many—the choice to stay in one’s home and community.  Moreover, 

                                                 
5
 Draft AI, p. 24. 

6
 AFFH Guidebook, p. 68. 

7
 UC Berkeley Urban Displacement Project, available at http://www.urbandisplacement.org/ 

8
 Draft AI, p. 46. 

9
 These statistics are drawn from the 2014 ACS 5 year estimates, accessed on factfinder.census.gov.   

10
 AFFH Guidebook, p. 49, p. 117. 
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families who are displaced by Mountain View are excluded from a community of opportunity in the 

heart of the region’s powerhouse economy, exacerbating patterns of exclusion and jeopardizing 

ethnic and racial diversity within Mountain View.11  And all too often, those who are displaced are 

pushed to lower-income communities at the fringes of the region with low access to quality 

education, jobs, and transportation.  This pattern is intensifying racial segregation. Without a 

thorough analysis of one of the major housing issues in Mountain View, and indeed the entire Bay 

Area, the Draft AI is lacking in its analysis of impediments that various protected groups have to fair 

housing choice.  The Draft AI should look to reasons for economic displacement, such as the lack of 

affordable housing, rising rents, and an imbalanced jobs-housing ratio in the City. It should also 

analyze whether the lack of a rent control ordinance and eviction protections are an impediment to 

fair housing choice. 

 

In addition to analyzing displacement as an impediment to fair housing, the AI must incorporate 

meaningful action to overcome this impediment.  Local organizing in the low-income Latino 

community in Mountain View points toward the most effective and urgently needed actions.  Many 

residents of Mountain View have been advocating for a rent stabilization ordinance that would limit 

rent increases and just cause eviction protections that would protect tenant stability by requiring 

landlords to evict only for good cause.  In fact, tenant advocates have recently submitted a ballot 

measure for the November ballot to impost a cap on rent increases.12  The Draft AI should be revised 

to discuss these efforts and what the city can do to support or implement the policies being put 

forward by the community.  

 

3) The Draft AI Fails to Address The Effects of Cost Burden, Overcrowding, and 

Substandard Housing on Fair Housing Choice 

 

One of the areas that HUD suggests looking at in analyzing impediments to fair housing choice are 

whether various protected groups have higher rates of housing cost burden, overcrowding, and 

substandard housing.13  The Draft AI fails to address substandard housing, and overcrowded housing 

in Mountain View.  The City could have analyzed code enforcement complaints to determine 

whether particular groups have habitability issues at a  higher rate than other non protected groups, 

and whether substandard housing in impediment to fair housing choice. 

 

Moreover, while the Draft AI addresses cost-burden, and charts which groups face a higher rent 

burden,14 the Draft AI fails to address what steps it will take to address the fact that certain racial 

groups are disproportionately rent-burdened.  As stated above, the Draft AI should analyze rent 

control protections, as well as affordable housing opportunities as an impediment to fair housing 

choice. 

 

                                                 
11

 The Draft AI acknowledges that whites are overrepresented in Mountain View, and Latinos underrepresented, as 

compared with the County and the State.  Draft AI, p. 24.   
12

 Noack, Mike, “Tenant Advocates Submit Rent-control Measure,” Mountain View Voice, April 7, 2016, available 

at http://mv-voice.com/news/2016/04/07/tenant-advocates-submit-rent-control-measure. 
13

 AFFH Guidebook, p. 82. 
14

 Draft AI, p. 48-49. 
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4) The Draft AI Fails to Fully Analyze Publicly Supported Housing and its Effect on Fair 

Housing Choice. 

 

While the Draft AI lists the affordable housing sites in Mountain View, there is no analysis of what 

neighborhoods the affordable housing sites are located, of whether these sites are in or near high-

opportunity areas, or of the demographic characteristics of the residents of these properties.15   There 

is no analysis of access to this type of housing for individuals with disabilities. Moreover, there is 

little analysis of what affordable housing policies are implemented in Mountain View, and how these 

policies affect fair housing choice. 

 

The Draft AI also fails to address impediments to fair housing choice as it related to the Section 8 

Housing Choice Voucher program.  The Draft AI mentions that 268 voucher holders live in 

Mountain View, which is only 1.6% of all voucher holders in the County.16  There is no analysis as 

to where these voucher holders live (i.e., whether they live in areas of high or low opportunity) and 

no analysis of the barriers that Section 8 voucher holders might face in obtaining housing in 

Mountain View.    

 

Moreover, the Draft AI should analyze Mountain View’s lack of an ordinance protection Section 8 

voucher holders from discrimination as an impediment to fair housing choice.  Other cities, including 

East Palo Alto, have enacted ordinances that include participation in Section 8 and other voucher 

programs as a prohibited form of source of income discrimination.  There is currently a bill in the 

State legislature looking to include housing subsides, like Section 8, as a protected category to 

California’s Fair Employment and Housing Act.  As identified in the AI, many extremely low-

income and low-income residents in the City rely on the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program 

to remain in Mountain View.  Unfortunately, many voucher holders have difficulty realizing the 

mobility and flexibility that the voucher program is supposed to offer as many landlords refuse to 

rent to Section 8 voucher holders.  As there are no protections against this discrimination, many 

Section 8 voucher holders are forced to move out of Mountain View.  The Draft AI needs to analyze 

this in order to determine impediments to fair housing choice.   

 

5) The Draft AI Lacks Sufficient Concrete Strategies for Removing Barriers to Fair Housing 

Choice.  

 

The City must not only analyze conditions that restrict fair housing choice but must also set priorities 

and goals to address those factors.17  The City should identify metrics, milestones and time frame for 

achieving those goals, as well as what partner agencies with whom the City intends to collaborate.18  

 

The Draft AI falls short of establishing recommendations to support housing choice.  Many of the 

recommendations refer to affordable housing programs and policies that already exist within the 

City.  The Draft AI recommends that the City continue its fair housing efforts, but offers little advice 

                                                 
15

 Draft AI, p. 51-53. 
16

 Draft AI, p. 51. 
17

 AFFH Guidebook, p. 108 (See also, 24 CFR 515.2). 
18

 Id. 
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for improving or expanding these efforts.19 These “recommendations” describe only the acts that the 

law already requires the City to perform without proposing new fair housing support initiatives. 

Many of the suggestions the City proposes in the AI do not describe specifically who will implement 

these recommendations, nor offer timeframes for completion.  

 

We encourage the City to revise its Draft AI to do a deeper analysis of impediments to fair housing 

choice in Mountain View, and to incorporate the suggested analysis and recommendations above.  

We believe a deeper analysis of impediments to fair housing choice will allow Mountain View to 

think of recommendations beyond current programs to remove barriers to housing choice, promote 

integration, and to allow all residents of Mountain View access to opportunity. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments to Mountain View’s AI.  We would happy to 

speak with you, as well as with City staff, to discuss these comments further. If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact Nadia Aziz at (408) 280-2453 or by e-mail at 

nadia.aziz@lawfoundation.org.  If I am not available, please contact Melissa Morris, Senior 

Attorney, at melissam@lawfoundation.org or (408) 280-2429.  At Public Advocates, you may 

contact Anne Bellows at (415) 625-8467 or by email at abellows@publicadvocates.org.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Nadia Aziz 

Senior Attorney 

Law Foundation of Silicon Valley 

 

 

/s/ 

Anne Bellows 

Attorney & Equal Justice Works Fellow 

Public Advocates Inc.  

      

      

      

 

                                                 
19

 See Draft AI,  pp. 93, 94 [Action #1 (continue to contract with local service providers); Action #2 (continue to 

contract with local service providers); Action #3 (continue to contract with local service providers); Action #4 

(continue to participate in countywide fair housing task force); Action #7 (modify local zoning ordinances to comply 

with state and federal law); Action #9 (continue to assist the Housing Authority of the County of Santa Clara) ].  


