


substandard rental properties. Prioritize efforts to acquire
foreclosedpropertiesfor conversionto affordablehousing.

Timeframe: Ongoing

ResponsibleAgency: CommunityDevelopmentServiceDepartmentr
HousingDivision;RedwoodCity Redevelopment
Agency

FundingSources: CDBGRedevelopmenSetAside

Redwood City encouragesthe maintenance and improvement of
housingfor all income levelsthrough its Code EnforcementProgram.
The goal of code enforcementis to minimize deferred maintenance,
eliminate health and safety problems and blighted conditions in
neighborhoods. Propertiesthat are cited for seriousviolationsand are
occupied by low income households are referred to the Home
ImprovementLoanProgramfor assistancgseeActionHz2).

Objective:

f Continueto implement the Code Enforcementprogram to
bring substandardhousing units into compliance with City
building and property maintenancecodes. Continueto refer
eligiblehouseholdgo the HomelmprovementLoanProgram.

Timeframe: Ongoing

ResponsibleAgency: CommunityDevelopmentServiceDepartmentr
Building& InspectionDivision

FundingSources: DepartmentaBudget

Retentionof assistedhousingis a critical part of maintainingthe supply
of affordable housingin RedwoodCity. While there are a number of
assistedhousing units in the City, one development, Redwood City
Commonsjs consideredat risk of conversionto marketrate duringthe
planning period. Redwood City Commonsis a 58 wunit affordable
developmentfor elderly residents,operated by a for profit company
andsubsidizedvith Section8 funds.

Redwood City will continue to monitor Section 8 legislation and
RedwoodCity Commonsand makeefforts to assistthe property owner
in maintainingthe affordability of theseunits.
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Objectives:
= Annually monitor the affordability status of Redwood City
Commons.

= Establish a list of qualified, community-based organizations,
such as Mid-Peninsula Housing Coalition, to contact regarding
possible ownership and management of the units at Redwood
City Commons if they are in imminent risk of conversion.

= Hold public hearings upon receipt of any Notice of Intent to Sell
or Notice of Intent to Convert to Market Rate Housing, pursuant
to Section 65863.10 of the Government Code.

= Support efforts to develop 60 new units of affordable housing
(Bradford site conceptual plan), to provide additional senior
housing in the event existing units are converted to market-
rate.

Timeframe: Ongoing; Establish list by 2011 when Section 8
contract expires

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Housing Division; Redwood City Redevelopment
Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Assist in the Development of Affordable Housing

Action H-5: Affordable Housing Development

The development of new affordable housing generally requires
subsidies from Federal, State, and local sources. The demand for
affordable housing throughout the Bay Area is steadily increasing, as
housing costs have accelerated beyond the capacity of many
households. Land write-downs and financial incentives can be significant
contributions to meet this demand and create new affordable housing.
Redwood City and the Redevelopment Agency have an active history of
providing land write-downs to selected developers in the acquisition
and disposition of housing sites and/or surplus properties for the
construction or rehabilitation of affordable housing units. As
opportunities become available, the City will continue to endeavor to
acquire sites for affordable housing.

Objectives:
= Continue to provide subsidies, as funds are available, to assist in
the development of affordable housing units.
= Continue to allocate funds for site acquisition to directly
facilitate the development and continuation of affordable
housing  opportunities, including CDBG, HOME, and
Redevelopment Set-Aside Funds.
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= Seek opportunities to assist in the acquisition of land for the
construction of new affordable rental and ownership housing.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Housing Division; Redwood City Redevelopment
Agency

Funding Sources: CDBG; HOME; Redevelopment Set-Aside Funds

Action H-6: First-Time Homebuyer Program

The City is committed to expanding homeownership opportunities for
lower- and moderate-income households to increase the percentage of
homeowners in the community and assist with the stabilization of
residential neighborhoods. As funds are available, Redwood City assists
with homeownership opportunities through a First Time Home Buyer
Program. The City’s First-Time Homebuyer Program, now a resale
program, provides secondary financing and down payment assistance to
eligible homebuyers who purchase resale units at Wyndham Place. The
program also sets forth terms and conditions for resale of ownership
units developed by the City or Redevelopment Agency. This program
ensures that the City or Agency has First Right of Refusal for Resale
units, that turnover units are made available to eligible qualified buyers,
and that the resale units remain affordable for the longest period of
time (30 to 40 years).

The City Council has expressed an interest in seeing a continuum of
programs that encourages residents to “Move Up” from one level of
housing to another. Program elements that encourage and assist
homebuyers to move from rental housing to affordable ownership
housing to conventional market rate housing, including Individual
Deposit Accounts, could help many residents to achieve this goal. The
“Home Buyer Ready” concept promotes homeownership and consumer
counseling to increase the success of first-time homebuyers.
Additionally, unit turnover provides ownership opportunities to a larger
number of people. Each time a unit would be resold, a new 45 year
affordability period would begin, thus sustaining the unit as affordable.

As a means of further leveraging homeownership assistance, the City
also participates with San Mateo County in the implementation of a
Mortgage Credit Certificate (MCC) Program. An MCC is a certificate
awarded by the County authorizing the holder to take a Federal income
tax credit. A qualified applicant awarded an MCC may take an annual
credit against federal income taxes of up to 20 percent of the annual
interest paid on the applicant’s mortgage. This provides more available
income to qualify for a mortgage loan and to make the monthly
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mortgage payments. The value of the MCC must be taken into
consideration by the mortgage lender in underwriting the loan and may
be used to adjust the borrower’s federal income tax withholding.

Objectives:

= Continue to provide homeownership assistance to eligible first-
time homebuyers at Wyndham Place.

= Explore a new First-Time Homebuyer program to assist
moderate-income residents to purchase affordable units that
are set-aside through the proposed Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance. Explore creating a “Move Up” program that will
provide support structure to first-time homebuyers.

= Continue to renew a Cooperative Agreement with San Mateo
County to administer Mortgage Credit Certificates for low- and
moderate-income Redwood City residents, and provide
information to interested residents at City Hall and on the City’s
website.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Housing Division; Redwood City Redevelopment
Agency

Funding Sources: CDBG; HOME; Redevelopment Set-Aside

Action H-7: Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

Redwood City has actively encouraged developers of new housing
within the City to provide affordable units whenever possible. The City
is currently pursuing the drafting of an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance
to codify requirements of new developments to provide a portion of
units as affordable to targeted income groups. To address affordable
housing needs, numerous communities have adopted inclusionary
housing ordinances that require an established percentage of units
within market-rate developments to be price-restricted as affordable to
targeted income groups.

The City will evaluate the adoption of an Inclusionary Housing
Ordinance to require up to 15 percent of units within new market-rate
developments to be price-restricted as units for lower- and moderate-
income households. Developers may also have the option of providing
the affordable units off- site or payment of an in-lieu housing fee.

Objective:
= Draft an inclusionary housing ordinance for review by the City
Council. Incorporate input received from the Housing and
Human Concerns Committee, the development community, and
the general public.
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Timeframe: Draft ordinance by 2010

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning and Housing Divisions; Redwood City
Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-8: Commercial Linkage Fee

Another tool to increase available funds for the development of
affordable housing is instituting a commercial linkage fee. Through a
commercial linkage fee, developers of new commercial projects are
required to contribute to the affordable housing stock either by fee or
through construction of new units.

Objective:
= Complete a commercial linkage fee study for Redwood City,
including a review of California cities with commercial linkage
fees, benefits, and impacts for Redwood City. Outreach to
commercial and residential developers, housing
representatives, and the general public for input.

Timeframe: Complete commercial linkage fee study by 2011

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning and Housing Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-9: Promote Sustainable Building Practices and Energy
and Water Conservation

For many residents, energy costs can be another major cost that is
difficult to pay. There are two ways that energy costs can be reduced:
through the use of efficient technologies and strategies, and through
the changes in individual behavior. In order to encourage the use of
energy and water efficient technologies and strategies, Redwood City is
drafting a Green Building Ordinance. The ordinance encourages the use
of landscaping to provide passive solar benefits, highly rated energy
efficient appliances, energy efficient site orientation, and the use of
solar heating systems. In addition, the City encourages energy and
water conservation by residents.

Objectives:
= Promote sustainable building design, construction, and
operations that facilitate lower energy costs for residents
through the adoption of a Green Building Ordinance.
= Assist in distributing information to the public regarding free
analysis of energy use, rebates, and other programs offered by
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Pacific Gas & Electric Company through the provision of
educational information at City Hall.

= Continue to serve as an example of sustainable design and
energy and water efficiency in government buildings and
facilities. Pursue demonstration projects as a source for
community education.

Timeframe: Ongoing; adopt Green Building Ordinance by
2010

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Building & Inspection, Planning, and Housing
Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Identify Adequate Sites to Achieve a Variety and
Diversity of Housing

Action H-10: Adequate Sites to Meet Regional Fair Share of
Housing Growth

The Redwood City General Plan Built Environment Element allows a
variety of housing types, with densities ranging from one to seven units
per acre in low-density residential areas, up to 60 units per acre in some
mixed use areas, and even above that in Downtown. In support of this
Housing Element update, the City developed a parcel-specific inventory
of sites suitable for future residential development under the General
Plan.

The majority of sites are for higher-density residential and mixed-use
development, located near transit stops, in Precise Plan areas, or on key
commercial and transportation corridors. Transportation costs are often
the second highest household cost, after housing costs. Thus, locating
new housing in areas that provide access to the most cost-effective
transportation modes (e.g. walking, cycling, and transit) further
supports housing affordability. Site potential also exists in higher-
density neighborhoods for smaller-scale infill development. The
residential sites analysis, combined with projects underway,
demonstrates the availability to meet the City’s RHNA of 1,856 new
dwelling units.

Objectives:
= Continue to provide appropriate land use designations
consistent with regional housing needs for mixed use and infill
development near transit and other amenities.
= Maintain an inventory of potential sites to provide to
developers in conjunction with information on development
incentives for affordable units.
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=  Provide technical assistance and information on available City-
and Agency-owned parcels for lower-income developments to
private or non-profit housing providers.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning and Housing Divisions; Redwood City
Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-11: Second Units

Second units offer an additional source of affordable housing to
homeowners and the community. Redwood City’s Zoning Ordinance
establishes development standards for second units on lots in
residential areas with an existing single-unit use. The development of
this important housing type should be facilitated, while ensuring
compatibility with and limited impact on existing neighborhoods.

Objectives:

= Review and consider revising development standards for second
units to facilitate the development of more second units in R4
and R5 neighborhoods, including allowing units to be built over
detached garages and decreased setbacks. Also explore form-
based approval options.

= Establish a protocol and monitoring system to accurately track
the number of second units constructed in the City, including
second units that are attached, or built at the same time as the
primary house. These two types of units are currently not
identifiable under the City’s current tracking system.

Timeframe: Complete study on impact of revised standards
by 2010. Finalize tracking system for new
second units by 2011.

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Building & Inspection, Planning, and Housing
Divisions; Redwood City Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-12: Alternative Housing Models

There are a variety of alternative housing models that help support
affordable housing choice. Efficiency units provide an affordable option
for singles and seniors, and should be encouraged. In addition,
Redwood City is home to two floating communities, composed of
floating homes, houseboats, and other liveaboards at Docktown Marina
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and Pete’s Harbor. New marinas allow for this housing type by retaining
a certain number of slips for liveaboards.

Objectives:

= Facilitate the development of alternative housing models suited
to the community housing needs through the provision of
flexible zoning regulations.

= Encourage efficiency units in rental housing to accommodate
seniors and individuals who work in Redwood City.

= Collaborate with stakeholders to enhance existing floating
communities in Redwood City. Establish a set of floating
community best practices to ensure the viability of this
innovative housing type.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning Division; Redwood City
Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-13: Senior Housing Needs

The changing needs of the aging baby boomer population include new
housing needs and preferences, housing affordability, walkable
communities, and access to public transportation, in addition to housing
design features that meet the needs of older adults. Redwood City
recognizes the changing housing needs of its population, including aging
seniors in need of supportive services. To meet such needs, the City
encourages the provision of more innovative housing types that may be
suitable for the community, including shared-housing arrangements,
community care facilities, supportive housing, and assisted living for
seniors. Assisted living facilities are designed for elderly individuals
needing assistance with activities of daily living but desiring to live as
independently as possible for as long as possible. Such facilities bridge
the gap between independent living and nursing homes, and offer
residents help with daily activities such as eating bathing, dressing,
laundry, housekeeping, and assistance with medications. Assisted living
can help to meet the housing and supportive services needs of
Redwood City’s relatively large and growing senior population.

Objectives:
= Continue to support organizations that facilitate shared housing
arrangements.
=  Support senior housing projects that are located near public
transit.

= Revise the Zoning Ordinance to specifically identify assisted
living facilities. Develop objective standards of approval and
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identify appropriate zones where assisted living facilities should
be permitted.

=  Apply 15 percent set-aside requirements to produce a supply of
assisted living units for low-income seniors.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning Division; Redwood City
Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-14: Workforce Housing/Community Land Trusts

As housing costs accelerated in the Bay Area, many middle-income
families and individuals were priced out of the ownership market. The
availability of workforce housing can provide opportunities for public
safety workers, school teachers, hospital workers, and workers in
service industries, for example, to achieve homeownership.

The availability of workforce housing is important for efforts to sustain
the City’s employment base and provide a diversity of housing choices.
One option to further increase housing for this income group is the
support for Community Land Trusts (CLTs). CLTs are non-profit
corporations created to acquire and hold land for the benefit of a
community and provide secure, affordable access to land and housing
for community residents. While the CLT owns and holds the land,
residents lease the land from the trust and own their houses upon the
land. This process removes most of the cost of land from the
homeownership equation, allowing much more affordable home prices.
Residents must agree to limited equity increases upon resale, ensuring
that the unit remains affordable for the next homeowner.

CLTs attempt to meet the needs of residents least served by the
prevailing market. Community land trusts help communities to gain
control over local land use and reduce absentee ownership, provide
affordable housing for moderate-income and workforce residents in the
community, promote resident ownership and control of housing, keep
housing affordable for future residents, and capture the value of public
investment for long-term community benefit.

Objective:
= |nvite outside experts to present educational information to
Housing staff, Planning Commission, and City Council on
community land trusts. As appropriate and if support exists,
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utilize these tools to facilitate affordable homeownership in
Redwood City.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning and Housing Divisions; Redwood City
Redevelopment Agency

Funding Sources: Redevelopment Set-Aside Funds; Departmental
Budget

Remove Constraints

Program H-15: Density Bonus Ordinance

Redwood City encourages the development of affordable and senior
housing throughout the City. The City has adopted, as part of the Zoning
Ordinance, the State density bonus ordinance. Financial incentives or
regulatory concessions may also be granted when a developer proposes
to construct affordable housing.

Objective:
= Develop a brochure to inform developers of opportunities for
affordable housing through the density bonus ordinance.
= |f Inclusionary Housing Ordinance is adopted, include
information on the Ordinance within an overall informational
brochure  regarding affordable housing development
requirements and opportunities in Redwood City.

Timeframe: By 2010

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- Planning and Housing Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-16: Small Lot Duplex Development

Duplexes can provide affordable housing to renters and owners,
increasing the supply of housing and assisting Redwood City in meeting
its regional share of housing growth. The City currently allows duplexes
in the R-2, R-G, R-3, R-4, and R-5 zones, with a minimum lot size of 7,500
square feet.

Objective:
= Explore revised minimum lot size standards for duplexes.
Complete a study that assesses parcels affected, potential
housing units produced, and potential impacts.

Timeframe: Complete small lot duplex development study
by 2012.
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Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning and Housing Divisions
Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-17: Plan for the Adequate Provision of Water

The primary infrastructure constraint in Redwood City is the availability
of water. The City has implemented one of the most aggressive water
conservation programs in the region, as well as a far-reaching recycled
water project. These measures have and will continue to decrease the
City’s demands upon the Hetch Hetchy water supply.

Objectives:

= Continue to require water conservation measures in all new
developments and implement water conservation measures in
City facilities.

= Encourage developments to use water conservation measures
to meet the requirements of the Draft Green Building
Ordinance.

= Require developers of large-scale projects to ensure adequate
water supply for each new project.

* |mmediately following adoption, deliver the 2009-2014
Redwood City Housing Element to providers of sewer and water
service within Redwood City.

Timeframe: Ongoing; deliver Element within one month of
adoption

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Planning Division; Public Works Services
Department

Funding Sources: Department Budget

Action H-18: Site Improvements and Fees

In order to enhance neighborhood character, a number of onsite
improvements are required, including the undergrounding of utilities
and upgrading of infrastructure such as sidewalks and alleyways. These
requirements can add substantial additional cost to affordable housing
projects.

Objectives:
= Continue to exempt affordable housing projects from the City’s
park impact fee.
= Consider developing an ordinance that exempts affordable
projects from specific site improvements and other impact fees.
= Continue to offer an in-lieu fee for the undergrounding of
utilities to projects that qualify. Ensure that affordable housing
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developers and appropriate City departments are aware of the
in-lieu fee option through the development of educational
materials (newsletters and brochures).

Timeframe: Ongoing; Create educational brochure by 2010.

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- Planning and Housing Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-19: Permit Processing

Lengthy review periods associated with permit processing are perceived
as one of the major constraints to housing development in any city, with
delays in project development increasing the holding cost of
developments. Complicated procedures may also discourage new
development especially by affordable and special needs housing
developers. To facilitate residential development, the City provides
development pre-application review and offers a streamlined
processing system that simplifies and expedites development
processing.

Objectives:
= Continue to evaluate and improve the streamlined processing
system to facilitate residential development.
= Establish a protocol that prioritizes affordable and special needs
housing for processing.
= Utilize CEQA exemptions for infill development sites to shorten
entitlement review time.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- All Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-20: Coordinate with Public Agencies

A variety of regional, State, and Federal public agencies can have review
authority over specific aspects of projects in Redwood City. At times,
these added review agencies can contribute to long review times and
project delays. These delays can have serious cost impacts on affordable
housing projects, and can even at times threaten the completion of
projects.

Objectives:
= Coordinate with C/CAG to develop a united effort to encourage
timely review of affordable housing projects by all public
agencies.
= Qutreach to specific public agencies, such as the San Mateo
County Environmental Health Division and the Regional Water
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Quality Control Board, to facilitate a more streamlined review
process.

=  Support regional efforts to explore the feasibility of addressing
Article 34 through countywide elections or other legal
remedies.

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Housing, Construction, Planning, and Building &
Inspection Divisions

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Program H21: Community Care Facilities and Group Homes
Redwood City encourages the development of community care facilities
and group homes. Consistent with State law, the City permits group
homes with six or fewer residents in all residential zoning districts by
right. In addition, the City permits these and other community care
facilities in many zoning districts throughout the City as quasi-public
uses.

Objectives:

= Consider revising the Zoning Ordinance to specifically identify
community care facilities and group homes, outlining objective
development and use standards and allowed locations.

® Facilitate discussions with neighborhoods and adjacent uses so
that good neighbor relationships are fostered and impacts to
adjacent uses are mitigated.

= Seek opportunities to assist nonprofit housing providers to
acquire and/or rehabilitate residential housing for group homes.

= Develop an inventory of residential care facilities and group
homes.

Timeframe: By 2011

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- Planning Division

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Action H-22: Extremely Low Income and Special Needs Housing
Extremely low-income households and households with special needs
have limited housing options. Housing types appropriate for these
groups include supportive housing, single-room occupancy (SRO) units,
emergency shelters, and transitional housing. There are five existing
emergency and transitional shelters within the City.
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Objectives:

= Amend the Zoning Ordinance to facilitate housing opportunities
for extremely low-income persons by establishing definitions,
performance standards, and siting regulations for transitional
and supportive housing development and single-room
occupancy developments.

= Continue to allow the establishment of transitional and
supportive housing options that function as residential uses,
consistent with similar residential uses.

= Amend the Zoning Ordinance to create a new overlay for
emergency shelters applicable to the Light Industrial Zone and
the new zone that will implement the Live/Work General Plan
designation established as part of the New General Plan.
Subject emergency shelters to the same development standards
as similar uses. Develop additional written, objective standards
of approval for emergency shelters as permitted under Housing
Element Law.

Timeframe: Amend the Zoning Ordinance within one year of
adoption of the Housing Element to allow
emergency shelters by right in the Light
Industrial and Live/Work zones.

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- Planning Division

Funding Sources: Departmental Budget

Equal Housing Opportunity

Action H-23: Fair Housing Services

The City affirmatively furthers fair housing and supports fair housing
organizations that seek to eliminate housing discrimination, and refers
all alleged cases of housing discrimination to housing rights
organizations. An important tool of the City’s Fair Housing efforts is
providing education to landlords and tenants to help them both meet
their obligations under the law and to support clean, safe, sanitary
housing in Redwood City.

Objectives:

= Continue to assist households with fair housing services through
the funding of fair housing services.

= Continue to support equal opportunity lending programs and
ensure that non-discriminatory practices will be followed in the
selection of residents for participation in housing programs.

= Continue to provide information on housing discrimination and
the resources available to victims of discrimination, in both
English and Spanish, at City Hall, the public library, and on the
City’s website.

Redwood City General Plan Page H-149



HOUSTING

Timeframe: Ongoing

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department-
Housing Division; Redwood City Redevelopment
Agency

Funding Sources: CDBG; Departmental Budget

Action H-24: Reasonable Accommodation

The U.S. Fair Housing Act requires that cities and counties provide
reasonable accommodation to rules, policies, practices, and procedures
where such accommodation may be necessary to afford individuals with
disabilities equal housing opportunities. Establishing a Reasonable
Accommodation Ordinance provides a means of requesting from the
local government flexibility in the application of land use and zoning
regulations or, in some instances, even a waiver of certain restrictions
or requirements because it is necessary to achieve equal access to
housing. Cities and counties are required to consider requests for
accommodations related to housing for people with disabilities and
provide the accommodation when it is determined to be “reasonable”
based on fair housing laws and case law interpreting the statutes.

Objectives:

= Adopt a Reasonable Accommodation Ordinance for making
requests for reasonable accommodation to land use and zoning
decisions and procedures regulating the siting, funding,
development and use of housing for people with disabilities.

= Continue to provide funding to facilitate home accessibility
modifications for disabled persons.

= Provide information to residents on reasonable accommodation
procedures via public counters and the City website.

Timeframe: Adopt Ordinance and develop educational
materials by 2011

Responsible Agency: Community Development Services Department
- Planning and Housing Divisions

Funding Sources: CDBG; Departmental Budget
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Summary of Quantified Objectives

Table H-53 summarizes the City’s quantified objectives for the 2009-
2014 planning period by income group.

= Construction of 1,453 new housing units, representing the City’s
remaining RHNA of 387 units for very low-income households,
271 units for low-income households, 263 units for moderate-
income households, and 532 market-rate units

= Rehabilitation of 150 existing rental units and 120 owner-
occupied units

=  Conservation of 58 units at risk of converting to market rate

Table H-57: Summary of 2009-2014 Quantified
Objectives

Income Level

Extremely | Ver Abov Total
tL:wsey ery Low | Moderate bove

Low Moderate
RHNA 205 217 | 304 358 772 | 1,856

Construction
Objective
(remaining
RHNA)
Single-Unit
Housing to Be 120 120
Rehabilitated

Multi-Unit
Housing to Be 150 150
Rehabilitated

At-Risk Housing
Units to Be 58 - -- 58
Conserved

387 | 271 263 532 | 1,453

8 2000 Census data indicates that 48.6 percent of the City’s very low-income population
qualifies as extremely low-income, earning less than 30 percent of the MFI. This
correlates to a regional housing need of 205 housing units for households of extremely
low-income.
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Appendix A

Housing Sites Inventory
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Housing Sites Inventory

. e Parcel General Plan . Allowable Realistic Lot Consolidation
Site Identifier X R Zoning R Acres . Current Use .
Number Designation Density Capacity Opportunity
Vacant Sites
053035310 HDR R-4 40.00 0.11 4|vacant no
053114360 HDR R-4 40.00 0.13 4|vacant no
053145230 MHDR R-3 30.00 0.27 6|vacant no
053145260 MHDR R-4 30.00 0.20 5{vacant, landlocked with Hetch Hetchy no
053245160 MHDR R-4 30.00 0.17 4|vacant, landlocked with culvert no
053361090 MHDR R-4 30.00 0.11 3|vacant no
053011190 MDR R-2 20.00 0.18 3|vacant no
055043340 MDR R-2 20.00 0.15 2|vacant no
059055100 MDR R-2 20.00 0.18 3|vacant, small sheds no
059055200 MDR R-2 20.00 0.22 4|vacant no
058212280 MDR R-3 20.00 0.11 2|vacant no
059113470 MDR R-3 20.00 0.11 2|vacant no
059113500 MDR R-2 20.00 0.11 2|vacant no
053034030 MDR R-2 20.00 0.24 4|vacant no
053266250 MDR R-2 20.00 0.11 2|vacant no
053013530 MDR R-4 20.00 0.20 3|vacant no
052271210 MU-C CG 60.00 0.15 7|vacant no
053372060 MU-C IR 60.00 0.09 4|vacant no
053182030 MU-C CG 60.00 0.33 16|vacant no
052064110 MU-N CG-R 40.00 0.14 4|vacant no
052064100 MU-N CG-R 40.00 0.30 10|vacant no
053364100 MU-N CN 40.00 0.32 10|vacant no
053311200 MU-N CG-R 40.00 0.12 4|vacant, storage no
053302020 MU-N CG-R 40.00 0.08 3|vacant no
053147040 MU-LW CG 20.00 0.17 3|vacant no
053147050 MU-LW IR 20.00 0.08 1|vacant no
053181090 MU-LW IR 20.00 0.19 3|vacant no
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Housing Sites Inventory

. e Parcel General Plan . Allowable Realistic Lot Consolidation
Site Identifier X R Zoning R Acres . Current Use .
Number Designation Density Capacity Opportunity
North Main Street and Peninsula Park Precise Plan Sites
052383370 MU-C North Main PP 1.85
052383360 MU-C North Main PP 0.49
052383350 MU-C North Main PP 0.80
North Main 052383340 MU-C North Main PP 0.88 A creek bank area owned by the City, a
Precise Plan 052383250 MU-C North Main PP 2.22 vacant school district building, a vacant yes
052383040 MU-C North Main PP 0.06 office building, two other office
052383380 MU-C North Main PP 2.41 buildings, and two small restaurants. 40
052383210 MU-C North Main PP Precise Plan 0.74 330 percent of the site is surface parking.
052531120 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 0.71
052531100 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 7.17
Peninusla Park 052531050 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 20.41 Open water (former marina), an
Precise Plan 052531020 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 3.21 abandoned perimter road, surface yes
052531110 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 0.36 parking, five office buildings, and a large
052531030 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP 2.19 vacant area.
052531070 MU-WF Peninsula Park PP Precise Plan 0.74 796
Downtown Projects Proposed (Precise Plan currently pending new environmental review)
201 Marshall 052326100 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.67 100 1 story office building no
052334080 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.12 Vacant
052334070 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.11 Vacant
439 Fuller yes
052334060 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.12 Vacant
052334140 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.08 80 Vacant
612 Jefferson 052347080 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.11 12 Vacant no
701 El Camino |052321240 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.15 38 Commercial store, 1 residential unit yes
052331080 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.11 vacant
735 Brewster 052331020 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.18 1 story office building yes
052331130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.23 73 1 residential unit
757 El Camino [052321150 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.13 21 Commercial Store no
Downtown Opportunity Sites (Precise Plan currently pending new environmental review)
Downtown 1 053203070 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 1.06 100 1 story office building no
053234020 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 1.28 Grocery outlet
Downtown 2 - yes
053234010 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.35 100 Grocery outlet surface parking lot
053131180 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.09 Restaurant
Downtown 3 053131170 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.32 Store, 1 Story yes
053131160 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.36 100 Powerhouse gym
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Housing Sites Inventory

. e Parcel General Plan . Allowable Realistic Lot Consolidation
Site Identifier X R Zoning R Acres . Current Use .
Number Designation Density Capacity Opportunity

052354030 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.62 SamTrans surface parking lot

Downtown 4 - yes
052352010 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 1.60 200 SamTrans surface parking lot
053173060 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.24 storage, partially vacant lot
053173050 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.16 storage, partially vacant lot
053173040 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.16 storage, partially vacant lot
053173070 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.12 storage, partially vacant lot
053173080 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.24 1 story commercial building
053173010 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.04 open space for residential
053173210 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.89 storage, partially vacant lot

Downtown 5 - " - yes
053173090 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.17 2 residential units
053173110 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.09 1 residential unit
053173100 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.17 14 residential units
053173120 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.14 Warehousing Storage
053173130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.09 Warehousing Storage
053173190 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.10 surface parking lot
053173160 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.26 200 vacant
052346160 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.86 SMCE Credit union
052346010 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.12 Office Building 1 Story
052346100 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.11 Office Building 1 Story

Downtown 6 052346180 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.12 Office Building 1 Story yes
052346090 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.11 Office Building 1 Story
052346170 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.78 SMCE Credit union
052346130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.29 400 Office Building 1 Story
052372130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.06
052372220 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.09

Downtown 7 052372170 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.31 Vacant land/surface parking, Redwood yes
052372240 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.50 Creek adjacent. Owned by Redwood City
052372999 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.38 60 and RDA.
052364110 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.47 County building-law library

Downtown 8 yes
052364130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.91 200 Bank
052368140 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.22 restaurant, office (1 story)
052368030 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.13 1 story office - Service League

Downtown 9 052368070 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.17 vacant building yes
052368120 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.63 bank surface parking lot
052368130 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.23 200 bank
053231210 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 1.11 bank

Downtown 10 yes
053231200 MU-D Downtown PP n/a 0.50 200 Park
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Housing Sites Inventory

. " Parcel General Plan . Allowable Realistic Lot Consolidation
Site Identifier X R Zoning R Acres . Current Use .
Number Designation Density Capacity Opportunity

Mixed Use Opportunity Areas

Site A 059162090 MU-N CG-R 40 2.48 79 bowling alley, surface parking no

Site B 059163090 HDR R-4-T 40 1.67 Aging motel (Days Inn) ves
059163090 MU-N R-4-T 40 0.29 63 Aging motel (Days Inn)

Site C 059172070 MU-N CG-R 40 0.18 vacant building yes
059172380 MU-N CG-R 40 0.56 24 vacant building

Site D 052065060 MU-N CG-R 40 0.26 8 vacant office building no
054012100 MU-C IP 60 0.58
054012050 MU-C IR 60 0.43
054012130 MU-C CG 60 0.70

Site E 054012140 MU-C CG 60 0.13 ves
054012150 MU-C CG 60 0.91 Strip commercial mall, including Big
054012160 MU-C CG 60 0.16 Lots, Denny's, Jack in the Box, Longs
054012170 MU-C CG 60 0.96 Drugs, Foods Co. Buidings are aging,
054012120 MU-C CG 60 8.30 584 extensive surface parking.

Site F 054063180 HDR IR 40 5.71 183 County Corp Yard (storage) no

Site G 052434030 MU-C CG 60 4.63 222 Aging Kmart Center, surface parking no
052385030 MU-C CG 60 471 Strip commercial mall(Mervyns, Toys R

Site H 052385050 MU-C CG 60 3.75 Us, Sizzler). Aging buildings, surface yes
052385040 MU-C CG 60 3.59 578 parking.

Site | 054011060 MU-C IR 60 9.57 459 Redwood City Corp Yard (storage) no

Site ) 052540050 MU-WF CG-R 40 10.3 (land Pete's Harbor Marina (including ves
052540040 MU-WF CG-R 40 only) 412 liveaboards), restaurant
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Neighborhood Summary

Redwood City became the first incorporated city in San Mateo County in 1868. The City grew slowly in
population and amenities, until the 1940s through 1970, when the population increased dramatically.
As the town grew and expanded, unique neighborhoods were created, ultimately resulting in a
diversified, rounded community with a sense of place and identity.

Figure HE-A1: Redwood City Population Trends
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Source: California Department of Finance Historical Census Populations of Places, Towns, and Cities in California,
1850-2000.

Redwood City is a diverse community, with many unique neighborhoods. This Appendix outlines
demographic information for each neighborhood in Redwood City, revealing different characteristics
and needs by neighborhood. For the purposes of this Appendix, the City has been divided into 20
neighborhoods, listed below. Figure HE-A2 shows the locations and boundaries for these 20
neighborhoods:

e Arlington e North Fair Oaks

e Bairlsland e Oakwood

e Bay Front e Palm

e (Canyon e Redwood Shores

e (Centennial e Roosevelt

e Central o Selby

e Downtown e Sequoia

e Eagle Hill e Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village
e Emerald Hills e Woodside Plaza

e  Farm Hill

e Friendly Acres
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These neighborhoods were defined based on neighborhood characteristics, as well as the location of
census block groups for the purposes of analysis. Prior to the 1980 U.S. Census, Redwood City
contracted with the U.S. Bureau of the Census to present planning-sensitive population data on a
neighborhood basis. The neighborhoods identified in this report closely correlate to those identified for
the 1980 Census, and listed in the 1990 General Plan.

Due to the census block group boundaries, some neighborhoods are slightly underrepresented or
overrepresented. Specifically, the Arlington neighborhood is slightly underrepresented, as one block
group was not included as it would result in a major overrepresentation for this neighborhood. The
Selby neighborhood is slightly overrepresented, as the block groups that make up the Selby
neighborhood include some are that is outside of the City’s Sphere of Influence. While we recognize
Stambaugh-Heller and Redwood Village as two separate neighborhoods, the census block groups for this
area do not allow for unique analysis. As such, these neighborhoods are combined to demonstrate
demographic characteristics. Bair Island represents areas preserved for natural resources and open
space; no residents live within this neighborhood. As such, it is excluded from the comparison tables and
charts. A brief overview of each neighborhood is provided at the end of this report.

Population

The total population in Redwood City, including its Sphere of Influence, increased by 13 percent
between 1990 and 2000, from 87,803 in 1990 to 99,361 in 2000.

Figure HE-A2: Neighborhood Population Trends
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On a neighborhood basis, the largest percent increase was experienced in Redwood Shores, reflective of
the planned development of residential, retail, office, and hotel uses that took place there. This increase
also led Redwood Shores to be the second most populous neighborhood in the City, behind North Fair
Oaks. These two neighborhoods also encompass the largest land area, with the exception of Emerald
Hills, which includes extensive open space at Edgewood Park.

Housing Units

Closely related to population, the number of housing units in the City and Sphere of Influence increased
between 1990 and 2000 by seven percent. While the total number of housing units increased, there
were a number of neighborhoods, namely Centennial, Friendly Acres, Roosevelt, and Stambaugh-
Heller/Redwood Village, where the Census reported a decrease in units. This is likely due to slightly
different boundaries in the 1990 and 2000 Census block groups. Increases in housing units were
especially noticeable in the Redwood Shores, Downtown, and Bayfront neighborhoods.

Table HE-A1: Housing Units by Neighborhood

1990 2000 Percent
Neighborhood Housing Housing Change
Units Units

Arlington 1,017 1,023 1%
Bay Front 936 1,158 24%
Canyon 1,125 1,158 3%
Centennial 935 925 -1%
Central 3,095 3,103 0%
Downtown 471 588 25%
Eagle Hill 1,376 1,390 1%
Emerald Hills 1,364 1,567 15%
Farm Hill 1,423 1,474 4%
Friendly Acres 1,646 1,595 -3%
North Fair Oaks 3,928 4,043 3%
Oakwood 2,572 2,576 0%
Palm 2,565 2,595 1%
Redwood Shores 3,246 4,881 50%
Roosevelt 1,598 1,573 -2%
Selby 1,454 1,479 2%
Sequoia 1,424 1,481 4%
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 2,172 2,153 -1%
Woodside Plaza 1,532 1,538 0%
City & Sphere Total 33,879 36,300 7%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

In Redwood Shores, the planned development that was completed in the 1990s resulted in a large
increase and the full build-out of that area. The Downtown neighborhood, as of 2000, had substanitally
less housing than any other neighborhood. However, increases in the percentage of housing units were
large, mostly due to the construction of City Center Plaza, a 74 unit affordable housing mixed-use
development located next to City Hall. As the opportunities provided in the Downtown Precise Plan are
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realized, the Downtown is expected to grow considerably in housing units. The Bayfront neighborhood
also experienced a large percentage increase, due to two new developments on Bair Island Road built in
the 1990s.

Housing Unit Age

Consistent with the growth in population post-World War |l, Redwood City also experienced extensive
housing development. The peak of construction activity occurred beteween 1945 and 1965.

Table HE-A2: Age of Housing Units by Neighborhood

Built Built Built Built Median
Before | 1940- 1960- 1980- Year

Neighborhoods 1939 1959 1979 2000 Built

Arlington 26% 36% 29% 8% 1955
Bay Front 0% 4% 39% 57% 1983
Canyon 16% 41% 25% 17% 1957
Centennial 13% 53% 24% 10% 1955
Central 16% 40% 36% 8% 1957
Downtown 5% 12% 40% 42% 1976
Eagle Hill 34% 51% 12% 4% 1945
Emerald Hills 14% 26% 25% 35% 1967
Farm Hill 2% 43% 39% 16% 1963
Friendly Acres 8% 49% 36% 8% 1958
North Fair Oaks 10% 43% 30% 16% 1958
Oakwood 6% 31% 35% 28% 1969
Palm 4% 28% 55% 12% 1965
Redwood Shores 0% 0% 22% 78% 1988
Roosevelt 2% 80% 14% 3% 1953
Selby 10% 49% 27% 14% 1959
Sequoia 42% 26% 27% 5% 1947
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 10% 34% 47% 9% 1962
Woodside Plaza 3% 75% 15% 7% 1957
City & Sphere Total 10% 35% 31% 24% 1964

Source: U.S. Census 2000
Note: New housing constructed since 2000 is not included in this analysis, as the data is drawn from U.S.
Census 2000.

Neighborhoods most reflective of this construction period include Roosevelt, Woodside Plaza,
Centennial, Eagle Hill, Selby, and Friendly Acres. Only approximately 10 percent of housing in the City
and Sphere was constructed before the war. The neighborhoods with the largest percentage of pre-war
housing are Sequoia, Eagle Hill, and Arlington.

Two neighborhoods stand out with a majority of units built since 1980: Redwood Shores and Bay Front.
Housing development in Redwood Shores commenced just prior to the 1970s, with a median year built
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of 1988. New housing in the Bay Front neighborhood includes townhomes, apartments, and some
mobile homes in the mobile trailer parks along U.S. Route 101.

Tenure

Tenure in the housing industry typically refers to the occupancy of a housing unit — whether the unit is
owner-occupied or renter-occupied. Tenure preferences are primarily related to household income,
composition, and age of the householder.

Table HE-A3: Tenure by Neighborhood

1990 2000
Neighborhood Renter Owner Renter Owner

Occupied | Occupied | Vacant | Occupied | Occupied | Vacant
Arlington 36% 62% 2% 37% 61% 2%
Bayfront 9% 82% 9% 15% 69% 16%
Canyon 15% 82% 3% 15% 84% 1%
Centennial 61% 36% 3% 57% 42% 2%
Central 68% 28% 4% 69% 29% 2%
Downtown 91% 6% 3% 90% 6% 4%
Eagle Hill 14% 84% 2% 15% 83% 2%
Emerald Hills 9% 87% 4% 8% 90% 2%
Farm Hill 11% 87% 2% 12% 87% 2%
Friendly Acres 59% 38% 3% 54% 43% 3%
North Fair Oaks 50% 47% 3% 48% 51% 1%
Oakwood 54% 38% 8% 57% 41% 2%
Palm 77% 20% 3% 77% 21% 2%
Redwood Shores 25% 61% 14% 24% 71% 5%
Roosevelt 25% 73% 2% 23% 75% 2%
Selby 26% 71% 3% 26% 73% 2%
Sequoia 68% 28% 4% 70% 27% 3%
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 78% 17% 5% 79% 19% 1%
Woodside Plaza 17% 81% 2% 19% 80% 1%
City & Sphere Total 44% 51% 5% 43% 54% 3%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

In its early years, Redwood City was overwhelmingly an owner-occupied City. By 1980, the balance had
shifted, so that more housing units were rented than owned by their occupants. By 1990, owners once
again were the majority, by a slight margin. Since 1990, the percentage of owners in Redwood City and
the Sphere of Influence has increased from 51 percent to 54 percent. The overall vacancy rate also
decreased, from 5 percent to 3 percent in 2000.

Tenure varies greatly by neighborhood, however. Downtown is predominantly rentals (90 percent),
while Emerald Hills is almost entirely owner-occupied (90 percent). Other neighborhoods with very high
owner-occupancy are Farm Hill, Canyon, Eagle Hill, Woodside Plaza, Roosevelt, Selby, and Redwood
Shores. Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village, Palm, Sequoia, and Central have high rates of rental-
occupied units.
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Household Size

Comparing the population in a neighborhood with the number of housing units yields information about
the number of people in a household, or household size. For instance, household size is larger, on
average, in areas where there are many families with children, compared to those where the elderly
population is large.

Figure HE-A3: Neighborhood Household Size
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Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

The average household size in Redwood City and its Sphere of Influence was 2.75 in 2000, an increase
from 2.69 in 1990. The largest household sizes are found in the North Fair Oaks, Friendly Acres, and
Stambaugh-Heller/ Redwood Village neighborhoods. Each of these neighborhoods experienced a
substantial increase in average household size since 1990. The smallest household sizes were found in
the Bay Front neighborhood, reflective of many mobile homes in the area, and in Downtown, reflective
of smaller apartments located here.
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Rates of Overcrowding

An overcrowded household is defined by the Census as one with more than one person per room,
excluding bathrooms, kitchens, hallways, and porches. Severely overcrowded households are
households with more than 1.5 persons per room.

Table HE-A4: Overcrowding by Neighborhood

1990 2000
Neighborhoods Owner | Renter | Total Owner | Renter | Total

Over- Over- Over- Over- Over- Over-

crowded | crowded | crowded | crowded | crowded | crowded
Arlington 0% 2% 1% 2% 6% 4%
Bayfront 8% 5% 8% 13% 26% 15%
Canyon 2% 6% 3% 2% 16% 4%
Centennial 4% 18% 13% 8% 28% 20%
Central 5% 22% 17% 6% 24% 19%
Downtown 17% 19% 20% 19% 26% 26%
Eagle Hill 1% 7% 2% 1% 0% 1%
Emerald Hills 0% 0% 0% 0% 4% 0%
Farm Hill 0% 0% 0% 1% 3% 1%
Friendly Acres 10% 36% 26% 25% 44% 36%
North Fair Oaks 15% 49% 32% 22% 54% 37%
Oakwood 6% 13% 10% 8% 19% 14%
Palm 3% 10% 8% 2% 22% 17%
Redwood Shores 1% 4% 2% 2% 6% 3%
Roosevelt 0% 10% 3% 1% 14% 4%
Selby 3% 5% 4% 1% 24% 7%
Sequoia 2% 9% 7% 8% 12% 11%
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 33% 35% 34% 32% 54% 50%
Woodside Plaza 3% 11% 1% 3% 9% 4%
City & Sphere Total 5% 21% 12% 6% 28% 16%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

Overcrowding tends to result in increased traffic, accelerated deterioration of homes and infrastructure,
and crowded on-street parking conditions. Overcrowding often occurs when the relatively high cost of
housing either forces a household to double-up with another household, or live in a smaller housing unit
in order to be able to afford food and other basic needs. In Redwood City and its Sphere of Influence,
rates of overcrowding increased for both renters and owners in 2000. Rates of overcrowding are
typically higher in renter-occupied units than in owner-occupied units. The neighborhood with the
highest rate of overcrowding was the Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village Neighborhood, with half of
the housing units overcrowded. Other neighborhoods with high rates of overcrowding included North
Fair Oaks and Friendly Acres, with over a third of the housing units overcrowded in 2000.
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Resident Age

Redwood City and its Sphere of Influence is home to a balanced community, with residents representing
all age groups.

Table HE-A5: Age by Neighborhood

1990 2000
Neighborhood
Under Under
17 18-29 30-49 50-64 | 65+ | 17 18-29 | 30-49 | 50-64 | 65+

Arlington 18% 14% 32% 15% | 20% 20% 13% 34% 17% | 16%
Bay Front 6% 14% 37% 21% | 22% 17% 13% 39% 20% | 11%
Canyon 22% 14% 35% 15% | 13% 21% 9% 35% 19% | 16%
Centennial 25% 25% 34% 9% | 7% 26% 19% 38% 12% 6%
Central 23% 27% 33% 9% 9% 25% 22% 36% 11% 7%
Downtown 7% 39% 34% 10% | 9% 14% 27% 42% 9% 9%
Eagle Hill 21% 14% 34% 13% | 18% 20% 10% 38% 18% 14%
Emerald Hills 22% 12% 40% 16% | 10% 22% 8% 37% 21% | 11%
Farm Hill 18% 13% 33% 20% | 17% 20% 8% 32% 19% | 20%
Friendly Acres 32% 24% 31% 8% | 5% 31% 20% 34% 10% 5%
North Fair Oaks 30% 26% 29% 8% | 6% 30% 22% 32% 10% 6%
Oakwood 22% 20% 32% 11% | 15% 22% 16% 33% 13% 16%
Palm 22% 26% 33% 9% | 10% 25% 23% 34% 11% 7%
Redwood Shores 18% 21% 44% 13% | 5% 20% 12% 44% 17% 6%
Roosevelt 22% 15% 33% 14% | 17% 23% 12% 35% 16% | 15%
Selby 21% 15% 35% 15% | 15% 21% 10% 36% 18% | 15%
Sequoia 18% 23% 34% 11% | 15% 17% 19% 40% 14% 10%
Stambaugh-Heller/

Redwood Village 30% 29% 26% 8% 7% 30% 27% 29% 8% 5%
Woodside Plaza 22% 13% 34% 15% | 17% 21% 10% 34% 17% | 18%
City & Sphere Total 23% 21% 33% 11% | 11% 24% 17% 35% 14% | 10%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

Since 1990, the percentage of children under 17 has increased slightly, while the percentage of persons
between 18 and 29 years of age has decreased. The percentage of persons over age 50 increased
between 1990 and 2000.

The neighborhoods with the largest proportion of children are Friendly Acres and North Fair Oaks,

representative of the larger household size in these neighborhoods. These neighborhoods may have a
greater need for child-care facilities, schools, and recreational opportunities. The neighborhoods with
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the largest percentage of seniors are Farm Hill (20 percent) and Woodside Plaza (18 percent). Arlington,
Oakwood, Roosevelt, Selby, and Eagle Hill also have large numbers of seniors within the neighborhoods.
According to a policy brief conducted by the County of San Mateo, by the year 2030, the number of
seniors over age 65 in the County will increase by over 70 percent. The changing needs of the baby
boomer population include new housing needs and preferences, walkable communities, and access to
public transportation and social services.

Race and Ethnicity

Redwood City and its Sphere grew increasingly diverse between 1990 and 2000. The majority group
remains Whites; however the percentage of whites in the community has decreased relative to other
groups since 1990. The Asian/Pacific Islander and Hispanic populations both increased between 1990
and 2000.

Table HE-A6: Race and Ethnicity by Neighborhood

1990 2000
. Asian/ Asian/
Neighborhoods African | Pacific African | Pacific
White | Am. Islander | Hispanic | Other | White | Am. Islander | Hispanic | Other

Arlington 87% 2% 3% 8% 0% 78% 1% 6% 12% 4%
Bay Front 85% 2% 2% 10% 1% 60% 6% 6% 24% 5%
Canyon 84% 1% 5% 10% 1% 80% 1% 6% 10% 3%
Centennial 61% 3% 6% 30% 1% 48% 2% 8% 38% 3%
Central 58% 3% 5% 32% 1% 43% 2% 5% 46% 3%
Downtown 43% 21% 5% 30% 1% 32% 14% 10% 41% 3%
Eagle Hill 87% 0% 3% 10% 0% 84% 0% 4% 10% 2%
Emerald Hills 90% 1% 3% 6% 0% 86% 1% 5% 5% 3%
Farm Hill 88% 1% 5% 6% 1% 82% 1% 7% 8% 3%
Friendly Acres 44% 4% 6% 46% 1% 29% 2% 6% 61% 2%
North Fair Oaks 31% 3% 4% 61% 1% 23% 2% 4% 69% 1%
Oakwood 64% 7% 6% 23% 0% 57% 4% 6% 30% 2%
Palm 67% 3% 5% 23% 1% 45% 3% 7% 43% 3%
Redwood Shores 73% 3% 17% 7% 0% 59% 2% 29% 6% 4%
Roosevelt 84% 1% 1% 10% 1% 77% 1% 5% 15% 3%
Selby 82% 1% 5% 11% 1% 78% 1% 7% 12% 2%
Sequoia 75% 2% 6% 17% 0% 66% 2% 7% 23% 3%
Stambaugh-Heller/

Redwood Village 24% 5% 6% 64% 1% 14% 3% 9% 72% 2%
Woodside Plaza 86% 1% 4% 9% 0% 79% 0% 5% 13% 3%
City & Sphere Total 62% 3% 6% 29% 1% 52% 2% 8% 35% 3%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

Emerald Hills, Eagle Hill, Farm Hill, Canyon, Arlington, Selby, and Roosevelt have the highest
concentrations of white population. The neighborhood with the largest percentage of African Americans
remained Downtown in 2000. Asian/Pacific Islanders are more evenly distributed throughout the City
and its Sphere, except for a high concentration in Redwood Shores. Hispanics are the majority group in
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Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village, North Fair Oaks, and Friendly Acres neighborhoods, and make up a
large proportion of the population in the Central, Downtown, and Palm neighborhoods.

Income

Between 1990 and 2000, the median income in Redwood City and Sphere increased by 63 percent. An
increase in median income was experienced throughout the City and Sphere; however income continues
to vary greatly by neighborhood. Emerald Hills had the highest income in 2000, and Farm Hill and
Redwood Shores also had relatively higher incomes than the rest of the City. The neighborhood with the
lowest income was Downtown, where nearly all households earn lower- or moderate-incomes, followed
by Bayfront and the Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village neighborhoods.

In 2000, the average median income in Redwood City was slightly higher than for the County at large,
which had a median income of $70,819. The 2008 San Mateo County median income, according to HUD,
was $88,800, an increase of 25 percent. The 2008 San Mateo County median income was even higher,
prior to the recent economic recession, at $95,000 for a family of four.

Table HE-A7: Income by Neighborhood

1990 2000
. Average Average Less
Neighborhoods Median Median than | $25k- | $50k- | $75k- | $100k- | $150k
Income Income $25k $50k $75k $100k | $150k and up

Arlington $ 50,635 S 77,690 14% 25% 14% 9% 16% 22%
Bayfront $ 27,399 S 46,964 24% 27% 13% 17% 11% 7%
Canyon S 54,390 S 95,314 8% 16% 14% 15% 25% 22%
Centennial S 38,684 S 57,628 20% 25% 24% 13% 15% 3%
Central S 35,245 S 53,998 18% 31% 21% 14% 12% 3%
Downtown S 23,198 S 36,339 26% 39% 28% 3% 3% 1%
Eagle Hill S 53,473 S 89,966 6% 21% 14% 13% 28% 18%
Emerald Hills S 68,802 S 127,012 7% 7% 13% 12% 21% 41%
Farm Hill S 67,489 S 112,124 5% 13% 10% 15% 28% 29%
Friendly Acres S 41,776 S 65,317 11% 26% 26% 19% 13% 5%
North Fair Oaks S 34,454 S 57,056 19% 26% 21% 12% 13% 8%
Oakwood S 38,715 S 51,558 21% 27% 21% 11% 13% 8%
Palm S 36,276 S 52,783 19% 27% 25% 15% 8% 5%
Redwood Shores $ 65,343 S 104,112 7% 11% 14% 15% 26% 27%
Roosevelt $ 54,950 S 79,265 8% 20% 18% 17% 23% 14%
Selby $ 52,709 S 77,281 11% 13% 25% 16% 16% 19%
Sequoia $ 33,557 S 58,418 16% 26% 22% 13% 12% 11%
Stambaugh-Heller/

Redwood Village S 26,245 S 48,250 24% 30% 18% 15% 8% 4%
Woodside Plaza S 52,604 S 77,724 10% 17% 23% 15% 20% 16%
City & Sphere Total S 44,699 S 72,725 14% 22% 19% 14% 17% 14%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000
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Lower income households are identified by their relationship to the County median income, as
described in Table HE-A8.

Table HE-A8: Household Lower Income Groups (2000)

Income Group 2000 Income 2008 Income
Extremely Low (0-30% AMI) $21,246 S 26,640
Very Low (30-50% AMI) $35,410 S 44,400
Low (50-80% AMI) $56,655 S 71,040
Moderate (80-120% AMI) $84,983 $106,560
Median 570,819 S 88,800

Source: U.S. Census 2000; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2008

Note: For U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and California Housing and Community Development (HCD)
grants and loans purposes, income may be calculated differently. CA Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 also
provides a definition of affordable housing cost based on the Area Median Income (AMI).

Native Language and Ability to Speak English

The ability to communicate with employers, service providers, schools, businesses, emergency
personnel, and many other people depends greatly on the ability to speak English. Between 1990 and
2000, the number and percentage of people in Redwood City and its Sphere who spoke a language other
than English at home increased from 27 percent to 30 percent of the population. In some
neighborhoods, however, the percentage of persons speaking a primary language other than English
decreased: Eagle Hill, Farm Hill, North Fair Oaks, Sequoia, and Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village.

The Census divides languages other than English into four primary categories: Spanish, Other European
languages, Asian and Pacific Islander languages, and Other languages. Of the 30 percent of non-native
English speakers in Redwood City and Sphere in 2000, 47 percent spoke Spanish, 12 percent spoke Other
European languages, 10 percent spoke Asian or Pacific Islander languages, and two percent spoke Other
languages.

In addition to reporting the primary language spoken at home, the 2000 Census also reported the
English language ability of persons speaking a native language other than English. Of non-native English
speakers, 29 percent spoke English “not well” or “not at all”. While in 2000, there were nearly twice as
many non-native English speakers in Redwood City as in 1990, the percent not able to speak English
decreased substantially, from 43 percent to 29 percent for non-native English speakers. The vast
majority of those who speak English “not well” or “not at all” are native Spanish speakers (91 percent).
The highest rates of speakers that speak English not well or not at all can be found in the Bayfront,
North Fair Oaks, and Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village neighborhoods.
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Table HE-A9: Rates of English as a Second Language

1990 2000
Percent of Primary Percent of Primary
. Primary Language Other Primary Language Other
Neighborhoods Language than English that Language than English that
Other than Speak English “not Other than | Speak English “not
English well” or “not at all” | English well” or “not at all”
Arlington 10% 17% 19% 12%
Bayfront 12% 16% 16% 38%
Canyon 13% 3% 17% 12%
Centennial 28% 45% 31% 30%
Central 30% 48% 33% 32%
Downtown 33% 13% 35% 25%
Eagle Hill 18% 12% 14% 9%
Emerald Hills 7% 15% 14% 4%
Farm Hill 16% 6% 11% 6%
Friendly Acres 39% 46% 45% 29%
North Fair Oaks 48% 76% 43% 39%
Oakwood 25% 27% 26% 30%
Palm 25% 26% 35% 25%
Redwood Shores 20% 10% 30% 9%
Roosevelt 14% 10% 22% 19%
Selby 18% 19% 24% 10%
Sequoia 22% 20% 21% 20%
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 54% 71% 48% 38%
Woodside Plaza 18% 7% 18% 9%
City & Sphere Total 27% 43% 30% 29%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

Note: Ability to speak English is recorded for persons age 5 and older. Ability to speak English is based on the self-
assessment of those responding to Census questions, not on a test of language ability.

Educational Attainment

The education levels of the United States population reached an all-time high, according to the Census
2000. Of the people in Redwood City and Sphere aged 25 and over in 2000, 80 percent had a high school
diploma or more, 29 percent had some college or an associate’s degree, and 34 percent had completed
at least a bachelor’s degree. Since 1990, the rates of higher education degrees increased, while the
percentage of residents without a high school diploma decreased.
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1990 2000
Graduate Graduate
No High High or Profes- | No High High or Profes-
School School Some Associates | Bachelors | sional School School Some Associates | Bachelors sional
Neighborhoods Diploma Diploma | College | Degree Degree Degree Diploma Diploma | College | Degree Degree Degree

Arlington 9% 22% 26% 6% 28% 9% 12% 13% 23% 6% 29% 16%
Bayfront 14% 29% 24% 13% 13% 8% 21% 28% 26% 6% 11% 7%
Canyon 11% 23% 30% 6% 20% 9% 7% 16% 24% 10% 22% 20%
Centennial 19% 24% 26% 12% 14% 5% 26% 19% 23% 12% 15% 4%
Central 27% 23% 21% 8% 15% 5% 25% 21% 26% 8% 12% 7%
Downtown 30% 26% 28% 6% 8% 2% 22% 38% 22% 4% 11% 3%
Eagle Hill 14% 24% 25% 6% 22% 10% 8% 15% 28% 8% 23% 18%
Emerald Hills 8% 15% 22% 11% 28% 17% 1% 8% 25% 8% 30% 26%
Farm Hill 6% 21% 24% 8% 28% 13% 5% 9% 22% 6% 31% 27%
Friendly Acres 31% 22% 22% 6% 12% 7% 36% 23% 20% 6% 10% 5%
North Fair Oaks 47% 18% 14% 6% 10% 6% 47% 15% 16% 5% 9% 8%
Oakwood 21% 19% 22% 10% 16% 11% 20% 17% 23% 9% 20% 11%
Palm 16% 23% 26% 10% 16% 8% 18% 19% 26% 7% 21% 8%
Redwood Shores 5% 12% 22% 11% 32% 17% 3% 6% 18% 6% 37% 29%
Roosevelt 11% 25% 22% 12% 18% 12% 11% 23% 21% 9% 22% 13%
Selby 14% 19% 26% 7% 22% 12% 11% 13% 24% 9% 22% 21%
Sequoia 18% 20% 26% 13% 16% 8% 11% 17% 24% 5% 29% 14%
Stambaugh-Heller/
Redwood Village 45% 27% 14% 6% 5% 4% 39% 24% 18% 3% 10% 6%
Woodside Plaza 10% 26% 28% 9% 19% 8% 9% 18% 24% 9% 24% 16%
City & Sphere Total 21% 21% 22% 8% 18% 9% 20% 17% 22% 7% 20% 14%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000
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North Fair Oaks had the highest rates of residents without a high school
diploma. Redwood Shores had the highest educational attainment, with
66 percent of the population 25 and older having a bachelors degree or
higher. Neighborhoods such as Oakwood represent the average for the
City and Sphere.

Commute Method

For the United States at large, 76 percent of workers drove alone to
work in 2000. The pattern of commuting to work did not change
dramatically from 1990 to 2000.

Table HE-A11: Commute Method

1990 2000
Carpool/ Biked/ Work Carpool/ Bike/ Work
Motor- Public | Walked/ | at Motor- Public | Walk/ | at
Neighborhoods Drove | cycle Transp | Other Home | Drove | cycle Transp | Other | Home
Arlington 80% 9% 5% 3% 3% 79% 9% 3% 2% 7%
Bayfront 86% 6% 4% 4% 0% 70% 15% 2% 10% 2%
Canyon 85% 7% 2% 2% 4% 81% 7% 2% 3% 7%
Centennial 73% 13% 4% 9% 1% 70% 12% 7% 8% 3%
Central 75% 16% 3% 4% 1% 73% 8% 10% 7% 2%
Downtown 63% 18% 11% 6% 2% 47% 20% 13% 19% 1%
Eagle Hill 78% 7% 3% 5% 7% 83% 6% 4% 2% 5%
Emerald Hills 80% 11% 3% 1% 4% 86% 7% 2% 0% 4%
Farm Hill 80% 12% 3% 1% 4% 84% 9% 2% 2% 4%
Friendly Acres 71% 20% 3% 3% 2% 67% 20% 4% 6% 2%
North Fair Oaks 56% 24% 8% 9% 4% 62% 17% 6% 13% 2%
Oakwood 75% 11% 4% 6% 4% 72% 16% 4% 6% 2%
Palm 77% 13% 3% 4% 4% 72% 16% 5% 3% 3%
Redwood Shores 82% 11% 3% 1% 3% 82% 10% 4% 2% 3%
Roosevelt 84% 9% 2% 2% 3% 78% 15% 4% 1% 3%
Selby 85% 8% 1% 4% 2% 82% 8% 2% 3% 6%
Sequoia 73% 12% 4% 10% 2% 73% 10% 7% 7% 3%
Stambaugh-Heller/
Redwood Village 58% 17% 7% 15% 2% 52% 26% 6% 16% 1%
Woodside Plaza 84% 7% 2% 5% 3% 86% 8% 2% 2% 2%
City & Sphere Total 74% 14% 4% 5% 3% 73% 13% 5% 6% 3%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000

Among the workers in Redwood City and Sphere in 2000, 73 percent
drove alone to work in 2000, representing a slight decrease in both
percentage and actual numbers from 1990. In addition, 13 percent
carpooled or rode a motorcycle, 5 percent used public transportation, 6
percent walked or biked to work, and 3 percent worked at home.
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The highest rates of driving alone were found in the Emerald Hills and
Woodside Plaza neighborhoods. The Downtown and Stambaugh-
Heller/Redwood Village neighborhoods had the high rates of alternative
transportation to work, with approximately half of workers using public
transportation, carpools and motorcycles, biking or walking, or other
forms of transportation.

While the percentage of persons working at home remained stable over
the decade, there was an increase in absolute numbers of this
subgroup. Arlington, Canyon, and Selby had the highest rates of
residents working at home.

Commute Time

Understanding the time an average journey to work takes helps
transportation planners to measure the efficiency of different modes of
transportation during rush hour. Travel time also is a factor in
determining the air quality attainment status for metropolitan areas. In
Redwood City and Sphere in 2000, nearly two-thirds of workers traveled
for 30 minutes or less to get to work on an average day. In general,
commute times were longer in 2000 than they were in 1990, with more
workers taking 30 minutes to 60 minutes, or more to get to work.

In 2000, Centennial, Central, and Downtown neighborhoods had the
highest rates of short commute times, less than 30 minutes. Commute
times of more than 30 minutes were most prevalent in the Downtown
(9 percent) and Redwood Shores (9 percent) neighborhoods.
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Table HE-A12: Commute Time

1990 2000
. More
Neighborhoods 30Min. | 30Min.- |than60 | 30Min. | 30 Min.- | More than
or Less 60 Min. Min. or Less 60 Min. 60 Min.
Arlington 70% 24% 6% 62% 32% 6%
Bayfront 68% 28% 4% 60% 35% 5%
Canyon 70% 27% 3% 63% 31% 6%
Centennial 79% 18% 3% 70% 26% 4%
Central 72% 26% 2% 72% 24% 4%
Downtown 73% 18% 9% 71% 20% 9%
Eagle Hill 69% 26% 5% 64% 30% 6%
Emerald Hills 58% 33% 9% 61% 36% 4%
Farm Hill 70% 25% 5% 57% 39% 4%
Friendly Acres 78% 18% 4% 67% 28% 5%
North Fair Oaks 73% 24% 3% 65% 32% 3%
Oakwood 73% 22% 5% 65% 32% 4%
Palm 71% 23% 6% 62% 32% 5%
Redwood Shores 63% 32% 5% 56% 35% 9%
Roosevelt 72% 23% 6% 67% 27% 6%
Selby 69% 26% 5% 65% 30% 5%
Sequoia 72% 23% 5% 66% 29% 6%
Stambaugh-Heller/Redwood Village 77% 20% 3% 69% 27% 3%
Woodside Plaza 72% 23% 4% 63% 30% 7%
City & Sphere Total 71% 24% 4% 64% 31% 5%

Source: U.S. Census 1990 and 2000
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