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APPENDIX B: REVIEW OF 2015 HOUSING 

ELEMENT 

Overview 

Under State Housing Element law, communities are required to assess the achievements 

under their adopted housing programs as part of the periodic update to their housing 

elements. These results should be quantified where possible (e.g., the number of units 

rehabilitated), but may be qualitative where necessary (e.g., mitigation of governmental 

constraints). The results should then be compared with what was projected or planned in 

the earlier element. Where significant shortfalls exist between what was planned and what 

was achieved, the reasons for such differences must be discussed. 

The County of Marin 2015-2023 Housing Element sets forth a series of housing programs 

with related goals for the following areas: 

▪ Use Land Efficiently 

▪ Meet Housing Needs Through a Variety of Housing Choices 

▪ Ensure Leadership and Institutional Capacity 

This section reviews the County’s progress to date in implementing these housing 

programs and their continued appropriateness for the 2023-2031 Housing Element.  

Table B-1 summarizes the County’s housing program accomplishments, followed by a 

review of its quantified objectives.  The results of this analysis will provide the bases for 

developing the comprehensive housing program strategy for the 2023-2031 Element.   

Cumulative Impacts on Addressing Housing for Special Needs 

The County of Marin, including the Federal Grants Division, allocates funding for housing 

projects, including those for special needs populations. Many of the programs in the 2015-

2023 Housing Element worked towards additional housing opportunities for seniors, 

agricultural workers, disabled residents, homeless persons, and others.  Below are 

highlights of these efforts, while Table B-1 provides a thorough analysis of all Housing 

Element programs: 

▪ The County dedicated $763,732 towards rehabilitation activities supporting 107 

units of  family housing across six development projects, including special needs 

individuals: a) $21,810 to support rehabilitation of an affordable senior housing 

development that currently serves some individuals with special needs; b) 

$396,371 towards the development of a new affordable housing complex for older 
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adults, including special needs individuals; and c) $30,922 towards home access 

modifications to allow people with disabilities to maintain living in their homes. 

▪ Since the start of COVID-19 and subsequent shelter-in-place orders, Housing and 

Federal Grants staff have worked very closely with Health and Human Services 

staff in direct pandemic housing response around Marin’s emergency motels, 

rental assistance and Homekey programs. 

▪ The Housing and Federal Grants Division participates as a voting member in 

bimonthly Homeless Policy Steering Committee (HPSC) meetings. In 2020, local 

match funds of $2,395,000 were used to leverage $9,214,948 in State Homekey 

funding to acquire a former motel and commercial building to create 63 units of 

interim housing which will be converted to permanent supportive housing with 

wrap-around services earmarked for individual who have recently experienced 

homelessness. 

▪ Housing and Federal Grants Division staff actively refer tenants in need of 

assistance making reasonable accommodation requests in the private housing 

market to the Marin Center for Independent Living (MCIL) and Fair Housing 

Advocates of Northern California (FHANC). FHANC received a $64,000 allocation 

to support its fair housing monitoring and assistance. It intervened on behalf of 42 

households, requesting reasonable accommodations and succeeded in securing 

reasonable accommodation concessions in 33 of those cases. 

▪ The County requires non-discrimination clauses in contracts to which it is a party. 

▪ The County acquired the U.S. Coast Guard Facility in the fall of 2019. The 32-acre 

site contains 36 multi-bedroom housing units and other community facilities. In 

November 2019, the County released a Request for Proposals and Statement of 

Qualifications to convert the existing housing to affordable housing and implement 

a community vision and reuse plan. As part of this, the developer will create a set-

aside to house agricultural workers and their families.   

▪ Since adoption of the County’s source of income ordinance to prevent 

discrimination against tenants with third-party housing vouchers, Housing and 

Federal Grants staff have dedicated resources to support incorporated 

jurisdictions with research and development of their own source of income 

protections. 

For the sixth cycle Housing Element update, the County will expand opportunities for a 

range of housing types throughout the unincorporated areas.  Programs to pursue 

funding, partnership with nonprofit developers, and code amendments to facilitate special 

needs housing are also included in the Housing Element update. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

Goal 1 Use Land Efficiently On-going  Carry forward as is 

Program 1.a 
Establish Minimum 
Densities on Housing 
Element Sites 

Complete.   Planners developed and routinely consult 
a Housing Element layer in the County’s Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) application for planning 
and land management; the Housing Element layer 
identifies the location of and expresses minimum 
densities for sites listed in the Site Inventory. 

Successfully 
implemented  

Carry forward as is 

1.b 
Evaluate Multi-family 
Land Use Designations  

Complete. In 2020, Staff completed the Multi-Family 
Land Use Designation and Zoning Analysis Report 
and Multi-Family Zoning GIS Map, which was 
presented to the Board of Supervisors in January 
2021. 

Successfully 
implemented  

Successfully completed, 
but additional revisions are 
being suggested for the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element. 

1.c 
Evaluate the Housing 
Overlay Designation  

Partially Implemented.  Achievement of this program is 
contingent upon an update to the General Plan.     

Partially 
implemented  

Review and update was 
initiated as part of the 
Housing Element update 

1.d 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Study Ministerial 
Review for Affordable 
Housing 

In progress.  In conjunction with its analysis and 
preparation of streamlined review procedures pursuant 
to SB 35, staff initiated an exploration of potential 
procedures to expedite review for affordable housing 
projects. Staff started working with consultants on 
Objective Design and Development Standards in 
collaboration with cities and towns to streamline the 
development of housing, including affordable housing 
in the fall of 2019. This study is in partnership with 
nine other jurisdictions in Marin County. 

Partially 
implemented   

AB 1397 requires that 
housing to be developed 
on reuse or rezone sites be 
provided ministerial review 
if the project includes 20% 
lower income units.  This 
provision is included in the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element as part of the 
adequate sites project. 

1.e. 
Consider Adjustments 
to Second Unit 
Development Standards 

Complete.  In 2018, provisions were established for 
JADUs and waivers of certain fees for JADUs and 
ADUs.  In 2020, the Board expanded the program; 
property owners can receive up to $10,000 in building 
permit fee waivers if they rent the second unit to a 

Successfully 
implemented.  

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to facilitate the 
development of Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs) and 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

household that earns below 80% area median income, 
up to $5,000 if rented to a household that earns 
between 80% and 120% area median income, and up 
$2,500 if rented at market-rate.   

monitor the trend of 
development. 

1.f 
Review and Consider 
Updating Parking 
Standards 

Completed. In December 2018, the Board of 
Supervisors adopted amendments to County parking 
standards to reduce parking space requirements for 
projects developed under the Housing Overlay 
Designation policy, in transit-rich areas, and for 
affordable housing developed near transit. The 
amendments also authorized tandem parking for 
certain residential uses. 

Successfully 
implemented.  

Additional revisions are 
being recommended in the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element. 

1.g 

Codify Affordable 
Housing Incentives 
Identified in the 
Community 
Development Element 

The County authorizes waiver of Building and 
Planning permit fees and reimbursement of 
Environmental Health Service fees for affordable 
housing developments. The County’s Mixed-Use 
Policy allows developments containing housing 
affordable to low- and very-low-income households to 
exceed a site’s maximum Floor Area Ratio to 
accommodate the additional affordable units.  

Successfully 
implemented.  

2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a new 
program for affordable 
housing incentives. 

1.h 
Promote Resource 
Conservation 

Currently implementing a variety of programs 
including: 
- County works with and promotes the Bay Area 
Regional Energy Network’s (RayREN) Single-Family 
and Multi-Family Energy Efficiency programs; 
- County operates its Green Building Program, which 
includes mandatory energy efficiency and green 
building measures for both new construction and 
remodel projects.  

On-going 

Programs offered by 
outside agencies are 
referenced in the 2023-
2031 Housing Element as 
resources. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

1.i 

Consider Simplifying 
Review of Residential 
Development Project in 
Planned Districts 

Completed. In March 2017, the Board of Supervisors 
amended the County Development Code to permit 
Master Plans to set ministerial development 
standards. The Board of Supervisors also approved 
modifications to planned zoning districts; the County 
now evaluates them through a more streamlined 
process of site review rather than full design review. In 
many cases, this change is anticipated to reduce time 
spent on review by 50% or more. 

Successfully 
implemented.  

Delete; successfully 
completed.  

1.j 

Consider Adjusting 
Height Limits for Multi-
family Residential 
Buildings 

Completed. County staff initiated a process to address 
this program as part of a broader set of Development 
Code amendments. The Development Code 
amendments allowed increased heights in both 
planned and conventional districts for multi-family 
housing.  

Successfully 
implemented.  

Additional revisions are 
being recommended in the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element. 

1.k 
Clarify Applicability of 
State Density Bonus 

Not started. Implementation of this program requires 
CEQA review. To conserve resources, staff proposes 
to integrate evaluation of the State density bonus 
program with a forthcoming General Plan update, 
scheduled for initiation in late 2021.  

Delay in 
implementation due 
to need for further 
analysis 

Density bonus is 
incorporated in new 
program for facilitating 
affordable housing in the 
Housing Element update. 

Goal 2 
Meet Housing Needs 
Through a Variety of 
Housing Choices 

  Carry forward as is 

Program 2.a 
Encourage Housing for 
Special Needs 
Households 

Currently implementing. Through the 2020 Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME 
Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) allocation 
process, the Housing Trust Fund, and Measure W 
funding the County dedicated $763,732 towards 
rehabilitation activities supporting 107 units of  family 
housing across six development projects, including 

On-going   

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to address the 
provisions of other special 
needs housing such as 
Low Barrier Navigation 
Center (AB 101) and 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

special needs individuals; $21,810 to support 
rehabilitation of an affordable senior housing 
development that currently serves some individuals 
with special needs; $396,371 towards the 
development of a new affordable housing complex for 
older adults, including special needs individuals; and 
$30,922 towards home access modifications to allow 
people with disabilities to maintain living in their 
homes. 

Supportive Housing (AB 
2162). 

2.b 
Enable Group 
Residential Care 
Facilities 

Currently implementing. Small group homes, defined 
as those with six or fewer residents, are permitted by 
right in all residential zoning districts. Large group 
homes, defined as those with at least seven residents, 
may apply for a conditional use permit in any 
residential zoning district. 

On-going 

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes an 
evaluation of the CUP 
findings required for large 
group residential care 
facilities. 

2.c 
Make Provisions for 
Multi-Family Housing 
Amenities 

Currently implementing.  The County prioritizes rental 
housing for families when making funding 
recommendations for HOME and CDBG funds. In 
2020, the County allocated funding for the 
development, rehabilitation, or acquisition of 194 units 
of family housing using Housing Trust, CDBG and 
HOME funds.  

On-going 

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to facilitate 
housing for families. 

2.d 
Foster Linkages to 
Health and Human 
Services Programs 

Currently implementing.  Since the start of COVID-19 
and subsequent shelter-in-place orders, Housing and 
Federal Grants staff have worked very closely with 
HHS staff in direct pandemic housing response around 
Marin’s emergency motels, rental assistance and 
Homekey programs. 
Also see response to program 2.e, “support efforts to 
house the homeless.”  

On-going 

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes Project 
Homekey and linkage to 
other supportive programs. 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan  B-7 

Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

2.e 
Support Efforts to 
House the Homeless 

Currently implementing.  The Housing and Federal 
Grants Division participates as a voting member in 
bimonthly Homeless Policy Steering Committee 
(HPSC) meetings. Staff also participate in Opening 
Doors, an organization with a focus on solving chronic 
homelessness. In 2020, local match funds of 
$2,395,000 were used to leverage $9,214,948 in State 
Homekey funding to acquire a former motel and 
commercial building to create 63 units of interim 
housing which will be converted to permanent 
supportive housing with wraparound services 
earmarked for individual who have recently 
experienced homelessness.  

On-going 
These are modified and 
included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element. 

2.f 
Engage in a Countywide 
Effort to Address 
Homeless Needs 

Currently implementing.  See response to program 
2.e, “support efforts to house the homeless.”  

On-going 
These are modified and 
included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element. 

2.g 
Ensure Reasonable 
Accommodation 

Partially completed. Housing and Federal Grants 
Division staff actively refer tenants in need of 
assistance making reasonable accommodation 
requests in the private housing market to the Marin 
Center for Independent Living (MCIL) and Fair 
Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC). 
Both organizations were supported in their work by 
CDBG funding. MCIL received a $30,922 allocation to 
its home modification program to fund alterations in 
homes occupied by low-income individuals with 
disabilities. FHANC received a $64,000 allocation to 
support its fair housing monitoring and assistance. It 
intervened on behalf of 42 households requesting 
reasonable accommodations and succeeded in 

On-going  

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to expedite 
Reasonable 
Accommodation requests. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

securing reasonable accommodation concessions in 
33 of those cases. 

2.h 
Require Non-
discrimination Clauses 

Currently implementing. The County requires non-
discrimination clauses in contracts to which it is a 
party. Housing and Federal Grants staff developed an 
affirmative marketing tool and implemented a 
requirement for applicants requesting Federal Grants 
and Housing Trust Fund monies to submit affirmative 
marketing plans as part of their funding applications. 

On-going 

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing. 

2.i 
Increase Tenant 
Protections  

Currently implementing. To implement Ordinance 
3705, a new landlord registry tool was developed to 
simplify the process for landlords subject to the 
ordinance to maintain registration of their properties.  
In 2020, staff completed a Landlord and Tenant 
Resources webpage. Since the start of the COVID-19 
pandemic, staff have been monitoring State and 
Federal tenant protections and have brought forward 
local emergency Resolutions and Ordinances to meet 
community need.  

On-going  

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.   

2.j 

Promote the 
Development of 
Agricultural Worker 
Units in Agricultural 
Zones 

Partially completed and on-going. The County 
acquired the U.S. Coast Guard Facility in the fall of 
2019. The 32-acre site contains 36 multi-bedroom 
housing units and other community facilities. In 
November 2019, the County released a Request for 
Proposals and Statement of Qualifications to convert 
the existing housing to affordable housing and 
implement a community vision and reuse plan, as part 
of this, the developer will create a set-aside to house 
agricultural workers and their families.   
 

On-going.  

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a new 
program to facilitate 
affordable housing for 
agricultural workers and 
hospitality workers. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

CDA staff collaborated with Marin County University of 
California Cooperative Extension to develop 
streamlined permitting procedures for agricultural 
worker housing. 
 
CDA staff convenes the Agricultural Worker Housing 
Collaborative, which is currently working on a 
comprehensive study to understand the scope and 
needs for agricultural worker housing. 
 
In 2020, CDA staff began exploring the possible 
development of Agricultural Worker Housing on a 
County-owned site in Nicasio. To date, a Phase I 
study and biological assessment have been conducted 
on the site to help determine suitability for residential 
development. 

2.k 
Promote and Ensure 
Equal Housing 
Opportunity 

Currently implementing.  The County AI was approved 
in 2020.  With more than 1,400 interviews with 
individual residents and employees, staff developed a 
rigorous inventory and understanding of barriers to 
housing opportunity. Beginning in 2020, staff began 
participating in community conversations regarding the 
development of a Community Land Trust in Marin City, 
Marin’s historically African American community.  
 
All housing providers that receive CDBG, HOME, and 
Housing Trust dollars from the County must provide an 
Affirmative Marketing Plan; see Program 2.h. 

On-going 

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.   

2.l 
Deter Housing 
Discrimination 

Currently implementing.  Since the adoption of the 
County’s source of income ordinance to prevent 

On-going 
Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

discrimination against tenants with third-party housing 
vouchers, Housing and Federal Grants staff have 
dedicated resources to support incorporated 
jurisdictions with research and development of their 
own source of income protections. The Town of 
Fairfax, the City of Novato, the Town of San Anselmo, 
and the City of San Rafael adopted similar source of 
income ordinances. Staff continue to provide technical 
assistance and resources to other Marin jurisdictions.  
 
CDA staff continue to refer discrimination complaints 
to Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California or 
other appropriate legal services, County, or State 
agencies. 

the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.   

2.m 
Implement the 
Inclusionary Housing 
Policy 

Currently implementing.  The County adjusts its in-lieu 
housing fee annually based on the higher of either the 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) for Shelter for the 
Construction Cost Index (CCI) published by the 
Engineering-News Record. See also response to 
program 2.n, “apply long-term housing affordability 
controls.” 
 
In response to the Governor’s approval of AB 1505, 
which renewed the County’s authority to extend its 
inclusionary zoning policy to rental housing units, the 
Board adopted an amendment to its Development 
Code to renew that application of its inclusionary 
zoning policy to the rental housing development 
projects. 
 

On-going 

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to implement and 
modify the Inclusionary 
Housing policy. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

The County is working with other Marin Cities and 
Towns on updating their inclusionary programs, to 
provide more consistency across jurisdictions and to 
ensure that the policies are aligned with best practices 
and current market conditions.   

2.n 
Apply Long-Term 
Housing Affordability 
Controls 

Currently implementing. An affordable housing 
development's receipt of Marin Housing Trust Fund 
monies is typically contingent upon acceptance of a 
regulatory agreement that imposes affordability 
restrictions in perpetuity. Exceptions to this 
requirement are made only for projects with 
unavoidable constraints that preclude the developer's 
ability to accept those terms. Examples of such 
constraints include developments with a determinate 
term length for land or building leases or conflicts with 
terms of other sources of public financing. 

On-going. The 
County requires 
long-term 
affordability 
restrictions on all 
inclusionary and 
funded units 

Ongoing practice but is not 
included in the Housing 
Element as a separate 
housing program. 

2.o 
Encourage Land 
Acquisition and Land 
Banking 

Currently implementing.  Housing and Federal Grants 
Division staff participate in a committee of funders that 
seeks out and evaluates potential acquisitions of 
existing housing and other opportunities for 
maximizing affordable housing stock throughout the 
County. Also see response to program 2.e, “support 
efforts to house the homeless.” 

On-going.  

The 2023-2031 Housing 
Element includes a 
program to maintain 
existing and create new 
Community Land Trusts. 

2.p 

Expedite Permit 
Processing of 
Affordable and Special 
Needs Housing Projects  

Currently implementing. See response to program 1.d, 
“study ministerial review for affordable housing.”   

Limited success 
because of lack of 
affordable housing 
developments 
seeking permits 

Modified in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element to reflect 
AB 1397 requirements.  
Projects on rezone or 
reuse sites will be provided 
ministerial by-right 
approval if the project 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

includes 20% lower income 
units.   

2.q 
Study Best Practices for 
Housing Choice 
Voucher Acceptance.  

Currently implementing. In August 2018, the County 
executed a $450,000 contract with Marin Housing 
Authority to renew its Landlord Partnership Program 
for a second two-year period. The program 
incentivizes landlord participation in the Housing 
Choice Voucher program and provides security 
deposit assistance of tenants. The Landlord 
Partnership Program works in conjunction with the 
increasing number of sources of income ordinances 
within the County to increase success rates for 
voucher holders. In 2018, Marin Housing Authority 
reported a five percent increase in the success rate; it 
averaged roughly 60 percent throughout the year. 
 
Also see response to program 2.l, “deter housing 
discrimination.” 

On-going  

Modified in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element to include 
outreach and education 
regarding State source of 
income protection (SB 329 
and SB 222), emphasizing 
new rental housing 
opportunities through 
ADUs and SB 9, and areas 
with disproportionate 
housing needs.  

2.r 
Encourage First Time 
Homebuyer Programs 

Currently implementing. The Successor Agency to the 
Marin County Redevelopment Agency funds the Marin 
Housing Authority (MHA) Below Market Rate 
homeownership and down payment assistance 
programs for first-time homebuyers. 
 
MHA, Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California 
(FHANC), and Habitat for Humanity Greater San 
Francisco continue to coordinate and host first-time 
homebuyer readiness workshops and services. 

On-going 
Program included in the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

2.s 
Link Code Enforcement 
with Public Information 
Programs 

Currently implementing. County staff enforce housing, 
building, and fire codes to ensure compliance with 
basic health and safety building standards. Referrals 
to Marin Housing Authority’s Rehabilitation Loan 
Program, affordable housing opportunities, and other 
services are provided as appropriate. 

On-going  

Program is modified in the 
2023-2031 Housing 
Element to expand 
inspection scope. 

2.t 
Assist in Maximizing 
Use of Rehabilitation 
Programs 

Currently implementing. The MHA Rehabilitation Loan 
program was allocated $230,095 in CDBG funds to 
support the provision of approximately 12 loans to low-
, very-low-, and extremely-low-income homeowners in 
2020. MHA staff routinely refer recipients of 
rehabilitation loans to the Green and Healthy Homes 
Initiative-Marin (GHHI), a collaborative consortium of 
service providers in Marin that provide housing health 
and sustainability interventions – including subsidies 
and rebate programs – for low-income residents.   

On-going.  

Program expanded to 
emphasize outreach in 
areas with disproportionate 
housing needs. 

2.u 
Monitor Rental Housing 
Stock   

Currently implementing. Starting in 2019, landlords 
must report rents and general occupancy information 
for all rental properties subject to the Just Cause for 
Eviction ordinance.  
Housing and Federal Grants Division staff participate 
in an affordable-housing funders group (see response 
to program 2.o, “encourage land acquisition and land 
banking”) and Opening Doors (see response to 
program 2.e, “support efforts to house the homeless”).  
 
The County Development Code prohibits conversion 
of multi-family rental units into condominiums unless 
the vacancy rate exceeds 5% and the change does 
not reduce the ratio of multi-family rental units to less 

 

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing, with 
increased monitoring in 
areas identified with 
displacement risks in the 
AFFH analysis.   
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

than 25% of the total number of dwelling units in the 
County. 
 
Also see response to program 2.n, “apply long-term 
affordability controls.” 

2.v 
Study Housing Needs 
and Constraints Specific 
to West Marin 

In progress. In August 2018, the County elected to 
renew its financial, administrative and technical 
support of the Community Land Trust Association of 
West Marin’s (CLAM) Real Community Rentals pilot 
program for a second two-year period.  CLAM 
provides education, assistance with project 
management, and a screening and referral service to 
prospective landlords who agree to rent their units at 
rates affordable to low- and moderate-income 
households.  
In the fall of 2019, the Board of Supervisors authorized 
staff to enter into a purchase agreement for the Coast 
Guard property with the federal government. The 
agreement includes language that restricts the use of 
the 32-acre site to public benefit, which includes a 
conversion to affordable housing. A developer was 
selected for the project in April 2020. 
 
In 2019, $4,712,600, was allocated for the 
construction and preservation of 49 units of affordable 
housing, including the above-mentioned Coast Guard 
property.  

In progress 

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.   

Goal 3 
Ensure Leadership 
and Institutional 
Capacity 

  Carry forward as is 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

Program 3.a 

Consider methods for 
improving County’s 
outreach with respect to 
affordable housing  

Currently implementing. The Housing and Federal 
Grants Division publishes staff reports in Spanish and 
ensures that Spanish interpretation services are made 
available at Board of Supervisors hearings. To make 
those hearings more accessible to working 
households, the Board of Supervisors often holds 
hearings related to affordable housing in the evening. 

On-going.  

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.   

3.b 
Advance Organizational 
Effectiveness 

Currently implementing. Staff continues to coordinate 
with other agencies, divisions, and departments as is 
appropriate to support the accomplishment of 
intersectional programs and goals. 

On-going. Staff has 
worked with other 
local governments 
and staff to 
address barriers to 
providing 
affordable homes 
in Marin  

Ongoing staff function and 
is not included in the 
Housing Element as a 
separate program. 

3.c 

Provide and Promote 
Opportunities for 
Community Participation 
in Housing Issues 

Currently implementing. Staff regularly gives 
presentations to community groups and conferences 
on affordable and fair housing issues.  
 
Also see response to program 3.a, “consider methods 
for improving County’s outreach with respect to 
affordable housing.” 

On-going. Staff 
conducted an 
intensive outreach 
process to update 
the housing 
element, including 
hands-on 
interactive 
community 
workshops. 

Included in the 2023-2031 
Housing Element as part of 
the County’s meaningful 
actions to affirmatively 
further fair housing.  A new 
Community Engagement 
program is included in the 
Housing Element. 

3.d 
Coordinate with 
Regional Transportation 
and Housing Activities 

Currently implementing. CDA works closely with the 
Transportation Authority of Marin (TAM) and the 
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) to 
produce informative local data. Representatives from 

On-going. Staff 
worked closely with 
Transportation 
Authority of Marin 
and will continue to 

Staff function but not 
included in the Housing 
Element as a separate 
program. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

those agencies attend regular area planning director’s 
meetings. 

look for 
opportunities to 
coordinate with 
regional 
transportation 
agencies.  

3.e 
Coordinate with Other 
Agencies 

Currently implementing. Housing and Federal Grants 
Division staff coordinate with other agencies to 
facilitate the efficient processing of affordable and 
special needs housing applications in both the 
unincorporated county and the incorporated cities and 
towns. When project approvals require cooperation 
between departments, CDA staff facilitate expedition 
of permits and waiver of fees whenever possible and 
appropriate. To reduce funding barriers to affordable 
and special needs housing projects in incorporated 
cities and towns, the Board of Supervisors maintains a 
policy that it may support those projects through 
allocations of Marin Housing Trust Fund monies. 

On-going   

Staff function but not 
included in the Housing 
Element as a separate 
program. 

3.f 
Promote Countywide 
Collaboration on 
Housing 

Currently implementing.  Staff work with all towns and 
cities in Marin through the CDBG Priority Setting 
Committee (PSC) to fund affordable housing and 
ensure that jurisdictions affirmatively further fair 
housing. In 2020, staff continued to convene a 
countywide working group of planners to encourage 
interjurisdictional collaboration on housing issues and 
solutions, with a specific focus on responding to 2017 
State housing Package. The working group 
established common goals and coordinated on 
housing legislation, planning, production, and 

On-going  

Staff function but not 
included in the Housing 
Element as a separate 
program. 
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Table B-1: Evaluation of 2015-2023 Housing Element Programs 

2015-2023  
Housing Element 
Goal, Policy, or 

Program  

Goal, Policy or 
Program  

Achievements/ Results 
Evaluation of 

Barriers to 
Implementations 

Recommendations for 
the  

Housing Element Update 

preservation of existing affordability. The working 
group applied jointly for SB2 planning grants in the 
summer and fall of 2019 and have started to 
collaborate on these grant projects including Objective 
Design and Development Standards, an ADU 
Workbook and Website, and Inclusionary housing 
program updates. 
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1 Site identified in the 2015 Housing Element 

Table B-2: Summary of RHNA Progress (2015-2021) 

 
Extremely 

Low 
Income 

Very 
Low 

Income 

Low 
Income 

Moderate 
Income 

Subtotal 
Affordable 

Units 

Above 
Moderate 
Income 

Total 

Miscellaneous Housing Element Programs 

Accessory Dwelling Units 1 20  31  24  76  27 103  

Attached and Detached Single Family 
Homes 

   1 1 140  141  

Agricultural Worker Housing  7   7  7 

Market Rate Rentals (Multi-Family)      3 3  

Subtotal from Miscellaneous Housing 
Programs 

0 27  31  25  84  170  254  

Housing from Identified Sites 

Gates Cooperative1  2  7   9  1 10  

Total Units  1 29  38  25  93  171  264  

Regional Fair Share Housing Need 2015-
2023 

27  28  32  37  124  61  185  

Percent of RHNA Met >1% 103%  118%  68% 75%  280%  140% 
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Table C-4: Residential Sites Inventory by Community (FINAL ADJUSTMENTS to Unit Counts) 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate 
Total 

North Marin 

Blackpoint-Greenpoint 

Vacant Sites 

Vacant Blackpoint (Olive Ave) 143-110-31 55.1 

(19.0) 
300 Olive Ave, 

Blackpoint SF3/ARP-2 4 No 0 0 58 58 
Meets Criteria #2, 7 

Existing Use - Vacant; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Underutilized Sites 

Greenpoint Nursery 153-190-24 15.4 (3.5) 
275 Olive Ave, 

Blackpoint AG1/ARP-60 16 No 0 0 53 53 

Meets Criteria #2, 7 

Existing Use - Wetlands/Vacant 

with nursery on corner; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Marinwood/Lucas Valley 

Commercial Center Mixed Use 

Marinwood Plaza 

164-471-64 0.4 121 Marinwood 

Ave, Marinwood 
GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 16 0 0 16 

Meets Criteria #4, 6, 7 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial; GP 
Housing Overlay; Floor Area Ratio: 
0.00; Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 
0.00 

164-471-65 1.9 
155 Marinwood 

Ave, Marinwood 
GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 

0 
 

0 0 
0 
 

Meets Criteria #4, 5 

Existing Use - Grocery store, built 

1959; GP Housing Overlay; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 3.91 

164-471-69 1.1 175 Marinwood 

Ave, Marinwood 
GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 43 0 0 43 

Meets Criteria #4, 5 
Existing Use - Office park low, GP 
Housing Overlay; built 1962 

164-471-70 1.5 197 Marinwood 

Ave, Marinwood 
GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 46 0 0 46 

Meets Criteria #4, 6, 7 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial; GP 
Housing Overlay; Floor Area Ratio: 
0.00; Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 
1.54 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Dixie School District Properties 

(Marinwood Plaza adjacent) 

164-471-71 0.2 
Marinwood Ave, 

Marinwood 
GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 7 0 0 7 

Meets Criteria #2, 4 
Existing Use - Storage facility; GP 
Housing Overlay 

164-471-72 0.3 
Marinwood Ave, 

Marinwood GC/CP 30 4th & 5th 13 0 0 13 
Meets Criteria #2, 4 
Existing Use - Storage facility; GP 
Housing Overlay 

Office Building 164-481-10 2.4 7 Mt Lassen Dr, 

Lucas Valley 
GC/CP 30 No 58 0 0 58 

Meets Criteria #4, 6, 7 
Existing Use – Office Park, Low; 
Floor Area Ratio: 0.310; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 1.45 

Public Sites 

Marin County Juvenile Hall 164-640-01 33.0 

(10.0) 

2 Jeannette 

Prandi Way, 

Lucas Valley 
PF/PF 30 No 80 0 0 80 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use - County juvenile hall 
facility, offices, and open field. 

Religious Sites 

Carmelite Monastery of the 

Mother of God 
164-290-80 3.2 

530 Blackstone 

Dr, Santa 

Venetia 
PR/RMP-0.1 20 No 0 32 0 32 

Meets Criteria #2, 5 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(parking lot only); built 1965 

Other1 - North Marin 

Vacant Sites 

Buck Center Vacant Property 
125-180-79 

97.3 

(24.3) 
Redwood Hwy, 

Blackpoint 
AG1/A60 1 No 0 0 0 0 Meets Criteria #2 

125-180-85 136.5 

(12.2) 
Redwood Hwy, 

Blackpoint AG1/A60 20 No 150 77 22 249 Meets Criteria #2 

Underutilized Sites 

Atherton Corridor 143-101-35 1.0 
761 Atherton 

Ave, North 

Novato 
SF3/A2-B4 20 No 0 4 0 4 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Rural residential lot 

SF detached, built 1938; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio - 0.52 

Atherton Corridor 143-101-37 4.0 
777 Atherton 

Ave, North 

Novato 
SF3/A2-B4 20 No 30 8 0 38 Meets Criteria # 4, 5, 7 

 
1
 Sites that did not fall within the boundaries of CDPs within unincorporated communities in North Marin (Black Point – Green Point or Marinwood- Lucas Valley) but are located in North Marin.  
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Existing Use - Rural residential lot, 
SF detached; built 1932; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.21 

Atherton Corridor 143-101-20 4.8 
791 Atherton 

Ave, North 

Novato 
SF3/A2-B4 20 No 37 13 0 50 

Meets Criteria #4, 6, 7 
Existing Use - Rural residential lot, 
SF detached; built 1926; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.54 

Atherton Corridor 143-101-17 5.6 
805 Atherton 

Ave, North 

Novato 
SF3/A2-B4 20 No 42 13 0 55 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Rural residential lot, 
SF detached; built 1939; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.04 

West Marin 

Northern Coastal West Marin (Dillon Beach, Tomales) 

Vacant Sites 

Vacant Tomales 
102-075-06 0.3 

Shoreline Hwy, 

Tomales 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 6 6 Meets Criteria #2 

102-075-07 0.1 Shoreline Hwy, 

Tomales 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 2 2 Meets Criteria #2 

Vacant Tomales 102-062-01 0.7 
Dillon Beach Rd, 

Tomales 
C-SF6/C-

RSP-7.26 
7 No 0 0 4 4 Meets Criteria #2 

Vacant Tomales 102-075-02 0.3 
Shoreline Hwy, 

Tomales 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 5 5 Meets Criteria #2 

Vacant Tomales 102-041-44 4.8 
290 Dillon Beach 

Rd, Tomales 
C-SF6/C-

RSP-7.26 7 No 0 0 13 13 Meets Criteria #2 

Religious Sites 

Tomales Catholic Church 102-080-23 2.0 
26825 State 

Route 1, 

Tomales 

C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 13 0 13 

Meets Criteria #2, 7 
Existing Use – Religious center 
(Parking Lot); Building-to-Land 
Value Ratio: 0.62 

Underutilized Sites 

Tomales Nursery 102-051-09 0.3 
27235 State 

Route 1 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 3 3 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 

Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial; Building-to-Land 

Value Ratio: 0.16 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

102-051-08 0.3 
27235 State 

Route 1 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 3 3 

Meets Criteria #5, 7 

Existing Use - Estate lot SF 

detached, built 1931; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.59 

Tomales 102-051-07 0.6 
200 Valley Ave, 

Tomales 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 
20 No 0 0 6 6 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 

Existing Use - Rural residential lot 

SF detached, built 1990; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio: 0.59 

Tomales 102-075-09 0.5 29 John St, 

Tomales 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B1 20 No 0 0 5 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Rural residential lot 

SF detached, built 1924; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio: 0.22 

Central Coastal West Marin (Point Reyes Station, Inverness) 

Underutilized Sites 

Inverness Underutilized 

Residential 

112-143-04 0.2 
30 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #2, 4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Large lot SF 

detached; Building-to-Land Value 

Ratio: 0.00; Vacant 

112-143-05 0.2 40 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Large lot SF 

detached, built 1904; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.73 

112-143-06 0.2 50 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 
7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #2, 4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Large lot SF 

detached; Building-to-Land Value 

Ratio: 0.00; Vacant 

Inverness Underutilized 

Residential 
112-143-03 0.2 

20 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 
7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Large lot SF 

detached, built 1913; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.25 

Inverness Underutilized 

Residential 
112-144-28 0.3 55 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 
7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 

Existing Use - Estate lot sf 

detached, built 1988; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.75 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Inverness Underutilized 

Residential 
112-143-07 0.4 60 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 
7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #4, 6 

Existing Use - Estate lot sf 

detached, Floor Area Ratio: 0.01 

Inverness Underutilized 

Residential 112-144-25 0.3 
75 Balmoral 

Way, Inverness 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 7 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Estate lot sf 

detached, built 1909; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.87 

Pt. Reyes Village (5th St) 119-222-08 1.0 60 Fifth St, Pt. 

Reyes Station 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1 
20 No 17 0 0 17 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 
commercial; built 1953; Building-to-
Land Value Ratio: 0.68 

Pt. Reyes Village Red/Green 

Barn 
119-198-05 1.5 

510 Mesa Rd, 

Pt. Reyes 

Station 

C-NC/C-

VCR-B2 
 

20 No 24 0 0 24 
Meets Criteria #2, 7 
Existing Use – Barn; Building-to-
Land Value Ratio: 0.82 

Public Sites 

Inverness County Site 

112-220-08 0.1 
Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Inverness 

C-SF3/C-

RSP-0.33 
20 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 

Existing Use - Vacant public 

property 

112-220-09 0.9 
Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Inverness 

C-SF3/C-

RSP-0.33 20 No 0 0 0 0 
Meets Criteria #2, 3 

Existing Use - Vacant public 

property 

Pt. Reyes County Vacant Site 
 

119-260-03 2.0 
9 Giacomini Rd, 

Pt. Reyes 

Station 

C-NC/C-

RMPC 20 No 32 0 0 32 Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use – Vacant County site 

119-270-12 0.3 
10 Giacomini Rd, 

Pt. Reyes 

Station 

C-NC/C-

RMPC 
20 No 5 0 0 5 Meets Criteria #2, 3 

Existing Use – Vacant County site 

Pt. Reyes Coast Guard 

Rehabilitation/Conversion 
119-240-73 31.4 

100 Commodore 

Webster Dr, Pt. 

Reyes Station 
C-OA/C-OA 0 No 50 0 0 50 Meets Criteria #2, 3 

Existing Use - Military 

Rehabilitation Sites 

Grandi Building/Site 119-234-01 2.5 54 B ST, Pt. 

Reyes Station 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B2 
20 4th & 5th 21 0 0 21 

Meets Criteria #4, 5 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial (vacant); 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

built 1914; Potential rehabilitation 
of historic building 

Religious Sites 

Presbytery of the Redwoods 119-202-05 0.6 
11445 State 

Route 1, Pt. 

Reyes Station 

C-SF4/C-RA-

B3 20 No 0 3 0 3 
Meets Criteria #2 

Existing Use - Religious center 

(parking lot only) 

Vacant Sites 

Vacant Pt. Reyes Station 
119-203-01 0.1 Mesa Rd, Pt. 

Reyes Station 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B2 20 No 0 0 2 2 Meets Criteria #2 

119-203-03 0.1 
Mesa Rd, Pt. 

Reyes Station 
C-NC/C-

VCR-B2 20 No 0 0 2 2 Meets Criteria #2 

The Valley (Nicasio, San Geronimo Valley, Woodacre, Lagunitas, Forest Knolls) 

Rehabilitation Sites 

Office - Forest Knolls (Upper 

Floors) 
168-141-12 0.1 

6900 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Forest Knolls 
NC/VCR 20 No 0 0 2 2 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1938; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.65 

Office - Lagunitas (Upper 

Floors and Rear Prop) 
168-175-06 0.9 

7120 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Lagunitas 
GC/H1 20 No 16 0 0 16 

Meets Criteria #4, 6 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial; Floor Area 
Ratio: 0.18 

Office - Lagunitas (Upper 

Floors and Rear Prop) 
168-192-28 1.3 

7282 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Lagunitas 
GC/CP 20 No 0 10 4 14 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Commercial 
recreation facility; built 1925; 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.90 

Religious Sites 

Saint Cecilia Church 168-183-04 0.9 
428 W. Cintura, 

Lagunitas SF4/R1-B3 30 No 16 0 0 16 
Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(Parking Lot Only) 

Presbyterian Church San 

Geronimo 169-101-21 1.2 
6001 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, San 

Geronimo 
SF5/R1-B2 20 No 0 15 0 15 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 

(parking lot only) 

Underutilized Sites 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Residential next to Forest 

Knolls Trailer Park 
168-131-04 6.5 

6760 Sir Francis 

Drake 

Boulevard, 

Forest Knolls 

SF3/RA-B4 20 No 0 0 8 8 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Rural residential lot 

sf detached, built 1953; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio: 1.25 

Public Sites 

Nicasio Corporation Yard - 

Marin County 
121-050-34 

13.9 

(2.2) 

5600 Nicasio 

Valley Road, 

Nicasio 
AG1/ARP-60 20 No 16 0 0 16 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use – vacant portion of 
County corporation yard 
Pre-development study already 
underway 

Woodacre Fire Station 

172-111-01 0.4 33 Castle Rock, 

Woodacre 
SF5/R1-B2 20 No 0 10 0 10 

Meets Criteria #3, 5 
Existing Use - Fire station, built 

1940s 

172-111-02 0.8 33 Castle Rock, 

Woodacre 
SF5/R1-B2 20 No 0 0 0 0 Existing Use - Fire station, built 

1940s (facilities to remain) 

172-104-02 1.4 33 Castle Rock, 

Woodacre 
SF5/R1-B2 20 No 0 0 0 0 Existing Use - Fire station facility 

(access road to remain) 

Vacant Sites 

Vacant Nicasio 121-080-05 0.2 
4449 Nicasio 

Valley Rd, 

Nicasio 
NC/RMPC-1 20 No 0 0 0 0 Meets Criteria #2 

Southern Coastal West Marin (Stinson Beach, Bolinas, Muir Beach) 

Credit 

Aspen Lots 192-102-22 0.2 
430 Aspen Rd, 

Bolinas 
C-SF5/C-RA-

B2 
0 No 2 0 0 2 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Estate Lot SF, 
detached; built 1971; Building-to-
Land Value Ratio: 0.61 

Downtown Project 193-061-03 1.8 
31 Wharf Rd, 

Bolinas 
C-SF5/C-RA-

B2 0 No 9 0 0 9 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Residential common 

area; Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 

0.00 

Overlook Lots 192-061-14 0.5 530 Overlook Dr, 

Bolinas 
C-SF5/C-RA-

B2 
0 No 2 0 0 2 

Meets Criteria #2, 7 
Existing Use – Vacant 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Underutilized Sites 
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Stinson Beach Underutilized 

Residential 

195-193-15 0.3 
128 Calle Del 

Mar, Stinson 

Beach 
C-SF6/C-R1 7 No 0 0 2 2 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Small lot sf 

detached, built 1922; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.55 

195-193-18 0.04 
129 Calle Del 

Mar, Stinson 

Beach 
C-SF6/C-R1 7 No 0 0 1 1 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Very small lot sf 

detached, built 1922; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.50 

Stinson Beach Commercial 195-193-35 0.3 
3422 State 

Route 1, Stinson 

Beach 
C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 0 0 5 5 

Meets Criteria #3, 4 
Existing Use - Non urban civic 

Vacant Sites 

Stinson Beach Community 

Center - Vacant 
195-211-05 0.9 

10 Willow Ave, 

Stinson Beach 
C-SF6/C-R1 7 No 0 0 5 5 Meets Criteria #2 

Other 2- West Marin 

School Sites 

Shoreline Unified School 

District 

102-080-19 2.1 
Shoreline 

Highway, 

Tomales 

C-SF3/C-

RSP-1.6 20 No 35 0 0 35 
Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Vacant school 
property 

102-080-20 0.4 
Shoreline 

Highway, 

Tomales 

C-SF3/C-

RSP-1.6 20 No 9 0 0 9 
Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Vacant school 
property 

Tomales Joint Union High 

School District 102-080-10 0.7 
State Route 1, 

Tomales 
C-SF3/C-

RSP-1.6 20 No 0 14 0 14 
Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Vacant school 

property 

Religious Sites 

Olema Catholic Church 166-181-01 3.6 10189 State 

Route 1, Olema 
C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 20 0 0 20 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(Parking Lot only) 

 
2 Sites that did not fall within the boundaries of CDPs within unincorporated communities in West Marin (Northern Costal West Marin, Central Coastal West Marin, The Valley, or Southern Coastal 

West Marin) but are located in West Marin.  



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-9 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Underutilized Sites 

Olema Commercial 166-202-01 1.0 
10002 State 

Route 1, Olema C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 0 10 0 10 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1881; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.96 

Olema Commercial 166-213-01 0.5 
9870 State 

Route 1, Olema 
C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 0 0 5 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1900; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.80 

Olema Commercial 166-213-02 1.0 
9840 State 

Route 1, Olema C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 0 10 0 10 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use -Rural residential lot 

SF detached, built 1915; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio: 0.29 

Olema Commercial 166-202-04 1.1 
9950 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Olema 
C-NC/C-VCR 20 No 0 11 0 11 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 

Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial; built 1881; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.96  

Central Marin 

Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos 

Religious Sites 

St. Vincent's School for Boys 

155-011-29 20.2 
St. Vincent Dr, 

Santa Venetia PD/A2 20 4th & 5th 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #1, 2 
Developer/Property Owner Interest 
Existing Use – Vacant/Agricultural 

155-011-28 74.0 
St. Vincent Dr, 

Santa Venetia 
PD/A2 20 4th & 5th 0 0 0 0 

155-011-30 221.0 

(55.0) 
St. Vincent Dr, 

Santa Venetia PD/A2 20 4th & 5th 440 0 495 935 

Church of Jesus Christ 180-272-03 5.4 
220 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 20 No 35 0 0 35 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(Parking Lot only) 

Congregation Rodef Shalom 

Marin 
180-281-34 2.9 

170 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 20 No 0 13 0 13 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 

(parking lot only) 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-10 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

School Sites 

Bernard Osher Marin Jewish 

Community Center 

180-281-35 1.9 
180 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 20 No 10 0 0 10 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use – Religious center 
(Parking Lot only) 

180-281-21 2.5 
200 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 20 No 13 0 0 13 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(Parking Lot only) 

180-281-25 1.7 
210 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 
OC/AP 20 No 13 0 0 13 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Religious center 
(Parking Lot only) 

McPhail School 

180-151-18 4.3 
1565 Vendola 

Dr, Santa 

Venetia 

PF-SF6/PF-

RSP-4.36 0 No 0 0 33 33 
Meets Criteria #1 

Property Owner Interest 
Existing Use - Closed School 

180-161-09 1.0 
N San Pedro Rd, 

Santa Venetia 
PF-SF6/PF-

RSP-4.36 0 No 0 0 0 0 Existing Use - Closed school 

180-161-10 4.3 
N San Pedro Rd, 

Santa Venetia 
PF-SF6/PF-

RSP-4.36 
0 No 0 0 0 0 Existing Use - Closed school 

Old Gallinas Children Center 180-123-01 7.7 
251 N San Pedro 

Rd, Santa 

Venetia 

PF-SF6/PF-

RSP-4.36 
30 No 50 0 0 50 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use - Closed school (with 
ball field to remain) 

Vacant 

Vacant Santa Venetia 180-171-32 1.1 
180-171-32 (N 

San Pedro Rd), 

Santa Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 4 No 0 0 2 2 Meets Criteria #2 

Outnumbered2, LLC 180-261-10 27.9 
Oxford Drive, 

Santa Venetia 
SF5/A2-B2 4 No 0 0 4 4 Meets Criteria #1  

Vacant Santa Venetia 179-332-19 1.0 
179-332-19 

(Edgehill Way), 

Santa Venetia 
SF6/R1 7 No 0 0 3 3 Meets Criteria #2 

Vacant Bayhills Drive 180-333-01 1.5 
Bayhills Drive, 

Santa Venetia PR/RMP-1 8 No 0 0 5 5 Meets Criteria #2 

Kentfield/Greenbrae 

School Sites 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-11 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

College of Marin Parking Lot 
071-132-11 0.8 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 

PF/PF 30 No 21 0 0 21 

Meets Criteria #1, 2 

Developer/Property Owner Interest 

Existing Use–Parking Lot; 

combined with College of Marin 

Commercial Frontage site below 

071-132-12 0.3 PF/PF 30 No 7 0 0 7 

College of Marin Parking Lot 

074-092-11 0.2 

139 Kent Ave, 

Kentfield 

PF/PF 20 No 3 0 0 3 

074-181-18 2.7 PF/PF 20 No 48 0 0 48 

074-092-17 0.2 PF/PF 20 No 2 0 0 2 

Underutilized Sites 

College of Marin (Commercial 

Frontage) 

074-031-56 0.2 
937 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 10 0 10 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1943; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

074-031-58 0.1 
941 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 5 0 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1954; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

074-031-60 0.1 
939 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 10 0 10 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1951; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 

074-031-54 0.1 
923 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 4 0 4 

Meets Criteria #4, 5 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1913 

074-031-65 0.3 
921 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 6 0 6 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial; Building-to-Land 

Value Ratio: 0.32 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 074-031-68 0.2 
935 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 5 0 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1950; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 1.00 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-12 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

074-031-69 0.1 
Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 3 0 3 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Large format 

standalone commercial; Building-

to-Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Sloat Garden Center 

071-191-47 1.1 
700 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
SF6/R1 30 No 26 0 0 26 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial;  built 1946 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.17 

071-191-48 0.2 
700 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
SF6/R1 30 No 5 0 0 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.00 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 074-031-39 0.3 
929 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 8 0 8 

Meets Criteria #4 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1979; Building-to-

Land Value - 2.96; Floor Area 

Ratio: 0.80 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 
074-031-45 0.2 

907 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 5 0 5 

Meets Criteria #4 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1975; Building-to-

Land Value - 1.89; Floor Area 

Ratio: 0.58 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 
074-031-61 0.3 

913 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 7 0 7 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1957; Building-to-

Land Value - 1.29 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 074-031-63 0.1 
Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 4 0 4 

Meets Criteria #2, 4 
Vacant; Existing Use - Low 

intensity strip commercial 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 
074-031-74 0.2 

943 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 0 No 0 5 0 5 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1976; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 1.09 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 
074-031-75 0.7 

901 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 18 0 0 18 

Meets Criteria #4, 7  
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 
commercial; Building-to-Land 
Value Ratio: 1.66 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-13 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Kentfield Commercial 

Underutilized 
074-031-77 0.2 

911 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Kentfield 
NC/RMPC 30 No 0 6 0 6 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 

commercial; Building-to-Land 

Value Ratio: 1.00 

25 Bayfield (Kentfield) 022-071-01 0.4 
25 Bayview Rd, 

Kentfield 
MF3/RMP-6 10 No 0 0 3 3 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Estate lot sf 

detached, built 1910; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.29 

Religious Sites 

Kentfield Catholic Church 022-010-21 2.4 
215 Bon Air Rd, 

Kentfield 
PF-SF5/R1-

B2 
30 No 0 14 0 14 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use – Religious center 

(parking lot only) 

Other-3 Central Marin 

Credit 

Albion Monolith 

018-087-13 0.5 
33 Albion St, 

California Park MF3/RMP-9 0 No 0 

 

 

 

1 

0 

 

 

 

0 

0 

 

 

 

8 

0 

 

 

 

9 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Rural residential lot 
SF detached; built 1938; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio:0.34 

018-087-14 1.2 37 Albion St, 

California Park MF3/RMP-9 0 No 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Rural residential lot 
SF detached; built 1930; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.16 

San Quentin Adjacent Vacant 

Property 
018-152-12 55.2 

E Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, San 

Quentin 
PF/A2-B2 0 No 115 115 0 230 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Non-urban civic, 
vacant 

Vacant Sites 

Cal Park 
018-086-17 0.2 Woodland Ave, 

California Park MF2/RSP-4 30 4th 0 0 4 4 Meets Criteria #2 
GP Housing Overlay 

018-086-18 0.7 
Woodland Ave, 

California Park MF2/RSP-4 30 4th 0 0 17 17 
Meets Criteria #2 
GP Housing Overlay 

 
3
 Sites that did not fall within the boundaries of CDPs within unincorporated communities in Central Marin (Santa Venetia/ Los Ranchitos or Kentfield/Greenbrae) but are in the Central Marin area.  



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-14 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

018-075-28 0.9 
Woodland Ave, 

California Park MF2/RSP-4 30 4th 0 0 15 15 
Meets Criteria #2 
GP Housing Overlay 

018-074-16 1.9 
Woodland Ave, 

California Park MF2/RSP-4 30 No 25 0 0 25 
Meets Criteria #2 

018-081-04 1.3 Auburn St, 

California Park 
MF2/RSP-4 30 No 0 0 24 24 

Meets Criteria #2 

018-083-01 0.1 
Auburn St, 

California Park 
MF2/RSP-4 8 No 0 0 1 1 

Meets Criteria #2 

018-085-23 1.0 Auburn St, 

California Park 
MF2/RSP-4 8 No 0 0 17 17 

Meets Criteria #2 

018-083-09 0.4 
Auburn St, 

California Park 
MF2/RSP-4 8 No 0 0 2 2 

Meets Criteria #2 

018-082-13 0.5 
Auburn St, 

California Park MF2/RSP-4 8 No 0 0 3 3 
Meets Criteria #2 

018-084-12 01.2 Auburn St, 

California Park 
MF2/RSP-4 8 No 0 0 2 2 

Meets Criteria #2 

Lucas Valley Environs Vacant 164-280-35 59.0 (3.5) 

1501 Lucas 

Valley Road, 

Lucas Valley 

Environs 

AG1/A60 7 No 0 0 26 26 

Meets Criteria #2 

Karuna 177-220-10 10.8 
1 Sacramento 

Ave, Sleepy 

Hollow 

MF2/RMP-

1.0 
1 No 0 0 10 10 

Meets Criteria #2 

Underutilized Sites 

Sacramento/San Anselmo 

Properties 

177-203-03 0.7 
4 Sacramento 

Ave, Sleepy 

Hollow 
SF6/R1 30 No 0 0 16 16 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use – Apartment; 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 1.53 

177-203-04 0.8 
404 San 

Francisco Blvd, 

Sleepy Hollow 
SF6/R1 30 No 13 0 5 18 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use – Multiple SF 
detached units; Building-to-Land 
Value Ratio: 1.16 

177-220-41 0.3 
San Francisco 

Blvd, Sleepy 

Hollow 
SF6/R1 30 No 7 0 0 7 Meets Criteria #2 

Existing Use – Vacant 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-15 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Sacramento/San Anselmo 

Properties 
177-203-09 0.6 

60 Sacramento 

Ave, Sleepy 

Hollow 
SF6/R1 30 No 0 0 23 23 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use – Rural residential lot 
SF detached; built 1925; Building-
to-Land Value Ratio: 0.58 

Religious Sites 

Subud California 177-202-08 3.0 
100 Sacramento 

Ave, Sleepy 

Hollow 
PR/RMP-0.1 20 No 0 4 0 4 

Meets Criteria #2, 7 
Existing Use - Religious center 

(parking lot only); Building-to-Land 

Value Ratio: 1.07 

Commercial Mixed Use Sites 

Oak Manor Commercial 

Center 

174-011-33 1.1 

2410 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Unincorporated 

Fairfax 

GC/C1 30 4th & 5th 25 0 0 25 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 
mall; built 1965; Building-to-Land 
Value Ratio: 1.13 

174-011-36 0.5 

2400 Sir Francis 

Drake Blvd, 

Unincorporated 

Fairfax 

GC/C1 30 4th & 5th 11 0 0 11 

Meets Criteria #4, 7  
Existing Use - Low intensity strip 
mall; Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 
0.38 

School Sites 

Hidden Valley Elementary 

School Vacant Area 
177-011-13 0.6 

Fawn Dr, Sleepy 

Hollow 
PF-SF4/PF-

RSP-2 
8 No 0 0 0 0 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Vacant school 

property 

San Domenico School 176-300-30 522.4 

(2.4) 

1500 Butterfield 

Rd, Sleepy 

Hollow 
PR/RMP-0.1 30 No 50 0 0 50 Meets Criteria #1, 7 

Property owner interest; built 1964 

Southern Marin 

Strawberry 

Vacant Sites 

North Knoll Rd/Saint Thomas 

Dr 
034-012-26 5.9 

Knoll Rd, 

Strawberry 
PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 8 48 56 Meets Criteria #2 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-16 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

034-061-09 0.6 
Knoll Rd, 

Strawberry PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 0 3 3 Meets Criteria #2 

Credit 

North Coast Seminary 
043-261-25 48.4 201 Seminary 

Dr, Strawberry 
MF2/RMP-

2.47 0 4th 
 

0 

 

 

0 

 

0 

 

 

0 

 

49 

 

 

40 

 

49 

 

 

40 

Meets Criteria #1, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Non closed 

seminary college , built 1959; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.04 

043-261-26 25.1 
300 Storer Dr, 

Strawberry 
MF2/RMP-

2.47 0 4th 
Existing Use - Non urban civic; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.28 

Underutilized Sites 

Strawberry Commercial (one 

owner) 

043-151-03 0.2 
670 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/H1 30 No 0 0 6 6 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Office park low, built 

1939; Building-to-Land Value 

Ratio: 0.86 

043-151-09 0.3 
680 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/H1 30 No 0 0 7 7 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Motel, built 1944; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.91 

Strawberry Commercial (one 

owner) 

043-151-02 0.3 
664 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/H1 30 No 0 0 9 9 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use - Motel, built 1977; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.51 

043-151-31 1.5 
690 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/H1 30 No 0 0 38 38 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1997; Building-to-

Land Value Ratio: 0.07 

Commercial Center Mixed Use Sites 

Strawberry Village Center 

(North of Belvedere Dr) 
043-321-03 9.2 

800 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/RMPC 30 No 28 0 0 28 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use - Grocery store, 
parking area; GP Housing Overlay 

Strawberry Village Center 

(South of Belvedere Dr) 
043-151-30 3.9 

750 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Strawberry 
GC/RMPC 30 No 72 0 0 72 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use – Commercial center 
(excludes In-N-Out); Building-to-
Land Value Ratio: 0.38 

Public Sites 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-17 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Strawberry Recreation District 

Site 
043-361-54 3.1 

Redwood Hwy 

Frontage Rd, 

Strawberry 

MF4/RMP-

12.1 
30 No 0 0 46 46 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use - Vacant public 
property 

Tam Valley (Tamalpais-Homestead Valley) 

Underutilized Sites 

Jack Krystal Hotel Parcel Site 052-227-09 2.2 
260 Redwood 

Hwy Frontage 

Rd, Almonte 
RC/BFC-RCR 30 No 0 0 36 36 

Meets Criteria #4, 7 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial; Building-to-Land 

Value Ratio- 0.01 

Credit 

150 Shoreline 

052-371-03 0.5 
150 Shoreline 

Hwy, Strawberry 
GC/CP 0 4th 

0 
 

0 10 10 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use -Vacant 

052-371-04 0.9 
150 Shoreline 

Hwy, Strawberry 
GC/CP 0 4th 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1971; Building-to-

Land Value 2.37 

052-371-06 0.3 
150 Shoreline 

Hwy, Strawberry 
GC/CP 0 4th 

Meets Criteria #4 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial 

052-371-07 0.3 150 Shoreline 

Hwy, Strawberry 
GC/CP 0 4th 

Meets Criteria #4 
Existing Use -Low intensity strip 

commercial, built 1975; Building-to-

Land Value 3.35 

Underutilized Sites 

Holiday Inn Mill Valley 052-371-09 3.1 

160 Shoreline 

Highway, 

Strawberry 

GC/CP 30 No 72 0 0 72 

Meets Criteria #4, 5, 7 
Existing Use - Motel, built 1972; 

Building-to-Land Value Ratio: 0.62 

Public Sites 

Tam Junction State Vacant Lot 052-041-27 0.5 
Shoreline Hwy, 

Tamalpais 
MF4.5/RMP-

12.45 
30 4th 0 12 0 12 

Meets Criteria #2, 3 
Existing Use - Vacant State 

property 

Marin City 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

Marin Countywide Plan C-18 

Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

Religious Sites 

Peace Lutheran Church 052-062-05 3.7 
205 Tennessee 

Valley Rd, 

Tamalpais 
SF6/RA-B1 20 No 20 0 0 20 

Meets Criteria #2, 5 
Existing Use – Religious center 
(parking lot only); built 1959 

Cornerstone Community 

Church of God 
052-140-38 0.8 

626 Drake Ave, 

Marin City 
NC/RMPC 20 No 0 4 0 4 

Meets Criteria #2 
Existing Use – Religious center 

(parking lot only), built 1988 

Commercial Center Mixed Use Sites 

Marin Gateway Center 052-490-08 20.1 
190 Donahue St, 

Marin City 
GC/CP 30 No 0 50 50 100 

Meets Criteria #4, 6 
Existing Use – Low intensity strip 

commercial; GP Housing Overlay; 

Building-to-Land Value – 1.67; 

Floor Area Ratio: 0.20 

Credit 

825 Drake 052-112-03 1.0 
825 Drake Ave, 

Marin City 
MF4.5/RMP-

34 0 No 74 0 0 74 
Meets Criteria #4, 5 
Existing Use - Large format 
standalone commercial; built 1967 

Vacant Sites 

Donahue Highlands (formerly 

LiBao) 052-140-33 
49.2 

(24.6) 
Off Donahue St., 

Marin City PR/RMP-0.5 1 No 0 0 25 25 Meets Criteria #2 

School Sites 

MLK Academy School Site 052-140-39 8.4 
610 Drake Ave, 

Marin City 
PF/PF 20 No 0 63 0 63 

Meets Criteria #3 

Elementary School 

Other4 - Southern Marin 

Vacant Sites 

Pan Pac Ocean Site 
034-012-21 1.6 

Eagle Rock Rd, 

Strawberry PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 0 3 3 Meets Criteria #2 

034-012-27 8.4 
Eagle Rock Rd, 

Strawberry 
PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 0 17 17 Meets Criteria #2 

 
4 Sites that did not fall within the boundaries of CDPs within unincorporated communities in Southern Marin (Strawberry, Tam Valley, Marin City) but are in the Southern Marin area.  
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Board of Supervisor District, 

Strategy, and Site Name 
APN 

Acres 

(Develop-

able) 
Address 

Existing 

GP/Zoning 

Density 

Allowance 

(du/ac) 

Used in 

Previous 

HE? 

Housing Units by RHNA Income 

Categories 
Criteria and Status 

Lower Moderate 
Above 

Moderate Total 

034-012-28 1.2 
Eagle Rock Rd, 

Strawberry PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 0 2 2 Meets Criteria #2 

034-012-29 5.0 Eagle Rock Rd, 

Strawberry 
PR/RMP-0.2 16 No 0 0 10 10 Meets Criteria #2 

Credit 

         0 0  
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Appendix D: Affirmatively 

Furthering Fair Housing  
A. Introduction and Overview of AB 686 
Assembly Bill 686 passed in 2017 requires the inclusion in the Housing Element an 

analysis of barriers that restrict access to opportunity1 and a commitment to specific 

meaningful actions to affirmatively further fair housing.2  AB 686 mandates that local 

governments  identify meaningful goals to address the impacts of systemic issues such 

as residential segregation, housing cost burden, and unequal educational or employment 

opportunities to the extent these issues create and/or perpetuate discrimination against 

protected classes.3 In addition, AB 686:  

• Requires the state, cities, counties, and public housing authorities to administer 

their programs and activities related to housing and community development in a 

way that affirmatively furthers fair housing; 

• Prohibits the state, cities, counties, and public housing authorities from taking 

actions materially inconsistent with their AFFH obligation; 

• Requires that the AFFH obligation be interpreted consistent with HUD’s 2015 

regulation, regardless of federal action regarding the regulation;  

• Adds an AFFH analysis to the Housing Element (an existing planning process that 

California cities and counties must complete) for plans that are due beginning in 

2021;  

• Includes in the Housing Element’s AFFH analysis a required examination of issues 

such as segregation and resident displacement, as well as the required 

identification of fair housing goals. 

The bill added an assessment of fair housing to the Housing Element which includes the 

following components: a summary of fair housing issues and assessment of the County’s 

fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity; an analysis of segregation patterns and 

disparities in access to opportunities, an assessment of contributing factors, an 

identification of fair housing priorities, and an identification of specific fair housing goals 

and actions.  

 

1 While Californian’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) do not provide a definition of 

opportunity, opportunity usually relates to  access to resources and improved quality of life. HCD and the California Tax 

Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) have created Opportunity Maps to visualize place-based characteristics linked to 

critical life outcomes, such as educational attainment, earnings from employment, and economic mobility. 
2 “Affirmatively furthering fair housing” is defined to mean taking meaningful actions that “overcome patterns of 

segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to opportunity” for communities of 

color, persons with disabilities, and others protected by California law.  
3 A protected class is a group of people sharing a common trait who are legally protected from being discriminated 

against on the basis of that trait. 
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B. Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing in Marin County 
 

The Fair Housing Act (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) requires recipients of HUD 

funding to affirmatively further fair housing, which means, according to HUD, "taking 

meaningful actions, in addition to combating discrimination, that overcome patterns of 

segregation and foster inclusive communities free from barriers that restrict access to 

opportunity based on protected characteristics.” Specifically, affirmatively furthering fair 

housing means taking meaningful actions that, when taken together, 

• Addresses significant disparities in housing needs and in access to opportunities; 

• Replaces segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced living 

patterns; 

• Transforms racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of 

opportunity; and 

• Fosters and maintains compliance with civil rights and fair housing laws. 

In an effort to attain this goal of affirmatively furthering fair housing, HUD requires Marin 

County as an entitlement jurisdiction to engage in fair housing planning. This planning 

process requires Marin County to: 

1. Conduct and update an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI); 

2. Develop appropriate actions to overcome the effects of the identified 

impediments; and 

3. Develop a system for record keeping and monitoring the activities undertaken to 

reduce or overcome the identified impediments. 

The purpose of the planning process is to identify and eliminate discrimination and 

segregation in housing on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, age disability, familial 

status or national origin and to expand housing choice for all residents in Marin. The most 

recent Marin County AI was completed in February 2020. 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-3 

C. Analysis Requirements 
An assessment of fair housing must consider the elements and factors that cause, 

increase, contribute to, maintain, or perpetuate segregation, racially or ethnically 

concentrated areas of poverty, significant disparities in access to opportunity, and 

disproportionate housing needs.4 The analysis must address patterns at a regional and 

local level and trends in patterns over time. This analysis should compare the locality at a 

county level or even broader regional level such as a Council of Government,5 where 

appropriate, for the purposes of promoting more inclusive communities.  

For the purposes of this AFFH, “Regional Trends” describe trends in the Bay Area 

(the members of the Association of Bay Area Governments6) when data is available 

in the Data Needs Package or trends within the boundaries of Marin County. when 

ABAG-level data is not available. “Local Trends” describe trends specific to the 

unincorporated County and its unincorporated communities.  

1. Sources of Information  

The County used a variety of data sources for the assessment of fair housing at the 

regional and local level.  These include:   

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

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

U.S. Census Bureau for most characteristics. 

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

Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Comprehensive Housing 

Affordability Strategy (CHAS) reports (based on the 2013-2017 ACS) \. 

• U.S. Census Bureau’s Decennial Census (referred to as “Census”) and American 

Community Survey (ACS). 

• Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice in January 2020 

(2020 AI).    

• AFFH Segregation Report (2022) for Unincorporated Marin prepared by ABAG and 

UC Merced.  

• HCD’s AFFH Data Viewer. 

• Local Data and Knowledge.  

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

methodologies, the resulting data differ. For example, the decennial census and ACS 

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

 

4 Gov. Code, §§ 65583, subds. (c)(10)(A), (c)(10)(B), 8899.50, subds. (a), (b), (c); see also AFFH Final Rule and Commentary (AFFH 

Rule), 80 Fed. Reg. 42271, 42274, 42282-42283, 42322, 42323, 42336, 42339, 42353-42360, esp. 42355-42356 (July 16, 2015). See 

also 24 C.F.R. §§ 5.150, 5.154(b)(2) (2016). 
5 Councils of Governments (COGs) are voluntary associations that represent member local governments, mainly cities 

and counties, that seek to provide cooperative planning, coordination, and technical assistance on issues of mutual 

concern that cross jurisdictional lines. For example, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) is a Council of 

Government in the Bay Area.   
6 Includes the Counties of: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, Sonoma, and the 

City of San Francisco. For detailed member list see: https://abag.ca.gov/about-abag/what-we-do/our-members 
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of housing units, and household size. This is in part because the ACS provides estimates 

based on a small survey of the population taken over the course of the whole year.7 

Because of the survey size, some information provided by the ACS is less reliable. For 

this reason, the readers should keep in mind the margin of error when drawing 

conclusions based on the ACS data used in this chapter. The information is included 

because it provides an indication of possible trends. The analysis makes comparisons 

between data from the same source during the same time periods, using the ABAG Data 

Package as the first source since ABAG has provided data at different geographical levels 

for the required comparisons. As such, even though more recent ACS data may be 

available, 2014-2019 ACS reports are cited more frequently (and 2013-2017 for CHAS 

data).   

The County also used findings and data from the 2020 Marin County Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (2020 AI) for its local knowledge as it includes a 

variety of locally gathered and available information, such as a surveys, local history and 

events that have effected or are effecting fair housing choice. The County also used the 

HCD’s 2020 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice for its regional findings and 

data.  

In addition, HCD has developed a statewide AFFH Data Viewer. The AFFH Data Viewer 

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

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

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

the ABAG Data Package. The County tried to the best of their ability to ensure 

comparisons between the same time frames but in some instances, comparisons may 

have been made for different time frames (often different by one year). As explained 

earlier, the assessment is most useful in providing an indication of possible trends.  

For clarity, this analysis will refer to various sections of the unincorporated County as 

North Marin, West Marin, Central Marin, and Southern Marin. These designations are 

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

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

• West Marin: Dillon Beach, Tomales, Inverness, Marshall, Point Reyes Station, 

Nicasio, Lagunitas-Forest Knolls, San Geronimo, Woodacre, Bolinas, Stinson 

Beach, Muir Beach 

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

Rafael, Kentfield, Larkspur, Corte Madera 

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

Marin City, Belvedere, Sausalito 

 

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

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

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

year estimate”).  5-year estimates have a smaller margin of error due to the longer reporting period and are used 

throughout the AFFH.  
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2. Local Knowledge 

In addition to using federal or state level data sources, local jurisdictions are also expected 

to use local data and knowledge to analyze local fair housing issues. Using point-in-time 

federal and state level data sets alone to identify areas may misrepresent areas that are 

experiencing more current and rapid changes or may be primed to do so in the near 

future. For these reasons, an additional screen of local data and knowledge is necessary. 

Local data and knowledge from stakeholders, community members, and County staff is 

interwoven within each section where data was available.  
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Figure D- 1: Marin County Communities 
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D. Assessment of Fair Housing Issues 
1. Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach 

Enforcement capacity includes the ability to address compliance with fair housing laws, 

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

The two primary state fair housing laws are the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) 

and the Unruh Civil Rights Act. These laws incorporate the same protected classes of 

persons as the federal Fair Housing Act, and also prohibit discrimination based on marital 

status, sexual orientation, source of income, ancestry, immigration status, citizenship, 

primary language and arbitrary factors such as age or occupation.  Fair housing outreach 

capacity relates to the ability of a locality and fair housing entities to disseminate 

information related to fair housing and provide outreach and education to assure 

community members are well aware of fair housing laws and rights 

Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC) provides fair housing services, 

including fair housing counseling, complaint investigation, and discrimination complaint 

assistance, to Marin County residents. FHANC is a non-profit agency whose mission is to 

actively support and promote fair housing through education and advocacy.  FHANC also 

provides fair housing workshops to educate tenants on fair housing law and include 

information on discriminatory practices, protections for immigrants, people with 

disabilities, and families with children, occupancy standards, and landlord-tenant laws. 

FHANC also provides educational workshops on home buying and affordable 

homeownership. In addition, FHANC hosts a fair housing conference in Marin County 

annually.  

The County works in close partnership with the Fair Housing Advocates of Marin (FHAM) 

(a division of Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California, FHANC). FHAM is the only 

HUD-certified Housing Counseling Agency in the county, as well the only fair housing 

agency with a testing program in the county. Fair Housing Advocates of Marin (FHAM) 

provides free services to residents protected under federal and state fair housing laws. 

FHAM helps people address discrimination they have experienced, increasing housing 

access and opportunity through advocacy as well as requiring housing providers to make 

changes in discriminatory policies. FHAM provides the following services:  

(1) Housing counseling for individual tenants and homeowners;   

(2) Mediations and case investigations;  

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

agencies;  

(4) Intervention for people with disabilities requesting reasonable accommodations 

and modifications;  

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

and interested individuals;  

(6) Systemic discrimination investigations;  

(7) Monitoring Craigslist for discriminatory advertising;   

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

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

housing for local jurisdictions and county programs; 

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

victims of predatory lending; and  

(11) Foreclosure prevention. 

 

Fair Housing Enforcement 

Regional Trends 

In late 2016, Marin County passed a local fair housing ordinance that established 

protections for renters based upon source of income, including renters using third-party 

housing subsidies such as Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs). While California state law 

provided that it was unlawful to discriminate based upon one’s source of income, at that 

time the definition was narrow and did not include third-party housing subsidies such as 

HCVs, Veterans Affairs Supportive Housing (VASH), Housing Opportunities for People 

with Aids (HOPWA), and Shelter Care Plus vouchers. The ordinance made it unlawful for 

housing providers in the unincorporated parts of Marin County to refuse to consider 

renters using housing subsidies, to offer different terms and conditions, such as higher 

security deposits, or to make discriminatory statements, such as “No Section 8.”8 

 

FHANC monitors advertisements online with potentially discriminatory statements and 

sends notification letters, sharing its fair housing concerns. Since the enactment of these 

local ordinances and SB329, FHANC has made concerted efforts to focus its education 

efforts on source of income protections, highlighting the change in the law and how 

income requirements work. The response from housing providers has varied from hostility 

to appreciation. 

 

Discrimination complaints from both resident and prospective County tenants can be filed 

through FHANC, which refers complaints to the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD), or the Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH). 

Complaints filed through HUD/DFEH from 2018-2019, included in the 2020 Analysis of 

Impediments to Fair Housing (2020 AI) are shown below in Table D- 1. More updated 

FHANC clients (2020-2021) are also included in Table D- 1. A total of 301 housing 

discrimination complaints were filed with FHANC from 2020 to 2021 and 14 were filed 

with HUD from 2018 to 2019. A majority of complaints, including 78 percent of complaints 

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

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

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

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

complaint. FHANC also received 38 complaints (13 percent) on the basis of national 

 

8 In 2019,  the California Legislature passed Senate Bill (SB) 329 that amended the Fair Employment and 

Housing Act (FEHA) to clarify that HCVs and other types of housing subsidies and third party rental 

assistance are included within the definition of source of income. Thus, source of income protections now 

apply to the entire state.  



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-9 

origin, 22 on the basis of race (seven percent), 19 (six percent) on the basis of gender, 

and 13 (4.3 percent) on the basis of familial status. Similarly, state trends show the same 

protected classes are among the most commonly discriminated against.   

 

Table D- 1: Discrimination Complaints by Protected Class (2018-2021) 

Protected Class FHANC (2020-21) HUD/DFEH (2018-19) 

Complaints Percent Complaints Percent 

Disability 235 78.1% 8 57% 

National Origin 38 12.6% 4 29% 

Race 22 7.3% 3 21% 

Gender 19 6.3% 2 14% 

Familial Status 13 4.3% 1 7% 

Source of Income 28 9.3% -- -- 

Total 301 -- 14 -- 
Notes:.1. A single complaint can be filed by a member of multiple protected classes so the totals per protected class does 
not add up to the 301 total complaints reported to FHANC. 2. HUD/DFEH complaints in AI reported to nearest whole 
number.   
Sources: Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, 2020; Fair Housing Advocates of Northern 
California (FHANC), 2020-2021. 

 

A reasonable accommodation, as defined in the 2020 AI, “is a change or modification to 

a housing rule, policy, practice, or service that will allow a qualified tenant or applicant 

with a disability to participate fully in a housing program or to use and enjoy a dwelling, 

including public and common spaces.” The 2020 AI reported that FHANC requested 35 

reasonable accommodations for clients with disabilities between 2018 and 2019, 33 of 

which were approved. County staff also advises clients on reasonable accommodations 

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

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

As described earlier, the County works with Fair Housing Advocates of Marin (FHAM) (a 

division of Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California, FHANC) to provide fair housing 

services to Marin residents. However, FHAM also provides services across a large service 

area that includes Marin County, Sonoma County, Santa Rosa, Fairfield, and Vallejo.  

Historically, FHAM’s fair housing services have been especially beneficial to Latinx, 

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

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

and senior citizens; approximately 90 percent of clients are low-income. FHAM’s 

education services are also available to members of the housing, lending, and advertising 

industry. Providing industry professionals with information about their fair housing 

responsibilities is another means by which FHAM decreases incidences of discrimination 

and helps to protect the rights of members of protected classes. 

From 2017 to 2018, the organization served 1,657 clients (tenants, homeowners, social 

service providers, and advocates), a 22 percent increase from the previous year; provided 
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counseling on 592 fair housing cases (a 26 percent increase), intervened for 89 

reasonable accommodations granted (a 33 percent increase) of 97),  represented  97 

requests from people with disabilities (a 24 percent increase; funded eight (8) reasonable 

modification requests to improve accessibility for people with disabilities; investigated 71 

rental properties for discriminatory practices, filed 15 administrative fair housing 

complaints and one (1) lawsuit; garnered $71,140 in settlements for clients and the 

agency; and  counseled 71 distressed homeowners and assisted homeowners in 

acquiring $228,197 through Keep Your Home California programs to prevent foreclosure.  

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

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

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

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

further assistance (e.g. receiving information on fair housing laws, interventions with 

housing providers requesting relief from discriminatory behavior, making 35 reasonable 

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

representation in administrative complaints).  

Local Trends 

FHANC provides Countywide enforcement activities described above but detailed 

information for the unincorporated data was unavailable for all types of activities. However, 

FHANC estimates that 43 percent of their services are located in “other” areas of the 

County (while the other 57 percent of services are provided in Novato and San Rafael).  

Of the 301 complaints received by FHANC between 2020 and 2021 (Table D- 1), 68 were 

from unincorporated communities (Table D- 2Table D- 2: ). Only residents from West 

Marin and Southern Marin reported discrimination complaints in the unincorporated 

county, with West and Southern Marin each making up about 50 percent of the complaints 

reported to FHANC. Within West Marin, residents of Point Reyes Station and Woodacre 

reported the highest number of complaints, while in Southern Marin, Marin City had the 

greatest number of complaints. Overall, Marin City had the highest incidence of reported 

discrimination complaints, making up about 45.6 percent of all the complaints in the 

unincorporated County.  
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Table D- 2: Discrimination Complaints by Unincorporated Community/Area (2020-

2021) 

Community Cases % of Cases  
North Marin  0 0.0% 

West Marin 36 52.9% 

Inverness 3 4.4% 

Point Reyes 
Station 

13 19.1% 

Olema 1 1.5% 

Nicasio 1 1.5% 

Forest Knolls 2 2.9% 

San Geronimo 1 1.5% 

Woodacre 8 11.8% 

Bolinas 4 5.9% 

Stinson Beach 3 4.4% 

Central Marin 0 0.0% 

Southern Marin  32 47.1% 

Marin City 31 45.6% 

Strawberry/ 
Tiburon 

1 1.5% 

Total 68 100.0% 
Notes: 1. A single complaint can be filed by a member of multiple protected classes so the totals per   

Source: Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), 2020-2021. 

 

The protected classes from the unincorporated area that made discrimination complaints 

were similar to those in the County and the state. Of the 68 complaints made to FHANC 

in the unincorporated area, 85 percent were made by persons with disabilities. Gender 

and race were the other top protected classes that made disclination complaints to 

FHANC (about nine percent of the cases).  
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Table D- 3: Discrimination Complaints by Protected Class (2020-2021) 

Protected Class Cases % of Cases  
Disability 58 85.3% 

Gender 6 8.8% 

Race 6 8.8% 

Sex 4 5.9% 

National Origin 2 2.9% 

Source of Income 2 2.9% 

Age 1 1.5% 

Familial Status 1 1.5% 

Marital Status 1 1.5% 

Religion  1 1.5% 

Other 1 1.5% 

Total Cases 68 -- 
Notes: 1. A single complaint can be filed by a member of multiple protected classes so the totals per   

Source: Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), 2020-2021. 

 

FHANC also tracks the discriminatory practices reported by complainants (Table D- 4). 

The most commonly reported discriminatory practice was denial of reasonable 

accommodation (62 percent of cases) followed by different terms and conditions,  refusal 

to rent/sell, and harassment (nine percent of cases). As with the County and state trends, 

discrimination complaints and discriminatory practices are more commonly related to 

persons with disabilities and their special needs.  

Table D- 4: Discrimination Complaints by Discriminatory Practice (2020-

2021) 

Protected Class Cases % of Cases  

Reasonable accommodation 42 61.8% 

Different terms & conditions 6 8.8% 

Refusal to rent/sale 6 8.8% 

Harassment 6 8.8% 

 Intimidation, interference, coercion 5 7.4% 

Otherwise make unavailable 5 7.4% 

Other 5 7.4% 

Advertising/discriminatory statements 3 4.4% 

Retaliation 2 2.9% 

Predatory Lending 2 2.9% 

Reasonable modification 1 1.5% 

Steering 1 1.5% 

False denial of availability 1 1.5% 

Total Cases 68 -- 
Notes: 1. A single complaint can be filed by a member of multiple protected classes so the totals per   

Source: Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California (FHANC), 2020-2021. 

Recent Complaint Trends  
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Since the beginning of COVID, FHANC has seen related housing hardships such as 

inability to pay rent/mortgage due to income loss; increased rents despite financial 

hardship; need for reasonable accommodations in order to protect from COVID infections 

and/or because of increases in stress; domestic violence exacerbated by 

quarantine/isolation; sexual harassment/exploitation of tenants unable to move/pay rent; 

neighbor-on neighbor harassment related to increases in stress/prolonged proximity; and 

harassment/discrimination based on stereotypes about which groups are likely to have 

COVID. FHANC has seen an overall decrease in eviction cases during the pandemic. For 

example, a client with an autoimmune disease and is considered high-risk with regard to 

COVID-19 reached out to FHANC to prevent her landlord from unnecessarily entering her 

unit during the COVID-19 pandemic. She had had repeated issues with the landlord 

entering her unit often and on short notice, without taking proper precautions to prevent 

the spread of COVID-19. FHANC sent a letter detailing her condition, with verification from 

her doctor, and requested that the landlord not enter the unit except in case of emergency 

or for significant repairs. The landlord agreed to the request, and the issue has not 

persisted since it was granted. 

Fair Housing Testing 

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

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

purpose of determining whether a landlord is complying with local, state, and federal fair 

housing laws. 

Regional Trends 

In Fiscal Year 2018 to 2019, Fair Housing Advocates of Marin (FHAM) conducted systemic 

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

national origin, disability, gender, and familial status discrimination. FHAM monitored 

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

individuals using housing subsidies in unincorporated parts of Marin. FHAM notified 77 

housing providers in Marin during the year regarding discriminatory language in their 

advertisements. 

According to the 2020 AI, during the 2018 to 2019 Fiscal Year, FHANC conducted email 

testing, in-person site, and phone testing for the County. FHANC conducted 60 email tests 

(30 paired tests) to “test the assumption of what ethnicity or race the average person 

would associate with each of the names proposed” as well as source of income 

discrimination in jurisdictions in Marin County with local ordinances protecting tenants 

with housing subsidies. The results were as follows:  

• Eight paired tests (27 percent) showed clear differential treatment favoring the 

White tester; 

• 19 paired tests (63 percent) conducted in jurisdictions with local source of income 

ordinances showed discrimination based upon source of income; and, 

• 3 paired tests revealed discrimination based upon both race and source of income.  
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• In 80 percent of tests (24 of 30 paired tests), there was some  disadvantage for 

African American testers and/or testers receiving Housing Choice Vouchers 

(HCVs).9 

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

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

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

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

income.  

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

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

particularly in high opportunity areas with low poverty. 

• Email testing revealed significant evidence of discrimination, with 27 percent of 

tests showing clear differential treatment favoring the White tester and 63 percent 

of tests showing at least some level of discrimination based upon source of income. 

 

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

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

The 2020 State AI did not report any findings on fair housing testing. However, the AI 

concluded that community awareness of fair housing protections correlates with fair 

housing testing as testing is often complaint-based, like it is for FHAM in Marin County. 

According to the 2020 State AI, research indicates that persons with disabilities are more 

likely to request differential treatment to ensure equal access to housing, making them 

more likely to identify discrimination. The 2020 State AI highlighted the need for continued 

fair housing outreach, fair housing testing, and trainings to communities across California, 

to ensure the fair housing rights of residents are protected under federal and state law. 

The 2020 State AI recommended that the state support the increase of fair housing testing 

to identify housing discrimination.  

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

Survey. Respondents felt that the primary bases for housing discrimination were source 

of income, followed by discriminatory landlord practices, and gender identity and familial 

status. These results differ from the most commonly cited reason for discrimination in 

complaints filed with DFEH and FHANC. The State survey also found that most (72 

 

9 The Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Program is the federal government's major program for assisting very low-income families, 
the elderly, and persons with disabilities to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. Since housing 
assistance is provided on behalf of the family or individual, participants are able to find their own housing, including single-family 
homes, townhouses and apartments. Participants are free to choose any housing that meets the requirements of the program 
and is not limited to units located in subsidized housing projects. Participants issued a housing voucher are responsible for 
finding a suitable housing unit of their choice where the owner agrees to rent under the program.  A housing subsidy is paid to 
the landlord directly by the local Public Housing Agency (PHA) on behalf of the participant. The participant then pays the 
difference between the actual rent charged by the landlord and the amount subsidized by the program. Beginning on January 
1, 2020, housing providers, such as landlords, cannot refuse to rent to someone, or otherwise discriminate against them, because 
they have a housing subsidy, such as a Housing Choice Voucher, that helps them to afford their rent. 
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percent) respondents who had felt discriminated against did “nothing” in response. 

According to the 2020 State AI, “fair housing education and enforcement through the 

complaint process are areas of opportunity to help ensure that those experiencing 

discrimination know when and how to seek help.” 

Local Trends  

FHANC conducts systemic audit testing every year where they test a sample of landlords 

in each of their service areas to see how members of a particular protected class are 

being treated. Results from the most recent audit on race and income are expected in 

Summer/Fall 2022. The results will be incorporated into this analysis when they become 

available.  

 

In the Audit Report for Fiscal Year 2019-2020, FHANC investigated discrimination against 

prospective renters who are Latinx and/or Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) holders in 

Marin, Sonoma, and Solano Counties. While discrimination on the basis of a renter’s 

source of income has been illegal in California, until only recently have these protections 

extended to HCV holders, who are individuals who have historically experienced a 

number of barriers to housing opportunity. 

 

FHANC conducted 139 individual investigations, 45 in Marin County. Tested properties 

were located in the cities of Fairfax,  Larkspur, Mill Valley,  Novato, San Anselmo, San 

Rafael, Sausalito, and Tiburon and unincorporated communities of Kentfield, Lagunitas, 

and Nicaso. According to FHANC, the investigation did not include the smaller 

unincorporated communities such as Inverness or Bolinas in Marin County because of 

the  lack of available rental housing, particularly complexes with more than two to three 

units. In addition, some larger cities were not tested due to lack of eligible availabilities 

(for instance, the contract rent was significantly above the relevant payment standard). 

FHANC found that housing providers in Marin County discriminated on the basis of 

national origin and/or source of income in approximately 81 percent of the time (the lowest 

rate among the Tri-County area), either demonstrating an outright refusal to rent to HCV 

holders or requiring an improper application of the minimum income requirement (which 

effectively prohibits voucher holders from accessing housing) and/or providing inferior 

terms/conditions and general treatment to Latinx voucher holders as compared to non-

Latinx White voucher holders. Of the investigations revealing discrimination, 57 percent 

were based on source of income, 24 percent were based on both source of income and 

national origin.  

 

Between January and March 2021, FHANC investigated 111 rental properties in Marin, 

Sonoma and Solano counties for disability discrimination. FHANC chose properties with 

stated policies in their rental listings prohibiting or limiting animals on the property, such 

as “no pet” policies or policies restricting the type, breed or size of animals permitted. 

Testers posing as renters with disabilities called or emailed housing providers in response 

to such rental listings and asked if the provider would be willing to make an exception to 

their animal policy in order to accommodate an applicant who requires an emotional 

support animal because of a verified disability.   In Marin County, tests were conducted at 
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properties located in San Rafael, Novato, Southern Marin10, West Marin11, and Central 

Marin.12 Of the 32 investigations conducted in Marin County, 59 percent revealed 

evidence of a discriminatory policy or less favorable treatment toward persons with 

disabilities.  

 

One of the most significant findings revealed by the investigation was the extremely high 

rate of discrimination uncovered at properties with less than 11 units (73 percent) versus 

the relatively low rate of discrimination at properties with more than 50 units (20 percent) 

for the Tri-County area combined. This points to a clear need for increased education and 

outreach to “mom and pop” landlords regarding their obligation to provide reasonable 

accommodations under fair housing laws. 

 

Table D- 5 below shows a sample of the phone-based discriminating testing conducted in 

response to client complaints (or as follow up tests to previous tests) in the unincorporated 

County between 2017 and 2021.  

 

Table D- 5: Complaint-Based Discrimination Phone Testing for Unincorporated 

Communities   

(2017-2021) 

Year Protected Class Investigation 
Outcome 

Property 
City 

Test Summary 

2017 Disability; Familial 
Status 

Clear 
Discrimination 

Inverness Landlord refused to let protected tester 
apply because she has a disability. He 
says there are stairs and it gets icy in 
the winter and he doesn't want the 
liability because she could fall. 

2019 Disability Some/ Potential 
Discrimination 

Kentfield Tester said she had an emotional 
support animal and agent said there 
would be no fees as long as it was a 
"certified service animal." Tester 
clarified that it was an ESA not a 
service animal many times but agent 
kept saying it had to be a service 
animal. Eventually agent said she 
would ask her superiors if there was a 
difference but she never got back to 
tester and never responded to her 
follow-up call. 

 

10 Southern Marin includes the incorporated and/or unincorporated cities/ towns of Marin City, Sausalito, Mill 
Valley, Tiburon, and Belvedere 
11 West Marin includes the incorporated and/or unincorporated cities/ towns of Woodacre, San Geronimo, 
Lagunitas, Forest Knolls, Lucas Valley, Stinson Beach, Bolinas, and Point Reyes Station. 
12 Central Marin includes the incorporated and/or unincorporated cities/ towns of Corte Madera, Larkspur, 
Kentfield, Ross, San Anselmo, and Fairfax. 
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2020 Source of Income Clear 
Discrimination 

Greenbrae Protected tester called the property 
posing as a renter and asked if they 
accept Section 8, to which the agent 
responded that they are “not currently 
entering into those contracts.”  

2021 Source of Income Clear 
Discrimination 

Greenbrae A protected tester called and explained 
that she has a section 8 voucher. She 
was told by the property manager that 
they do not accept section 8 and that 
they "are not entering into any 
contracts." She was not allowed to get 
on the waitlist. Based on this 
investigation, FHANC has determined 
that the landlord likely discriminated on 
the basis of source of income and is 
considering bringing an agency 
complaint against the housing 
provider. 

2021 Source of Income Clear 
Discrimination 

Greenbrae Protected tester told that they would 
not accept section 8 vouchers. 

Fair Housing Education and Outreach  

Regional Trends 

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

education is imperative to ensure that those experiencing discrimination know when and 

how to seek help.  The County established a Fair Housing Community Advisory Group in 

2016. The Community Advisory Group provides advice and feedback on citizen 

engagement and communication strategies to County staff, participates in inclusive 

discussions on fair housing topics, identifies fair housing issues and contributing factors, 

and assists in developing solutions to mitigate fair housing issues. The County also 

established a Fair Housing Steering Committee consisting of 20 members representing 

public housing, faith-based organizations, the Marin County Housing Authority, Asian 

communities, cities and towns, African American communities, business, persons with 

disabilities, children, legal aid, persons experiencing homelessness, Latino communities, 

and philanthropy. The Steering Community advises on citizen engagement strategies, 

identifies factors contributing to fair housing impediments, incorporates community input 

and feedback, and provides information on a variety of housing topics to inform actions 

and implementation plans.  

In addition, FHANC, as the County Fair Housing Provider, organizes an annual fair housing 

conference and resource fair for housing providers and advocates. Housing rights 

workshops are offered to landlords, property managers, and community members. 

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

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

presented to workshop participants. The Marin County Housing Authority website 
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includes the following information in English and Spanish languages, with the option to 

use google translate for over 100 languages: 

• Public Housing, including reasonable accommodations, grievance procedures, 

transfer policies, Section 3, maintenance service charges, fraud and abuse, 

resident newsletters, forms and other resources; 

• HCVs, including for landlords, participants, fraud and abuse and voucher payment 

standards; 

• Waitlist information and updates; 

• Resident Services, including the Supportive Housing Program and Resident 

Advisory Board; 

• Homeownership including Below Market Rate Homeownership Program, 

Residential Rehab Loan Program, Mortgage Credit Certification Program and the 

Section 8 Homeownership Program; 

• Announcements and news articles, Agency reports and calendar of events. 
 

FHANC conducts the following educational and outreach activities to provide fair housing 

education, and for complaint solicitation, in an effort to reach protected classes, staff of 

service agencies, jurisdictional staff, elected officials, housing advocates, housing 

providers and the general public: 

▪ FHANC provides training seminars to housing providers, tenants and staff of 

service organizations in English and Spanish (staff of service agencies serve 

Spanish speaking clients and members of protected classes). FHANC also 

provides conferences on Reasonable Accommodations for people with disabilities 

and a Fair Housing Conference annually. The events that are open to the public 

are marketed through e-blasts, social media posts, outreach to agency contacts 

(especially contacts in the Canal, Marin City, and agencies servicing protected 

classes), and through community partners. Some trainings and community 

presentations are arranged directly with a particular organization and are open to 

the organization’s staff only. Due to the pandemic, most events were held online.  

▪ FHANC is a HUD-certified Housing Counseling Agency and offers homebuying 

education for those interested in buying Below-Market Rate units in Marin County, 

and also provides foreclosure prevention education. 

▪ FHANC conducts fair housing education through social media campaigns and 

email marketing, targeting different protected classes, in English and Spanish. 

FHANC also publishes newspaper ads in English and Spanish. 

▪ FHANC distributes literature in four languages (English, Spanish, Vietnamese and 

Tagalog) to different protected classes, including postering through a postering 

service, and brochure distribution. FHANC literature includes a 40-page handbook 

available in English and Spanish with information and resources for tenants. 
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▪ FHANC provides expertise to jurisdictional and County of Marin staff and elected 

officials, on fair housing and AFFH matters. 

▪ FHANC has information for tenants on fair housing rights on its website, in English, 

Spanish and Vietnamese, including fair housing literature, educational webinars, 

and an accessible intake procedure, so tenants can easily access FHANC’s 

services. 

▪ FHANC attends community meetings, webinars, conferences and other events for 

networking and outreach purposes and to provide input on fair housing matters. 

▪ FHANC collaborates with community agencies to provide fair housing information 

to staff and clients. FHANC networks or holds meetings (sometimes on regular 

basis) with staff of other agencies to promote collaborations, referrals, and 

networking, 

To educate the community on matters related to Fair Housing and Covid-19, FHANC 

created a training session and developed a flyer (in English and Spanish) with FAQ’s, 

regarding Fair Housing and Covid-19. FHANC distributed the flyer to agencies in Marin 

County and posted it on FHANC’s website. FHANC also hosted a Fair Housing in Times 

of Covid forum (details in the event list below). 

During FY 2020-2021, FHANC engaged in education and outreach efforts to reach 

individuals most likely experience discrimination and least likely to contact FHANC though 

activities such as: engaging public and private providers to prevent discriminatory 

practices, fair housing training to public and private housing providers, presentations to 

service providers and tenant groups, fair housing ads and e-blasts/social media posts, 

and literature distribution. FHANC also conducted pre-purchase education workshops in 

Spanish and English in collaboration with Marin Housing Authority to promote 

homeownership to low-income residents, covering topics such as preparing to buy a 

home, taking steps to homeownership, obtaining a loan, affordable housing programs, 

and predatory lending. In addition, FHANC partnered with San Rafael High School to 

provide presentations on fair housing and the history of racial residential segregation in 

Marin to social studies classes. Additionally, FHANC annually produced and hosted 

successful virtual Reasonable Accommodations conferences and April Fair Housing 

Month conferences. 

As an example of FHAM’s outreach capacity, from 2017 to 2018, FHAM educated 221 

prospective homebuyers; trained 201 housing providers on fair housing law and practice, 

reached 379 tenants and staff from service agencies through fair housing presentations 

and 227 community members through fair housing conferences, distributed 4,185 pieces 

of literature; had 100 children participate in the annual Fair Housing Poster Contest from 

10 local schools and 16 students participate in our first Fair Housing Poetry Contest from 

11 local schools; and offered Storytelling shows about diversity and acceptance to 2,698 

children attending 18 Storytelling shows. 

As of 2021, FHAM agency reaches those least likely to apply for services through the 

following:  

• Translating most of its literature into Spanish and some in Vietnamese; 
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• Continuing to advertise all programs/services in all areas of Marin, including the 

Canal, Novato, and Marin City, areas where Latinx and African-American 

populations are concentrated and live in segregated neighborhoods;  

• Maintaining a website with information translated into Spanish and Vietnamese; 

• Maintaining bilingual staff: As of 2021, FHAM has three bilingual Spanish speakers 

who offer intake, counseling, education and outreach to monolingual Spanish 

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

another in Portuguese;  

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

deaf/hard of hearing· Offering translation services in other languages when 

needed;  

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

and Spanish; 

• Collaborating with agencies providing services to all protected classes, providing 

fair housing education to staff and eliciting help to reach vulnerable populations – 

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

Sparkpoint, the District Attorney’s Office, Office of Education,  the Marin Housing 

Authority, and North Marin Community Services. 

Local Trends 

FHANC events are not for specific jurisdictions, rather they make an effort to reach 

underserved areas and protected classes. Pre-COVID FHANC did an average of 15-30 in 

person events, including fair housing trainings, presentations, conferences, pre-purchase 

workshops, foreclosure prevention workshops and forums. They were held all over the 

County, with the goal of reaching underserved communities including West Marin and 

Marin City. Post-COVID as of July 2022, the events are still being held virtually due to the 

uncertainty of COVID case numbers going down. If members of the protected classes do 

not  have access to computers and/or the internet, FHANC makes every effort to have 

meetings in person. FHANC does not  expect to change its programming, even during 

COVID they had 15-30 events a year.  

Targeted outreach occurs when there are known violations in a geographic area.  FHANC 

puts up posters, sends mailers and emails to people in the area advertising their services 

and sometimes has meetings to follow up. In addition, FHANC is constantly strategically 

planning who needs to be targeted for this work. They mainly use census data (block and 

tract) to find new and emerging populations of members of the protected classes to target. 

They work with CBOs in all of these geographic areas to make sure that the target 

audience is in attendance.  

The outreach activities and capacities described in the Regional Trends section include 

the unincorporated County area, which represent about 43 percent of FHANC’s 

geographic service area.  According to FHANC’s 2022/2024 CDBG Application to Marin 

County, FHANC stated it will undertake the following activities to Affirmatively Furthering 

Fair Housing: 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-21 

• FHANC will maintain an accessible office where residents can come (once COVID 

restrictions are lifted and FHANC begins to provide services in person) 

• FHANC will provide residents with materials on fair housing and equal opportunity, 

opportunities to participate in fair housing educational activities, and avenues to 

report or file complaints of suspected or perceived housing discrimination. 

• FHANC will maintain its website and ensure that it details the advocacy, programs, 

complaint intake services, and counseling offered to residents by FHANC. 

• FHANC will utilize its Spanish and Vietnamese language materials in the provision 

of all fair housing education/outreach services within the county and offer 

interpretative services to non-English speaking individuals who contact FHANC 

seeking assistance. 

• FHANC will advertise, promote, and solicit responses from participants regarding 

the need for ASL and foreign language interpretation services in the provision of 

all fair housing education/outreach and enforcement services, and make ASL and 

foreign language interpretation services available at all events where prospective 

participants indicate a need for the interpretation services at least five days in 

advance of the event. 

• FHANC will continue to implement its fair housing education and outreach 

program. 

• FHANC will serve as an advocate and educational resource to local elected officials 

and municipal staff at all levels about the obligations of recipients of federal funds 

to affirmatively further fair housing. 

• FHANC will make its staff available for guest speaker appearances on 

radio/television talk and feature programs, at conferences and workshops, when 

requested, and will disseminate fair housing literature through various methods as 

appropriate. 

• FHANC will continue to monitor online housing advertisements and provide 

education and advocacy that discourages discriminatory advertising, statements, 

and practices in all forms. 

• FHANC will counsel complainants who have encountered illegal discrimination 

about available options and provide assistance to complainants in filing 

administrative complaints as well as lawsuits, as appropriate FHANC will maintain 

its testing program in the County, conducting testing upon receiving complaints as 

appropriate and in audits for housing discrimination. FHANC will be an 

organizational complainant and initiate administrative complaints and/or lawsuits 

as appropriate, based upon evidence gathered from testing or other investigations. 

• FHANC will be a proactive advocate for the effective enforcement and utilization of 

the federal Fair Housing Amendments Act, the California Fair Employment and 

Housing Act, and HUD Guidelines and Recommendations that exist to discourage 

and eliminate housing discrimination based on any protected class. 

• FHANC will counsel homeowners and loan applicants who may have experienced 

lending discrimination in violation of the Fair Housing Amendments Act, and 

provide foreclosure prevention intervention services to residents at risk of 
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foreclosure or who are facing the loss of their primary residence due to imminent 

foreclosure when appropriate, as resources allow. 

• FHANC will provide pre-purchase counseling/education to homebuyers so they 

can better identify fair lending violations and avoid predatory loans, as resources 

allow. 

 

According to FHANC, the above mentioned activities will help to overcome impediments 

to fair housing choice by safeguarding people in protected classes from discrimination in 

the housing market, increasing housing stability by fair housing advocacy and education 

for people from protected classes, and expanding housing options available to families by 

helping to ensure open, diverse, and equitable communities through continued outreach 

and enforcement. 

 

Summary: Fair Housing Enforcement and Outreach Issues 

Disability status is the  most common basis for a complaint filed with FHANC, Marin’s Fair 

Housing provider. Testing on the basis of disability in the County revealed that persons 

with disabilities are likely received less favorable treatment or be denied reasonable 

accommodation. Most importantly, testing revealed higher rates of discrimination on the 

basis on disability in properties with less than 11 units, indicating a need for increased fair 

housing education with “mom and pop” landowners.  

 

The use of housing subsidies and HCV vouchers has recently become protected under 

California law though it has been protected in Marin County since 2016. Testing in Marin 

County has revealed discriminatory treatment for HCV holder, but higher rates for Latinx 

and Black HCV holders. Of note is the finding that landlords made exceptions of HCV 

holders for White residents in areas of high opportunity.  This indicates a higher need for 

outreach education on Source of Income and Race in areas with high resources.   

 

Overall, FHANC’s testing has focused on disability status, race, and source of income, as 

disability status and race have the highest reporting rates and source of income has 

recently become protected. As such, fair housing outreach and education is imperative 

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

 

2. Integration and Segregation 

Segregation is the separation of different demographic groups into different geographic 

locations or communities, meaning that groups are unevenly distributed across 

geographic space. ABAG/MTC13 and UC Merced prepared AFFH Segregation Report to 

assist Bay Area jurisdictions with the Assessment of Fair Housing section of the Housing 

Element.  

 

13 Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
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Race/Ethnicity  

According to ABAG/MTC’s Segregation Report, segregation has resulted in vastly unequal 

access to public goods such as quality schools, neighborhood services and amenities, parks and 

playgrounds, clean air and water, and public safety14 This generational lack of access for many 

communities, particularly people of color and lower income residents, has often resulted in poor 

life outcomes, including lower educational attainment, higher morbidity rates, and higher mortality 

rates.15 

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

Development (HUD) provides racial or ethnic dissimilarity trends. Dissimilarity indices are 

used to measure the evenness with which two groups (frequently defined on racial or 

ethnic characteristics) are distributed across the geographic units, such as block groups 

within a community. The index ranges from zero (o) 0 to 100, with zero (0) denoting no 

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

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

move to produce an even distribution of racial/ethnic groups within the specified area. For 

example, if an index score above 60, 60 percent of people in the specified area would 

need to move to eliminate segregation.16 The following shows how HUD views various 

levels of the index: 

• <40: Low Segregation 

• 40-54: Moderate Segregation 

• >55: High Segregation 

Regional Trends 

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

larger share than in the Bay Area region,17 where only 39 percent of the population is non-

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

making up 16 percent of the population, followed by Asian population (5.8 percent), and 

population of two or more races (3.8 percent) (Table D- 6). Black residents make up the 

fifth highest share of the population, with 2.1 percent of the County’s residents identifying 

as African American/Black. Within the County, San Rafael has the most concentrated 

Hispanic population, where 31 percent of residents are Hispanic or Latino, while 

Belvedere has the smallest Hispanic population of only five percent (and inversely the 

largest White population of 92 percent). These trends differ from the Bay Area, where 

Asians make up the second largest share of the population (27 percent). While Asians 

 

14 Trounstine 2015. See references in Unincorporated Marin Report 

https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020https://mtcdrive.app.box.co

m/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020  
15 Chetty and Hendren 2018, Ananat 2011, Burch 2014, Cutler and Glaeser 1997, Sampson 2012, Sharkey 2013. See 

references in Unincorporated Marin Report 

https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020 

https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020  
16 Massey, D.S. and N.A. Denton. (1993). American Apartheid: Segregation and the Making of the Underclass. 

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

of: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma and the City of 

San Francisco.  

https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020
https://mtcdrive.app.box.com/s/d0kki6p26idiq81h5vxgqf77a5hsisdw/folder/157817334020
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make up the third largest share of the population in Marin County, they account for only 

six percent of the population.  
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Table D- 6: Racial Composition in Neighboring Cities and County  
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White, non-Hispanic 39.3% 71.2% 92.3% 78.5% 82.3% 77.9% 86.2% 63.5% 89.1% 85.9% 57.0% 86.7% 

Black or African American, 
non-Hispanic 

5.8% 2.1% 0.0% 2.3% 0.4% 0.7% 0.7% 3.4% 3.0% 0.8% 1.3% 0.9% 

American Indian and 
Alaska Native, non-
Hispanic 

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

Asian, non-Hispanic 26.7%1 5.8% 2.0% 6.1% 4.3% 5.4% 5.0% 7.7% 3.8% 3.3% 6.7% 3.2% 

Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander, non-
Hispanic 

N/A 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Some other race, non-
Hispanic 

N/A 0.9% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.6% 

Two or more races, non-
Hispanic 

N/A 3.8% 0.6% 4.4% 3.2% 4.0% 3.8% 3.9% 0.5% 2.6% 3.4% 0.4% 

Hispanic or Latino 23.5% 16.0% 5.1% 7.1% 9.4% 11.0% 4.2% 18.9% 3.5% 7.1% 31.0% 8.1% 

Total 7,710,026 259,943 2,134 9,838 7,578 12,319 14,330 55,642 2,290 12,525 58,775 7,116 

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

Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. 

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

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



  

Marin Countywide Plan C-26 

 

As explained above, dissimilarity indices measures segregation, with higher indices 

signifying higher segregation. The dissimilarity index at the jurisdiction level can be 

interpreted as the share of one group that would have to move to a different tract to create 

perfect integration for these two groups. 

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

from White residents, with an index score of 42.6 in 2020 (Table D- 7). Since 1990, 

segregation between non-White (all non-white residents combined) and White residents 

has increased. Dissimilarity indices between Black, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, and 

White residents have also increased since 1990, indicating that Marin County has become 

increasingly racially segregated. Based on HUD’s definition of the index, Black and White 

residents are highly segregated and Hispanic and White residents are moderately 

segregated, while segregation between Asian/Pacific Islander and White residents is 

considered low. 

 

Table D- 7: Dissimilarity Indices for Marin County (1990-2020) 
 

1990 Trend 2000 Trend 2010 Trend Current 

Marin County  

Non-White/White 31.63 34.08 35.21 42.61 

Black/White 54.90 50.87 45.61 57.17 

Hispanic/White 36.38 44.29 44.73 49.97 

Asian or Pacific Islander/White 19.64 20.13 18.55 25.72 

Sources: HUD Dissimilarity Index, 2020. 

 

The County is making efforts to reduce segregation patterns through its sites inventory. 

About 26 percent (940 units) of the County’s sites inventory is located in tracts where 

minorities make up less than 20 percent of the population. These sites offer housing 

opportunities at various income levels, 452 are lower income, 218 are moderate income, 

and 270 are above moderate. This strategy reflects an effort to provide housing 

opportunities in areas with a low concentration of minorities to residents of all races and 

income levels.  

According to the Othering and Belonging Institute located in Berkeley, CA, there were 3 

counties in California that were more segregated in 2020 than they were in 2010 – Napa, 

Sonoma and Marin.  And Marin County was the most segregated of all.  While over 70% 

of White Marin residents own their homes, 71% of Latinx and 75% of African Americans 

rent.   The high cost of housing, and its effects, are the main reasons why many people – 

particularly people of color move from Marin. Seniors, Latinx residents, African 

Americans, low-wage earners and families with children are the most financially burdened 

from the rising cost of housing and increasing rents are displacing residents to areas 

outside of Marin, which is further perpetuating racial segregation.  

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

between non-White and White populations were moderate in both entitlement and non-
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entitlement areas18. However, segregation levels in non-entitlement areas are slightly 

higher with a value of 54.1, compared to 50.1 in entitlement areas. Segregation trends 

Statewide show an increase in segregation between non-White and White populations 

between 1990 and 2017 in both entitlement and non-entitlement areas. The 2020 State 

AI found that California’s segregation levels have consistently been most severe between 

the Black and White populations, a trend paralleled trends in Marin County. Also, like 

Marin County, State trends show Asian or Pacific Islander and White residents are the 

least segregated when compared to other racial and ethnic groups, but levels are still 

increasing.  

Figure D- 2 and  Figure D- 3 below compare the concentration of minority populations in 

Marin County and the adjacent region by census block group19 in 2010 and 2018. Since 

2010, concentrations of racial/ethnic minority groups have increased in most block groups 

regionwide. In Marin County, non-White populations are most concentrated along the 

eastern County boundary, specifically in North and Central Marin in the cities of San 

Rafael, Novato, and the unincorporated communities of Marin City. Red block groups 

indicate that over 81 percent of the population in the tract is non-White. While non-White 

populations appear to be increasing across the Marin region, these groups are generally 

concentrated within the areas described above. However, minorities are more highly 

concentrated in  North, Central, and Southern Marin. Most of the block groups along the 

San Pablo Bay and San Francisco Bay shores in Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda, and San 

Francisco County have higher concentrations of minorities (over 61 percent) compared 

to North Bay counties (Marin, Sonoma, and Napa). 

 

18 Entitlement Area means a unit of general Local Government that has been designated by HUD to receive 

an allocation of HOME funds. 
19 Block groups (BGs) are the next level above census blocks in the geographic hierarchy (census blocks are the 

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

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

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

geographic entity for which the decennial census tabulates and publishes sample data.  
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Figure D- 2: Regional Racial/Ethnic Minority Concentrations by Block Group (2010) 

 

 

Figure D- 3 : Regional Racial/Ethnic Minority Concentrations by Block Group (2018) 
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Figure D- 4 shows census tracts in Marin County and the neighboring region by 

predominant racial or ethnic groups. The intensity of the color indicates the population 

percentage gap between the majority racial/ethnic group and the next largest racial/ethnic 

group. The higher the intensity of the color, the higher the percentage gap between the 

predominant racial/ethnic group and the next largest racial/ethnic group. The darkest 

color indicator for each race indicates that over 50 percent of the population in that tract 

is of a particular race/ethnicity. Gray indicates a White predominant tract, green indicates 

a Hispanic predominant tract, purple indicates an Asian predominant tract, and red 

indicates a Black predominant tract. There are only four tracts in the County with non-

White predominant populations. Three tracts in Central Marin and one tract in Southern 

Marin have predominant non-White populations. Two tracts in San Rafael have Hispanic 

predominant populations (green), one of which has a Hispanic population exceeding 50 

percent (90 percent, darkest green) and the other covers predominantly the prison.  In 

Southern Marin, one tract in unincorporated Marin City has a Black majority population 

(41 percent, red). In all other tracts countywide, Whites are the predominant race (grey). 

By comparison, many census tracts in Solano, Contra Costa, Alameda and San Francisco 

county have predominant minority populations (shades of purple, green, and red).  

Figure D- 4: Regional Racial/Ethnic Majority Tracts (2018) 
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Local Trends 

In the unincorporated area, Marin City has the largest proportion of Hispanic residents 

(25 percent) significantly greater than in the unincorporated County (10 percent) and 

Marin County as a whole (16 percent) (Table D- 8). All communities except Northern 

Coastal West Marin, the Valley, and Marinwood/Lucas Valley have a Hispanic population 

representing less than 10 percent of the total population.  

Table D- 8: Population by Race, Unincorporated Marin County Communities 

Community American 
Indian or 
Alaska 
Native 

Asian / 
API 

Black or 
African 

American 

White, Non-
Hispanic 

Other 
Race 

Hispanic or 
Latinx 

Total 

Black Point- 
Greenpoint 

0.0% 9.3% 0.0% 80.3% 3.2% 7.2% 1,622 

Northern Costal West 
Marin 

0.0% 4.9% 0.0% 84.9% 0.0% 10.1% 445 

Central Coastal West 
Marin 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 91.3% 0.9% 7.9% 1,385 

The Valley 0.6% 0.8% 0.1% 85.9% 1.7% 10.9% 3,412 

Southern Coastal 
West Marin 

0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 89.2% 5.1% 4.9% 2,010 

Marinwood/Lucas 
Valley 

0.0% 6.0% 0.1% 73.6% 7.1% 13.3% 6,686 

Santa Venetia/ Los 
Ranchitos 

0.0% 10.1% 3.7% 71.2% 9.3% 5.7% 4,474 

Kentfield/ Greenbrae 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 86.7% 3.4% 5.9% 7,020 

Strawberry 0.0% 13.2% 1.2% 73.3% 4.7% 7.7% 5,527 

Tam Valley 0.0% 5.8% 1.3% 82.3% 5.0% 5.6% 11,689 

Marin City 0.0% 6.9% 21.7% 32.9% 13.8% 24.8% 3,126 

Unincorporated 
Marin 

0.3% 5.5% 3.0% 76.0% 5.0% 10.3% 68,252 

Note:  For the purposes of this table, the “Hispanic or Latinx” racial/ethnic group represents those who identify as having 
Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity and may also be members of any racial group. All other racial categories on this graph represent those 
who identify with that racial category and do not identify with Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity. 
“Other race” refers to persons that identified as,”some other race” or “ two or more races” but not Hispanic/Latinx 
Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019), Table B03002. 

 

Marin City, a historic African American enclave, is also home to the County’s largest 

Black/African American population, (with the exception of San Quentin State Prison), at 

22 percent, considerably higher than any other community in Marin County. Marin City 

was founded in 1942 as part of the wartime ship building efforts of World War II. In the 

early 1940s, many African American’s migrated from the South for better wages and more 

consistent work. Over time federal and local policies prevented people of color, 

particularly the Black population of Marin City, from moving out.  This included low interest 

rate loans offered to white families only. Additionally, restrictive covenants were an 

effective way to segregate neighborhoods and beginning in 1934, the Federal Housing 
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Authority recommended the inclusion of restrictive covenants in the deeds of homes it 

insured because of its belief that mixed-race neighborhoods lowered property values. 

These racially restrictive covenants made it illegal for African Americans to purchase, 

lease or rent homes in many white communities. Restrictive covenants were placed in 

most communities in Marin County, making it impossible for people of color to become 

homeowners. Restrictive covenants are no longer enforceable. 

Today, Marin City has a sizable African American and low-income population, compared 

to surrounding communities, which are mostly affluent and white. The median income in 

Marin City is $65,958, with nearly 30 percent of residents living below the poverty line. 

The Marin City community has experienced significant gentrification pressures and 

displacement of lower-income Black/African American residents. An important trend not 

pictured in Figure D- 3 is that Marin City is experiencing significant declines in its African 

American population – in 2010, the community was about 40 percent and declined to 22 

percent as of 2019, leading to concerns of displacement and gentrification. Gentrification 

and displacement is discussed at greater length in the Displacement Risk section in page 

131.  

Minority communities also have the greatest need for rental assistance in the 

unincorporated County. In 2021, Hispanic/Latinx populations represent about 16 percent 

of the County population, but 34 percent of Rental Assistance requests, while  

Black/African American residents represent about two percent of the County population, 

but 8.5 percent of Rental Assistance requests. 

Figure D- 5 below shows that minority populations are focused along in North, Central, 

and Southern Marin. While the majority of block groups have a minority population of less 

than 20 percent, there are some block groups in Santa Venetia where minority population 

ranges from 21 to 60 percent. Meanwhile in Marin City, one block group has 74 percent 

minority population while the other block group within Marin City’s boundaries has a 

minority population of 21 percent.   

While there is no Dissimilarity Index data for the unincorporated County communities, the 

increasing segregation trends detected in the County (Table D- 7) also apply to the 

unincorporated communities. In the focus groups convened for the housing process, the 

County heard anecdotal evidence that Black and Asian residents in Corte Madera and 

Mill Valley did not feel welcome in many stores in the area. Mill Valley and Corte Madera 

are incorporated cities sin the County with a very small minority population. Thus it is likely 

that minority populations are concentrating in areas where there is already a minority 

concentration due to the sense of community in those areas. This means integration will 

pose greater challenges than just providing affordable housing in areas without a 

concentration of minorities.  
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Figure D- 5: Racial Demographics in the Unincorporated County (2018) 
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Marin’s Native American Population 
While Unincorporated Marin County’s Native American population is less than one 

percent, the Native American population has roots in Marin County as its native 

inhabitants. According to U.S. Department of Interior, the Coast Miwok first settled the 

Tomales Bay area between 2,000 and 4,00 years ago. 20 Evidence of villages and smaller 

settlements along the Bay are concentrated within Point Reyes National Seashore. The 

Coast Miwok are believed to have located their settlements on coves along the bay and 

to live a semisedentary lifestyle. The Tomales Bay area and other areas in what is now 

Marin County was changed dramatically by the Spanish colonization and Missionaries. In 

the late 1700s, Coast Miwok were interned in four San Francisco Bay area missions and 

by the end of the Spanish occupation, Coast Miwok population had fallen from 3,000 to 

between 300 and 500.   

Coast Miwoks were further excluded from their land during the Mexican California and 

Ranching Era in Marin County (1821-1848).During this time, “the Mexican government 

transformed Coast Miwok land into private property, and all the land surrounding Tomales 

Bay had been granted to Mexican citizens.”21 The Coast Miwok were forced into the 

Mexican economy as ranch laborers and cooks and maids.  

In 1848s, Tomales Bay changed hands to the United States through the Treaty of 

Guadalupe Hidalgo and underwent a radical transformation as san Francisco became a 

metropolitan center.  While the treaty “guaranteed certain rights to California Indians… 

the Coast Miwok were increasingly marginalized under American rule.”22 The government 

did not make any treaties with the Coast Miwok nor did they set aside a reservation for 

the group, probably due to the small number of survivors. There was an estimated only 

218 Coast Miwoks in Marin County by 1852. The 1870 census only listed 32 Indians in 

Point Reyes and Tomales Townships and by 1920, only five remained.   

In 1920, after the Lipps-Michaels Survey of Landless Indians (a congressional study) 

concluded that Native Americans in Marin and Sonoma County deserved their own 

reservation, the Bureau of Indian Affairs was unable to find land in the Tomales Bay for 

the Coast Miwok. According to the U.S. Department of the Interior “property owners were 

unwilling to sell land for an Indian reservation” and the government ended up  purchasing 

a 15.5 acre parcel near Graton in Sonoma County- far from tadeonal Coast Miwok land. 

Some Coast Miwok moved to the site but the sites proved to be too small, steep, and 

lacked water and funds to build housing. Eventually the Coast Miwoks left the land as a 

community center and continued to pursue work elsewhere as farm workers or house 

keepers.  

The Coast Miwok community also had ancestral land in Nicasio, Olompali, San Rafael, 

Corte Madera, Mill Valley, Strawberry, Tiburon, Angle Island, San Geronimo, Fairfax, 

 

20 Avery, C. (2009). Tomales Bay environmental history and historic resource study- Point Reyes National 

Seashore. Pacific West Region National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior.  
21 Avery (2009). P. 31 
22 Avery (2009). P. 62 
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Belvedere, Sausalito, Larkspur, Marin City, Novato areas.23  In fact, Marin County’s 

namesake comes from Chief Marin, a Miwok leader whose name was  Huicmuse but was 

later given the name Marino by missionaries after he was baptized at Mission Dolores in 

180.24 San Geronimo is also rumored to be named after another Coast Miwok leader.25 

The San Geronimo Valley Historical Association reports that Coast Miwoks have 

thousands of years of history in the San Geronimo. Southern Popo people are also known 

to have inhabited Marin before colonization. Colonization and private property systems 

excluded the Coast Miwoks from home/land ownership and left them with limited choices 

to make a living.   

In the 1990s, Coast Miwok descendants began to lobby for federal recognition as a tribe 

and in 1997, they were granted official status as the Federated Indians of Graton 

Rancheria- which in 2009 included 1,000 members of Coast Miwok and Southern Pomo 

descent. The group remined landless at the turn of the 21st century.  

Today, Native American communities are represented Federated Indian of Graton 

Rancheria as well as by active organizations such as the Coast Miwok Tribal Council of 

Marin- a core group of lineal Marin Coast Miwok descendants and the Marin American 

Indian Alliance - longstanding Marin County 501c3 non-profit organization connecting 

American Indians living in Marin and the San Francisco Bay Area at large.  

Persons with Disabilities 

Persons with disabilities26  have special housing needs and often higher health care costs 

associated with their  disability. This  general lack of accessible and affordable housing in 

Marin County makes the housing search even more difficult. In addition, many may be on 

fixed incomes that further limit their housing options. Persons with disabilities also tend to 

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

accommodations associated with their disability.  

Regional Trends 

Marin County’s population with a disability is similar to that in the Bay Area. As presented 

in Table D- 9 in Marin County, 9.1 percent of the population has a disability, compared to 

 

23 Who We Are. Marin Coast Miwoks. https://www.marinmiwok.com/who-we-are  
24 Wilson, M.A. (2021, October 11). The story behind Marin County’s namesake, “Chief Marin” — how the Coastal 

Miwok left a cultural and physical legacy that lingers today. Marin Magazine.  

https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/the-story-behind-marin-countys-namesake-chief-marin-and-how-the-

coastal-miwok-left-a-cultural-and-physical-legacy-that-lingers-today/  
25 Clapp, O. (2020, November 6). How did the San Geronimo Valley get its name? A mystery rooted in the troubled 

history of Spanish missions and the Coast Miwok. Marin Magazine.  

https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/how-did-the-san-geronimo-valley-get-its-name-a-mystery-rooted-in-

the-troubled-history-of-spanish-missions-and-the-coast-miwok/  
26 The American Community Survey asks about six disability types: hearing difficulty, vision difficulty, cognitive 

difficulty, ambulatory difficulty, self-care difficulty, and independent living difficulty.   Respondents who report anyone 

of the six disability types are considered to have a disability. For more information visit: 

https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-

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

0carrying. For more information visit: https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-

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

0carrying.  

https://www.missiondolores.org/
https://www.marinmiwok.com/who-we-are
https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/the-story-behind-marin-countys-namesake-chief-marin-and-how-the-coastal-miwok-left-a-cultural-and-physical-legacy-that-lingers-today/
https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/the-story-behind-marin-countys-namesake-chief-marin-and-how-the-coastal-miwok-left-a-cultural-and-physical-legacy-that-lingers-today/
https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/how-did-the-san-geronimo-valley-get-its-name-a-mystery-rooted-in-the-troubled-history-of-spanish-missions-and-the-coast-miwok/
https://marinmagazine.com/community/history/how-did-the-san-geronimo-valley-get-its-name-a-mystery-rooted-in-the-troubled-history-of-spanish-missions-and-the-coast-miwok/
https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying
https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying
https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html#:~:text=Physical%20Disability%20Conditions%20that%20substantially,reaching%2C%20lifting%2C%20or%20carrying
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9.6 percent in the Bay Area. Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska 

Native, and non-Hispanic White populations experience disabilities at the highest rates in 

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

Area and 15 percent, 12 percent, and 10 percent in Marin County, respectively). Nearly 

37 percent of Marin County’s population aged 75 and older and 14.6 percent aged 65 to 

74 has one or more disability, lower shares than in the Bay Area. Ambulatory and 

independent living difficulties are the most common disability type in the County and Bay 

Area.  

 

Table D- 9: Populations of Persons with Disabilities – Marin County  

 Bay Area Marin County  

 Percent with a Disability Percent with a Disability 

Civilian non-institutionalized population 9.6% 9.1% 

Race/Ethnicity 

Black or African American alone 15.9% 14.8% 

American Indian and Alaska Native alone 17.5% 12.1% 

Asian alone 7.3% 7.3% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 
alone 

9.3% 0.8% 

Some other race alone 6.8% 4.7% 

Two or more races 8.2% 8.9% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 11.3% 9.9% 

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

Age 

Under 5 years 0.6% 0.7% 

5 to 17 years 3.8% 2.9% 

18 to 34 years 4.6% 5.9% 

35 to 64 years 8.0% 6.1% 

65 to 74 years 19.6% 14.6% 

75 years and over 47.8% 36.8% 

Type 

Hearing difficulty 2.7% 3.0% 

Vision difficulty 1.7% 1.5% 

Cognitive difficulty 3.7% 3.2% 

Ambulatory difficulty 4.8% 4.3% 

Self-care difficulty 2.2% 2.0% 

Independent living difficulty 3.9% 4.3% 

1. The “Bay Area” data covers the members of the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) which are the 
counties of: Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and Sonoma. 
Sources: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 (5-Year Estimates).  

  

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

cities are generally consistent, ranging from 7.2 percent in Ross to 10 percent in Novato. 

Figure D- 6 shows that less than 20 percent of the population in all tracts in the County 
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has a disability. Persons with disabilities are generally not concentrated in one area in the 

region. Figure D- 6 also shows that only a few census tracts in the region have a population 

with a disability higher than 20 percent. However, multiple census tracts with a population 

with disabilities between 15 and 20 percent are concentrated along San Pablo Bay and 

San Francisco Bay in Napa, Contra Costa, and Contra Costa Valley.   
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Figure D- 6: Regional Populations of Persons with Disabilities by Tract (2019) 
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Local Trends 

The unincorporated County’s population with a disability is similar to that of the County 

and Bay Area. According to 2019 ACS data, approximately 9.2 percent of the 

unincorporated County’s population has a disability of some kind, compared to 9.1 

percent and 9.6 percent of Marin County and the Bay Area’s population. Table D- 10 

shows the rates at which different disabilities are present among residents of 

unincorporated Marin County and its community areas. Among the unincorporated 

County communities, the Valley, Marinwood/Lucas Valley, Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos, 

and Marin City have a higher proportion of persons with a disability than the 

unincorporated County. However, across all communities, ambulatory difficulties are the 

most prominent. 

 

Table D- 10: Persons with Disabilities by Disability Type 

Community With 
Disability 

With a 
Hearing 
Difficulty 

With a 
Vision 

Difficulty 

With a 
Cognitive 
Difficulty 

With an 
Ambulatory 

Difficulty 

With a 
Self-
Care 

Difficulty 

With an 
Independent 

Living 
Difficulty 

Black Point-Green 
Point 

9.4% 4.6% 0.6% 2.2% 4.3% 2.0% 4.0% 

Northern Costal 
West Marin 

5.8% 3.8% 2.0% 3.8% 5.8% 3.8% 3.8% 

Central Coastal 
West Marin 

10.3% 3.4% 2.2% 1.6% 4.3% 0.9% 1.6% 

The Valley 11.2% 4.7% 2.8% 4.2% 7.2% 2.2% 2.6% 

Southern Coastal 
West Marin 

6.9% 3.1% 0.6% 2.1% 2.4% 0.0% 0.2% 

Marinwood/Lucas 
Valley 

12.0% 3.3% 1.4% 3.2% 6.8% 1.9% 6.7% 

Santa Venetia/Los 
Ranchitos 

16.0% 3.0% 4.7% 7.4% 8.1% 4.5% 9.5% 

Kentfield/Greenbrae 7.1% 2.1% 0.5% 2.5% 2.9% 2.3% 3.6% 

Strawberry 7.6% 2.2% 0.6% 2.0% 3.6% 2.1% 1.6% 

Tam Valley 8.6% 3.0% 1.8% 2.5% 3.1% 1.8% 2.3% 

Marin City 12.6% 0.4% 2.7% 6.1% 4.8% 1.9% 6.2% 

Unincorporated 9.2% 2.6% 1.4% 2.8% 4.0% 1.7% 3.0% 

Source: American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2015-2019. 

  

Persons with developmental disabilities27 also have specific housing needs and the 

increased risk of housing insecurity after an aging parent or family member is no longer 

 

27 Senate Bill 812, which took effect January 2011, requires housing elements to include an analysis of the special 

housing needs of the developmentally disabled in accordance with Government Code Section 65583(e). Developmental 

disabilities are defined as severe, chronic, and attributed to a mental or physical impairment that begins before a person 

turns 18 years old. 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-39 

able to care for them. The total number of persons served in unincorporated County 

communities cannot be estimated because the Department of Developmental Services 

does not give exact number of consumers when fewer than 11 persons are served (Table 

II- 38). However, based on the September 2020 Quarterly Consumer Reports, the 

communities of Marinwood/Lucas Valley, Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos, and Black-Point 

Greenpoint have the greater population of persons with developmental disabilities. Figure 

D- 7 shows this concentration of persons with disabilities in Central Coastal West Marin, 

the Valley, Lucas Valley and Marin City. About 10 to 20 percent of the population in these 

census tracts have a disability.  
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Figure D- 7: Persons with Disabilities- Unincorporated Communities 
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Familial Status 

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

status. Familial status covers: the presence of children under the age of 18, pregnant 

persons, any person in the process of securing legal custody of a minor child (including 

adoptive or foster parents). Examples of familial status discrimination include refusing to 

rent to families with children, evicting families once a child joins the family through, e.g., 

birth, adoption, custody, or requiring families with children to live on specific floors or in 

specific buildings or areas. Single parent households are also protected by fair housing 

law. 

Regional Trends  

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

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

under the age of 18, with 21 percent married-couple households with children and six 

percent single-parent households (Figure D- 8). In the Bay Area, about 32 percent of 

households have children and as in the County, the majority of households with children 

are married-couple households. Within Marin County, the cities of Belvedere, Corte 

Madera, and Ross have the highest percentage of households with children (36 percent, 

37 percent, and 41 percent, respectively). Corte Madera and San Rafael have 

concentrations of single-parent households exceeding the countywide average. Figure D- 

9 shows the distribution of children in married households and single female headed 

households in the region. Census tracts with high concentrations of children living in 

married couple households are not concentrated in one area of Marin County. Most 

census tracts have over 60 percent of children living in married-persons households. 

Regionally, children in married-person households are more common in inland census 

tracts (away from the bay areas). The inverse trend is seen for children living in single-

parent female-headed households, is shown in Figure D- 10. In most tracts countywide, 

less than 20 percent of children live in female-headed households. Between 20 and 40 

percent of children live in female-headed households in two tracts: one in Southern Marin 

in the unincorporated community of Marin City and one in West Marin near the 

unincorporated community of Bolinas. Regionally, tracts with a higher percentage of 

children in married-persons households are found along the San Pablo and San Francisco 

bays.  

.
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Figure D- 8: Households with Children in Bay Area, Marin County, and Incorporated Cities 

 

 

Source: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates) 
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Figure D- 9: Regional Percent of Children in Married Couple Households by Tract (2019) 
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Figure D- 10 : Regional Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households by Tract (2019) 
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Local Trends  

Within the unincorporated County, Marin City has the highest percentage of female-

headed households (42 percent of all households are female-headed households) and 

female-headed households with children (11 percent) (Table D- 11). Marin City also has 

the highest poverty rates compared to all community areas and the unincorporated 

County; about 16 percent of all family households are living below the federal poverty 

line. Female-headed households also have higher rates of poverty (11 percent) in Marin 

City compared to other community areas. About six percent of all households in the 

Marin City are female-headed family household with children living below the poverty 

line.  

 

Table D- 11: Female-Headed Households (FHH) - Unincorporated County 

Communities 

Community  Total 
househo
lds (HH) 

Total 
FHH 

FHH w/ 
children 

Total 
Families 

Total 
families 
under 

the 
poverty 

level 

FHH 
under 

the 
poverty 

level 

FHH w/ 
child 

Black Point-Green 
Point 

 617  12.0% 0.0%  419  1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Northern Costal 
West Marin 

 212  36.8% 0.0%  129  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Central Coastal 
West Marin 

 853  39.4% 0.0%  381  4.2% 1.6% 0.0% 

The Valley  1,500  28.9% 2.4%  769  6.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Southern Coastal 
West Marin 

 1,026  32.0% 1.2%  451  4.7% 1.8% 0.0% 

Marinwood/Lucas 
Valley 

 2,412  25.9% 2.0%  1,762  3.2% 1.0% 1.0% 

Santa Venetia/Los 
Ranchitos 

 1,717  34.7% 1.2%  1,051  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Kentfield/Greenbra
e 

 2,567  20.6% 3.7%  1,874  2.2% 0.6% 0.6% 

Strawberry  2,391  36.2% 7.2%  1,348  2.7% 0.9% 0.9% 

Tam Valley  4,617  24.6% 3.9%  3,202  1.9% 0.0% 0.0% 

Marin City  1,377  42.0% 10.5%  698  16.3% 10.5% 6.3% 

Unincorporated  25,850  26.1% 3.1%  17,061  2.8% 0.9% 0.6% 
FHH = Female-Headed Households 
Source: American Community Survey, 5-Year Estimates 2015-2019, Tables DP02 and B17012. 

 

This concentration of female-headed households is reflected in Table D- 11 which shows 

that between 40 and 60 percent of children in that tract live in single female-headed 
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households. Additionally, the Southern Coastal West Marin census tracts (Stinson Beach 

and Bolinas CDPs) also have the highest concentration of children in single female-

headed households (40 to 60 percent), although these families only account for 1.2 

percent of households in the community.  

Regional Trends  

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

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

under the age of 18, with 21 percent married-couple households with children and six 

percent single-parent households (Figure D- 8). In the Bay Area, about 32 percent of 

households have children and as in the County, the majority of households with children 

are married-couple households. Within Marin County, the cities of Belvedere, Corte 

Madera, and Ross have the highest percentage of households with children (36 percent, 

37 percent, and 41 percent, respectively). Corte Madera and San Rafael have 

concentrations of single-parent households exceeding the countywide average. Figure D- 

9 shows the distribution of children in married households and single female headed 

households in the region. Census tracts with high concentrations of children living in 

married couple households are not concentrated in one area of Marin County. Most 

census tracts have over 60 percent of children living in married-persons households. 

Regionally, children in married-person households are more common in inland census 

tracts (away from the bay areas). The inverse trend is seen for children living in single-

parent female-headed households, is shown in Figure D- 10. In most tracts countywide, 

less than 20 percent of children live in female-headed households. Between 20 and 40 

percent of children live in female-headed households in two tracts: one in Southern Marin 

in the unincorporated community of Marin City and one in West Marin near the 

unincorporated community of Bolinas. Regionally, tracts with a higher percentage of 

children in married-persons households are found along the San Pablo and San Francisco 

bays.  

.



  

Marin Countywide Plan C-47 

 

 

Figure D- 8: Households with Children in Bay Area, Marin County, and Incorporated Cities 

 

 

Source: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates) 
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Figure D- 9: Regional Percent of Children in Married Couple Households by Tract (2019) 
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Figure D- 10 : Regional Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households by Tract (2019) 
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Income Level  

Household income is the most important factor determining a household’s ability to 

balance housing costs with other basic life necessities. A stable income is the means by 

which most individuals and families finance current consumption and make provision for 

the future through saving and investment. The level of cash income can be used as an 

indicator of the standard of living for most of the population. 

Households with lower incomes are limited in their ability to balance housing costs with 

other needs and often the ability to find housing of adequate size. While economic factors 

that affect a household’s housing choice are not a fair housing issue per se, the 

relationships among household income, household type, race/ethnicity, and other factors 

often create misconceptions and biases that raise fair housing concerns. 

For purposes of most housing and community development activities, HUD has 

established the four income categories based on the Area Median Income (AMI) for the 

Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). HUD income definitions differ from the State of 

California income definitions. Table D- 12 compares the HUD and State income 

categories. HUD defines a Low and Moderate Income (LMI) area as a census tract or 

block group where over 51 percent of the households earn extremely low, low, or 

moderate incomes (<81 percent AMI). This means LMI areas (<81 percent AMI) as 

defined by HUD, are lower income areas (extremely low, very low, and low), as defined 

by HCD. These terms may be used interchangeably.  

Table D- 12: Income Category Definitions 

HCD Definition HDD Definition  

Extremely Low 0%-30% of AMI Extremely Low 0%-30% of AMI 

Very Low 31%-50% of AMI Low 31%-50% of AMI 

Low Income 51%-80% of AMI Moderate 51%-80% of AMI 

Moderate income  81-120% of  AMI Middle/Upper > 81% of AMI 

Above Moderate Income  >120% of AMI -- -- 

Income groups are based on HUD calculations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates the AMI for different 
metropolitan areas and uses San Francisco Metro Area (Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties) for Marin 
County. 

 

Regional Trends 

According to Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS)28 data based on the 

2017 ACS, 40.5 percent of Marin County households earning 80 percent or less than the 

area median income (AMI) and are  considered lower income (Table D- 13Table D- 13: ). 

A significantly larger proportion of renter households in Marin County are lower income. 

 

28 Each year, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) receives custom tabulations of American 

Community Survey (ACS) data from the U.S. Census Bureau. These data, known as the "CHAS" data (Comprehensive 

Housing Affordability Strategy), demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low 

income households.  
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Nearly 60 percent of renter households are considered lower income compared to only 

29.8 percent of owner households. Figure D- 11 shows that lower income populations 

(LMI areas29) are most concentrated in tracts in West Marin, North Marin (Novato), Central 

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

Comparison to the Bay Area is not available as the ABAG Data Package does not provide 

CHAS data for the region as a whole.  

 

29 LMI refers to an AREA where 51 percent or more of the households are earn low and moderate incomes 

( based on HUD definition) or lower incomes (based on HCD definition).  
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Table D- 13: Marin County Households by Income Category and Tenure 

Income Category Owner Renter Total 

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

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

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

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

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

Total 67,295 37,550 104,845 

1. Income groups are based on HUD calculations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates the AMI for different 
metropolitan areas and uses San Francisco Metro Area (Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties) for Marin 
County. 
Sources: ABAG/MTC Housing Needs Data Workbook, 2021; HUD CHAS (based on 2013-2017 ACS), 2020.  
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Figure D- 11: Regional Concentrations of LMI Households by Tract 
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Local Trends  

For the unincorporated communities, Figure D- 12 illustrates many unincorporated 

communities have a higher percentage of LMI/lower income households than the entire 

unincorporated County (38 percent) and Marin County (41 percent).  The communities of 

Central Coastal West Marin and Marin City have the highest percentages of LMI 

households (62 and 71 percent, respectively. In addition, both Central Coast West Marin 

and Marin City have the highest percent of extremely low income households (29 percent 

and 40 percent, respectively).  

 

The concentration of lower income population in central and northwestern Marin 

coincides with the Inland-Rural Corridor. The Inland-Rural Corridor is designated primarily 

for agriculture and compatible uses, as well as for preservation of existing small 

communities. While less than 2 percent of Marin County’s population lives in the Inland 

Rural Corridor, between 75 percent and 100 percent of that population is considered 

lower income (Figure D- 11). The population in this area also likely works in the agriculture 

industry, which has low paying wages. According to the Quarterly Census of Employment 

and Wages (QCEW) for the third quarter in 2021, average weekly pay for Agriculture, 

Forestry, Fishing & Hunting industries was $813 ( with Cattle Ranching and Farming 

having even lower weekly incomes. Based on those averages, farmworkers in Marin 

County earn less than $43,000 per year, meaning they earn less than 30 percent the 2021 

Area Median Income of $149,600, and are thus considered extremely low income.  

In addition to earning extremely low incomes, farmworker populations are physically and 

linguistically isolated from County processes. Based on comments from Public outreach, 

linguistic barriers and fear due to being undocumented makes it hard to reach this 

population. County staff is working on bridging this gap by convening the Agricultural 

Worker Housing Collaborative, including the Marin Community Foundation, the 

Community Land Trust of West Marin, Marin Agricultural Land Trust, UC Cooperative 

Extension, West Marin Community Services, local ranchers, and ranch workers to address 

the needs of agricultural worker housing.  The Agricultural Worker Housing Collaborative 

is expanding to include agricultural workers and their families, as well as representatives 

of the Park Service. The collaborative will continue its work to expand housing choices 

and quality of housing for agricultural workers and their families. 
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Figure D- 12:  Percent Low and Moderate Income (LMI) Households: Unincorporated 

County 

 
 

 

Figure D- 13 shows LMI population concentration at a smaller scale- by block group. A 

Marin City block group has the highest concentration of LMI population, with over 75 

percent of the population earning low incomes. Block groups adjacent to Marin City as 

well as in Santa Venetia and the Valley and Central Coastal West Marin (Point Reyes and 

Inverness) also have a high concentration of LMI persons. In these block groups between 

50 and 75 percent of the population is LMI. Again, the concentration of LMI persons in 

West Marin likely reflects the extremely low income farmworker population in the area. 

As explained earlier, a concentration in northern West Marin is likely due to the    

farmworker population in the area. Meanwhile, Marin City also has a concentration of  

African American population, minority populations, and lower income persons. It is 

important to note that Marin City has one of the largest concentration of public housing in 

the County. Since tenants in public housing are required to have  lower incomes,  analysis 

of concentration by income level reflects this concentration of lower income households. 
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Figure D- 13: LMI Population by Block Group- Unincorporated Communities 
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ABAG/MTC’s Segregation report provided an analysis of income segregation in the 

incorporated County based on isolation indices and dissimilarity indices. The isolation 

index values for all income groups in Unincorporated Marin County for the years 2010 

and 2015 in Table D- 14 show Above Moderate income residents are the most isolated 

income group in Unincorporated Marin County. Unincorporated Marin County’s isolation 

index of 51.0 for these residents means that the average Above Moderate income resident 

in Unincorporated Marin County lives in a neighborhood that is 51.0% Above Moderate 

income. Among all income groups, the Very Low income population’s isolation index has 

changed the most over time, becoming more segregated from other income groups 

between 2010 and 2015.  

 

Table D- 14: Income Group Isolation Index Values for Segregation within 

Unincorporated Marin County 

Income Category 2010 2015 
Very Low Income (< 50% of AMI) 26.9 35.8 

Low Income (50%-80% of AMI) 16.5 14.2 

Moderate Income (80%-120% of AMI) 17.8 20.7 

Above Moderate (>120% AMI) 54.0 51.0 

Data for 2015 is from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Community Survey 5-Year 2011- 
2015 Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data. Data for 2010 is from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, American Community Survey 5-Year 2006-2010 Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data. 
Sources: ABAG/MTC Segregation Report 

 

Table D- 15Table D- 15:  below provides the dissimilarity index values indicating the level 

of segregation in Unincorporated Marin County between residents who are lower-income 

(earning less than 80 percent of AMI) and those who are not lower-income (earning above 

80 percent of AMI). This data aligns with the requirements described in HCD’s AFFH 

Guidance Memo for identifying dissimilarity for lower-income households. Segregation in 

Unincorporated Marin County between lower-income residents and residents who are not 

lower-income has not substantively changed between 2010 and 2015. Additionally, Table 

D- 15 shows dissimilarity index values for the level of segregation between residents who 

are very low-income (earning less than 50 percent of AMI) and those who are above 

moderate-income (earning above 120 percent of AMI). This supplementary data point 

provides additional nuance to an analysis of income segregation, as this index value 

indicates the extent to which a jurisdiction’s lowest and highest income residents live in 

separate neighborhoods. 
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Table D- 15: Income Group Dissimilarity Index Values for Segregation within 

Unincorporated Marin County 
Income Category 2010 2015 

Below 80% AMI vs. Above 80% AMI 29.9 29.5 
Below 50% AMI vs. Above 120% AMI 38.4 40.2 
Data for 2015 is from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Community Survey 5-Year 2011- 
2015 Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data. Data for 2010 is from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
American Community Survey 5-Year 2006-2010 Low- and Moderate-Income Summary Data. 
Sources: ABAG/MTC Segregation Report 

 

Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) 

An analysis of the trends in HCV concentration can be useful in examining the success of 

the program in improving the living conditions and quality of life of its holders. The HCV 

program aims to encourage participants to avoid high-poverty neighborhoods and 

promote the recruitment of landlords with rental properties in low poverty neighborhoods. 

HCV programs are managed by Public Housing Agencies (PHAs), and the programs 

assessment structure (SEMAPS) includes an “expanding housing opportunities” indicator 

that shows whether the PHA has adopted and implemented a written policy to encourage 

participation by owners of units located outside areas of poverty or minority 

concentration30. The County of Marin funds  Marin Housing Authority’s  Landlord 

Partnership Program, which aims to expand rental opportunities for families holding 

housing choice vouchers by making landlord participation in the program more attractive 

and feasible, and by making the entire program more streamlined. The program also 

includes a requirement to include affirmative marketing.  

A study prepared by HUD’s Development Office of Policy Development and Research 

found a positive association between the HCV share of occupied housing and 

neighborhood poverty concentration and a negative association between rent and 

neighborhood poverty31. This means that HCV use was concentrated in areas of high 

poverty where rents tend to be lower. In areas where these patterns occur, the program 

has not succeeded in moving holders out of areas of poverty.  

Regional Trends 

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

Housing Authority of the County of Marin (MHA). The map in Figure D- 14 shows that HCV 

use is concentrated in tracts in North Marin (Hamilton and the intersection of Novato 

Boulevard and Indian Valley Road). In these tracts, between 15 and 30 percent of the 

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

 

30 For more information of Marin County’s SEMAP indicators, see: the County’s Administrative Plan for the HCV 

Program. https://irp.cdn-

website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf https://irp.cdn-

website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf  
31 Devine, D.J., Gray, R.W., Rubin, L., & Taghavi, L.B. (2003). Housing choice voucher location patterns: Implications for 

participant and neighborhood welfare. Prepared for the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of 

Policy Development and Research, Division of Program Monitoring and Research.  

https://irp.cdn-website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf
https://irp.cdn-website.com/4e4dab0f/files/uploaded/Admin%20Plan%20Approved%20December%202021.pdf
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Marin tracts (which are more densely populated), between five and 15 percent of renters 

are HCV recipients.  The correlation between low rents and a high concentration of HCV 

holders holds true in North Marin tracts where HCV use is the highest (Figure D- 15). 

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

are lower, HCV use is higher.  
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Figure D- 14 : Regional HCV Concentration by Tract 
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Figure D- 15 : Regional Median Gross Rent/Affordability Index by Tract 
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Local Trends 

Within the unincorporated County, the Lucas Valley-Marinwood and Marin City communities 

have the highest concentration of HCV use; between five and 15 percent of renters in those tracts 

are HCV users.  Low gross rents (i.e. location affordability index) also coincide with high HCV use 

in both Marin City (<$1,500) and in Lucas Valley-Marinwood (<(<$2,000). As explained in the 

Regional Trends  

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

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

under the age of 18, with 21 percent married-couple households with children and six 

percent single-parent households (Figure D- 8). In the Bay Area, about 32 percent of 

households have children and as in the County, the majority of households with children 

are married-couple households. Within Marin County, the cities of Belvedere, Corte 

Madera, and Ross have the highest percentage of households with children (36 percent, 

37 percent, and 41 percent, respectively). Corte Madera and San Rafael have 

concentrations of single-parent households exceeding the countywide average. Figure D- 

9 shows the distribution of children in married households and single female headed 

households in the region. Census tracts with high concentrations of children living in 

married couple households are not concentrated in one area of Marin County. Most 

census tracts have over 60 percent of children living in married-persons households. 

Regionally, children in married-person households are more common in inland census 

tracts (away from the bay areas). The inverse trend is seen for children living in single-

parent female-headed households, is shown in Figure D- 10. In most tracts countywide, 

less than 20 percent of children live in female-headed households. Between 20 and 40 

percent of children live in female-headed households in two tracts: one in Southern Marin 

in the unincorporated community of Marin City and one in West Marin near the 

unincorporated community of Bolinas. Regionally, tracts with a higher percentage of 

children in married-persons households are found along the San Pablo and San Francisco 

bays.  

.
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Figure D- 8: Households with Children in Bay Area, Marin County, and Incorporated Cities 

 

 

Source: American Community Survey, 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates) 
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Figure D- 9: Regional Percent of Children in Married Couple Households by Tract (2019) 
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Figure D- 10 : Regional Percent of Children in Female-Headed Households by Tract (2019) 
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Income Level section of this analysis, Marin City also has a concentration of lower income 

persons due to the affordability of the areas as well as the concentration of public housing. 

In addition, Marin City is high concentration of multi-family housing , condos, and 

townhomes that offer one of the least expensive housing costs in the area, especially 

compared to surrounding communities of Mill Valley and Tam Valley, where gross rents 

are over $3,000 (compared to <1,500 in Marin City, Figure D- 15).   

MHA has focused on insuring voucher recipients have access to housing in all parts of 

the County. Prior to the 2020 enactment of SB 329 Housing Opportunities Act of 2019, 

the State’s law on housing discrimination based on source of income (California 

Government Code Section 12927) did not protect individuals or families with third party 

rental subsidies. 

In addition, the MHA implements the Landlord Partnership Program32  to expand rental 

opportunities for families holding housing choice vouchers by making landlord 

participation in the program more attractive and feasible, and by making the entire 

program more streamlined. Incentives include security deposit, loss mitigation, vacancy 

loss, building and planning permit fees waived, and access to a dedicated landlord liaison 

24-hour hotline to address immediate issues as well as landlord workshops and training. 

Summary:  Integration and Segregation  

Most communities in unincorporated Marin are predominantly white. However, 

protected groups appear to be segregated in the unincorporated community of Marin 

City. Marin City has the highest concentration of Black/African American and 

Hispanic/Latinx residents compared to other unincorporated communities. In addition, 

Marin City was identified as R/ECAP (see following section), indicating a concentration 

of minority population33 and poverty. Marin City also has the highest concentration of 

persons with disabilities and single-female headed households with children compared 

to other unincorporated communities. This indicates a concentration of special needs 

populations within Marin City. Marin City is also dealing with a confluence of economic 

pressures (proximity to the Bay area, lower rents, multi-family and townhome/condo 

housing stock), which make it vulnerable to displacement. Integration efforts need to 

balance displacement pressures with preserving the existing resident population. 

3. Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAP) 

In an effort to identify racially/ethnically-concentrated areas of poverty (R/ECAPs), HUD 

has identified census tracts with a majority non-White population (greater than 50 percent) 

and a poverty rate that exceeds 40 percent or is three times the average tract poverty 

rate for the metro/micro area, whichever threshold is lower.  

 

32 For more details: https://www.marinhousing.org/landlord-partnership-program  For more details: 

https://www.marinhousing.org/landlord-partnership-program  
33 Persons who are not non-Hispanic White  

https://www.marinhousing.org/landlord-partnership-program
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Regional Trends 

The Othering and Belonging Institute at UC Berkley has published a report34 on Racial 

Segregation in the Bay Area and found that each of the nine counties as well as the two 

major “Metropolitan Statistical Areas” (MSAs) is marked by high levels of racial 

segregation. Most of the traditionally recognized “segregated neighborhoods,” where 

people of color were historically restricted on account of redlining and other forms of 

housing discrimination, are typically found within the larger, broadly diverse municipalities 

such as San Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, and mid-sized cities such as Berkeley and 

Richmond. The displacement of many people of color from these communities and the 

corresponding in-migration of white families over the last twenty years has diversified the 

municipal populations in these cities, but has not always resulted in more integrated 

neighborhoods. Thus, although these cities are diverse in aggregate, they tend to contain 

some of the most racially segregated non-white neighborhoods in the Bay Area. The 

Institute also reported that the effects of racial segregation include negative life outcomes 

for all people in those communities, including rates of poverty, income, educational 

attainment, home values, and health outcomes. 

They concluded that, “the most segregated cities in the Bay Area are those that are either 

historically places where people of color were permitted to live, when locked out of other 

places, or are highly exclusionary and heavily white mid-sized to smaller suburbs, exurbs 

or rural cities and towns in places like Marin and San Mateo counties.”  The section below 

expands on Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence.  

R/ECAPs in the Bay area are mostly concentrated in metropolitan areas- specifically in 

San Francisco, San Jose, and Oakland. There is one R/ECAP in Southern Marin located 

in Marin City west of State Highway 101 (Figure D- 16). Marin City is part of the 

unincorporated County area.  

Local Trends  

As shown in Table D- 8, the Marin City tract is characterized by a concentration of African 

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

American- significantly higher than the County’s and unincorporated County’s African 

American population (two percent and three percent, respectively). Marin City residents 

also earn lower median incomes (less than $55,000) (Figure D- 18: Regional Median 

Income by Block Group (2019)Figure D- 18) especially compared to neighboring 

jurisdictions where median incomes are higher than $125,000. Marin City, where Marin 

County’s only family public housing is located, also has the highest share of extremely 

low-income households in the County; about 40 percent of households earn less than 30 

percent the Area Median Income, whereas only 14 percent of unincorporated County 

households are considered extremely low income. 

The concentration of African American residents in Marin City is due to historic policies 

barred African American residents of Marin City from accessing housing in places with 

 

34 https://belonging.berkeley.edu/segregationinthebay  

https://belonging.berkeley.edu/segregationinthebay
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greater opportunities. Discriminatory policies like redlining, restrictive covenants, and 

exclusionary zoning promoted racial segregation – entrenching racial disparities in access 

to well-resourced neighborhoods. Marin City is considered a community vulnerable to 

displacement (see Displacement Risk section) due to increased housing costs as well 

interest in redevelopment and the continued pressures of being surrounded by affluent 

neighbors in one of the most exclusive counties in the country. 

The County’s zoning patterns have contributed to these areas of concentration. A 

significant number of properties across all seven Countywide Plan Planning Areas are 

designated within a zoning district intended for low density, single-unit uses. This is due 

in part to the early applications of low-density zoning and the constrained physical 

conditions that present a fundamental impediment to increased subdivision potential or 

density.   Additionally, as noted in the 2020 Marin County Analysis of Impediments to 

Fair Housing Choice, these zoning practices have also determined the type of housing 

within communities and who it is available to, where “exclusionary zoning practices, 

including those that limit where, how, or if affordable housing can be developed, can 

result in creating and maintaining segregated communities”. Marin City has a 

disproportionately higher percentage of multi-unit zoned parcels within its community, 

representing 64 percent of all parcels, in contrast with 10 percent of parcels zoned multi-

unit in the unincorporated regions of the County as a whole.  
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Figure D- 16: Regional Racially and Ethnically Concentrated Areas of Poverty (R/ECAPs) 
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Figure D- 17: Marin City R/ECAP 
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Racially Concentrated Areas of Affluence (RCAAs) 

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

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

also be analyzed to ensure housing is integrated - a key to fair housing choice. Identifying 

RCAAs is also important for underserved populations to be able to participate in resources 

available to populations living in areas of influence. According to a policy paper published 

by HUD, RCAAs are defined as communities with a large proportion of affluent and non-

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

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

disadvantage is associated with concentrated poverty and high concentrations of people 

of color, conversely, distinct advantages are associated with residence in affluent, non-

Hispanic White communities. 

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

Humphrey School of Public Affairs cited in HCD’s memo: “RCAAs are defined as census 

tracts where 1) 80 percent or more of the population is white, and 2) the median 

household income is $125,000 or greater (slightly more than double the national median 

household income in 2016) as well as the RCAA maps available through HCD’s AFFH 

Data Viewer Tool 

Regional Trends 

According to ABAG/MTC’s Segregation Report, across the San Francisco Bay Area, white 

residents and above moderate-income residents are significantly more segregated from 

other racial and income groups. Figure D- 3 and Figure D- 4 shows the concentration of 

minority/non-White population and majority populations across the region. In Figure D- 3, 

census tracts in yellow have less than 20 percent non-white population, indicating over 

80 percent of the population is white. There are a number of tracts with over 80 percent 

non-Hispanic White population located throughout the County, especially in Southern 

Marin, parts of Central Marin, coastal North Marin, and central West Marin.  The cities of 

Belvedere, Mill Valley, Fairfax, Ross, and some areas of San Rafael and Novato are also 

predominantly white. However, of all these predominantly white areas (incorporated 

jurisdictions and unincorporated communities), only Belvedere, the San Geronimo Valley, 

Tam Valley, Black Point- Green Point and the eastern tracts of Novato are census tracts 

with a median income over $125,000 (Figure D- 18). Although not all census tracts have 

the exact relationship of over 80 percent White and median income over $125,000 to 

qualify as “RCAAs,” throughout the County tracts with higher White population tend to 

have greater median incomes.  
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Figure D- 18: Regional Median Income by Block Group (2019) 
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Local Trends 

Within the Unincorporated County, all of the West Marin communities, Black Point- Green 

Point in North Marin, and Greenbrae in Central Marin have a white population over 80 

percent (Table D- 5), though these concentrations are not represented in Figure D- 5, 

perhaps due to differences in geographical unit (block group versus the entire 

community). Median incomes exceeding $125,000 overlap with Muir Beach in West 

Marin and the Tamalpais-Homestead CDP in Southern Marin, making them the potential 

RCAAs in the unincorporated County (Figure D- 18). Of note is that Tamalpais- Homestead 

CDP is adjacent to Marin City, which was identified as a racially and ethnically 

concentrated area of poverty (R/ECAP). 

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

addition to an updated data methodology. A census tract is designated an RCAA if its 

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

area median income are overrepresented. The map in Figure D- 19 illustrates that a 

majority of Marin communities are designated as RCAAs, including many parts of 

unincorporated Marin such as Black Point-Green Point, Marinwood/Lucas Valley, 

Kentfield and Tam Valley. While areas of West Marin are not designated as RCAAs under 

this methodology, many of the census tracts in these communities follow similar trends 

for the data factors involved. For example, West Marin census tracts range from having a 

proportion of 81.2 percent (Northern Coastal West Marin) to 89.6 percent (Central Coastal 

West Marin) non-Hispanic White residents, as opposed to 40% in the overall Bay Area 

region. The census tracts are excluded from this designation due to lower reported 

median income than the region. The tracts range from $85,903 in Southern Coastal West 

Marin to $97,321 in the Valley, as opposed to $113,597 in the Bay Area and $115,246 in 

Marin County. 

A contributing factor to these areas is a large proportion of the County’s residentially 

zoned areas allow only single-unit development (and associated Accessory Dwelling 

Units). Only eleven percent of the parcels in the County are zoned with a zoning district 

intended for multi-unit housing, a pattern that prevents the wide-scale availability of multi-

unit rental housing. Furthermore, the predominant land use patterns in the unincorporated 

county characterized by protected agricultural and park lands and single-unit zoning have 

limited the parcels available for a variety of multi-unit housing. Additionally, as noted in 

the 2020 Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, these zoning 

practices have also determined the type of housing within communities and who it is 

available to, where “exclusionary zoning practices, including those that limit where, how, 

or if affordable housing can be developed, can result in creating and maintaining 

segregated communities”.  



2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-74  Marin Countywide Plan   

The racial disparities within Marin and between Marin and other Bay Area counties are 

stark. While it may be difficult to find conclusive evidence that increasing rental housing 

will increase racial diversity, there are correlations between the percentage of multi-unit 

zoned properties in an area, the percentage of housing units that are renter-occupied, 

and the racial diversity of that area. This suggests that it may be possible to increase racial 

diversity by increasing the diversity of housing opportunities in areas currently dominated 

by detached single-unit residences. 

To address these patterns, this Housing Element proposed to re-zone parcels as 

multifamily throughout the County, with a focus on areas of opportunity.  

Figure D- 19: RCAAs- Marin County 

 

 

Summary: RECAPs/RCAAs 

Not only are there areas of concentrated special needs populations and poverty 

concentrated in a single area- Marin City- but affluent and white populations are 

concentrated and segregated from these populations. Regional trends show that white 

residents and above moderate-income residents are significantly more segregated from 

other racial and income groups. This trend is also seen in unincorporated Marin County 

where above moderate-income residents are the most isolated income group while 
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very-low income communities have become more isolated (Table D- 14:  and Table D- 

15: ). As a result, segregation between very-low income communities and above 

moderate communities remains moderate  (compared to slightly lower segregation 

indices between lower income residents and non-lower income residents).  

The only RECAP identified in the entire County is in Marin City, a community with a 

historical concentration of minorities, specifically Black residents. Black residents settled 

in Marin City during the 1940s and later federal policies such as restrictive covenants and 

low interest loans for white residents in other communities maintained the concentration 

of Blacks in Marin City.  Today, Marin City has a sizable (through decreasing) African 

American and low-income population, compared to surrounding communities, which are 

mostly affluent and white. An especially unique condition of Marin City is that it is next to 

some of the most affluent communities in the County- Tamalpais-Homestead CDP (Tam 

Valley) and Sausalito.  In 2019, median income in Tam Valley and Sausalito exceeded 

$100,000 ($111,906 and $163,071, respectively), while Marin City’s median income was 

only $45,841. White population also exceeded 80 percent in both Tam Valley and 

Sausalito, while it was only 33 percent in Marin City. Another unique characteristic of 

Marin City compared to other areas of with a concentration of minorities and lower income 

households (like San Rafael in Central Marin and Novato in Northern Marin) is its proximity 

to the Bay Area. As explained in later sections, this proximity to a jobs-rich center and its 

relatively cheaper home values and rents compared the Bay Area homes make this 

community vulnerable to displacement.  Berkley’s Urban Displacement Project’s case 

study of Marin City noted that a “concern in this community is future displacement due to 

potential increases in population, interest in redevelopment and the continued pressures 

of being surrounded by affluent neighbors in one of the most exclusive counties in the 

country.” 35 

This is important in formulating Housing Mobility Strategies to facilitate the movement of 

persons from areas with high concentration of special needs populations (especially Marin 

City) to other high resource areas. The County has already signed a voluntary agreement 

to avoid an overconcentration of affordable units in areas of minority concentration, 

including Marin City and the Canal neighborhood. 

Racially concentrated areas of affluence are widespread in the County but are less 

prevalent in Central and Northern Marin. Specifically, all of the unincorporated 

communities in Central and Northern Marin are RCAAs. Black Point-Green Point, Lucas 

Marinwood, Ross, Kentfield, and Larkspur are all RCAAs. Tracts that are not RCAAs are 

located within the entitled jurisdictions of Novato and San Rafael. Two common features 

of some RCAAs are their higher ownership rates and high access to automobiles 

compared to other areas in the County (Figure D- 20 and Figure D- 2136). Green colors in 

 

35 https://www.urbandisplacement.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/marin_city_final.pdf  
36 The California Healthy Places Index, developed by the Public Health Alliance of Southern California and 

visualized by Axis Maps, is a powerful tool to help prioritize public and private investments, resources, and 

programs in neighborhoods where they are needed most. The HPI combines 25 community characteristics, 

 

https://www.urbandisplacement.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/marin_city_final.pdf


2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-76  Marin Countywide Plan   

the maps indicate higher ownership and auto access and correspond with RCAAs. This 

pattern may be due to higher income households being less likely to need to rely on public 

transportation and can take advantage of housing opportunities away from transit, 

whereas lower income households tend to be closer to transit. This may present a 

challenge when creating housing opportunities for lower income households in RCAAs 

like Black Point-Green Point, or Lucas-Marinwood or other areas with higher resources 

since these areas require either automobile use or have lower access to transit. 

Homeownership opportunities need to balance avoiding concentration in areas where 

these is already a concentration of lower income households (near transit corridors) while 

also supporting smart growth and environmental goals.  

 

Figure D- 20: HPI Index- Homeownership (2015-2019) 

  

 

 

like access to healthcare, housing, education, and more, into a single indexed HPI score. The healthier a 

community, the higher the HPI score. 
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Figure D- 21: HPI Index- Automobile Access (2015-2019)  

 

4. Access to Opportunities  

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

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

economic, and other opportunities in a community based on protected class related to 

housing.” 

TCAC Opportunity Maps  

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

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

“provide research, evidence-based policy recommendations, and other strategic 

recommendations to HCD and other related state agencies/ departments to further the 

fair housing goals (as defined by HCD).” The Task Force has created Opportunity Maps 

to identify resources levels across the state “to accompany new policies aimed at 

increasing access to high opportunity areas for families with children in housing financed 

with nine percent Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs)”. These opportunity maps 

are made from composite scores of three different domains made up of a set of indicators. 

Table D- 16 shows the full list of indicators. The opportunity maps include a measure or 

“filter” to identify areas with poverty and racial segregation. To identify these areas, 

census tracts were first filtered by poverty and then by a measure of racial segregation. 

The criteria for these filters were:  

• Poverty: Tracts with at least 30 percent of population under federal poverty line;  

• Racial Segregation: Tracts with location quotient higher than 1.25 for Blacks, 

Hispanics, Asians, or all people of color in comparison to the County 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-78  Marin Countywide Plan   

 

Table D- 16:  Domains and List of Indicators for Opportunity Maps 

Domain Indicator 

Economic Poverty 
Adult education 
Employment 
Job proximity 
Median home value 

Environmental CalEnviroScreen 3.0 pollution Indicators and values 

Education Math proficiency 
Reading proficiency 
High School graduation rates 
Student poverty rates 

Source: California Fair Housing Task Force, Methodology for the 2021 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps, December 
2020 

 

TCAC/HCD assigns “scores” for each of the domains shown in Table D- 16 by census 

tracts as well as computing “composite” scores that are a combination of the three 

domains. Scores from each individual domain range from 0-1, where higher scores 

indicate higher “access” to the domain or higher “outcomes.” Composite scores do not 

have a numerical value but rather rank census tracts by the level of resources (low, 

moderate, high, highest, and high poverty and segregation).  

The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps offer a tool to visualize areas of highest resource, high 

resource, moderate resource, moderate resource (rapidly changing), low resource, and 

high segregation and poverty and can help to identify areas within the community that 

provide good access to opportunity for residents or, conversely, provide low access to 

opportunity. They can also help to highlight areas where there are high levels of 

segregation and poverty. 

The information from the opportunity mapping can help to highlight the need for housing 

element policies and programs that would help to remediate conditions in low resource 

areas and areas of high segregation and poverty and to encourage better access for low 

and moderate income and black, indigenous, and people of color (BIPOC) households to 

housing in high resource areas.  

Regional Trends 

As explained earlier, TCAC composite scores categorize the level of resources in each 

census tract. Categorization is based on percentile rankings for census tracts within the 

region. Counties in the region all have a mix of resource levels. The highest concentrations 

of highest resource areas are located in the counties of Sonoma and Contra Costa (Figure 

D- 22). Marin and San Francisco counties also have a concentration of high resource 

tracts. All counties along the San Pablo and San Francisco Bay area have at least one 

census tract considered an area of high segregation and poverty, though these tracts are 

most prevalent in the cities of San Francisco and Oakland.  
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There is only one census tract in Marin County considered an area of “high segregation 

and poverty” (Figure D- 23Figure D- 23). This census tract is located in Central Marin 

within the Canal neighborhood of the incorporated City of San Rafael. In the County, low 

resource areas (green) are concentrated in West Marin, from Dillon Beach to Nicasio. 

This area encompasses the communities of Tomales, Marshall, Inverness, and Point 

Reyes Station. In Central Marin, low resource areas are concentrated in San Rafael. As 

shown in Figure D- 23 all of Southern Marin is considered a highest resource area, with 

the exception of Marin City which is classified as moderate resource.  
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Figure D- 22: Regional TCAC Composite Scores by Tract (2021) 
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Figure D- 23: Local TCAC Areas of High Segregation and Poverty Areas (2021) 

 

 

Note: The area in outlined in red in Tiburon is Angel Island State Park (no residential). 
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Local Trends 

Many unincorporated Marin communities have high and highest resource tracts, except 

for Northern Coastal and Central Coastal West Marin, where tracts have low resources 

(Table D- 17). Most unincorporated communities are classified as highest resource. Of 

note is that Marin City, which has been identified as a RECAP, is classified as having 

moderate and highest resources.  This apparent contradiction may reflect the 

gentrification forces occurring in that tract. Marin City has been identified as a “sensitive 

community” by the UC Berkley Urban Displacement project. Residents in sensitive 

communities may be particularly vulnerable to displacement in the context of rising 

property values and rents. Overall, the lower resources are located in areas further from 

the County’s concentration of communities and development., which are farther from 

employment and community colleges. West Marin (especially Northern and Central 

Coastal) is far from the other communities where resources are concentrated.  

 

Table D- 17: TCAC Score by Community and CDPs 

 
  

Community Name CDP TCAC Score  

North Marin  

  Black Point-Green Point Black Point - Greenpoint Moderate Resource  

  Marinwood/Lucas Valley Lucas Valley-Marinwood Highest Resource 

West Marin 

  Northern Costal West Marin Dillon Beach Low Resource 

    Tomales Low Resource 

  Central Coastal West Marin Point Reyes Station Low Resource 

    Inverness Moderate Resource 

  The Valley Nicasio Low Resource 

    San Geronimo Valley Highest Resource 

    Woodacre Highest Resource 

    Lagunitas- Forest Knolls High Resource 

  Southern Coastal West 
Marin 

Stinson Beach, Highest Resource 

     Bolinas  High Resource 

    Muir Beach Highest Resource  

Central Marin 

  Santa Venetia/Los 
Ranchitos 

Santa Venetia Moderate Resource 

  Kentfield/Greenbrae Kentfield High and Highest Resource 

Southern Marin 

  Strawberry Strawberry Highest Resource 

  Tam Valley Tamalpais-Homestead Valley Highest Resource 

  Marin City Marin City Highest/Moderate Resource 
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Opportunity Indices 

While the Federal Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Rule has been repealed, 

the data and mapping developed by HUD for the purpose of preparing the Assessment of 

Fair Housing (AFH) can still be useful in informing communities about segregation in their 

jurisdiction and region, as well as disparities in access to opportunity.  This section 

presents the HUD-developed index scores based on nationally available data sources to 

assess Marin County residents’ access to key opportunity assets by race/ethnicity and 

poverty level37. Table D- 18 provides index scores or values (the values range from 0 to 

100) for the following opportunity indicator indices:  

• School Proficiency Index: The school proficiency index uses school-level data on 

the performance of 4th grade students on state exams to describe which 

neighborhoods have high-performing elementary schools nearby and which are 

near lower performing elementary schools.  The higher the index value, the higher 

the school system quality is in a neighborhood.  

• Labor Market Engagement Index: The labor market engagement index provides 

a summary description of the relative intensity of labor market engagement and 

human capital in a neighborhood. This is based upon the level of employment, 

labor force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract. The higher 

the index value, the higher the labor force participation and human capital in a 

neighborhood. 

• Transit Trips Index: This index is based on estimates of transit trips taken by a 

family that meets the following description: a 3-person single-parent family with 

income at 50 percent of the median income for renters for the region (i.e. the Core-

Based Statistical Area (CBSA). The higher the transit trips index value, the more 

likely residents in that neighborhood utilize public transit. 

• Low Transportation Cost Index: This index is based on estimates of 

transportation costs for a family that meets the following description: a 3-person 

single-parent family with income at 50 percent of the median income for renters 

for the region/CBSA.  The higher the index value, the lower the cost of 

transportation in that neighborhood. 

• Jobs Proximity Index: The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a 

given residential neighborhood as a function of its distance to all job locations 

within a region/CBSA, with larger employment centers weighted more heavily. The 

higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for 

residents in a neighborhood. 

• Environmental Health Index: The environmental health index summarizes 

potential exposure to harmful toxins at a neighborhood level.  The higher the index 

value, the less exposure to toxins harmful to human health. Therefore, the higher 

 

37 Index scores not available for unincorporated County or its communities.  
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the index value, the better the environmental quality of a neighborhood, where a 

neighborhood is a census block-group. 
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Table D- 18: Opportunity Indices by Race/Ethnicity – Marin County   
School 

Proficiency Index 
Labor Market 

Index 
Transit Trip 

Index 
Low 

Transportation 
Cost Index 

Jobs Proximity 
Index 

Environmental 
Health Index 

Marin County  

Total Population  

White, Non-Hispanic 78.73 86.48 61.00 86.45 64.50 81.33 

Black, Non-Hispanic  75.59 48.89 68.54 89.57 74.96 76.55 

Hispanic 55.96 68.11 68.08 89.65 69.72 83.84 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

74.41 82.57 64.24 87.81 66.89 81.01 

Native American, Non-
Hispanic 

77.09 67.25 62.28 87.19 69.32 80.55 

Population below federal poverty line 

White, Non-Hispanic 74.28 84.68 61.13 87.02 64.01 82.93 

Black, Non-Hispanic  66.79 55.04 74.1 91.52 66.84 76.07 

Hispanic 38.54 56.82 75.83 91.68 76.48 83.81 

Asian or Pacific 
Islander, Non-
Hispanic 

68.97 82.89 67.01 89.11 71.69 78.95 

Native American, Non-
Hispanic 

56.77 66.49 71.22 88.33 67.14 85.29 

Note: American Community Survey Data are based on a sample and are subject to sampling variability. See page 83 for index score meanings. Table is comparing the total 
Marin County by race/ethnicity, to the County population living below the federal poverty line, also by race/ethnicity. No data is available for analysis at the unincorporated level.  
Source: AFFHT Data Table 12; Data Sources: Decennial Census; ACS; Great Schools; Common Core of Data; SABINS; LAI; LEHD; NATA  
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Education 

Regional Trends  

The school proficiency index is an indicator of school system quality, with higher index 

scores indicating access to higher school quality. In Marin County, Hispanic residents 

have access to lower quality schools (lowest index value of 56) compared all other 

residents (for all other racial or ethnic groups, index values ranged from 74 to 78, Table 

D- 18). For residents living below the federal poverty line, index values are lower for all 

races but are still lowest for Hispanic and Native American residents.  White residents 

have the highest index values, indicating a greater access to high quality schools, 

regardless of poverty status.  

The HCD/TCAC education scores for the region show the distribution of education quality 

based on education outcomes (Figure D- 24). As explained in Table D- 16, the Education 

domain score is based on a variety of indicators including math proficiency, reading 

proficiency, high School graduation rates, and student poverty rates. The education 

scores range from 0 to 1, with higher scores indicating more positive education outcomes. 

In the County, lower education scores are found in census tracts in all counties along the 

San Pablo Bay. In counties surrounding San Francisco Bay, there are concentrations of 

both low and high education scores. For example, in San Francisco County, the western 

coast has a concentration of high education scores while the eastern coast has a 

concentration of low education scores. In Marin County, low education scores are 

concentrated in Novato and San Rafael along  San Pablo Bay and along the western coast. 

According to Marin County’s 2020 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice [2020 

AI], while the County’s overall high school graduation rates are among the highest in the 

nation, Marin County, “has the greatest educational achievement gap in California.”  

According to data from Marin Promise, a nonprofit of education and nonprofit leaders, 

from 2017 – 2018:  

• 78 percent of White students in Marin met or exceeded common core standards 

for 3rd Grade Literacy, while only 42 percent of students of color met or exceeded 

those standards; 

• 71 percent of White students met or exceeded common core standards for 8th 

grade math, while only 37 percent of students of color met or exceeded those 

standards;  

• 64 percent of White students met or exceeded the college readiness standards, 

defined as completing course requirements for California public universities, while 

only 40 percent of students of color met or exceeded those requirements. 
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Figure D- 24: TCAC Education Scores- Region 
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Local Trends 

There is a Countywide pattern of lower education scores in Northern Marin and highest 

in Southern Marin (Figure D- 24Figure D- 24: ). This pattern also applies to unincorporated 

communities in these areas. Low education scores are found in Black Point-Green Point 

and Santa Venetia in the North Marin. However, the TCAC education score for the 

community does not solely reflect the demographics of the community itself. Rather, data 

factors for this category are calculated based on the nearest 1-3 schools, which are 

shared more broadly. While Black Point-Green Point’s education score is low, only 8.0%of 

the community is aged 18 or under, in comparison to 20.2% in the overall County and 

18.7 percent in Novato, the nearest jurisdiction. Furthermore, while about 90% of the 

community identifies as non-Hispanic White, about 40%of students at the nearest school 

(Olive Elementary) identify as Hispanic/Latin. There are no schools located within the 

boundaries of the community. 

Higher education scores are prominent in Central and Southern Marin areas including the 

unincorporated communities of Kentfield, Strawberry, and Tam Valley. In West Marin, 

education scores are among the lowest. Northern and Central Coast West Marin (Dillon 

Beach, Tomales, Inverness, and Point Reyes Station) have education scores of less than 

0.25 (Figure D- 24). The Countywide pattern of higher education scores in the south and 

lower education scores in the north correlate with the location of schools throughout the 

unincorporated County. Figure D- 25 shows that most schools are concentrated in North, 

Central, and Southern Marin along major highways (Highway 101 and Shoreline 

Highway), with few schools in West Marin. 

Marin County has 17 school districts, with 78 public schools. Table D- 19 shows a list of 

the 13 elementary school districts, two joint union districts, and two high school districts 

in Marin County. District boundaries do not separate incorporated areas from 

unincorporated areas, though some do serve unincorporated communities only (Figure 

D- 26). For example, Shoreline Unified School District only serves Northern and Central 

Coastal West Marin, which are all unincorporated communities. 
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Figure D- 25: Marin County Schools 
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Table D- 19: Marin County School Districts by Communities Served  

District Name Unincorporated Community Served 

Marin County Elementary School Districts 

Bolinas-Stinson Union (Elementary)1 Southern Coastal West Marin 

Kentfield Elementary1 Kentfield 

Laguna Joint Elementary N/A- Petaluma 

Lagunitas Elementary1 The Valley- Lagunitas-Forest Knolls, San Geronimo, 
Woodacre 

Larkspur-Corte Madera1 N/A 

Mill Valley Elementary1 Tam Valley/Strawberry 

Miller Creek Elementary 2 Lucas Valley 

Nicasio Elementary1 Nicasio 

Reed Union Elementary1 N/A 

Ross Elementary1 N/A 

Ross Valley Elementary N/A 

San Rafael City Elementary2 Santa Venetia 

Sausalito Marin City1 Marin City, Sausalito 

High School Districts 

Tamalpais Union High West and South Marin  

San Rafael City High Santa Venetia-Lucas Valley 

Unified School Districts 

Novato Unified Black Point- Green Point 

Shoreline Unified Northern and Central Coastal West Marin 
Notes: 1. Students attend Tamalpais Union High School District. 2. Students served by San Rafael City High School District.  
Source: Marin County Office of Education, February 2022.  

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-91 

Figure D- 26: Marin County School District Boundaries 

 

Marin Promise Partnership publishes district-level Progress Reports showing data along 

six key indicators from Cradle to Career. The Cradle to Career indicators show a set of 

six key milestones outcomes along a student’s educational journey: Kindergarten 

Readiness, 3rd Grade Literacy, 8th Grade Math, College & Career Readiness, College & 

Career Program Enrollment, and College and Career Completion. The Progress Reports 

summarized in Table D- 20 also highlight racial disparity gaps. Disparity gaps occur for all 

indicators and in all districts, with a greater proportion of white students meeting 

milestones than students of color.  

According to Table D- 20, kindergarten readiness is similar across each school district 

and all Marin County districts combined.  Tamalpais Unified School District, which serves 

West and Southern Marin, had the highest proportion of its entire student population 

meeting each milestone as well as the smallest gaps between White students and students 

of color. By contrast, San Rafael City Schools, which serve Lucas Valley and Santa 

Venetia students, had the lowest proportion of students meeting all milestones (except 

college completion) and often the largest gaps. For example, while 32 percent of all 

students reached 3rd Grade Literacy, the proportion of White students reaching this 

milestone far exceeded this (76 percent) while only 17 percent of students of color   

reached 3rd Grade Literacy. It appears that student performance is more likely affected by 
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school resources rather than proximity to schools given that Tamalpais  Unified District 

only has a few schools over a large geographical area 38 (Figure D- 25 and Figure D- 26).  

 

Table D- 20: Educational Progress Report for School Districts Serving Unincorporated 

Communities 

 Indicator  Students 
Meeting 
Milestones  

All Marin 
County 
Districts 

San Rafael 
City Schools 

Shoreline 
Unified 
School  

Tamalpais 
Unified 

Kindergarten 
Readiness1 
  
  
  

All Students 54% 54% 54% 54% 

White Students  59%  N/A N/A N/A 

Students of 
Color 

33% N/A N/A N/A 

Gap 36% N/A N/A N/A 

3rd Grade Literacy2 
  
  
  

All Students 50% 32% 37% 75% 

White Students  74% 76%   79% 

Students of 
Color 

30% 19% 27% 51% 

Gap 44% 57%   28% 

8th Grade Math2 
  
  
  

All Students 41% 20% 42% 62% 

White Students  59% 49%   65% 

Students of 
Color 

24% 12% 29% 41% 

Gap 35% 37%   24% 

College & Career 
Readiness3 
  
  
  

All Students 52% 39% 45% 67% 

White Students  65% 73% 67% 70% 

Students of 
Color 

33% 22% 28% 55% 

Gap 32% 51% 39% 15% 

College & Career 
Program 
Enrollment4 
  
  
  

All Students 73% 69% 58% 77% 

White Students  77% 83%  < 10 students  79% 

Students of 
Color 

71% 67% 68% 72% 

Gap 6% 16% 68% 7% 

College and Career 
Completion5 
  
  
  

All Students 56% 45% 33% 68% 

White Students  67% 71% 50% 74% 

Students of 
Color 

40% 32% 17% 49% 

Gap 27% 39% 33% 25% 
Notes: 1. Received “Ready to Go” Kindergarten Student Entrance Profile (KSEP) score. 2. Met or exceeded Common Core Standard.  3. Placed in the “prepared” level by California School 
Dashboard* C- or better in all UC/CSU prep courses. 4. Enroll in a postsecondary program by Fall after graduation  5. Complete a postsecondary program within 6 six years.  
Source; Marin Promise Partnership, January 2022. https://www.marinpromisepartnership.org/progress-reports-race/# https://www.marinpromisepartnership.org/progress-reports-race/#  
GreatSchools provided data comparisons by the School Districts shown. Tamalpais Unified is only made up of high schools while San Rafael Schools and Shoreline Unified Districts have a 
variety of school levels. This table provides context on the educational progress and disparities in access to education  and is being used to identify trends.  

 

38 Often proximity to schools is used a proxy for educational outcomes or access.  

https://www.marinpromisepartnership.org/progress-reports-race/
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Of special note in Marin County is the California State Justice Department’s finding in 

2019 that the Sausalito Marin City School District, which serves the unincorporated 

communities of Marin City and Tam Valley, and nearby Town of Sausalito, as having 

“knowingly and intentionally maintained and exacerbated” existing racial segregation 

and deliberately established a segregated school and diverted County staff and 

resources to Willow Creek School while depriving the students at Bayside MLK an equal 

educational opportunity.  

There are two K-8 elementary schools in the Sausalito Marin City School District 

(SMCSD): Bayside Martin Luther King Jr. Academy, located in Marin City which is the 

only public school in the District, and Willow Creek Academy, a charter school located in 

nearby Sausalito. The majority of students from both Bayside MLK and Willow Creek 

attend Tamalpais High School in nearby Mill Valley. The combined enrollment of both 

schools is just under 500 students. The two communities SMCSD serves while 

geographically adjacent, have very different demographic profiles and histories, with 

large disparities in racial/ethnic representation and economic diversity. While less than 

two miles apart, both schools replicate and reinforce these patterns of segregation. 

In the case of the Sausalito Marin City School District (SMCSD), the asymmetrical 

dynamics between both communities combined with the implementation of biased 

educational policies further exacerbated the harm of segregation. Black and Latinx 

students were limited from accessing educational opportunities. Segregation separates 

students of color from power, opportunity, and supportive spaces that honor and value 

their identities.  According to the 2020 AI, students of color from Marin City who attend 

Tamalpais High School in Mill Valley consistently report not feeling welcomed or 

included, and as reported in 2016, zero percent of African American students in Marin 

felt connected to their school. 

 As a result of the State Justice Department’s finding in 2019, Sausalito Marin City School 

District prepared an Integration Generation Plan which would include reparations to 

graduates in the form of long-term academic and career counseling and support higher 

education applications and skilled workforce employment.  The Plan was adopted in June 

2021. 39  Unification of the two schools in the district, Bayside MLK and WCA into one 

single school was one of the most expedient ways to achieve the goals of integration and 

the benefits of diverse classrooms for all students in the district. The District opened a 

single unified TK-8 grade school on August 23rd, 2021 and was considered a successful 

process – retaining over 92% of Willow Creek families and 99% of Bayside MLK families. 

As of April 2022, the District has met all 5 -10 and 15-year benchmarks of the settlement 

agreement and is in a monitoring  stage. 

 

39 https://www.smcsd.org/documents/About-Us/Strategic%20Plan/Comprehensive-Education-Plan-Revised-

6_17_2021.pdf  https://www.smcsd.org/documents/About-Us/Strategic%20Plan/Comprehensive-Education-Plan-

Revised-6_17_2021.pdf  

https://www.smcsd.org/documents/About-Us/Strategic%20Plan/Comprehensive-Education-Plan-Revised-6_17_2021.pdf
https://www.smcsd.org/documents/About-Us/Strategic%20Plan/Comprehensive-Education-Plan-Revised-6_17_2021.pdf


2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-94  Marin Countywide Plan   

Transportation  

Regional Trends 

According to ABAG’s Plan Bay Area 2040, regional mismatch between employment 

growth relative to the housing supply has resulted in a disconnect between where people 

live and work. Overall, the Bay Area has added nearly two jobs for every housing unit built 

since 1990. The deficit in housing production has been particularly severe in terms of 

housing affordable to lower- and middle wage workers, especially in many of the jobs-

rich, high-income communities along the Peninsula and in Silicon Valley. As a result, there 

have been record levels of freeway congestion and, before the COVID pandemic,  historic 

crowding on transit systems like Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART), Caltrain and San 

Francisco’s Municipal Railway (Muni). 

HUD’s opportunity indicators can provide a picture of transit use and access in Marin 

County through the  transit index 40 and low transportation cost.41 Index values can range 

from zero to 100 and are reported per race so that differences in access to transportation 

can be evaluated based on race. In the County, transit index values range from 61 to 69, 

with White residents scoring lower and Black and Hispanic residents scoring highest. 

Given that higher the transit trips index, the more likely residents utilize public transit, 

Black and Hispanics are more likely to use public transit.  For residents living below the 

poverty line, the index values have a larger range from 61 for White residents to 75 for 

Hispanic residents. Regardless of income, White residents have lower index values- and 

thus a lower likelihood of using transit.  

Low transportation cost index values have a larger range than transit index values from 

65 to 75 across all races and were similar for residents living below the poverty line. Black 

and Hispanic residents have the highest low transportation cost index values, regardless 

of poverty status. Considering a higher “low transportation cost” index value indicates a 

lower cost of transportation, public transit is less costly for Black and Hispanics than other 

groups in the County. 

Transit patterns in Figure D- 27 show that transit is concentrated throughout North, 

Central, and Southern Marin along the City Centered Corridor from Novato to Marin 

City/Sausalito. In addition, there are connections eastbound; San Rafael connects 101 

North/South and 580 Richmond Bridge going East (Contra Costa County) and Novato 

connects 101 North/South and 37 going East towards Vallejo (Solano County)  Internally, 

public transit along Sir Francis Drake Blvd connects from Olema to Greenbrae.  

 

40 Transit Trips Index: This index is based on estimates of transit trips taken by a family that meets the following 

description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50 percent of the median income for renters for the region 

(i.e. the Core-Based Statistical Area (CBSA). The higher the transit trips index, the more likely residents in that 

neighborhood utilize public transit. 
41  Low Transportation Cost Index: This index is based on estimates of transportation costs for a family that meets the 

following description: a 3-person single-parent family with income at 50 percent of the median income for renters for 

the region/CBSA.  The higher the index, the lower the cost of transportation in that neighborhood. 
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Figure D- 27: Public Transit 
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All nine Bay Areas counties are connected via public transportation. Marin Transit 

Authority (MTA) operates all bus routes that begin and end in the County. Golden Gate 

Transit provides connections from Marin to San Francisco, Sonoma and Contra Costa 

County. In 2017, MTA conducted an onboard survey of their ridership and identified the 

Canal District of San Rafael as having a high rating of a “typical” transit rider”. That typical 

rider was described as, “42 percent of households have annual income of less than 

$25,000, 90 percent of individuals identify as Hispanic or Latino, 19 percent of households 

have no vehicle, 17 percent have three or more workers in their homes, 30 percent have 

five or more workers living with them, and Spanish is spoken in 84 percent of 

households.”42 According to the survey, residents in the Canal area had the highest 

percentage of trips that began or ended in routes provided by Marin Transit. 

In addition to its fixed routes, MTA offers several other transportation options and some 

that are available for specific populations: 

• Novato Dial-A-Ride - designed to fill gaps in Novato's local transit service and 

connects service with Marin Transit and Golden Gate Transit bus routes. 

• ADA Paratransit Service – provides transportation for people unable to ride regular 

bus and trains due to a disability.  It serves and operates in the same areas, same 

days and hours as public transit. 

• Discount Taxi Program – called Marin-Catch-A-Ride, it offers discount rides by taxi 

and other licensed vehicles if you are at least 80 years old; or are 60 and unable to 

drive; or you are eligible for ADA Paratransit Service. 

• West Marin Stage – provides public bus service from West Marin to Highway 101 

corridor which connects with Marin Transit and Golden Gate Transit bus routes.  

 

Local Trends 

There are no opportunity indices at the unincorporated County level. However, regional 

trends show a need for connecting West Marin to the transportation hubs in North, 

Central, and South Marin.  For this reason, MTA operates the West Marin Stagecoach 

which consists of two regularly operating bus routes between central and West Marin. 

Route 61 goes to Marin City, Mill Valley, and Stinson Beach. Route 68 goes to San Rafael, 

San Anselmo, Point Reyes and Inverness (Figure D- 28). The Stagecoach also connects 

with Marin Transit and Golden Gate Transit bus routes. However, the Northern Coastal 

West Marin area does not have any public transit connection to the south. Bus transit 

(brown dots in Figure D- 27 and routes 61 and 86 of Stagecoach Figure D- 28) only 

connect as far north as Inverness.  This lack of transit connection affects the minority 

populations and the persons with disabilities concentrated in the west part of the County 

(Figure D- 3 and Figure D- 7). The lack of infrastructure as far as Northern Coastal West 

Marin is due to its low population density. Overall, West Marin has historically been rural 

with a focus on agriculture, open space preservation, and park lands.  The population of 

West Marin is approximately 16,000 people, or about 6.5 percent of the population of 

 

42 From the 2020 County of Marin Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 
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Marin County, residing in more than half the land area of the county. While the overall 

density of the community is very low, residents cluster in towns and villages, with the vast 

areas of designated open space in West Marin being virtually uninhabited. Further 

impacting the area is the Coastal Act, which preserves access to the coast and promotes 

visitor serving uses over uses for local residents.  

Together these factors have resulted in less access to infrastructure such as public 

transportation, which likely resulted in the areas’ low TCAC Opportunity scores as well. 
Due to the small widely distributed population, community services such as grocery stores 

and health clinics are also absent in much of the area.  

Figure D- 28: West Marin Stagecoach Routes 

 

 

Economic Development 

Regional Trends 

The Bay Area has a regi0nalregi0malregi0mal economy  which has grown to be the fourth 

largest metropolitan region in the United States today, with over 7.7 million people 

residing in the nine-county, 7,000 square-mile area. In recent years, the Bay Area 

economy has experienced record employment levels during a tech expansion surpassing 

the “dot-com” era of the late 1990s. The latest boom has extended not only to the South 

Bay and Peninsula — the traditional hubs of Silicon Valley — but also to neighborhoods 

in San Francisco and cities in the East Bay, most notably Oakland. The rapidly growing 

and changing economy has also created significant housing and transportation 

challenges due to job-housing imbalances. 
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HUD’s opportunity indicators provide values for labor market index43 and jobs proximity 

index44 that can be measures for economic development in Marin County. Like the other 

HUD opportunity indicators, scores range from 0 to 100 and are published by race and 

poverty level to identify differences in the relevant “opportunity” (in this case economic 

opportunity).  The labor market index value is based on the level of employment, labor 

force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract- a higher score means 

higher labor force participation and human capital in a neighborhood. Marin County’s 

labor market index values have a significant range from 49 to 86, with Black residents 

scoring lowest and White residents scoring highest. Scores for Marin County residents 

living below the poverty line drop notably for Hispanic residents (from 68 to 57), increase 

for Black residents (from 49 to 55) and remain the same for all other races.  These values 

indicate that Black and Hispanic residents living in poverty have the lowest labor force 

participation and human capital in the County.  

HUD’s jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a neighborhood to jobs in the 

region. Index values can range from 0 to 100 and a higher index value indicate better the 

access to employment opportunities for residents in a neighborhood. County jobs 

proximity index values range from 65 to 75 and are highest for Hispanic and Black 

residents. The jobs proximity value map in Figure D- 29 shows the distribution of scores 

in the region. Regionally, tracts along the northern San Pablo Bay shore and northern San 

Francisco Bay shore (Oakland and San Francisco) have the highest job proximity scores   

In Marin County, the highest values are in Central Marin at the intersection of Highway 

101 and Highway 580 from south San Rafael to Corte Madera. Some census tracts in 

North and Southern Marin along Highway 101 also have high jobs proximity values, 

specifically in south Novato and Sausalito. The Town of Tiburon in Southern Marin also 

has the highest scoring census tracts. Western North and Central Marin and some West 

Marin tracts, including the unincorporated Valley community (west of Highway 101) have 

the lowest jobs proximity scores. 

 

43 Labor Market Engagement Index: The labor market engagement index provides a summary description of the relative 

intensity of labor market engagement and human capital in a neighborhood. This is based upon the level of employment, 

labor force participation, and educational attainment in a census tract. The higher the score, the higher the labor force 

participation and human capital in a neighborhood. 
44 Jobs Proximity Index: The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood as a 

function of its distance to all job locations within a region/CBSA, with larger employment centers weighted more heavily. 

The higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents in a neighborhood. 
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Figure D- 29: Regional Jobs Proximity Index by Block Group (2017) 
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The TCAC Economic Scores are a composite of jobs proximity index values as well as 

poverty, adult education, employment, and median home value characteristics.45  TCAC 

economic scores range from 0 to 1, where higher values indicate more positive economic 

outcomes. The map in Figure D- 30 shows that the lowest economic scores are located 

along the northern San Pablo shores as well as many census tracts in North and West 

Marin, southern Sonoma County, Solano, and Contra Costa County. In Marin County, the 

lowest economic scores are located in northern West Marin and North Marin, as well as 

some census tracts in Central Marin and at the southern tip of the County (Marin 

Headlands). The highest TCAC economic scores are located along coastal West Marin 

communities, Southern Marin, and parts of Central Marin including the cites of Larkspur, 

Mill Valley, Corte Madera, Sausalito, and Tiburon.  

Figure D- 30: Regional TCAC Economic Score by Tract (2021) 

   

 

45 See TCAC Opportunity Maps at the beginning of section  for more information on TCAC maps and scores.  
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Local Trends  

Related to the location of the transportation hubs in Central and Southern Marin, jobs 

proximity index scores46 are also highest in these areas, especially in the incorporated 

cities of San Rafael and  Corte Madera (Figure D- 29). This means that the unincorporated 

communities in southern West Marin as well as Santa Venetia, Strawberry, Kentfield, and 

Tam Valley, while not having the highest index values, are closest to these job hubs, 

compared to Northern West Marin and Coastal West Marin. By contrast, the incorporated 

communities in the Valley, Northern Coastal West Marin, Lucas-Valley, and Black Point- 

Green Point have the lowest job proximity index values (40 to 60).  

Again, as with regional trends, proximity to jobs does not always reflect positive economic 

outcomes for the residents of that area. The TCAC Economic scores are a metric for 

poverty, adult education, employment,  median home value, and jobs proximity for the 

population in a census tract. While the Valley had the lowest proximity index, its TCAC 

Economic score is amongst the highest (Figure D- 30). Overall, the highest economic 

resources are located in the Central Coastal West Marin, Santa Venetia, Lucas Valley, 

Kentfield, Strawberry, and Tam Valley, while the lowest economic scores are located in 

Black-Point Green Point, Marin City, Northern Coastal West Marin, and Central Coastal 

West Marin . Of important note then are Marin City- an area close to jobs but with a low 

economic score, and Black Point- Green Point and Northern Coastal West Marin, which 

scored low on both proximity to jobs and economic scores.  

Marin City’s lower TCAC composite score (compared to its neighboring areas) can be 

attributed to its  lower economic score.  The TCAC Economic Score is a combination of 

poverty, median home values, adult education, employment and jobs proximity (Table D- 

16) The past discriminatory practices that affected Marin City’s Black residents continue 

to have had an impact in the economic outcome of this community.  

The history of Marin City and its contribution to Marin County is a local example of how 

historic government policies and practices helped create the segregated communities 

that continue to exist today. In 1942, Kenneth Bechtel, an industrial builder, signed a 

contract with the U.S. government to construct transport vessels or the U.S. Navy. It 

created Marinship, which during World War II built nearly 100 liberty ships and tankers. 

The Bechtel Company was also given permission to develop a community to house some 

of its workers, and the unincorporated community of Marin City was constructed as a 

temporary housing facility.    

Since Marinship faced a shortfall in local, available workers, Bechtel overlooked the 

workplace exclusions that were standard at the time and recruited African Americans from 

southern states such as Louisiana, Arkansas, Texas and Oklahoma.  At its peak in 1944, 

 

46 The jobs proximity index quantifies the accessibility of a given residential neighborhood as a function of 

its distance to all job locations within a region/CBSA, with larger employment centers weighted more 

heavily. The higher the index value, the better the access to employment opportunities for residents in a 

neighborhood. 
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Marinship employed 22,000 workers from every state in the Union, and Marin City had a 

population of 6,500 people, including over 1,000 school-aged children, and was home to 

Midwestern Whites (85 percent), southern Blacks (10 percent), and Chinese immigrants 

(five percent).Marin City was the country's first integrated Federal housing project, and 

eventually would be hailed as a model city for the company’s workers and a bold social 

experiment in race relations.  During an era when segregation was widely practiced in 

California as well as across the country, Marin City was a diverse, racially integrated 

community.  

At the end of the war, military veterans returned in droves.  Housing was in short supply 

and families were doubling up. With a large civilian housing shortage, the National 

Housing Act of 1949 was created.  

Under the National Housing Act, the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) guaranteed 

bank loans to housing developments that were designed to move Whites out of integrated, 

urban areas into all-White subdivisions in the suburbs. FHA loan guarantees were made 

to developers on the condition that homes could be sold only to Whites. Racially restrictive 

covenants were used to prevent people of color from purchasing homes in White 

communities in Marin, and the Federal Housing Administration’s Underwriting Manual 

recommended the use of restrictive covenants to “provide the surest protection against 

undesirable encroachment and inharmonious use.”  While the Civil Rights Act of 1969 

prohibited such transactions, many of these covenants still remain in property deeds in 

Marin., although they are unenforceable.  

White veterans and their families returning from World War II were able to purchase 

homes with mortgages that were guaranteed by the Federal Government.  Many homes 

in Marin in the late 1940s were selling for $7,000 to $8,000 and families often got 

mortgages with 0 percent to five percent down payments. In some cases, the monthly 

cost to purchase a home was less than what a family would pay for rent in public housing.  

Today’s wealth inequality was created, in part, after World War II when explicit policies 

and programs of the Federal government provided Whites the opportunities for home 

ownership with very affordable prices and financing, while African Americans were 

prohibited from participating in the same programs.  Today, the home equity appreciation 

for families who were able to purchase homes after the war has allowed those families to 

use their accumulated wealth to finance college educations, fund retirement, bequeath 

money, and to support their children’s home ownership.  For generations, African 

Americans have not had those same opportunities. 

Environment 

Regional Trends 

Environmental conditions residents live in can be affected by past and current land uses 

like landfills or proximity to freeways The TCAC Environmental Score shown in Figure D- 

31 is based on CalEnviroScreen 3.0 scores. The California Office of Environmental Health 

Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) compiles these scores to help identify California 

communities disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution. In addition to 

environmental factors (pollutant exposure, groundwater threats, toxic sites, and 
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hazardous materials exposure) and sensitive receptors (seniors, children, persons with 

asthma, and low birth weight infants), CalEnviroScreen also takes into consideration 

socioeconomic factors. These factors include educational attainment, linguistic isolation, 

poverty, and unemployment. TCAC Environmental Scores range from 0 to 1, where higher 

scores indicate a more positive environmental outcome (better environmental quality)  

Regionally, TCAC environmental scores are lowest in the tracts along the San Pablo and 

San Francisco Bay shores, except for the coastal communities of San Rafael and Mill 

Valley in Marin County. Inland tracts in Contra Costa and Solano County also have low 

environmental scores. In Marin County, TCAC Environmental scores are lowest in the 

West Marin areas of the unincorporated County from Dillon Beach in the north to Muir 

Beach in the South, east of Tomales Bay and Shoreline Highway. In addition, census tracts 

in Black Point-Green Point, Novato, and southern San Rafael (Canal and California Park) 

have “less positive environmental outcomes.”  More positive environmental outcomes are 

located in tracts in the City-Centered Corridor along Highway 101, from North Novato to 

Sausalito (Figure D- 31). 

Figure D- 31 shows the TCAC Environmental Score based on CalEnviroScreen 3.0. 

However, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has released updated 

scored in February 2020 (CalEnviroScreen 4.0). The CalEnviroScreen 4.o scores in 

Figure D- 32 are based on percentiles and show that the Canal and California Park 

Communities in San Rafael and Marin City have the highest percentile and are 

disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution.  

HUD’s opportunity index for “environmental health” summarizes potential exposure to 

harmful toxins at a neighborhood level. Index values range from 0 to 100 and the higher 

the index value, the less exposure to toxins harmful to human health. Therefore, the higher 

the value, the better the environmental quality of a neighborhood, where a neighborhood 

is a census block-group. In Marin County, environmental health index values range from 

77 for Blacks to 83 for Hispanics (Table D- 18). The range is similar for the population 

living below the federal poverty line, with Black residents living in poverty still scoring 

lowest (76) but Native American residents living in poverty scoring highest among all 

races (85) and higher than the entire County Native American population (86 and 81, 

respectively). Environmental health indices for White population falls within the range of 

that of minority populations 81 for all White population and 83 for White population under 

the federal poverty line.  
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Figure D- 31: Regional TCAC Environmental Score by Tract (2021) 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-105 

Figure D- 32: Regional CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores by Tract (2021) 
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Local Trends 

It is important to note that CalEnviroScreen scores (and thus TCAC environmental scores) 

measure not only environmental factors and sources of pollution but also takes into 

consideration socioeconomic factors that makes residents more sensitive to pollution to 

identify disproportionately burdened communities.  

For this reason, CalEnviroScreen scores are used to identify SB 535 Disadvantaged 

Communities. Disadvantaged communities in California are specifically targeted for 

investment of proceeds from the state’s Cap-and-Trade Program. These investments are 

aimed at improving public health, quality of life and economic opportunity in California’s 

most burdened communities, and at the same time, reducing pollution that causes climate 

change. The investments are authorized by the California Global Warming Solutions Act 

of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32, Nunez, 2016). Figure D- 33Figure D- 33 shows the 

disadvantaged communities designated by CalEPA for the purpose of SB 535. These 

areas represent the 25 percent highest scoring census tracts in CalEnviroScreen 4.0, 

census tracts previously identified in the top 25 percent in CalEnviroScreen 3.0, census 

tracts with high amounts of pollution and low populations, and federally recognized tribal 

areas as identified by the Census in the 2021 American Indian Areas Related National 

Geodatabase. There are no disadvantaged communities in Marin County. 

Despite Figure D- 32 (CalEnviroScreen 4.0) and Figure D- 33 (SB 35 disadvantaged 

communities) do not identify any communities in Marin County as being 

disproportionately burdened by pollution, Figure D- 31 (based on CalEnviroscreen 3.0 

scores) do show that among the unincorporated county communities, the lowest TCAC 

Environmental scores are located in West Marin and Black Point-Green Point (Figure D- 

31). These lower Environmental scores are likely due to the socioeconomic 

characteristics of these areas, such as health outcomes, education, housing burdens, 

poverty, and unemployment.   
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Figure D- 33: SB 535 Disadvantaged Communities – Marin County 

 

Healthy Places 

Regional Trends  

Residents should have the opportunity to live a healthy life and live in healthy 

communities. The Healthy Places Index (HPI) is a new tool that allows local officials to 

diagnose and change community conditions that affect health outcomes and the 

wellbeing of residents. The HPI tool was developed by the Public Health Alliance of 

Southern California to assist in comparing community conditions across the state and 

combined 25 community characteristics such as housing, education, economic, and 

social factors into a single indexed HPI Percentile Score, where lower percentiles indicate 

lower conditions. Figure D- 34 shows the HPI percentile score distributions in the Region 

tend to be above 60 percent except in some concentrated areas in the cities of Vallejo, 

Richmond, Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco- each county along the bays have at 

least one cluster of tracts with an HPI below 60 (blue).  

Local Trends  

All of the tracts within the unincorporated county areas scored above the 60 th percentile 

of the Healthy Place Index Scores except for Marin City. All of Marin City scored in the 

lower 40th percentile. Marin City has also been identified as having low access to healthy 

foods in the 2020 AI. 
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Figure D- 34: Regional Healthy Places Index by Tract (2021) 
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Open Space and Recreation. 

Regional Trends 

According to Plan Bay Area 2040, a strong regional movement emerged during the latter 

half of the 20th century to protect farmland and open space. Local governments adopted 

urban growth boundaries and helped lead a “focused growth” strategy with support from 

environmental groups and regional agencies to limit sprawl, expand recreational 

opportunities, and preserve scenic and natural resources. However, this protection has 

strained the region’s ability to build the housing needed for a growing population. In 

addition, maintaining the existing open space does not ensure equal access to it.  

In Marin County, the Marin County Parks and Open Space Department operates a system 

that includes regional and community parks, neighborhood parks, and 34 open space 

preserves that encompass 19,300 acres and 190 miles of unpaved public trails. In 2007, 

500 Marin County residents participated in a telephone survey, and more than 60 percent 

of interviewees perceived parks and open space agencies favorably, regardless of 

geographic area, age, ethnicity, or income. However, in 2019, the Parks Department 

conducted a Community Survey and identified the cost of entrance and fees to be 

obstacles for access to County parks.  As a result, in July of 2019, entry fees were reduced 

from $10 to $5 for three popular parks in the County, and admission to McNears Beach 

Park pool, located in San Rafael, was free beginning on August 1, 2019. 

Local Trends 

Despite the large acreage of open spaces throughout the County, there are still some 

communities that lack access to open space and recreation (Figure D- 35). Northern 

Coastal West Marin appear to be furthest from federal and state open spaces/parks. 

Northern Coastal West Marin also lacks public transportation to the south to the nearest 

open spaces. In the more densely populated areas of the County (North, Central, and 

South Marin) open space and recreation areas are limited and mostly concentrated east 

of Highway 101. Despite this limited open space, most unincorporated county 

communities have at least County park access  

As stated before, Marin City is a community with a disproportionate concentration of 

minorities and low income residents. From 1990 to 2015, Marin City, which had the 

highest African American population in the County and according to the Marin Food Policy 

Council, one of the highest obesity rates, did not have an outdoor recreational space.  In 

2015, the Trust for Public Land, in collaboration with the Marin City Community Services 

District, designed and opened Rocky Graham Park in Marin City.  According to the 2020 

AI,  while the park contains “a tree-house-themed play structure, drought-resistant turf 

lawn, adult fitness areas, and a mural showcasing scenes from Marin City's history,” Marin 

City continues to have limited access to surrounding open spaces and hiking trails. 
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Figure D- 35: Marin County Open Space 
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Home Loans  

A key aspect of fair housing choice is equal access to credit for the purchase or 

improvement of a home, particularly in light of the continued impacts of the lending/credit 

crisis called the Great Recession.  In the past, credit market distortions and discriminatory 

practices such as “redlining” were prevalent and prevented some groups from having 

equal access to credit.  The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) in 1977 and the 

subsequent Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) were designed to improve access to 

credit for all members of the community and hold the lender industry responsible for 

community lending. Under HMDA, lenders are required to disclose information on the 

disposition of home loan applications and on the race or national origin, gender, and 

annual income of loan applicants.  

Regional Trends 

The 2020 Marin County Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice examined 

lending practices across Marin County. According to HMDA, in 2017, there were a total 

of 11,688 loans originated for Marin properties. Of the 11,688 original loan applications, 

6,534 loans were approved, representing 56 percent of all applications, 1,320 loans 

denied, representing 11 percent of the total applications, and there were 1,555 applicants 

who withdrew their applications, which represents 13 percent of all applications (Table D- 

21). Hispanic and Black/African American residents were approved at lower rates and 

denied at higher rates than all applicants in the County.  

Table D- 21: Loan Approval, Denial, and Withdrawal by Race 
 

All Applicants White Asian Hispanic/ 
Latinx 

Black/African 
American 

Loans approved 55.9% 60.0% 59.0% 50.0% 48.0% 

Loans denied 11.3% 12.0% 16.0% 18.0% 19.0% 

Loans withdrawn by applicant 13.3% 14.0% 13.0% 19.0% 14.0% 

Source: 2017 HMDA, as presented in 2020 Marin County AI.  
Note: Data did not add up to 100% in source.   

 

According to the 2020 AI, there were several categories for reasons loans were denied.  

Under the category, “Loan Denial Reason: insufficient cash - down payment and closing 

costs,” African Americans were denied 0.7 percent more than White applicants.  Denial 

of loans due to credit history significantly affected Asian applicants more than others; and 

under the category of “Loan Denial Reason: Other”, the numbers are starkly higher for 

African American applicants.   Other reasons may include: debt-to-income ratio; 

employment history; credit history; collateral; insufficient cash; unverifiable information; 

credit application incomplete; mortgage insurance denied. 
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The AI also identified that many residents who lived in Marin City during the Marinship 

years47 were not allowed to move from Marin City to other parts of the County because of 

discriminatory housing and lending policies and practices. For those residents, Marin City 

has been the only place where they have felt welcomed and safe in the County. 

Based on the identified disparities of lending patterns for residents of color and a history 

of discriminatory lending practices, the AI recommended further fair lending 

investigations/testing into the disparities identified through the HMDA data analysis. More 

generally, it recommended that HMDA data for Marin County should be monitored on an 

ongoing basis to analyze overall lending patterns in the County. In addition, lending 

patterns of individual lenders should be analyzed, to gauge how effective the Community 

Reinvestment Act (CRA) programs of individual lenders are in reaching all communities 

to ensure that people of all races and ethnicities have equal access to loans. 

Local Trends  

As the 2020 AI found, disparities in lending practices disproportionately affect people of 

color in the County, especially African Americans in Marin City. In December 2021, 

FHANC and a Marin City couple sued a San Rafael appraiser in federal court for alleged 

race discrimination after they were given an appraisal in February 2020 $455,000 less 

than an appraisal done in March 2019. The couple sought to refinance their home and 

thought the February 2020 appraisal of $995,000 was very low. To test their assumption 

of discrimination, they asked for a third appraisal and removed any indicators of their race- 

including removing pictures- and asked a white friend to meet the appraiser. The third 

appraisal valued the house at $1,482,500.  According to the Marin Independent Journal, 

their suit argues that “‘Marin City has a long history of undervaluation based on 

stereotypes, redlining, discriminatory appraisal standards, and actual or perceived racial 

demographics. Choosing to use comps located in Marin City means that the valuation is 

dictated by these past sale prices, which were the direct product of racial 

discrimination.”48 More details on this case can be found in the press release from FHANC 

found in Figure D- 36. This suit is an example of how the approach used to generate 

appraisal values (years of past sales reviewed and radius of search) can exacerbate past 

discriminatory practices and continue to disproportionately affect Marin City residents. 

Monitoring lending practices as recommended by the 2020 AI should consider these 

practices in its analyses.  

 

 

47 Marinship is a community of workers created by the Bechtel Company which during World War II built nearly 100 

liberty ships and tankers. Since Marinship faced a shortfall in local, available workers, Bechtel overlooked the workplace 

exclusions that were standard at the time and recruited African Americans from southern states such as Louisiana, 

Arkansas, Texas and Oklahoma. A thorough history if Marin City and Marinship is found in the local knowledge section.   
48 Halstead, Richard. (December 6, 2021). “Marin appraiser sued for alleged race discrimination”, Marin 

Independent Journal. https://www.marinij.com/2021/12/06/marin-appraiser-sued-for-alleged-race-

discrimination/  https://www.marinij.com/2021/12/06/marin-appraiser-sued-for-alleged-race-discrimination/   

https://www.marinij.com/2021/12/06/marin-appraiser-sued-for-alleged-race-discrimination/
https://www.marinij.com/2021/12/06/marin-appraiser-sued-for-alleged-race-discrimination/
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Figure D- 36: FHANC Press Release- Austin Case 
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Summary: Access to Opportunity Issues 

The analysis of access to opportunities revealed disproportionate access in three different 

communities: Northern Coastal West, Black Point-Greenpoint, and Marin City. Northern 

Coastal West Marin is not well connected by transportation to the rest of the County, and 

perhaps due to a lack of connection, also has low jobs proximity and economic scores. , 

since the County’s economic center is located in Central and Southern Marin. Northern 

Coastal West Marin also had low education outcomes. Shoreline School District (which 

serves Northern Coastal West Marin) had higher Educational Report than San Rafael 

School District but lower than Tamalpais Union School District. Specifically, students of 

color and White students in Shoreline Unified District had large gaps in their educational 

outcomes and all Shoreline students had the lowest College enrollment and college 

competition rates.  

Marin City, which has already been identified as a RECAP and a community with a 

concentration of special needs population had mixed resources (moderate and high) but 

lower economic scores despite being close to the County’s economic center. Marin City 

also ranked low in its Healthy Place Index and has seen issues of home loan discrimination 

that are attributed to past discriminatory practices such as redlining and undervaluation 

due to it concentration of Black/African American residents. Residents of Marin City also 

have limited access to protected open space.   

Overall, Black Point-Green Point was classified as Moderate Resources and also had 

lower economic scores, lower jobs proximity scores, and lower education scores. 

However, the categorization of this community as Moderate Resource is almost 

exclusively derived from data points relating to the characteristics of the community, 

rather than its residents. Black Point-Green Point’s lower jobs proximity score is likely due 

to the community’s relative isolation in the north east corner of Marin and distance from 

the nearest jobs (the area’s major retail corridors are located in the Vintage Oaks 

shopping Center, about 4-5 miles to the south east, and downtown Novato). Until the 

SMART train was fully implemented in 2017, the area was not served by transit and 

experienced a disconnect from the rest of the area. The nearest SMART train station 

(Novato San Marin) is located directly adjacent to the 101 freeway, and about 3 miles from 

the community. The 2016 Black Point-Green Point Community Plan notes the suggestion 

of a shuttle service linking the community to the station. The area is predominately 

residential and does not have any local serving commercial use, except for a small deli 

and storage facility. The nearest grocery store is in the Hamilton area of Novato, about 5-

6 miles south. There is no school within the community’s boundaries; children from the 

community must travel to other parts of Novato for school. Though these characteristics 

would often yield special needs or lack of resources, the area is not known regionally as 

such. The residents in Greenpoint – Black Point are predominantly rich, non-Hispanic 

white, and well-educated, and. it is likely that the TCAC methodology does not account for 

the unique characteristics of Black Point- Green Point 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-117 

5. Disproportionate Needs 

The AFFH Rule Guidebook defines disproportionate housing needs as a condition in 

which there are significant disparities in the proportion of members of a protected class 

experiencing a category of housing needs when compared to the proportion of a member 

of any other relevant groups or the total population experiencing the category of housing 

need in the applicable geographic area (24 C.F.R. § 5.152). The analysis is completed by 

assessing cost burden, overcrowding, and substandard housing. 

The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) developed by the Census for 

HUD provides detailed information on housing needs by income level for different types 

of households in Marin County. Housing problems considered by CHAS include:  

• Housing cost burden, including utilities, exceeding 30 percent of gross income;  

• Severe housing cost burden, including utilities, exceeding 50 percent of gross 

income;  

• Overcrowded conditions (housing units with more than one person per room); and 

• Units with physical defects (lacking complete kitchen or bathroom 

According to CHAS data based on the 2013-2017 ACS, approximately 40 percent of 

Marin County households experience housing problems, compared to 35 percent of 

households in unincorporated Marin County. In both the County and unincorporated 

County, renters are more likely to be affected by housing problems than owners.  

Cost Burden 

Regional Trends 

As presented in Table D- 22, in Marin County, approximately 38 percent of households 

experience cost burdens. Renters experience cost burdens at higher rates than owners 

(48 percent compared to 32 percent), regardless of race. Among renters, American Indian 

and Pacific Islander households experience the highest rates of cost burdens (63 percent 

and 86 percent, respectively). Geographically, cost burdened renter households are 

concentrated in census tracts in North and Central Marin in Novato and San Rafael (Figure 

D- 37). In these tracts, between 60 and 80 percent of renter households experience cost 

burdens. Throughout the incorporated County census tracts, between 40 and 60 percent 

of renter households are experiencing cost burdens. Cost-burdened owner households 

are concentrated in West Marin in the census tract surrounding Bolinas Bay and in 

Southern Marin within Sausalito (Figure D- 38).  
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Table D- 22: Housing Problems and Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity – Marin 

County 

 White Black Asian Am. Ind. Pac Isl. Hispanic All 

With Housing Problem 

Owner-Occupied 31.8% 41.1% 30.7% 37.5% 0.0% 52.7% 32.9% 

Renter-
Occupied 

47.9% 59.5% 51.2% 62.5% 85.7% 73.7% 53.2% 

All Households 36.6% 54.5% 38.7% 43.8% 54.5% 67.5% 40.2% 

With Cost Burden  

Owner-Occupied 31.2% 41.1% 29.0% 37.5% 0.0% 49.4% 32.2% 

Renter-
Occupied 

45.1% 57.5% 41.5% 62.5% 85.7% 58.9% 47.7% 

All Households 35.4% 53.1% 33.9% 43.8% 54.5% 56.1% 37.7% 

Note: Used CHAS data based on 2013-2017 ACS despite more recent data being available because the ABAG Housing 
Data Needs Package presented CHAS data for the unincorporated County for this time frame  
Source: HUD CHAS Data (based on 2013-2017 ACS).  
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Figure D- 37: Regional Cost Burdened Renter Households by Tract (2019) 
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Figure D- 38: Regional Cost Burdened Owner Households by Tract (2019) 
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Housing problems and cost burdens can also affect special needs populations 

disproportionately. Table D- 23 shows that renter elderly and large households 

experience housing problems and cost burdens at higher rates than all renters, all 

households, and their owner counterparts.  

Table D- 23: Housing Problems, Elderly and Large Households – Marin County 
 Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied All HH 
 

Elderly Large HH All Owner Elderly Large HH All 
Renters 

Any Housing Problem 34.0% 30.2% 32.9% 59.3% 74.0% 53.2% 34.0% 

Cost Burden > 30%  33.6% 26.7% 32.2% 55.9% 50.0% 47.7% 33.6% 

Source:  HUD CHAS, (2013-2017).  

 

Local Trends 

Housing problem and cost burden rates are lower in the unincorporated County (35 

percent and 34 percent, respectively, Table D- 24) than in the County overall (40 and 38 

percent). However, trends of disproportionate housing problems and cost burdens for 

Black and Hispanic residents persist in the unincorporated County. About two-thirds of all 

Black and Hispanic households experience housing problems. Like in the County, owner 

households experience housing problems and cost burdens at lower rates than renter 

households in unincorporated areas... Also, owner housing problems and cost burden 

rates are similar for White, Black, and Asian owners, but higher for Hispanic households. 

This means that Hispanic households experience housing problems and cost burdens at 

the highest rates regardless of tenure.  
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Table D- 24: Housing Problems and Cost Burden by Race/Ethnicity – 

Unincorporated Marin  County 

 White Black Asian Am. Ind. Pac Isl. Hispanic All 

With Housing Problem 

Owner-
Occupied 

30.5% 32.1% 24.9% N/A N/A 52.3% 30.2% 

Renter-
Occupied 

45.1% 67.9% 42.8% N/A N/A 69.5% 45.9% 

All 
Households 

34.4% 57.7% 31.5% N/A N/A 62.2% 35.0% 

With Cost Burden  

Owner-
Occupied 

30.0
% 

27.4% 23.7% N/A N/A 52.3% 29.6% 

Renter-
Occupied 

42.1
% 

67.9% 39.7% N/A N/A 57.6% 42.2% 

All 
Households 

33.2
% 

56.3% 29.7% N/A N/A 55.4% 33.5% 

Note: Used CHAS data based on 2013-2017 ACS despite more recent data being available because the ABAG Housing 
Data Needs Package presented CHAS data for the unincorporated County for this time frame.  Unincorporated County data 
was calculated by aggregating the values for all the CDPs in the unincorporated county communities as follows: Black Point-
Green Point, Bolinas, Dillon, Inverness, Kentfield, Lagunitas-Forest Knolls, Lucas Valley-Marinwood, Marin City, Muir Beach, 
Nicasio, Point Reyes Station, San Geronimo Santa Venetia, Sleepy Hollow, California, Stinson Beach, Strawberry, 
Tamalpais-Homestead Valley, Tomales, and Woodacre 
Source: HUD CHAS Data (based on 2013-2017 ACS).  

 

As shown in Figure D- 37, the percentage of cost-burdened renter households varies 

across the unincorporated area. Southern Coastal West Marin, the Valley, Tam Valley, 

and Kentfield have the lowest concentration of cost-burdened renters. In these 

communities, fewer than 40 percent of renter households are cost burdened. Cost 

burdened renters are concentrated in Black Point-Green Point, Santa Venetia, and Marin 

City. In these tracts between 40 and 60 percent of owners are cost-burdened.  

Smaller communities like Black Point-Green Point, Lucas Valley, Kentfield, and Tam Valley 

have lower shares of owner households experiencing cost-burdens (Figure D- 38). In 

these tracts, between 20 and 40 percent of owners pay more than 30 percent of their 

income in rent. The majority of the unincorporated County census tracts have between 

40 to 60 percent of owner households experiencing cost-burdens except for Southern 

Coastal West Marin. Southern Coastal West Marin stands out as the tract with the highest 

concentration of cost-burdened owners. While  the map in Figure D- 38 shows that 

between 60 and 60 percent of owner households are cost-burdened, the actual 

percentage of cost-burdened owners is 61 percent, making the rates similar to the rest of 

the unincorporated County tracts.  

As in the County as a whole, owner special needs populations like the elderly and large 

households in the unincorporated communities do not experience housing problems or 
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cost burdens disproportionately compared to all owners and all households in the 

unincorporated county (Table D- 25). About one-third of these special needs owner 

households experience housing problems- similar to all owners (31 percent) and lower 

than all households (36 percent). By contrast, renter elderly households and large 

households experience housing problems at similar rates than renter households but 

higher rates than all households in the unincorporated County. Overall, renter elderly 

households and renter large households are the most affected by housing problems- but 

different types. Whereas the share of elderly renter households experiencing housing 

problems and cost burdens is similar (46 percent and 42percent, respectively), there is a 

large gap in the share of renter large households experiencing any housing problem (42 

percent) and cost burdens (26 percent). This means that 19 percent of the large renter 

households experiencing housing problems live in units with physical defects (lacking 

complete kitchen or bathroom or are living in overcrowded conditions.  

Table D- 25: Housing Problems, Elderly and Large Households – Unincorporated  

County 
 Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied All HH 

 Elderly Large HH All Owners Elderly Large HH All 
Renters 

Any Housing 
Problem 

34.1% 26.9% 31.3% 45.8% 45.2% 47.6% 36.3% 

Cost Burden > 30% 24.1% 30.6% 34.5% 42.1% 25.8% 43.4% 34.5% 

Note: Used CHAS data based on 2013-2017 ACS despite more recent data being available because the ABAG Housing Data 
Needs Package presented CHAS data for the unincorporated County for this time frame.  Unincorporated County data was 
calculated by aggregating the values for all the CDPs in the unincorporated county communities as follows: Black Point-Green 
Point, Bolinas, Dillon, Inverness, Kentfield, Lagunitas-Forest Knolls ,Lucas Valley-Marinwood, Marin City, Muir Beach, Nicasio, 
Point Reyes Station, San Geronimo Santa Venetia, Sleepy Hollow, California, Stinson Beach, Strawberry, Tamalpais-
Homestead Valley, Tomales, and Woodacre 
Source: HUD CHAS Data (based on 2013-2017 ACS). 

 

Overcrowded Households  

Regional Trends  

Overcrowding is defined as housing units with more than one person per room (including 

dining and living rooms but excluding bathrooms and kitchen). According to the 2017 five-

year ACS estimates, about 6.5 percent of households in the Bay Area region are living in 

overcrowded conditions (Table D- 26). About 11 percent of renter households are living 

in overcrowded conditions in the region, compared to three percent of owner households. 

Overcrowding rates in Marin County are lower than the Bay Area (four percent and 6.5 

percent, respectively) and like regional trends, in Marin County a higher proportion of 

renters experience overcrowded conditions compared to renters. Overcrowded 

households in the region are concentrated in Richmond, Oakland, and San Francisco 

(Figure D- 39Figure D- 29).  At the County level, overcrowded households are 

concentrated North and Central Marin, specifically in downtown Novato and the 

southeastern tracts of San Rafael (Canal).  
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While the ACS data shows that overcrowding is not a significant problem, it is likely that 

this data is an undercount, especially with families who may have undocumented 

members. It is also likely that agricultural worker housing is overcrowded and 

undercounted. 

While the lack of affordable housing exists throughout the County, the challenges of 

housing permanent, agricultural workers is further complicated because housing is often 

provided on-site by employers/ranchers and ties the workers’ housing to their 

employment with the owner/rancher. Similar to other low-income populations in the 

County, the lack of affordable housing options may force many agricultural families to live 

in compromised conditions, including substandard housing units and overcrowded living 

situations. 

 

Table D- 26: Overcrowded Households – Bay Area and Marin County  
 

Bay Area Marin County  

Owner-Occupied 3.0% 0.8% 

Renter Occupied 10.9% 9.4% 

All HH  6.5% 3.9% 

Note: Overcrowding means more than one person per household.  
Source: American Community Survey, 2014-2017. Table B25014.  

  

. 
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Figure D- 39: Regional Overcrowded Households by Tract 
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Local Trends 

While Figure D- 39 shows that overcrowding rates are similar across all census tracts in 

the county, the map shows overcrowding rates for renters and owners combined.  Within 

the unincorporated County, renter households are affected by overcrowding at 

significantly higher rates than owner households (Table D- 27). Marin City renter 

households experience high rates of overcrowding- about one in five renter households 

are reported to be living in overcrowded conditions. Renter households in the Valley have 

the second highest overcrowding rate in the unincorporated County. For owner 

households, Southern Coastal West Marin and Santa Venetia renter households 

experience overcrowding disproportionately compared to all other owner households in 

the unincorporated  County.  

 

Table D- 27: Overcrowding Rates by Unincorporated County Community  

Community  Owner Renter 

Black Point-Green Point 1.8% 0.0% 

Northern Costal West Marin 0.0% 0.0% 

Central Coastal West Marin 0.0% 0.0% 

The Valley 1.1% 9.0% 

Southern Coastal West Marin 5.0% 1.4% 

Marinwood/Lucas Valley 1.8% 0.0% 

Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos 4.4% 0.0% 

Kentfield/Greenbrae 1.2% 1.8% 

Strawberry 0.0% 3.3% 

Tam Valley 0.2% 0.9% 

Marin City 0.0% 12.0% 

Unincorporated County 0.9% 13.4% 

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey, 2015-2019, Table B25014. 

 

According to 2014-2019 ACS estimates, Hispanic/Latinx households are disproportionally 

affected by overcrowded conditions. About 15 percent of Hispanic/Latinx households are 

overcrowded, compared to four percent of Asian households and two percent of White 

non-Hispanic households. 49 Overcrowding also affects extremely low income households 

more than any other income group (Figure D- 40). In fact, overcrowding rates generally 

decrease as income level increases.  

 

49 Overcrowding estimates were zero percent for American Indian/Alaska Natives and  Black/ African 

American, and nine percent for other race or multiple races. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American 

Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019), Table B25014, from ABAG Data Package.  
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Figure D- 40: Overcrowding by Income Level 

 

Notes: The Census Bureau defines an overcrowded unit as one occupied by 1.01 persons or more per room (excluding 

bathrooms and kitchens). Income groups are based on HUD calculations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates 

the AMI for different metropolitan areas, and the nine county Bay Area includes the following metropolitan areas: Napa 

Metro Area (Napa County), Oakland-Fremont Metro Area (Alameda and Contra Costa Counties), San Francisco Metro 

Area (Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo Counties), San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara Metro Area (Santa Clara 

County), Santa Rosa Metro Area (Sonoma County), and Vallejo-Fairfield Metro Area (Solano County). The AMI levels 

in this chart are based on the HUD metro area where this jurisdiction is located.  

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy 

(CHAS) ACS tabulation, 2013-2017 release. From the ABAG Data Package.  

 

Substandard Conditions 

Regional Trends 

Incomplete plumbing or kitchen facilities can be used to measure substandard housing 

conditions. Incomplete facilities and housing age are estimated using the 2015-2019 ACS. 

In general, residential structures over 30 years of age require minor repairs and 

modernization improvements, while units over 50 years of age are likely to require major 

rehabilitation such as roofing, plumbing, and electrical system repairs.  

According 2015-2019 ACS estimates, shown in Table D- 28,only  about one percent of 

households in the Bay Area and Marin County lack complete kitchen and plumbing 

facilities. Incomplete kitchen facilities are more common in both the Bay area and Marin 

County and affect renter households more than renter households. In Marin County, one 

percent of households lack complete kitchen facilities and 0.4 percent lack complete 

plumbing facilities.50 More than 2 percent of renters lack complete kitchen facilities 

compared to less than one percent of renter households lacking plumbing facilities.  

 

50 JADUs may not be visible from the street as a separate unit or require a separate address. Given that 

number of JADUs and the American Community Survey (ACS) data is based on a small sample, it is unlikely 

that JADUs would impact the data in any significant manner. 
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Table D- 28: Substandard Housing Conditions –Bay Area and  Marin County  

 Bay Area Marin County 

 Lacking complete 
kitchen facilities 

Lacking complete 
plumbing 
facilities  

Lacking complete 
kitchen facilities 

Lacking complete 
plumbing 
facilities 

Owner 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.3% 

Renter 2.6% 1.1% 2.4% 0.6% 

All Households  1.3% 0.6% 1.0% 0.4% 

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

 

Like overcrowding, ACS data may not reflect the reality of substandard housing conditions 

in the County. Staff has heard code enforcement complaints on substandard conditions 

relating to lack of landlord upkeep/care like moldy carpets, delay in getting hot water back, 

especially from the Hispanic/Latin community. 

Housing age can also be used as an indicator for substandard housing and rehabilitation 

needs. As stated above, structures over 30 years of age require minor repairs and 

modernization improvements, while units over 50 years of age are likely to require major 

rehabilitation. In the County, 86 percent of the housing stock was built prior to 1990, 

including 58 percent built prior to 1970. Figure D- 41 shows median housing age for Marin 

County cities and unincorporated communities Central and Southern Marin, specifically 

the cities of Ross, Fairfax, and San Anselmo, have the oldest housing while Novato, Black 

Point-Green Point, Nicasio, Muir Beach, and Marin City have the most recently built 

housing. 
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Figure D- 41: Median Housing Age by Marin County Cities and Unincorporated 

Communities 

 
Source: 2015-2019 ACS (5-Year Estimates). 

Local Trends 

As in the County as a whole, unincorporated County communities are more likely to lack 

complete kitchen and  plumbing facilities in renter households at higher rates than owner 

households (Table D- 29). Similar to the County as a whole, rates of substandard housing 

conditions are less than two percent regardless of tenure.  

 

Table D- 29: Substandard Housing Issues in Unincorporated County 

Building Amenity Kitchen Plumbing 

Owner 0.2% 0.3% 

Renter 1.4% 0.8% 
Notes: Per HCD guidance, this data should be supplemented by local estimates of units needing to be rehabilitated or 
replaced based on recent windshield surveys, local building department data, knowledgeable builders/developers in the 
community, or nonprofit housing developers or organizations. 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Data (2015-2019), Table B25053, Table B25043, 
Table B25049. From ABAG Data Package.  

 

Estimating the number of substandard units in the County is difficult since code 

enforcement is complaint driven (for the County’s Code Enforcement agency) and 

inspection of multi-family units (3+) is voluntary through the Environmental Health 

Services (EHS). According to County Code Enforcement, most of the complaints related 

to substandard housing are from neighbors related to animal or insect infestation  that’s 
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perceived to come from another unit or home. In most cases, these complaints are not 

substantiated. Therefore, the County does not have any standardized count of 

substandard units. 

EHS inspects all buildings that are have three or more units every other year. However, 

this inspection is voluntary and requires tenant authorization. Of the units EHS inspects, 

only a “handful” were considered substandard. However, there are several 3+ unit 

buildings that seem very much substandard that EHS has not been authorized to inspect, 

especially in West Marin. Marin Housing Authority conducts inspections at a more regular 

basis as part of Housing Quality Standard inspections of units receiving housing choice 

vouchers. Fail rates between 2017 and 2021 ranged from 28 percent to 31 percent. 

However, data was not provided by community/area. Units fail if they don’t meet HUD’s 

Housing Quality Standards “HQS” for decent, safe and sanitary housing. Examples of 

reasons for failing include: Missing or inoperable smoke detectors; appliances not 

working; windows or doors not locking or operating as designed; electrical hazards; and 

unsafe conditions interior or exterior. 

 

Within the unincorporated County, the Valley, Southern Coastal Western Marin, and Tam 

Valley have the largest proportion of housing build before 1990 (Figure D- 42). More than 

90 percent of housing units in these communities are more than 30 years old. By contrast, 

Black Point-Green Point, Central Coastal West Marin, and Marin City have the largest 

percentage of housing stock build after 1990. About 20 percent of housing units in these 

communities is less than 30 years old.  

 

Figure D- 42: Age of Housing by Unincorporated Community  
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Homelessness51 

Categories of housing needs include not only such factors as cost burden, overcrowding, 

and substandard housing conditions but also homelessness. 

Protected Groups 

Homelessness in the County has a disparate impact on protected classes. According to 

the data collected during the 2019 Point in Time52 count and the needs assessment 

conducted to inform the Marin County 2020-2024 Consolidated Plan, the populations 

being impacted disproportionately by homelessness include African American individuals, 

families, individuals with mental and physical disabilities, and older adults in the very low 

and low income range.  

The 2019 PIT count found that Black or African American individuals were 

overrepresented in the homeless population (Table D- 30). While Black residents made 

up 5% of the general population in the County, they made up 17% of the homeless 

population in 2019. Black or African American individuals were also overrepresented in 

homeless subpopulations- they represented about  22% of homeless individuals in 

families and 15% of the older (over 60 years old) homeless population.  

Table D- 30: General County Population vs County Homeless Population by 

Race /Ethnicity (2019) 

Race/Ethnicity General Population Homeless Population 

White 71.2% 66.0% 

Black/African American 2.1% 17.0% 

Multi-Race/Other 4.7% 11.0% 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.2% 3.0% 

Asian 5.9% 2.0% 

Latinx/Hispanic 16.0% 19.0% 

Sources: 2019 Marin County Homeless County and Survey Comprehensive Report ; 2015-2019 
American Community Survey 

 

National data from 2018 suggest that 33% of all people experiencing homelessness are 

persons in families.53 In Marin County, 15 percent of persons experiencing homelessness 

in the 2019 PIT count were persons in families. The 2019 PIT count also reported that 

nationally, the majority of families experiencing homelessness are households headed by 

single women and families with children under the age of six. The 2019 report did not 

 

51 Analysis of disparate impacts on protected classes only available at County level (not unincorporated 

county level) because the 2019 Marin County Homeless County and Survey Comprehensive Report 

provides population character tics for the entire County population surveyed.  
52 While the PIT Count is normally conducted every two years, the 2021 count was delayed to 2022 due to 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Only preliminary results of Marin County's 2022 PIT Count have been released as 

of November 2022 and do not include survey results or characteristics of the homeless population. The 

2019 PIT results are used for this analysis,  
53 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. (2018). The 2018 Annual Assessment Report 

(AHAR) to Congress. Retrieved 2019 from https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2018-

AHAR-Part-1.pdf as cited by the 2019 Marin County Homeless County and Survey Comprehensive Report.  

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2018-AHAR-Part-1.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/2018-AHAR-Part-1.pdf
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provide data on the family type for families experiencing homelessness. However, given 

that single female-headed households with children have the highest rates of poverty in 

the County(15.4 percent, Table D- 31) and poverty is a risk factor for homelessness, single 

female-headed households with children may be disproportionately impacted by 

homelessness in the County. 

Table D- 31: Poverty Rates for Families- Marin County (2019) 

Family/Household Type Total # in Poverty1 % in Poverty 

All Families  66,052   2,477  3.8% 

All Families with children   29,767   1,568  5.3% 

Single- Female Headed   8,102   1,000  12.3% 

Single- Female Headed with children   4,825   744  15.4% 
Note: 1. Income in the past 12 months below federal poverty level 
Source: 2015-2019 American Community Survey, Table B17012 

 

Persons with disabilities are also disproportionately affected by homelessness in the 

County as health conditions affect the housing stability or employment. In 2019, 38% of 

respondents reported having a disabling condition that prevented them from working or 

maintaining stable housing. Two-thirds (66%) of respondents reported experiencing at 

least one health condition, with 42% reporting a psychiatric or emotional condition, 35% 

reporting Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, and 29% reporting chronic health problems. 

About 25% of respondents also reported having a physical disability. Thus, it is important 

to consider accessibility to the location of homeless services.  

Older adults have the compounding factors of having lower incomes and disabilities that 

put them at higher risk of homelessness. The number of older adults experiencing 

homelessness has risen in accordance with the overall growth of the older adult 

population in the County. While homeless older adults have not been identified as a 

specific subpopulation of interest by the federal government, Marin County recognized 

the growing trend and initiated an effort to gather additional information on the population 

in the 2019 PIT. Older adults and those under age 60 identified similar causes of 

homelessness. For both populations, economic issues such as job loss and eviction was 

the primary reason for homelessness. Fifty-eight percent (58%) of older adults cited 

economic issues, 30% cited personal relationship issues, and 16% reported mental health 

issues as the primary cause of their homelessness.  

A key divergence between persons under 60 and over 60 experiencing homelessness is 

in the length of homelessness. Older adults were almost twice as likely to be likely to be 

homeless for 11 years or more than those under age 60, (29% and 15%, respectively). 

Eighty-six percent (86%) of older adults reported being homeless for one year or more 

compared to 77% of those under age 60. 

Access to Services 

According to the 2019 PIT Count, North Marin and Central Marin had the highest share 

of the population experiencing homelessness (Table D- 32). In 2019, about 30% and 36% 

of the homeless population resided in North and Central Marin.  Among the 
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unincorporated County areas, West Marin had the highest concentration of homeless 

population, with 13.5% of the County’s total homeless population. West Marin also had 

the highest percentage change between 2017 and 2019. In 2017, only 8.9% of the 

County’s homeless population resided in West Marin while in 2019, 13.5% of the County’s 

homeless population was counted in West Marin. This represented a 41 percent increase 

in the homeless population in West Marin from 99 to 140 persons. The share of homeless 

population in North and Central Marin actually decreased between 2017 and 2019. The 

data indicates the need to continue to provide services in North and Central Marin and 

the growing need in West Marin.  

Table D- 32: County Homeless Population by Jurisdiction (2017, 2019)  
 

 2017 2019 Percentage 
Change  # % # % 

North Marin 350 31.3% 310 30.0% -1.4% 

Novato 350 31.3% 310 30.0% -1.4% 

Central Marin 389 34.8% 371 35.9% 1.1% 

San Anselmo 2 0.2% 20 1.9% 1.8% 

San Rafael 318 28.5% 255 24.7% -3.8% 

Corte Madera 26 2.3% 39 3.8% 1.4% 

Fairfax 13 1.2% 5 0.5% -0.7% 

Larkspur 2 0.2% 28 2.7% 2.5% 

Mill Valley 11 1.0% 8 0.8% -0.2% 

Unincorporated Central Marin 17 1.5% 16 1.5% 0.0% 

South Marin 136 12.2% 144 13.9% 1.8% 

Sausalito 36 3.2% 25 2.4% -0.8% 

Richardson Bay Anchor Outs 86 7.7% 103 10.0% 2.3% 

Belvedere 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 

Unincorporated South Marin 14 1.3% 16 1.5% 0.3% 

West Marin 99 8.9% 140 13.5% 4.7% 

Unincorporated West Marin 99 8.9% 140 13.5% 4.7% 

Other 143 12.8% 69 6.7% -6.1% 

Domestic Violence Shelter 89 8.0% 69 6.7% -1.3% 

Rotating Shelter 54 4.8% 0 0.0% -4.8% 

Unincorporated Total 85 7.6% 172 16.6% 9.0% 

County Total 1117 100% 1,034 1,034 -- 

Source: 2019 Marin County Homeless County and Survey Comprehensive Report 

 

When asked what services they would most like to access in the 2019 PIT County, 42% 

of respondents requested housing placement assistance, followed by free meals (38%), 

bus passes (38%), and emergency shelter (34%).  

In addition, there are numerous community-based services and programs made available 

to individuals experiencing homelessness. These services range from day shelters and 

meal programs to job training and healthcare. Figure D- 43Figure D- 31:  shows the 
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location of homeless services that appear through a Google search in Marin County. Most 

service locations appear to be along major transportation corridors, such as Highway 101. 

Figure D- 43 in the Transportation section above shows that transit routes mirror the 

location of homeless services. On July 1, 2020 Marin Transit introduced an expanded 

Low-Income Fare Assistance (LIFA) program. Eligible riders can receive $20 of credit per 

month to use for trips on local Paratransit, Pt. Reyes Dial-A-Ride, Dillon Beach Dial-A-Ride, 

and the base fare for Catch-A-Ride. Eligible riders can opt-in to receive a free pass to use 

on Marin Transit local bus service.   

Community Action Marin, a non-profit social service agency, also has Community 

Alternative Response (CARE) homeless outreach teams, through which  vital support and 

assistance to unhoused people throughout Marin County is provided. CARE teams are 

often the first point of contact for people experiencing homelessness. CARE teams find 

people in need of service and help them in simple ways like wellness checks, bringing 

people food, socks or sleeping bags, or transportation to a detox center, homeless shelter 

or hospital, until they are receptive to accessing services.   

The mobile CARE (Community Alternative Response Engagement) Teams can be 

contacted across Marin County by the geography they cover:  

CARE I – All Marin County: 415.847.1266  

CARE II – Downtown San Rafael: 415.847.6798  

CARE III – Novato: 415.302.0753  

CARE IV – All Marin County: 415.599.5200 
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Figure D- 43: Homeless Services in Marin County 
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Displacement Risk  

Regional Trends 

UC Berkley’s Urban Displacement project defines residential displacement as “the 

process by which a household is forced to move from its residence - or is prevented from 

moving into a neighborhood that was previously accessible to them because of conditions 

beyond their control.” As part of this project, the research has identified populations 

vulnerable to displacement (named “sensitive communities”) in the event of increased 

redevelopment and increased housing costs. They defined vulnerability based on the 

share of low income residents per tract and other criteria including: share of renters is 

above 40 percent, share of people of color is more than 50 percent, share of low income 

households severely rent burdened, and proximity to displacement pressures. 

Displacement pressures were defined based on median rent increases and rent gaps. 

Using this methodology, sensitive communities in the Bay Area region were identified in 

the coastal census tracts of Contra Costa, Alameda, and San Francisco County, 

specifically in the cities of Vallejo, Richmond, Berkeley, Oakland, and San Francisco 

(Figure D- 44). In Marin County, sensitive communities were identified in the cites of 

Novato and San Rafael, and the unincorporated areas of Marin City, Strawberry, Northern 

and Central Coastal West Marin and Nicasio in the Valley.  
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Figure D- 44: Regional Sensitive Communities At Risk of Displacement by Tract (2021) 
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Local Trends 

As stated above, the sensitive communities identified in the unincorporated county are 

located in Marin City, Strawberry, Northern and Central Coastal West Marin and Nicasio 

in the Valley. These communities have also been identified in earlier sections as having 

disproportionate housing needs, especially Marin City.  

Marin City has a confluence of factors that make its residents susceptible to displacement. 

In addition, the displacement pressures appear to be disproportionately affecting African 

American residents. As discussed in earlier sections, Marin City has a high concentration 

of African American residents though this share has been decreasing since the 1980s. In 

Marin City, permanent low-income housing is allowing many residents to stay in Marin 

and in an area where African Americans feel comfortable living.  While many residents 

wish to stay in their community, many African American residents are leaving Marin City 

due to lack of affordable housing in Marin City or in Marin in general.  In 1980, 75 percent  

of Marin City residents were African American compared to 23 percent in 2019. Marin 

City is one of the most affordable areas with a large concentration of multifamily housing 

and more affordable housing stock (condos and townhomes) for the workforce in both 

Marin County and San Francisco’s commuting workforce.  UC Berkley’s Urban 

Displacement Project has published a case study on gentrification and displacement 

pressures in Marin City.54 According to the study, “concern in this community is future 

displacement due to potential increases in population, interest in redevelopment and the 

continued pressures of being surrounded by affluent neighbors in one of the most 

exclusive counties in the country.” 

On a broader scale, West Marin is also feeling the effects of the growing divide between 

wealth and poverty in the Bay Area.  Increasing home prices, increased short-term rentals 

and second home-owners are forcing people to move further from their areas of 

employment. Undocumented immigrants who work in agriculture and are often isolated 

by living conditions, language and culture are severely affected by the lack of low-income 

housing which put workers in vulnerable positions. “With housing so difficult to find, many 

residents don’t complain about substandard conditions or report them to authorities, for 

fear of finding themselves with no housing at all.”  These workers who are the foundation 

of the economy both in agriculture and the service sectors cannot afford to live near their 

jobs and are forced to have long commutes as the tourist industry continues to grow. 

Short-Term Rentals 

Online platforms for rental of private homes as commercial visitor accommodations have 

become a popular amenity for travelers and property owners. The services have also 

created a multitude of challenges for communities everywhere, most notably around 

neighborhood disruption, service needs, and housing supply and affordability. 

Community discussions connected with the Housing Element effort have indicated that 

STR uses may be affecting the supply and affordability of housing, particularly in West 

Marin communities which have become increasingly attractive to homebuyers and where 

 

54 https://www.urbandisplacement.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/marin_city_final.pdf 
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there are relatively small numbers of homes. Overall, it appears that in the context of labor 

shortages, increased costs, and demand, STRs are increasingly impacting the health and 

safety of local communities, especially in the West Marin Area. Table D- 33 shows the 

concentration of STRs in West Marin. About 70 percent of the County’s STR properties 

(476) are located in West Main. Within West Marin, Dillon Beach, Muir Beach, Stinson 

Beach, and Marshall have the highest concentration of STRs. More than 20 percent of 

these communities’ housing stock are registered as STRs.  

Table D- 33: Short Term Rental Distribution on West Marin   

 # of STR properties 
1 

# of residential   
properties with at 
least 1 living unit2 

Proportion of 
STRs 

Bolinas 39 625 6.2% 

Dillon Beach 97 394 24.6% 

Inverness 65 892 7.3% 

Lagunitas-Forest Knolls 8 592 1.4% 

Muir Beach 14 40 35.0% 

Nicasio 9 239 3.8% 

Point Reyes Station 41 397 10.3% 

San Geronimo 5 224 2.2% 

Stinson Beach 148 703 21.1% 

Tomales 13 139 9.4% 

Woodacre 6 577 1.0% 

Marshall 27 106 25.5% 

Olema 4 32 12.5% 

Total West Marin/ Measure W 
Area 

476 4,960 
9.6% 

Marin County 677 82,043 0.8% 

1 Marin County Department of Finance Business License, www.marincounty.org/bl, Retrieved 01/24/22. 

2 2021 Marin County Assessor-Recorder Secured Roll Data File 

 

Housing shortages and prices are affected by the use of homes as STRs instead of 

residences. Of the approximately 5,250 residentially developed parcels in West Marin, 

551 are currently registered with a valid Business License and Transient Occupancy Tax 

Certificates, the two required licenses currently needed to legally operate an STR. In some 

cases existing housing is converted to STR use, and in other cases newly constructed 

units or ADUs are used as STRs rather than adding to the County’s housing supply. A 
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significant proportion of the housing in some communities has been converted to 

commercial use in the form of STRs; for example, 20 percent of all housing units in 

Marshall and 22 percent in Stinson Beach are registered as STRs. 

In addition, only 2,251 of the approximately 5,250 developed lots in the West Marin area 

receive the Primary Home Tax Exemption, indicating that 2,999 properties may not be in 

use as full-time homes. While all are not currently operating as STRs, the flexibility and 

the income generated by STRs, where nightly rates can range up to over $1,000/night, in 

comparison to that earned with a long term rental is likely an  incentive for property owners 

to seek STR use serving visitors rather than traditional rental housing for a community of 

residents. This condition has led to growing concerns in West Marin communities about 

impacts of STRs on the availability of housing for workforce, families, and community 

members.  

On August 7, 2018, the Marin County Board of Supervisors adopted the County’s first 

STR ordinance (Ordinance No. 3695) with a limited, two-year term. The ordinance 

requires neighbor notification of STRs, requires renters be provided with “good neighbor” 

house rules, and establishes a short-term rental hotline for complaints (which is currently 

operated by Host Compliance, the County’s third party STR monitor). Additionally, the 

Ordinance requires STR operators register for a Business License and TOT Certificate, 

providing accountability and payment of taxes and fees commensurate with the 

commercial use.  

 

On May 2022, the County Board of Supervisors adopted an urgency ordinance 

establishing a moratorium on new short-term rental registration in the West Marin Area, 

also known as the Measure W or West Marin Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) Area, to 

maintain stability in housing supply while County staff evaluates policies and 

contemplated zoning proposals to improve the availability of middle- and lower-income 

housing in the West Marin Area, while maintaining existing coastal access.  

 

Santa Venetia’s Housing Needs  

Santa Venetia’s racial composition has changed significantly in the past decade, notably 

that of the Hispanic/Latin community. In 2010, about 24.0 percent of the community 

identified as Hispanic/Latin, as opposed to 5.7 percent in 2019. The County has been 

engaging with the Santa Venetia community through a committed County-led initiative 

called “Community Conversations”. These meetings have been occurring monthly or bi-

monthly since Fall 2021 and are led in Spanish with English interpretation. Through this 

initiative, the County has learned about the needs of this community, and the specific 

housing needs of the Hispanic/Latin community. These meetings are hosted by the 

Venetia Valley K-8 school, whose students are 86.4 percent Hispanic/Latin (2021-22 

California Department of Education). The following topics were brought up by the 

community and representatives were invited to speak directly to community members 

and answer questions: 
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• Need for more affordable housing – participants ask about location of available 

affordable units in the County and are actively looking to apply to remain housed.  

• Specific interest in Section 8 housing – representative from MHA came to talk 

about it to address questions/interest from the community from previous meetings. 

Interested in learning if any vouchers are available and how to apply and access. 

• Habitability – representative from County’s Environmental Health Services EHS) 

Multi-Family Inspection Program came to discuss how to report habitability issues. 

Explained tenants’ rights when experiencing this issue. Questions that were 

addressed include: how to request inspection; how/when to involve landlord; fears 

around retaliation (confirmation that landlord will not be notified without tenant 

permission) 

• Rental Assistance – first meeting was held in Fall 2021 and impacts of COVID were 

still being acutely experienced by the community. Per suggestion from Venetia 

Valley school staff, the County asked representatives from the County’s Rental 

Assistance program to set up a table and answer questions/search applications. 

• Tenant Legal Assistance – representative from Legal Aid of Marin came to discuss 

tenants’ rights and landlord responsibilities 

Based on this engagement process that County has included actions in its Housing Plan 

to address the needs of Santa Venetia residents.  

Summary: Disproportionate Needs 

Disproportionate needs in unincorporated County communities were more apparent by 

income level, tenure, and race. As a result, some areas with concentrations of these 

populations also had disproportionate housing needs. Black and Hispanic renters tended 

to have the highest rates of cost burdens compared to other races and owners. While 

more than 50 percent of all Black and Hispanic households experience cost burdens, cost 

burden rates for Black or Hispanic renters are even higher (about 60 percent). 

Geographically, tracts in Northern Coastal west Marin, Black Point-Green Point, and Marin 

City had the highest rates of cost burdened renters.  

Overcrowding and substandard conditions rates were low overall in unincorporated 

communities but renters in Marin City and the Valley had disproportionately high rates of 

overcrowding compared to other communities. Of note is that both Marin City and the 

Valley have significant shares of renter households, 73 percent and 24 percent, 

respectively.  In addition, lower income households were more likely to live in 

overcrowded conditions. 

Not only are residents in Northern Coastal West Marin and Marin City experiencing 

housing problems at higher rates than other communities in the region, these 

communities have also been identified as being at risk of displacement. This indicates a 

need to increase the availability of affordable housing within these communities as well as 

outside to facilitate the mobility of residents out of these areas and to protect existing 

residents from displacement when place-based strategies and investments improve the 
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conditions of the area. Some actions to ameliorate displacement risk include Measure W 

and the identification of RHNA sites of mixed-income in these areas.  

E. Site Inventory 
HCD requires the City’s sites inventory used to meet the RHNA affirmatively furthers fair 

housing. This includes ensuring RHNA units, especially lower income units, are not 

disproportionately concentrated in areas with populations such as racial/ethnic minority 

groups, persons with disabilities, R/ECAPs, cost burdened renters, etc. For the purposes 

of analyzing the City’s RHNA strategy through the lens of Affirmatively Furthering Fair 

Housing, the sites inventory is shown at the tract level by Community (Table D- 34).  

 

Table D- 34: Unincorporated County CDPs by Community 

 Community Name CDPs Included 

North Marin 

Black Point-Greenpoint Black Point – Green Point 

Marinwood/ Lucas Valley Lucas Valley-Marinwood 

West Marin  

Northern Costal West Marin Dillon Beach, Tomales 

Central Coastal West Marin Point Reyes Station, Inverness 

The Valley Nicasio, San Geronimo Valley, Woodacre, Lagunitas, 
Forest Knolls 

Southern Coastal West Marin Stinson Beach, Bolinas, Muir Beach  

Central Marin  

Santa Venetia/ Los Ranchitos Santa Venetia 

Kentfield/Greenbrae Kentfield 

Southern Marin  

Strawberry Strawberry 

Tam Valley Tamalpais-Homestead Valley 

Marin City Marin City 
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Table D- 35: Marin County RHNA Distribution by Unincorporated Community and Census Tract 

Tract by Community Tract 
Total 
HH 

Total 
RHNA 

Lower  Mod AM TCAC 
Score 

% Non-
White 

% LMI 
Pop 

% Ovcrd 
HH 

% CB 
Renter 

% CB 
Owner 

North Marin 

Black Point-Green 
Point 

1,186 111 0 0 111   30.7 52.6 5.9 20.0 35.0 

01200 1,186  111 0 0 111 Moderate  30.7 52.6 5.9 20.0 35.0 

Marinwood/ 
Lucas Valley 

2,426  305 263 42 0   25.9 20.0 5.4 49.0 39.0 

07000 2,426  305 263 42 0 Highest 25.9 20.0 5.4 49.0 39.0 

Other- North Marin 2,386 396 109 38 249   30.6 52.9 3.2 27.7 39.7 

33000* 1,200  249 0 0 249 Low 30.3 53.3 5.9 43.0 49.0 

01200* 1,186 147 109 38 0       

Total North Marin  812 372 80 360   28.3 36.4 4.7 37.1 38.6 

West Marin 

Northern Coastal 
West Marin 

1,200  60 0 13 47   18.5 53.3 5.9 43.0 49.0 

33000 1,200  60 0 13 47 Low 18.5 53.3 5.9 43.0 49.0 

Central Coastal West 
Marin 

1,200 156 149 3 4   18.7 52.4 2.0 46.0 48.0 

33000 1,200  156 149 3 4 Low 25.4 53.3 2.3 43.0 49.0 

Southern Coastal 
West Marin 

913  26 13 0 13   17.2 49.4 5.9 38.0 61.0 

32100 913  26 13 0 13 High 17.2 49.4 5.9 38.0 61.0 

The Valley 2,685  97 48 35 14   15.6 49.5 3.4 39.7 49.0 

13000 1,485  81 32 35 14 Highest 15.2 48.7 2.8 39.0 49.0 

33000 1,200  16 16 0 0 Low 17.7 53.3 5.9 43.0 49.0 

Other-West Marin 2,074  114 64 45 5   31.4 52.5 3.8 45.7 48.1 

32200 874  56 20 31 5 Moderate 46.8 51.6 1.3 49.0 47.0 
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33000 1,200  58 44 14 0 Low 18.5 53.3 5.9 43.0 49.0 

Total West Marin   453 274 96 83   20.3 51.7 3.8 43.2 50.0 

Central Marin 

Kentfield/Greenbrae 3,076  225 130 92 3   13.5 26.1 2.2 21.6 33.0 

19100 1,874  222 130 92 0 Highest 13.5 25.1 2.0 20.0 33.0 

19201 1,202  3 0 0 3 High 15.4 48.3 5.9 56.0 32.0 

Santa Venetia/Los 
Ranchitos 

4,373  861 561 13 287   35.2 55.5 2.4 40.0 49.3 

06001 2,138  680 440 0 240 Moderate 34.0 48.9 1.5 40.0 48.0 

06002 2,235  181 121 13 47 Moderate 35.8 59.1 3.0 40.0 50.0 

Other-Central Marin 12,622  539 247 119 173   42.2 40.5 3.9 53.2 35.9 

07000 2,426  26 0 0 26 Highest 13.7 20.0 5.9 49.0 39.0 

09002 1,735  67 13 0 54 Highest 14.7 34.2 3.3 46.0 40.0 

12100 1,881  119 26 0 93 Moderate 63.6 48.5 5.5 57.0 33.0 

14200 1,440  36 36 0 0 High 18.8 37.3 1.0 48.0 43.0 

15000 2,668  61 57 4 0 Highest 13.7 25.2 0.7 50.0 40.0 

21200 2,472  230 115 115 0 High 34.9 34.3 0.4 56.0 27.0 

Total Central Marin   1,625 938 224 463   30.3 40.0 2.9 38.4 38.9 

Southern Marin 

Marin City 4,092  286 94 117 75   49.6 38.1 3.4 43.0 41.5 

28100 2,863  145 20 50 75 Highest 20.5 20.1 2.4 30.0 36.0 

29000 1,229  141 74 67 0 Moderate 78.7 56.2 4.3 56.0 47.0 

Strawberry 4,162  354 100 8 246   29.5 32.8 3.5 52.8 40.5 

24100 2,287  59 0 8 51 Highest 23.5 21.2 3.4 34.0 38.0 

25000 1,875  295 100 0 195 Highest 30.8 35.3 3.5 57.0 41.0 

Tam Valley 7,276  130 72 12 46   16.3 26.0 0.3 29.8 46.0 

28100 2,863  12 0 12 0 Highest 20.5 20.1 0.4 30.0 36.0 

28200 1,918  82 72 0 10 Highest 17.4 25.0 0.5 31.0 42.0 

30202 2,495  36 0 0 36 Highest 9.9 33.7 0.0 27.0 64.0 

Other-Southern Marin 2,345  32 0 0 32   22.8 21.2 0.6 34.8 40.3 
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24100 2,287  32 0 0 32 Highest 23.5 21.2 0.8 34.0 38.0 

Total Southern Marin   802 266 137 399   31.1 31.1 2.5 43.9 41.6 

Grand Total   3,692  1,850  537  1,305    26.8 42.3 3.3 40.7 43.0 

  

 Low Moderate AM Total 

North Marin 20.1% 14.9% 27.6% 22.0% 

Black Point-Green Point 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 3.0% 

Marinwood-Lucas Valley 14.2% 7.8% 0.0% 8.3% 

Other 5.9% 7.1% 19.1% 10.7% 

West Marin 14.8% 17.9% 6.4% 12.3% 

Northern Coastal West Marin  0.0% 2.4% 3.6% 1.6% 

Central Coastal West Marin  8.1% 0.6% 0.3% 4.2% 

Southern Coastal West Marin  0.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 

The Valley 2.6% 6.5% 1.1% 2.6% 

Other 3.5% 8.4% 0.4% 3.1% 

Central Marin  50.7% 41.7% 35.5% 44.0% 

Kentfield/Greenbrae 7.0% 17.1% 0.2% 6.1% 

Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos 30.3% 2.4% 22.0% 23.3% 

Other 13.4% 22.2% 13.3% 14.6% 

Southern Marin  14.4% 25.5% 30.6% 21.7% 

Marin City 5.1% 21.8% 5.7% 7.7% 

Strawberry 5.4% 1.5% 18.9% 9.6% 

Tam Valley 3.9% 2.2% 3.5% 3.5% 

Other 0.0% 0.0% 2.5% 0.9% 

Grand Total 1,850  537  1,305  3,692  
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6. North Marin  

North Marin is made up of the unincorporated communities of Black Point-Green Point 

and Lucas Valley-Marinwood. As shown in Table D- 35, 812 total RHNA units (22 percent) 

are distributed in the North Marin communities of Black Point-Green Point, Lucas Valley-

Marinwood, and other areas in North Marin not associated with either CDP. The County 

has allocated 111 above-moderate income units in Black Point-Green Point. Black Point-

Green Point is made up of moderate resource tracts with an average minority population 

of 31 percent and LMI population of 53 percent.  

The adjacent community of Lucas Valley-Marinwood is considered Highest Resource and 

has nonwhite population of 26 percent and LMI population of 20 percent. The County has 

allocated 305 lower and moderate income units in Lucas Valley. This unit distribution is 

intended to improve the availability of affordable housing in a high resource area. Cost 

burdens in Lucas Valley-Marinwood is highest between the two North Marin communities 

(49 percent for renters and 39 percent for owners). Lower income housing can also 

improve cost burdens in the area by increasing the availability of lower income housing 

for renters.  

7. West Marin 

West Marin covers the coastal areas of the County as well as the Valley in the middle of 

the County. Northern Coastal West Marin is a low resource area, also considered an LMI 

area, with high shares of cost burdens for renters (43 percent) and owners (49 percent). 

The County has allocated 60 RHNA moderate and above-moderate income units in this 

community. Lower income units were not allocated here to avoid placing housing in an 

area that has low infrastructure and connectivity of the County’s economic center and 

services.  

Central Coastal West Marin has a tract with moderate resources (for the CDPs along the 

coast) and low resources (for the CDPs in the Valley). Both tracts in Central Coastal West 

Marin have similar shares of LMI population and cost burdens for both renters and owners. 

The County has allocated 156 RHNA units of all income levels in this community- 149 

lower income, three moderate income, and four above moderate.  All 149 lower income 

units are located in Point Reyes Station- within a low resource tract. However, many of 

the sites in Point Reyes are vacant and public sites and are more likely to develop 

affordable housing than in surrounding underutilized sites.  

Southern Coastal West Marin is considered a high resource tract. This tract has less than 

1,000 units and the County has allocated 26 mixed income RHNA units in this area. Units 

are both in Stinson Beach and Bolinas, but the 13 lower income units in the area are 

located in Bolinas as part of Credit projects. These units increase the availability of 

affordable units in an area with high resources.  

The Valley is located inland in the County, and has tracts with a mixture of resources- 

Highest in the Lagunitas, Woodacre, San Geronimo area and low in isolated Nicasio. 

Despite their differences in resources, the tract’s population characteristics are similar for 

nonminority concentration, LMI population, and owner cost burdens. However, 

overcrowding and renter cost burden is higher in tract 33000. The County has allocated 
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a total of 97 RHNA units in The Valley, with the majority (81) in the tract with the highest 

resources. Of the 48 combined lower income units in both of the tracts, 32 are in the tract 

with highest resources. This should increase the availability of low income housing in high 

resource areas in the Valley community.  

Overall, 453 RHNA units (12 percent) were distributed in West Marin, which has one of 

the lowest population densities in the County but the largest land area. The County took 

care to distribute units in a way to both increase housing availability of all incomes as well 

as allocating lower income units in areas with high resources and/or with access to 

infrastructure. About 60 percent of the units in sites in West Marin are lower income (274), 

and most (109) are in Central Coastal West Marin. 

8.  Central Marin  

Central Marin is one of the most densely populated areas in the County, but the majority 

of the land area is made up of incorporated cities. Kentfield/Greenbrae and Santa Venetia/ 

Los Ranchitos are the only unincorporated communities in the area. However, these two 

communities are located at opposite ends of Central Marin and have differing levels of 

resources. Kentfield/Greenbrae is made up of high/highest resource tracts while Santa 

Venetia/Los Ranchitos has lower resources. There are also large areas of unincorporated 

land not belonging to either community where the County has allocated 539 RHNA units. 

Of the 1,625 total RHNA units in Central Marin, 225 are located in Kentfield/Greenbrae. 

About half of the units in Kentfield/Greenbrae (130) are on sites suitable for lower income 

households- thus providing affordable housing in an area with high resources. In Santa 

Venetia/Los Ranchitos, where resources are moderate, most of the units (561 of 861) are 

lower income units. Most of these units are designated for the St Vincent’s site and have 

a high probability of being developed as lower income housing due to incentives for lower 

income housing development on religious sites. 

The remaining 539 RHNA units in Central Marin are spread out in areas not within 

Kentfield/Greenbrae or Santa Venetia/Los Ranchitos. These areas range in resources 

from Highest to Moderate. However, the majority of these units are located in the northern 

end of the County (near Fairfax,California Park, Lucas Valley, and Sleepy Hollow). Most 

of the sites designated for lower income units (221 of 247) located in “other” areas of 

Central Marin are in High and Highest resource tracts.  

9. Southern Marin 

Southern Marin is made up of a mixture of unincorporated communities- Marin City, 

Strawberry, Tam Valley, as well as -incorporated cities:- Mill Valley, Sausalito, Tiburon, 

and Belvedere. Southern Marin, while predominantly High and Highest resource, also has 

Marin City, which has been identified as being a racially and ethnically segregated area 

of Poverty (RECAP), has a higher share of single-female headed households with children 

and persons with disabilities than other unincorporated communities, has 

disproportionate access to opportunities and disproportionate needs, and is a historically 

Black/African American community that has been impacted by discriminatory policies, 

redlining, and even was even the subject of discriminatory home lending headlines in 

2021. 
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About 22 percent of the unincorporated County’s RHNA  (802 units) is located in Southern 

Marin- 266 lower income, 137 moderate income, and 399 above moderate income. Of 

these 802 units, 286 are located in Marin City. In an effort to avoid the concentration of 

lower income units in an area already with a concentration of LMI population, yet with a 

need for affordable housing units (about 30 to 56 percent of renters are cost burdened), 

the County allocated 94 lower income units in Marin City, while the rest are Moderate and 

Above Moderate income. Most of these lower income units (74) are located in the tract 

with the highest percentage of cost burdened renters. The existing residents are also 

vulnerable to displacement so the County has included considerations for more robust  

tenant protections in its 6th Cycle Housing Element Programs. 

In Strawberry, where resources are “highest”, the County has allocated 354 RHNA units, 

split across all income levels . Despite both tracts being considered highest resource, one 

tract (25000) has a considerably higher concentration of LMI population, and cost 

burdened renters and owners (57 percent and 41 percent, respectively). All lower income 

units in Strawberry are within the tract with the highest concentration of cost burdened 

households. This strategy helps increase the availability of affordable housing in an area 

with disproportionate needs but highest resources.  

The County allocated 130 RHNA units in Tam Valley, split between lower, moderate and 

above moderate income. This community has one of the highest concentration of cost 

burdened owners in Southern Marin and all of Marin County in Tract 30202 (64 percent). 

Above Moderate units in this tract can help improve conditions for owner households by 

increasing the supply of housing.  

 though Figure D- 55:  and Table D- 37 through Table D- 47 under section F. RHNA Unit 

Distribution by Fair Housing Characteristics show the distribution of RHNA units relative 

to a variety of characteristics that impact fair housing choice. 
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F. Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors 
Table D- 36 below shows a Summary Issues and Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors based on the analysis 

presented above. Meaningful actions to address these issues are described in detail in the Housing Element’s Program 

Section.  

 

Table D- 36: Summary Issues and Identification and Prioritization of Contributing Factors 

Issue/Justification Contributing Factor Priority  Program 

Fair Housing Outreach and Education 

Disability status is the most common basis for discrimination complaints. 

Testing on the basis of disability in the County revealed that persons with 

disabilities most  to have received less favorable treatment or more likely 

to be denied reasonable accommodations. Most importantly, testing 

revealed higher rates of discrimination on the basis of disability in 

properties with less than 11 units, indicating a need for increased fair 

housing education with “mom and pop” landowners.  

Source of Income Protection has been protected since 2017 in the 

County and has become protected under California Law since 

2020.Testing in Marin County has also revealed discriminatory treatment 

for all HCV holders, but higher rates for Latinx and Black HCV holders. 

Of note is the finding that landlords made exceptions of HCV holders for 

White residents in areas of high opportunity.  This indicates a higher need 

for outreach education on Source of Income and Race in areas with high 

resources.  Information about all protected classes as well as source of 

income protection needs to be disseminated to both landlords  and 

residents.  

Because discrimination in the private market is higher for landlords with 

buildings with a lower number of units, the County is placing high priority 

on education to landlords- particularly landlords of smaller buildings 

(townhomes, condos, ADUs). 

Because testing is complaint-based, the County is placing moderate 

priority to extending education to residents. Residents need to know the 

fair housing resources available and their fair housing rights. For this 

Higher discrimination in  private 

small landlord market  

Lack of property owner/landlord 

education. 

  

Lack of property owner/landlord 

education. 

High  30 

Testing is complaint-based and 

discrimination based on 

disability is more apparent. 

Reporting based on disability 

may be an overrepresentation of 

the discrimination activity 

occurring.  Residents need to 

know their fair housing rights.  

 

Moderate 30,32 
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reason the County is prioritizing outreach and education, both to 

residents and realtors. 

Integration and Segregation  

Most communities in unincorporated Marin are predominantly white. 

Marin City has the highest concentration of Black/African American and 

Hispanic/Latinx residents compared to other unincorporated 

communities. In addition, Marin City was identified as R/ECAP, indicating 

a concentration of minority population and poverty. Marin City also has 

the highest concentration of persons with disabilities and single-female 

headed households with children compared to other unincorporated 

communities. This indicates a concentration of special needs 

populations within Marin City. Not only are there areas of concentrated 

special needs populations and poverty, but affluent and white 

populations also appear to be concentrated and segregated from these 

populations.  Regional trends show that white residents and above 

moderate-income residents are significantly more segregated from other 

racial and income groups. This trend is also seen in unincorporated 

Marin County where Above Moderate-income residents are the most 

isolated income group while very-low income communities have become 

more isolated. As a result, very-low income communities and above 

moderate communities remain moderately segregated (compared to 

slightly lower segregation indices between lower income residents and 

non-lower income residents).  

 

The County is placing a high priority on housing mobility strategies to 

facilitate the movement of persons from areas with high concentration of 

special needs populations (especially Marin City) to other high resource 

areas and on facilitating affordable housing production. Actions include 

considering concessions/incentives for universal design,  facilitating 

ADU construction, an SB9 mapping tool, efficient use of multi-family land, 

by-right approval in reuse sites for lower income units  and streamlining 

approval, and addressing infrastructure constraints to residential 

development. On the other hand, the County has signed a voluntary 

agreement with HUD to not invest in any more affordable housing in 

Marin City to avoid the overconcentration of low income housing.  

Concentration  of  low  income 

housing (associated with special 

needs populations and minority 

population) in the Marin City 

attributed to historical 

settlements, discriminatory 

practices, and land use policies.  

High 10, 12, 27, 29 

Lack of opportunities for residents 
to obtain housing in areas of 

higher opportunities .  

High 2,4, 5, 6, 14, 24 
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The County is placing a high priority on Place-Based strategies to 

improve the condition of Marin City. This includes objective design 

standards for off-site improvements to streamline timelines and improve 

certainty across all unincorporated communities  as well as increasing 

investment in Marin City neighborhood improvement. 

Access to Opportunities 

The analysis of access to opportunities revealed disproportionate access 

in three different communities: Northern Coastal West, Black Point-

Greenpoint, and Marin City. Northern Coastal West Marin is not well 

connected by transportation to the rest of the County, and perhaps due 

to a lack of connection, also has low jobs proximity and economic scores. 

The County’s economic center is located in  Central and Southern Marin. 

Northern Coastal West Marin also had low educational outcomes.  

Marin City, which has already been identified as a RECAP and a 

community with a concentration of special needs population, was 

classified as being predominantly moderate resource. Marin City’s lower 

TCAC composite score (compared to its neighboring areas) is due to its 

lower economic score. Since the TCAC score is a combination of 

poverty, adult education, employment, job proximity, and median home 

value, but Marin City  is close to the County’s employment centers, the 

resources most necessary in the area are related to improving the 

human capital- poverty, education, employment, as well as 

neighborhood improvements to increase home values. Home values are 

also directly linked to past discriminatory practices that did not allow 

Black residents to move to other areas and remain in Marin City. As early 

as 2021, Marin City also has seen complaints of home loan 

discrimination. Residents of Marin City also have limited access to 

protected open space.   

Black Point- Green Point in North Marin also had moderate TCAC 

resource scores accompanied by lower education scores and lower jobs 

proximity and lower economic scores. However, this area is not known 

regionally to lack resources or have special needs. The population in the 

area is White, affluent, and well educated.   

Development patterns and land 

use policies isolating West 

Marin, especially Northern 

Coastal West Marin, from areas 

of high opportunity  

Low  

Lack of opportunities for 

residents to obtain housing in 

higher opportunity areas 

High 1, 4, 5, 24 

Low opportunities and resources 

in Marin City due to lack of 

human capital and home values 

High 10,12,27, 29 
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West Marin has historically been rural with a focus on agriculture, open 

space preservation, and park lands. Northern Coastal West Marin is  not 

well connected to the rest of the County where there are more job 

opportunities and higher overall resources. Further impacting the area is 

the Coastal Act, which preserves access to the coast and promotes 

visitor serving uses over uses for local residents. Since overall population 

density is low in these areas and residential development in these areas 

are limited by the Coastal Act, the County is placing low priority in 

addressing the land use patterns in West MarinMCCDC) and improve 

neighborhood through community planning. The first community plan for 

the 6th Planning Cycle for Marin City has already secured funding 

through ABAG.  

Disproportionate Needs 

Disproportionate needs in unincorporated County communities were 

more apparent by income level, tenure, and race. As a result, some areas 

with concentrations of these populations also had disproportionate 

housing needs. Black and Hispanic renters tended to have the highest 

rates of cost burdens compared to other races and owners. While more 

than 50 percent of all Black and Hispanic households experiences cost 

burdens, cost burden rates increased to 60 percent for Black or Hispanic 

renters. Geographically, tracts in Northern Coastal West Marin, Black 

Point-Green Point, and Marin City had the highest rates of cost burdened 

renters.  

Overcrowding and substandard conditions rates were low overall in 

unincorporated communities but renters in Marin City and the San 

Geronimo Valley had disproportionately high rates of overcrowding 

compared to other communities. Of note is that both Marin City and the 

San Geronimo Valley have the significant shares of renter households, 

73 percent and 24 percent, respectively.  In addition, lower income 

households were more likely to live in overcrowded conditions. 

Not only are residents in Northern Coastal West Marin and Marin City 

experiencing housing problems at higher rates than other communities, 

these communities have also been identified as being at risk of 

displacement. This indicates a need to increase the availability of 

affordable housing within these communities as well as outside to 

facilitate the mobility of residents out of these areas and to Protecting 

Lack of affordable housing due 

to due to constraints to 

residential development  

High 7, 14, 10, 17 

Lack of affordable housing due 

to short-term rentals  
Moderate 18, 19 

Lack of housing condition 

inspection and monitoring in the 

majority of the unincorporated 

County’s housing stock (single 

family housing)   

Moderate 20 

Lack of renter protections, 

especially in communities with 

high displacement risk (Marin 

City and Northern Coastal West 

Marin) 

High 31 
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existing residents from displacement when place-based strategies and 

investments improve the conditions of the area. 

 

Many issues affect housing needs- constraints to production, lack of 

incentives for production, and short-term rentals affect the availability 

and cost of housing. Meanwhile, a lack of monitoring for housing 

condition may lead to substandard conditions, particularly for renters. 

Marin County is addressing most of these issues but higher priority is 

being given to incentivizing new housing production.  

Because cost burden is related to housing availability, the County is 

placing a high priority on incentivizing and facilitating affordable housing 

production throughout the unincorporated communities. Part of the 

strategy includes reducing the concentration of affordable housing in 

Marin City and facilitating it in areas with higher resources.  

Because short-term rentals reduce housing availability which can 

increase the demand for housing and inflate housing prices, especially 

in West Marin and its coastal communities, exploring options for limiting 

short-term rentals is considered a moderate priority. Higher priority is 

being given to incentivizing new housing production.  

The majority of the incorporated County housing stock is single units 

dwellings. Inspections for substandard conditions are currently only 

done in buildings with 3 or more units. Because renters are experiencing 

housing problems – substandard conditions- in single unit dwellings, the 

County is placing moderate priority on expanding the inspection 

program to single-unit dwellings/homeowners. .  

The combined forces of increased housing cost as well as the production 

of unaffordable housing is creating displacement risk for Marin City and 

Northern Coastal West  Marin. The County is placing a high priority on 

exploring tenant protection options such as rent stabilization, just cause 

for eviction, relocation assistance, tenant commissions, right to 

purchase, and right to return.   
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G. RHNA Unit Distribution by Fair Housing Characteristics  
1. Integration and Segregation 

Figure D- 45: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Non-White Population in Tract 
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Table D- 37: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Non-White Population in Tract 

 Lower Moderate  Above Moderate  Total RHNA Units 

<20 % 25.8% 41.0% 21.3% 26.4% 

21 - 40% 67.7% 40.8% 69.1% 64.3% 

41 - 60% 1.1% 5.8% 3.1% 2.5% 

61 - 80% 5.4% 12.5% 6.5% 6.8% 

> 81% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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Figure D- 46: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Population with a Disability in Tract 
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Table D- 38: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Population with a Disability in Tract 

   Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

<10% 59.5% 42.3% 81.8% 64.9% 

10 - 20% 40.5% 57.7% 18.2% 35.1% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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Figure D- 47: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Children in Married-Couple Households 

in Tract 
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Table D- 39: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Children in Married-Couple Households in 

Tract  

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

0 - 20% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

20 - 40% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

40 - 60% 31.6% 19.0% 30.3% 29.3% 

60 - 80% 24.9% 27.0% 38.2% 29.9% 

> 80% 43.5% 54.0% 31.5% 40.8% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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Figure D- 48: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Children in Single Female-Headed 

Households in Tract 
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Table D- 40: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Children in Single Female-Headed 

Households in Tract 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

0 - 20% 88.5% 87.5% 73.9% 83.2% 

20 - 40% 6.8% 0.0% 25.1% 12.3% 

40 - 60% 4.7% 12.5% 1.0% 4.5% 

60 - 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

> 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-162  Marin Countywide Plan   

Figure D- 49: RHNA Unit Distribution by % LMI Population in Tract 
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Table D- 41: RHNA Unit Distribution by % LMI Population in Tract 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

< 25% 4.8% 6.0% 2.0% 4.0% 

25 - 50% 66.3% 46.4% 57.7% 60.4% 

50 - 75% 23.5% 35.2% 33.8% 28.8% 

> 75% 5.4% 12.5% 6.5% 6.8% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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Figure D- 50: RHNA Unit Distribution by R/ECAPs 
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Table D- 42: RHNA Unit Distribution by R/ECAPs 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

No RECAP 96.0% 87.5% 100.0% 96.2% 

R/ECAP 4.0% 12.5% 0.0% 3.8% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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2. Access to Opportunities 

Figure D- 51: RHNA Unit Distribution by TCAC Opportunity Areas 
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Table D- 43: RHNA Unit Distribution by TCAC Opportunity Areas 

 Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

Low Resource 11.3% 5.6% 23.0% 14.6% 

Moderate Resource 42.7% 27.7% 39.9% 39.5% 

High Resource 10.6% 23.3% 1.3% 9.2% 

Highest Resource 35.4% 43.4% 35.8% 36.7% 

Total Units  1,850   537   1,305   3,692  
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Figure D- 52: RHNA Unit Distribution by CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score 
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Table D- 44: RHNA Unit Distribution by CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score 

 Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

1 - 10% (Lowest Score) 47.1% 72.4% 36.6% 47.1% 

11 - 20%  23.7% 15.1% 37.9% 27.5% 

21 - 30% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

31 - 40% 27.8% 12.5% 18.4% 22.2% 

41 - 50% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

51 - 60% 1.4% 0.0% 7.1% 3.2% 

61 - 70% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

71 - 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

81 - 90% (Highest Score) 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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3.  Disproportionate Needs 

Figure D- 53: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Cost-Burdened Renters in Tract 
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Table D- 45: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Cost-Burdened Renters in Tract 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

< 20 % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

20% - 40% 20.3% 43.8% 26.2% 25.8% 

40% - 60% 79.7% 56.2% 73.8% 74.2% 

60% - 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

> 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 
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Figure D- 54: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Cost-Burdened Owners in Tract 
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Marin Countywide Plan  D-173 

Table D- 46: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Cost-Burdened Owners in Tract 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

< 20 % 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

20% - 40% 38.9% 67.2% 30.0% 39.9% 

40% - 60% 60.4% 32.8% 66.3% 58.5% 

60% - 80% 0.7% 0.0% 3.8% 1.7% 

> 80% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units 1,850 537 1,305 3,692 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

C-174  Marin Countywide Plan   

Figure D- 55: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Overcrowded Households in Tract 

 



2023-2031 Housing Element 

 

Marin Countywide Plan  D-175 

Table D- 47: RHNA Unit Distribution by % Overcrowded Households in Tract 

  Lower Moderate Above Moderate Total RHNA Units 

≤ 8.2 (Statewide Average) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

≤ 12% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

≤ -5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

≤ 20% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

≤ 70% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Total Units             1,850             537          1,305          3,692  

 




