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1

Introduction and Summary of the Analysis

Provisions to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH) are principal and long-standing
components of the US Department of Housing and Urban Development’s housing and
community development programs. These provisions flow from the mandate of Section
808(e)(5) of the Fair Housing Act which requires the Secretary of HUD to administer the
Department’s housing and urban development programs in a manner to affirmatively further fair
housing. The extent of the AFFH obligation has never been defined statutorily. However, HUD
defines it as requiring a grantee to:

1. Conduct an analysis to identify impediments to fair housing choice within the
jurisdiction.

2. Take appropriate actions to overcome the effects of any impediments identified through
the analysis.

3. Maintain records reflecting the analysis and actions taken in this regard.

These actions, when taken together, constitute the framework of the grantee’s Fair Housing Plan
(FHP). The FHP is structurally comprised of:

1. The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al).

2. The Action Plan: One-Year Use of Funds, a portion of the grantee’s five-year
Consolidated Plan submitted annually to HUD to delineate the usage of funds for the
fiscal year, including those activities that address the impediments identified in the Al

3. The Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) submitted
annually to HUD defining the outcomes achieved by the activities undertaken in relation
to those defined in the grantee’s five-year Consolidated Plan and the Al

Impediments to fair housing choice are defined as:
= Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national origin which restrict housing choices or the availability of
housing choices.
= Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices
or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status, or national origin.

As detailed throughout this study, Sonoma County is a very high-cost area, and the lack of
affordable rental and ownership housing may create a barrier for any or all those in the protected
classes listed above, and may compound other impediments encountered. Because of this
pervasive impact, barriers created by lack of affordable housing will be examined in this study
along with traditionally defined impediments.

This study, the Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, provides a substantive, logical
basis through which the collaborating jurisdictions can carry out effective Fair Housing Plans.
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Participants

The southern-most edge of Sonoma County is located approximately thirty-five miles north of
the Golden Gate Bridge, and the western edge abuts the Pacific Ocean. Sonoma County
encompasses 1,768 square miles, is home to 458,614 residents, as reported in the 2000 decennial
census, and is a world-renowned wine producing area. Sonoma County has three HUD-
designated entitlement jurisdictions that receive at least one of several sources of formula
funding apportioned for the assistance to low- and moderate-income residents of those
jurisdictions. These federal dollars are used to provide decent affordable housing, to provide
services to the most vulnerable in the community, including the homeless population, to create
jobs and expand economic opportunities, and to foster improvements to create and sustain a
suitable living environment.

The city of Petaluma has 54,548 residents and is located 40 miles north of San Francisco in
southern Sonoma County. Bisected by the Petaluma River and surrounded by the Sonoma
Mountains, the city remains a unique, geographically defined community with a distinctive
character, derived from its geography and physical diversity. Petaluma was settled in 1852 and
has a history of maintaining a “small town” atmosphere, even as its population and economic
base have become increasingly urban.

The city of Santa Rosa is the County seat and center of trade, government, commerce and
medical facilities for the North Bay area. The area surrounding Santa Rosa is home to over a
hundred wineries and vineyards. With a population of 147,595 counted in the 2000 decennial
census, Santa Rosa exhibited growth of 30.3% from the previous census and has shown even
stronger growth patterns in the subsequent years.

The balance of Sonoma County is comprised of seven smaller incorporated municipalities and
the unincorporated areas collectively designated an Urban County by HUD. These entities
collaboratively receive and expend federal funds to undertake essential community development
and housing assistance activities benefiting low- and moderate-income residents of the county
that do not reside in either of the two entitlement cities, Santa Rosa or Petaluma. The population
in the Urban County is 256, 471, according to the 2000 Census. The cities of Cloverdale, Cotati,
Healdsburg, Rohnert Park, Sebastopol, Sonoma, and the town of Windsor join the eighth, and
largest, participant, the unincorporated County of Sonoma, in the Urban County.

Who Conducted the Analysis?

As a relatively large county, Sonoma covers a divergent landscape from the rugged Northern
Pacific Coast and the towering redwoods, through the expansive vineyards to the marshes
feeding the San Francisco Bay to the south. Those that reside in Sonoma County exhibit socio-
economic and cultural diversity as wide-ranging as the topography. Yet, throughout this
diversity runs the thread that weaves the common fabric of life in Sonoma County. Each of the
three jurisdictions carry their unique characteristics and populations, while sharing the same
overall conditions and trends that create both the opportunities and the challenges that have
grown from the past and will shape the future. Housing opportunities, choices and impediments
throughout the county meld to form the distinctive Sonoma County housing market.
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Recognizing this commonality, the cities of Petaluma and Santa Rosa, along with the County of
Sonoma, have undertaken this Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice coactively to
create a study providing a comprehensive overview of conditions in the county and enabling
each jurisdiction to affirmatively further fair housing through activities defined in their
consolidated plans, and carried out in their individual jurisdictions.

Methodology Used in the Analysis

The Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice was developed through a three-pronged
approach. The first was the compilation and analysis of currently available demographic data
ranging from Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data supplied by HUD,
special HUD tabulations supplied by the US Census Bureau, to data reported in the jurisdiction’s
Consolidated Plans and 2005 economic and demographic profile data compiled and presented by
the Sonoma County Economic Development Board in partnership with the Sonoma County
Workforce Investment Board.

The second approach was the evaluation of the current fair housing status in Sonoma County,
including consultation with the two agencies currently providing Fair Housing activities in the
county, review of data relevant to the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA), the
jurisdictions’ current policies and practices, along with the fair housing complaints received by
the California Department of Fair Housing and Employment.

The third avenue followed was the solicitation of input from the public regarding their
experiences with fair housing issues, as well as their thoughts of the root causes and possible
solutions to the impediments to fair housing they have experienced or perceived. Each of the
jurisdictions have singly and collaboratively conducted many public hearings covering a wide
range of public policy issues, and have agreed that such hearings are not typically attended by a
large, representative cross-section of the public. In an attempt to expand the breadth of public
input beyond the norm, solicitation was carried directly to larger number of individuals of the
public rather than relying upon those few attending a traditional meeting by the use of an e mail-
based survey instrument powered by Zoomerang technology.

In order to attain a broad-based response, two distinct groups were queried. The first mailing
was directed towards 222 agencies and/or individuals currently providing or supporting social
service activities funded or administered by the three entitlement jurisdictions. This group was
comprised mainly of individuals working in the social service field, including fair housing
activities, homeless services and affordable housing production. Eighty-nine individuals
completed the survey and three returned partially completed surveys. The second e-mail survey
was sent to 2,906 employees of the County of Sonoma. Six hundred sixty-seven persons
returned the survey from this group, with an additional seventy-five partially completed surveys
returned. This group was comprised of individuals employed in the mix of services provided by
County government, from social services to park maintenance to correctional activities.

Those surveyed included department heads to entry-level workers. The former group was

selected to obtain direct input from those most intimately familiar with fair housing issues
through their avocation, and it was requested of that group that they forward the survey on to any
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person they were aware of that could provide valuable input for the study or directly input the
paper-based responses of those who may not have access to e mail. The second group was
selected to garner responses from those not primarily associated with the provision of social
services, as the first group of respondents is. Employees of the County of Sonoma were selected
because of their availability to the researcher.

How Was the Analysis Funded?

The administrative cost burden of the Al was shared by the three entitlement jurisdictions
proportionately, according to population depicted in the 2000 decennial census.

Jurisdictional Allocation of Cost

Population | Percentage of
2000 Census Cost

SantaRosa | 147,595 32.18%)
Petaluma | 54,548]| 11.89%|
[Urban County| 256,471 55.92%)
Conclusions
. Sonoma County is not immune to the actions, attitudes and conditions that may create

impediments to fair housing choice in its population.

o A disproportionate number of Sonoma County residents experience a cost burden, often
severe, in maintaining housing.

o In many cases, the burden is compounded by other housing problems, such as
overcrowded conditions or substandard housing.

o Many attempting to become homeowners find themselves priced out of the market.

o The lack of access to affordable housing, when added to the needs of many of the

protected classes of citizens, compounds the difficulties that those individuals may
experience in obtaining or maintaining affordable permanent housing.

o Little evidence of discrimination in lending was found to be occurring throughout
Sonoma County in this study, although the available data does not portray the degree to
which differential treatment and/or predatory lending practices may exist.

o None of the jurisdictions are currently involved in any legal actions or litigations
regarding fair housing law.

J Disability, race, familial status and national origin are the primary areas of fair housing
complaints registered.

o Those with disabilities may encounter significant challenges in finding or maintaining
housing that is accommodating of their needs.
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Accessibility restraints and the lack of means to rectify them may be instrumental in
causing elderly or disabled populations to enter nursing homes or other institutional
settings prematurely.

Transportation, or lack of, both to housing and to jobs that can provide the subsistence to
maintain housing, can be a great barrier to low-income, elderly and disabled persons.

Screening tactics used by landlords and staunch income and security deposit
requirements for approval of rental applications may be insurmountable burdens to the
low-income population who may not have stellar credit ratings or sufficiently available
cash.

A lack of proactive code enforcement may allow substandard housing units to go
unrepaired, and low-income, elderly, disabled and minority tenants may consequently
live in unsafe conditions.

Limited proficiency in English language may cause difficulty in house seeking and may
afford an avenue allowing abusive terms and conditions to be enforced in both rental and
ownership contracts.

Education, job training and credit counseling options may not be readily available to low-
income persons to enable them to rise to the challenge of obtaining and maintaining
permanent housing in a high-cost area such as Sonoma County.

Overall funding reductions have the potential for becoming an impediment to fair
housing choice.

Recommendations

Each jurisdiction’s Fair Housing Plan should address the following areas to the greatest extent
practicable.

Affordable Housing:

Continued maintenance and production of affordable housing as a key element of the
plan.

All segments of the populace, seniors, young families, large families, those with
disabilities, should be considered in the allocation of funding for projects.

Encourage more work force housing opportunities.

Homeownership opportunities, through first-time homebuyer and self-help programs,
should remain priorities.

Ensure that as much of the available funding as possible is made available to affordable
housing projects that leverage additional funding.

Ensure that notices of funding availability are adequately disseminated to potential
developers and service providers, and that the application procedure is attainable,
practicable and not overly restrictive.
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Foster collaboration between housing developers and other service providers that can
result in blocks of units with supportive services in new affordable housing projects
targeted towards specific special needs populations, such as those with mental disabilities
or farm workers.

Jurisdictional policies should require that all new housing units funded conform to the
provisions of Section 504 to ensure an acceptable number of accessible and adaptable
units upon completion.

Housing Rehabilitation:

Maintain provisions for the operation and/or funding of housing rehabilitation activities,
including housing access modifications programs, to preserve the existing housing stock.

Continue to provide for access modifications to rental properties, as well as owner-
occupied properties

Assist low-income, elderly and disabled households in maintaining housing in lieu of
becoming homeless or being driven into institutional facilities prematurely.

Fair Housing Activities:

Continue to provide funding for the provision of fair housing services, including outreach
and education activities for both landlords and tenants.

As overall funding levels decrease, consider a “set-aside” of funding to ensure adequate
support for the provision of, at a minimum, the HUD-mandated level of fair housing
activity.

Include Fair Housing provisions in all contracts with subgrantees.

Continue desktop and site visit monitoring to ensure that all allocated funding is used in a
manner that affirmatively furthers fair housing, where applicable.

Lend strength to on-going efforts to counteract NIMBYism (the proclivity of residents to
support actions but proclaim “NOT IN MY BACKYARD”) within jurisdictional
boundaries and beyond, fostering open dialogue and dissemination of information.

Economic Development:

Support economic development activities, family self-sufficiency and other educational
endeavors, such as ESL instruction and credit counseling, to provide low-income
residents with the tools to increase their income and compete effectively in this high-cost
housing market.

Interagency Collaboration:
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Collaborate with public works officials to facilitate ADA-compliant access and functional
public transportation options linking both current and planned affordable housing units to
employment opportunities and services.

Interact with private lenders to ensure equal terms for all home-seeking applicants and to
provide avenues for effective usage of Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) funds.

Align with other funding agencies to prevent duplication of efforts and over burdensome
administration expenses, both within their own operations and those of the agencies
funded



Public Policy:

o Guard against land use policies and zoning ordinances that prevent or impede the
development of a range of housing options, becoming an impediment to choice in and of
themselves.

J Encourage participation by a varied group of citizenry in the planning process.

o Continually assess policies, procedures and guidelines to identify any overly restrictive
elements.

° Make revisions necessary to enable fair housing choice while, at the same time,

continuing to protect the health and safety of the community.
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Jurisdictional Background Data

Demographic Data

The following three charts depict various demographic characteristics of the population of
Sonoma County, and illustrate the numerical share and percentage of the totals held by each of
the three entitlement jurisdictions. All of the individual values shown in the charts were derived
from special tabulations prepared for HUD by the US Census Bureau based upon the 2000
decennial census. The upper portion of each chart shows the numerical relationship each of the
jurisdictions has to the total of the county and the bottom portion conveys the same data in terms
of percentage.

Income Characteristics

HH HH HH |PEOPLE|PEOPLE|PEOPLE| MOD MOD MOD
NUMBER POPULATION || <80% | <50% | <30% | <80% | <50% | <30% | TOTAL | UNIVERSE %
‘PETALUMA H 54548 ” 7177 ” 3987 ” 1988 ” 17172 ” 8886 ” 3978 ” 17172 ” 53849 ” 31.9% ‘
‘SANTAROSA H 147595 ” 25099 ” 13725 ” 6941 ” 60190 ” 31419 ” 15147 ” 60190 ” 143767 ” 41.9% ‘
‘URBANCOUNTY H 256471 ” 42501 ” 23678 ” 11969 ” 101975 ” 53886 ” 25336 ” 101975 ” 249876 ” 40.8% ‘
SONOMA COUNTY
TOTAL 458614 74777 || 41390 || 20898 || 179337 || 94191 || 44461 || 179337 447492 40.1%
| peRcENTAGE | | | | | | | [ [ [ |
‘PETALUMA H 11.9% ” 9.6% ‘ 9.6% ‘ 9.5% ‘ 9.6% ‘ 9.4% ‘ 8.9% ‘ 9.6% ‘ 12.0% ” ‘
‘SANTAROSA H 32.2% ” 33.6% || 332% || 33.2% || 33.6% || 33.4% || 34.1% | 33.6% 32.1% ” ‘
‘URBAN COUNTY H 55.9% ” 56.8% || 57.2% || 57.3% || 56.9% || 57.2% || 57.0% || 56.9% 55.8% ” ‘

The Department of Housing and Urban Development annually determines the area median
family income (AMFT) applicable to each jurisdiction. HUD Community Planning and

Development (CPD) programs are targeted towards households or individuals with incomes
equal to or less than 80% of the AMFI, adjusted for family size. Those individuals or
households are considered moderate-income. Those with incomes less than 50% of the adjusted
AMFI are considered low-income and those with less than 30% of the adjusted AMFI are
considered extremely low-income. The population column of the chart, above, shows the
population for each jurisdiction, the 458,614 total for the entire county, and the percentage of the
total residing in each of the individual jurisdictions. The column entitled Low Mod % on the far
right shows the aggregate percentage of low- and moderate-income persons (those with incomes
equal to or less than 80% of the AMFI). That overall percentage of low- and moderate-income
persons for the county population is 40.1%. The Urban County population has a slightly larger
percentage of low/mod income persons than the county overall (40.8%), and the City of Santa
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Rosa, slightly higher than the Urban County (41.9%). The City of Petaluma has a low- and
moderate-income population 8.2% below the aggregate of the entire county (31.9%). Review of
the composition of the various income levels across the jurisdictions shows a general consistency
with that pattern. Santa Rosa and the Urban County have low- and moderate-income populations
at all levels slightly greater than their proportional share of the County population, while
Petaluma has a smaller percentage in all categories.

Racial and Ethnic Characteristics

- TOTAL OTHER 1\281?13
NUMBER POPULATION ||NHISPAN*||HISPAN*||WHITE| BLACK||ATAN*||ASIAN|[NHOPI*|| RACE ||RACES
[PETALUMA | sasas || 46563 || 7985 | 45006 || 632 || 204 || 2135 || 93 || 3317 || 2171 |
[SANTA ROSA | 14795 || 119277 || 28318 | 114527 3177 |[ 2099 || 5675 || 382 || 15180 || 6555 |
lURBAN cOUNTY || 256471 || 211004 || 43208 |[213776 ] 2713 || 2996 || 6288 || 459 || 20220 || 10019 |
SONOMA COUNTY

TOTAL 458614 376844 || 79511 ||374209|| 6522 || 5389 || 14098 || 934 || 38717 || 18745
|_pERCENTAGE | [ [ [ [ [ [ [ |
[PETALUMA | 1o || 124% ][ 100% | 123% || 9.7% [ 5.5% |[15.1% ] 10.0% || 8.6% | 11.6% ]
[SANTA ROSA | 322% || 317% | 35.6% | 30.6% || 48.7% |[38.9% ][ 40.3% || 40.9% |[ 39.2% | 35.0% ]
lurBaN counTY || 559% || s6.0% || s43% [ 57.1% || 41.6% || 55.6% || 44.6% || 49.1% | 52.29% [ 53.4% |

Review of the chart above reveals slight variations in the composition of racial and ethnic
populations in the jurisdictions when compared to the overall proportion of the population in
each. As with low- and moderate-income populations, the city of Petaluma has, with the
exception of Asian population, less then the proportional share of racial and ethnic populations.
The city of Santa Rosa, the largest metropolitan area in the county, has greater than the
proportional share of all racial and ethnic populations, while the Urban County has slightly less.

Population Characteristics of Those with Disabilities

ASIAN H NHOPI* || OTHER H HISPANIC ”NHISPANIC*

‘ POPULATION ”DISABLEDH WHITE H BLACK H AIANA*

‘PETALUMA H 54548 H 7468 H 6252 H 102 H 72 H 292 H 5 H 745 H 1090 ” 6378

‘SANTAROSA H 147595 H 25092 H 20185 H 561 H 368 H 924 H 17 H 3037 H 4069 ” 21023
‘URBANCOUNTY H 256471 H 39624 H 32996 H 514 H 492 H 1006 H 146 H 4470 H 6326 ” 33298
SONOMA COUNTY

TOTAL 458614 72184 59433 || 1177 932 2222 168 8252 11485 60699
|_percentace | | | | | | | [ [ [
‘PETALUMA H 11.9% H 10.3% H 105% || 8.7% H 7.7% \ 13.1% || 3.0% \ 9.0% \ 9.5% ” 10.5%
‘SANTAROSA H 32.2% H 34.8% H 34.0% || 47.7% || 39.5% || 41.6% || 10.1% || 36.8% 35.4% ” 34.6%
‘URBANCOUNTY H 55.9% H 54.9% H 55.5% || 43.7% || 52.8% || 453% || 86.9% || 54.2% 55.1% ” 54.9%

The chart above shows the number, race and ethnicity of those with disabilities in each
jurisdiction, as well as the county as a whole. Once again, there are variations in individual
categories, but the overall breakdown remains generally consistent with that of the entire
county’s demographic.
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* NHISPAN  Non-Hispanic AIAN
HISPAN Hispanic NHOPI

American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Review of the previous charts show that, although the population of Sonoma County is not
homogeneous, the demographic characteristics of each jurisdiction, individually, parallels
relatively closely with that of the county as a whole, and reinforces the validity of the three
entitlement jurisdictions joining together in this study.

CHAS Data

HUD receives from the U.S. Census Bureau a special tabulation of Census 2000 data that are
largely not available through standard Census products. These special tabulation data are used
by local governments for housing planning as part of the Consolidated Planning process. HUD

also uses some of these data in allocation formulas for distributing funds to local jurisdictions.
Those data are typically referred to as the State of the Cities Data System (SOCDS):
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data. The CHAS data are different
from the standard Census 2000 data files. They are mostly comprised of a variety of housing
need variables split by HUD defined income limits (30, 50, and 80 percent of AMFI) and HUD
specified household types. The following tables delineate CHAS data pertinent to Sonoma
County derived from the 2000 Census.

SOCDS CHAS Data: Housing Problems Output for All Households

Name of Jurisdiction: Source of Data: Data Current as of:
Sonoma County, California]| CHAS Data Book 2000
| Renters | Owners

Elderly Elderly Large All

1&2 Small Large All Total |[1&2 Small Related ||Other
Household by member Related |[Related ||Other Renter ||member Related ||(5 or Househo Total
Type, Income, & households |[(2to4) ||(50r Households |[s households||(2 to 4) ||more) Ids Total Households
Housing more) Owners
Problem L w e ol o |l o || onlol ol o]
1. Household
Income <=50%
MFI 5,311 6,290 2,358 6,679 20,638 8,289 2,854 785 2,669 14,597 35,235
2. Household
Income <=30%
MFI 3,345 2,675 954 3,689 10,663 3,645 1,120 245 1,564 6,574 17,237
3. % with any
housing
problems 67 89.2 93.2 76.3 78.1 66 83 83.7 73.1 71.3 75.5
4. % Cost
Burden >30% 65.9 86.7 81.1 75.2 75.7 65.7 79.5 71.4 72.3 69.8 73.5
5. % Cost
Burden >50% 51.3 75.5 61.8 67.2 63.8 42.5 71.4 65.3 63.6 53.3 59.8
6. Household
Income >30% to
<=50% MFI 1,966 3,615 1,404 2,990 9,975 4,644 1,734 540 1,105 8,023 17,998
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7. % with any
housing
problems

70

84.6

93.9

80.1

41.9

79

91.7

70.6

8. % Cost
Burden >30%

68.7

63

74.4

41.6

76.9

74.1

67.4

65.8

9. % Cost
Burden >50%

32.1

14.2

34.4

31

20.5

41.6

10. Household
Income >50 to
<=80% MFI

5,624

2,180

5,174

14,441

6,954

5,245

1,723

2,788

31,151

11. % with any
housing
problems

59.2

80

53.8

60

28.2

64.2

84.3

55.7

12.% Cost
Burden >30%

54.3

47.2

243

49.7

453

28

61.4

64

67.4

48.8

47.2

13. % Cost
Burden >50%

15.7

5.1

43

5.4

26.7

334

20.7

14. Household
Income >80%
MFI

2,142

11,759

9,903

26,647

16,423

43,560

11,175

79,178

105,825

15. % with any
housing
problems

12.2

18

12.8

21.7

22.7

21.5

16.% Cost
Burden >30%

5.3

8.2

7.4

12.8

20.6

20.2

30.6

20.4

17.1

17. % Cost
Burden >50%

0.2

0.1

0.7

0.8

2.8

2.7

22

5.1

2.4

18. Total
Households

23,673

7,381

21,756

61,726

31,666

51,659

10,528

16,632

110,485

172,211

19. % with any
housing
problems

42.9

76.1

423

48.5

26.6

29.3

48.2

43.9

20. % Cost
Burden >30

35.6

30.1

39.1

26.4

27.9

43.1

30.1

21. % Cost
Burden >50

14.8

11.3

8.4

17.7

10.9

Definitions:

Any housing problems:

Other housing problems:

Elderly households:

Renter:

Cost Burden:

cost burden greater than 30% of income and/or overcrowding
and/or without complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

overcrowding (1.01 or more persons per room) and/or without
complete kitchen or plumbing facilities.

1 or 2 person household, either person 62 years old or older.

Data do not include renters living on boats, RVs or vans. This
excludes approximately 25,000 households nationwide.

Cost burden is the fraction of a household's total gross income
spent on housing costs. For renters, housing costs include rent
paid by the tenant plus utilities. For owners, housing costs
include mortgage payment, taxes, insurance, and utilities.
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SOCDS CHAS DATA: HOUSING PROBLEMS OUTPUT FOR MOBILITY & SELF CARE

LIMITATION
Name of Jurisdiction: Source of Data: Data Current as of:
Sonoma County, California CHAS Data Book 2000
] || n
Extra Extra
Elderly Elderly Elderly Elderly
Household by Type, 1&2 1&2 All 1&2 1&2 All
Income, & Housing Member Member Other Total Member Member Other Total Total
Problem Households||Households|| Households || Renters ||[Households||Households||Households|(Owners||Households
(A) ® [ o o] ® ®» [ o o] o
1. Household Income
<=50% MFI 1,530 835 2,970 5,335 1,915 900 1,445 4,260 9,595
2. Household Income
<=30% MFI 955 560 1,700 3,215 915 440 725 2,080 5,295
% with any housing 69.6 60.7 78.5 728 65.6 682 80.0 712 72.1
problems
3. Household Income >30
t0 <=50% MFI 575 275 1,270 2,120 1,000 460 720 2,180 4,300
P -
7o with any housing 70.4 54.5 83.5 76.2 345 424 743 493 62.6
problems
4. Household Income >50
t0 <=80% MFI 265 275 1,530 2,070 1,260 770 1,500 3,530 5,600
% with any housing 66.0 527 60.1 59.9 202 39.6 56.7 39.9 473
problems
5. Household Income
>80% MFI 495 330 2,125 2,950 2,270 1,630 6,315 10,215 13,165
P -
7o with any housing 343 10.6 2.4 23.1 7.0 16.6 26.5 206 212
problems
6. Total Households 2,290 1,440 ][ 6,625 ][ 10355 5445 3300 ][ 9,260 |[18,005] 28,360
% with any housing 6138 46.5 572 56.7 25.0 324 393 337 42.1
problems

Definitions for Mobility & Self-Care Table:

Extra Elderly:
Elderly:
Mobility or

Self Care Limitations:
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1 or 2 Member households, either person 75 years or older

1 or 2 Member Households, either person 62 to 74 years

This includes all households where one or more persons has 1) a
long-lasting condition that substantially limits one or more basic
physical activity, such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching,
lifting, or carrying and/or 2) a physical, mental, or emotional
condition lasting more than 6 months that creates difficulty with
dressing, bathing, or getting around inside the home.




SOCDS CHAS Data: Affordability Mismatch Output for All Households

Name of Jurisdiction: Source of Data: Data Current as of:

Sonoma County, California CHAS Data Book 2000
;| Renters Units by#of bedrooms || Owned or for sale units by # of bedrooms |

Housing Unitsby [ 0-1 || 2 ] [ Totar || Lo ][ 2 ][ 3+ | Total]

Affordability lw [ ® ] o | D) I L® ][ ® [ e | o ]
[1. Rent <<30% | | | | [Value <<30% Ll | | |
[# occupied units [ 3010 ][ 2,160 ][ 2,020 ][ 7290 || NN RN RN
% occupants <=30% I 579 ][ 350 | 213 ][ 409 || NN RN RN
% built before 1970 I 342 | 475 ][ 522 ][ 431 || NN RN RN
% some problem I 326 |[ 259 | 16 ][ 248 | NN RN RN
|#vacantf0rrent || 35 || 40 ” 20 || 95 ||#vacantf0rsale || N/A || N/A || N/A || N/A |
2. Rent >30% to <=50% || I I I |[Value <=50% I I | I |
[# occupied units [ 3,745 ][ 3250 ][ 2,030 ][ 9025 || [ 1,475 ][ 4,810 [ 1,340 ][ 7,625 |
% occupants <=50% I 661 ][ 408 [ 337 ][ 497 || [ 546 ][ 450 |[ 280 ][ 439 |
% built before 1970 I 550 ][ 570 ][ 510 ][ 548 | [ 366 ][ 237 [ 22.0 ][ 259 |
% some problem I 637 ][ 440 [ 3909 ][ 512 || 281 ][ 237 [ 101 ][ 222 ]
|#vacantf0rrent || 85 || 165 ” 45 || 295 ||#vacantf0rsale || 40 || 120 || 10 || |
[3. Rent >50% to <=80% || I I I |[Value >50% to <=80% || I | I |
[# occupied units [11275][15355][ 7280 ][ 33910 || [ 390 ][ 2,110 [ 2,695 ][ 5,195 |
% occupants <=80% 631 ][ 527 ][ 425 ][ 539 | [ 744 ][ 592 [ 436 ][ 523 |
% built before 1970 | 428 | 427 ][ 451 ][ 432 || 433 ][ 334 |[ 529 ][ 443 |
% some problem I 569 ][ 466 || 431 ][ 493 || 179 55 [ 20 ][ 46 |
|#vacantf0rrent || 165 || 305 ” 60 || 530 ||#vacantf0rsale || 25 || 35 || 30 || 90 |
[4. Rent >80% | | | | [Value >80% Ll | | |
[# occupied units [ 3640 ][ 3,585 || 4455 ][ 11680 || 3,765 ][ 20,970 |[ 72,955 |[ 97,690 |
|# vacant for rent I 150 ][ 90 ][ 65 ][ 305 |[#vacant for sale [ 120 ][ 215 [ 555 ][ 890 |

Definitions:

Rent 0-30% -

Rent 30-50% -

Rent 50-80% -

Rent > 80% -

Value 0-50% -

These are units with a current gross rent (rent and utilities) that are
affordable to households with incomes at or below 30% of HUD Area
Median Family Income. Affordable is defined as gross rent less than or

equal to 30% of a household's gross income.

These are units with a current gross rent that are affordable to households
with incomes greater than 30% and less than or equal to 50% of HUD
Area Median Family Income.

These are units with a current gross rent that are affordable to households
with incomes greater than 50% and less than or equal to 80% of HUD
Area Median Family Income.

These are units with a current gross rent that are affordable to households
with incomes above 80% of HUD Area Median Family Income.

These are homes with values affordable to households with incomes at or
below 50% of HUD Area Median Family Income. Affordable is defined as
annual owner costs less than or equal to 30% of annual gross income.
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Value 50-80% -

Value > 80% -

Annual owner costs are estimated assuming the cost of purchasing a home
at the time of the Census based on the reported value of the home.
Assuming a 7.9% interest rate and national averages for annual utility
costs, taxes, and hazard and mortgage insurance, multiplying income times
2.9 represents the value of a home a person could afford to purchase. For
example, a household with an annual gross income of $30,000 is estimated
to be able to afford an $87,000 home without having total costs exceed
30% of their annual household income.

These are units with a current value that are affordable to households with
incomes greater than 50% and less than or equal to 80% of HUD Area
Median Family Income.

These are units with a current value that are affordable to households with
incomes above 80% of HUD Area Median Family Income.

SOCDS CHAS Data: Housing Problems Output Race/Ethnicity

s e Source of Data:
Name of Jurisdiction: Data Current as of:
. . CHAS Data
Sonoma County, California 2000
Book
. |
Household by Type, Elderly Elderly
Income, & Housing 1&2 All 1&2 All
Problem Member Family Other Total || Member Family Other Total Total
Households || Households || Households ||Renter || Households || Households || Households || Owners ||Households
s
Total Households -
‘White Non-Hispanic 8,155 19,825 18,315 46,295 30,110 52,400 14,935 97,445 143,740
% with any housing
problems 55.1 39.8 42.2 43.4 25.8 29.2 43.4 30.3 34.5
Total Households -
Black Non-Hispanic 58 679 314 1,051 124 515 138 777 1,828
% with any housing
problems 58.6 48.6 41.4 47 51.6 41.7 60.9 46.7 46.9
Total Households -
Hispanic 309 8,040 1,490 9,839 710 5,725 635 7,070 16,909
% with any housing
problems 74.4 77.6 46 72.7 45.8 56.6 48 54.7 65.2
Total Households -
Native American Non-
Hispanic N/A N/A N/A 680 N/A N/A N/A 459 1,139
% with any housing
problems N/A N/A N/A 45.6 N/A N/A N/A 37 42.1
Total Households -
Asian Non-Hispanic N/A N/A N/A 1,635 N/A N/A N/A 2,570 4,205
% with any housing
problems N/A N/A N/A 58.7 N/A N/A N/A 41.1 47.9
Total Households -
Pacific Islander Non-
Hispanic N/A N/A N/A 93 N/A N/A N/A 95 188
% with any housing
problems N/A N/A N/A 46.2 N/A N/A N/A 68.4 57.4
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Economic and Market Analysis Division - HUD
Special Tabulations of 2000 Census Data
Households by Income, Tenure, Age of Householder, and Housing Conditions

COUNTY : Sonoma County, CA
Householder Age : ALL AGES

RENTERS | OWNERS
NUMBER || NUMBER | PERCENT NUMBER || NUMBER | PERCENT || PERCENT
TOTAL || WITH || WITHOUT || WITH TOTAL | WITH ||WITHOUT| WITH | WITHOUT
NUMBER || HOUSING || HOUSING || HOUSING || NUMBER || HOUSING || HOUSING || HOUSING || HOUSING
PROBLEMS |[PROBLEMS|[PROBLEMS PROBLEMS |[PROBLEMS ||PROBLEMS|[PROBLEMS
[income Increments | | | [ | [ | | | |
Less than $9.999 || 3,808 2,648 Lo 69.5%| 626l 4.549)| L2 el 27.3%)
510,000 - 514999 || 3381 2273 nios e72%| 4381 3.574), 07| siew||  18.4%]
515000519999 || 3394 1,844, 1550 sasvl 4283 3.493]| 790 sLewl|  18.4%]
[520,000-524999 || 4.119) 2,035 2084 49.4%) 4817 3,908 909|| 1% 18.9%
l525,000-529.999 || 4.729] 2,85 2444 as3v] 4270 3,005]| 1265 704v|  29.6%]
[530,000-534.999 || s.128]| 2,683 2445 sazw  asu| 2,709 1802 e0a%|  39.9%]
l$35.000-539.999 || 4.709] 2289 2420 asev 4625 2,170 2455 460wl  53.1%)
540,000 -549.999 || 10.588]| 4,904 sosdl 463w 7418 2,658 a760]  35.8%|  64.2%)
550,000 - $59.999 || 10,734 4,574 6160 426%] 6196 1,387 4809 224%|  77.6%)
560,000 - $69.999 || 9,944 3279 6,665 33.0%) 4.459) 800|| 365 17.9% 82.1%
570,000 -$79.999 || 8,744 2,309, 6435 26.4%] 2911 545]| 2366 18.7% 81.3%
580,000 - $99.999 || 14,283 2454 11829 17.2%) 3,664 539)| 3028 147% 85.3%
$100,000 -
$149,999 17,330 1,820 15,510 10.5% 2,826 549 2277 19.4% 80.6%
l5150,000 ormore || 9.652]| 562 9,090] 5.8%)| 1,232 183 1,049) 149%|  85.1%
| TOTAL|  110543]] 35950  7assa|  325%|  e1ssa 30060l su7ss]|  asewl|  s1.4%)

Foot Note: “With Problems” is defined as a household having at least one of the following
housing conditions: lacking complete plumbing facilities, lacking complete kitchen
facilities, with more than 1.01 persons per room, and selected monthly owner costs
greater than 30 percent of household income (1999), or gross rent as a percentage of
household income (1999) of greater than 30 percent.

Review of the CHAS data tables above yields considerable insight into the housing problems
experienced by many household types residing in Sonoma County. In generalized terms, the
tables show that the incidence of housing problems is greatest at the lowest income and declines
steadily as income increases. This is true for both those renting and homeownership. White,
non-Hispanic households experience a lower percentage of housing problems than other racial
groups, and those of Hispanic ethnicity experience the greatest problems, again, in both rental
and homeownership. Affordability mismatch, also referred to as cost burden, paying over 30%
of gross income for housing expenses, is the largest contributor to housing problems. Elderly
renters have a larger percentage of housing problems than renters in general, but elderly
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homeowners have less housing problems than other owners. Those with disabilities causing
mobility and self-care limitations experience the highest percentage of housing problems as
renters, while their counterparts that own homes show a lower incidence of housing problems
than the norm. It should be noted, however, that the criteria utilized to determine housing
problems in these datasets does not consider accessibility, which can be a significant problem for
both disabled homeowners and renters. Large families exhibit the highest percentage of housing
problems in both renter and homeownership populations.

The Sonoma County Community Development Commission developed the two following tables
during the preparation of the 2005-2010 Consolidated Plan. The reader should note that the
percentages listed in these table may differ from those of the CHAS tables above, as the tables
below are specific to the Urban County population rather than the aggregate population of
Sonoma County as the tables above are. In view of the demographic similarities that exist
amongst the three entitlement jurisdictions in Sonoma, these tables are included to portray that
those of racial or ethnic minority status experience housing problems greater than the norm.
These tables also show that housing problems drop significantly when income surpasses 80% of
AMFI.

Percent of Renter Households with Any Housing Needs —Urban County

% of Median || All Renters || Hispanic Black Non- Native American Asian Non- Pacific Islander
Family Income Renters Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic
Renters Renters Renters Renters
[ 030% || 771% || 89.7% || 80.6% || 54.1% | 682% || Not Available
[ 31%-50% || 79% || 86.1% || 66.7% || 87.5% | 692% || 100%
| 51%80% || 57.6% || 703% || 386% | 4.4% | 5% | 100%
| Overso% || 17.8% || s42% || 308% | 157% || 249% | 9.5%
|Allincome levels|| 47.9% || 725% || 44% [ 3310% ||  s502% || 34.5%

Percent of Owner Households with Any Housing Needs — Urban County

% of Median All Owners || Hispanic Black Non- Native American Asian Non- Pacific Islander
Family Income Owners Hispanic Non-Hispanic Hispanic Non-Hispanic
Owners Owners Owners Owners
| 0-30% | 708% || 868% | 100% || 88.2% [ 895% | 100% |
[ 31%50% || 582% || 713% || 778% | 100% [ 491% || NotAvailable |
| 51%80% || s25% || 742% || 60% | 67.9% || 603% |l 100% |
| overso% || 235% [ 43% || 324% |[  3210% | 309% || 69.2% |
| Allincome levels || 38.6% || 559% || 43% ||  459% ||  31% || 85.7% |

Other Relevant Data

The Sonoma County Economic Development Board, in partnership with the Sonoma County
Workforce Investment Board publishes an annual Economic and Demographic Profile of
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Sonoma County. Several of the charts from the 2005 report, reproduced below, provide insight
into some of the housing affordability problems discussed above.

County Fair Market Rent
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The Fair Market Rent (FMR), established by HUD, has increased steadily since 2000. The FMR
in Sonoma County is approximately seventy-five percent more expensive than the average rent
amount in twenty-two counties in Northern California, excluding urban Bay Area counties, and
is the highest amongst all of those counties.
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The cost of ownership housing has escalated dramatically in Sonoma County, far outstripping the
purchasing power of all but those of high income. By early fall of 2005, the median home price
for Sonoma County reached $619,000.

The following information depicts the current SSI/SSP rates for residential care in California.
SSI is federal Supplemental Security Income; SSP is State Supplementary Payment, a California
program to augment SSI. It should be noted that the residential care rate is generally higher then

amounts directly paid to individuals.

Page 18

Community Residential Care
Association of California

SSI/SSP RESIDENTIAL CARE RATES
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2005 & APRIL 2005

P.O. Box 163270/1924 Alhambra Blvd,, Sacramento, CA 95816-9270

Phone (916) 455-0723 -- Email: crcac@comecast.net
Charles W. Skoien, Jr., Consultant

=

ONE CHECK
Jan. 2005 April 2005 2004
Room and Board $420.00 $425.00 $414.00
Care and Supervision $446.00 $452.00 $439.00
Community/Residential Rate for those receiving
one check is: $866.00 $877.00 $853.00
Personal and Incidental Expense Monies $113.00 $114.00 sioo
| Total Grant for SSI/SSP recipients receiving |
| one check is: £979.00 $991.00 $964.00
B 7WO CHECKS
{ Room and Board $420.00 $425.00 $414.00
Care and Supervision $446.00 $452.00 $439.00
Voluntary $20.00 Non-Exempt Income $ 20.00 § 20.00 $ 20.00
Residential Rate for those receiving
two checks is: $886.00 S 897.00 $873.00
Personal and Incidental Expense Monies $113.00 $ 114.00 $111.00
Total Grant for SSI/SSP recipients receiving
two checks is: $999.00 $1011.00 $984.00 }
Copyright. If reproduced, this must be reproduced in total. |

NOTE: Recipients who have income in addition to their S51/
SSP check (for example, a pension, Social Security
retirement or disability benefits) can be charged the $866.00
amount for basic services plus an additional $20.00. This
amount increases to $877.00 beginning April 2005, Because
federal rules do not count the first $20.00 of a recipient’s
income against his‘her SSI/SSP grant, an SSI/SSP recipient
with other income has an extra $20.00 that people who
receive only an SSI/SSP check do not have. Neither federal
nor state law restrict the recipient in how this additional
$20.00 amount is spent. Thus, if the recipient agrees in the
admission agreement to pay the additional $20.00 for basic
services, the facility may charge the additional amount

Title 22, 87568(cH4)(A) ADMISSION AGREEMENTS,
States:

“dgreements involving persons whose care is funded at
government-prescribed rates may specify that operative
dures of government modifications shall be considered

operative dates for basic service rate modifications.”

If you accept SSI/SSP residents, you do not have to give
60-days prior notice of rate increases.

BE SURE YOUR ADMISSION AGREEMENT
REFLECTS THESE REGULATIONS.




Priced out in 2004, a study of housing affordability problems experienced by those with
disabilities, published by the Technical Assistance Collaborative, Inc. and the Consortium for
Citizens with Disabilities, reports that nation-wide, a person receiving SSI needed 106.9% of
their entire income to simply rent a modest apartment. California, overall, is significantly higher
at 114.4%, and with Sonoma County being one of the higher cost areas of California, one can
surmise that the percentage may indeed be higher yet locally.

Maps

The following maps depict the concentration of low- and moderate-income households and the
concentration of minority populations in Sonoma County. These maps were generated using
data from the 2000 Census.
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EVALUATION OF JURISDICTIONS’ CURRENT FAIR HOUSING STATUS

HMDA Data

The Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) was enacted by Congress in 1975 and is
implemented by the Federal Reserve Board's Regulation C. This regulation provides the public
loan data that can be used to assist:

* in determining whether financial institutions are serving the housing needs of their

communities;
= public officials in distributing public-sector investments so as to attract private

investment to areas where it is needed;

* and in identifying possible discriminatory lending patterns.

The charts in Appendix B show various HMDA data reported for Sonoma County for 2004.

Data displayed include disposition of conventional home loan activity compared by race,
ethnicity, gender and income, reasons for denial of loans and the disposition of private mortgage

insurance (PMI) for conventional home loans. Review of the following data does not point out
glaring discrepancies in the percentage of loan denials experienced by various racial or ethnic
categories, but overall, white non-Hispanic applicants received fewer denials. The data does
clearly show that the percentage of loan denials decrease as the applicants’ income increases.

[INCOME

H Apps H Denials H Percentage HRACE-ETHNICITY

H Apps ” DenialsH Percentage |

<50% median | 353 || 125 | 354% | White non-Hispanic | 8437 ]| 932 || 11.0% |
50-79% median | 1171 || 195 | 167% |Otherrace and ethnicity || 5154 || 872 | 16.9% |
80-99% median | 1629 || 215 | 132% |
[100-119% median || 2074 || 266 | 12.8% |
[>120% median | 11149 | 1435 | 12.9% |
|Unrep011edincome H 986 H 111 H 11.3% ‘

The reader should be aware of two elements when viewing the HMDA data. Loan denial rates,
in and of themselves, do not indicate discrimination or barriers to obtaining housing finances.
Loans are denied for many reasons, as portrayed in the third set of charts following.
Debt-to-income ratio, employment and credit history, along with sufficient cash-on-hand and
income are all standard underwriting criteria which may result in a loan denial. The cause or
causes of these issues may themselves stem from other socio-economic situations or inequities,

but the loan denial itself is not indicative of discriminatory action. Secondly, the data only
indicates the number of loans approved or denied, but does not provide information regarding the
terms and conditions of the loans approved. Differential treatment in terms and conditions, often

referred to as predatory lending, may constitute an impediment to fair housing choice.
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Fair Housing Complaint Data

Any individual who believes that they have been denied access to fair housing may register
complaints via several avenues. Local providers of fair housing services are the front line, and
will often refer unresolved cases to higher levels. National organizations such as the National
Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) also receive and refer fair housing complaints. The Office of
Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) administers federal laws and establishes national
policies as HUD’s fair housing arm, and also manages the Fair Housing Assistance Program
(FHAP). The California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) is a partnership
agency in that program.

The National Fair Housing Alliance (NFHA) shows the following data in the 2005 Fair Housing
Trends Report of April 2005 depicting fair housing complaints recorded nationwide. The upper
table shows the total number of complaints filed with various national level agencies, including
the Department of Justice. The lower table shows the various percentages of the total complaints
for each individual complaint basis.

Total Complaints
| Agency |Claims/Complaints | 2002 || 2003 | 2004 |

| NFHA |Complaints | 17,543 17,022 ] 18,004]
FHAP
Claims and Complaints| 5,129 | 5,352 || 6,370
HUD
Claims and Complaints|| 2,511 || 2,745 | 2,817
| DOJ |Case Filings | 49 | 20 | 38 |
| Totals | 125232 25,148 | 27,319
Basis
B ~ros | HuD | FHAP | DOJ | TOTAL |
| Race I 24% | 40% | 37% || 0% | 26% |
| Disability | 30% | 40% || 37% | 61% || 31% |
| Family Status I 14% | 14% | 15% || 1% | 13% |
| NationalOrigin | 12% | 10% | 16% | 11% | 12% |
| Sex | 5% | 1% | 1% | 3% || 6% |
| Religion L 1% | 7% | 3% || 0% | 2% |
| Color I 1% | 2% || 2% | 0% || 1% |
| Other I 3% || 4% | 5% | o% | 9% |
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Fair housing complaints filed over the past five year period, listed by city in Sonoma County, are
shown in the table below. The complaints are listed as either being filed with HUD or with the
State of California (FHAP), and the number per basis are indicated.

Title VIII Cases Filed During Period of 10/1/00 to 9/30/05
Complaints| Complaints| Total ||Race||Color||National || Sex|| Disability || Religion|| Familial || Retaliation
Filed with || Filed with || Filed Origin Status
HUD FHAP

I
‘State&Fiscal Year - California 2001 ‘
[Petaluma, CA__| o] 33l of of 1] o 2 of o 0|
[Rohnert Park, CA | 0 3 3| o] o 1] o 1| 0 2 0]
[Santa Rosa, CA_ | 0| 6] o of of of o al of o 0|
[Sebstopol, CA | o 1 o of  of of of of 1] 0|
‘State&Fiscal Year - California 2002 ‘
[Cloverdale, CA_| 1] o 1l of of of o o o 0|
[Petaluma, CA__ | o] 7l 7l o of 8] o 2] I 0|
[Rohnert Park, CA | 0 1 1] 1] o] o] of 0 0 0 0]
[Rohnert Park, CA | 0| 1] o of of of I 0|
[Santa Rosa, CA_ | 2| sl 1 of 1] 1] al o 1] 1]
[Windsor, CA | o] 1 off of  