SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF | MPEDIMENTS
TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

MAY 2020

Prepared on behalbf the
San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing
http://www.sdfairhousing.org/

Participating Jurisdictions

City of Carlsbad City of National City
City of Chula Vista City of Oceanside
City of Coronado City of Poway
City of Del Mar City of San Diego
City of El Cajon City of Sa Marcos
City of Encinitas City of Santee
City of Escondido City of Solana Beach
City of Imperial Beach City of Vista
City of La Mesa Unincorporated County

City of Lemon Grove



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMIAIY.......uiiiiiiiiiiiiititeeeeaae e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s mmmmmnneebbeeeeeeeee e e e e s mmmmmmn e e e e e e e e ESi

Chapter 1: Introduction

A. PUIPOSE Of REPAITL. ...ttt eemmmee ettt e e e 1.
B. GeographiC Area COVEMEA..........uuuueiii et e et emmmmmm e e e e e e e e e e e e e meeennn s 2.
C. Fair Housing Legal FrameWQrK............ccoiiiiiceeeeeeiiiiiiie e e e e e s e oo 2
D. Fair HOUuSING DEFINEM........uuiiiiiiiiiiit e eeeeeen s e 5...
E. Organization Of REPQALL..........ooii it e memeeme e eeeee ) 6...
F. (2= 1= B 01U {0 T PP ’
Chapter 2: Community Outreach

A. CommUNIty WOIKSNOPS. ....uveeiii e et emmmmmm e e e 8..
B. Targeted Stakeholder INtEIVIEWS...........cooiiiii e mmmee 11
C. Fair HOUSING SUINVEY......coiiiiiii ettt 14.
D. PUbIic ReVIEW Of DIaft Al ......ccoiiiiieieieiceeeemm et eeeeene s e e e e e e e e e s mmmeeeneeeees 18
Chapter 3: Community Profile

A. DemographiC Profile...........uu e e eernnnn e 19.
B. HOUSENOId CharaCteriStUCS ... .uvuvieiiiiiiiit e seeeeee e e e mmmmmmm e 28
C. SpeCial NEEAS GIOUPS. .....eeieiiiiiiiiiit e seeeeee ettt e e e e e e e e mmmmmmm e 33.
D. [ P2 LS O 1 TSP 53
E. INCOME PrOfIlE ...ttt e e e eeeen e e e e e e e e eeeeeemn 56
F. HOUSING PrOfile.....ooeeeeeeee e eemmmmm e ettt eeeemnn e e e e e e e eeeeesnd 66
G. HOUSING CONITION. ... e e e e 1.
H. Housing ©st and Affordability.................uuuierceeeeee e ceeeeee e 74
l. HOUSING ProBIEMS. ... e et eeemnnn e e e e e e e eees 80..
J. Publicly ASSIStEA HOUSING ... ...oiiiii ettt e e 84
K. Licensed Community Care FACIlILIE@S.........uuuuuiiitaeeeeae e ee e eeeeeee i 92..
L. AccesSiDIlity 10 OPPOITUNITIES. .....veiiiieiiiiiiit e eeeeeee e e e e s 95
M. ADA-Compliant Public Facilities (Section 504 ASSESSMENL)..........cevieemmmecneennn.. 101
N. Exposure to Adverse Community FacCtQrS............ooovvieeeeeeriiiiiiii e s e 102
Chapter 4:Lending Practices

A. 2 7= To3 (o | {0 Vo U S 120
B. Overall Lending Patterns.........coooiiiiiiiiceeeeeeiiiiiiiiii ettt e meeeeee e 122
C. Lending by Race/Ethnicity and INCAME..............uuuiiiieeeeeeeiiiieieee e 125
D. Lending Patterns by Tract CharacteristiCs..........covvuvieemceviiiii e 128
E. oY g =T o =T S PP 129
F. SUBPrime Leding Markel..........oouiiiiiiiiis o emmmmmmnas 130
Chapter 5: Public Policies

A. Policies and Programs Affecting Housing Development................cccceeiviiiiinneee. 132
B. ZONING OFAINANCE. ... .. iiiiiiiii et eeeeeem e et e e e et v it eenmmmm e e eta e eeeeesss s mmmmmaaeersaeeeeennes 139
C. Variety ® Housing OPPOrtUNILY........coeiiiiiiiee st cceeeem e e et e e et eeemmmm e eeean e e e eeaeanne 143

TABLE OF CONTENTS
i



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

D. Building Codes and Occupancy Standards................ceeeeeerrreiiiiieeeeeeesscceeeeeeeneeens 152
E. Affordable Housing DeveloPMENL............uuuuuiimmmmmc e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen e e e e e ee e 154.
F. Other Land Use Policies, Programs, and Controls...............uceeeemmiviiiiiieeeeeeeeeeaees 158
G. Policies Causing Displacement or Affect Housing Choice of Minorities and Persons with
DISADIIITIES. ... et e e e e e e e e e e e mmmmnne 163
H. Local HOUSING AULNOKILIES.........cciiiieieiiitceeeeee s e e eeereee e e e e e e e s e 163
l. California Environmental Quality ACt (CEQA).......uiiiiii et 164
J. Community Representation and PartiCipation...............uveccccceveeeiieiiiieeie s eeeeeeee 164
Chapter 6 Fair Housing Profile
A Fair Housing in the Homeownership Market.............oooiiceeeeeeiiiiie e, 167
B Fair Housing in the Rental Housing Matket...............oo e 171
C Fair HOUSING SEIVICES. ... ..uuuiiiiiiiiiitceeeeae e e mmmennn bbb mmmmm e e e 176
D California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DEEH)....................... 177
E. Fair HOUSING STAtiSTICS......oevviiiiiiiii s cmmmmoc e e eeeemmm s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e mmeneen s s 178
F. Fair HOUSING TESHING. . ..iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiit ettt e e e e mmmmmmm e 182
G U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development..............covaaeeeecveviiiiinnnne 190
H [ F= L E= O 410 1T PP UPPPUURPPPRPRN 193
Chapter 7: Fair Housing Action Plan
A. Regional IMPediMENLS. ........ouuuuiiiii e e eeeeenm e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeensana s 195
B. JurisdictiofrSpecific IMPedimentS..........ccooiiiiiiiceeeeeecee e .201

List of Tables

Table 1: Community Workshop LOCAtIQNS.............uviiicemmmmmiieie e eeeeeee e 8.
Table 2: Stakeholder INTEIVIEWS. ..........uuiiiiit e eeeeeee e e e s mmmmmmm e 11
Table 3: Perpetrators of Alleged DiscriminatiQn.................vceeeemmriiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 15.
Table 4: Location of Alleged DiSCrHMINALIQN. ...........uuuuirieeeeeae e eeeee e e e e e e mmeeeeniiiieeeeeeeeeeee 15..
Table 5: Basis of Alleged DIiSCrHMINATION...........cooii it comeeiiiiiiiiiii et e e e nees 16
Table 6: Reason for Not Reporting Alleged DiSCHMINALON. ..........uvritaeaeaaeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeeees 17
Table 7: Basis of Alleged HEBIEME..............ouuiiiiii i eemmmme e e e eeeennees 17
Table 8: Population Growth (28BMB5)...........ccevuruuiiiicemmmmmeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees s eeeeeee e e e eeaeeeeeeann 20
Table 9: AQE CharaCteriSHCS . .....ccciiiiiiiiitceeeeeniie s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeessaaaaeeeeeeees i eeeeeessnnnnns 21.
Table 10: Racial and EthniC COMPOSILION.........uueiiiiii e eeeeeee e 23
Table 11: Minority Population by S8I0N...........ooooiiiiiiii et 25..
Table 12: Language and LinguistiC ISOIAtiON...............coceeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiieeiecet e 21...
Table 13: Household Growth by JUriSAICHON............uuii e e e 29..
Table 14: HOUSENOIA Ty . ... et eermmme et e e e e mmmmmmm e e e e e eeanen 30..
Table 15H0ouUSEhOld CharaCteriSHCS .. ... et e e 31
Table 16: Average Household Size by JurisdictiQn............coocccceeceeeeiiieeiiiic e e 32
Table 17: Residents with Special NeEUS...........ouiiii oo e 33
Table 18: Senior ProfdeSan Dieg0 COUNLY...........uuuuuiiuiiieeraaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeesmmemeenaeeeeeneneeeenes 34..
Table 19: Large HOUSENOIAS.......ccooiii e eeeeeme et emmmmme e 31..
Table 20: Disability DY AQe... ..o eeremme et enmmm—— e eaaa 42..
Table21: Disability CharaCteriStiCS..........uiiiiiiiiiceemm e smmmce e mmmeen s 43

TABLE OF CONTENTS
ii



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

Table 22: People living with HIV and AIDS (PLWHA)..........ouuiiieeee e eeeeeeens 46
Table 23: HOPWA Program RESOULCES...........uuuuuuuemmmmmmieeeeeeeeeeesisssmmmmmnnssnaaeeeeessessesameees 47
Table 24: Homelessness Population by Jurisd@@i8 and 2019.............ccevvvvicceeeeeeeennn. 49
Table 25: Farm WorkBopulation of San Dieg0 COUNLY...........ueeeirriimccccce e eeeeas 51
Table 26: Hate Crime StatiSB@OL8..........ccccouuiiiiiiceeereeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e mmmmmneeeeeererareeee e aeaann 55
Table 27: Median Household INCAME............oiiiiiii e 58
Table 28INCOMECAtEYONIES .......uuuueiii i e e e e e ettt e e s mmmmmmm e e e e e eeeeessss s mnnmmmm e eeeeeaeeeees 59.
Table 29: Income Distribution, 2EAML6..............coeeeeeiis ettt e e e e e e e e e e e 59.
Table 30: Housing Assistance Needs of Low and Moderate Income Househelfd 601261
Table 31: Income by RaACE/EINNICILY...........coviiiiitceeeeeniice e s 62
Table 32: HOuSING UNit GrOWEN.........coiiiiii e eceeeee et e e e e e e eeeeees 67
Table 33: Housing StoCck MiX 2019........ccooiiiiii i eeceeeecie et 68
Table 34: Housing Tenure and VACANCY............iiiiii oo eeeeeeeeeiineinsmmmmmmm s eeeeeeseessesssssannns 69
Table 35: Housing Problems by TenUIe............oveiiicome e eeeeeee e e 70
Table 36: Housing Age and LEBISONING CaASES........coevieiiiiiiimmmmeiiiiiiiiiiiie et 72
Table 37: Median Home Sale Prices by JUriSAICLON. ...........eviaeeeeeeeeeeeeeiee e 75
Table 38: Average Rental Rates by JuriSAE@BIMR0LE............ccooiiiiceeeeee oo 76
Table 39: Housing Affordability Matri®an Diego County (2019).............ovvvvvicemmmmmeeeeeeen 9.
Table 40: Overcrowding DY TENUELE.........uuvuiiiiieemmmcc e e eee e e eeennem e e e e e e e e e e eeessmeenennsee 81
Table 41: Housing Cost BUurden DY TENUIE..........ii i mmmmmme e e e e e e e .83..
Table 42: PUDIIC HOUSING UNILS........ooiiiiiiiiit e ettt mmmmmmm e 85
Table 43: Characteristics of Householders in Public Housing UnitS.............ceeeeeeeeeeeennn. 85.
Table 44: Characteristics of Public Housing Waiting list (Househaolds).............ccccee...... 86
Table 45: Housinghoice Voucher RECIPIENLS...........coeiiiiiiceeeeeeeiiiii e 81..
Table 46: Distribution of Housing Choice Voucher Recipients..............vceeemmeeiiiiiiieeeeennn 38..
Table 47: Housing Choice Voucher Use MELICS..........oovvviceeeemeriiiie e eeeeeee e Q0.
Table 48: Housing Choice Voucher WaILliSt...........ooviiii oo 90...
Table 49: Licensed Community Care Facilities by Jurisdictian.............cccccevvviiviiininnnee. .93..
Table 50: Major EmployerSan Diego COUNLY........ccccoiiuumiiiceeeeee et e et e e e e e e mmmmmm e a7.
Table 51: ADACompliant Public FacCilitieS...........coooiiiiiiceceeeeccee e 102
Table 52: Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethn&Entitlement Jurisdictions.................... 108
Table 53: Opportunity IndicatoPoverty Raté Urban County Participating Jurisdictions..116
Table 540pportunity Indicatord School Proficiency, Labor Market, Job Proxinity......... 117
Table 55: Opportunity Indicat@¥g ransitd Urban @unty Participating Jurisdictians......... 117
Table 56: Opportunity IndicataygEnvironmental Healt8................ooovvvviiceeceeeciiii e 118
Table 57Demographics of Loan Applicants vs. Total Populatian................ccccceeeeeeen. 126
Table 58Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity and Income QRQLD)............cccoeeeeeeeimmmmnn... 127
Table 590utcomes Based on Census Tract Income-2BAIA...............coevvvvvicemmmmmnieeeeennn. 128
Table 600utcomes by Minority Population of Census Tract {2012)................ccvvvvvvmmeens 129
Table 61Top San Diego CoanLenders by City (2017).......ccoeeeeiiiiiicmmeiiiiiiiieiee e e 130
Table 62Reported Spread on Loans by Race/Ethnicity {20L2).................eeveerimeeeaaaeeennn 131
Table 63: Housing Element Status for ZWPA CYCle..........cvuiiiiiiiiiceieeeee e e 134
Table 64: Typical Land Use Categories and Permitted Density by Jurisdictian............. 136
Table 65: OffStreet Parking ReqUIrEMENLS..........coiiiiii e meeen e 141
Table 66: Variety of HOUSIEPPOITUNITY.......ceeviiiiiiiiiiiiis s 145
Table 67: Farmworker Employee Housing by Jurisdiction..............cceeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnieee 152
Table 68: RerRRestricted MuHiramily Housing Units by Jurisdiction.................ccceeeeeennn... 155
Table 69: Planning Fees by JUNSAICHON. ...........ouiii e mmeee e 156
Table 70: Development Impact Fee3UmsdiCtion...............oovviiiiiceemmmmiiii e 157

TABLE OF CONTENTS
iii



Table 71:
Table 72:
Table 73:
Table 74:
Table 75:
Table 76:
Table 77:
Table 78:
Table 79:
Table 80:
Table 81:
Table 82:
Table 83:

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

List of Figures

Figure 1:
Figure 2:
Figure 3:
Figure 4:
Figure 5:
Figure 6:
Figure 7:
Figure 8:
Figure 9:

Figure 10:
Figure 11:
Figure 12:
Figure 13:
Figure 14:
Figure 15:
Figure 16:
Figure 17:
Figure 18:
Figure 19:
Figure 20:
Figure 21:

Land Use Policies and Controls by Jurisdiction..............ceeeeeeviiiiiiiiiinneeeeeeeea 59
Potential Discrimination in Listings of3ade Homes..............ccoovvvieeeeeevevvnnnnnnn. 168
Potential Discrimination in Listings of Homes for.Rent...............cccccennns 172
CSA Clients Served (FY 2WB)...........ccuveeeeeiurermmeeeeeeeiirreeeessreeemeeaeesesseeeaeans 178
CSA Clients Served by Income Level (F2AD&N.............cceeeeiiivmeccmeereeeeireeenn 179
CSA Clients Served by Race/Ethnicity (FY2RABA...............coeevvvvmmmrrreeee... 179
LASSIClients Served (FX0142018).......cccoieieiiiiiiiisceeeeeeiieee e e e e e e e e e s e eeennens 180
LASSIIClients Served by Income Level (FY ZB)............cccceevvvvrimmmenrnenn... 181
LASSIClients Served by Race/Ethnicity (FY 22AH8)............euviiiieeiiccennne. 181
Fair Housing Audit Testing FY ZBATB............cooooiiiiiiicmmme e 185
Basis for Discrimination of Fair Housing Cases filed with HUD (F2028}14......191
Closing Categories for Fair Housing Cases filed with HUD (R0D®)14........... 192
Haternes (FY 20E3018)......cccccuuiiiiiiiiiimereeeeeeeeeeeee e e e e e e e e s mmmmmmm s e mean 194
San Diego County Age Structure (2Q17).......ccccuuucemmeee e 22.
Minority CONCENIAtION AFBES.........uuuuuiiiitaeeeaaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeemmmmnnniiiebrbrbereeeees s aeennn 26
Licensed Care FaCILLBS..........ccuuuuviceemmmeiies et eeeeeee s e e e e e e e e s smeneneeeenees 35
Persons With DiSADIILES.........uuiiiiiiii i mmmmmmm e 44
Change in Hate Crimes between 2013 and.2018.............cccceeerviiiiiieeeeeeeereenn 54
San Diego County Household INCOME.........coooiiii e, 57.
Low and Moderate INCOME ALBAS...........uuuruummmmmmmmaaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeieemennnsnaaeeaeeeeeeees 63...
Poverty Concentration ALBAS..........uuvviiii i eeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e mmmmee 65
Race Of HOMEOWNEL.........cooiiiiiiiiceeeeeeiiicie e e e s eeee e e e e e s e e e e eeeeee s O
Childhood Lead Poisoning RiSK ArEas...........coiiicccceeeeeeeeeeeeeemme e 73.
Housing Opportunity Index Trend (ZAI®)..........ovuueiiieeeeei e mmeee 74
Housing Cost Burden by Income and Tenure...............cceceeevviiieeeeeeeeeeesiceeeeen. 82
Public Transit and Affordable HOUSING.............oooimmmeiii e 91
Licensed Care FaCIIItIeS. ... . .oiie oo e e e eemmmmn e 94
Transit Service and MBJOPIOYEIS........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiaeeeece e eeeeeee e a8.
Transit Service and Publicly Assisted HQUSING.............vceeemmeniiiiiieeeeeeeeiee e 100
Distribution of Title | Schools and Lamd Moderattncome Areas.................... 104
Distribution of Title | Schools and Areas of Minority Concentration. Area.....105
ENnvironmental EXPOSULE.........oviiiiiii e eeeeeee et e e 119
Conventional Hofarchase Loans (2012 versus 2017).........ccoovvviaaacccnnnnee 124

GovernmeBacked Home Purchase Loans (2012 versus.2017)...................124

TABLE OF CONTENTS
iv



ES EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AN ANALYSIS OF | MPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

an Diego County boasts an estimated population of over three million residents, making it the

second most populous county in California, and fifth in the nation. Diversity among its residents,
in terms of cultural backgrounds and socioeconomic chaiestemskes San Diego County a
desirable area to live. To continue nurturing this diversity, civic leaders must ensure that an
environment exists where equal access to housing opportunities is treated as a fundamental right.

Purpose of the Analysis ofmpediments

The communities within San Diego County have established a commitment to providing equal
housing opportunities for their existing and future residents. This report, the Analysis of Impediments
to Fair Housing Choi c e présentsmademograghic profie of San®iegot h e
County, assesses the extent of housing needs among specific income groups, and evaluates the rang
of available housing choices for residents. The Al also analyzes the conditions in the private market
andpubi sector that may | imit the range of housi
More importantly, this Al identifies impediments that may prevent equal housing access and develops
solutions to mitigate or remove such impediments.

Participating Jurisdictions

The Al covers the entirety of San Diego County, including the 18 incorporated cities and all
unincorporated areas:

City of La Mesa
City of Lemon Grove

Unincorporated County

A City of Carlsbad A City of National City
A City of Chula Vista A City of Oceanside

A City of Coronado A City of Poway

A City of Del Mar A City of San Diego

A City of El Cajon A City of San Marcos
A City of Encinitas A City of Santee

A City of Escondido A City of Solana Beach
A City of Imperial Beach A City of Vista

A A

A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Community Outreach

The SarDiego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing (SDRAFFH), comprised of representatives from
the participating jurisdictions listed above, fair housing professionals, and housing advocates, helped
coordinate the development of the Al, especially the outreagbsproc

Community Workshops

Six community workshops were held in communities throughout the County in October and
November 2019 to gather input regarding fair housing issues in the region. The locations and dates
of the workshops were as follows:

Area of County Location Date

Central Region | LISC San Diego, San Diego, CA October 30, 2019
Eastern Region | El Cajon Police Department, ElI Cajon, CA November 6, 2019
Northern Region | Escondido City Hall, Escondido, CA November 7, 2019
Central Region | Valencia Park/Malcolm X Library November 13, 2014
Southern Region | Chula Vista City Hall, Chula Vista, CA November 20, 2014
Southern Region | MLK Jr. Community Center, National City, CA | November 21, 2014

During the community workshops, seve@lirring comments were recorded:

1. Individuals and families in the following protected classes shared experiences of housing
discrimination:

Homeless

Sexual orientation

Individual with an emotional support animal
Family with deported father

Womenwith adopted children

Families with children with autism

Source of income or type of work

2. Many people have difficulty finding and accessing information about Fair Housing due to lack
of access to computer/internet, knowing where to get the right inforneatiural barriers,
and lack of education in schools.

3. Need to improve how information is provided to community members by relating messaging
to peopleds | ives, l etting people know t h
documents.

4. Need tomake sure that there are representatives at different agencies and providers that can
communicate in different languages of local community.

I > > D

Stakeholder Interviews

In addition to the input given by representatives from local organizations in attenttence at
community workshops, key stakeholders were contacted Hfom-@me interviews about the Al.
Participants represented organizations that provide fair housing services and/or complementary and

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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related support services. A representative from edxehfoflowing organizations participated in a
telephone interview:

Stakeholder Contact

Mary Lynn McCorkle, Collaborations Manager

Alliance for Regional Solutions October 30, 2019

Estela De Los RioExecutiveDirector

CSA San Diego November 6, 2019

Robin Strickland, Housing Services Coordinatd

Elder Help San Diego November 7, 2019

John Kuek, Director of Integrated Commu
La Maestra Community Health Centers | Services
November 13, 2019

Rosalina Spencer, Lead Lawyer

Legal Aid Society of San Diego County November 20. 2019

Aaron Basila, Community Outreach Worker

National Alliance on Mental lliness November 21, 2019

Regional Task Force on the Homeless | Jennifer Yost, Director of Grants Management

San Diego Housing Federatio Laura Nunn, Director of Policy and Programs

50“”“?”? California  Rental  Hous Molly Kirkland, Director of Public Affairs
Association

The following summary of findings reflects collective input from the interviewees:
1. Challenges to buildisgmmunity awareness include:

Keeping up with updates to laws and regulations

Identifying community partners to share information with and provide training
Resistance to change by homeowners

Language barriers

I > >

2. Common fair housingiisconceptions and misunderstandings include:
A Difficult or complex laws and requirements, different requirements for different
programs, and difficulty navigating process
A Not understanding role of different agencies or service providers

A Terminology andifferent definitions or understanding of terms like discrimination,
affordable housing, intent, or eviction

A Lack of understanding about different individuals or people who are homeless,
suffering from mental illness, live in permanent supportive housing

Fair Housing Survey

The survey was available in multiple languages, including English, Spanish, Tagalog, Chinese, Arabic
and Vietnamese on the websites of the County and all participating jurisdictions. Hard copies of the
survey were provided to a numbkelooal agencies for distribution to their clients. The community

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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workshop flyer, including links to the online survey, was mailed to over 1,000 housing and service
providers, encouraging them to provide their unique perspective by participating imi@tZom

Needs Survey. A total of 1,132 persons responded to the Housing Discrimination Survey. The
majority of survey respondents felt that housing discrimination was not an issue in their
nei ghbor hoods. There wer e 30 5rthpyehave parssnallwh o a
experienced discrimination in housing.

Community Profile

Population Growth

Examination of demographic characteristics provides some insight regarding the need and extent of
equal access to housing in a community. OverdlligganCounty experienced a 10 percent increase

in population from 2000 to 2010. From both 2000 to 2010 and 2010 to 2019, the cities of San Marcos,
Chula Vista, and Carlsbad had the largest growth. All cities experienced a population growth in the
last deade except for the city of Coronado, whose population dropped by two percent. The median
age in San Diego County is increasing steadily. Based on the 2017 American Community Survey, 12.€
percent of the population in San Diego County was age 65 or oves)(seith another 11.6 percent

in the 55 to 64 age group (future seniors).

Race/Ethnicity

San Diego Countyds residents have become incr
since 1970. The County of San Diego became a minajatytyarea between 2000 and 2010, when

the percent minority population increased from 45.1 to 51.5 percent. The proportion of minority
population continued to increase between 2010 and 2017 to 53.8 percent.

Race and Ethnic Concentration

A significant portion of San Diego Countyds p
2017 ACS,omeourt h of the countyds population is fo
from nonEuropean countries. About half of forelgmn reglents in the county are from Latin

America and a large portion of immigrants are from Asian countries (38 percent).

Housing Age and Condition

Assessing housing conditions in the County can provide the basis for developing policies and
programs to maintaand preserve the quality of the housing stock. Housing age can indicate general
housing conditions within a community. The housing stock in the San Diego region is older, with a
majority of the housing units (54 percent) built before 1979 and ts4éX yeass old &ble36). The

highest percentages of 44880 housing units are generally found in the older, urbanized
neighborhoods of the citiekla Mesa, Lemon Grove, El Cajon, San Diego, Coronado and National
City and will most likely have the largest proportions of housing units potentially in need of
rehabilitation. Home rehabilitation can be an obstacle for senior homeowners with figednmtom
mobility issues.

Housing Cost and Affordability

The cost of homeownership varies within San Diego County depending on the community. In 2019,
the median sales price for homes in San Diego County was $594,909, an increase of 38 percent from
2014. Fhme prices vary by areal/jurisdiction, with very high median prices in coastal areas such as the

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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cities of Coronado, Del Mar, and Solana Beach. Imperial Beach and Lemon Grove had the lowest
median sales price in the region. The countywide median hopréceale2019 ($594,909) places

home ownership out of reach for allHawd moderatencome households. When homeownership

is out of reach, rental housing is the only viable option for mammgdmae persons.

Adverse Community Factors

The Californi®ffice of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) developed a screening
methodology, called the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool
(CalEnviroScreen), to help identify California communities that are disproportionatelgt burdene
multiple sources of pollution. The CalEnviroScreen reveals that high scoring communities tend to be
more burdened by pollution from multiple sources and most vulnerable to its effects, taking into
account their socioeconomic characteristics andyumgldréalth status. In San Diego County, the

areas indicated as having higher EnviroScreen scores generally match the geographic distribution of
minorities, lowand moderatancome persons, and poverty concentrations.

Lending Practices

Overall Lending Patterns

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 recent lending/credit crisis. In 2017, a total of 37,949 households
applied for conventional loans toghase homes in San Diego County, representing an increase of
approximately 41 percent from 2012. This trend is indicative of a housing market that is slowly
recovering from its peak in 2a68@7. The loan approval rates varied somewhat by jurisdiction.
Applications from the cities of Carlsbad, La Mesa, Poway and Santee generally exhibited higher
approval rates (over 67 percent). By contrast, applications from the cities of National City, Imperial
Beach, and Chula Vista had slightly lower approval nagg@sg(feom 57 percent to 61 percent). In

2012, the cities of La Mesa, Carlsbad, and Poway recorded the highest home loan approval rates; thest
approval rates ranged from 74 to 76 percent. The cities with the lowest loan approval rates were the
same in 2@las in 2017 (Imperial Beach, Chula Vista, and National City, under 65 percent). Aside
from income, another major impediment to securing a home loan is insufficient understanding of the
homebuying and lending processes. About 14 percent of all appkboatdywide were withdrawn

by the applicants or deemed incomplete by the financial institution in 2012. The rate of withdrawn or
incomplete applications was higher in 2017 (21 percent).

Lending by Race/Ethnicity

In an ideal environment, tregplicant pool for mortgage lending should be reflective of the
demographics of a community. When one racial/ethnic group is overrepresented or underrepresented
in the total applicant pool, it could be an indicator of unequal access to housing ogportunitie
Throughout San Diego County, White applicants were noticeably overrepresented in the loan
applicant pool, while Hispanics were severely underrepresented. The underrepresentation of
Hispanics was most acute in the cities of Escon8Ripércent), Vis{a32 percent), and Imperial
Beach-30 percent).

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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Top Lenders

In 2017, about 38 percent (39,017 applications) of all loan applications in San Diego County were
submitted to one of the County's top ten lenders. The top two lenders in the county ine2017 we
Wells Fargo Bank and JP Morgan Chase Bank.

Subprime Lending

Subprime lending can both impede and extend fair housing choice. While Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act (HMDA) data does not classify loans as subprime, it does track the interest rate sansad on |

In 2005, the Federal Reserve Board required lenders to report rate spreads for loans whose Annual
Percentage Rate (APR) was above the U.S. Department of the Treasury benchmark. Loans with a
reported spread are typically referred to as {pugbed @ subprime loans. The number of subprime

loans issued has decreased substantially over time. In 2012, approximately one percent of all loans
issued had a reported spread but, by 2017, almost four percent of loans issued were subprime loans.
What appears tbe most troubling, however, is that Black and Hispanic applicants seem to be
significantly more likely to receive these hjgierd loans. In 2012 and 2017, Blacks and Hispanics

were twice as likely as Asians to receive a subprime loan. Whitesapigiwagtsubprime loans

were limited.

Public Policies

Housing Element Compliance

Public policies established at the regional and local levels can affect housing development and
therefore, may have an impact on the range and location of housisgaeiadaige to residents. A

Housing Element found by the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)

to be in compliance with State law is presumed to have adequately addressed its policy constraints.
According to HCD, all 19 Housing Elemnts for participating jurisdictions (including the County) for

the fifth cycle (2013020) are in compliance.

Zoning Amendments to Remove Impediments to Special Needs Housing

As part of the 2023021 Housing Element update, mjassdictions have already addressed the
provisions for special needs housing. However, some jurisdictions in the region have yet to address
issues such as:

Density bonus
Residential care facilities
Farmworker housing
Employee housing

I > > >
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Fair Housing Data

Two agencies provided fair housing services to San Diego County residents: CSA San Diego County
(CSA) andLegal Aid Society of San Diego (LASSD).

CSA San Diego County (CSABetween FY 2014 and FY 2018, CSA provided fair housing services

to gpproximately 1,000 San Diego County residents perfgeartotal of 6, 276 clients over the

fvey ear period. The majority of CSAOds client:
Chula Vista (21 percent), and the unincorporated County.

Legal Aid Society of San Diego (LASSDBetweerFY 2014 and FY 201BASSD served over
19,000 San Diego County residents. The majority of LASSD client households durirgetis five
time period resided in the City of San Diego (53 percent), El Cagpdrient) and Oceanside
(eight percent).

In addition, fair housing complaints were filed with HUD and with the State Department of Fair
Employment and Housing (DFEH) for investigation and enforcement:

HUD: From October 1, 2014 to September 30, 2014 fair housing complaints in San Diego
County were filed with HUD (Table 10). About 44 percent of complaints filed were from residents of
the City of San Diego. A fair number of complaints were also filed from residents of Oceanside (11
percent) and ChaNVista (seven percent).

Overall, disabilityelated discrimination was the most commonly refoc@uprising 53 percent

of all cases (Table 11). Complaints concerning race (12 percent), retaliation (10 percent), and familial
status (nine percent) welsoaegularly reported. Half of all complaints filed (50 percent or 206 cases)
were deemed to have no cause and another 28 percent (115 cases) were conciliated or settled.

Fair Housing Impediments

Based on the analysis conducted for this Al, the fallawia preliminary list of fair housing
impediments identified in San Diego County:

A Outreach and Education:Fair housing educatimidentified as one of the most important
strategies for furthering fair housing. However, traditional outnettobds of publishing
notices and press releases in newspapers and posting information on websites are not adequate
to reach the general public with diverse needs and interests. Outreach methods should be
expanded to include other media of communicatemd, also utilize networks of
neighborhood groups and organizations.

A Enforcement: Rigorous enforcement of fair housing laws is most effective in deterring
housing discrimination. However, not enough enforcement activities are pursued. Fair
housing service providers should encourage victims to pursue litigation and refer victims to
agencies and organizations with the capacity to handle litigation. Also, favorable outcomes in
litigation should be publicized to encourage other victims to come forward.

A Linguistic Isolation: In San Diego County, 15.4 percent of residents indicated dkey sp

English o0l ess than very well 6 and can be
National City, Chula Vista, El Cajon, and Escondido have the highest percentage of total
residents who spoke Engl i sh oOntsevers Spanslan v e
speakers.
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A SegregationWithin San Diego County, there are RECAPs (Racially/Ethnically Concentrated
Areas of Poverty) scattered in small sections of Escondido, El Cajon, La Mesa, Lemon Grove,
National City, and Chula Vista. Larger RECA$tarls can be seen in the central/southern
portion of the City of San Diego.

A Lending: Throughout San Diego County, White applicants were noticeably overrepresented
in the loan applicant pool, while Hispanics were severely underrepresented. Black and
Hisparnc applicants also seem todignificantly more likely to receive subprime loans. The
SDRAFFH and jurisdictions should meet with the lending community to discuss ways to
expand access to financing for all but especially for minority households.

A Public Pdlicies: Several jurisdictions within the County have yet to update their zoning
ordinances to address recent changes to State Law. Jurisdictions should implement their
Housing Element program commitments to amend the zoning ordinances in a timely manner.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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CHAPTER

1 I NTRODUCTION

AN ANALYSIS OF | MPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

an Diego County, one of the most populous counties in the nation, is home to over 3 million
residents and an increasingly diverse demographic. The County encigpampesated cities
and more than 25 rural and urban unincorporated neighborhoods anahiti@sim

Diversity among its residents, in terms of cultural backgrounds and socioeconomic characteristics,
makes San Diego County a desirable area to live. To continue nurturing this diversity, civic leaders
must ensure that an environment existsembgnal access to housing opportunities is treated as a
fundamental right.

A. Purpose of Report

The communities within San Diego County have established a commitment to providing equal
housing opportunities for their existing and future residents. Mhtloeigfederally funded
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME Investment Partnerships (HOME)
programs, among other state and local programs, the jurisdictions of San Diego County work to
provide a decent living environment for all.

Pursuantd CDBG regulations [24 CFR Subtitle A 891.225(a)(1)], to receive CDBG funds, a
jurisdiction must certify that it oactively f

A Completion of an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (Al);
A Actions b eliminate identified impediments; and
A Maintenance of fair housing records.

In 2016, HUD passed the Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing (AFFH) Rule that would have
required the preparation of an Assessment of Fair Housing under the new rule. ¢imviever,
extensive comments from grantees, HUD suspended the AFFH Rule in 2018 and is currently working
on amending the rule with simplified requirements. In the meantime, fair housing requirements revert
to the 1996 Fair Housing Planning Guide preparedUby H

This report, the Analysis of I mpedi ments to F
presents a demographic profile of the County of San Diego, assesses the extent of fair housing issues
among specific groups, and evaluates the availabiligngeaof housing choices for all residents.

This report also analyzes the conditions in the private market and public sector that may limit the
range of housing choices or impede a personos

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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Geographic Area Covered

The Al covers theentirety of San Diego County, including the 18 incorporated cities and all
unincorporated areas:

Tou I I I I B D I I D

C.

City of Carlsbad A City of National City
City of Chula Vista A City of Oceanside
City of Coronado A City of Poway
City of Del Mar A City of San Diego
City of El Cajon A City of San Marcos
City of Encinitas A City of Santee
City of Escondido A City of Solana Beach
City of Imperial Beach A City of Vista

A

City of La Mesa
City of Lemon Grove

Unincorporated County

Fair Housing Legal Framework

Fair housing is a rightotected by both Federal and State of California laws. Among these laws,
virtually every housing unit in California is subject to fair housing practices.

1.

Federal Laws

The Fair Housing Act of 1968 and Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988 (42 U.S.360dle 88

3619, 3631) are federal fair housing laws that prohibit discrimination in all aspects of housing,
including the sale, rental, lease, or negotiation for real property. The Fair Housing Act prohibits
discrimination based on the following protectedeslass

I I I I D

Race or color

Religion

Sex

Familial status

National origin

Disability (mental or physical)

Specifically, it is unlawful to:

A

Refuse to sell or rent after the making of a bona fide offer, or to refuse to negotiate for the
sale or rental of, or otherwise make unavailable or deny, a dwelling to any person because of
race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, omahatigim.

Discriminate against any person in the terms, conditions, or privileges of sale or rental of a
dwelling, or in the provision of services or facilities in connection therewith, because of race,
color, religion, sex, disability, familial statusational origin.

Make, print, or publish, or cause to be made, printed, or published any notice, statement, or
advertisement, with respect to the sale or rental of a dwelling that indicates any preference,

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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limitation, or discrimination based on racklrceeligion, sex, disability, familial status, or
national origin, or an intention to make any such preference, limitation, or discrimination.

A Represent to any person because of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or
national origirthat any dwelling is not available for inspection, sale, or rental when such
dwelling is in fact so available.

A For profit, induce or attempt to induce any person to sell or rent any dwelling by
representations regarding the entry or prospective entheinighborhood of a person or
persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status, or national origin.

Reasonable Accommodations and Accessibility

The Fair Housing Amendments Act requires owners of housing facilitieseto mak e a s onab |
accommodationsod (exceptions) in their rules,
equal housing opportunities. For example, a landlord with a "no pets" policy may be required to grant
an exception to this rule and allwindividual who is blind to keep a guide dog in the residence.

The Fair Housing Act also requires landlords to allow tenants with disabilities to make reasonable
accesselated modifications to their private living space, as well as to common usat $phaces
tenantds own expense. F ifamidy hdusing with fowe or Aard unitse q u i |
be designed and built to allow access for persons with disabilities. This includes accessible common
use areas, doors that are wide enoughhieelehairs, kitchens and bathrooms that allow a person

using a wheelchair to maneuver, and other adaptable features within the units.

HUD Final Rule on Equal Access to Housing in HUD Programs

On March 5, 2012, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urbalopreent (HUD) published the

Final Rule on OEqual Access to Housing in HU
Gender l dentity. o -Ventofuadpd Homedess priogramsa Asl wellVes Koi n n €
permanent housing assisted or insured by.HU®E rule creates a new regulatory provision that
generally prohibits considering a personds m;
personds internal sense of being male or f ema

2. Cdifornia Laws

The State Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) enforces California laws that
provide protection and monetary relief to victims of unlawful housing practicelSaiThe
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) (Government Code Section 32%t seq.) prohibits
discrimination and harassment in housing practices, including:

Advertising

Application and selection process
Unlawful evictions

Terms and conditions of tenancy
Privileges of occupancy
Mortgage loans and insurance

I I D
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Public angrivate land use practices (zoning)
Unlawful restrictive covenants

The following categories are protected by FEHA:

I T > T I D T D D D D

A

In October 2019, the California Legislature passed SB1\@2%B 222expanding the Source of

Race or color

Ancestry or national origin
Sex

Marital status

Source of income

Sexual orientation
Familial status (households with childweater 18 years of age)
Religion

Mental/physical disability
Medical condition

Age

Gender Identity

Gender Expression
Genetic Information

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

Incomepr ot e ct i o redetab statenm dalupdbéic assistance and federal, state, or local

housi ng s ub s these bills Soarce ofRncame protectmn excluded public housing
subsidies, such as the Housingi€hVouchers, in the definition of incometh bills went into

effect on January 1, 2020.

In addition, the FEHA contains similar reasonable accommodations and accessibility gsovisions
the federal Fair Housing Amendments Act.

TheUnruh Civil Rights Act provides protection from discrimination by all business establishments

in California, including housing and accommodations, because of age, ancestry, color, disability,
national origin, race, religion, sex, and sexual orientation. While the UnrighGiitRspecifically

|l ists O0sex, race, color, religion,
classes, the California Supreme Court has held that protections under the Unruh Act are not

necessarily restricted to thelsaracteristics.

ancestry,

Furthermore, thRalph Civil Rights Act(California Civil Code Section 51.7) forbids acts of violence
threats of violence because of a personods

or

sex, sexual orientatignalitical affiliation, or position in a labor disptiate violence can be: verbal
or written threats; physical assault or attempted assault; and graffiti, vandalism, or property damage.

TheBane Civil Rights Act(California Civil Code Section 52.byvates another layer of protection

for fair housing choice by protecting all people in California from interference by force or threat of
force with an individual 6s constitutional
The Bané\ct also includes criminal penalties for hate crimes; however, convictions under the Act are

not allowed for speech alone unless that speech itself threatened violence.

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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And, finally California Civil Code Section 1940.8rohibits landlords from questiogipotential
residents about their immigration or citizenship status. Landlords in most states are free to inquire

about a potenti al tenantds i mmigration status
illegally. In addition, this law forbsédlocal jurisdictions from passing laws that direct landlords to
make inquiries about a personds citizenship o

In addition to these laws, Government Code Sections 111135, 65008, a6858858@rohibit
discrimination in Statanded programs and in land use decisions. Specifically, recent changes to
Sections 65586589.8 require local jurisdictions to address the provision of housing options for
special needs groups, including permanent supportive housing for the disablesingnidhibhe
homeless.

D. Fair Housing Defined

In light of the various pieces of fair housing legislation passed at the Federal and State levels, fair
housing throughout this report is defined as follows:

A condition in which individuals ofrsiamiarlevels in the same housing market have a like
range of choice available to them regardless of their characteristics as protegted under State anc
laws.

1. Housing Issues, Affordability, and Fair Housing

HUDG6s Of fice of F aponunity@HED) dnags aaistidctidh hetwadn haDsing
affordability and fair housing. Economic f acHt
housing issues per se. Only when the relationship between household income, household type,
racefethnicity, and other factors create misconceptions, biases, and differential treatments would fair
housing concerns arise.

Tenant/landlord disputes are also typically not related to fair housing. Most disputes between tenants
and landlords result from ack of understanding by either or both parties on their rights and
responsibilities. Tenant/landlord disputes and housing discrimination cross paths when the disputes
are based on factors protected by fair housing laws and result in differential treatment.

1 http://www.nolo.com/legalupdate/californidandlordsaskimmigratiorcitizenshig29214.html

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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2. Fair Housing Impediments

Within the | egal framework of Federal and St a
Fair Housing Planning @mg@ediments to fair housing choice can be defined as:

A Any actions, omissions, or decistaken because of the characteristics protected under State
and Federal laws, which restrict housing choices or the availability of housing choices; or

A Any actions, omissions or decisions which have the effect of restricting housing choices or the
availabity of housing choices on the basis of characteristics protected under State and Federal
laws.

To affirmatively promote equal housing opportunity, a community must work to remove impediments
to fair housing choice.

E. Organization of Report

This report iglivided into seven chapters:

Chapter 1: Introductondef i nes of air housingd and expl ai

Chapter 2: Community Participation describes the community outreach program and
summarizes comments from residents and various agencies on fair housing issues such as
discrimination, housing impediments, and housing trends.

Chapter 3: Community Profile presents the demographic, housingd,income characteristics

in San Diego County. Major employers and transportation access to job centers are identified.
The relationships among these variables are discussed. In addition, this section evaluates whether
community care facilities, puldind assisted housing projects, as well as Section 8 recipients in

the County are unduly concentrated in Low and Moderate Income areas. Also, the degree of
housing segregation based on race is discussed.

Chapter 4: Lending Practicesassesses the accedstmcing for different groups. Predatory
and subprime lending issues are discussed.

Chapter 5: Public Policies analyzes various public policies and actions that may impede fair
housing within the County and the participating cities.

Chapter 6: Fair Housing Profile evaluates existing public and private programs, services,
practices, and activities that assist in providing fair housing in the County. This chapter also
assesses the nature and extent of fair housing complaints and violations inrddfeadrthea

County. Trends and patterns of impediments to fair housing, as identified by public and private
agencies, are included.

Chapter 7: Impediments and Recommendationssummarizes the findings regarding fair
housing issues in San Diego County and provides recommendations for furthering fair housing
practices.

At the beginning of this report are Signature Pages that include the signatures of the Chief Elected
Officials (or his/her designe@longwith a statement certifying that the Analysis of Impediments

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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represents the jurisdictionsd official concl u:
actions necessary to address identified impediments.

F. Data Souces

According to thé&air Housing Planning (GdldB does not require the jurisdictions to commence a
data collection effort to complete the Al. Existing data can be used to review the nature and extent
of potential issues. Various data and existougrebnts were reviewed to complete this Al, including:

2000 and 2010 U.S. Census

American Community Survéys

State Department of Finance Population and Housing Estimates

Zoning ordinances, various plans, and resolutions of partigyoadtigtions

California Department of Social Services Community Care Licensing Division

2018 Employment Development Department employment and wage data

2012 and 2017 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data on lending activities from
LendingPatterny

Curent market data for rental rates, home prices, and foreclosure activities

Fair housing records from the Legal Aid Society of San Diego and CSA San Diego County
Housing Choice Voucher (Section 8) data from local Housing Authorities
CaliforniaDepartment of Education

I I D > D

I I > >

Sources of specific information are identified in the text, tables, and figures.

2 The 2010 Census no longer provides detailed demograp
Census Bureau conducts a series of American @agnBurveys (ACS) to collect detailed data. The ACS surveys
different variables at different schedules (e.g. every year, every three years, or every five years) depending on the size
of the community. Multiple sets of ACS data are required to compitgeioSan Dieg&ounty in this report.

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION
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CHAPTER

2 COMMUNITY OUTREACH

AN ANALYSIS OF | MPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

his Analysis of Impediments (Al)report has been developed to provide an overview of laws,

regul ations, conditions, or other possible o

access to housing. As part of this effort, the report incorporates the issues and concerns of
residents, housing professionals, and service providers. To assure the report responds to community
needs, a community outreach program consisting of community workshops, targeted stakeholder
interviews, and a fair housing survey was conducted in toprdewe of this report. This chapter
describes the community outreach program conducted to involve the community.

To reach the various segments of the commugs
several methods were used to obtain comm
input:

A Six community workshops
A Nine targeté stakeholder interviews |

service providers and local organizaticy
A Fair housing survey

Appendix A contains further background on |

outreach strategy, public outreach tools, surveys,
and summary of meeting notes.

A. Community Workshops

Six community workshops were held in communities throughout the County in October and
November 2019 to gather input regarding fair housing issues in the region. The locations and dates
of the workshops were as follows:

Table . Community Workshop Locations

Area of County Location Date
Central Region LISC San Diego, San Diego, CA October 30, 2019
Eastern Region El Cajon Police Department, El Cajon, CA November 6, 2019
Northern Region Escondido City Hall, Escondido, CA November 7, 2019
Central Region Valencia Park/Malcolm X Library November 13, 2019
Southern Region Chula Vista City Hall, Chula Vista, CA November 20, 2019
Southern Region MLK Jr. Community Center, National City, CA November 21, 2019

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
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To encourage attendance and participation, the workshops were publicized through the following
methods:

A Multilingual flyers (print and digital) publicizing the six community workshops were mailed to
621 agencies, organizations, and intenestediuals throughout the County, including a
wide range of housing service providers and community organizations such as community
planning groups, housing development corporations, service providers, housing industry
professionals, civic organizatidwesising authorities, housing groups, business organizations,
religious organizations, schools, and | oca

A Multilingualflyers were posted on the websites of the participating cities and the County.

A Multilingual flyers were placat public counters such as city halls, libraries, and community
centers.

A Multilingual emath as etd| § € 06) notifications through
networks.

A Content for participating agenci sushdas and s
newsletters, public service announcements, websites, and cable television channels.

A Social media posts to Facebdokitter, and Next Door.

1. Workshop Participants

A total of 63 individuals attended the community workshops. Aside from inteddatheals and
staff from the various cities and the County, several service providers and housing professionals
participated in the fair housing workshops. These included:

CSA San Diego Countffair Housing
Housing Navigators Homeless
HousingOpportunities Collaborative
Legal Aid Society San Diego
MAAC Project, Kimball

San Diego Housing Commission
Solutions for Change

Tirey & St. John LLP

San Dieguito Alliance

Community Resource Cented North Coast
Community

I I I T I D D D

2. Key Issues ldentified
In reviewing the comments received at these workshops, several key issues are noted:

1. Experiences with Housing Discrimination
1 Individuals and families in the following protected classes shared experiences of
housing discrimination:
0 Homeless

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
9



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

0 Sexual orientation

o Individual with an emotional support animal
o Family with deported father

o Women with adopted children

o Families with childnewith autism

0 Source of income or type of work

2. Reporting of Housing Discrimination Incidents

il
1
il

Burden of proof is on individual who has been discriminated against
Costs and length of time for litigation are a deterrent for reporting incidents
Fear of ret#tion, harassment, or deportation from reporting incidents

3. Barriers to Housing in Community

T

T

)l
)l
T

Many people have difficulty finding and accessing information about Fair Housing due
to lack of access to computer/internet, knowing where to get the rigimatndor
cultural barriers, and lack of education in schools.

The information on what subsidies or options are available are confusing and the
application process is confusing.

Many different languages and dialects.
The shortage of affordable units amgyjl8ection 8 waiting list.
Barriers are often layered

4. Protected Classes that Need Improved Services

1

)l
T
il
T

Seniors

Individuals with mental and physical disabilities
Victims of domestic violence

Arbitrary factors

Country of origin

5. Misconceptions or Misunderstandings about Fair Housing

il
T

If prospective tenants have to pay for a background report for every application
What qualified as a reasonable accommodation request

6. Ways to Build Community Awareness about Fair Housing

1

Need to impove how information is provided to community members by relating
messaging to peopleds |lives, letting pe
language and documents.

Need to make sure that there are representatives at different agenaciesdansl pr

that can communicate in different languages of local community.

Go directly to communities to provide information at community gathering places,
community centers, churches, schools, colleges, community and cultural events, senior
housing complexeand community meetings.

Partner with organizations, cultural and-faaged groups, and organizations holding

events to share information.

Provide incentives and expand how information can be seen and heard.

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
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7. Other Comments
1 There should be a univdnsntal application.
1 Should tap into 211 Community Information Exchange to help share information.

The comments received during these community workshops have been incorporated into this Al as
appropriate and documented in Appendix A.

B. Targeted Stakeholder Interviews

In addition to the input given by representatives from local organizations in attendance at the
community workshops, key stakeholders were contacted Hfom-@me interviews about the Al.
Participants represented organizatiorigtbaide fair housing services and/or complementary and
related support services. A representative from each of the following organizations participated in a
telephone interview:

Table 2; Stakeholder Interviews

Stakeholder Contact

Mary Lynn McCorkle, Collaborations Manager
October 30, 2019

Estela De Los Rios, Executive Director
November 6, 2019

Robin Strickland, Housing Services Coordinator
November 7, 2019

John Kuek, Director of Integrated Community Services
November 13, 2019

Rosalina Spencer, Lead Lawyer

November 20, 2019

Aaron Basila, Community Outreach Worker
November 21, 2019

Regional Task Force on the Homeless Jennifer Yost, Director of Grants Management
San Diego Housing Federation Laura Nunn, Director of Policy and Programs
Southern California Rental Housing Associati{ Molly Kirkland, Director of Public Affairs

Alliance for Regional Solutions

CSA San Diego

Elder Help San Diego

La Maestra Community Health Centers

Legal Aid Society of San Diego County

National Alliance on Mental Iliness

1. Key Issues ldentified

In reviewing the comments received at these interviews, several key issues are noted:

1. Greatest Challenges to Building Community Awareness
1 Keeping up with updates to laws and regulations
1 Identifying community partners to share information with and provide training
1 Resistance to change by homeowners
1 Language barriers

2. Barriers to Housing in Community
1 Large and diverse geographic area

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
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Language barriers and different dialects

Housing affordability impacts and low vacancy rate

Difficulty finding a place to live with Section 8 voucher

Access to technology

Limited hours and transportation routeiaud

Lack of awareness about services and resources

Miscommunications between landlords and tenants, and tenants and service providers
Individuals with mental and physical disabilities have difficulty finding housing

Large families had#ficulty finding housing

Poor quality of housing and landlords that nindptove units

= =4 4 -8 4 -5 _9_45_°9_-2°

3. Misconceptions or Misunderstandings about Fair Housing

1 Difficult or complex laws and requirements, different requirements for different
programs, and difficulty ngating process
Not understanding role of different agencies or service providers
Terminology and different definitions or understanding of terms like discrimination,
affordable housing, intent, or eviction

1 Lack of understanding about different indivelwal people who are homeless,
suffering from mental illness, live in permanent supportive housing

)l
T

4. Greatest Challenges in Meeting Fair Housing Needs
1 Under reporting of discrimination until after the fact, or due to fear of retaliation, or
the length of tira to pursue legal action

1 Itis difficult to fird the right information and staff at public agencies are overloaded
with requests

Many homeless individuals dondt have th
Section 8 waitlist is over 10 years long

Lackof housing affordability is causing people to leave California

NIMBY's and opposition to growth and siting of new housing

= =4 -4

5. Protected Classes that Need Improved Services

Disabled individuals

Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Queer (LGBTQ)
Largefamilies

Tenants utilizing Section 8 vouchers

Seniors and aging population

Religious discrimination

Homeless individuals and families

= =4 4 -8 -8 -5 19

6. Community Assets That Can be Leveraged to Further Fair Housing
1 Banks can promote first time home buying program
1 Communityforums in North County
1 Community groups and centers
1 Popup events at transit stations, or libraries where there is high foot traffic

CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OUTREACH
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Postings on Next Door
Utilizing 211 to help direct people to resources

Providing additional education and resourcesglimgla resource binder at housing
service providers and trainings targeted to landlords or property managers.

7. Possible Improvements to InterAgency Coordination

il
1
il

1
T
)l

)l
)l

Ensuing that landlords are involved in the discussion
Reducing bureaucratic layers

SDRAFFH Fair Housing Conference can provide a venue to develop a shared
understanding of challenges and implementation

Shift focus to thinking about why rules and regulations exist rather than checking
boxes

Create a shared database of agencipsogmndms

Provide additional training opportunities and avenues for sharing information such as
email blasts

Collaborate with neprofits to provide wrap around services and trainings
Have City Council and Board of Supervisors on boards of differentaiigasiz

8. Ways to Promote Outreach for Al Workshops and Surveys

)l
T
)l

T
il
T

Provide notices and survey links to landlords and property owners
Place advertisements on billboards, at transit stops, or at churches, stores, swap meets

Share information at community centeefigious facilities, and with community
leaders

Partner with elected officials or city staff to disseminate information
Link promotion of Al to other related topics such as homelessness
Send notification of workshops to individuals on Section 8 waitlist

9. Additional Comments

T
il

1

il
T

Recommend that landlords post evaluation criteria in advertisements

Need more housing and Fair Housing should be at the center of the discussion about
the housing crisis.

Getting information out to tenants about Fair Housing rigitsregulations is
important

Supportive housing with other support services is important

Siting of permanent supportive housing should occur throughout the County within
proximity to other services and amenities.

The comments received during thessviews have been incorporated into this Al, as appropriate,
and documented in Appendix A.
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C. Fair Housing Survey

The Fair Housing Survey sought to gain knowledge about the nature and extent of fair housing issues
experienced and to gaugegbeception of fair housing needs and concerns of County residents. The
survey was available in multiple languages, including English, Spanish, Tagalog, Chinese, Arabic, anc
Vietnamese on the websites of the County and all participating jurisdicticwpiblsua the survey

were provided to a number of local agencies for distribution to their clients. The community workshop
flyer, including links to the online survey, was mailed to over 1,000 housing and service providers,
encouraging them to provide thenique perspective by participating in the Community Needs
Survey.

Because responses to the survey were not coftrekedts of the survey are used only to provide

some insight regarding fair housing issues, but cannot be treated as a siatidtisaliyey.
Furthermore, the survey asked for responiieetseption in housing discrimination. A person
responding having been discriminated does not necessarily mean discrimination has actually taken
place.

1. Summary of Survey Results

Who Respondé to the Survey?

A total of 1,132 persons responded to the Housing Discrimination Survey. The majority of survey
respondents felt that housing discrimination was not an issue in their neighborhoods. There were 305
persons who ans we rydave pergdadbexperahdiachnenatioreim hodsihge

Who Do You Believe Discriminated Against You?

Among the persons indicating that they had experienced housing discrimination, 59 percent (248
persons) indicated that a landlord or property gearad discriminated against them, while eight
percent (35 persons) of respondents identified a Government staff person as the source of
discrimination. Responses for the fair housing survey are not mutually exclusive; respondents had the
option of listng multiple perpetrators of discrimination.

3 A survey with a o0controlledd sample would, through ve
of the respondents to ensure that the respondents are representative of tipoelatical. This type of survey
would provide results that are statistically valid but is much more costly to administer.

4 Because respondents could indicate multiple answers on a single questions, the percentages on these multiple choice
guestions doat add up to 100 percent nor do the total number answers add up to the total number of
respondents.
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Table 3. Perpetrators of Alleged Discrimination

Number Percent
Landlord/Property Manager 248 59%
Other 55 13%
Real Estate Agent 36 9%
Government Staff Person 35 8%
Mortgage Lender 35 8%
Insurance Broker/Company 10 2%
Total Resporses 419 --

Notes:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers fo
question; therefore, total responses will vagyémstion.

Where Did the Act of Discrimination Occur?

Among the persons indicating that they had experienced housing discrimination, 38 percent (174
persons) indicated that the discrimination occurred in an apartment complex. About 21 percent (96
persons)ndicated that the discrimination occurred in a gagie/ neighborhood, 10 percent (45
persons) indicated that it took place in a public/subsidized housing project, 11 percent (53 persons)
indicated that it took place at a condo/townhome developaneindnother 10 percent (46 persons)
indicated that it took place when applying for City/County programs. Also, three percent (15 persons)
indicated that the act of discrimination occurred in a mobilehome park.

Table 4: Location of Alleged Discrimination

Location Number | Percent
Apartment Complex 174 38%
SingleFamily Neighborhood 96 21%
Condo/Townhome Development 53 11%
Applying for City/County Programs 46 10%
Public or Subsidized Housing Project 45 10%
Other 33 7%
Mobilehome Park 15 3%
Total Resporses 462 --

Notes:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers foi
question; therefore, total responses will vary by question.
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On What Basis Do YouBelieve You Were Discriminated Against?

Of the 305 people who felt they were discriminated against, the most common causes for alleged
discrimination were race, atheurce of income, and family status.

Table 5: Basis ofAlleged Discrimination

Basis Number Percent
Race 105 16%
Source of Income 93 15%
Family Status 82 13%
Other 78 12%
Age 60 9%
Disability/Medical Conditions 54 8%
Color 45 7%
Marital Status 40 6%
Gender 40 6%
National Origin 13 2%
Religion 12 2%
Ancestry 10 2%
Sexual Orientation 9 1%
Total Resporse 641 --

Notes:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers fol
question; therefore, total responses will vagydmstion.

Requests for Reasonable Accommodation or Modification

Among thosavho responded to the fair housing questions, 25 percent (77 persons) indicated that
they had been denied oO0reasonabl e accommodati o
a Oreasonable modificationdé in the access to

Why Did You N ot Report the Incident?

Of the survey respondentbavelt they were discriminagghinst, 18 percent (54 persons) reported

the discrimination incident. Many of the respondeitpercentyvho did not report the incident
indicated that they dondt B5pdrcent didenot know wharkte s a
report the incideni,4 percent were afraid of retaliation, ahgdekcent felt it was too much trouble.
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Table 6: Reason for Not Reporting Alleged Discrimination

Reason Number Percent
Other 150 27%
Don't believe it makes a difference 138 25%
Don't know where to report 120 22%
Afraid of Retaliation 77 14%
Too much trouble 66 12%
Total Responses 551 --

Notes:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers for every c
therefore, total responses will vary by question.

Has Any Hate Crime Been Committed in YoulNeighborhood?

Of those who responded tive survey, seven percent (158 persons) indicated that a hate crime had
been committed in their neighborhood. Most of these respondents (24 percent) indicated that the
hate crime committed was based on race. Ooltefole causes of the alleged hate crimes include
religion, national origin, and color.

Table 7: Basis of Alleged Hate Crime

Basis Number Percent
Race 86 24%
National Origin 37 10%
Religion 37 10%
Color 36 10%
SexuaOrientation 31 9%
Source of Income 21 6%
Disability/Medical Conditions 21 6%
Age 13 4%
Ancestry 12 3%
Gender 11 3%
Family Status 9 3%
Marital Status 8 2%
Total Responses 353 --

Notes:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive.

2. Surveyespondents were not required to provide answe
every question; therefore, total responses will vary by qu
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D. Public Review of Draft Al

The draft Al was madwevailable for public review beginning in RBG80. During the 3@ay public
review period, the document was made available at City Halls, County Administration Office, and
other public locations. The Draft Al was considered at the followingnpedlings:

A City of Carlsbad City Council Meeting, ____, 2020

A City of Chula Vista City Council Meeting, , 2020
A City of El Cajor® City Council Meetingune 92020

A City of Encinita® City Council Meeting, June 24, 2020
A City of Escondid® City Council Meetingune 32020

A City of La Mesa City Council Meeting, , 2020

A City of National City City Council Meeting, , 2020
A City of Oceansio@City Council Meeting, , 2020
A City of San Diegd City Council Meétg, , 2020

A City of San MarcdsCity Council Meeting, , 2020
A City of Santed City Council Meeting, June 10, 2020

A City of Vistad City Council Meeting, , 2020
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CHAPTER

3 COMMUNITY PROFILE

AN ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

an Diego County, boasts an estimated population of over three million residents, making it the secot
most populous county in California and fifth in the nation (In California, only Los Angeles County
has a larger population). Encompassing 4,261 sqeage mil San Di ego County?o:
incorporated cities and numerous unincorporated neighborhoods and commundiestyl$teetches
south from Orange County to the LU\M&xico border. The Pacific Ocean forms the western boundary,
andthecountyd s eastern edge reaches tBorregolDesert aguna M

Like many major metropolitan areas in the United States, the minority population in San Diego Count
has increased significantly in recent years, especially among Asian and Hispanic groups. As this Cha
and subsequent chapters will discuss, fair haasileg tend to affect racial and ethnic minority groups,

as well as persons with disabilities. The cost of living in San Diego County is high and getting higher th
many other regions in the nation. Median household incomes have not kept paceswithdbst of

housing and living in the San Diego region, a trend seen nationwide. While housing affordability is not
fair housing issyeer s¢he increased demand for housing and the dwindling supply may create conditions
where fair housing violatiopscome a common part of the competition in the housing market.

In an economic market where the need for affordable housingdounigs poorest residents remains
overwhelming, various factors may affect the ability of individuals with similaramcbneesis in the

same housing market to obtain a like range of housing choices. This section provides an overview of £
Diego Countyds residents and housing stock, [
help identify housing needs spetd the region. This overview will provide the context for discussing
and evaluating fair housing in the following chapters.

A. Demographic Profile

Examination of demographic characteristics provides some insight regarding the need and extent of eq
acess to housing in a community. Supply and demand factors can create market conditions that ¢
conducive to housing discrimination. Factors such as population growth, age characteristics, at
race/ ethnicity al/l hel p ded glaymiroteen exploring potentiah i t
impediments to fair housing choice.

1. Population Growth

Population growth in San Diego County from 2010 to 2019 was slightly lowerghanahsiecade.
Overall,San Dieg&@ounty experienced a 10 percent inciege®pulation from 2000 to 2010 and a 8.3
percent increase in population from 2010 to ZG#89e8). From both 2000 to 2010 and 2010 to 2019,

the cities of San Marcos, Chula Vista, and Carlsbad had the largest growth. All cities experience
population growth in the last decade except for the city of Coronado, whose population diwpped by
percentThe San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) population projections indicate that by
2B5thecount yds popul 88,698an approxumbtely 15 merwentincrdasetfire2019
population estimates. Several cities are projected to ravimtaeases between 2019 aB8tA@n the
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San Diego region as a whole, including Chula Vista, LaNd&saal City San Diego, and the
unincorporated areas of twunty.

Table 8: Population Growth(20002035

Total Population Percent Change
Jurisdiction 2035
2000 2010 2019 (Projected) 20062010 | 20162019 | 20192035

Urban County

Coronado 24,10( 24,697 24,194 24,1645 2.5% -2.0% -0.19%
Del Mar 4,389 4,161 4,457 4,672 -5.2%) 7.0% 5.0%
Imperial Beach 26,98( 26,324 27,448 30,364 -2.4%) 4.3% 10.6%
Lemon Grove 24,954 25,32( 27,208 28,673 1.5% 7.5% 5.49%
Poway 48,295 47,811 50,32( 53,0672 -1.0% 5.2% 5.49%
Solana Beach 12,887 12,867 13,934 14,207 -0.2% 8.3% 2.094
Unincorporated 441,91 486,604 515,407 617,57 10.19% 5.9% 19.89
E%ﬂgrba” 583,52{ 627,78 662,96 772,71 7.6% 5.6% 16.69
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 77,998 105,32 115,24] 124,35] 35.0% 9.4% 7.9%
Chula Vista 173,86 243,914 271,41] 326,62 40.3% 11.3% 20.39
El Cajon 94,814 99,474 105,55¢ 109,381 4.9%) 6.1% 3.6%
Encinitas 58,194 59,514 63,39( 65,264 2.3% 6.5% 3.0%
Escondido 133,524 143,911 152,73 172,891 7.8% 6.1% 13.29
La Mesa 54,751 57,064 60,82( 70,252 4.2% 6.6% 15.59
National City 54,404 58,587 62,307 73,329 7.7%)| 6.4% 17.79
Oceanside 160,90¢1 167,08¢ 178,021 188,591 3.8% 6.5% 5.99%
San Diego 1,223,34| 1,301,61] 1,420,57 1,665,60 6.4% 9.1% 17.29
San Marcos 55,16( 83,781 98,364 109,09} 51.9% 17.4% 10.99
Santee 53,09( 53,413 58,404 63,817 0.6% 9.4% 9.3%
Vista 90,131 93,834 101,987 111,771 4.1%) 8.7% 9.6%
Total County 2,813,70| 3,095,31f 3,351,78 3,853,69 10.0% 8.3% 15.09

Sources: U.S. Cen&igeau, 2000, 2010 Census; California Department of Finance 2019 Population E&)mafd8BRG
Regional Growth Forecast Series 13 (2012).

2. Age

Housing demand is affected by the age characteristics of residents in a community. Different age grot
are often distinguished by important differences in lifestyle, family type, housing preferences and incor
levels. Typically, young adult househoblis aocupy apartments, condominiums, and smaller single
family homes because of size and/or affordability. Middl@adults may prefer larger homes as they
begin to raise their families, while seniors may prefer apartments, condominiums, mobile homes,
smaller singiamily homes that have lower costs and less extensive maintenance needs. Because
communityds housing needs change over time, t
Diego County residents and how these changes atistigneed.
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to 2017. Median age decreased in Coronado, Solana Beach, and Laddesty. Mieeian age was@4

years in 2010 and rose to 35.4 by 2017. In 2017, the median age in the various cities ranged from a
of 31.9 years in Imperial Beach to a high of 50.7 years in Del Mar.
Community Survey, 12.9 percent of the populatiS8annDiego County was age 65 or over (seniors),
with another 11.6 percent in the 55 to 64 age group (future seniors). Close to 12.1 percent of San Die
County residents were schagé children between the ages of five and 14, and over 30 percent of

Based on the 2017 Americe

residats were between the age of 15 and 34 (Figure 1). This age structure suggesydidrea high
proportion of families with children and has a rapidly increasing older population.

Table 9: Age Characteristics

o Age Category Median Age
Jurisdiction

<5 | 514 | 1524 2534 | 3544 | 4554 | 5564] 65+ | 2010 | 2017
Urban County
Coronado 49% 9.5% 19.3% 13.5% 9.19% 11.19 13.8% 18.7% 40.7 38.1
Del Mar 1.7% 7.9% 3.7% 15.8% 9.2% 19.7% 16.5% 25.6% 48.6 50.7
Imperial Beach 6.5% 15.194 16.19 17.39% 12.694 11.79 10.4% 10.3% 31 31.9
Lemon Grove 6.3% 15.49% 11.5% 15.89 14.7% 11.69 12.3% 12.4% 35 35.9
Poway 6.3% 13.794 13.094 11.19% 12.19% 15.294 13.8% 14.8% 41.3 40
Solana Beach 3.9% 9.69 9.1% 13.79% 12.5% 14.89 13.7% 22.8% 43.7 46.1
Unincorporated 6.7% 11.894 15.7% 12.99 11.6% 13.294 13.1% 15.0% N/A N/A
(T:%tﬁ:]tl}frba” 6.5% 1219 15.3% 1319 11794 1329 13.19 1519 NA| NA
Entitlement Jurisdictions
Carlsbad 6.0% 13.99 10.5% 11.69 15.09% 16.39% 12.5% 14.0% 38.9 40.4
ChulaVista 7.2% 15.69% 15.3% 13.79% 15.2% 13.8% 9.2% 10.0% 33.0 33.7
El Cajon 7.6% 1359 15.8% 14.79% 12.9% 14.39% 10.1% 11.0% 31.9 33.7
Encinitas 5.4% 11.69% 10.09% 13.49% 14.5% 16.99% 15.4% 12.8% 37.9 41.5
Escondido 8.1% 14.99% 15.4% 15.09 13.5% 13.19% 9.6% 10.5% 31.2 32.5
La Mesa 6.3% 10.094 14.4% 16.39% 13.1% 14.59% 11.2% 14.2% 37.3 37.1
National City 6.9% 13.894 20.9% 14.79% 12.4% 12.09 8.6% 10.6% 28.7 30.2
Oceanside 7.0% 12.794 15.5% 1459 12.9% 14.094 10.5% 12.9% 33.3 35.2
San Diego 6.2% 11.594 16.7% 17.69 14.19% 13.29 10.1% 10.7% 32.5 33.6
San Marcos 8.4% 15294 15.3% 14.49% 15.8% 12.29% 8.7% 10.2% 32.1 32.9
Santee 6.6% 12.894 13.9% 13.79% 14.09% 16.39% 12.0% 10.7% 34.8 37.2
Vista 8.0% 14.294 17.19% 16.29 13.2% 13.3% 8.7% 9.2% 30.3 31.1
Total County 6.6%| 12.7% 16.09 15.294 13.694 13.9% 10.6% 11.49 33.2 34.6

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; American Community St20&y, 2013
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Figure 1 San Diego County Age Structure (2017)

Age Category
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Source: American Community Survey,-2013.

3. Racial and Ethnicity

The San Diego regionds racial and ethnic compc
nati onds demographic profi |l e gacia and etlmie compositiorgs. i n
According to 20 American Community Survestimateg}0 percendf U.S. residents were Rdfite.

Growing Hispanic and Asian populations have contributed to a major transformation, reducing the
number of White majoritygres and increasing the number of mirm@iprity and nonajority places.

As of 2010, the most diverse communities in the U.S. were disproportionately western, southern, ai
coastal metropolitan areas and their principal cities and suburbs. Stutbesdhdvat areas with a

strong government and/or the military employment base, as is the case in the San Diego region, tend
be more diverse in genéral.

Race and ethnicity have implications on housing choice in that certain demographic and econom
variables correlate withce For example, median household income ioahety between 2013 and

2017 was $70,588wever, the median income Black, Hispnic American Indian, and Alaska Native
households was less than 75 percent afotity median while Asian and White household median
incomes were 125 and 114 percent afdhety median income.

The State of Calif or ni aphisprdileshav&lmecomdncreasiogly Giversen t
in their race and ethnic compositions since 1970, a period that coincides with the sharp increase
immigrationAs recently as 1970, the vast proportion of the population in the State was predominantly
White whereas nowjonWhite racegclassified as minorities) are the majority in Califgvhien a
popul ationds raci al and et hniwbite,dhe popubaton is samlto i s
have a minoritynajority. The County of San Diego be@anminoritymajority area between 2000 and

5 Lee, Barrett and Il celand, A. John and Sharp, Gregory
American Communities Over Thi2ecaded Project US2010, (2012).
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2010, when the percent minority population increased from 45.1 to 51.5 percent. The proportion o
minority population continued to increase between 2010 and 2017 to 53.8 percent.

Table 1Q Racial and Ethnic Composition

o . : : Asian/ RSl e
Jurisdiction White Black Hispanic P Isl. Other | Minority* Minority*
2010 2017

Urban County

Coronado 75.1% 3.5% 14.5% 3.5% 3.4% 20.6% 24.9%
Del Mar 91.3% 0.5% 4.7% 2.6% 1.0% 9.3% 8.7%
Imperial Beach 31.4% 4.0% 51.3% 8.6% 4.8% 64.0% 68.6%
Lemon Grove 31.9% 12.7% 44.4% 6.1% 4.8% 65.3% 68.1%
Poway 63.7% 0.9% 18.5% 12.9% 4.0% 30.9% 36.3%
Solana Beach 78.4% 0.4% 11.5% 5.1% 4.6% 22.7% 21.6%
Unincorporated 58.6% 4.2% 26.9% 5.9% 4.3% 38.6% 41.4%
I:%tj‘r']tgrba” 58.0% 42%|  27.1% 6.4%| 43%|  39.1% 42.0%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 74% 0.9% 14% 7.8% 3.4% 25% 26%
Chula Vista 18% 4.2% 60% 15% 1.0% 80% 82%
El Cajon 56% 5.4% 29% 4.1% 4.8% 43% 44%
Encinitas 79% 0.6% 13% 4.2% 4.8% 21% 21%
Escondido 37% 2.1% 51% 7.0% 4.0% 60% 63%
La Mesa 56% 6.6% 26% 6.2% 4.6% 38% 44%
National City 10% 4.5% 64% 20% 4.3% 88% 90%
Oceanside 48% 4.9% 35% 7.9% 4.3% 52% 52%
San Diego 43% 6.1% 30% 17% 3.4% 55% 57%
San Marcos 45% 2.5% 39% 10% 1.0% 51% 55%
Santee 70% 1.9% 18% 4.8% 4.8% 26% 30%
Vista 40% 2.8% 50% 4.8% 4.8% 59% 60%
Total County 46% 4.7% 33% 12% 4.0% 52% 54%
Total State 38% 5.5% 39% 14% 4.6% 60% 62%

Sources U.S. Census Bureau, 2010. American Community Sur2&1.72013
* Minority is defined as Blacks, Hispanics, Asian/Pacific Islanders, and all others not White.
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After White residents, the largest racial/ethnic groupéouhéy is Hispanic. As seed ablel0, White
residents make up the siniglegest percentage of San Diego County residents (46.2 percent), while
Hispanic residents made up 33.4 percent. Asians/Pacific Islander, Blacks, and other groups followed w
11.9 percent, 4.7 percent, and 3.9 percent, respetabkbyq. The cities of National City, Chula Vista,
Imperial Beach, Escondido, and Vista have significant Hispanic concentrations (greater than 50 percel
while the cit of Del Mar has the smallest proportion of Hispanic residents (4.7 percent). The larges
concentrations of Asian/Pacific Islander populations reside in National City, San Diego, and Chula Vist
The City of Lemon Grove has the highest concentratidack sidents (13 percent) while the second
highest concentration of Blacks was in La Mesa (7 percent). Del Mar, Poway, Solana Beach, Carlsbad
Encinitas have the smallest proportions of Black residents, where Blacks make up less than one perc
of their population.

Race and Ethnic Concentration

Ethnic and racial composition of a region is useful in analyzing housing demand and any related fz
housing concerns, as it tends to demonstrate a relationship with other characteristics such as houser
siz, locational preferences and mobility. Nationally, HUD data show thaseatdiscrimination ranks
second in discrimination of protected classes, behind discrimination related td. drsgiikity2
illustrates concentrations of minority househioyd€ensus block group in San Diego County. A
concentration is defined as a block group with a proportion of minority households that is greater thal
the overall San Diego County minority average of 50.8 pefgemhportant note on the mapping of
racial/ethnic concentrations is that concentration is defined by the proportion of a racial/ethnic group in
the total population of a census block group. If a census block group has low population, such as in a
near the State and National Parks (egstetions of the map), the proportion of a racial/ethnic group
may appear high even though the number of residents in that group may be limited. Furthermore, blot
group boundaries may cross jurisdictional boundaries

The minority population in tleeuntyis described by subgion inTablell In San Diego County, the
minority population is concentrated in the southern areas of the City of Sandiegdirauing south
(Figure2). This pattern can be attributed to the traditional cluster of minorities living in the urban core
and near the U.S./Mean border. Another concentration is visible in the northwestern part of the North
County East sulegion just west of the Cleveland National Forest. This area is home to several Native
American reservations. An additional swath of minority concanteatibe found in the University and

Mira Mesa communities of the City of San Diego. Clusters of npopttgtions are also found in the

North County cities of Oceanside, Vista, San Marcos, and Escondido.

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban2@&dvel).@@Prment . OAT
7 This minority percentage differs from the 54 percent in Table 3 due to calculation differences in the uninehimeasure
This value was calculated using the census block groups and block group boundaries may cross jurisdictional boundar
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MSA e Minority Population Total Population % Minority in Region
2010 2018 2010 2018 2010 2018

0 Central 414,06! 437,63! 630,374 679,211 65.7% 64.4%
1 North City 296,11¢ 371,44( 733,864 812,70¢ 40.4% 45.7%
2 South Suburban 312,04! 335,81( 385,46 407,514 81.0% 82.4%
3 East Suburban 187,43 229,51¢ 481,99 509,45 38.9% 45.1%
4 North County West 149,73 174,47 405,711 440,04 36.9% 39.6%
5 North County East 226,13¢ 250,32; 431,204 458,80 52.4% 54.6%
6 East County 9,73( 9,858 26,681 26,727 36.5% 36.9%

Total 1,595,26 1,809,05 3,095,31 3,334,45 51.5% 54.3%

Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; SANDAG, Series 14 (2018).

A significanportiono f
ACS onefourthofthecount y 6 s
European countries. About half of forelmmn residents in th@unty are from Latin America and a
largeportionof immigrantarefrom Asian countries (38 percent). More ¢htnird of the foreigborn

Asian population came from the Philippines, a Southeast Asian country.
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Figure 2: Minority Concentration Areas
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Linquistic Isolation

A language barrier can be an impediment to accessing housing of choice. A population that is bo
minority and does not speak English well may face discrimination based on national origin as well
challenges related to obtaining housing, such as coatmgneéffectively with a property owner,
landlord, rental agent, real estate agent, mortgage lender or insurance agent.

According tathe 20132017 ACS, approximately 37.7 perceobwfty residents over the age of five
spoke a | anguasghe oontlhyedr atth ahno mbeEn gllni some ci ti es
as the cities of Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, Chula Vista, El Cajon, Escondido, National City, Sa
Diego, San Marcos, and Vista this figure was higher. In National City, 70.8fpieeapulation

over the age of five years spoke a language other than English at home.

Table 12 Language and Linguistic Isolation

Speak Language Other Speak English
- Total Than English at Home Lessthan "Very Well"
e Population Total % Total Total oﬁgg -?Eri\e?ilgr? g % Total
Population Langugge Population

Urban County

Coronado 22,878 3,311 14.5% 848 25.6% 3.7%
Del Mar 4,264 333 7.8% 60 18.0% 1.4%
Imperial Beach 25,500 12,550 49.2% 4,187 33.4% 16.4%
Lemon Grove 24,968 10,194 40.8% 3,357 32.9% 13.4%
Poway 46,715 12,149 26.0% 5,180 42.6% 11.1%
Solana Beach 12,847 1,847 14.4% 707 38.3% 5.5%
Unincorporated 473,988 119,992 25.3% 43,890 36.6% 9.3%
gﬁ‘:}grba” 611,160 160,376 26.2% 58,229 36.3% 9.5%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 106,371 18,183 17.1% 7,025 38.6% 6.6%
Chula Vista 246,395 146,846 59.6% 55,768 38.0% 22.6%
El Cajon 95,405 41,750 43.8% 20,103 48.2% 21.1%
Encinitas 59,177 9,405 15.9% 3,678 39.1% 6.2%
Escondido 138,640 67,537 48.7% 31,749 47.0% 22.9%
La Mesa 55,440 13,332 24.0% 4,324 32.4% 7.8%
National City 56,914 40,019 70.3% 15,991 40.0% 28.1%
Oceanside 163,706 51,440 31.4% 23,118 44.9% 14.1%
San Diego 1,303,771 529,264 40.6% 214,379 40.5% 16.4%
San Marcos 87,085 32,716 37.6% 17,263 52.8% 19.8%
Santee 53,894 8,447 15.7% 2,661 31.5% 4.9%
Vista 92,799 37,659 40.6% 17,757 47.2% 19.1%
Total County 3,070,763 1,156,974 37.7% 472,045 40.8% 15.4%

Source: American Community Survey,-2013.
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Linguistically isolated household can be described as a household whose members have at least s
difficulty speaking English. The ACS provides information on households with persons five years an
over who speak English o0l ess than very well .6
t hat they spoke Enanddarsbe cooside knguisticallyaigolatediethoge thate | | 6
speak a language other than English at home, 40.8 percent speak English less than very well. The citie
National City, Escondido, and Chula Vista have the highest percentage of total residents who spol
Englishh e s s t h a 1128.9, 229raryd 22v6epkrtedt of the total population, respectively)

Language barriers may prevent residents from accessing services, information, and housing, and may a
educational attainment and employment. Executive (3166 {"Improving Access to Services by
Persons with Limited English Proficiencyé6) wa:
assess and address the needs of otherwise eligible persons seeking access to federally conducted pro
and ativities who, due to Limited English Proficiency (LEP), cannot fully and equally participate in or
benefit from those programs and activities. This requirement passes down to grantees of federal funds
well.

B. Household Characteristics

Household type and size, income level, the presence of persons with specral ndeztshausehold
characteristics may affect access to housing. This section details the various household characteristics
may affect equal access to housing.

What is aHousehold?

A household is defined by the Census as all persons occupying a housing unit. Families are a subset of hot
include all persons living together whaoedeted by blood, marriage or adoption. Single households include person
alone but do not include persongin oup quarters such as convalescent
unrelated people living together, such as roommates.

1. Household Composition and Size

According to the 2019 California Department of Findimesing estimates, there are 1,219,460
households in San Diego County, afgerlent increase since 2010. The cities of San Marcos, Carlsbad,
and Chula Vista saw the largest increases in the number of households between 2000 and 2010. Howe
in the las decade, the cities of Coronado and Del Mar had the greatest increases in the number ¢
households (31.5 percent and 27.2 percent) while San Marcos, Carlsbad, and Chula Vista had mode
household growth (18.1, 13.9, and 13.3 percent). None of tlsawitiedecrease in household numbers.

Different household types generally have different housing needs. Seniors or young adults typica
constitute a majority of singderson households and tend to reside in apartment units, condominiums
or smaller deched homes. Families, meanwhile, often preferfamgiehomes. Household size can

be an indicator of changes in population or use of housing. An increase in household size can indicat
greater number of large families or a trend toward overcrosdsadghunits. A decrease in household
size, on the other hand, may reflect a greater number of senior-pessogléouseholds, or a decrease

in family size.
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o Households Household Growth
Jurisdiction 2010 | 2019 20162019

Urban County

Coronado 7,409 9,740 31.5%
Del Mar 2,064 2,625 27.2%
Imperial Beach 9,112 10,074 10.6%
Lemon Grove 8,434 9,114 8.1%
Poway 16,128 16,917 4.9%
Solana Beach 5,650 6,569 16.3%
Unincorporated 159,339 178,844 12.2%
Total Urban County 208,136 233,883 12.4%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 41,345 47,080 13.9%
Chula Vista 75,515 85,535 13.3%
El Cajon 34,134 36,148 5.9%
Encinitas 24,082 26,495 10.0%
Escondido 45,484 48,833 7.4%
La Mesa 24,512 26,869 9.6%
National City 15,502 17,264 11.4%
Oceanside 59,238 65,902 11.2%
San Diego 483,092 545,645 12.9%
San Marcos 27,202 32,126 18.1%
Santee 19,306 21,100 9.3%
Vista 29,317 32,580 11.1%
Total County 1,086,865 1,219,46( 12.2%

Sourced).S. Census Bure&@010; California Department of Finance Population and Housing Estirst&d(o.

The majority of San Diego Couhtyuseholds are family households, with a roughly even mix between
marriedcouple households with and without childfedbiel4). Families with children account for 33.5
percent of all households in tbeunt vy .
households, represent 17.2 percent of all households. Households of single senior persons make up
percent ofall households. Between 2010 201tB2017, the distribution of household types remained
relatively stable.

00t her 6

f ami | i eparent

More than 67 percent of all households within the County of San Diego are family hdusebiddly,
HUD data show that familial status dmgration ranks third in discrimination of protected classes,
behind discrimination due to disability and®¥deile the language in federal law about familial status

discrimination is clear, the guidelines landlords can use to establish occugavenycagbe. Although

. S. Depart ment

of

Housing

and

Urban 2&vel.@@Prment .
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landlords can create occupancy guidelines based on the physical limitations of the housing unit, landlo

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

often impose strict occupancy limitations precluding large families with children.

Table 14 Household Type

2010 2017

Household Type Number of Percent of Number of Percent of

Households Households Households Households
Family Households 720,48 66.3% 747,245 67.2%
Married with Childrén 263,04¢ 24.2% 259,963 23.4%
Marriedd no Children 268,87¢ 24.7% 296,702.41 26.7%
Other Family with Children 113,071 10.4% 112,172 10.1%
Other Familyd no Children 75,483 6.9% 78,408 7.1%
Non-Family Households 366,384 33.7% 364,494 32.8%
Single, notsenior 174,59 16.1% 169,854 15.3%
Single, senior 86,624 8.0% 96,591 8.7%
Total County 1,086,86 100.09 1,111,73 100.0%

Source: U.S. Census Bureaa0 Census; American Community Survey220T3
1With children categories calculated using the HH with one or more persons under 18

Certain jurisdictions in ttunty had a higher than average proportion of family households with
children and, #reforemay benore vulnerable to this type of discrimination. The proportion of families
with dependent children was highest irCibeof Chula Vista (39.9 percent) and Poway (37.7 percent).
The proportion of families with children in the unincotpdrareas (31.5 percent) is similar to the
countywide proportion (30.2 percent). Close to nine percent of householdsuntthcluded senior
members and six percent of households were feezaled households with children. Sipaent
households ith children and households headed by seniors have unique fair housing issues as discuss

later in this chapter.
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Table 15 Household Characteristics
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% % Female
0, ili 0,
LU Fanfi)lies F?/(/Ti]tlrlles H(/;’uiletzjt?c::gs Hru?sae?%(ljds
Children w/ Children

Urban County

Coronado 66.1% 27.0% 12.8% 4.0%
Del Mar 58.2% 13.4% 8.6% 0.9%
Imperial Beach 68.7% 32.0% 6.6% 10.6%
Lemon Grove 70.4% 33.9% 9.9% 7.0%
Poway 80.5% 37.7% 7.5% 4.6%
Solana Beach 55.4% 20.3% 16.1% 2.1%
Unincorporated 76.2% 31.5% 9.1% 2.7%
Total Urban County 75.9% 31.9% 9.4% 3.4%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 70.8% 31.7% 9.6% 5.6%
Chula Vista 79.0% 39.9% 7.0% 8.6%
El Cajon 72.0% 35.8% 8.3% 20.7%
Encinitas 64.2% 27.7% 11.8% 3.6%
Escondido 72.7% 36.0% 8.9% 7.6%
La Mesa 58.4% 24.5% 13.0% 6.5%
National City 74.3% 34.9% 9.5% 11.8%
Oceanside 67.5% 26.6% 11.0% 5.2%
San Diego 60.4% 27.0% 8.0% 5.7%
San Marcos 73.9% 37.2% 9.4% 5.7%
Santee 73.4% 32.8% 9.7% 6.4%
Vista 70.9% 34.3% 7.3% 7.2%
Total County 67.2% 30.2% 8.7% 6.0%

SourceAmerican Community Survey, 2@D37.

Household Size

The average size and composition of households are highly sensitive to the age structure of the populat
but they also reflect social and economic changes. For example, economic downturns may prolong t
time adult children live at home or result iniplelfamilies and neiamily members living together to

lower housing costs. The average household size countywide in 2017 was 2.87 persons per househo
very slight increase from 2010 (2.75). Average household size ranged from a low of 2.0Dgkersons in
Mar to a high of 3.47 in National City. Geographically, average household size increased in the South
and Eastern areas of the county. Nine cities had an average household size over three persons in 2
compared to only five in 2019. Notablycities in the Urban County had with an average household
size over three persons in the 2010 but by 2017, average household size was greatémihanmal

Beach, Lemon Grove, aRdway
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Table 16 Average Household Size byurisdiction

o Average Household Sizd
Jurisdiction
2010 | 2017

Urban County
Coronado 2.31 2.40
Del Mar 2.02 2.01
Imperial Beach 2.82 3.02
Lemon Grove 2.96 3.12
Poway 2.93 3.12
Solana Beach 2.28 2.33
Unincorporated -- --
Entitlement Cities
Carlsbad 2.53 2.60
Chula Vista 3.21 3.34
El Cajon 2.84 3.09
Encinitas 2.45 2.54
Escondido 3.12 3.29
La Mesa 2.3 2.49
National City 3.41 3.47
Oceanside 2.8 2.8
San Diego 2.6 2.72
San Marcos 3.05 3.17
Santee 2.72 2.84
Vista 3.13 3.19
Total County 2.75 2.87

SourcedlJ.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census; American Community £

20132017.
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C. Special Needs Groups

Certain households and residents, because of their special characteristics and needs, have greater diff
finding decent and affordable housing. These circumstances may be related to age, family characteris
or disability.Tablel7shows a summary of this section and the special needs groups present in San Dieg
County. The following discussion highlights particular characteristics thé¢ahagcafss to housing

in a community.

Table 17 Residents with Special Needs

Special Needs Group Number Percent of County
Households with a Senior (65+) 242,017 21.8%
Senior Persons (65+) 425,217 12.9%
LargeHouseholds 129,627 11.7%
Female Headed Households w/Children 80,886 7.3%
Disabled Persons 312,565 9.8%
HIV/AIDS 13,643 0.4%
Homeless Persons (Urban and Rural) 8,102 0.2%
Farm Workers 8,308 0.3%
Active DutyMilitary Personnel 143,000 4%
Veterans 225,694 7%

Sources: American Community Survey 2003 ; San Diego Regional Task Force on the Homeless, Annual Report on the Ho
2019; San Diego Military Advisory Council, San Méigary Economic Impact Study, 20C®unty of San Diego Health and Hum:i
Services Agency, HIV Epidemiology Report,.2016

1. Seniors

Seniors (persons age 65 and above) are gradua
population. Americans are living longer than ever before in our history and are expected to continue
do so. Senior households are vulnerable to hqusinigms and housing discrimination due to limited
income, prevalence of physical or mental disabilities, limited mobility, and high health care costs. Senic
particularly those with disabilities, may face increased difficulty in finding housingdatamorerand

may become victims of housing discrimination or f@ermors sometimes face discrimination in the
rental housing market, often based on the perception of increased risks and liabilities associated with
frail conditions or disabilitiess#nior tenanté\ senior on a fixed income can face great difficulty finding
safe and affordable housing. Subsidized housing and federal housing assistance programs are increas
challenging to secure and often involve a long waiting list.

According to the 2013017ACS 12.9 percent of all residents in San Diego County were ages 65 and
over. The proportion of residents over the age of 65 years ranged from a low of 9.7 percent in Vista to
high of 25.6 percent el Mar Table9). ACS data (2022917) estimates that 21.8 percent of households

in San Diego County had at leastind&idual who was 65 yeaf age or older (Table 18)ccording

t o HUD é&816 cdinpréhensive Housing Affordability Strd@&gpg data, a higher proportion

(53.0 percent) of seniors had low and moderate incomes compacedtyaksidents (45.6 percent).
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Table 18 Senior Profiled San Diego County

. Percent Households Percent Households
Percent of Percent with a - - .
Residents Population Disability I DN Gl L g
Incomes Problems
Seniors 12.9% 33.7% 53.0% 40.5%
All Residents 100.0% 9.5% 45.6% 45.4%

Source 2013201 7American Community Survey (ACS); HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CH2&)6201

TheSan Diego County Health and Human Services
provides services to older adults, people with disabilities and their family members. AIS provides a wi
range of services, including information and access, advocacy, coordination, assessment, and authoriz:
of direct services. Direct services aveigeed through contracts with vendors and agencies, and include
in-home support, respite care, meals (senior dining centers astklinvemed), health promotions, legal
assistance, adult day care, transportation, educational opportunities, emplayayentamagement,

and counseling programs.

The City and the County of San Diego both administer a wide array of housing programs to assist in tl
provision of affordable housing for senior households, including funding for acquisition and construction
rehabilitation, rental assistance, and hoper.rdn addition to affordable housing located near
transportation, the housing needs of seniors include supportive housing, such as intermediate c:
facilities, group homes, and other housing with a planned service component. Approximately 593 Sta
licensed residential care facilities for the elderly, 401 adult residential facilities (for individuals ages
through 59) and 60 adult day care facilities (for individuals 18 and over) serve the senior populatic
throughout thecounty. These licensed caaeilfties have a combined capacity of 28,131 beds. These
numbers show a decrease from the number of licensed care facilities and bed capacity between 2014
2019. Between 2014 and 2015, the total bed capacity of licensed care facilitiebyl8cr@& e

31,847 to 28,131. The total number of facilities also dropped 700 from 1,855Rigdré5showvs the

location of the various licensed carditias in San Diego County as of 2019.

Most of the community care facilities withindienty are located within the larger incorporated cities.
There is a noticeable presence of facilities in the unincorporated areas, specifically those serrounding
incorporated cities. However, since most okdhe nt y s popul ati on i s | oc:
cities, residents I|iving in these areas may h
of care facilities. Concentrations oédacilities can be seen in the North County areas in and around the
cities of Vista and Escondido and in the South County in and around the cities of Chula Vista and E
Cajon. In the City of San Diego clusters of care facilities can be seen in timepsotitmeof the City

and in the Mira Mesa area.
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Figure 3: Licensed Care Facilities
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2. Large Households

Large households are defined as those with five or more members. These households are usually fam
with two ormore children or families with extended family members sudbvas ar grandparents. It

can also include multiple families living in one housing unit in order to save on housing costs. Larc
households are a special needs group because the avafilabdityuately sizéde. three or more
bedrooms)affordable housing units is often limited. Large households may face discrimination in the
housing market, particularly for rental housing. Although landlords can create occupancy guidelines ba:
on the physical limitations of the housing unit, landlondy impose strict occupancy limitations
precluding large families with children.

As indicated iTablel9 in 2017, close to 12 percent of all households aouhéy had five or more
members; specifically 10.9 percent of oihvmeseholds and 12.5 percent of rembeiseholds in the

county werdarge households. This represents a decrease of two percentage points in the proportion ¢
large households in tb@unty between 20E0d2017 from 13.7 to 11.7 percent. The proportion of large
households was highest in the cities of National City €t@ehf), Escondido (18.6 percent), and Chula
Vista (18.0 percenglthough their respective proportions in 2010 were much higher at, 25.4m 20.7, anc
20.5 percenthese three cities also had high proportions e¥Wate population (90.3, 63.5, and 82.3
percent, respectively) and family households (74.3. 72.7, and 79.0 percent, respectively) in 2017. M
ethnic minority groups have a younger age profile and tend to have larger families than the Whi
population. The 2012016 CHAS data shows that ovdf (.3 percent) of large households were
estimated to earn low and moderate incomes compared with 45.6 percent of all county households.
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Total Large Large Owner Large Renter
City/Area House?olds Households Households
# % of Total # % of Owner % of Renter
Households Households Households
Urban County
Coronado 484 5.7% 137 3.3% 347 8.1%
Del Mar 40 1.9% 40 3.5% 0 0.0%
Imperial Beach 1,291 14.6% 352 12.5% 939 15.6%
Lemon Grove 1,285 15.3% 832 18.3% 453 11.7%
Poway 2,121 13.5% 1,435 12.2% 686 17.0%
Solana Beach 197 3.4% 177 5.3% 20 0.8%
Unincorporated 20,110 12.5% 12,726 11.7% 7,384 14.2%
Total Urban County 25,528 12.2% 15,699 11.5% 9,829 13.4%
Entitlement Cities
Carlsbad 2,924 6.8% 1,921 6.8% 1,003 6.6%
Chula Vista 14,116 18.0% 8,421 18.5% 5,695 17.3%
El Cajon 5,243 16.1% 1,355 10.9% 3,888 19.3%
Encinitas 1,347 5.5% 876 5.7% 471 5.4%
Escondido 8,414 18.6% 3,305 14.7% 5,109 22.5%
La Mesa 1,588 6.7% 680 6.9% 908 6.6%
National City 3,073 19.0% 1,183 22.7% 1,890 17.2%
Oceanside 6,883 11.1% 3,252 9.4% 3,631 13.3%
San Diego 49,569 10.0% 22,901 9.8% 26,668 10.1%
San Marcos 4,192 14.4% 1,998 11.2% 2,194 19.4%
Santee 1,916 9.8% 1,164 8.7% 752 12.5%
Vista 4,834 15.8% 1,654 11.0% 3,180 20.5%
Total County 129,627 11.7% 64,409 10.9% 65,218 12.5%

Source: American Community Survey,-2013.

3. Families with Children and SingleParent Families

Families with children may face housing discrimination by landlords who fear that children will caus
property damage. Some landlords maydudtveal biases against children of the opposite sex sharing a
bedroom. Differential treatments such as limiting the number of children in a complex or confining
children to a specific location are also fair housing concerns. For example, some landiadgema
large households a higher rent or security deposit, limit the number of children in a complex, confin
them to a specific location, limit the time children can play outdoors, or choose not to rent to families
with children altogether, which wouidlate fair housing laws. Housing discrimination against families
with children can also be masked as overcrowding Esgresvhen housing providers rent openly to
families with children, there can still be an issue of illegal discriminatory policies for families once the
become tenants. Neutral rules are expected to apply to all tenants equally, but once a housing provi
isolates a particular group upon which to singularly implement those rules, a discriminatory practice is !
in motion.
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The proportion of families with dependent children was highest in the cities of Chula Vista and Natione
City (Tablel15. These communities may be more vulnerable to familial discrimination in the housing
market because of their higher than average proportion of families wéh.childr

The proportion of femaleeaded households decreased between 2010 and 2017 from 7.5 to 6.0 percer
(Tablel15). The proportion ofemaleheaded households with children was highest in ElI Cajon (20.7
percent) antlational City (11.8 percent). Female spaylent family households are disproportionately
affected by poverty. According to the 2PQB7 ACS, about 32.6 percent of fesiatgeparent family
households in San Diego County lived below the poverty level (compared to 9.5 percent of all famil
households in theunty). Limited household income constrains the ability of these households to afford
adequate housing and childcéesalth care, and other necessities. Finding adequate and affordable
childcare is also a pressing issue for many families with children aparsimdieuseholds in particular.

4. Persons with Disabilities

Affordability, design, location, and discratiam limit the supply of housing for persons with disabilities.
Fair housing choice for persons with disabilities may be compromised based on the nature of the
disability. Adaptable housing is the most critical housing need for persons with mtatibtysliflany
singlefamily homes may not be adaptable to widened doorways and hallways, access ramps, or otl
features necessary for accessibility. Furthermordamilitiunits built prior to 1990 are often not wheel

chair accessible and the cosetbfitting a home is often prohibitive. Many disabled individuals live in
households where a member of the household is a homeowner. These disabled individuals are less li
to have accessible units, since the Fair Housing Act (FHA) does not dpplntra@ccupied dwelling

units. Amendments to the Fair Housing Act, as well as state law, requirkiognoumits of new mulki

family construction with more than four units to be accessible to persons with disabilities. However, uni
built prior to B89 are not required to be accessible to persons with disabilities. Older units, particularl
in older multfamily structures, are very expensive to retrofit for disabled occupants because space
rarely available for elevator shafts, ramps, widenedagiepetc. The site, parking areas, and walkways
may also need modifications to install ramps and widen walkways and gates. The location of housing :
availability of transportation is also important because disabled people may require accessfto a variet
social and specialized services.

Persons with physical disabilities may face discrimination in the housing market because of the use
wheelchairs, need for home modifications to improve accessibility, or other forms of d3sistarzce.

with disabities may request reasonable accommodations or reasonable modifications from thei
landlords. Aeasonable accommodation is a change, exception or adjustment to a rule, policy, practice
servicavhile areasonable modification is a structural change tmaéhe premises while. For exanaple,
reasonabl e accommodati on would include making
service dogA reasonable modification could inclugsalling a ramp for an individual who uses a
wheelchair orrgb bars in the bathroom

Landlords are required to make oOreasonabl e ac
tenant ds di sabi | iDOyStatemehtcreqaestd formrgasonalole aaconhiriddations can
be denied when:

CHAPTER 3: COMMUNITY PROFILE
38



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

0 é t reguest was not made by or on behalf of a person with a disability or if there is no
di sability related need for the accommodat
financial and administrative burden on the housing provider or it would fundamentally
aer the nature of 9 he provider's operations

In regard to reasonable modificatiolasdlords must allow a tenant with physical disabilities to make
"reasonable modifications" to the unit in order to address accessibility issues. According to the HUD_JC
Statement,

OA person with a disability efuenakingthee e t he |
modification. However, if the person with a disability meets the requirements under the

Act for a reasonable modification and provides the relevant documents and assurances,
the housing provider cannot deny the reques

In privately owed properties, the tenant is responsible for the costs of modifi¢atgmernment
subsidized housing (Section 504, housing set up for those with disabilities, etc.), the housing provic
typically pays for the modification unless it is an undueistdatiire or financial burden.

While housing discrimination is not covered by the ADA, the Fair Housing Act prohibits housing
discrimination against persons with disabilities. In their 2019 Fair Housing Trends Report, the Nations
Fair Housing Alliance dicated that disability complaints were the most prevalent type of housing
discrimination complaint (56.3 percent). The report stated that since complaints are usually based
denial of a request to make reasonable accommodations or modificationgeferithedisabilities, or
because it involves a midimily property that is not accessible in obvious ways that violate the Fair
Housing Act., discrimination based on disability easier to detect. Discrimination against persons wi
disabilities also conties to be the largest category of complaints HUD receives each year (59.4 percer
in 2017}!

Federal laws define a person with a disability as "any person who has a physical or mental impairment 1
substantially limits one or more major life actiyiti@s a record of such impairment; or is regarded as
having such an impairment.” In general, a physical or mental impairment includes hearing, mobility a
visual impairments, chronic alcoholism, chronic mental iliness, AIDS, AIDS Related Complda&) and men
retardation that substantially limits one or more major life activities. Major life activities include walking
talking, hearing, seeing, breathing, learning, performing manual tasks, and caring¥or oneself.

9  JointStatement of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Department of Justice on Reasonabl
Accommodations Under the Fair Housing Act  (2004) -Question 7.
https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/crt/legacy/2010/12/14/joint_statathga.pdf

10 Joint Statement of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Department of Justice on Reasonab
Modifications Under the Fair Housing Act (2008)Question 16
https://www.hud.gov/sites/documents/reasonable_modificatiomsOgpdf

1 uU. s. Department of Housing and Ur ban De01&l. o@.ReOMt . O0Annual

2 U. Ss. Department of Housing and Ur ban Devel opment .
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/progranoffices/fair_housing_equal_opp/disabilities/inhousing. Accessed December
23, 2014.
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The U.S. Census Bureau classifies dtisabiito the following categories:

A Hearing difficulty : Deaf or having serious difficulty hearing
Vision difficulty : Blind or having serious difficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses

N >\

A Cognitive difficulty: Because of a physical, mentakrmotional problem, having difficulty
remembering, concentrating, or making decisions

A Ambulatory difficulty: Having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs
Selfcare difficulty: Having difficulty bathing or dressing

\ >\

A Independent living difficulty: Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, having
di fficulty doing errands alone such as vis

According to 2023017 ACS data, 312,565 persons living in San Diego County had a range of disabilitie
comprising 8 percent of the populatiorhe largest age group of persons with disabilities were seniors,
comprising 45.9 percent of the population with disabilities, followed by adults (ages 18 to 64) whic
comprised 47.1 percent of the population. Children under the age of 18 made up alpentsetef

the population with disabilitie€able20). The cities of El Cajon, La Mesa, and Lemon Grove had the
highest proportion of residentgh disabilitiesl3.3, 12.6, and 11.9 percent).

Figured4 shows population density foersons with disabilitissSan Diego Countlyigure4 shows that
although disabled persons are geographically dispersed throughout the more urbanized areas of
county, there are significant areas with a high density of disabled residents that coincide with minor
concentration areas and RECAPs (RaCatigentrated Areas of Poverty). Specifically, concentrations
of disabled residents can be seen in the North County cities of Oceanside, Vista, San Marcos, a
Escondido, as well as the southern areas of the City of San Diego and southern citieShdaxibe U
border. Due to the presence of residential care facilities, the City of San Diego and the cities of El Cajc
La Mesa, and Lemon Grove also have concentrati@ssdeints with disabilitidhe coastal and inland

areas show less dense cond@meaofresidents with disabiliti@ghich could be due to the high price

of housing (in the coastal areas) or the scarcity of facilities and sepacestervith disabilitiéaland

areas).

Of those disabilities tallied between 2013 and 201oy&as is Table21), cognitive, ambulatory, and
independent living disabilities were the most prevalent. The senior pdpadiasicignificantly larger
percentage of all disability types. San Diego
20 years. Since seniors have a much higher probahditingfalisdility, the housing and service needs

for persos with disabilities should grow considerably, commensurate with the projected growth of this
population.

As previously stated, there are approximately 598c®taded residential care facilities for the elderly,
401 adult residential facilities, anddi@lt day care facilities throughoutdhnty. These licensed care
facilities have a combined capacity of just over 28,000 beds.

Persons with Developmental DisabiliiesAs def i ned by federal | aw, 0
a severe, chronic dislity of an individual that:
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A Is attributable to a mental or physical impairment or combination of mental and physical
impairments;

A Is manifested before the individual attains dge 22

N >\

Is likely to continue indefinitely;

A Results irsubstantial functional limitations in three or more of the following areas of major life
activity: a) selfare; b) receptive and expressive language; c) learning; d) mob#ityee)ige]f
f) capacity for independent living; or g) economicsaéiciency; and

A Reflects the individualds need for a combi
generic services, individualized supports, or other forms of assistance that are of lifelong ©
extended duration and are individually plannecoandinated.

According to the U.S. Administration on Developmental Disabilities (ADD), the percentage of the
population that can be defined as developmentally disabled is approximately 1.5 percent. The Census ¢
not specifically record developmentshldlities. However, using the ADD percentage to create an
estimate, based on the 2019 Department of Finance population estimates, this equaes30, 0G0
persons in thedlinty of San Diego.

The San Diego Regional Center provides a range aésev\persons with or affected by developmental
disabilities. Services include diagnostic and eligibility assessments, program planning, case managel
and other services and suppdite San Diego Regional Center has four officesdouhty and is one

of 21 nonprofit regional centers in California providing lifelong services and support for people with
developmentalisabilities residing in San Diego and Imperial Coukgies.June 2018, the Regional
Center had just over 27,000 d¢fidiving in San Diego County. The ARC of San Diego and Community
Interface Services offer comprehensive services for persons or individuals with developmental disabilit
and their families, including diagnosis, counseling, coordination of servicasy ahtb community
education/training.

13 The State of California defines developmental disabilities slightly differently than federal law. The main difference is |
the manifestation age, where Californidlesttad that threshold at age 18.
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0-5 Years 517 Years 1864 Years 65+ Years Total
Jurisdiction % of % of
# % # % # % # % # Disabled Total
Population Population

Urban County

Coronado - 0.0% 133 0.0% 527 0.2% 1,075 0.3% 1,735 0.6% 9.1%
Del Mar - 0.0% 33 0.0% 137 0.0% 175 0.1% 345 0.1% 8.0%
Imperial Beach 28 0.0% 128 0.0% 1,635 0.5% 1,162 0.4% 2,953 0.9% 11.2%
Lemon Grove 11 0.0% 245 0.1% 1,524 0.5% 1,540 0.5% 3,320 1.1% 12.6%
Poway 43 0.0% 403 0.1% 1,989 0.6% 2,488 0.8% 4,923 1.6% 10.0%
Solana Beach - 0.0% 51 0.0% 233 0.1% 577 0.2% 861 0.3% 6.5%
Unincorporated 136 0.0% 3,618 1.2% 25,375 8.1% 24,934 8.0% 54,063 17.3% 11.4%
Total Urban County 218 0.1% 4,611 1.5% 31,420 10.1% 31,951 10.2% 68,200 21.8% 11.1%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 44 0.0% 493 0.2% 3,528 1.1% 4,998 1.6% 9,063 2.9% 8.1%
Chula Vista 40 0.0% 1,706 0.5% 10,733 3.4% 11,958 3.8% 24,437 7.8% 9.4%
El Cajon 25 0.0% 1,009 0.3% 7,341 2.3% 5,076 1.6% 13,451 4.3% 13.3%
Encinitas - 0.0% 390 0.1% 1,648 0.5% 3,324 1.1% 5,362 1.7% 8.6%
Escondido 23 0.0% 1,206 0.4% 8,508 2.7% 6,031 1.9% 15,768 5.0% 10.5%
La Mesa - 0.0% 541 0.2% 3,192 1.0% 3,171 1.0% 6,904 2.2% 11.9%
National City 11 0.0% 339 0.1% 2,793| 0.9% 3,178 1.0% 6,321 2.0% 11.3%
Oceanside 72 0.0% 1,007| 0.3% 9,212 2.9% 9,146 2.9% 19,437 6.2% 11.3%
San Diego 586 0.2% 8,186 2.6% 58,738| 18.8% 55,120 17.6% 122,630 39.2% 9.0%
San Marcos - 0.0% 668 0.2% 3,039 1.0% 3,689 1.2% 7,396 2.4% 8.0%
Santee 10 0.0% 321 0.1% 3,198 1.0% 2,676 0.9% 6,205 2.0% 11.2%
Vista 9 0.0% 435 0.1% 3,819 1.2% 3,128 1.0% 7,391 2.4% 7.6%
Total County 1,038 0.3% 20,912 6.7% 147,169 47.1%| 143,446 45.9% 312,565 100.0% 9.8%

Source: American Community Survey, 2Q037.
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Disability by Age and Type Under 13;224 GSYS&? el Yo I;?g:tl)ﬁ'tgg i
Hearing Difficulty 0.5% 1.3% 14.8% 27.9%
Vision Difficulty 0.6% 1.2% 6.7% 17.5%
CognitiveDifficulty 2.5% 3.1% 10.7% 39.6%
Ambulatory Difficulty 0.5% 3.2% 22.8% 51.1%
SeltCare Difficulty 0.9% 1.2% 9.4% 21.8%
Independent Living Difficulty -- 2.6% 18.1% 39.9%
Total County 3.5% 7.0% 35.9% -

Notes:
1: Tallied only for persons Jéars and over

2. Totals add up to more than 100 percent because person may have more than one type of disability.
Source: American Community Survey (ACS);22013
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Figure 4: Persons with Disabilities
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5. Persons withHIV/AIDS

The Fair Housing Amendments Act of 1988, which is primarily enforced by HUD, pnohiitg
discrimination against persons with disabilities, including persons with HIV/BdIMdrnia has the

largest number of HIV and third largest nunab&kIDS cases in the United States; San Diego County
has the third largest number of people living with HIV and AIDS in California. Since the HIV epidemic
began in 1981, nearly 30,785 HIV or AIDS cases have been reported in San Diego County. New drut
better treatment, and preventative education have reduced the number of fatalities. Persons wil
HIV/AIDS are living longer.

Of 13,643 PLWHA irsan Diego County as of December 20,895 were diagnoseithin the county

(Table 23). The City of San Didgal the greatest proportionddgnosefs7.8 percent), followed by

Chula Vista (6.5 percent) and Oceanside (3.2 percent). Trailing behind were the communities
unincorporated areas, where only 2.7 percentafthent y 6 s PLWHA wer e di agnc

Individuals diagnosed with HIV or AIDS in San Diego County are most commonly white, male, more
than 49 years of age, and have hadtmalale sexual contact. Over the course of the epidemic, there
has been a slow increase in the proportion of cases affectlegppeofor.The percentage of people

of color who have been diagnosed with HIV disease has continceebt®aaer time, from 2Bercent

in the 1980s tB3percent in 2016. Tlaverage age of HIV diagnosis has also increased from 34 years in
20072011 to 36 bg0122016. In 2016, 499 new HIV diagnoses were reported in the county, which is
near the lower end of the overall range of cases reported annually since @09 ¢4484

The primary source of funding for HIV/AI DS hc
with AIDS (HOPWA) program. The City of San Diego is the HOPWA program grantee, but all HOPWA
programs are administered by the County of San Diego Departniisoing and Community
Development (HCD). Established in 1992, the HOPWA program is designed to provide States ant
localities with resources and incentives to developetomgomprehensive strategies that meet the
housing and housinglated support sece needs of leimcome persons living with HIV/AIDS or
related diseases and their families. FY 2020 (HUD PY 2019) , the (
Plan included a $5.1 million budget for HOPWA programs ($4.2 million from the 2019 Program Yeal
entitlement allocation and $1.4 million from prior year funds). Programs funded through the HOPWA
must be housing related and designed to

A Provide affordable housing for laweome persons living with HIV/AIDS and their families;

A Enabldow-income persons living with HIV/AIDS and their families to become housed:;

A Provide services needed to enableifioeme HIV/AIDS clients to remain housed, locate
housing, and prevent homelessness.

Several HOPWAuUnded housing resourcé&salple23) are in place; however, there are many more people
looking for housing than there are units available, particularly affordable housing units.

“ All statistics in Persons wHIY/ADSHpidemidldgPREpoR@ @ (Countynof ar e t
San Diego Health and Human Services Ageoit§ unless otherwise noted

15 City of San Diego, Fiscal Year 20024 Consolidated PI&R019)
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Table 22 People living with HIV and AIDS (PLWHA)
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City/Community | CPLWHA? | Percent
Urban County
Coronado 21 0.3%
Del Mar <20 -
Imperial Beach 48 0.6%
Lemon Grove 53 0.7%
Poway 26 0.4%
Solana Beach <20 -
Unincorporated 202 2.7%
Entitlement Cities
Carlsbad 88 1.2%
Chula Vista 478 6.5%
El Cajon 183 2.5%
Encinitas 37 0.5%
Escondido 125 1.7%
La Mesa 105 1.4%
National City 136 1.8%
Oceanside 239 3.2%
SanDiego 5,014 67.8%
San Marcos 53 0.7%
Santee 57 0.8%
Vista 122 1.6%
Other 195 2.6%
Othert 213 2.9%
Total County 7,395 100.0%
Notes:
1. Place of residence at time of diagnosis does not rep

2.

the place of HI\diagnosis/exposure

Of those known to be diagnosed with HIV in San Di
County and currently living in San Diego County thrc
12/31/2016.

Other communities: San Ysidro, La Jolla, and C
Pendleton

Communities with <5 recent cases or <20 PLW
Alpine, Bonsall, Borrego Springs, Boulevard, Ca
Camp Pendleton, Cardiff-the-Sea, Del Mar, Jamt
Julian, Pala, Pauma Valley, Rancho Bernardo, Ranch
Fe, Santa Ysabel, Solana Beach, Valley Center, '
Springs.

SourceHIV/AIDS Epidemiology Rport 206. County of Sar
Diego Health and Human Services Agency
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Agency/Program

Units/Program

Capacity
Emergency Housing
prnspeople Provides emergency beds in the forimotél/motel vouchers for up to 21 4120
nights. '
Licensed Care Facility
Fraternity House, IneProvides 18 beds through Frater_nity House (8) and Michaelle 20
House (10) for consumers who neeti@4r comprehensive care.
Recovery Housing
Stepping Stone of San Died®rovides 15 beds through its Residential Treatment Prg 6
located in the City Heights area in San Diego.
Transitional Group Home
St. Vincent de Paul Village, iBrovides 38 beds through its five Josue Homes for 88
consumers who are ambulatory;sdficient and recovering substance abusers.
Stepping _S_tone of San Dieg?rovic_ies 17 beds thro_ugh Enya House for consumers V| 17
have a minimum of 60 days sobriety and a commitment to long term recovery.
Permanent Housing
Commu_nity H_qusing Works/Ma_risoI Apartme_nIQ units in Oceanside for consumers 10
and their families. Support services are provided.
Con_1_munity Housing _Works/OId G_roveﬂ units in Oceanside for consumers and their 4
familiesSupport services are provided.
Mariposa Apartment® units in San Marcos for consumers and their families. 2
Mer_c_y Gardens23 units in the Hillcrest area in San Diego for consumers and their 23
families.
Paseo del Oro Apartments units in San &cos for consumers and their families. 5
Shadow Hills 5 units in Santee for consumers and their families. 5
Sierra Vista Apartment§ units in San Marcos for consumers and their families. 5
Sou_th Bay Community Services/La Posadauni_ts irban Ysid_ro for consumers and th 12
families. Case management and support services are provided.
Sonoma Court Apartment units in Escondido for consumer and their families. 2
Spring Valley Apartment8 units in Spring Valley for consumers and fémailies. 9
The CenterSunburst Apartments3 units for consumers who are betwee24§ears of 3
age.
T?)vx(r_lspeoplé 34th Street Apartm_en{§4 units ir_] San Diego for consumers and their| 504
families. Case Management services are provided.
Tov_vnspe_c_)plé Vista del Puente Apartmenﬂsz units in San Diego for consumers and 12
their families. Case Management services are provided.
Tovx(r_lspeoplé 51st Street Aparfcments units i_n San Diego for consumers and their 3
families. Caddanagement services are provided.
Townspeoplé Wilson Avenue Ap{irtmenté unit; in San Diego for consumers and th 4
families. Case Management services are provided.
Tenant Based Rental Assistance
County of San Diego, Housing @wmmunity Development (HCB)Program provides rent
subsidies/vouchers for up to 80 consumers. Applicants are placed on a waiting list and prefg 80

given to extremely leiwcome households with at least one family member having an AIDS di

August 2019County of San Diego Health & Human Services Agency, August 2019
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6. Homeless

While homelessness is not a protected class, homeless persons are likely to belong to a protected
(e.g. Medical condition, disabili)D defineshomelessness in the following categories:

A Category 1 (Literally Homeless)Individual or family who lacks a fixed, regularadaduate
nighttime residence.

A Category 2 (Imminent Risk of Homelessness)ndividual or family who will imminentbse
their pimary nighttime residence

A Category 3 (Homeless under Other Federal Assistancé)naccompanied youth umdzs
years of age, or families with Category 3 children and youth, who do not otherwiss qualify
homeless under this definition.

A Category 4 (FleeingAttempting to Flee Domestic Violence): Any individual or familywho
is fleeing, or is attempting to flee, domestic violence; has no other residence; thed lacks
resources or support networks to obtain other permanent housing.

This definition demonstrates the diversity of peopler Housing Also Applies to Homeless
experiencing homelessness. The numerous places |whelers

people exgriencing homelessness can be located comgligaig, 3 the u.s. Department of Housing
efforts to accurately estimate their total population. | k@ban Development (HUD) charged a
example, an individual living with friends on a temporary b@giseless shelter in Pennsylvania and oné ¢
could be experiencing homelessness, but would be unlikedydmployees with refusing to accept a blihc
be identified in a horess count. Since 2006, the San Diggen and his guide dog at a homeless
Regional Task Force on the Homeless (RTFH) has condugtegerHUDG6s i nvestigati
a pointin-time survey (PIT) to measuretheu nt y 6 s | ROGEIpseMpnavas denied a reasonable
population, as well as to identify the needs of persé?fé’m_m‘)da“_on request to allow the man fo
experiencing homelessness. The 2019 Sgo Regional e?th'S dog L': tthe shelter, In violation of fh
Homeless PoidAn-Time Count took place on the night ofa" ousing Act

January 25, 2019The 2019 PIT count identified 8,102

homeless persons living in San Diego Coliabig24). Of the homeless persons counted, more than
half (54.6 percent) were unshelté&iedng in a place not meant for human habitation, while 24.8 percent
were in an emergency shelter and 19.2 percent in a transitional housimg Yfogn examining the
differentsubregions within San Diego County, the City of San Diego had the largest proportion of the
homel ess persons (63.4 percent), foll owed by |

an

Since 2014, the totaimber of sheltered and unsheltered homeless persons enumerated during the annu
PIT decreased by approximately five percent. Despite the overall decrease in homeless persons,
proportion of unsheltered persons has increased by 8.4 percentagehgomisnber of homeless
persons sheltered on the selected night decreased by 20 percent ovgedngéried (4,521 in 2014

to 3,635 in 2019), while the number of unsheltered homeless persons counted increased by 12.3 pert
(3,984 in 2014 to 4,47620819). Many homeless service providers attributed the overall decrease to the
new OHousing Firstoé model and the Continuum
recognizes many peopknnotto address their other issues (e.g., employment, hadltamotional)

until they have a more stable housing arrangement.
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The pointin-time count is just a snapshot of how many homeless people are on streets and in emergen
and transitional shelters on any given day in the San Diego region. RTFH esttroatdhile course
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of the year more than 20,000 people experience homelessness in San Diego County.

In addition, he 2019 PIT count used nemethodology under HUD guidand® survey a higher

percentage of those experiencing homelessness where ytemeeidtto count people rather than
structures or vehiclést The change in methodology resulted in changes in the PIT counts from previous

years.
Table 24 Homelessness Population by Jurisdictiod 2018 an®20B
2018 2019
Jurisdiction % of

Sheltered | Unsheltered | Total County Sheltered | Unsheltered | Total | % of County
Urban County
Coronado 0 6 6 0.1% 0 1 1 0.0%
Del Mar* 0 3 3 0.0% - 6-- 6-- -
Imperial Beach 0 20 20 0.2% 0 12 12 0.1%
Lemon Grove 0 52 52 0.6% 0 35 35 0.4%
Poway 0 15 15 0.2% 0 9 9 0.1%
Solana Beach* 0 0 0 0.0% -- -- 4-- --
Unincorporated 6 445| 451 5.3% 0 224 224 2.8%
Entitlement Cities
Carlsbad 58 152 210 58 59 102 161 2.0%
Chula Vista 108 229| 337 108 79 242 321 4.0%
El Cajon 391 288| 679 391 489 298 787 9.8%
Encinitas 39 86| 125 39 41 79 120 1.5%
Escondido 148 263| 411 148 109 241 350 4.4%
La Mesa 29 12 41 29 0 46 46 0.6%
National City 32 201| 233 32 0 94 94 1.2%
Oceanside 157 326| 483 157 202 193 395 4.9%
San Diego 2,282 2,630| 4,912 2,282 2,482 2,600| 5,082 63.4%
San Marcos 0 62 62 - 0 46 46 0.6%
Santee 0 46 46 - 0 35 35 0.4%
Vista 336 154 490 336 174 122 296 3.7%
Total County 3,586 4,990| 8,576 3,586 3,635 4,379| 8,014 100.0%

Notes: The 2®San Diego Regional Homeless Profile indicate 8,102 persons enumerated #imtfiénRo@ount. The data present
in the report indicates only 8,014.

* Del Mar and Solana Beach counts reported under the Encinitas community totals.

Source: San Diegod®enal Taskforce on the Homeless 2019 Annual Report on Homelessness in the San Diego Region.

16

San Diego Regional Taskforce on the Homeless 2019 Annual Report on Homelessness in the San Diego Region.
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Formerly homeless persons often have a very difficult time finding housing once they have moved frol
transitional housing or other assistance programs. Hatfsmugbility for those who were formerly
homeless is challenging from an economics standpoint, but this demographic group may also encoun
fair housing issues when property owners/managers refuse to rent to formerly homeless persons. T
perception malye that they are more economically (and sometimes mentally) unstable. Homeless persol
may also experience discrimination in homeless shelters. This can occur in the form of discriminatic
based on protected classes, rules or policies with a disparatemrgg@rotected class, or lack of
reasonable accommodation.

A variety of public and nonprofit agencies in San Diego County also offer services to assist individue
and families in obtaining and maintaining adequate hooslinding those who are @ntly homeless

as defined by HUD and formerly homeless per3drese agencies administer programs that include
rental assistance, housing rehabilitation, shared housing, publicaralnge purchasing assistance

7. Farm Workers

As traditionally defined, farm workers are persons whose primary incomes are earned through perman
or seasonal agricultural labor. Permanent farm workers tend to work in fields or processing plants. Duri
harvest periods when workloads increasegtteto supplement the permanent labor force is satisfied
with seasonal workers. Often these seasonal workers are migrant workers, defined by the inability
return to their primary residence at the end of the workday. Determining the actual namber of f
workers in a region is difficult due to the variability of the definitions used by government agencies ar
other peculiarities endemic to the farming industry. Agricultural work can include weeding, thinning
planting, pruning, irrigation, tractor iygvesticide applications, harvesting, transportation to the cooler
or market, and a variety of jobs at packing and processing facilities.

According to 2032017 ACS data, just over 8,300 residents of San Diego County were employed ir
farming, fishing, roforestry occupations. Estimates provided by other governmental agencies include
8,700 (Total Farm Employment, California Employment Development Department, 2019). The numbel
of farm workers, however, varies depending upon the different growing $kasamabers can change
quickly as more work becomes available. This population remains highly migratory, following the work
it becomes available and even returning home for short periods duringeasonff

Just under onthird of the estimated farmorker population is located in the unincorporated county
areas. The Cities &flscondido, Vista, and SBiego had the greatest proportions of farm worker
population (17.8 percent for Escondido and San Diego, 13.5 percent in TWistayeographic
distrbution of farm workers in San Diego County generally corresponds with agricultural production
areas. Accordingtoh e Cal i forni a Depart me n agricolfural roductianr v a t
in thecounty is concentrated in the unincorporated noldhd areas of the county around Interstate 15,
north of the cities d¥ista, San Marcos, and Escondido, and west of the Cleveland Natioredesrest
County land use data also indicated that most agricultural activity consists of orchards andrvineyard
field crops. Only a small portion of agricultural land is used for intensive agricultural uses.
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Table 25 Farm Worker Population of San Diego County

Percent of All Persons
Jurisdiction persons | Fiening. and Foresty
Occupations

Urban County

Coronado 0 0.0%
Del Mar 0 0.0%
Imperial Beach 0 0.0%
Lemon Grove 22 0.3%
Poway 0 0.0%
Solana Beach 33 0.4%
Unincorporated 2,540 30.6%
Total Urban County 2,595 31.2%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 125 1.5%
Chula Vista 190 2.3%
El Cajon 64 0.8%
Encinitas 39 0.5%
Escondido 1,477 17.8%
La Mesa 73 0.9%
National City 92 1.1%
Oceanside 640 7.7%
San Diego 1,478 17.8%
San Marcos 405 4.9%
Santee 10 0.1%
Vista 1,120 13.5%
Total County 8,308 100.0%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS);211173

Although there exists little consensus as to the number of farm workers in San Diego County, analy:
reveals that this group has special housing
Element Background Reporarmworker housingconstitutes a critical housing need in the
unincorporated area due to the yeand agricultural production that generates a permanent presence
of farm labor force. The median size of a farm San Diego County is less than 10 acres. These small, n
traditonal farms often employ temporary workers but are not large enough to accomnrsiigate on
farmworker housingrhese rural homeless persons typically reside in camps located throughout the
county. These encampments are generally small in size and are fleque at t he edge o
property in fields, hillsides, canyons, ravines, or riverbeds. According to the Regional Task Force on t
Homeless (RTFH), most of these homeless workers are undocumented immigrants whose families res
elsewher€. Due to the migratory nature of these farmworkers, the camps typically are temporary
establishments and are not legally permitted. Consequently, this population is ecttenntedeT he

17 Regional Homeless Profile October 2006, Regional Task Force on the Homeless,
http://www.rtfhsd.org/docs_profile/unincorporated.ddks cited in the 2017 Housing Element Background Report.
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RTFH reports that much of the recent information they have acquareztdotal and that camps have
been dwindling.

California Employment Development Department (EDD) estimates that the average salary for farm
workers and laborers working in the Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations in the -San Diegc
Carlsbaésan Maras MSA in 2019 was approximately $32,872, less than half of the averader$68,049
full-time, yearound workers with earnin@aventhe relatively low incomes of farmworker households,

an increasingly important need for the permanently employed faraugaifordable rental housing

Low wages, high housing costs, and seasonal nature of this occupationamneategorgny farm

workers are homeless at their place of employment while their families esdyawhbiere.

Farm workers can benefit from programs and services that provide assistance to lower and modera
income households in general, such as the Housoige G/oucher program, which offers rental
assistance to reside{scording to the County of San Diego Housing Resources DiZa2¢rgne
development in the City of San Marcos (Firebird Mamat)one inFallbrook (Fallbrook View
Apartments) provid88 units of affordable housing for farm workers and their families. In adtition,
affordable units at Old Grove Apartments in the City of Oceanside are reserved for farm workers an
and/or Day Laborers.

8.  Military Personnel and Veterans

San Diego is ored the largest military regions in the United Statesolihty is the third largest in the

U.S. in terms of veteran residents, and the number one destination for veterans returning from Iraq ar
Afghanistaras of 20138 San Diego County has a stronliifany personnel presence due to the various
large military bases, includiayal Air Station North Island, Naval Station San Diego, Naval Base Point
Loma, Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton. The militan
population inzases the demand for {owst rental housing. Military personnel generally earn lower
incomes and their length of residency is often uncertain. Although the need is partially met by the supy
of military housing, the demand outweighs the supply. Blifpbinilitary housing is based on pay grade
(which is based on rardgd family size. In addition to housing concerns, veterans may experience specific
difficulties when reintegrating into the civilian labor force. These include: trouble trangiating mil
experience to civilian work, lack of resume, job search, and interview experience; time needed
odecompress; 6 and health issuées (physical and

Although one percent of the U.S. population lives in SanCoeigty, the region is home to more than

five percent of the active duty U.S. military population. Approximately) &448y@0duty personnel are
stationed in San Diego County. The Z1¥ ACS data estimates that veterans made up seven percent
(225,694ersons) of the population in theunty. The City of San Dieg@s home to a plurality of the
regional veteran population (40 percent).

18 County of San Diego and San Diego Regional ChamBey aime r c e, OMi litary Empl oymer
2013).

19 1d
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Due to the regionds high cost of |living, many
barely meet thealifornia Family Needs Standgfdrmerly the SeBufficiency Standard) for Sangoie

The Family Needs Calculatoeasures the minimum income necessary to cover all efldarbn(under
65yearsold)jandnoni sabl ed i ndi vixpansed howsing, o, nchild ga@, shealtha s i
care, transportation, and ta®esithout public or private assistangecording to the Calculator, 35
percent of households in San Diego County | i\
Profile estnates that six percent (446 persons) of all homeless adult persons in San Diego (8,102 persot
at a single point in time, were veterans of the U.S. Armed Forces and nearly half of thecteraetess

were chronically homeless.

Housing and supportigervice needs for military personnel are addressed by the Department of Defense
while the needs of veterans are addressed at the community level. The Veteran Services division of
Countyds Heal t h an drodtiasnbanefit iffamation enel sassistagoe,plusyother
support to San Diego County veterans and their families. Services offered through Veterans Servic
includes comprehensive benefits counseling, claims preparation and submission, claipsofollow
ensure final decisions, initiation and development of appeals, and networking and advocacy with feder
state and local agencies.

The Veterands Village of San Diego (VVSD) p |
comprehensive and innovativeviees for military veterans. VVSD has five locations throughout San
Diego County where they provide services to more than 3,000 military veterans annually.

D. Hate Crimes

Hatecrimedvi ol ent acts against people, property, o
race, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexual orientation, national origin, or physical or mentad disability
become a fair housing concern when residents tengdated or harassed at their residence or
neighborhood. Fair housing violations due to hate crimes also occyewplenwill not consider
moving into certain neighborhoods or have been run off from their homes for fear of harassment or
physical harmThe federal Fair Housing Act makes it illegal to threaten, harass, intimidate or act violently
toward a person who has exercised their right to free housing Bleosmins who break the law have
committed a serious crime and can face time in priggnfites or both, especially for violent acts,
serious threats of harm, or injuries to victims. In addition, this same behavior may violate similar sta
and local laws, leading to more punishment for those who are responsible. Some examples of ille
behavior include threats made in person, writing or by telephone; vandalism of the home or property
rock throwing; suspicious fires, cdogming or bombing; or unsuccessful attempts at any of these. The
Matthew Shepard and James Byrd, Jr. Hate Crienesitkm Act of 2009 greatly expanded the federal

governmentds ability to prosecute hate cri mes
a federally protected activity. The Shepgrd Act also empowers the department to prosecute crimes
commi tted because of a personds sexual orienta

The FBI 6s Uniform Crime Reporting (UCHR3ble2Br ogr
shows that 71 hate crimes were reported in San Diego County in 2018. The jurisdiction with the large

20 The SeKSufficiency Standard for California, 2C¢18.nt er f or Womeno6s Wel fare, Unive
Census Bureau, 2016 American Community Sulesyr Public e Microdata Sample.

21 San Diego Regional T2019kamo rziee goon Regei dHoare | Hesmwel edss Prof i |l ed.
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number of hate crimes vihe City ofSan Diego (40 cases). More than half of reported hateapeas

to havebeenmot i vated by the victimbds race, et hni ci 1
crimes appear to be motivat ed 28percénhoéhate crimdasbymd s
religion.However, observations by staff and service providers indicated a spike in hate crimes by religic
in 2019.

Hate crimes of all motivations have declined in San Diego region by 28 percent between 2013 and 2(
(Figureb). However, reporting hate crimes is voluntary on the part of the local jurisdictions. Some state
started submitting data only recently, and notriallligtions are represented in the reports. Many
jurisdictions across the country, including those witkdeeeiinented histories of racial prejudice,
reported zero hate crimes. Another obstacle to gaining an accurate count of hate crimes ix¢he relucta
of many victims to report such attacks.

However, the incidence of hate crimes appear to be increasing since 2018. While 2019 crime reports h
not been published as of April 2020, some jurisdictions reported an increase in hate crimes based
religion in 2019. A study by the California State University of San Bernardino reported 15 hate crimes c
between January 1 and May 31 in the City of San Diego with religion being the top bias for these ha
crime# In addition, on April 2020, the San DiegonBoDistrict Attorney launched a hate crime online
reporting form and hotlinan response to reported incidents of hate crimes against Asian Americans as
a result of COVIB19. Whether these are situational upticks or the beginning of trends remains to be
seerss

Figure 5: Change in Hate Crimes between 2013 and 2018

-28% Total
0.0% Gender identity
0.0% Gender
0.0% Disability
-26.1% Sexual Orientation
-15.8% Religion
-33.3% Race/Ethnicity/Ancestry

-35.0% -30.0% -25.0% -20.0% -15.0% -10.0% -5.0% 0.0%

Source: U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Hate Crime Statistics, 2018.

2 Center for the Study of Hate and Extremism. OFactbdaek on h

University of San Bernardino.

2 City News Service. ODA launches hate crime hotlineewsiSae t o i
Diego.
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Jurisdiction

Race/
Ethnicity/
Ancestry

Religion

Sexual
Orientation

Disability

Gender

Gender
| dentity

Total

Urban County Cities

Coronado

Del Mar

Imperial Beach

Lemon Grove

Poway

Solana Beach

o|o|Oo|—r|O|O

oO|lr|O|O|O|O

o|Oo|O|O|O| O

o|o|lOo|O|O| O

o|o|lo|o|Oo| o

O|O[|O|O|O|O

O|Rr|[O|rLr|O|O

Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad

Chula Vista

El Cajon

Encinitas

Escondido

La Mesa

National City

Oceanside

N|OIR|IN|IO|lW|FL]| D>

O|O|O|OC|O|F,|O|O

N|O[R|IN|IW|EA|IN|O

San Diego

N
(@)

San Marcos

N
i K=

[EnY
ol N

=

Santee

1

=

Vista

0

1

=

San Diego County

2

RP[O|O|O|[0|O|O|O|OC|W|O|FL|N

3

O|O|O|O|O|O|OC|O|O|OC|O|O|O

O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|OC|O|O|O

O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O|O

6

Total County

38

16

17

0

0

0

71

Percentage

53.5%

22.5%

23.9%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

100.0%

Note:Hate Crime Statistics, R@lfdes data abobiasmotivated incidents reported by law enforcement agencies throughout
nation. However, no estimates are included for agencies that do not submit reports.
Source: U.S. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Hate Crime Statistics, 2018.
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E. Income Profile

Household income is the most i mportant factor
with other basic life necessitié&egular income is the means by which most individuals and families
finance current consumption and makeigron 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 pdphideion
economic factors that affect a housebredtheé s h
relationships among household income, household type, race/ethnicity, and other factors often crea
misconceptions and biases that raise fair housing concerns.

1. Median Household Income

The 20122017 ACS data shows that the median hddselcome for San Diego County was $70,588
Approximately 3@ercent of theountyd souseholds earned less t$80,000, nearly 30 percent earned
between $50,000 and $99 289 35 percent earned more than $100,000 between 2013 érid2@17
6).

Median income between 2013 and 2017 ranged from a high of $122,563 in Del Mar to a low of $43,1
in National CityTable27). Areas with high median household incomes are found along the coastal cities
of Del Mar and Solana Beach and in Poway. The income gap between cities can be attributed to me
factors, including the high cost of housing on the coast, the cities withdomesihaving significantly
younger residents, having fewer professional and management employees, or having more students.

Many of the cities with lower median incomes are also cities with a higher proportiewhitenon
population.For instance, the percent minority population in the jurisdictions with the lowest median
incomes Imperial Beach, El Cajon, and National @8 #4, and 90 percent, respectively. As stated
earlier in this chapter, the median income for Black, Hispanic American Indian, and Alaska Nativ
households was less than 75 percent of the county median while Asian and White household medi
incomes were2b and 114 percent of the county median income. In another example, per capita incomg
for Black, Asian, and Hispanic households was five, 12 and 33 percent respectively of the county r
capita income, compared with White -H@panic households who eatdé percent of the county per
capita income from 2013 to 2017.

According to 2 and 2017 ACS dathe median income in tleeuntyappears to havesenboth in

absolute terms and when adjusted for infléfiable27). Median county income jumped from $62,962

to $70,588 between 30d4nd 2017, a jZrcentgainin absolute termddowever, adjusting the 2013
income to 2017, the number becomes @B86y6th a resulting change tepefcent increase. Even when
adjusted for inflation, most cities saw an increase in median income, except for ImpesiaicBeach
experienced a modest decline of approximately four percent during thi® iHen@der, based on
Figure6, it appears that median income increases are due to the increase in the proportion of househol
earning more than $100,000

24 Inflation calculatedith U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of L&iatistics inflation calculator
https://data.bls.gov/cgbin/cpicalc.pl
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Figure 6: San Diego County Household Income

40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Less than 25,000 25,000 to $49,999 $$%§1(,)é%%0 to $$é7;é%%0 © 5$100,000
m2013  18.9% 21.4% 17.2% 13.1% 29.4%
w2017  16.4% 19.4% 16.8% 12.9% 34.5%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS);200@5 201-2017.
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Table 27 Median Household Income

Median Median _ % Change

H?nucsoemhgld H?nucsoer:gld H(I;Auestﬁgld ALY

Jurisdiction 2013 2013 Income (I r:jﬂatior:j—
(Not Adjusted for | (in 2017 Inflation: (2017) X éh’::g)

Inflation) Adjusted Dollars)
Urban County
Coronado $91,103 $96,371 $99,641] 3.4%
Del Mar $107,457 $113,670 $122,563 7.8%
Imperial Beach $49,268 $52,117 $49,950 -4.2%
Lemon Grove $51,496 $54,474 $60,309 10.7%
Poway $93,856 $99,283 $102,334 3.1%
Solana Beach $86,451] $91,450 $103,864 13.6%
Entitlement Jurisdictions
Carlsbad $83,908 $88,760 $102,722 15.7%
Chula Vista $64,801 $68,548 $70,197 2.4%
El Cajon $44,112 $46,663 $49,445 6.0%
Encinitas $91,795 $97,103 $103,842 6.9%
Escondido $49,362 $52,216 $58,834 12.7%
La Mesa $53,605 $56,704 $59,629 5.2%
National City $37,933 $40,126 $43,168 7.6%
Oceanside $58,153 $61,515 $61,778 0.4%
San Diego $64,058 $67,762 $71,535 5.6%
San Marcos $53,657| $56,759 $70,417 24.1%
Santee $70,899 $74,998 $81,430 8.6%
Vista $47,346 $50,084 $59,833 19.5%
Total County $62,962 $66,602 $70,588 6.0%
State of California $61,094 $64,626 $67,169 3.9%

Source: Community Survey (ACS), -2008and20132017; U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

2. Income Distribution

HUD periodically receives "custom tabulations" of Census data from the U.S. Census Bureau that a
largely not available through standard Census produatsodthrecent estimates are derived from the
20122016 ACS. These data, known as the "CHAS" data (Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs, particulasiydomiewouseholds.

The CHAS arsstabulates the Census data to reveal household income in a community in tektion to
Area Median Income (AMI).

For purposes of most housing and community development activities, HUD has established four incom
categories based on the Area Medieonte (AMI) for the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). HUD
income definitions differ from the State of California income definiiab&28 compaes the HUD

and State income categories. This Al report is a-iHaldlated study and therefore HUD income
definitions are used.
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Table 28 Income Categories

HUD Definition

State of California (HCD)

Extremely Low Income

Lessh

an 30% of AMI| Extremely Low Income

Less than 30% of AM

Low Income

31-50% of AMI | Very Low Income

31-50% of AMI

Moderate Income

51-80% of AMI | Low Income

51-80% of AMI

Middle/Upper Income

Greater than 80% of ANV

Moderate Income

81-120% of AMI

Above Moderate Income

Greater than 120% of AM

Source: Department of Housing and Urban Development and California Department of Housing and Community Developmer

Table 29 Income Distribution, 20122016

Jurisdiction Total EXtrlirgoerlr):eLOW Low '”C‘gme ,\fr?gsr;aete Mldldr:séLraneper
Households (0-30%) (31:50%) (5180%) (80%+)

Urban County

Coronado 8,980 8.6% 9.4% 14.0% 67.9%
Del Mar 2,260 16.4% 4.0% 2.2% 77.4%
Imperial Beach 9,045 20.6% 18.4% 23.0% 38.0%
Lemon Grove 8,465 14.7% 16.5% 21.8% 47.0%
Poway 15,800 8.7% 8.9% 12.9% 69.5%
Solana Beach 5,750 7.6% 7.7% 12.2% 72.5%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 42,925 10.5% 7.5% 11.2% 70.8%
Chula Vista 77,810 15.7% 13.7% 18.4% 52.3%
El Cajon 32,940 24.8% 17.8% 19.1% 38.3%
Encinitas 23,690 9.9% 9.3% 9.6% 71.1%
Escondido 45,220 18.6% 18.4% 19.1% 43.8%
La Mesa 23,770 15.2% 14.6% 19.9% 50.4%
National City 15,860 29.1% 18.1% 23.3% 29.5%
Oceanside 61,475 16.1% 13.7% 21.0% 49.2%
San Diego 490,220 15.1% 12.2% 16.6% 56.1%
San Marcos 29,125 16.6% 14.4% 18.3% 50.7%
Santee 19,520 9.1% 10.0% 18.8% 62.1%
Vista 30,635 16.5% 18.8% 21.2% 43.5%
Total County 1,103,121 15.1% 13.0% 17.4% 54.4%

Note: Datgpresented in this table is based on special tabulations from sample Census data. The number of h
each category usually deviates slightly from the 100% count due to the need to extrapolate sample dat:
households. Interpretationstiofs data should focus on the proportion of households in need of assistance rathe

precise numbers.

Source: HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Da20 812
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3. Income by Household Type and Race/Ethnicity

Household income often varies by household type and tenure. AsrsfaiMe30, themajority of the
Cityds extremel y-indomeshousdhads expeaemakd anleadteomeehdusing problem
and cost burdeis defined by CHAS, housing problems include:

Units with physical defects (lacking complete kitchen or bathroom);

Overcrowded conditions (housing units with more than one person per room);
Housing cost burden, including utilities, exceeding 30 percent of gross income; and
Severe housing cost burdanluding utilities, exceeding 50 percent of gross income.

> I I

Renter householdsere also disproportionately affected with housing problems. The percentage of
owner households with housing problems was 35.1 pgesteaen 2012 a2016, compared to the 6.
percent of renter households. When comparing by household types, a greater proportion of renter elder
renter small family, and renter large family households faced housing problems than owner househo
of the same type.

Race/ethnicity can indicateusing need to the extent that different race/ethnic groups earn different
incomes. Overall, lowgrcome households represented just over 28 percent of all households in San
Diego County in 2032016. However, certain groups had higher proportionswefihcome
households. Specifically, Hispanic (40.9 percent) and Black (36.8 percent) households had a consider
higher proportion of lowencome households than the rest ofdienty Table31). Proportionally

fewer Asian (22.8 percent) and Mbspanic White households (22.9 percent) fell in theiloveene
category compared to ttmunty average.
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Table 3G Housing Assistance Needs of Low and Moderate Income Households (202Q16)

Renters Owners
Household by Type, Income & | Elderly Small Large Elderly Small Large Total
Housing Problem (65 years Families Families Total (65 years Families Families Total Households
or older) (2-4 (5+ Renters or older) (2-4 (5+ Owners
members) | members) members) | members)

(E(;‘ggg}ﬁm)ow Income 26,585 43,555 13,7700 119,03 23,750 13,230 2,210 47,700 166,73
% of Householdrype 37.2% 19.2%|  24.6% 22.8% 12.4% 5.1% 3.9%| 8.2% 15.14
#% withAny HousingProblems | 74.1% 85.5% 96.8% 79.7% 69.7% 59.1% 89.6%| 66.9% 76.0%
#% with CostBurden > 30% 73.0% 84.5% 91.8% 78.1% 69.5% 58.2% 84.2%| 66.1% 74.6%
(L,é?l‘f‘g'or:;f’/:““‘jl) 151090 41,795 13615 93,670 26,435 13,110 4,985 49,995 143,665
% of Householdrype 21.1% 18.4%|  24.3% 18.0% 13.8% 5.0% 8.7%|  8.6% 13.0%
#% withAny HousingProblems | 81.0% 88.8% 95.5% 89.3% 51.3% 75.6% 84.1%| 63.1% 80.2%
#% with CostBurden > 30% 79.9% 86.1% 81.9% 85.8% 51.0% 74.3% 68.1%| 61.0% 77.2%
'(\f's‘i_ds%ﬂ,'j‘:imome 11,03 50650 13550 107,209 35855 29,855 10,295 85,145 192,44
% of Householdrype 16.7%|  22.3% 24.2% 20.6% 18.7% 11.4%  18.0%| 14.6% 17.4%
#% with Any HousingProblems 64.4% 66.6% 82.9% 68.4% 40.5% 66.6% 74.4% 56.7% 63.2%
#% with CostBurden > 30% 60.6% 59.3% 44.9% 59.3% 40.1% 65.3% 56.0%| 53.8% 56.9%
'(\i"gfgo'efiﬁ’\ﬁsr Income 17,8000 91,365 15019 201,495 105,865 205680 39,815 398,805 600,300
% of Householdrype 24.9% 40.2% 26.8% 38.6% 55.2% 78.5% 69.5%| 68.6% 54.4%
#% with Any HousingProblems 26.6% 20.9% 46.5% 22.1% 19.5% 21.4% 34.4% 23.1% 22.8%
% with cost burden > 30% 23.4% 16.3% 12.5% 16.6% 19.1% 20.5% 21.4%| 21.2% 19.7%
Total Households 71,419 227,368 55,950 521,49 191,904 261,874 57,305 581,649 1,103,13
% withAny HousingProblems 62.1% 55.9% 79.6% 56.8% 34.0% 31.2% 48.0%| 35.1% 45.4%
% with CostBurden > 30% 60.0% 51.7% 56.7% 51.9% 33.7% 30.2% 34.1%| 33.1% 42.0%

Note: Data presented in this table is basexpecial tabulations from sample Census data. The number of households in each category usually deviates sligltly
count due to the need to extrapolate sample data out to total households. Interpretations of this data should fopastion thfehpuseholds in need of assistance re
than on precise numbers.

Source: HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS202612
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Table 31 Income by Race/Ethnicity

Income Level All Households Hglr():]%rgc grlsl_p;mg Black Asian
Extremely Low Income {80% AMI) 166,720 15.1% 12.3% 21.1%| 21.8% 12.7%
Low Income (350% AMI) 143,680 13.0% 10.6% 19.8%| 15.0% 10.1%
Moderate Income (580% AMI) 192,440 17.4% 15.6% 22.2%| 19.6% 15.6%
Middle/Upper Income (81% + AMI ) 600,305 54.4% 61.5% 36.9%| 43.5% 61.6%
Percent of Total Households 1,103,144y 100.0% 57.6% 24.5%| 4.8% 10.3%

Note: Data presented in this table is based on special tabulations from sample Census data. The number of hous
category usually deviates slightly from the 100% count due to the extealptdate sample data out to total househ
Interpretations of this data should focus on the proportion of households in need of assistance rather than on psecis
Source: HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Da20 2912

4. Concentrations of Lower and Moderatelncome Populations

Figure7 shows the Lower and Moderate Income (LMI) areas iwotimy by Census block group.
Determining LMI areas is important for programming Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
activitiesThe CDBG program requires that each CDBG
low- and moderatsncome (LMI) persons, aid in the prevendioalimination of slums or blight, or meet

a community development need having a particular ubg&atiyities may also qualify for CDBG funds

if the activity will benefit all the residents of a primarily residential area where at least 51 Ipercent of t
residents are lewand moderatgcome persons.

Typically, HUD defines a LMI area as a Census tract or block group where over 51 percent of th
population is LMI. However, certain communities are higher income, with few block groups qualifying a
LMlusing this definition. These communities ar
Carlsbad, Encinitas, and Santee are identified by HUD as "exception" jurisdictions (where their LM
thresholds are not set at 51 percent). LMI areas irctmsaunities are defined as the top 25 percent
(fourth quartile) of block groups with the highest concentration-ahlbmwoderatencome population.

For FY 20120 the LMI thresholds for these "exception" jurisdictions are:

A City of Carlshad: Zpercent
A City of Encinitas: 39.8 percent
A City ofSantee: 45.2 percent

Low- and moderatancome (LMI) areas are concentrated in three very general areas. In the North County
area, LMI areas are seen at Camp Pendleton and in the cities of Oceanside, Vista, San Marcos,
Escondido, in a pattern generally following State Ré&utethe southern portion of tbeunty, clusters

of LMI areas are seen in the central and southern areas of the City of San Diego and continuing down
the U.S./Mexico border. In the East County areas, there are vast LMI areas in sparsely ptpafated pa
the unincorporatecbunty and in the City of El Cajon.
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Figure 7. Low and Moderate Income Areas
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5. Concentrations of Poverty

National poverty data suggests that people living in poverty tend to be clustet@d communities

rather than being evenly distributed across geographic areas. Identifying concentrations of poverty
important because living in areas with many other poor people has been shown to places burdens on Ic
income families beyond whatth@ mi | i esd own i ndividual Ci rcums
indicates that this concentration of poverty can result in higher crime rates, underperforming publi
schools, poor housing and health conditions, as well as limited access to rpivestearseé job
opportunities® The consequences of poverty are particularly harmful to children. Children who grow up
in densely poor neighborhoods and attendirloeme schools face many barriers to academic and
occupational achievement.

Countywide, ar 13 percent of residents (or 427,031 persons) were living below the poverty level
(according to 2013017 ACS dat®Poverty was more prevalent for specific groups such as Hispanics
18.7 percent), Blacks (19.9 percent), and adults with less thatlobigbducation (23.4 percent). In
contrast, 12.6 percent of White residents, 10.3 percent of Asian residents, and five percent of reside
with at | east a bachel ords degree were I|living

FigureB shows the geographic concentration of poverty in San Diego County (areas where the proportio
of persons living in poverty is greater toamtywidg. Acording to the 2023017 ACS estimates, 13.3
percent of the population is living below the povertyctinetywide. Similar to levand moderate

income areas, areas of poverty concentration are clustered in three general areas of the County. In N¢
County concentrations can be seen in the cities of Oceanside, San Marcos, E€eulstidd and
Encinitas In the southern portion of tleeunty, concentrations can be seethe central area$ the

City of San Diego.

Increasingconcentrations of losmcome and poverty households are linked to racial and ethnic
concentrationdn East County, poverty concentrations can be seen in many parts of the unincorporatec
county and in El Cajon. Many of the areas with a concentrationeofypavthe western part of the
county (in and around the incorporated cities) are also areas with minority concentrations. In some are
such as La Jolla and San Marcos, the large student populations may contribute to poverty concentratic

In an effot to identify racially/ethnicalgoncentrated areas of poverty (RECAPSs), HUD has identified
census tracts with a majority tWhite population (greater than 50 percent) and has a poverty rate that
exceeds 40 percent or is three times the average teaitt pate for the metro/micro area, whichever
threshold is lower. An analysis of racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty is important beca
families who live in such neighborhoods encounter challenges and stresses that hindetdahlreacbility

their full potential, and such neighborhoods impose extra costs on neighboring communities and th
region.In San Diego County, tleeare RECAPSs scattered in ss®dtions oEscondido, El Cajon, La

Mesa, Lemon Grove, National City, and Chulta.\liarger RECAP clusters can be seen in the
central/southern portion of the City of San Diego.

2% U.S. Census Bureau, OAr e@9 1wWiot. h AGermd emtnr &CtoendnumadOiE/r tSy:r vy 0 B
26 The US. Census Bureau determines poverty status by comparing annual income to a set of dollar values called poveaty thresholds

vary by family size, number of children, and agerwlieohouseh
their threshold, then that family and every individual in it are considered to be in poverty. For people not lieagpovartyili
status is determined by comparing the individual ds i ncome
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Figure 8: Poverty Concentration Areas
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F. Housing Profile

A discussion of fair housing choice ninsiudean assessment of the housing market being analyzed.
This section provides an overview of the characteristics of the local and regional housing markets. T
Census Bureau defines a housing uaithasisean apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a
single room that is occupied (or, if vacant, is intended for occupancy) as separate living quarters. Sepa
living quarters are those in which the occupants live separately from any other imdikvelbaliing

and which have direct access from outside the building or through a common hall.

1. Housing Growth

Housing data reveals that the San Diego County housing stock increased by almost five percent betw:
2010 and 2019 &ble32), the most recent Census data available and the most current housing estimate
available.

This growth rate is lower than the preceding dedaere housing growth increased by almost 12 percent
from 2000 to 2010. Among jurisdictions incthenty, the City of San Marcos continued to experience
the largest housing growth (12.2 percent) followed by Chula Vista (7.7 percent) and San Diego (-
percent). These housing growth rates are small compared to those between 2000 and 2010, where
highest rates ranged from 52 to 32 percent. In the last decade, most jurisdictiomgritytbeperienced
housing growth of less than five percent.

SANDAG growth forecasts estimate that by 2035cachent yds housing stock
percent. Theities of National City, Chula Vista, and San Diego are expected to see housing stock growt
that in excess of 15 percent (20.9 percent, 18.3 percent, and 17.4 percent, respectively). The estim
population growth for theounty is expected to exceeddurction marginally (growth from 3.4 to 3.9
million, 15 percenthability to produce enough housing units to accomngrdatth in theaumber of
householdswill reduce vacancy ratesould drive up market pricesncrease the incidence of
overcrowding.
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Table 32 Housing Unit Growth
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Jurisdiction # of Units # of Units % Change | Projected | % Change
2010 2019 2010 to 201! 2035 20192035

Urban County

Coronado 9,634 9,740 1.1% 9,697 -0.4%
Del Mar 2,596 2,624 1.1% 2,653 1.1%
Imperial Beach 9,882 10,074 1.9% 10,92¢ 8.5%
Lemon Grove 8,864 9,114 2.8% 9,654 5.9%
Poway 16,714 16,917 1.2% 17,68¢5 4.5%
Solana Beach 6,540 6,569 0.4% 6,833 4.0%
Unincorporated 173,75¢4 178,844 2.9% 209,50¢ 17.1%
Total Urban County 227,991 233,881 2.6% 266,95/ 14.1%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 44,674 47,08( 5.4% 50,261 6.8%
Chula Vista 79,416 85,534 7.7% 101,18 18.3%
El Cajon 35,85( 36,144 0.8% 38,163 5.6%
Encinitas 25,74( 26,494 2.9% 26,765 1.0%
Escondido 48,044 48,834 1.6% 55,633 13.9%
La Mesa 26,161 26,864 2.7% 30,001 11.7%
National City 16,762 17,264 3.0% 20,871 20.9%
Oceanside 64,434 65,907 2.3% 70,394 6.8%
San Diego 515,27} 545,644 5.9% 640,66 17.4%
San Marcos 28,641 32,126 12.2% 35,795 11.4%
Santee 20,044 21,10¢ 5.2% 22,776 7.9%
Vista 30,986 32,58( 5.1% 35,307 8.4%
Total County 1,164,02 1,219,46 4.8% 1,394,78 14.4%

Sources: Bureau of the Census, 2010 Census; SANDAG Series 13 Regional Growth Forecast; California |
Finance Housing Estimates (E5), 2019.

2. Housing Type

A regionds housing st ock g efamdyrdadllihgyunits, mafimiyd e s 1
dwelling units, and other types of units such as mobile homesfaBiilglaits are attached or detached
dwelling units usually on individual tftsand. As shown ihable33 approximately 60 percent of the
housing units in theounty are singamily dwellings. The cities of Del Mar, Lemon Grove, Poway,
Carlsbad and Encinitas, as well as the unincorporatéyg areas, have a much larger proportion of this
housing unit type (over 70 percent), while El Cajon and Imperial Beach have a much lower proportio
(less than 50 percent).
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Table 33 Housing Stock Mix 2019

o Single Family Units Multi -Family Units Mobile
Jurisdiction - -
Detached | Attached | Total 2-4 Units | 5+ Units | Total Homes

Urban County

Coronado 45.7% 10.7% 56.4% 6.8% 36.8% 43.5% 0.0%
Del Mar 51.6% 19.7% 71.3% 7.7% 21.1% 28.7% 0.0%
Imperial Beach 39.1% 7.6% 46.7% 12.3% 37.9% 50.1% 3.2%
Lemon Grove 65.9% 8.7% 74.6% 7.3% 17.2% 24.5% 0.9%
Poway 75.1% 4.1% 79.1% 2.4% 13.6% 16.0% 4.9%
Solana Beach 47.8% 19.4% 67.2% 6.2% 26.4% 32.6% 0.2%
Unincorporated 68.6% 5.9% 74.5% 4.6% 12.4% 17.1% 8.4%
TotalUrban County 66.0% 6.7% 72.6% 5.1% 15.3% 20.4% 7.0%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 53.1% 16.9% 70.0% 5.5% 21.8% 27.2% 2.7%
Chula Vista 53.5% 9.8% 63.4% 5.9% 26.0% 31.9% 4.8%
El Cajon 41.1% 4.9% 46.0% 7.8% 40.8% 48.7% 5.3%
Encinitas 58.1% 18.7% 76.8% 6.8% 13.8% 20.6% 2.6%
Escondido 50.8% 6.1% 56.9% 6.8% 28.5% 35.3% 7.7%
La Mesa 46.9% 6.0% 52.9% 9.0% 37.4% 46.5% 0.7%
National City 43.3% 9.4% 52.7% 9.2% 35.6% 44.8% 2.5%
Oceanside 52.5% 11.5% 64.0% 8.8% 22.2% 31.0% 5.0%
San Diego 44.3% 8.6% 52.9% 8.3% 37.6% 45.8% 1.2%
San Marcos 51.1% 6.9% 58.0% 3.9% 27.8% 31.6% 10.4%
Santee 55.6% 9.1% 64.8% 5.9% 18.2% 24.1% 11.1%
Vista 49.3% 7.4% 56.8% 7.2% 30.3% 37.4% 5.8%
Total County 50.9% 8.7% 59.6% 7.2% 29.4% 36.6% 3.8%

SourceCalifornia Department of Finance, Population and Housing Estimates (E5), 2019.

3. Tenure and Vacancy

Housing tenure describes the arrangement by which a household occupies a housing unit; that is, whelt
a housing unit is owneccupied orrenteroccupied. Tenure preferences are primarily related to
household income, composition, and age of the resident. Communities need to have an adequate suy
of units available both for rent and for sale in order to accommodate a range of househatgdmgyit
incomes, family sizes, composition, lifestyles, etc. A pasbiuseholdway face different housing
issues in the rental housing market versus tfaléoihousing market. Residential stability is also
influenced by tenure with ownership housing resulting in a much lower turnover rate than rental housin:

As seen iTable34, San Diego County has a higher proportion of eagwepied housing3 percent)

than rentenccupied housing (47 percent). The ownership level fielt percent between 2010 and
2017, but was still below the national level of 63.8 percent and slightly lower than the 54.5 percent St
figure for housing ownership. However, ownership rates decreased at all levels between 2010 and 2(
Half of the juisdictions in theounty had more owneiccupied housing units than refgecupied units.
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Table 34 Housing Tenure and Vacancy

Jurisdiction (P)svrrig?-t ;2:1(:;? Valtqc;r;cy
Occupied Occupied

Urban County

Coronado 49.2% 50.8% 26.8%
Del Mar 53.4% 46.6% 31.6%
Imperial Beach 31.8% 68.2% 14.3%
Lemon Grove 54.1% 45.9% 5.4%
Poway 74.4% 25.6% 4.1%
Solana Beach 58.6% 41.4% 16.0%
Unincorporated 67.6% 32.4% 9.1%
Total Urban County 64.9% 35.1% 9.9%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 65.0% 35.0% 8.9%
Chula Vista 58.0% 42.0% 8.9%
El Cajon 38.2% 61.8% 3.1%
Encinitas 63.8% 36.2% 8.4%
Escondido 49.8% 50.2% 4.5%
La Mesa 41.6% 58.4% 6.4%
National City 32.1% 67.9% 7.1%
Oceanside 56.0% 44.0% 7.6%
San Diego 46.8% 53.2% 7.4%
San Marcos 61.3% 38.7% 4.5%
Santee 69.0% 31.0% 4.3%
Vista 49.2% 50.8% 3.6%
Total County 65.0% 35.0% 8.9%

Sources: American Community Survey-2013.

Exceptions include Coronado, Imperial Beach, El Ggoondidol.a Mesa, National City, San Diego

and VistaThe tenure distribution in Coronado, ImgeBeachand National City mde attributed to

the large proportion of military families in those cities living off base due to the lack of, or demand for
housing and the close proximity of the cities to military bases. The large proportion of reGegoin El

is partially explained by the large amount of-fandify housing in the City.
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4. Tenure by Income and Race/Ethnicity

A substantial income and housing disparity exists between ancheentehouseholdsTable 35
indicates that San Diego County renters are madyetdikee lower and moderate income and are more
likely to experience housing problems such as cost burden and substandard housing conditions.

The countyds tenure distribution also has a
populations in & Diego County have not achieved housing homeownership as readily as the White
population. In fact as of 2017, the majority of owoeupied households were WHitigre9). Of

those who owned the housing units they occupied, 64 percent were White; 18 percent were Hispan
threepercent were Black; and 11 percent were Asian/Pacific Islanders. Comparing these figures to ra
data from th0132017 ACS demonstrates that minorities icdhety are underrepresented in terms

of homeownership. For comparison purposes, accardlf$32017 ACS data, Whites are 46 percent

of thecounty population, Hispanics are 33 percent, whiertent are Asian/Pacific Islander and only

five percent of the population was Black.

Table 35 Housing Problems byTenure

Percent Low | Percent with Percent with

Tenure Pﬁéﬁigthg{ d'i” an?j (I:\/IeO(t:ier?':lte zgﬁsitng t C(e;scteBLErdetzn
Income Problems (>30%)

Renters 47.3% 61.4% 56.8% 51.9%

Owners 52.7% 31.4% 35.1% 33.1%

Total Households 100.0% 45.6% 45.4% 42.0%

Source: HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data2@032

Hispanic or
Latino,
18.0%

Figure 9: Race of Homeowner

2010

Hispanic or
Latino, 17.6%

2017

Asian/PI,
10.4% “ Asian/PI, »
= 11.2% = )
Amer. White = White Alone,
Indian/Alaska Alone, Amer. 63.9%
Native, 0.6% 70.5% Indian/Alaska
Native, 0.5%
Black, 3.0% Black, 2.8%

SourcesAmerican Community Surveyy@ar estimates), 2010, 2017.
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G. Housing Condition

Assessing housing conditionsSan DiegdCounty can provide the basis for developing policies and
programs to maintain and preserve the quality of the housing stock. Housing age can indicate gene
housing conditions within a community. Housing is s$utmegradual deterioration over time.
Deteriorating housing can depress neighboring property values, discourage reinvestment, and impact
quality of life in a neighborhood. State and federal housing programs typically consider the age of
C 0 mmu nousing stk when estimating rehabilitation needs. In general, most homes begin to requir
major repairs or have significant rehabilitation needs at 30 or 40 years of age. Furthermore, housing ul
constructed prior to 1979 are more likely to contaibéessdi paint.

The housing stock in the San Diego region is older, with a majority of the housing units (54 percent) bu
before 197@nd is at least 40 yeald (Table36). The highest percentages ofp#80 housing units are
generally found in the older, urbanized neighborhoods of the cities of La Mesa, Lemon Grove, El Cajol
San Diego, Coronado and National City and will most likely have the largest proportions ohit®using
potentially in need of rehabilitation. Home rehabilitation can be an obstacle for senior homeowners wit
fixed incomes and mobility issues.

1. Lead-Based Paint Hazard

Housing age is a key variable used to estimate the number of housing uaitthasdeaint (LBP).

Lead basedaint was banned in the United States in R@gRlences constructed before 1978 may have
leadbased paint hazardsccording to the federal Centers for Disease Control (CDC), approximately
250,000 children aged one W fyears in the United States have elevated levels of lead in their blood.
High blood | ead | evels are a concern because
such as the kidneys, brain, liver, and Hlwooaing tissues, potentially affei ng a chi | dds
Very high blood lead levels can cause devastating health consequences, including seizures, coma, anc
death. Children are much more vulnerable to lead poisoning than adults because children tend to
items into theimouths and some of these items may contain lead paint. In addition, their bodies absork
up to 40 percent of the lead with which they come into contact, as opposed to only ten percent absorbe
by adults. Lead can enter the body through breathing ormg8stieral factors contribute to higher
incidence of lead poisoning:

All children under the age of six years old are at higher risk.

Children living at or below the poverty line are at a higher risk.

Children in older housing are at higher risk.

Children of some racial and ethnic groups and those living in older housing are at
disproportionately higher risk.

I I > I

According to the County Health and Hanservices Agency, between 2012@hd, 273 cases of lead
poisoning (Blood Lead Level35 mcg/dL or great) among children under 21 years of age were
recorded. This figure is an increase from the reported 104 cases between 2009 and 2013. However,
increase may be due to changes in the reporting threshold from 14.4mcg/dL to 9.5mcg/dL.
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Table 36 Housing Age and LeadPoisoning Cases

20092013

Urban County

Coronado 38.0% 19.3% 15.1% 1972 -
Del Mar 53.3% 18.7% 3.1% 1971 -
Imperial Beach 40.9% 30.0% 2.5% 1970 -
Lemon Grove 34.7% 40.8% 4.9% 1963 -
Poway 48.0% 7.0% 0.9% 1978 -
Solana Beach 54.6% 12.4% 2.5% 1976 -
Unincorporated 34.7% 10.4% 2.6% - 5
Total Urban County 36.9% 12.7% 3.2% - 5
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 26.3% 4.6% 1.1% 1987 2
Chula Vista 28.5% 16.4% 1.4% 1983 6
El Cajon 45.3% 23.4% 1.1% 1973 8
Encinitas 42.0% 10.4% 3.3% 1978 2
Escondido 38.3% 7.4% 2.3% 1981 6
La Mesa 41.1% 30.6% 5.0% 1969 1
National City 36.8% 25.3% 8.0% 1970 3
Oceanside 33.2% 7.5% 1.4% 1983 9
San Diego 34.2% 16.7% 6.9% 1976 4
San Marcos 26.8% 2.8% 0.7% 1990 6
Santee 52.0% 8.4% 0.8% 1977 -
Vista 33.5% 8.2% 1.6% 1982 7
Total County 34.9% 14.3% 4.4% 1978 1

Note: Lead poisoning cases refahitdren under 21 years of age with a venous BLL 14.5 ug/dL or greater.
Sources: American Community Survey (ACS)2P239 County of San Diego Childhood Lead Poisoning
Prevention Program (CLPPP) Epidemiology & Immunization Services, Public Healsh B¥rdice
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Figure 1Q Childhood Lead Poisoning Risk Areas
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H. Housing Cost and Affordability

This section evaluates the affordability of the housing st®ak iDhieg&ounty to low and moderate
income households. If housing costs are relatively high in comparison to household income,
correspondingly high rate of housing problems occurs. It is important to emphasize that housing
affordability alone is not a fair Bmg issue. However, fair housing concerns may arise when housing
affordability interacts with other factors covered under the fair housing laws, such as household typ
composition, and race/ethnicity.

1. Housing Cost

Every year, the National AssociatibHome Builders (NAHB) tracks the ability of households to afford

a home in metropolitan areas across the country. NAHB develops a Housing Opportunity Index (HOI)
for a given area that is defined as the share of homes sold in that area that woelddftorddise to

a family earning t hatat dlodaStdfordadedneteoareas m0ldmeere
located in California. The San Di€golsbaésan Marcos Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is one of
the least affordable areas inrthgon ranking as the sixth least affordable region in the United States. In
2019 (Third Quarter), only 20 percent of the homes sold in the San Diego MSA were affordable to
family earni ng t Ikigurebhlsheve that affordatiiityafar the regioropeedked in 2012
during the recession and has dropped considerably since then.

Figure 11 Housing Opportunity Index Trend (20162019)
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Note: Housing Opportunity Index represents the percentage of homes sold that were affordable to families earningdbmenedian i
during the respective quarter.

Source: National Association of Home Builders, The NAHB/Wells Fargo HOpsiogunity Index: Complete History by Metropolitan
Area (201:Zurrent).
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Accor di n 0122016 Bdipréehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data, close to 20
percent of households in San Diego Courityrpare than half their income on hogsiAs cost of

living is consistently on the rise, housing affordability drops, anthtawees families are most acutely
affected. The California Housing Partnership (CHPC) estimates ¢batithet y 6-imcorheaemters t
spend 69ercentof their incane on rent’ The CHPC estimated that in 2018, renters needed to earn
$38.31/hr (three times the minimum wage) to afford the median monthly asking rate of $1,992. Ren
increase in response to demand and more renter households have entered the SakeDsigcema
2006, many because of displacement during the foreclosure crisis.

Table37displays median home sale prices for each jurisdiction in San Diego County. For 2019, the medi
sales price for homes in San Diego County was $594,909, an increase of 38 percent foone 2014. H
prices vary by arealjurisdiction, with very high median prices in coastal areas such as the cities
Coronado, Del Mar, and Sol&wachlmperial Beach and Lemon Grove had the lowest median sales
price in the region.

Table 37. Median Home Sale Prices by Jurisdiction

S Nﬁvs.%lgu Ngvs.%lgw Mﬁi'va.”zggﬁe Mﬁgenzggge (?032385’3

Urban County

Coronado 13 42 $1,059,50 $1,820,00 71.8%
Del Mar 23 13 $1,249,00 $1,675,00 34.1%
Imperial Beach 8 17 $427,00( $530,00( 24.1%
Lemon Grove 24 19 $331,75( $490,00(0 47.7%
Poway 35 46 $558,409 $677,000 21.2%
Solana Beach 24 14 $1,022,50 $1,200,00 17.4%
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 121 13 $687,50( $859,00( 24.9%
Chula Vista 214 282 $405,00( $535,00( 32.1%
El Cajon 116 165 $365,00( $523,00( 43.3%
Encinitas 60 57 $768,00( $992,00( 29.2%
Escondido 117 182 $394,00(¢ $580,00( 47.2%
La Mesa 69 76 $417,00( $549,00( 31.7%
National City 16 14 $277,50( $446,00( 60.7%
Oceanside 164 196 $392,50( $549,00(0 39.9%
San Diego 1023 1,180 $439,50( $625,00( 42.2%
Santee 81 110 $350,00( $622,50( 51.7%
Vista 53 78 $420,00( $531,00(0 34.5%
San Diego County 83 102 $430,000 $565,000 38.4%

Note: 1. Does not include Cardiffthe-Sea sales data
Sources: DQNews.com, California Home Sale Activity by City, November 2014; CoreLogic, California Home Sale
City, November 2019. Accessed Jar3ap20.
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The San Diego County Apartment Association (SDCAA) publishes average rental rates Dabtaually.
38displays the average rent by jutistgion Fall 2014 and Fall 2018, providing a reasonabjedive
timeframe to capture the change in rental ratesestimated average rental cosSaimbDiego County
increased by an average of 33 percent. The percent increase in rent between 2014 and 2018 was 34 pe
for a studio, 47 percent for a drelroom, 28 percent for a tlvedroom, and 22 percent for a three
bedroom unit.Among communitiewith data for ong two-, and threddedroom units, Imperial Beach

had the lowest average rents in the region and highest rents were observed in Del Mar and Solana Be

Table 38 Average Rental Rates by JurisdictionFall 2018

o . Average Monthly Rent
Jurisdiction/Area Unit Type % Change
Fall 2014* | Fall 2018
Urban County
Studio N/A N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,325 $1,404 6.0%
Coronado
2 Bedrooms $1,200 $1,700 41.7%
3+ Bedrooms $2,308 N/A N/A
Studio $1,526 N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,564 $2,338 49.5%
Del Mar
2 Bedrooms $1,894 $2,806 48.2%
3+ Bedrooms $2,300 $2,650 15.2%
Studio $925 N/A N/A
) 1 Bedroom $825 $1,517 83.9%
Imperial Beach
2 Bedrooms $1,635 $1,500 -8.3%
3+ Bedrooms $1,988 $1,683 -15.3%
Studio $762 $891 16.9%
1 Bedroom $864 $1,030 19.2%
Lemon Grove
2 Bedrooms $1,102 $1,282 16.3%
3+ Bedrooms $1,475 N/A N/A
Studio $1,012 N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,245 N/A N/A
Poway
2 Bedrooms $1,325 N/A N/A
3+ Bedrooms $1,842 $2,350 27.6%
Studio $900 N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,656 $2,043 23.4%
Solana Beach
2 Bedrooms $1,967| $2,391 21.6%
3+ Bedrooms $2,310 $2,770 19.9%
Entitlement Jurisdictions
Studio $911 $1,099 20.6%
1 Bedroom $1,168 $1,457 24.7%
Carlsbad
2 Bedrooms $1,557 $2,685 72.4%
3+ Bedrooms $4,525 N/A N/A
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Table 38 Average Rental Rates by JurisdictionFall 2018

o ; Average Monthly Rent
Jurisdiction/Area Unit Type % Change
Fall 2014* | Fall 2018
Studio $720 $1,210 68.1%
i 1 Bedroom $970 $1,539 58.7%
Chula Vista
2 Bedrooms $1,354 $1,850 36.6%
3+ Bedrooms $1,566 $2,299 46.8%
Studio $693 $752 8.5%
. 1 Bedroom $1,149 $1,742 51.6%
El Cajon
2 Bedrooms $1,069 $1,728 61.6%
3+ Bedrooms $1,557 $2,185 40.3%
Studio $1,362 N/A N/A
o 1 Bedroom $1,233 $1,295 5.0%
Encinitas
2 Bedrooms $1,654 $2,145 29.7%
3+ Bedrooms $1,575 $2,150 36.5%
Studio N/A N/A N/A
. 1 Bedroom $739 $1,462 97.8%
Escondido
2 Bedrooms $1,116 $1,728 54.8%
3+ Bedrooms $1,393 $1,784 28.1%
Studio $875 $1,168 33.5%
1 Bedroom $1,075 $1,568 45.9%
La Mesa
2 Bedrooms $1,467 $1,968 34.2%
3+ Bedrooms $1,875 $2,397 27.8%
Studio $675 N/A N/A
. ) 1 Bedroom $809 N/A N/A
National City
2 Bedrooms $969 $1,075 10.9%
3+ Bedrooms N/A $1,900 N/A
Studio $922 $1,620 75.7%
) 1 Bedroom $1,106 $1,503 35.9%
Oceanside
2 Bedrooms $2,217 $1,774 -20.0%
3+ Bedrooms $2,018 $2,195 8.8%
Studio $824 $1,433 73.9%
. 1 Bedroom $1,075 $1,825 69.8%
San Diego
2 Bedrooms $1,496 $2,172 45.2%
3+ Bedrooms $1,892 $2,637 39.4%
Studio N/A N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,013 $1,021 0.8%
San Marcos
2 Bedrooms $1,267 N/A N/A
3+ Bedrooms N/A $1,650 N/A
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Table 38 Average Rental Rates by JurisdictionFall 2018

o ; Average Monthly Rent
Jurisdiction/Area Unit Type % Change
Fall 2014* | Fall 2018
Studio $900 N/A N/A
1 Bedroom $1,012 $1,599 58.0%
Santee
2 Bedrooms $1,568 $1,740 11.0%
3+ Bedrooms $2,763 $1,737 -37.1%
Studio $674 $1,313 94.8%
Vista 1 Bedroom $1,016 $1,636 61.0%
2 Bedrooms $1,257 $1,863 48.2%
3+ Bedrooms $1,326 $2,493 88.0%
Studio $812 $1,085 33.6%
San Diego County 1 Bedroom $1,066 $1,564 46.7%
2 Bedrooms $1,463 $1,873 28.0%
3+ Bedrooms $1,813 $2,218 22.3%

Note: Fall 2014 average rents wer@awaitable for studio units in Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Poway, ¢
Solana Beach and 3+ bedroom units in Coronado. Spring 2014 average rents are used for Badise
2018 average rents not available for studios in Encinitas, Escondido, NatiGaal Kaycos, and Sante
Fall 2018 average rent was also not available foednoem units in National City.

Source: San Diego County Apartment Association. Vacancy and Rental Rate Survey, Fall 2018 :
20109.

2. Housing Affordability

Housing affordability can be inferred by comparing the cost of renting or owning a home in a communit
with the maximum affordable housing costs for households at different income levels. Taken togethe
this information can generally show who can affoad size and type of housing and indicate the type

of households most likely to experience overcrowding and overpayment. While housing affordability alor
is not a fair housing issue, fair housing concerns may arise when housing affordability imfecémts wit
covered under the fair housing laws, such as household type, composition, and race/ethnicity.

HUD conducts annual household income surveys
federal housing assistance. Households in thedodief each income category can afford less by
comparison than those at the upper €atle39shows the annual household income by household size
and the maximum affordable housing payment based on the standard of 30 to 35 percent of househc
income. Also shown are general cost ggms for utilities, taxes, and property insurance.

The countywide median home sales price in 2019 ($594,909) places home ownership out of reach for
low- and moderatancome households. When homeownership is out of reach, rental housing is the only
viable option for many leimcome persons.

Based on the rental data presentethbiie38 none of jurisdictions had a rents within the range of
affordability for lowemcome familiesTable39 shows that extremely lemcome households cannot

afford rents in any part of the county. Largerinoame households can afford some of the studio and
onebedroom rental units but those would be inadequate to house a large family.-iNueeate
houséolds have a few more options for rentals but again, large households may encounter difficult
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finding adequately sized units. The situation is most difficult for seniors with fixed incomes. When th

housing market is tight, with high demand, low vasaacgkrising costs, the potential for discriminatory
housing practices also increases.

Table 39 Housing Affordability Matrix - San Diego County (2019)

| Annual Affordable Payment Housing Costs Maximum Affordable Price
ncome
Group IEi(;:])iTse Renter Owner | Utilities |I§S§:ﬂf€ ( REGIEL Home
(Owner) SED ST (purchaseprice)
Extremely Low (0-30% AMI)
1-Person $22,500 $563 $563 $160 $197 $403 $47,856
2-Person $25,700 $643 $643 $201 $225 $442 $50,414
3-Person $28,900 $723 $723 $241 $253 $482 $53,209
4-Person $32,100 $803 $803 $283 $281 $520 $55,536
5-Person $34,700 $868 $868 $345 $304 $429 $50,940
Low (31:50% AMI)
1-Person $37,450 $936 $936 $160 $328 $776 $104,394
2-Person $42,800  $1,070 $1,070 $201 $375 $869 $115,087
3-Person $48,150  $1,204] $1,204 $241 $421 $963 $126,011
4-Person $53,500  $1,338 $1,338 $283 $468 $1,055 $136,47(
5-Person $57,800  $1,445 $1,445 $345 $506 $1,006 $138,309
Moderate (5180% AMI)
1-Person $59,950 $906 $1,057 $160 $370 $746 $122,684
2-Person $68,500 $1,036 $1,208 $201 $423 $835 $135,994
3-Person $77,050  $1,165 $1,359 $241 $476 $924 $149,531
4-Person $85,600  $1,295 $1,510 $283 $529 $1,012 $162,604
5-Person $92,450  $1,398 $1,631 $345 $571 $1,053 $166,45]
Middle/Upper (80-120 %AMI)
1-Person $72,500 $1,661 $1,938 $160 $678 $1,501 $255,963
2-Person $82,850  $1,899 $2,215 $201 $775 $1,698 $288,304
3-Person $93,200 $2,136 $2,492 $241 $872 $1,895 $320,881
4-Person $103,550  $2,373 $2,769 $283 $969 $2,090 $352,99
5-Person $111,850  $2,563 $2,990 $345 $1,047 $2,218 $372,071

Assumptions: California Department of Housing and Community Development 2018 income-186#6;080ss household incor
as affordable housing costs (depending on tenure and income level); 35% of monthly affordable cost for taxes é¥tddosura
payment, 4% interestrate foray3@ ar f i xed rate mortgage | oan; utilities
Allowances for Tenafurnished Utilities and Other Services, July 2019. Assumed Natural Gas.

Methodology: Affordableusing costs in this table are calculated based on California Health and Safety Code definitions, wt
result in lower affordable housing costs.

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2019;Adttusiitg of the County of San Diego, 20
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|. Housing Problems

1. OVGFCFOWding How is Overcrowding Defined?

Some householdsay not be able to accommodate high ¢dateording to State and federal guidelines,
burdens for housirigut may instead accept smaller housing §E¢roWding is defined as a unit with mpr
. . T . . than one person per room, including dining
re3|de.W|th cher |n(j|V|du.aIs or families |n_the same ho%g.living raoms biexcluding bathrooms,
Potential fair housing issues emerge if-tragiitional | \jichens, hallways, and porches. Severe
households are discouraged or deniedsing due to g overcrowding is defined as households wit
perception of overcrowding. Household overcrowding nisre than 1.5 persons per room.
reflective of various living situations: (1) a family lives in a home
that is too small; (2) a family chooses to house extended family
members; or (3) unrelated individuals or famikedoaibling| Over crowdi ng Thr eslh
up to afford housing. However, cultural differences laigendard
contribute to the overcrowded conditions since some culttgeesrcrowdm : ‘
. | g thresholds only describe ho
tend to have a _Iarge_r household size than others due -Qaﬂ?]"?t is occupied but by no mean
preference of living with extended family members. Not onl\jSesent the maximum occupancy stan
overcrowding a potential fair housing concern, it can potentigly unit. In general, there are no occupan
strain physical facilities and the delivery of public seryis@sdards except for those established in t
reduce the quality of the physical environment, contribute bailding codes. Occupancy standards arg

shortage of parking, and accelerate the deterioration of hpfiessissed later in Chapter 5: Public Policie

As a result, some landlords or apartment managers may be more hesitant to rent to larger families, tl
making access to adequate housing even more difficult. According to local fair housing service provide
and property managers, addressing the isdagg@fhouseholds is complex as there are no set of
guidelines for determining the maximum capacity for a unit. Fair housing issues may arise from polici
aimed to limit overcrowding that have a disparate impact on specific racial or ethnic grogipsrwith hi
proportion of overcrowding. For exam@@l32017ACS data shows trestverpercent of housing units

in thecountywere overcrowded compared with 17 percent for units with a Hispanic head of household.

As mentioned, poroximatelysevenpercent of dlhouseholds in San Diego Couwsre affected by
overcrowthg while two percent experiencedevere overcrowd) The prevalence of overcrowding
varies among jurisdictions, with the lowest percentage of overall overcrowding occurring in Del Mar (n
overcrowded or severely overcrowded units). Nationan@igscondidbadapproximately twidhe

count yds o overgowdet unissiiEajon, Vistaand Imperial Beach also had high levels of
overcrowding. These jurisdictions had high proportions of minority residents and lower median income
as a wholas wellTable40also shows that overcrowding is significantly more prevalent amonrg renter
households than among owheuseholds.

CHAPTER 3: COMMUNITY PROFILE
80



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

Table 40 Overcrowding by Tenure

Overcrowded Severely Overcrowded
Jurisdiction (1+ occupants per room) (1.5+ occupants per room)
Renter | Owner | Total Renter | Owner | Total

Urban County

Coronado 2.3% 0.6% 1.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.8%
Del Mar 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Imperial Beach 14.1% 2.4% 10.4% 4.4% 0.7% 3.2%
Lemon Grove 8.5% 4.7% 6.4% 3.6% 1.5% 2.5%
Poway 9.3% 1.6% 3.6% 3.6% 0.3% 1.1%
Solana Beach 1.8% 0.8% 1.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.5%
Unincorporated 9.1% 2.5% 4.6% 3.0% 0.6% 1.4%
Total Urban County 8.7% 2.4% 4.6% 3.0% 0.6% 1.4%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 3.7% 1.2% 2.1% 0.8% 0.3% 0.4%
Chula Vista 17.1% 4.4% 9.8% 5.5% 0.9% 2.9%
El Cajon 17.6% 3.2% 12.1% 4.1% 0.9% 2.9%
Encinitas 7.1% 1.2% 3.4% 2.7% 0.5% 1.3%
Escondido 21.7% 6.1% 14.0% 9.3% 1.4% 5.3%
La Mesa 6.0% 1.7% 4.2% 2.7% 0.6% 1.9%
National City 17.2% 9.2% 14.6% 5.7% 2.7% 4.7%
Oceanside 8.6% 1.9% 4.8% 2.4% 0.6% 1.4%
San Diego 9.5% 2.7% 6.3% 3.5% 0.7% 2.2%
San Marcos 11.6% 2.5% 6.0% 3.4% 0.8% 1.8%
Santee 5.5% 1.2% 2.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2%
Vista 17.9% 4.1% 11.1% 6.1% 1.2% 3.7%
Total County 10.8% 2.8% 6.5% 3.7% 0.7% 2.1%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS)20013

2. Housing Cost Burden

State and Federal standards specify that a household experiences housing cost burden if it pays more
30 percent of its gross income on housiygically a point at which housing costs become burdensome
and may affect the ability to comfortably nma&ethly rent or mortgage payments and/or maintain a
decent standard of living.

Housing cost burden is typically linked to income levels. The lower the income, the larger percentage
a househol dds i ncome i s al |wirtcdame douselmldsitemds foioatuy C
when housing costs increase faster than incbrgerel2 shows how dramatically the housing cost
burden for ownerand rentehouseholds is influenced by household income. As shown, as income
increases, the proportion of households experiencing cost burden decreases. Among the lower incol
groups, larger proportions of rerteuseholds experienced housing aosteb.
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Figure 12 Housing Cost Burden by Income and Tenure

$75,000+
$50,000- $74,99
$35,000- $49,99

$20,000-$34,99

<$20,000
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
<$20,000 $20,000-$34,9%35,000- $49,9990,000- $74,999 $75,000+
m Owner 81.0% 61.4% 56.4% 50.8% 18.8%
m Renter 91.8% 93.1% 77.8% 50.9% 13.8%

Source: American Community Survey (ACS);220173

About 42 percent abunty households experiethicest burdemper the 201:2016 CHASTable41). A

higher proportion of renterccupied households experienced cost bur@grer@nt) compared with
owneroccupied households (33 perceddylsbad, Del Mar, Encinitas Poway, San Diego, Santee, and
Carlsbad were the only jurisdictions in the region where less than 50 percent of renters were cost burder
Approximatelytwo-thirds (69 percent) of lower and modetfiattome households experienced cost
burden, and 40 percent experienced a severe cost burden.
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Table 41 Housing Cost Burden by Tenure

Owner- Renter
Jurisdiction Occupied Occupied All Households
Households Households

Urban County

Coronado 37.5% 51.9% 44.9%
Del Mar 38.1% 42.3% 40.0%
Imperial Beach 31.4% 53.5% 46.7%
Lemon Grove 33.1% 57.0% 43.9%
Poway 29.5% 45.3% 33.7%
Solana Beach 26.6% 48.5% 35.8%
Unincorporated 35.9% 55.6% 42.3%
Total Urban County 35.0% 54.3% 41.8%
Entitlement Cities

Carlsbad 28.6% 46.4% 35.0%
Chula Vista 36.6% 55.9% 44.7%
El Cajon 31.6% 57.7% 47.7%
Encinitas 30.9% 47.7% 36.9%
Escondido 33.5% 57.9% 46.0%
La Mesa 30.6% 51.9% 43.1%
National City 32.8% 57.4% 49.5%
Oceanside 33.4% 55.1% 42.9%
San Diego 31.8% 49.5% 41.3%
San Marcos 35.3% 53.2% 42.4%
Santee 32.1% 47.4% 36.7%
Vista 34.6% 53.2% 44.3%
San Diego County 33.1% 51.8% 42.0%

Source: HUDComprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data2 @A Estimates

CHAPTER 3: COMMUNITY PROFILE
83



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL
ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR H OUSING CHOICE

J. Publicly Assisted Housing

The availability and location of public and affordable housing may be a fair housing concern. If suc
housing is concentrated in one area of a community or a region, a household seeking affordable hous
is restricted to choices within a limited geograpga. Public/affordable housing and housing assistance
must be accessible to qualified households regardless of race/ethnicity, disability, or other spec
characteristics.

1. Public Housing

Housing Authority of the County of San Diego (HACSD)

Two housing authorities in the San Diego region own and operate public houskigureit8¢n page

91) 6 the Housing Authority of the County of San Diego (HACSD) and the San Diego Housing
Commission (SDHC). HACSD owns and administers public housing renteken@ffil units)all of

which are located in the City of Chula Vista. Eligible residents must be a senior (62 years of age or old
a disabled individual, or a {owome family and must live in one of the jurisdictions covered by HACSD.
The householdannual gross income must be at or below 50 percent of the San Diego AMI. As of August
2019 117 households were being assisted by HACSD. As sfiable43 Hispanic and Whitkeaded
households make up the majority of households assisted.

San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC)

As federal subsidies to operate and maintain public housing begasindecnd Cigwned units
became operationally restrictive and inefficient, SDHC opted out of the Conventional Public Housing
Program in 2007 (which provided for the upkeep of 1,366 Timita)gh a landmark agreement, the U.S.
Department of Housing dryrban Development (HUD) transferred ownership and operating authority
for these units to SDHC, which then leveraged the equity in these properties to create or preserve 8
additional affordable rental housing units. SDHC now owmsrtkierted unitandoperates them as
rentrestrictedaffordable rental housingits thatareavailable at varying rasgé affordable rents to
households earning no greater than 80 partAMI.?% At the time of conversidnom public housing

to SDHC ownership, residents of the uwise awarde8ection 8Housing Choice Vouchers, which
enabled them to choageremain in their current home or to move to another rental property that would
accept Housing Choice Vouché&ygproximately half of the residents at that time moved to another unit
and half remained in their existing unit. SDHC provides federal Housing Choice Voucher rental assistan
to more than 15,000 lewcome householdSDHC retaine@ smallnumber ofPublic Hbusingunits
(currently 189 unitshs of September 2019, 178 households were being assisted bin SHIE

Housing unitsAsshown inTable43 Hispanicheadedand Whitehousehold make upghe majority of
households assistedPublic Housing

2 San Diego Housip@sCommnseaigoomf o&6Re San Diego Howu&ing
Housing Authority Report (November 9, 2006).
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Table 42 Public Housing Units

El?tl;]?)l:::g/ Name Address Units
HACSD Towncentre Manor 434 F Stree€hula Vista, CA 91910 59Units
HACSD Melrose Manor 1678 Melrose Avenuehula Vista, CA 91911 24 Units
HACSD L Street Manor 584 L StreetChula VistaCA 91911 16 Units
HACSD Dorothy Street Manor 778 Dorothy Streg€hula Vista, CA 91911 22 Units
SDHC Otay Villas 649Picador Blvd San Diego, CA 92154 78 Units
SDHC University Canyon North | 2090 Via Las Cumbré&an Diego, CA 92111 36 units
SDHC Vista Verde 351 South 38StreetSan Diego, CA 92113 40 units
SDHC Camulos 32222 Camulos Ssan Diego, CA 92110 12units
SDHC Mason 3919 Mason S&n Diego, CA 92110 8 units
SDHC 44" S 2420 44th S$Ban Diego, CA 92105 8 units
SDHC Trojan 53855389 Trojan AveSan Diego, CA 92115 3 units
SDHC Valeta 4095 Valeta San Diego, CA 92110 4 units

Sources: Sddiego Housing and Community Development, August 2019, San Diego Housing Commission, September 20:

Table 43 Characteristics oHouseholders inPublic Housing Units

Characteristics HACSD =DHC
Number Number
Senior/Disabled 76 66
Small Family 88 163
Large Family 27 15
Non-Hispanic 39 76
Hispanic 77 102
White 88 118
Black 14 50
American Indian 0 4
Asian/Pacific Islander 5 8
Total Households 117 178

Note: Values represent head of household characteristics. The count of White households includes Hispanic househotes
Hispanic Whites is not availableuseholders may belong to more than one category. For example, a householder madgrpge

family householder and Hispanic.

Sources: Housing Authority of the County of San Diego, August 2019; San Diego Housing Commission, September 201¢

The number of persons on the waiting list for public housing far exceeds current capacity. HACSL
indicates that as of August 2019, there were 20,136 households on the waiting list. Over 40 percent
waitlisted households were Hispanic and about oner quergeBlack. Households with a disabled head

of household make up almost 20 percent of the waiting list. There are 76,749 households on the SDF
public housing waiting list (September 2019). Over 25 percent of SDHC waitlisted households include
a disaldd head of household; 36.1 percent of households are Hispanic and 28.6 perceniéitd Black.
the extremely limited capacity and the length of tenancy, it is unlikely that the characteristics of the pub
housing residents would change substantitily near future.
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Table 44 Characteristics of Public Housing Waiting list (Households)

- HACSD SDHC
Characteristics
Number Percent Number Percent
Senior 2,225 11.0% 7,612 9.9%
Disabled 3,987 19.8% 19,743 25.7%
Family 10,454 51.9% 38,302 49.9%
Non-Hispanic 11,699 58.1% 44,595 58.1%
Hispanic 8,365 41.5% 27,678 36.1%
White 12,865 63.9% 39,121 51.0%
Black 4,710 23.4% 21,948 28.6%
American Indian 465 2.3% 1,599 2.1%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1,581 7.9% 4,871 6.3%
Total 20,136 100.0% 76,749 100.0%

Note: Values represent head of household characteristics. The count of White households includes Hispanic househotes
Hispanic Whites is not available.
Sources: Housing Authority of the County off¥ago, August 2019; San Diego Housing Commission, September, 2019.

2. Housing Choice Vouchers Program

The Section 8 HougjrChoice Voucher (HCV) progr#sra rent subsidy program that helpsit@meme

families and seniors pay rents of private @y, tenants pay approximately 30 percent of their income

for rent, and the local housing authority pays the difference up to the payment standard established by
housing authority. The program offers-iogome households the opportunity to obtain ddifole,
privately owned rent al housing and to increas
supported by comparable rents in the area. The program participant pays any amount in the excess of
payment standard.

Six Housing Authords administer the HCV program for San Diego County residents:

A Housing Authority of the City of Carlsbadadministered 4#3CVsas of February 2020. There
are 40householdsn the waiting lis.he waitlist is closed as of April 2020.

A Housing Authority of the City of Encinitas administered 97 vouchers as of February
2020. There are 998ouseholdsn the waiting lisThe waitlist is open as of April 2020.

A Housing Authority of the City of National City administered 1,123 vouchers as of September
2019.There are 3,438®useholdsn the waiting lisThe waitlist is open as of April 2020.

A Housing Authority of the City of Oceansidel,539 vouchers as of February 20B6re are
5,53%householdsn the waiting lisThe waitlist is open as of April 2020.

A San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC, City of San Diegadministered 1591vouchers
as of September 201Bhere are 98,3T®useholdsn the waiting lisThe waitlist is open as of
April 2020.

A Housing Authority of the County of San Diego (HACSDRadministered 9,945 vouchers as of
August 2019There are 36,33ibuseholdsn the waiting lisT.he waitlist is indefinitely open as
of April 2020.
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As of February 2020, 29,05an Diego County houséd were receiving HCV Assistance, 8&h

percent of all vouchers administered by HACSD or SOMBle45summarizes the race and ethnicity
of households assisted by the HCV progfathird of theco u n H@\Bracipients (34 percent) were
Hispanic and 22 percent were Blg®&nior and/or disaétl households represent a significant portion
of those assisted by the HCV program, making up 65 percent of all households receiving HCVs.

Due to the geographic disparity in terms of rents, concentrations of voucher use haveTadxderred (

46). For example, the City of El Cajon represents about three percertdoahtiie gopulation but
more thaneightpercent of the HCV us&urthermore27 percent Z,656participants) of th®,945
vouchers administered by HACSD are concentrated in the City of EI Cajon.

Table 45 Housing Choice Voucher Recipients

Housing Authority Total Black Hispanic White Other Senior Disabled
City of Carlsbad 475 9.1% 21.7% 65.1%| 4.2% 50.9% 54.5%
City of Encinitas 97 3.1% 21.6% 73.2%| 2.1% 46.4% 27.8%
City of National City 1,123 5.7% 68.0% 82.0%| 0.7% 12.2% 35.9%
City of Oceanside 1,539 16.0% 34.0% 76.0%| 7.0% 11.6% 48.0%
San Diego Housing o o o 0 o o
Commission (SDHC) 15,878 28.6% 32.0% 553% | 16.1% 14.5% 47.3%
County of San Diego o o o o o o
(HACSD) 9,945 16.6% 34.9% 78.8%| 4.6% 39.9% 53.8%
Total 29,057 22.5% 34.3% 48.2%| 10.8% 15.7% 49.2%

*Note: The count of White households includes Hispanic households. DateH@panic Whites is not available.
Source: Area Housing Authorities 2019/2020.
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Table 46 Distribution of Housing Choice Voucher Recipients

Jurisdiction Vouchers % of All HCV ;/ggﬁ:t?g]

Urban County

Coronado 18 0.1% 0.7%
Del Mar 1 0.0% 0.1%
Imperial Beach 404 1.3% 0.8%
Lemon Grove 360 1.1% 0.8¥%
Poway 109 0.3% 1.5%
Solana Beach 17 0.1% 0.4Y%
Unincorporated 1,545 4.9% 15.4Y
Total Urban County 2,454 7.8% 19.8Y
Entitlement Jurisdictions

Carlsbad 475 1.5% 3.4%
Chula Vista 2,436 7.7% 8.1%
El Cajon 2,656 8.4% 3.1%
Encinitas 97 0.3% 1.9%
Escondido 933 3.0% 4.6%
La Mesa 559 1.8% 1.8%
National City 1,123 3.6% 1.9%
Oceanside 1,539 4.9% 5.3%
San Diego 15,878 50.4% 42.4Y
San Marcos 230 0.7% 2.9Y%
Santee 266 0.8% 1.7%
Vista 411 1.3% 3.0%
Total County 31,511 100.0% 100.09

Note: Assisted households exceed allocations to a jurisdiction due to voucher use
originating jurisdictio® DHC6s Moving to Work fl exil
issue a higher number of vouchers than its baseline allocation to as&shitiesT otal
number of voucher use deviates sligitaiy Table45due to different timing of data
processingAlso, total number of voucher use deviates slightly

Sources: Area Housing Authorities 2019/2020.

In 2019, only 14 percent of metropolitan families with chiditeonwidethat received rent subsidies
through HUD livedin low-povertyneighborhoods and only five percent lived in-dygortunity
neighborhood¥. To help with the deoncentration of HCV use and allow households to locate adequate
housing at a | ocation of (dlsbl@ownddovingto\Wak, or BTOH Cd s
program works to provide families with tools to assist them to move frepowegty neighborhoods

to lowpoverty neighborhoods. The Choice Commuriitidative (a subset of the Moving Forward
program) provides families receiving federal rental assistance administered by SDHC the opportunity
live in neighborhoods in the City of San Diego that offer a broader selection of schools and employmel
opportunitiesSDHC created the Choice Communities Initiative in 2010 and expanded it T02018.
increase housing opportunities through this initiative and to assist as niacgmiewamilies as
possible, SDHC updated the payment standards that are used to deesamioerthof rental assistance

29 Mazzara, A. & Knudsen, B. (January 2019). Where families with children use housing vouchers: A comparative look at t
50 largest metropolitan areasnter on Budget and Policy, Mawéigsand Race Research Action Council.
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each family receive&aDHC divided City of San Diego ZIP Codes into three groups, each with its own
payment standardshoice CommunitieEnterprise CommunitieandSignature Communitiggigher
payment standards are se€hoice or Enterprise Communities, where rental costs would typically be
higher=amilies moving to Choioe Enterpris&Communities are eligible for-imerest security deposit

|l oans and assistance from SDHCO&6s Mobility Cou

Another imporant issue with the HCV program is the decreasing number of landlords willing to accept
vouchers. In a tight housing market, landlords are typically able to capture high rents for the units ar
less likely to participate in government programs that g&igetions on rents, policies, and quality
standards. Primarily in economically depressed neighborhoods, where the housing and neighborhc
conditions are less than ideal, voucher recipients are most likely to find rental units that accept vouct
paymets. With owners opting out in more integrated neighborhoods, tenants will be increasingly
confined to lowncome areas, defeating the original purpose of the program. Another issue that relate
to the HCV program is the amount of time it takes vouchpgiergsito find a unit. On average, it takes
abouttwo monthgor voucher recipients to find a unit after the issuance of their voucher. According to
the San Diego Area Housi@gmmissions, approximaté@to 80 percenbf householders successfully

find aunit with their vouchefTable47summarizes the Housing Choice Voucher use metrics for the San
Diego Area Housing Authorities.

Since the demand for housing assistance often exceeds the limited resources availabepnopwai
are common. The amount of time spent on the waiting list oftenbu#trtes, wait for rental assistance
after a family is placed on the waiting list may be 10 or mordheaeswait times can disproportionately
impact seniors. As oflsreiary 2020, there were over 145,000 on the HCV waitifighisg).

In 2019, the State passed SB 329 that prohibits source of income discrimination. Landlords cannot de
an applicant for rental housing based on the use of public assistance faesemsbly, the voucher

use would increase, the time to |l ocate a prop
locational choices would be expanded.
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Table 47 Housing Choice Voucher Use Metrics

4 of Time to Find Unit % Households
Housing Authority Participating afﬁrsxg#gger that Successfully #H%fuzgrrfélodust
Landlords (Days) Find Unit

H_ousmg Authority of the See Note § See Note 5 See Note 1 See Note §
City of Carlsbad
Housing Authority of the 39 68 70% 1
City of Encinitas °
Housing Authority of the )
City of National City 480 44 See Note 2 8
Housing Authority of the o
City of Oceanside 540 60 6% 12
San Diego Housing Commission 101
(SDHC, City of San Diego) 5,735 51 SeeNote 3 See Note 4
Housing Authority of the County o
of San Diego (HACSD) 3427 60 80% 176

Note 1: These landlords only own one rental unit and it is rented to the HCV participant
Note 2: The Housing Authority of the City of National City reported that 13 households had lost their HCV in the lasi

(November 2018\pril 2020).

Note 3: The SDHC reported thapaoximately 4% of new admission vouchers issued resulamithi@ot utilizing the rental assista
and either surrendering the voucher, letting it expire, or no longer keeping contact with the Housing Commission

Note 4: Yeato-date Fiscal Year 2020 data.
Note 5: Data could not be provided by the Housingokitytof Carlsbad prior to the public review period. The data will be ad

the final draft of the Al.

Sources: San Diego Area Housing Authorities, April/May 2020.

Table 48 Housing Choice Voucher Waitlist

Housing Authority Total Black | Hispanic | White | Other | Senior | Disabled

City of Carlsbad 401 2.9% 4.3% 24.0%| 10.8% 16.1% 15.3%
City of Encinitas 956 12.0% 14.1% 67.5%| 6.4% 32.6% 41.7%
City of National City 3,458 10.1% 66.3% 73.0%| 32.0% 27.1% 24.0%
City ofOceanside 5,532 14.3% 34.1% 71.8%| 13.9% 13.2% 19.2%
San Diego Housing o o o 0 o o

Commission (SDHC) 98,376 27.9% 35.0% 50.4%| 21.7% 10.0% 23.9%
Count of San Diego o o o 0 o o

(HACSD) 36,337 20.0% 34.4% 66.8%| 13.2% 13.3% 18.6%
Total 145,060 24.3% 34.1% 53.3%| 18.9% 11.1% 21.8%

Sources: San Diego Area Housing Authorities 2019/2020.
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Figure 13 Public Transit and Affordable Housing
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3. Other Affordable Housing Projects

A number of developments countywide have set aside some or all of the units as affordable for low |
moderatencome households. Together these projects provide appetyd@898units of affordable
housing. The location of these units is showfigurel3

As in typical urban environments throughout the country; laméemoderatencome households tend

to live in higkrdensityneighborhoodsHowever, as housing becomes increasingly costly to develop due
to limited land available, redevelopment of existing neighborhoods such as Little Italy, East Village at
other higher density areas have raised the debate about gentrification.

In general,the location of public/assisted housing is partly the result of economic feasibility.
Concentrations of affordable housing are located in central San Diego, Chula Vista, National City, at
Escondido. Close @8 percent of all affordable units are locatatiese cities, much of that is in the

City of San Dieg®$ percent).Figurel3also shows that in the western/coastal areas, the distribution

of these units follows a somewhat similar pattern exhibited by the distribution of-lawit toederate

income population and minority population. However, this is not true for the atasauhdiesvhere

there is a lack of affordable housing resources but very few affordable housing units.

The lack of affordable housing resoyrcespared to the magnitude of neealy become acute as the
population in the region increases, especialy that the housing market is not keeping pace with the
increasing population. According to the California Housing Partnership Corporation, San Diego Count
needs 143,800 more affordable rental homeedb current demafftFurthermore, dnding sources

(such as Tax Credits and Affordable Housing and Sustainable Comrfamnéfésdable housing
developments may inadvertently contribute to the concentration of affordable htvassigpmented
neighborhoods with higlensity developments

K. Licensed Community Care Facilities

Persons with special needs, such as seniors and those with disabilities, must also have access to ho
in a community. Community care facilities provide a supportive housing environment to persons witl
special needs a group situation. Restrictions that prevent this type of housing represent a fair housing
concernWhile affordability is not a fair housing issue per se, stakeholders indicated that these facilitie
are often only available to wealthy persons.

Accordng to the California Department of Social Services, Community Care Licensing Division, there
were approximatel$93 Statelicensed residential care facilities for the eldédlyadult residential
facilities, an®0 adult day care facilitidgoughout he county as of August 2019. These licensed care
facilities had a combined capacity of just over 28,000 beds. The location of the various licensed c:
facilities in San Diego County in231lshown orfrigurel4 Most of the community care facilities within

the county were located within the larger incorporated cities. There was a noticeable presence of facili
in the unincorporated areas, spetifitaosesurrounding the incorporated cities. However, since most

ofthecount yés population is | ocated within the I
areas would have to travel a gr efadlitesli st ance t
30 California HousingiPat ner shi p Corporation. 0San Diego Countyds Housi ng
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Table49provides a tabulation of capacity of licensed care facilities for special needs persons by jurisdicti
in 2019 The ratio of beds per 1,000 persons is used to identify concentratioerdfalesse facilities.
Licensed care facilities in San Diego Cavaigy most concentrated in La Mesa, Carlsbad, Escondido,
and Lemon Grove andee least concentrated in Imperial Beach and Del Mar. The Cities of San Diego,
Escondido, Chula Vista, and Gjon hd the greatest number of facilitids high concentration of
community care facilities corresponds with the highest proportion of elderly population only for La Mess
On the other hand, the Urban Countysglictions of Coronado, Del Mand Solza Beach have the
highest proportion of senior population but a low concentration of care facilities. These communities als
have the highest median age in the County.

Table 49 Licensed Community Care Facilities bylurisdiction

Number Capacity % Senior Zoning
Jurisdiction of Beds/1.000| Population Median Age | Compliant With

Faciliies | BedS | po jation Lanterman Act
Urban County
Coronado 1 120 5.0 18.40% 34.2 Yes
Del Mar 1 6 13 20.80% 435 Yes
Imperial Beach 2 38 14 9.00% 28.6 Yes
Lemon Grove 17 501 18.4 11.20% 34.7 Yes
Poway 39 373 7.4 12.30% 36.9 Yes
Solana Beach 4 148 10.6 18.70% 41.6 Yes
Unincorporated 168 3,262 6.3 12.80% N/A Yes
Total Urban County 232 4,448 6.7 18.40% 34.2 -
Entitlement Jurisdictions
Carlsbad 29 2,240 194 14.00% 38.9 Yes
Chula Vista 73 2,304 8.5 10.00% 33 Yes
El Cajon 98 1,753 16.6 11.00% 31.9 Yes
Encinitas 12 551 8.7 12.80% 37.9 Yes
Escondido 133 2,918 19.1 10.50% 31.2 Yes
La Mesa 35 1,243 20.4 14.20% 37.3 Yes
National City 18 716 115 10.60% 28.7 Yes
Oceanside 56 1,608 9.0 12.90% 33.3 Yes
San Diego 349 7,798 5.5 10.70% 32.5 Yes
San Marcos 32 1,166 11.9 10.20% 321 Yes
Santee 16 179 3.1 10.70% 34.8 Yes
Vista 72 1,207 11.8 9.20% 30.3 Yes
Total County 1,155 28,131 8.4 11.40% 33.2

Source: State of California Department of Social Services, Community Care Licensing Division, January 2020.Caldotrif D
Finance, Population Estimates (E5), 2019.
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Figure 14 Licensed Care Facilities
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L. Accessibility toOpportunities

Having access to quality jobs and effective public transportation helps facilitate a good quality of life at
improved life outcomes. Unfortunately, research has shown that racial and ethnic minorities, individug
with disailities, and other protected classes often have restricted access to these vital amenities. T
section addresses access to public transit and emplExpesure to Adverse Community Factors,
inclusive of Public Schools, is addressed in the next)Sectio

1. Public Transit

Access to public transit is of paramount importance to households affected by low incomes and risir
housing prices. Public transit should strive to link lower income persons, who are often transit dependel
to majoremployers where job opportunities exist. Access to employment via public transportation car
reduce welfare usage and increase housing mobility, which enables residents to locate housing outsic
traditionally lowncome neighborhooésThe lack of a rationship between public transit, employment
opportunities, and affordable housing may impede fair housing choice. Persons who depend on pub
transit may have limited choices regarding places to live. In addition, seniors and disabled persons ¢
oftenrely on public transit to visit doctors, go shopping, or attend activities at community facilities. Public
transit that provides a link between job opportunities, public services, and affordable housing helps
ensure that trangidependent residents hagequate opportunity to access housing, services, and jobs.

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the Regional Transportation Planning
Authority responsible for planning and allocating local, state, and federal funds for the region"
trangortation network.Two primary agencies are responsible for transit operations and services in the
county: Metropolitan Transit System (MTS) and the North County Transit District (NCTD). Transit
services provided by these agencies include commutehtarall lifixeeroute bus service, demand
response service, and paratransit. Transit services are primarily provided to the larger, more urbani
communities, although limited services are available in unincorporated areas. In addition, trib:
governmentsperating casinos and Aarfit agencies also provide transit services for their clients and
customers. The NCTD and MTS also own and maintain the main rail line along the coast from downtow
San Diego to the Orange County line, which is shared betwé&ak Atercity, COASTER, and
Metrolink commuter passenger rail services. NCTD also owns the rail corridor between Oceanside al
Escondido, operating SPRINTER light rail seriFigewrel5illustrates the transit routes in relation to
employment centers.

Asshown inFigurel5 public transit providers serve large portions of the western side of the county. In
particular, transit use is higher in parts of the region where the greatest investment in tramesst service
been made: the north cogstahtral and south bay regions of the county. Almost all major employment
centers in San Diego are served by some form of public transit. However, having regional access to |t
by means of public transit does not nedgstsanslate into stable employment. -ira@me workers,
especially female heads of household with children, have unique travel patterns that may prevent th
from obtaining work far from home, regardless of access to public transit. Women inrgeneral a
disproportionately responsible for housebafgporting activities such as trips to grocery stores or
accompanying young children to and from schools. Women using public transit are often limited tc

31 Ong, Paul and Evelyn Blumenberg, 0Job Accessibility
Department of Policy Studies, (1998).
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looking for employment near home, allowing themttimemplete these househslgstaining trips.
TheCenter for HousinBolicy3has done extensive research showing that the real cost of housing includes
theceat of a householdobés daily commute to wor k,
higher proportion of afteax income on transportatid@bout onehird d than the average househwold.

2. Major Employers

As one of the major metropolitan ansathe country, San Diego County has a diverse economy. The
San Diego County population and employment growth rates typically correlate to national economi
cycles and are sensitive to military spending. Military employment is still concentraéggioinm dse r

San Diego County is home to major naval bases addSthiklarinbaseat Camp Pendleton. San
Diegois the headquarters of tHeS. Navy's Eleventh Naval District and is the Navy's principal location
for West Coast and Pacific Ocean operational Base San Diegothe principal home to the Pacific
FleetNaval Air Station (NAS) North Islaisdlocated on the north side @dronado, and is the
headquarters for Naval Air Forces and Naval Air Force Pacific, the bulk of the Pacific Fleetis helicopt
squadrons, and part of the West Caiastaft carrieileet. Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton is the
majorwest coadtase of th&Jnited States Marine Cogosd serves as its prime amphibious training base.

Major employer®rganizations with th&rgest number of employes® mostly located throughout the
Central Coastal and South Bayrsgions of San Diego County. Major employers in the region include
colleges, university campuses, military, federal and state government, and hospilizisl @edters.
Inland/desert areas are still relatively scarce with regard to employment opportunities. The closest ma
employers to the inland/desert areas are the eight Indian casino/gaming/lodging centers. Because of
location along the Mexic&order and adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, international trade is a major
economic strength for the region. The border between San Diego and Mexico is the busiest in the wor
and the San Diego Port contributes a significant number of jobs to the region.

Figurel5shows that public transit routes provide adequate access to employment centers on the weste
side of the county. In the eastern inlanasagaublic transit access and major employers are scarce.

32 Blumenbersvel yn. OReverse Commute Transit Programs and Si
of Transportation Studies, Volume 1 Number 2, (December 2002).

3 Li pman, Barbara J. O0OA Heavy Load: TheNoC@dmign &d mHd u sis
for Housing Policy, (October 2006).

3 Giuliano, Genevieve. 0The Role of Public Transit in t
and Development, University of Southern California (May 2001).
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Table 50 Major Employers- San Diego County

Employer Size

Name Address City Industry Class
Naval Base San Diego 32nd St Naval Station| San Diego FederaGovernmen{ 10,000+
National Security
Barona Resort & Casino ;%32 Wildcat Canyon Lakeside Casinos 1,004,999
Swimming Pool 1,0004,999
Ceasar Entertainment 33750 Valley Center | Valley ConstructionPealers,
Rd. Center :
& Designers
Employees' Assaociation 8330 Century Park Ct| San Diego | Associations 1,0004,999
SDG&E
. : Ship Builders & 1,0004,999
General Dynamics NASSC( 2798 Harbor Dr. San Diego Repairers (mifrs)
. . : Biotechnology 1,0004,999
lllumina Inc 5200 Illumina Way San Diego Products & Services
’Ifﬂzlser Permanente Vandevs 4405 Vandever Ave. | San Diego | Physicians & Surgeon 5,0009,999
girlser Permanente Zion Me 4647 Zion Ave San Diego | Hospitals 1,0004,999
MCCS MCRDNlarine Corps 10,000+
Community Servicédarine | 3800 Chosin Ave San Diego | TowingMarine
Corps Recruit Depot)
Merchants Building 9555 Distribution Ave | San Diego | Janitor Service 1,0004,999
Maintenance
Palomar Pomerado Health | 555 E Valley Pkwy 5tk : - : 1,004,999
Rehab Floor Escondido | Rehabilitation Service
Rady Children's Hospital 3020 Children's Way | San Diego | Hospitals 1,0064,999
San Diego Community 3375 Camino Del Rio SarDieqo JuniorCommunity 5,0009,999
College S. 9 CollegeTech Institutes
. . John F. Duffy . . 1,0004,999
San Diego County Sheriff Administrative Center San Diego | Police Departments
Scripps Mercy Hosp Sn Dieq 4077 Fifth Ave. San Diego | Hospitals 1,0064,999
. . 10550 N Torrey Pines LaboratorieRResearch | 1,004,999
ScrippResearch Institute Rd. La Jolla & Development
Seaworld San Diego 500 Sea World Dr. San Diego | Water Parks 1,0064,999
Sharp Mary Birch Hospital | 3003 Health Center D| San Diego | Hospitals 1,0004,999
Sharp Memorial Hospital 7901 Frost St. San Diego | Hospitals 1,0004,999
. . . . Electronic Equipment | 1,0004,999
Sony Electronics 16535 Via Esprillo San Diego & SuppliesRetail
. . Health Care 5,0009,999
UC San Diego Health 200 W Arbor Dr. San Diego Management
University of California San ; UniversityCollege 10,000+
Diego 9500 Gilman Dr. La Jolia Dept/Facility/Office
US Navy Med Cir 34800 Bob Wilson Dr . . 1,0064,999
San Diego | Clinics

Orthopedics

#112

Source: State of California Employment Development Department, 2020.
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Figure 15 Transit Service and Major Employers
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3. Affordable Housing and Public Transit

Limited access to public transit may counteract some lérieéts of affordable housing. Current
research indicates a strong connection between housing and transportation costs. Housing market patte
in parts of California with jeiich city centers are pushing lecimeome families to the outskirts of urban
areas, where no transit is available to connect them with jobs and servicesnboloeeommunities

with underserved city centers, many residents must commute out to subudieargds. In an attempt

to save money on housing, many lem&me hoseholds are spending disproportionately higher
amounts on transportation. A study conducted by the Center for Housing Policy revealed that familie
who spend more than half of their income on housing spend only eight percent on transportation, whil
familes who spend 30 percent or less of their income on housing spend almost 24 percent ol
transportatiort This equates to more than three times the amount spent by persons living in less
affordable housing.

According to the Reconnecting America organizatio 0 f-imcome families, the ability to live in an

affordable home near good public transportation translates into improved access to healthcare, educat
and empl oyment opportuni t i¢&wen tha bedefity oéldingaclese toc o
transit, locating assisted housing near public transportation would increase the quality of life of the assis
householdersFigurel6i | | ustrates the | ocation of the <cou
regional transit services. Many affordable housing projects are located in close proximity to regional trar
routes, with the exception of the easpanrtions of the county, where few assisted units are located.

% SardBar bara and Rice, Dougl as. oCreating Opportunity f
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. (October 2014).
% The Nati onal Housing Trust Reconnecting sAmeni cEn.t eo [

Community Partners (2010).
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Figure 16 Transit Service andPublicly Assisted Housing
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