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Smart Valley Places

FAIR HOUSING AND

EQUITY PRESENTATION

Maya Abood
California Coalition for Rural Housing




WHAT IS

A FHEA?




REGIONAL FAIR HOUSING AND
EQUITY ASSESSMENT

Entrée into Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing

Analyzes patterns in racial, ethnic and economic
segregation

Analyzes disparity in access to opportunity
Informs regional investment strategies (ideally)

Not legally binding
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WHAT DID WE

CONCLUDE?
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#1. THE SAN

JOAQUIN VALLEY IS

AN INCREASINGLY
DIVERSE REGION




Demographics of the 14 Cities:
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#2: ECONOMIC AND
RACIAL SEGREGATION

REMAINS A SIGNIFICANT
PROBLEM




DISSIMILARITY INDEX

Analyzes how evenly two groups are distributed
within a particular geographic area.

Ranges from O (no segregation) to 1 (complete
segregation).

According to HUD:

.55 or larger is considered “high segregation”
Between .41 and .55 are considered “moderate segregation”.



TABLE 6:: DISSIMILARITY RATES BY CITY

City Dis§imilarity Diss.imilar.ity Diss.imila'rity .
White-Black | White-Asian | White-Hispanic
Fresno 0.45 0.41 0.43
Madera 0.42 0.34 0.44
Stockton 0.43 0.42 0.43
Lodi 0.32 0.38 0.46
Tulare 0.38 0.31 0.37
Delano 0.39 0.46
Visalia 0.28 0.37 0.32
Merced 0.30 0.36 0.32
Modesto 0.27 0.38 0.34
Hanford 0.30 0.30 0.36
Turlock 0.24 0.33 0.32
Porterville 0.32 0.28 0.22
Clovis 0.27 0.21 0.22
Manteca 0.22 0.30 0.12




TABLE 7: DISSIMILARITY RATES BY COUNTY

County \[/)\;.:ﬁimilarity Diss.,imilar.ity Diss.imila.rity .
ite-Black | White-Asian | White-Hispanic
Fresno 0.54 0.40 0.49
Kern 0.54 0.47 0.54
Kings 0.45 0.34 0.38
Madera 0.41 0.52
Merced 0.39 0.44 0.34
San Joaquin 0.53 0.52 0.37
Stanislaus 0.37 0.40 0.36
Tulare 0.42 0.41 0.42




ISOLATION INDEX

e Examines the likelihood that someone who is a
member of a given race would share a “neighborhood”
with someone of his or her own race.

e Ranges from O (for a very small group that is quite
dispersed) to 1 (meaning that group members are
entirely isolated from other groups).

o Affected by the size of the group and is usually smaller
for smaller groups.



TABLE 8: ISOLATION INDEX BY CITY

City Isolfa\tion Isolation Isqlation Isglatiqn
White Black Asian Hispanic
Fresno 0.14 0.05 0.06 0.07
Madera 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03
Stockton 0.12 0.03 0.08 0.08
Lodi 0.11 0.00 0.02 0.14
Tulare 0.10 0.01 0.01 0.05
Delano 0.09 0.24 0.09 0.04
Visalia 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.06
Merced 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.05
Modesto 0.07 0.01 0.03 0.09
Hanford 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.07
Turlock 0.05 0.01 0.03 0.09
Porterville 0.04 0.05 0.02 0.02
Clovis 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.03
Manteca 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01




TABLE 9: ISOLATION RATES BY COUNTY

City Isolgtion Isolation Isqlation Isplatiqn
White Black Asian Hispanic
Fresno 0.16 0.07 0.06 0.12
Kern 0.18 0.07 0.06 0.15
Kings 0.09 0.08 0.04 0.09
Madera 0.20 0.10 0.02 0.16
Merced 0.09 0.03 0.06 0.06
San Joaquin 0.12 0.05 0.11 0.07
Stanislaus 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.09
Tulare 0.13 0.02 0.03 0.08
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RACIALLY/ETHNICALLY
CONCENTRATED AREAS OF POVERTY

San Joaquin Valley California j§ rRcAP/ECAPTracts
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TABLE 10: PERCENT OF THE POPULATION
LIVING IN A RCAP/ECAP

% of tot:a\l % of WI'!ite % of BIaFk % of Asi:e\n cly-cl’igganic
population population population population el e
Fresno 13.89% 4.35% 16.27% 15.05% 19.57%
Porterville 10.41% 7.18% 7.39% 4.25% 13.96%
Stockton 8.09% 3.90% 9.87% 6.82% 10.65%
Lodi 7.16% 1.79% 3.61% 5.10% 15.64%
Visalia 5.61% 1.81% 6.05% 7.27% 9.13%
Modesto 5.28% 1.89% 5.94% 4.62% 10.20%
Merced 7.04% 1.12% 7.48% 4.55% 13.44%




#3: FOR THE MOST PART,

SEGREGATION HAS
DECREASED OVER TIME
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DECREASING ISOLATION
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VISUALIZING DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES
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#2: SEGREGATION

CONTINUES TO DETERMINE
ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY




THE DISPARITY —
CONCENTRATED POVERTY

People living in very high/high poverty
neighborhoods:

e 52% of Latinos
e 47% of African-Americans
e 349% of Asians
e 22% of Whites



THE DISPARITY-
HIGH PERFORMING SCHOOLS

People living in neighborhoods with high/very
high performing schools:

e 31% of Whites
e 22% of Asians
e 16% of African-Americans
e 12% of Latinos



THE DISPARITY- HIGH LABOR

MARKET

People living in neighborhoods with high/very high
labor market engagement:

*61% of Whites
*50% of Asians
*38% of African-Americans
«28% of Latinos




THE DISPARITY- HIGH JOB ACCESS

People living in neighborhoods with high/very high
labor market engagement:

*43% of Whites
e42% of African-Americans
*41% of Aslans
*41% of Latinos



PERCENT OF CENSUS BLOCK BY
LEVEL OF POVERTY INDEX
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PERCENT OF CENSUS BLOCK BY LEVEL OF
SCHOOL PROFICIENCY INDEX
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PERCENT OF CENSUS BLOCK BY LEVEL OF
LABOR MARKET ENGAGEMENT
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PERCENT OF CENSUS BLOCK BY
LEVEL OF JOB ACCESS
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COMPOSITE OPPORTUNITY
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COMPOSITE OPPORTUNITY AND RCAP/ECAP
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COMPOSITE OPPORTUNITY AND PERCENT NON-WHITE
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COMPOSITE OPPORTUNITY AND SUBSIDIZED HOUSING
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FIGURE 36: AFFORDABLE HOUSING UNITS AND ACCESS TO OPPORTUNITY
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WHY DOES IT MATTER?



Proposed §5.152: Definition

o “Affirmatively furthering fair housing”: Taking
proactive steps beyond simply combating
discrimination to foster more inclusive communities
and access to community assets for all persons
protected by the Fair Housing Act. More specifically, it
means taking steps proactively to address significant
disparities in access to community assets, to
overcome segregated living patterns and support and
promote integrated communities, to end racially and
ethnically concentrated areas of poverty, and to foster
and maintain compliance with civil rights and fair
housing laws. (continued)



WHAT CAN WE DO?



coal #: GOALS AND
Ensure that Every

Neighborhood Provides \ RECOMMENDATIONS

Fair and Quality Housing
Choices for Residents of
all Income Levels

Goal #2:

Goal #5: Expand Financial
Secure Funding Opportunities for
to Implement Lower-Income
the Region’s Individuals and
Goals Families

Goal #4: Goal #3:

(E:ngage rI]n _ : Build Power,

C:o|r|n|cl)3re ?.nswe an Capacity and

CO a ora}tlve Leadership in

ommunity Marginalized

Development

» Communities
Communities



OPPORTUNITIES FOR
OPERATIONALIZING EQUITY

HOUSING ELEMENTS
CONSOLIDATED PLANS

GENERAL PLANS TRANSIT SCS
PLANNING

ZONING AND NEW

DEVELOPMENT SCHOOL REDISTRICTING

INFRASTRUCTURE CONSOLIDATED PLANS

INVESTMENT
CODE ENFORCEMENT

MORTGAGE LENDING PROGRAMS



STRENGTHENING

THE LADDER OF
OPPORTUNITY

Access to safe,
healthy and vibrant
communities

Access to financial
products and services

Quiality Education

Affordable healthcare
Reliable transit

Quality,
sffordable housing

Living wage jobs




EQUALITY

EQUITY




MAYA ABOQOD

California Coalition for Rural Housing
maya@calruralhousing.org



