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SECTION I.
Demographic Summary

SECTION I.
Demographic Summary
The Demographic Summary is the starting point for the Consolidated Plan’s identification of
housing and community development needs. It provides information on how the drivers of
housing choice—income, household characteristics, age, and disability status—have changed
over time. The section also provides indicators of potential fair housing issues and priorities. For
example, strong growth in senior residents may increase demand for accessible, visitable
housing with services, which is typically challenging to find in most communities.

Section Content and Organization
This section begins with an overview of how the City has grown and changed since 2000, 2007
(before the economic downturn), and 2011, the full year before the prior Consolidated Plan was
conducted.
The remainder of the section follows the structure suggested in HUD’s Consolidated Plan and the
new framework for fair housing analyses (Assessment of Fair Housing or AFH), examining
demographic patterns related to:


Segregation and integration of residents of differing races, ethnicities, country of origin, and
language spoken; and



Concentrated areas of poverty.

Disparities in access to opportunity, also an AFH requirement, are examined in the Disability and
Access to Opportunity section. Where possible, the section contains an analysis of the factors
that contribute to the identified disparities.

Community Overview
Nampa is the largest city in Canyon County and the second largest city in Idaho. The U.S. Census
reported the City’s population at 89,850 for 2015.
Over 85 percent of Nampa residents identify themselves as White. This has declined slightly, as
the percentage of residents who identify as of Hispanic descent has risen in the past 15 years.
Still, City residents predominantly report their race as non-Hispanic White. The City is more
diverse than the state overall and nearby Meridian and Boise.
Between 2007 and 2015, the fastest growing age cohorts were Baby Boomers (ages 45 to 64)
and School Aged Children (ages 5 to 17), at a rate of 49 and 19 percent, respectively. This growth
indicates an increasing need for services and housing aimed at an aging population and quality
education for children.
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Population. The population of Nampa increased by more than 7,000 residents between 2011
and 2015 – a modest 2.1 percent annual growth rate. As shown in Figure I-1, as measured by the
annual growth rate, the City’s population increased the fastest in the period before the Great
Recession, between 2000 and 2007. Unlike nearby cities, Nampa experienced a loss in
population after the recession, possibly because of home foreclosures and/or residents falling
into unemployment.
Figure I-1.
Population and Households, City of
Nampa, 2000 to 2015

Year

Population

Source:

2000
2007
2011
2015

51,867
83,219
82,759
89,850

Year 2000 and 2010 population and household estimates are
from the US Census, 2007, 2011 and 2015 population and
household estimates are from the American Community
Survey (ACS).

Annual
Annual
Growth Rate Households Growth Rate

8.6%
-0.1%
2.1%

18,090
28,967
28,300
29,557

8.6%
-0.6%
1.1%

Nampa's share of the county population has remained relatively stable over the last 15 years –
from 39 percent in 2000 to 43 percent in 2015.

Age distribution. Figure I-2 compares the age distribution of the City's population in 2015 to
2000, 2007 and 2010. Nampa’s population between the ages of 45 to 64 increased from 15
percent of the total population in 2000 to 21 percent in 2015. Seniors were the only age group to
remain relatively stable over the last 15 years, while infants and toddlers and college aged adults
decreased. These two age cohorts decreased from 11 to 7 percent and 13 to 9 percent,
respectively, in the same time period.
Figure I-2.
Age Distribution,
City of Nampa,
2000, 2007, 2010
and 2015
Source:
2000 and 2010 US Census; 2007 and 2015 ACS.
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Race and ethnicity. While the racial distribution of Nampa residents has changed only slightly
since 2000, the City’s ethnic distribution saw increasing numbers of Hispanic residents.
According to 2015 data, residents that are of Hispanic descent make up 25 percent of the total
population, up from 18 percent in 2000. Eighty-six percent of residents identify as non-Hispanic
White, 1 percent is Asian, 1 percent is Native American and 1 percent is African American.
Compared to the state overall, the City of Nampa is more diverse and has a lower proportion of
residents that are non-Hispanic White—mostly due to the City’s Hispanic population.
Figure I-3.
Race and Ethnicity, City of Nampa, 2000 through 2015
City of Nampa
2000

2007

2011

Idaho
2015

34,919

58,254

Race
White
Black or African American
American Indian and Alaska Native
Asian
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
Some other race
Two or more races

83%
0%
1%
1%
0%
11%
3%

91%
1%
1%
0%
0%
4%
3%

92%
0%
1%
1%
0%
3%
2%

86%
0%
1%
1%
1%
7%
5%

92%
1%
1%
1%
0%
2%
3%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic
Non-Hispanic white

18%
82%
78%

21%
79%
74%

24%
76%
73%

25%
75%
72%

12%
88%
83%

Total Population

72,008 84,018

2015
1,654,930

Source: 2000 Census, 2007 ACS, 2011 ACS and 2015 ACS.

National origin. National origin, a protected class in Federal Fair Housing Law, can be based
either on the country of an individual’s birth or where his or her ancestors originated. Census
data available to analyze segregation by national origin are more limited in definition; however,
they represent the foreign-born population, not ancestry.
In 2015, approximately 98,000 residents of Idaho were born in a country outside of the U.S.
These residents represented just 6 percent of the state’s total population.
Sixty-five percent of the state’s foreign-born citizens are of Hispanic descent. According to the
University of Idaho, McClure Center for Public Policy Research, the majority of Idaho’s Hispanic
residents were born in the U.S. and the vast majority are U.S. citizens. Immigrants who came to
the U.S. since 2010 make up only 2 percent of Idaho’s Hispanic population.1
Foreign-born residents have slightly higher rates of employment than Idahoans overall,
according to 2014 Census data: 68 percent of foreign-born residents are in the labor force
compared with 62 percent of all residents. Foreign-born residents also have more working

1 “Hispanics: An Overview,” January 2016.
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members in their household (1.2 v. 1.5); higher poverty rates (15% v. 22%); and lower incomes
than Idahoans overall.
Figure I-4 shows the top countries of origin for foreign-born residents living in Idaho.
Figure I-4.
Foreign-born Population,
State of Idaho, 2010-2015
Source:
2010-2015 ACS 5-year estimates.

Nampa has a similar distribution of foreign-born residents as the state overall. Figure I-5 shows
the top ten countries where Nampa's foreign-born residents are from. Individuals of Mexican
origin make up the largest percentage of foreign-born residents.
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Figure I-5.
National Origin, City of
Nampa, 2015
Source:
HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool's
Raw Data.
https://www.hudexchange.info/resou
rce/4868/affh-raw-data/.

Limited English proficiency residents. In 2015, only 3.3 percent of Nampa households had
no one over the age of 14 who spoke English very well. Residents living in such households are
called “Limited English Proficiency” populations, or LEP. Nampa’s 2015 LEP proportion is
slightly more than that of the county overall (3.2%) and the State of Idaho (2%).
Figure I-6 shows the top languages spoken in Nampa and by LEP status. The highest proportions
of households with LEP are those speaking Spanish or Spanish Creole. Altogether, about 4,400
residents in Nampa have LEP needs—about 3 percent of all residents.
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Figure I-6.
Language Spoken at Home, City of Nampa, 2015
Population 5 years and Older
Language Spoken at Home
Total Population/Households
Speak only English
Speak a language other than English
Spanish or Spanish Creole
Other Indo-European languages
Asian and Pacific Island languages
Other languages

Total
People

Total People
that are LEP

79,238
66,288
12,950
11,282
1,091
506
71

4,402
4,402
3,945
229
179
49

Speak English
"very" well

Households

Speak English less
than "very well"

Total Households

34%
35%
21%
35%
69%

28,741
23,712
5,029
4,154
599
233
43

66%
65%
79%
65%
31%

Total Households
that are LEP

Percent of Households that
are LEP

962

3%

962
896
34
23
9

19%
22%
6%
10%
21%

Source: 2011-2015 ACS 5-year estimates.

Familial status. The majority of Nampa households are family households (64%), which include related persons living together. This includes
married couples, families with children, and other arrangements of related individuals. “Non-family” households include people living alone or
with roommates.2 Compared to other major cities in Idaho, Nampa has a smaller proportion of family households.
Since 2010, the City’s proportion of “non-family” households has grown considerably—from 28 percent to 36 percent. Single heads of household
with children has also grown, from 12 to 17 percent. Conversely, the proportion of married couple families has declined (72% to 64%). The
largest growth over the past seven years was seen in male, single head of households with children at a 270 percent increase.
Of households with children in 2015, the majority (67%) were married couple families.
Figure I-7 shows the distribution of Nampa households by household type.

2 Federal familial status protections apply to families with children, a person who is pregnant and anyone in the process of securing legal custody of any individual who has not attained the

age of 18 years. The State of Idaho does not have comparable familial status protections.
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Figure I-7.
Household Composition, City of Nampa, 2015
Total Households
29,557

Family Households
18,970 — 64%

Married-Couple
Household
13,949 — 47%

with children
6,636 — 22%

Nonfamily Households
10,587 — 36%

Single Head of
Household
5,021 — 17%

Female Householder (no
husband present)
3,281 — 11%

Male Householder
(no wife present)
1,740 — 6%

without children
7,313 — 25%

1Note:

with children
1,968 — 7%

with children
1,272 — 4%

without children
1,313 — 4%

without children
468 — 2%

Percentages in figure show proportions of total households, not proportions of subtotals.

Source: 2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

The two household groups that typically have fewer choices in housing markets and face the
highest rates of discrimination are large households (5 family members and more) and single
parent households. These household groups commonly need larger units, which are in limited
supply, are less affordable, and can be costly to develop. Single parent households, especially
those fleeing domestic violence, typically have some of the lowest household incomes.
In 2015, 15 percent of Nampa’s households were “large”—containing five or more household
members. Of these, 64 percent were owners; 36 percent were renters. As shown above, Nampa
has about 5,000 single parent households (3,300 female-headed and 1,700 male-headed). Single
parent households are more likely to rent than other household groups (homeownership rate of
47%, compared to 65% for all households).
As shown in the figure below, single parent households, especially those headed by men,
increased significantly between 2011 and 2015. Another notable trend is the shift from
households with children to households without children.
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Figure I-8.
Change in Household Composition by Type, 2007, 2011 and 2015
Number and Percent of Households
2011

2007
#
Households with children
Married couples
Single female-headed
Single male-headed

%

#

Change in Households

2015
%

#

2007 to 2011
%

#

2011 to 2015

%

#

%

7,914

27.3%

7,611

26.9%

6,636

22.5%

-303

-3.8%

-975

-12.8%

2,315

8.0%

1,743

6.2%

1,968

6.7%

-572

-24.7%

225

12.9%

1,011

3.5%

545

1.9%

1,272

4.3%

-466

-46.1%

727 133.4%

17,727

61.2%

18,401

65.0%

19,681

66.6%

674

3.8%

1280

7.0%

Total households 28,967 100.0%

28,300

100.0%

29,557

100.0%

-667

-2.3%

1257

4.4%

Households without children

Source: 2007, 2011 and 2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

Disability. Thirteen percent of persons in Nampa have one or more disabilities, lower than the
county (15%) and the same as the state (13%) overall.
Persons with disabilities are typically more vulnerable to housing discrimination due to housing
providers’ lack of knowledge about reasonable accommodation provisions in fair housing laws.
Persons with disabilities also face challenges finding housing that is affordable, accessible, and
located near transit and supportive services.
The poverty rate for persons with disabilities in Nampa is very low at 3 percent. The majority of
people with disabilities that live below the poverty rate are within the age range of 18 to 64 ̶
most children who live with a disability do not live in poverty.
Figure I-9 shows the ages of persons living with disabilities in Nampa, along with the disability
types. As expected, seniors disproportionately have disabilities: they make up the majority of
the population of persons with disabilities in Nampa compared to 13 percent of residents
overall.
Of seniors, 88 percent has some type of disability. The most common types of disabilities are
ambulatory and hearing.
Twenty-seven percent of non-senior adult residents have a disability; their most common types
of disabilities are cognitive and ambulatory.
Eight percent of children under 18 report a disability, with the most common types of disability
cognitive and ambulatory.
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Figure I-9.
Incidence of Disability by Age, City of
Nampa, 2015
Source:
2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

Number
with a
Disability
Total Population with a Disability

Percent of Age
Cohort with
Disability

11,436

13%

Population Under 18 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

1,746
124
127
1,176
205
114

8%
0%
1%
5%
1%
1%

Population 18 to 64 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

13,841
912
1,092
4,025
2,855
2,074
2,883

27%
2%
2%
8%
6%
4%
6%

8,111
1,735
754
675
2,314
1,192
1,441

88%
19%
8%
7%
25%
13%
16%

Population 65 years and over
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

Income and poverty. The median household income in the City of Nampa was $40,884 in
2015, lower than both the state overall ($48,275) and Canyon County ($42,786). Figure I-10
displays median household income of both renters and owners in Nampa for 1999, 2007, 2010,
2011 and 2015. Median household income increased between 1999 and 2010, but has declined
over the last 5 years. In 2007, the median household income was $41,060—only 0.4 percent
higher than today.
Between 2007 and 2010, renters experienced a 22 percent decrease in income (from $27,391 to
$21,367), while owners’ incomes remained stable (from $49,405 to $50,101). Although the
median income of all households has not recovered fully from the recession, owners’ and
renters’ median incomes separately are higher than the 2007 incomes.
Figure I-10.
Median Household Income by Tenure, City of
Nampa 1999, 2007, 2010, 2011 and 2015
Source:
2000 and 2010 US Census; 2007, 2011 and 2015 ACS.

1999
2007
2010
2011
2015

All Households

Owners

Renters

$35,148
$41,060
$41,360
$37,435
$40,884

$40,775
$49,405
$50,101
$42,249
$51,345

$24,150
$27,391
$21,367
$25,586
$30,087

Nearly 15,300 Nampa residents (17% of the population) are living in poverty. The percent of
people in poverty is similar for children and adults aged 18-64, but far lower for seniors. The
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City has a slightly higher poverty rate than the state (15%) and Canyon County (16%), Figure I11 displays poverty by age for Nampa residents in 2015.
Figure I-11.
Poverty by Age, City of Nampa, Canyon County and Idaho, 2015
City of Nampa

Canyon County

Idaho

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

15,271
4,717
9,741
813

17%
18%
19%
9%

32,036
10,495
20,112

16%
17%
17%
6%

245,551
75,634
149,239
20,678

15%
18%
16%
9%

Total population
Under 18 years
18 to 64 years
65 years and over

1,429

Source: 2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

Segregation/Integration
This section discusses racial and ethnic segregation/integration. In analyzing data on
segregation and integration, it is important to note that college towns often have more diversity
than others cities since students come from many different backgrounds. Residents of certain
nationalities or backgrounds may cluster near others who are like them; these preferences can
lead to concentrations of residents by race and ethnicities.

Segregation. According to HUD, “segregation” occurs when concentrations of protected classes
are a result of fair housing barriers or impediments.
Segregation can also be measured by the dissimilarity index. The dissimilarity index is a
mathematical way to measure the evenness of minority resident distribution across geographic
units—such as census tracts—that make up a larger geographic area—usually a county. The
index compares the proportion of the total population of a minority group in a census tract and
the proportion of the total number of Whites in that same census tract.
The index is measured between 0 and 1. An index of 0 indicates perfect distribution of racial and
ethnic groups across all census tracts in a region; conversely, an index of 1 indicates complete
segregation of racial groups across the region. HUD’s ratings of dissimilarity are determined by
the following score ranges: “Low Dissimilarity”—below 0.40; “Moderate”—between 0.40 and
0.55; and “High”—above 0.55. The U.S. cities found to be the most segregated using the
dissimilarity index (Milwaukee, New York, and Chicago) have indices approaching 0.8.
The dissimilarity index was calculated for the Region (Boise MSA) and Nampa:


The region’s index is low for all races and ethnicities. The index for African American/nonHispanic White is at risk of a moderate rating (0.34). All indexes have consistently
increased since 1990.



Nampa’s index is also very low across all races, even lower than the region overall. In 1990,
Nampa’s index for African American/non-Hispanic White residents was moderate at 0.41,

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION I, PAGE 10

but has recently decreased to 0.19. Despite having one of the largest Hispanic populations
in Idaho, Nampa’s dissimilarity index for Hispanic residents is 0.18, lower than the region
(0.23). This is a significant finding and indicates that Nampa has done a good job providing
housing opportunities for persons of all races and ethnicities.

Concentrations. This section examines the distribution of residents by race and ethnicity in
more detail. It identifies concentrations. Concentrations are different than segregation because
they can be due to housing and locational preferences –and not be solely due to impediments.
Concentrations are identified as:


Census tracts in which the proportion of a protected class is 20 percentage points higher
than that in the market area overall, which is specified as the county. This threshold applies
to individual racial categories and in non-metro areas, and



Census tracts that are more than 50 percent minority. Minority residents are defined as
those identifying as Hispanic/Latino and/or a Non-White race.

Figure I-12 shows all of the majority-minority concentrations in the State of Idaho. One census
tract (202) in Nampa has a majority-minority concentration. Another minority concentration
exists in nearby Caldwell, which experiences some of the same problems and needs as Nampa.
Concentrations for Hispanic residents occur when the proportion exceeds 27 percent (20
percentage points above the county proportion of 7%). Figure I-13 shows a similar finding as the
overall minority majority concentration map. The single minority majority census tract (202) in
Nampa is also a Hispanic concentration.
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Figure I-12.
Major Minority
Concentrations,
Idaho
Source:
ESRI, USGS, NOAA and
BBC Research &
Consulting.
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Figure I-13.
Hispanic
Concentrations,
Idaho
Source:
ESRI, USGS, NOAA and
BBC Research &
Consulting.

Figure I-14 shows where cultural groupings exist within the City. Large clusters of residents of
Mexican origin are located in census tracts that circle around the center of Nampa. There is also
a cluster of residents of Canadian origin in west central census tracts. Overall, individuals with a
national origin other than the U.S., reside in centrally-located census tracts within the City.
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Figure I-14.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 3, National Origin, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Residents of Mexican origin are heavily concentrated in a few census tracts on the southern and
eastern borders of the City and north of the railroad tracks. These clusters by national origin
could be attributed to a number of factors including lending practices, zoning and land use
regulation, desire or need to reside with or in close proximity to family, affordable housing
options, access to jobs, or access to the highway. Further analysis into these factors will help to
identify the reasons specific to Nampa.
The ability to speak English and the degree to which one can speak may also impact where an
individual resides. To that end, Figure I-15 shows the distribution of Limited English Proficiency
(LEP) by language in Nampa.
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Figure I-15.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 4, LEP, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Spanish speakers are the most prevalent among those with LEP, followed by Chinese. The
clusters of Spanish speakers within the City reflect a similar distribution as national origin, with
the largest populations in the central census tracts. There are also some individuals who speak
German and Korean scattered among these census tracts, but these individuals with LEP make
up a small portion compared to Spanish speakers.

Concentrated Areas of Poverty
National research has identified neighborhoods with poverty levels exceeding 40 percent as the
most challenged economically; these are often areas that could benefit the most from concerted
efforts to increase employment and educational opportunities. Due to lack of investment, high
poverty environments are also much more likely to lack healthy food and recreational
opportunities, leading to food insecurity among children and long term health challenges and
costs.3
A new component of fair housing studies is an analysis of “racially or ethnically concentrated
areas of poverty,” also called RCAPs and ECAPs. An RCAP or ECAP exists when a neighborhood

3 Understanding the Link between Poverty and Food Insecurity among Children: Does the Definition of Poverty Matter?
Vanessa Wright, et. al., Journal of Children and Poverty, 1-20. 2014.
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has high poverty and is majority-minority. The purpose of the RCAP and ECAP approach is to
examine if racial and ethnic minorities’ economic opportunities are limited by high poverty
environments.
HUD’s definition of an R/ECAP is:


A census tract that has a Non-White population of 50 percent or more (majority-minority)
AND a poverty rate of 40 percent or more or three times the region’s poverty rate; OR



A census tract that has a Non-White population of 50 percent or more (majority-minority)
AND the poverty rate is three times the average tract poverty rate for the county, whichever
is lower.

Households within R/ECAP census tracts frequently represent the most disadvantaged
households within a community and often face a multitude of housing challenges. By definition, a
significant number of R/ECAP households are financially burdened, which severely limits
housing choice and mobility. The added possibility of racial or ethnic discrimination creates a
situation where R/ECAP households are likely more susceptible to discriminatory practices in
the housing market. Additionally, due to financial constraints and/or lack of knowledge (i.e.
limited non-English information and materials); R/ECAP households encountering
discrimination may believe they have little or no recourse, further exacerbating the situation.
Figure I-16 uses the HUD AFFH tool to show if poverty and race and ethnicity overlap in Nampa,
as of 2010. In this map, low poverty is indicated by darker grey shading; high poverty, light
shading. Each dot is equivalent to one individual.
The City of Nampa currently has no racially and ethnically concentrated area of poverty. Despite
having no presence of R/ECAPs, a single census tract (202) in the middle of the City has a high
poverty rate. Prior to the latest American Community Survey update, this census tract had a
poverty rate above 40 percent and was an R/ECAP. This census tract is at risk and should be a
focus for the City.
Overall, the map indicates that the City is composed mostly of moderate- to high-poverty
neighborhoods, with the highest poverty areas located in central Nampa. These areas overlap
with concentrations of Hispanic residents.
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Figure I-16.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 12, Demographics and Poverty, Poverty and
National Origin, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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SECTION II.
Citizen Participation

SECTION II.
Citizen Participation
This section of the Consolidated Plan and Fair Housing Assessment:


Describes outreach activities undertaken to encourage community participation;



Identifies media outlets and efforts to reach underrepresented populations (e.g., those in
poverty-concentrated areas, with Limited English Proficiency, or LEP, persons with
disabilities);



Discusses how successful these efforts were in eliciting community participation; and



Reports the findings from the community outreach process.

Participation Opportunities and Outreach Activities
Citizen participation opportunities for the development of the Consolidated Plan and Fair
Housing Assessment included:


A resident survey offered online and on paper—430 respondents;



Stakeholder focus groups and interviews on April 25—11 participants;



An open community meeting on April 24—6 participants; and



A public hearing during the 30-day draft Plan comment period.

Outreach. Resident surveys were promoted through the City’s social media networks and
neighborhood groups and posted on the City’s community development webpage. Paper
postage-paid response surveys and promotional flyers were distributed to locations where the
City’s low and moderate income residents’ and members of special needs populations live,
recreate, and receive services. Distribution sites included:


Senior Center



Family Justice Center



Recreation Center



Flying M coffee shop



Hispanic Cultural Center



Broadmore Apartments



Civic Center



Silvercrest Apartments



City Hall



Gateway Apartments



Terry Reilly Health Services



Public library



Community Family Shelter

The survey and community meeting were also promoted through stakeholders who work with
low income and special needs populations and workforce. These organizations included social
service agencies, housing providers, housing developers, employers, Chambers of Commerce,
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special needs organizations, and community leaders. Altogether, more than 250 stakeholders
were contacted about the survey availability, focus groups and the community meeting.

Stakeholder Input
Stakeholder consultation included in-depth interviews and three facilitated discussions with
housing developers, social service providers, City code enforcement staff, law enforcement,
religious leaders, educational administrators, and youth service providers. Figure II-1 lists the
organizations represented in the stakeholder consultation process.
Figure II-1.
Organizations Represented in Stakeholder Consultation
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Organizations Represented
Advocates Against Family Violence
Boise Rescue Mission
Boys & Girls Club
City of Nampa City Council
City of Nampa staff
Nampa Family Justice Center
Nampa Police Department
Nampa School District
Neighborworks Boise
New Beginnings Housing
Northwest Integrity Housing
Salvation Army
Trinity New Hope Church

Top needs according to stakeholders. The top needs in Nampa identified by stakeholders
included:


Affordable rentals. There are very few rental units in Canyon County; wait lists for
affordable rentals at several apartment complexes number 50+ households. As the rental
market has become tighter regionally, rental costs have increased rapidly. People needing
housing are typically two-worker households, often with children. Their only solution to
finding housing is doubling up with other family members and friends.



Affordable starter homes. It is very difficult for new college graduates and workers earning
the minimum wage to find homes to buy. Homes for sale for less than $150,000 are in poor
condition or are located in areas of town that are perceived as unsafe.



Mix of housing types. Alternatives to detached single family homes—townhomes, duplexes,
stacked flats—are lacking in Nampa. Some new residents and seniors who are downsizing
would prefer alternatives to single family detached homes.



Supportive services. Lack of mental health services and substance abuse services are
critical needs.



Transportation. Lack of public transportation was identified as a major barrier to
employment and skill building, especially for low income residents living in North Central
Nampa.
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The top concerns of stakeholders were discussed in depth during the focus groups. Stakeholders
shared the following:
Residents with unaddressed mental health and social service challenges are often referred to
Nampa Police Officers. The Officers get the calls because other resources are not available
and/or residents don’t know who to call. The lack of inpatient mental health services (both in
the city, region and the state) requires Officers to take residents with needs to the local hospital
(“mental holds”), which is very costly and can take 9-12 hours to get care. Residents with the
most severe needs often repeat behaviors because their underlying challenges are not being
adequately addressed. A better system of addressing mental health challenges would save
considerable public dollars over time.
Housing stability needs to be thought of as a long-term economic development tool. Children
who are reared in environments where they have access to good schools, community mentors,
afterschool programs, recreational opportunities, and tutoring, are better equipped to be strong
members of the workforce.
Transportation is a major barrier for low income workers’ access to employment and skill
building. Existing routes need to be evaluated for how well they 1) Transport workers to current
jobs. Many retail and service jobs require working past 5 p.m. and workers without cars must
call Uber/Lyft or cabs to get home, which is expensive; 2) Transport to affordable markets such
as Winco and Walmart.
Community members have little support for housing except for single family detached homes.
There is a perceived misunderstanding about who needs affordable housing and how it could
change a neighborhood. City leaders have been reluctant to support mixed-income and
affordable housing development (through streamlined development, fee waivers, land donation,
infill/redevelopment initiatives, etc.).

How do these needs differ from those identified in 2012, when the last Consolidated Plan was
conducted?
In 2012, employment was the top concerns of stakeholders and residents. Jobs at that time were
very limited due to the Great Recession. Lower skilled, Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
workers were hit the hardest by the recession and closure of several businesses, and lacked
opportunity to build their skills due to transportation barriers.
Today the lack of jobs is much less of a concern—the bigger concern is lack of labor, particularly
skilled labor. The need exists for local economic development and job growth that would allow
Nampa residents to both live and work in the City. Currently, almost three-fourths of residents
commute to Ada County for work. The majority of these commuters earn less than $40,000 per year.
Labor shortages exist in the manufacturing and meat processing industries, including higher level
management positions. These industries reportedly have a 30 percent turnover in workers.
That said, many residents still struggle to find work that allows them to afford rent. Lost job is the
main reason residents report becoming homeless.
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In 2012, lack of funding for youth services, substance abuse services, and senior services was a
top concern.
In 2017, lack of funding for mental health services, followed by substance abuse services, was
mentioned most often.
The top housing needs in 2012 included: down payment assistance for first time homebuyers
(but not new construction, as the market was over-saturated), rental housing rehabilitation and
development, and senior family home rehabilitation and accessibility improvements.
The City has moved beyond the housing challenges in the Great Recession and now needs to add
supply to keep up with demand for housing. The greatest supply needs are for affordable rental
housing and starter homes. Rehabilitation of existing stock remains a need.

Resident Input
In March 2017, links to an online survey in English and Spanish were circulated to social service
providers, housing providers, the Nampa Housing Authority, employers (who were encouraged
to share with their employees), and organizations that work with special needs populations. The
survey was offered in Spanish and English. The survey included questions focused on issues
related to housing choice and preferences and the experience of housing discrimination.
While the 2017 online survey is not a random sample of residents, it does represent the
experiences and perspectives a cross-section of Nampa residents, and serves to characterize
themes and indicators of need from the respondents’ diverse perspectives.

Resident participant profile. A total of 430 residents completed the 2017 resident survey
either online or on paper. This survey received a much larger number of respondents than in
2012 (220 respondents), when the last Consolidated Plan survey was conducted.


Twenty percent of survey respondents rent. This survey captured a higher proportion and
number of renters than in 2012 (14% of respondents were renters).



The median household size of survey respondents is 3.6 members. Only 3 percent live
alone, whereas one in three lives in households with five or more members.



Slightly more than 70 percent have children age 18 or younger living in the home and 8
percent are single parent households.



About one in 10 respondents live in multigenerational households (with other adult family
members).



Most respondents (85%) are white; three percent are multiracial; 12 percent are Hispanic;
3 percent are Native American; 1 percent are Asian and 1 percent are African American.



Survey respondents are most likely to earn between $50,000 and $75,000. One in 20
respondents reports household income of $20,000 or less and about one in ten report
incomes of $100,000 or more.
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Most respondents were long-time residents and had lived in Nampa for more than a
decade: 28 percent had lived in the City for more than 10 years; 31 percent for more than
20 years.



70 percent of respondents worked full time; 11 percent worked part time; 6 percent were
retired. Nine percent were working but would prefer not to (e.g., would like to be stay-athome parents). Just 4 percent are unemployed. Those who are unemployed would like jobs
in professional and social services (e.g., health care, banking, technology, social work).
Thirty eight percent said they need additional training to obtain such a job.



Twenty two percent of respondents have a disability. This compares to 13 percent of
residents overall. As such, the survey over-represents people with disabilities and is more
reflective of their needs.

Nine in 10 respondents live in single family homes. This is a higher share of single family home
residents than Nampa’s overall housing stock (75% single family), but similar to the tenure of
respondents to the 2012 Consolidated Plan survey (86% lived in a single family home).
Figure II-2.
Housing Type

Note:

n=424 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Housing and utility costs. Homeowners and renters report somewhat different monthly
spending for rent or mortgage payments shown in Figure II-3. Mortgage payments reported by
homeowners are higher than rent by over $150 per month—which is not a considerable
different, given the long term benefits of ownership. A majority of homeowners (61%) who
responded to the survey pay a relatively low Homeowners’ Association (HOA) fee.
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Figure II-3.
Monthly Housing and Utility Costs
Note:

Homeowners
Monthly mortgage or rent

Average
Median

$1,022
$953

Monthly HOA fee

Average
Median

$66
$25

Monthly utility costs

Average
Median

$245
$200

$245
$200

Total Housing + Utilities

Average
Median

$1,333
$1,178

$1,085
$1,000

n=206 homeowners and n=91 renters.
Monthly mortgage payment amounts include insurance
and taxes.
61% of homeowners report paying an HOA fee.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident
Survey.

Renters
$840
$800
n/a
n/a

Renters’ desire to own and barriers. The vast majority of renters responding to the survey
(91%) would prefer to become homeowners in the next five years. This is much stronger
interest than in 2012, when 70 percent of renters desired to own.
The three barriers to homeownership identified by the greatest proportion of renters are:


Poor credit (31%);



Lack of down payment (27%); and



Too much debt (12%).

These are the exact same top three barriers to homeownership identified by respondents in the
2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
Stakeholders had a slightly different assessment in the focus groups conducted for the
Consolidated Plan. They identified lack of starter homes as the primary barrier to ownership.

Home values and foreclosure concerns. Homeowners responded to a series of questions
related to their home value and foreclosure concerns.
Figure II-4 presents the most recent valuation of respondents’ homes. More the half (56%) of
homes in Nampa are reported to have a value between $100,000 to $200,000 and a third of
homes are valued over $200,000. The survey suggests an increase in home values from 2012,
when only one third of homes were reported as having a value of between $100,000 and
$200,000 and 5 percent were valued at $200,000 and over.
The largest difference since the last Consolidated Plan is in homes valued under $100,000: In
2012, 62 percent of home values were less than $100,000 compared to just 8 percent today.
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Figure II-4.
Home Values, 2012 and 2017

Note:

For 2012 survey, n=141 residents. For 2017 survey, n=323 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 and 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

One in ten respondents reported concerns over not being able to make mortgage payments or
their home being foreclosed upon. This is about the same proportion that was reported in 2012,
despite an improvement in the state and local economy, suggesting that some households’
incomes have not kept up with home price increases.

Awareness of local homeownership and service programs. Figure II-5 shows
respondent’s familiarity with programs offered to help low and middle income residents make
repairs to their homes. Thirty percent of survey respondents had heard of Nampa’s or Canyon
County’s home repair programs. Similarly, when asked, 30 percent of respondents also indicated
familiarity with the Nampa Family Justice Center and its services.
Figure II-5.
Familiarity with Local Programs

Note:

n=358 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Housing Assistance. Only 5 survey respondents (1%) participated in housing repair programs
in Nampa or Canyon County. These respondents had generally good comments about their
experience:


“Good, I own a Property Management Company and we have worked a lot with housing
programs as well as volunteering.” (Resident survey respondent)



“Positive.” (Resident survey respondent)

In the past four years, about one in five resident respondents received assistance from a public
or nonprofit agency to pay for living costs in Nampa. This was similar to the results from the
2012 resident survey, when 18 percent of respondents reported receiving help with living costs.
Among those who received help, the majority received food stamps and Medicaid. While most
respondents indicated that they received the help they needed, others reported not receiving
enough assistance or not qualifying for programs.

Housing condition. Resident survey respondents indicated whether or not aspects of their
homes need repair or replacement. Stakeholders also discussed condition challenges, mostly in
north and north central Nampa neighborhoods.

Exterior repairs. Nampa has relatively newer housing stock overall; yet, in the city’s older
neighborhoods, homes have replacement and repair needs. As shown below, the largest
proportion of respondents (about one-quarter) identified landscaping and driveways most in
need of repair.
Figure II-6.
Exterior Home Repair or Replacement Needs

Note:

n ranges from 307 to 369 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Interior repairs. As with exterior repairs, most respondents do not have interior repair or
replacement needs. Weatherization and flooring are the exception.
Figure II-7.
Interior Home Repair or Replacement Needs

Note:

n ranges from 332 to 347 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

In the 2012 Nampa Resident Survey, one quarter of respondents indicated that their home
needed repairs to their roof, furnace or water heater or that their home needed
handicap/accessibility improvements. No respondents reported lacking plumbing or electricity,
which changed in the most recent survey when many respondents reported needing plumbing
and electrical repairs or replacements.

Barriers to repairs. Nearly half of respondents have not made needed repairs or replacement
because they cannot afford to make the repairs (48%). Just over one third (34%) plan to make
the repairs themselves but have not had the time to perform the task.
Figure II-8.
Why haven’t the repairs you
need been made?
Note:
n=364 residents.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017
Nampa Resident Survey.

Five respondents indicated that their repair/maintenance needs are so severe that their home or
apartment is unlivable.
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Homelessness and housing insecurity. Respondents to the resident survey shared their
experience with homelessness and the extent to which their current housing situation may be
insecure.

Homelessness. Overall, 5 percent of the residents participating in the survey report being
homeless in the past five years. This number is down from 2012, when 10 percent of
respondents experienced homelessness.
As shown below in Figure II-9, job loss is the largest reason resident’s report an episode of
homelessness. Hours being cut back or pay reduction, spouse/partner/roommate not paying
rent/mortgage, becoming sick or disabled, and getting kicked out of a family or friend’s home are
also main factors contributing to homelessness in Nampa.
These findings are similar to those in the previous Nampa Resident Survey when unemployment
was also the largest factor in homelessness. The biggest difference in contributing factors when
comparing the previous and current surveys are in medical and hospital bills. In 2012, 41
percent of respondents indicated that medical and hospital costs were one of the main
contributing factors to their homelessness. Today, only 12 percent of respondents attributed
their inability to pay medical bills to their homelessness.
Figure II-9.
What caused you to
become homeless?
Note:
n=17 residents. Numbers add to
greater than 100 percent due to
multiple responses
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the
2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Assistance sought. When asked where residents received housing assistance when they were
without a home in Nampa, most respondents (50%) replied that they could not remember or
they received no help. Other residents said they moved in with family or received assistance
through Community Family Shelter, the Nampa Housing Authority, or a religious institute.
Skipped housing payment or sought additional work to pay expenses. In the past six months, 7
percent of resident survey respondents report missing a mortgage or rent payment. Fifty four
percent attribute this to reduced work hours and 29 percent cite job loss or medical bills.
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Figure II-10.
Primary Reasons for Missed
Mortgage or Rent Payments
Note:
n=26 residents.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017
Nampa Resident Survey.

Some survey respondents offered their perspectives on these challenges:


“It was a matter of keeping power on, eating, or paying rent.” (Resident survey respondent)



“Single fulltime father raising my two ex-step children on my own with no child support. My
daughter works. Ex-wife won't help with medical bills. I am a public employee with a limited
income, cannot get overtime, and don't make enough to take care of all I need to, but enough
to get by from month to month, paycheck to paycheck.” (Resident survey respondent)



“Times are hard and wages don't go up.” (Resident survey respondent)

Foreclosure history and risk. Nearly one in 10 resident survey respondents (9%) lost a home to
foreclosure in the past 10 years. After experiencing a foreclosure, three-quarters (74%) of
households found housing in the private rental market and 13 percent moved in with family or
friends (doubled up). Nearly one in 10 (8%) owe more on their home than it is currently worth.
As shown below, the number of households underwater on their mortgage in Nampa has
dramatically decreased since 2012, when 46 percent of respondents owed more than their
homes were worth. This shows stabilization in Nampa’s housing market, which saw a lengthy
recovery period after the recession.
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Figure II-11.
Do you owe more on your home than it is currently worth? 2017 and 2012

Note:

For 2012 survey, n=144 residents. For 2017 survey, n=324 residents.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 and 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Sacrifice basic needs. In the past year, more than half of the participants in the resident survey
reduced or went without one or more basic needs in order to pay their housing costs.
Figure II-12.
In the past year, have
you/members of your
household had to do any of the
following to afford your rent,
mortgage or major home
repairs?
Note:
n=348 residents. Numbers add to greater
than 100 percent due to multiple responses
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017
Nampa Resident Survey.

Some respondents provided details on how they managed economic challenges:


“Tried lowering bills and cut back on things we didn't need.” (Resident survey respondent)



“My husband works extra hours.” (Resident survey respondent)



“Cannot afford health insurance, still sharing one vehicle older than 20 years.” (Resident
survey respondent)

Four percent of respondents live with relatives or friends due to a lack of affording housing in
Nampa. More respondents, 11 percent, said that they have relatives or friends living with them
because of a lack of affordable housing.
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Employment challenges. Seventy percent of resident respondents were employed full time;
11 percent had part time jobs; and 6 percent were retired. Thirteen percent of respondents were
unemployed, with the majority (68%) unemployed by choice. Overall, 4 percent of residents
surveyed wanted to work but could not find a job.
Of the survey respondents who were unemployed, the average length of unemployment was
three and a half years (this includes those who are unemployed by choice). The length of
unemployment reported by residents ranged from 12 years to less than one month.
For those looking to go back to work, the majority (61%) were looking for part time jobs
compared to 39 percent wanting to work full time. These residents want jobs in professional and
social services (e.g., health care, banking, technology, social work). Thirty eight percent said they
need additional training to obtain such a job.

Disability challenges. One in five (22%) respondents to the survey lives in a household that
includes a member with a disability. This is down significantly from 2012, when one in three
respondents reported that they or a member of their households had a disability. In Nampa, the
Census estimates that 13 percent of residents have a disability in 2015 and 16 percent in 2012.
Of those households with a member with a disability, one in four is in a living situation that does
not meet their accessibility needs. This is also down from the previous Nampa Resident Survey.

Domestic violence. Overall, 19 percent of survey respondents report that they or a member of
their family has experienced domestic or dating violence; 18 percent of these situations occurred
in the last five years. Almost half of these domestic or dating violence situations occurred while
the respondent or family member was living in Nampa.
In the 2012 Nampa Resident Survey, 10 percent of respondents reported being a victim of
domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault or stalking and 15 percent reported having a
family member in Nampa that experienced these situations.
The types of services survivors sought and used include counseling, judicial processes, police
assistance and temporary housing/shelter.
Stakeholders who participated in the community engagement process said that well-paying jobs
and employment opportunities, case workers, and affordable rental housing are the two most
acute needs of persons experiencing domestic violence.

Most Urgent Housing and Community Development Needs
Residents prioritized housing and community development needs.

Community Development Needs. Figure II-13 shows what survey respondents feel are the
greatest needs in Nampa. Residents overwhelmingly identified road and sidewalk improvements
as the largest need, followed by no public transportation or transportation is too limited and too
many vacant businesses.
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Figure II-13.
Greatest Needs in
Nampa
Note:
n=342 residents. Numbers add
to greater than 100 percent due
to multiple responses.
Source:
2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Similar to the greatest needs identified by respondents, street/alley improvements were the
most important infrastructure projects to Nampa residents, shown in Figure II-14. Public transit
improvements were also an important infrastructure project.
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Figure II-14.
Importance of Infrastructure Projects for Nampa

Note:

n ranges from 339 to 344.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Housing type needs. When asked what housing types are most need in Nampa, respondents
identified affordable homes to buy, affordable rental units, single family detached and housing
for persons who are, or were formerly, homeless. This was a similar response as the 2012
resident survey, when respondents also felt that affordable homes to buy and rent were most
needed.
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Figure II-15.
In your opinion, which of
the following housing types
are most needed in Nampa?
Note:
For 2012 survey, n=142 residents. For 2017
survey, n=325 residents.
Numbers add to greater than 100 percent
due to multiple responses
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017
Nampa Resident Survey.

Primary Survey Findings: 2012 v. 2017
Key findings from the public input process include:


The percentage of survey respondents living with a disability decreased since the last
Consolidated Plan, from 34 percent to 22 percent. This corresponds with the Census, which
identified 16 percent of Nampa’s population living with a disability in 2010 compared to 13
percent in 2015. The number of people living in housing units that do not meet the
resident’s accessibility needs also decreased.



Twenty-six percent of survey respondents who have a resident with a disability said their
homes do not meet their accessibility needs. Twenty percent said Nampa has a shortage of
homes that can accommodate accessibility needs.



Renters’ desire to own a home has increased from 2012. Over 90 percent of renters want to
buy a home today compared to 70 percent in 2012. Regardless of the increased interest, the
top three barriers to homeownership remained exactly the same for both surveys: poor
credit, lack of downpayment, and too much debt.



With respect to housing needs, residents identified affordable homes to buy and affordable
rental units. This was the same trend seen in the 2012 survey, suggesting that affordability
remains one of the biggest housing issues for Nampa residents.



Nearly one in 10 resident survey respondents (9%) lost a home to foreclosure in the past
10 years. Eight percent said they owe more on their home than it is currently worth. Seven
percent of residents have recently skipped their rent or mortgage payments.
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Similar to 2012, the resident respondents in the 2017 survey overwhelmingly identified
road and sidewalks improvements as the largest need, followed by no public transportation
or transportation is too limited and too many vacant businesses.



Five percent of the residents participating in the survey reported being homeless in the
past five years. This number is down by half from 2012, when 10 percent of respondents
experienced homelessness. Job loss remains the largest contributing factor to homelessness
in Nampa. The biggest difference in contributing factors when comparing the previous and
current surveys are in medical and hospital bills. In 2012, 41 percent of respondents
indicated that medical and hospital costs were one of the main contributing factors to their
homelessness. Today, only 12 percent of respondents attributed their inability to pay
medical bills to their homelessness.



The primary cause of residents who had been homeless in Nampa (5% of all respondents)
was a lost job, followed by reduction in work hours or paycheck. After becoming homeless,
most resident received no help or could not remember where they sought help. Others
received assistance through the Community Family Shelter, the Nampa Housing Authority,
or religious organizations.



Twenty percent of survey respondents had experienced domestic violence; about half
experienced this in Nampa. Counseling and shelter were needed the most after the incident
occurred.
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SECTION III.
Housing Profile and Needs Assessment

SECTION III.
Housing Profile and Needs Assessment
This section supplements the HUD-required Needs Assessment and Market Analysis portions of
the Consolidated Plan, which are contained in Section VII. It discusses housing unit growth in
Nampa, the primary types of housing in the City, demand for housing, housing affordability, and
gaps between demand and supply.
Data used to inform this section include U.S. Census decennial surveys (2000 and 2010), annual
census surveys (American Community Surveys), building permit surveys, the resident survey,
and rental data collected during the development of the Consolidated Plan.

Housing Units and Growth
The 2010 Census reported 30,507 housing units within City limits. This is over 10,000 housing
units more than in 2000, when the total number of units was estimated at 19,379. On average,
the City built 1,100 new units per year between 2000 and 2010. This growth was similar to
nearby cities in the region…
Growth slowed slightly after the effects of the housing market downtown were realized.
Between 2012 and 2016, 2,612 residential building permits were issued. The majority of
building permits were issued for single family homes (65%).
Recent market activity suggests a strengthening market: Through December 2016 the number
of permits—932—is the highest in the past five years. The low was in 2015, when just 375
residential permits were issued.
Figure III-1 on the following page shows permits by month for the five years since the last
Consolidated Plan was conducted. Spring and summer months generally have the highest permit
activity.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION III, PAGE 1

Figure III-I.
Residential Building Permits Issued Monthly, 2012-2016

Source: Building Permit Census.
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Housing unit type. As shown below, the U.S. Census and HUD estimate that 75 percent of the
City’s housing stock is made up of single family homes, followed by
duplexes/triplexes/fourplexes at 11 percent. As Figure III-1 above demonstrated, development
over the past five years has strongly favored single family detached products.

Unit Type
Property Type
1-unit detached structure
1-unit, attached structure
2-4 units
5-19 units
20 or more units
Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc.

Number

Total

%
23,353
1,969
1,677
1.089
813
2,297

75%
6%
5%
3%
3%
7%

31,198

100%

Table 1 – Residential Properties by Unit Number
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Housing unit size. The majority of owners in Nampa live in larger homes with three bedrooms
and more. Renters also live in larger units, occupying two bedroom and three bedroom units, as
shown below.

Unit Size by Tenure
Owners
Number

Renters
%

Number

%

No bedroom
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 or more bedrooms

98
203
2,277
16,728

1%
1%
12%
87%

404
1,159
2,990
5,698

4%
11%
29%
56%

Total

19,306

100%

10,251

100%

Table 2 – Unit Size by Tenure
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Vacancy. The latest data from the U.S. Census shows an overall vacancy rate of 5.3 percent,
significantly lower than the 10.9 percent vacancy in 2010. The rental vacancy rate was estimated
by the U.S. Census at 5.7 percent in 2015.
The most common reason for a unit being vacant is that the unit is for rent. The next most
common reason is that the unit is for sale. These vacancy reasons could be attributed to rent or
home prices that are not affordable.

Housing condition. Nampa has relatively new housing stock, with 40 percent of the units built
after 2000 and more than one-third built between 1980 and 2000.

Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built

2000 or later
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Owner-Occupied
Number
%
7,117
40%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
2,775
29%
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Year Unit Built

1980-1999
1950-1979
Before 1950
Total

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
5,642
32%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
3,034
32%

3,191
1,666

18%
9%

2,808
994

29%
10%

17,616

99%

9,611

100%

Table 3 – Year Unit Built
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

To assist in assessing lead based paint hazards, HUD provides estimates of units built before
1980, when lead based paint was banned, and those units which are occupied by children.
According to the HUD table below, as many as 8,600 housing units in the City of Nampa may be
at-risk of containing lead based paint. These units were developed before 1980. More than 4,800
are owner-occupied and 3,800 are renter-occupied. The majority of both owner-occupied and
renter-occupied housing units that are at-risk of containing lead based paint also have children
present.

Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard
Risk of Lead-Based Paint Hazard
Total Number of Units Built Before 1980
Housing Units build before 1980 with children present

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
4,857
28%

4,690

27%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
3,802
40%

2,950

31%

Table 4 – Risk of Lead-Based Paint
Data Source:

2009-2013 ACS (Total Units) 2009-2013 CHAS (Units with Children present)

Tenure. The U.S. Census estimates the City’s homeownership rate at 65 percent, which is higher
than most peer cities. By comparison, the homeownership rate in Boise is 60 percent; Pocatello
is 61 percent; Moscow, 40 percent.

Affordability, Supply and Demand, and Housing Gaps
This section discusses housing affordability in the City of Nampa, both housing to rent and
housing to buy.

Affordability defined. In the housing industry, housing affordability is commonly defined in
terms of the proportion of household income that is used to pay housing costs. Housing is
“affordable” if no more than 30 percent of a household’s monthly income is needed for rent,
mortgage payments and utilities. When the proportion of household income needed to pay
housing costs exceeds 30 percent, a household is considered “cost burdened.”
Housing programs generally focus on assisting lower income populations. HUD divides low and
moderate income households into four categories, based on their relationship to the area
median income: extremely low income (earning 30 percent or less of the area median income),
very low income (earning between 31 and 50 percent of the area median income), low income
(earning between 51 and 80 percent of area median income), and moderate income (earning
between 81 and 95 percent of area median income).
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Median rents and home prices. The 2017 median rent reported by HUD—$807—is much
than contract rent ($686) reported by the Census in 2015, suggesting that rents have increased
quickly in the past two years (a trend not yet captured by the Census survey, which currently
covers 2015). A comparison of median HUD rents over the last five years suggests that rents
have been increasing at about $15 - $20 per year.
The median home value last reported by the U.S. Census (2015) was $132,900. The median value
is up considerably from 2000, when it was $92,200. Compared to other cities in the region,
Nampa home values tend to be lower.
As shown in Figure III-2, current home values in Nampa have increased overall since 2000, but
fluctuated greatly before and after the recession. The highest annual increase (9%) occurred in
the period before the housing market downturn and again in the most recent ACS report (2015).
Nampa was hit hard by the recession and the housing market only recently recovered. As
recently as 2011, the median home was below the 2000 value at only $91,100. The largest
annual decrease occurred in one year – from 2010 to 2011, where the median home value in
Nampa dropped by 27 percent.
Figure III-2.
Median Home Values, 2000
to 2015
Source:
U.S. Census, ACS and BBC Research & Consulting

Median home values have increased at the same rate as median rents, as shown below. Despite
falling interest rates, fewer homebuyers are able to afford a higher-priced home in 2015 than in
2000. In contrast, more renters today are able to afford the median rent in Nampa compared to
2000.

Cost of Housing
Median Home Value
Median Contract Rent

Base Year: 2000
89,900

Most Recent Year: 2015
132,900

% Change
48%

460

686

49%

Table 5 – Cost of Housing
Data Source:

2000 Census (Base Year), 2014-2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)
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HUD estimates the proportion of housing units affordable to renters and owners at different
Median Family Income (MFI) levels, as shown in the table below. The current MFI for Nampa is
$64,300.

Housing Affordability by Median Family Income Level
Units affordable to Households
earning
30% MFI

Renter

Owner

470
2,785
7,125
No Data
10,380

50% MFI
80% MFI
100% MFI
Total

No Data
2,650
6,890
9,570
19,110

Table 6 – Housing Affordability
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

According to HUD estimates, renters earning 80 percent of the MFI—about $51,450 per year—
can afford most rental units in the City. Larger households earning 80 percent of the MFI may
experience more affordability issues because they will often rent larger, more expensive units.
Renters hoping to become owners are more likely to be able to afford to buy if they earn 100
percent of the MFI, or around $64,300.
Figure III-3 summarizes the comparison between rising housing costs and rising incomes. It
demonstrates that rents have risen more than home prices (percent change column),
affordability increased for renters but decreased for residents wanting to buy a home.
Figure III-3.
Change in Median
Incomes, Rents, and
Home Prices, 2000 to
2015

2000

2015

Change

Median contract rent (no utilities)
Median renter income
Income required to afford (includes utilities)
Renters who can afford

$469
$24,150
$24,120
38%

$686
$30,087
$32,800
54%

46%
25%
36%
16%

Median home value
Median renter income
Income required to afford
Renters who can afford

$92,200
$24,150
$45,445
70%

$132,900
$30,087
$33,369
55%

44%
25%
-27%
-15%

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Gaps analysis. The following analysis examines housing need across all income levels, to
identify mismatches in supply and demand for households in Nampa. It reports the results of a
modeling effort called a gaps analysis, which compares housing affordability for households at
different income levels to the supply of housing units affordable at these income levels.
Because it is impossible to estimate the type of housing each household in the City would prefer,
income is used as a proxy, as income is the most important factor in accessing housing.
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The following figures show affordable rents and home prices for the various income categories
of renter households in the City. The calculation to determine what is “affordable” to the various
income groups assumes the following:


First, households cannot pay more than 30 percent of their income for housing costs.
(Households cannot be cost burdened).



Second, housing costs for both homeowners and renters must include utilities. The U.S.
Census accounts for utilities costs in its “gross rent” measure, which is used to calculate the
gaps.1



Finally, the home price calculations assume a 10 percent down payment, 42 percent of total
payments dedicated to taxes, hazard insurance, mortgage insurance and utilities, a 30-year
amortization and a 4.16 percent interest rate.



In addition, the gaps model also assumes a 4.3 percent vacancy rate for rental units, based
on the number of vacant rental units reported in the last U.S. Census survey. The model also
excludes households who are not paying cash rent (e.g., they are caretakers, nannies and
are living in their rental units rent free as exchange for certain services).

The analysis compares the number of renter households in Nampa, their income levels, the
maximum monthly housing payment they could afford and the number of units in the market
that were affordable to them. The “gaps” columns show the difference between the number of
renter households and the number of rental units affordable to them. Negative numbers (in
parentheses) indicate a shortage of units at the specific income level; positive units indicate an
excess of units.
As Figure III-5a shows, there is a shortage of rental units for households earning less than
$25,000 per year. There are 7,740 renters earning less than $25,000 per year and just 2,806
affordable rental units. This leaves a gap of 4,939 units.
Renters earning more than $25,000—particularly those who are earning $35,000 and more,
where rental units are clustered—have an easier time affording Nampa’s rental market.
For some low income renters, utilities are a very significant portion of their monthly housing
costs. In the resident survey, the average utilities reported were $245. The “contract rent”
reported by the U.S. Census and used by HUD does not include utilities; gross rent, which is used
in the gaps analysis, does. That said, to the extent that gross rents underestimate the effect of
utilities, the rental gap would be larger.
Figure III-5b. examines the affordability of the ownership market. As the “homes by value”
column indicates, many homes are priced to be affordable to households earning $25,000 and

1 Utilities are calculated as part of the multiplier that is applied to the maximum affordable mortgage payment per month and

which also includes property taxes and insurance.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION III, PAGE 7

more. This income level is the point at which the “gap” in proportions of would-be owners and
homes for sale begins to diminish.
Figure III-5a.
Rental Gap, City of Nampa, 2015
Maximum
Affordable
Gross Rent

Number and % of
Renters

Income Range

Number and % of
rental units

Rental Gap

Cumulative
Gap

Less than $5,000

1,176

11%

$125

30

0%

(1,146)

(1,146)

$5,000 to $9,999

361

4%

$250

112

1%

(249)

(1,395)

$10,000 to $14,999

908

9%

$375

334

3%

(574)

(1,969)

$15,000 to $19,999

783

8%

$500

694

6%

(89)

(2,058)
(1,177)

$20,000 to $24,999

755

7%

$625

1,636

15%

881

$25,000 to $34,999

1,933

19%

$875

3,648

34%

1,715

538

$35,000 to $49,999

1,768

17%

$1,250

3,825

35%

2,057

2,595

$50,000 to $74,999

1,687

16%

$1,875

426

4%

(1,261)

1,334

$75,000 to $99,999

(743)

592

730

7%

$2,500

$100,000 to $149,999

95

1%

$3,750

$150,000 or more

55

1%

10,251

100%

Total

137

10,843

1%

100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

Figure III-5b.
Proportion of
renters who desire
to buy v.
distribution of
homes, City of
Nampa, 2015
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Max Affordable % homes by
Renter
home value
value
Purchase Gap

Income Range

Cumulative
Gap

Less than $5,000

$16,386

7%

-5%

-5%

$5,000 to $9,999

$32,769

2%

-1%

-6%

$10,000 to $14,999

$49,156

1%

-8%

-14%

$15,000 to $19,999

$65,542

1%

-6%

-20%

$20,000 to $24,999

$81,929

4%

-4%

-24%

$25,000 to $34,999

$114,701

21%

3%

-21%

$35,000 to $49,999

$163,860

31%

13%

-8%

$50,000 to $74,999

$245,792

19%

2%

-6%

$75,000 to $99,999

$327,724

8%

1%

-5%

$100,000 to $149,999

$491,587

5%

5%

0%

1%

0%

$150,000 or more
Total

100%

Cost burden. Cost burden occurs when households pay more than 30 percent of their gross
income in housing costs and severe cost burden occurs when households pay more than 50
percent. Both cost burden and severe cost burden for renter and owner households are the most
common housing problems in the City of Nampa. HUD estimates that 2,125 renter households
(41%) experience cost burden and 2,010 renter households (39%) experience severe cost
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burden. 2,710 owner households (53%) experience cost burden and 1,705 owner households
(33%) experience severe cost burden.
The following figures show the location of residents who face cost burden first by race and
ethnicity and then by national origin. The maps indicate that persons of Hispanic origin living in
Central Nampa, particularly north of the railroad tracks, overwhelmingly face the highest cost
burden. An area between the City of Nampa and the City of Caldwell has the lowest percent of
households with cost burden.
Figure III-6.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 6 Housing Burden and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic residents were removed from map to better identify housing burden among minority residents in Nampa.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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+Figure III-7.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 6, Housing Burden and National Origin, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Summary Findings
This section examines housing market trends in Nampa. Primary findings include:


The housing market recovery after the recession was particularly slow in Nampa, where
home values didn’t recover until after 2011.



Although Nampa was hit hard from the Great Recession, development grew in 2016,
particularly for multifamily housing. The number of building permits recently issued
suggests that there is a higher demand for rentals and attached housing product.



Renting is slightly more affordable today in Nampa than it was in 2000, but still an
estimated 4,939 renters earning less than $25,000 per year cannot find affordable rental
units. The median renter’s income is lower than the required income to afford the median
rent –this highlights the difficulty many renters encounter when trying to afford housing in
the City.



Potential homebuyers must earn $35,000 and more before the home purchase market has a
significant proportion of homes from which to choose. The ability to afford a median priced
home in Nampa has decreased since 2000, explaining why tenure trends have shifted
towards more renters in the market.



Central census tracts in Nampa, particularly north of the railroad tracks, have the highest
percent of residents with cost burden. These areas also have large concentrations of
Hispanic residents and poverty.
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SECTION IV.
Disability and Access to Opportunity Analysis

SECTION IV.
Disability and Access to Opportunity Analysis
This section examines the fair housing landscape and access to opportunity for all Nampa
residents and residents with disabilities.

Disparities in Access to Opportunity
Another new component of fair housing studies is an examination of community assets and
whether protected classes have equitable access to those assets. In the AFH, this analysis is
characterized by HUD as “disparities in access to opportunity.” For the Nampa AI, disparities in
access to opportunity were examined using HUD’s AFFH tool and through the community
participation process, the findings of which are presented in Section II. This section reports the
findings from that research.

Access to opportunity—resident perspectives. In the resident survey, individuals were
asked to rate the availability of community benefits in the City of Nampa. These community
benefits were defined as good schools, access to parks/recreation and access to jobs. Figure IV-1
shows how residents rated the availability of community benefits, with 0 being strongly disagree
with good availability and 10 being strongly agree with good availability.
Residents of Nampa generally agree that community benefits of living in the City are available to
all residents. The average response of agreeability was 6.4, with only 13 percent of responses
falling within the range of disagree to strongly disagree.
Figure IV-1.
The community benefits of living in the City of Nampa—good schools, access to parks/recreation,
access to jobs—are available to all residents, regardless of where they live in the community.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.

Opportunity indicators. The HUD AFFH tool provides data on seven opportunity indicators,
which are community characteristics commonly considered as elements of housing choice
and/or neighborhood health. Each indicator is measured as an index, or score.
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For a fair housing analysis, the focus is not on a community’s overall score, but on whether
different racial/ethnic groups have substantial differences in their exposure to opportunity, as
measured by the HUD indicators.
Figure IV-2 displays index values for each opportunity indicator across different racial/ethnic
groups. The values are provided for the population overall and also for the population living in
poverty. Across the indicators, higher values indicate higher levels of opportunity.
Figure IV-2.
Opportunity Indicators by Race/Ethnicity, City of Nampa, 2015

Population

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Jobs
Transportation Proximity Environmental
Cost Index
Index
Health Index

26.29
28.57
30.28
24.51
26.31

34.11
33.93
28.83
34.72
27.22

24.23
24.35
25.57
24.08
25.71

31.08
31.74
34.77
30.50
35.68

38.50
37.82
43.76
36.98
42.05

9.54
9.11
8.07
9.47
7.87

34.61
50.92
33.98
40.78
24.22

27.92
36.83
26.20
34.49
24.90

25.52
20.06
26.47
20.30
25.39

36.31
22.93
37.66
25.05
35.34

47.51
49.39
42.88
48.50
44.67

8.16
8.00
6.20
8.00
11.02

Total Population
White, Non-Hispanic
29.10
Black, Non-Hispanic
28.65
Hispanic
23.96
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
30.12
Native American, Non-Hispanic 22.91
Population in Poverty
White, Non-Hispanic
23.45
Black, Non-Hispanic
41.41
Hispanic
20.94
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
34.76
Native American, Non-Hispanic 17.58
Note:

Additional detail on how each index is calculated is available in the HUD AFFH Data Documentation, available online at:
https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/4848/affh-data-documentation/

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Across all racial and ethnic groups, exposure to every opportunity indicator in Nampa is
relatively low, particularly for transit, low poverty, school proficiency, and environmental health
opportunities.
The highest opportunity indicators are the jobs proximity index, low transportation cost index,
and the labor market index. This means that it is easy for residents to find neighborhoods within
Nampa that have close proximity to jobs, have skilled labor, and have low costs for
transportation (most likely caused by shorter commutes for nearby jobs).
A comparison of the indicators among racial and ethnic groups shows some differences in access
to opportunity. Yet, because non-White racial and ethnic groups in Nampa are very small in
population, the indices should be interpreted with caution.
The largest variation among racial and ethnic groups is for Asian or Pacific Islander and Hispanic
residents. There are very few differences among indexes for Asian or Pacific Islander and
Hispanic residents in poverty compared to those who live above the poverty line.
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African American residents living in poverty have a higher access to opportunity for low poverty
neighborhoods, proficient schools, and proximity to jobs.
Overall, variations between the total population and populations in poverty are small. Nampa
residents living in poverty experience less access to public transit, low transportation costs and
environmentally healthy neighborhoods. This suggests limited affordable housing opportunities
may be concentrated in lower income neighborhoods further from transit stops and closer to
environmental hazards that affect air quality.
The opportunity index for environmental health is particularly low for Nampa. This index
measures air quality—and may be tracking industry pollution and/or the effects of being near
mountains, which can prevent poor quality air from escaping valleys. Nearby Meridian also
shows extremely low access to good environmental health, which indicates the problem may be
larger than any one city or county.

Geographic distribution of opportunity. To better understand disparities in access to
opportunity, HUD provides thematic maps to show the different levels of exposure to each
opportunity indicator. Figures IV-3 to IV-10 depicts all seven opportunity indicators overlaid
with dot densities of race and ethnicity. As indicated in the segregation analysis from Section I,
the City is distinctly separated by race/ethnicity and national origin. The race and ethnicity
variable was better suited to analyze the geographic distribution of opportunity in Nampa since
it includes African American and Native American populations.
In every map, the dark red outline indicates the City boundaries of Nampa. The gradations of
shading represent the degrees of opportunity. A darker shade of gray represents Census tracts
that experience a higher access to that opportunity indicator.
In addition to the shading, the dot overlay on the maps differentiates race and ethnicity. Nampa
residents are predominately White, Non-Hispanic, therefore these demographic dots were
removed from the maps to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups. Green dots
represent African American residents, black dots represent Native Americans, purple dots
represent Asian or Pacific Islander residents, blue represents Hispanic residents, and red and
green dots represent other and multi-racial residents, respectively.

School proficiency. Figure IV-3 shows variations in school proficiency by Census tracts in
Nampa. The Census tracts with the highest access to school proficiency are in the north and
northwest areas of the City. The relationship between the residency patterns of race and
ethnicity and their proximity to proficient schools is fairly distinct. Hispanic residents, as well as
some Native American residents, are disproportionately located in central and south central
Census tracts with some of the lowest access to proficient schools. Overall, Nampa has relatively
low access to proficient schools.
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Figure IV-3.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 7, Demographics and School Proficiency, School
Proficiency and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Jobs proximity and employment. The job proximity index measures the distance between a
residency and jobs. Figure IV-4 shows residents by race and ethnicity and their proximity to
jobs. Unlike school proficiency, Hispanic and Native American residents are located in some of
the Census tracts with the highest opportunities for jobs. Census tract 202, which has the highest
level of both Hispanic and poverty concentration, has very low access to jobs. Jobs in Nampa
appear to be clustered in the north, which may be an area that has more suitable land for large
industrial or commercial buildings.
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Figure IV-4.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 8, Demographics and Job Proximity, Jobs
Proximity and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

The other indicator in the employment opportunity analysis is access to labor markets, as seen
in Figure IV-5. The labor market indicator measures unemployment rate, participation rate in
the labor-force, and the percent of the population aged 25 and above with a bachelor’s degree.
Overall, access to labor market opportunities is low to moderate across the entire City. The
highest skilled workers—and lowest rate of unemployed residents—is in the south and
southwestern parts of Nampa (Figure IV-5 below). Central Nampa, which has the largest
concentrations of Hispanic residents, also has the lowest access to labor market opportunities.
Residents living in these census tracts are less skilled and have higher rates of unemployment
than those in the south and north.
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Figure IV-5.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 9, Demographics and Labor Market, Labor
Market and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Transportation access. HUD identifies transportation opportunities through the Low
Transportation Cost Index and the Transit Trips Index. The low transportation cost indicator not
only measures the cost of transport but also proximity to public transportation. The transit trips
indicator measures how often low-income families use public transportation because
transportation use is a general indication of public transit availability.
Figure IV-6 depicts the distribution of transit trips and Figure IV-7 depicts the distribution of low
transportation costs in Nampa. Transits trip are low and transportation costs are high across the
City because Nampa does not have their own public transportation system. The data presented
in these figures do not provide detailed insight into access to transportation opportunities
among residents of varying race and ethnicity because the entire City is affected by the lack of
public transportation.
Access to low transportation costs, seen in Figure IV-7, shows more variation among Census
tracts than Figure IV-6, transit trips. Central Census tracts in Nampa have lower transportation
costs, likely caused by higher density and job proximity; therefore reducing transportation costs
for individuals residing near central Nampa.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAGE 6

Figure IV-6.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 10, Demographics and Transit Trips, Transit
Trips and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-7.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 11, Demographics and Low Transportation
Costs, Low Transportation Costs and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Although the City does not have its own transit system, Nampa is connected to other cities in
Canyon County and Ada County through the Valley Regional Transit (VRT) Intercounty Routes.
Figure IV-8 presents the VRT’s Intercounty System Map. Routes 51, 52, 53, 54 and 55 serve
Nampa and nearby Caldwell. Routes 51, 52, 53 and 54 run Monday through Friday between 6:00
a.m. and 8:00 p.m. once per an hour. Route 55 is a shuttle bus that provides service to four
College of Western Idaho campuses in Nampa. This route runs between 7:00 a.m. and 3:00 p.m.
once per an hour.
No routes serving Nampa offer weekend service. Overall, public transportation in Nampa is
limited, but does provide residents with moderate access to other parts of the City and county.
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Figure IV-8.
ValleyRide System Map, Canyon County

Source: Valley Regional Transit (VRT).

Low poverty neighborhoods. Figure IV-9 shows the Low Poverty Index, which is simply a
measure of the poverty rate. This index is a bit counterintuitive: A higher value indicates the
likelihood that a resident lives in a low poverty neighborhood and a lower value indicates the
likelihood that a resident does not live in a low poverty neighborhood. As shown in Figure IV-9,
the areas with a high poverty rate are located in the central parts of the City and overlap with the
Census tracts that have a high proportion of Hispanic residents. This is a similar trend to the
labor market index, where the lowest opportunities are within a few census tracts that create a
square in the center of Nampa.
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Figure IV-9.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 12, Demographics and Poverty, Poverty and
Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic removed from demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Environmental health. The final analysis for potential disparities in access to opportunity
examines environmentally healthy neighborhoods, shown in Figure IV-10. HUD’s Environmental
Health Index measures exposure and risk to hazardous air pollutants. It should be noted that
these maps are more useful in showing broader jurisdictional or regional patterns rather than
localized differences among Census tracts. Lower index values indicate a larger exposure to air
pollutants.
Figure IV-10 indicates that exposure to hazardous air pollutants is high across the entire City. A
portion of the City in the southwest corner does not provide any data on environmental health.
Despite the City's exposure to pollutants, there is little variation by race and ethnicity.
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Figure IV-10.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 13, Demographics and Environmental Health,
Environmental Health and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

Map 13 shows broader overall patterns, rather than the conditions at a neighborhood level. White, Non-Hispanic removed from
demographic dot density to better analyze underrepresented racial and ethnic groups.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

A recent report conducted by Alta Planning + Design found that census tracts in central Nampa,
specifically 201 and 202, have the highest barriers to healthy living conditions. The Nampa
Healthy Conditions Assessment identifies these census tracts as having a large amount of people
without a vehicle, living below the poverty line, living with a disability, uninsured, and living in
substandard housing. There were also higher rates of violent crimes in these areas.
The assessment also reports findings from a visit to the City and interviews with city
departments, non-profit service providers and schools. After physically evaluating the two atrisk census tracts, the report brings up additional concerns around pedestrian connectivity,
greenspace, healthy food options and violations of the city code. Interviewees also identified
what they thought were the three biggest issues: affordable housing, lack of transportation, and
food access.
These findings are in line with the above analysis of the HUD AFFH maps and access to
opportunity indicators.
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Housing Choice and Access to Opportunity of Residents with Disabilities
As discussed in Section I, 13 percent of Nampa residents have a disability. This is a slightly lower
proportion than was estimated in the last Consolidated Plan (16%). Since 2000, the number of
older residents in Nampa has been stable while the number of school aged children has
increased. The overall proportion of persons with a disability has decreased most likely because
the senior population, which disproportionally has more incidences of disabilities, is not
increasing at the same rate as nearby cities.
The U.S. Census estimates that 11,436 residents in Nampa have a disability.
As shown in Figure IV-11, seniors have the highest incidence of disability. The most common
types of disabilities are:


For children and adults, cognitive disabilities. An estimated 1,176 children and 4,025 adults
have cognitive disabilities.



For seniors, ambulatory (2,314 residents), followed by hearing (1,735 residents).

Figure IV-11.
Incidence of Disability by Age, City of
Nampa, 2015
Source:
2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

Number
with a
Disability
Total Population with a Disability

Percent of Age
Cohort with
Disability

11,436

13%

Population Under 18 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

1,746
124
127
1,176
205
114

8%
0%
1%
5%
1%
1%

Population 18 to 64 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

13,841
912
1,092
4,025
2,855
2,074
2,883

27%
2%
2%
8%
6%
4%
6%

8,111
1,735
754
675
2,314
1,192
1,441

88%
19%
8%
7%
25%
13%
16%

Population 65 years and over
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care
Independent living

Figures IV-13 through IV-21 present where Nampa’s residents with disabilities live based on
disability type. The maps suggest that individuals with various types of disabilities, specifically
cognitive, hearing, independent living, and ambulatory disabilities, are more prevalent in a
handful of south central Census tracts, south of the railroad tracks. This is the same trend for
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adults and seniors with disabilities. The high proportion of persons with disabilities living in
these areas in Nampa may be attributed to available services and accessible units.
Figure IV-13.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 15, Disabled Ages 5-17, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-14.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 15, Disabled Ages 18 to 64, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-15.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 15, Disabled Over Age 64, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-16.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Ambulatory Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-17.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Self-Care Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-18.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Independent Living Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-19.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Hearing Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-20.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Vision Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.
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Figure IV-21.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 14, Cognitive Disability, 2015

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Perspectives from residents with disabilities. Through the resident survey, residents with
disabilities shared their experience with housing and access to opportunity in Nampa. Overall,
22 percent of the respondents to the resident survey report that they or a member of their
household has a disability. This has decreased considerably from 2012, when one in three
respondents (34%) reported that they or a member of their households had a disability.


Among these households that include a member with a disability, 27 percent are living in
housing that does not meet their accessibility needs ̶ down from 34 percent in 2012.



The majority of residents whose household includes a member with a disability believe that
Nampa has housing choices that provide homes to meet their accessibility needs (70%).
This nearly aligns with the proportion of residents living in homes that meets the needs of
their member with a disability.



One in three does not agree that Nampa has sidewalks, streets, and/or bus stops that meet
their accessibility needs. This finding reinforces stakeholder and interview participants’
suggestion that the City of Nampa continue to prioritize investments in sidewalk
accessibility improvements.
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Residents and stakeholders made suggestions for improvements that would better meet their or
their family’s needs:


“Need more and maintained sidewalks, more public transit.” (Resident survey respondent)



“Boards replaced on my front porch, and possibly a ramp because I use a walker.” (Resident
survey respondent)



“Sidewalks in central Nampa are hazardous. My daughter has vision issues and often trips
because of the dangerous cracks and uneven surfaces of the sidewalks. Sidewalks are also not
ADA accessible. (Resident survey respondent)



“Sidewalks are uneven or broke.” (Resident survey respondent)

The majority of comments from respondents about what improvements the City should make to
meet the needs of their or their families' needs involved accessible sidewalks and public
transportation.

Summary Findings
As demonstrated in Section I, Nampa has some clusters of residents by race and ethnicity, mostly
in the center of the City. This area has better access to nearby jobs yet has higher poverty rates
and less access to high-performing schools. These residents are also challenged by lower labor
market opportunities based on educational attainment.
Nampa can be a difficult place for residents with disabilities to live. The City does have some
public transit routes, but the system is limited and does not meet the needs of all the residents.
The need for more and better public transit was indicated by many residents in the survey.
Some of Nampa’s neighborhood sidewalks still need accessibility improvements in many areas;
this was one of the biggest barriers to access identified in the resident survey. 27 percent of
persons with disabilities indicated that their current home does not meet their or their family’s
accessibility needs and 30 percent these respondent said they do not believe that Nampa has
housing choices that meet accessibility needs. The City should consider making sidewalk
improvements and monitor accessibility compliance to better meet the needs of residents with a
disability.
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SECTION V.
Public and Private Actions

SECTION V.
Public and Private Actions
This section examines public and private decisions that affect housing choice. It begins with an
examination of the land use regulations and the policies and practices of the Nampa Housing
Authority (NHA) and the Southwestern Idaho Cooperate Housing Authority (SICHA). It also
analyzes mortgage loan decisions of the private sector. Other private sector actions are
examined in the fair housing legal cases discussed in Section VI.

Public Housing Authority
The policies and procedures of the Nampa Housing Authority were reviewed as part of the fair
housing analysis, using the discussion topics recommended by HUD in the AFH template. No
concerns were identified.
In addition to providing public housing, NHA also has a Family Self Sufficiency Program. This
program is funded through two Ross grants and is designed to help the housing authority
participants become economically independent and self-sufficient. This program has developed
two single family homes on city lots, donated by the Nampa Urban Renewal Agency. Labor was
donated by volunteer high school students and once complete, the homes were sold to a
graduate of the program.
The geographic distribution of HCV holders is pictured in Figure V-1. The area with the highest
cluster of HCV holders is located in central census tracts of Nampa, north of the railroad tracks.
As discussed in Section IV, this is an area of the City with relatively low opportunity. There is
also a large percentage of voucher holders in the northwest corner of the City, towards Caldwell,
but most of these census tracts are outside of Nampa.
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Figure V-1.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 5, Publicly Supported Housing and
Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

White, Non-Hispanic residents were removed from map to better identify housing burden among minority residents in Nampa.

Source: HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool. https://egis.hud.gov/affht/.

Land Use Regulations and Policies
BBC reviewed the City of Nampa’s zoning regulations, comprehensive plan, and planning fees to
assess potential fair housing concerns or opportunities resulting from the development process.
This review did not identify any fair housing problems.

Land use and zoning laws. To evaluate potential fair housing concerns within the City’s
zoning code, BBC utilized a “Review of Public Policies and Practices (Zoning and Planning
Codes)” form recently circulated by the Los Angeles fair housing office of HUD. This section
poses the questions from this checklist, along with responses about the City’s code. The zoning
code for the City of Nampa was updated in January 2017.
Does the code definition of “family” have the effect of discriminating against unrelated individuals
with disabilities who reside together in a congregate or group living arrangement? The City’s code
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defines family as one or more persons related by blood, marriage, adoption, or a group of not
more than three persons not related by blood or marriage, living together as a single
housekeeping unit in a dwelling unit. The code also states that a single family residence also
refers to any "group residence" dwelling unit in which eight or fewer unrelated physically
and/or mentally handicapped or elderly persons legally reside as a single housekeeping unit
who are supervised at the "group residence" in connection with their handicap or age related
infirmity.
Zoning Regulation Impediment: Does the Code definition of “family” have the effect of
discriminating against unrelated individuals with disabilities who reside together in a congregate
or group living arrangement? The City defines congregate dwelling as a detached single-family
building used for two or more persons but not to exceed six persons not related by blood or
marriage as a residence (e.g., college kids rooming together). This definition does not include
transition homes.
According to lawyer Brian Connolly, co-author of a recent American Bar Association book on
group homes planning and regulations, some jurisdictions are removing definitions of family
from local codes to avoid potential liability. 1 Instead, communities are using more flexible
definitions that avoid distinctions based on the relation of the household members and instead
focus on the “functional aspects of a family relationship.”
Zoning Regulation Impediment: Does the Code definition of “disability” the same as the Fair
Housing Act? The Zoning Code does not provide a definition of “disability,” “disabled,” or
“handicap.” The Federal Fair Housing Act defines handicap as: “with respect to a person-- a
physical or mental impairment which substantially limits one or more of such person's major life
activities, a record of having such an impairment, or being regarded as having such an
impairment, but such term does not include current, illegal use of or addiction to a controlled
substance (as defined in section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802)).”
Practice Impediment: Does the zoning ordinance restrict housing opportunities for individuals with
disabilities and mischaracterize such housing as a “boarding or rooming house” or “hotel”? No.
Individuals with disabilities may live together in a “group residence” single-family dwelling unit.
Practice Impediment: Does the zoning ordinance deny housing opportunities for disability
individuals with onsite housing supporting services? No. Group residential dwellings are
permitted to have no more than two staff live in the home and such that none of the resident
staff are related to the persons living in the home.
Does the jurisdiction policy allow any number of unrelated persons to reside together, but restrict
such occupancy, if the residents are disabled? No. The City code restricts the number of unrelated
persons who may reside together in a congregate dwelling to six compared to eight residents for
a group residence.

1 Group Homes: Strategies for Effective and Defensible Planning and Regulation, Connolly, Brian J. and Dwight H. Merriam.
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Does the jurisdiction policy not allow disabled persons to make reasonable modifications or provide
reasonable accommodation for disabled people who live in municipal-supplied or managed
residential housing? There are currently no municipal supplied or managed residential housing
units in Nampa.
Does the jurisdiction require a public hearing to obtain public input for specific exceptions to
zoning and land-use rules for disabled applicants and is the hearing only for disabled applicants
rather than for all applicants? No.
Does the zoning ordinance address mixed uses? How are the residential land uses discussed? What
standards apply? Yes. The City Code allows mixed uses in Gateway Business 1 (GB1), Gateway
Business 2 (GB2), Downtown Village District (DV), and Downtown Historic Subdistrict (DH). The
Residential Professional (RP) and Neighborhood Business (BN) also offer a limited amount of
commercial and office along with some residential. The land uses allowed in each district are
unique and depend on the purpose and intent of the zone. The gateway business districts, for
example, are designated as a primarily commercial center and a high density residential zone. In
practice, it can be difficult to build residential in GB1 – it is possible with a CUP when combined
with a business but multi-family is not allowed. The DV district is zoned for a variety of retail,
office, multifamily, residential services, restaurants, and entertainment. Because the districts are
transitional zones, there is particular attention paid to the design and architectural consistency
with neighboring districts.
Does the zoning ordinance describe any areas in this jurisdiction as exclusive? No.
Are there exclusions or discussions of limiting housing to any of the following groups: race, color,
sex, religion, age, disability, marital status, or familial status and/or creed of national origin? No.
Are there any restrictions for Senior Housing in the zoning ordinance? If yes, do the restrictions
comply with Federal law on housing for older persons (i.e., solely occupied by persons 62 years of
age or older or at least one person 55 years of age and has significant facilities or services to meet
the physical or social needs of older people)? No.
Does the zoning ordinance contain any special provisions for making housing accessible to persons
with disabilities? No.
Does the zoning ordinance establish occupancy standards or maximum occupancy limits? In the
definition of “group residence” the code allows for a maximum of 8 unrelated persons in one
dwelling unit. A congregate dwelling is a single family home with a maximum of 6 unrelated
persons (e.g., college students living together). There are no other occupancy restrictions for
residential dwelling units.
Does the zoning ordinance include a discussion of fair housing? No, but there is a mention of fair
housing in regards to protected classes in the definition of single-family dwelling. The City
reserves the right to require or verify or administer licensing to assure resident eligibility under
fair housing protected classes (mentally or physically handicapped or elderly).
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Describe the minimum standards and amenities required by the ordinance for a multiple family
project with respect to handicap parking. Zoning code requires compliance with ADA accessible
parking standards and two spaces per dwelling unit, plus one extra ADA space per fourplex or
higher density residential building.
Does the zoning code distinguish senior citizen housing from other single family residential and
multifamily residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit (cup)? No, there is no
separate definition for senior citizen housing.
Does the zoning code distinguish handicapped housing from other single family residential and
multifamily residential uses by the application of a conditional use permit (cup)? No.
How are “special group residential housing” defined in the jurisdiction zoning code? The code
defines a “group residential dwelling” as a home in which eight (8) or fewer unrelated physically
and/or mentally handicapped or elderly persons legally reside as a single housekeeping unit
who are supervised at the "group residence" in connection with their handicap or age related
infirmity.
Does the jurisdiction’s planning and building codes presently make specific reference to the
accessibility requirements contained in the 1988 amendment to the Fair Housing Act? Is there any
provision for monitoring compliance? The zoning code includes no reference to the Fair Housing
Act nor compliance of the law. There is a minor reference that tenants of group residents are
included as fair housing protected classes.

Private Sector Actions
The concluding section in this chapter focuses on private sector actions that could present
barriers to fair housing choice. It contains an analysis of Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA)
data, which report lending activity of financial institutions.
HMDA data are widely used to examine potential discrimination in mortgage lending. Financial
institutions have been required to report HMDA data since the 1970s, when civil rights laws
prompted higher scrutiny of lending activity. The variables contained in the HMDA dataset have
expanded over time, allowing for more comprehensive analyses and better results. However,
despite expansions in the data reported, public HMDA data remain limited because of the
information that is not reported. As such, studies of lending disparities that use HMDA data carry
a similar caveat: HMDA data can be used to determine disparities in loan originations and
interest rates among borrowers of different races, ethnicities, genders, and location of the
property they hope to own. The data can also be used to explain many of the reasons for any
lending disparities (e.g., poor credit history). Violations of fair lending, practices, however,
generally originate with federal regulators who have access to a broader set of information (e.g.,
borrower loan files) of lending practices.
This section uses the analysis of HMDA data to determine if disparities in loan approvals and
terms exist for loan applicants of different races and ethnicities. The HMDA data analyzed in this
section reflect loans applied for by residents in 2015, the latest year for which HMDA were
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publicly available at the time this document was prepared. It also compares the results of the
HMDA analysis with lending outcomes reported in the last AI.
This analysis was completed at the county level to provide a broader dataset of minority
applicants and better detect any fair lending concerns. As discussed in Section I, the dissimilarity
index was higher in the region than for the City alone.

Loan applications. During 2015, there were 8,783 loan applications processed in Canyon
County for home purchases, loan refinances, and home improvements. Two-thirds of all loan
applications were processed in Nampa. This percentage of loan applications in the City is similar
to prior years, but the volume has increased. In 2010, there were a total of 6,531 loan
applications processed in the County, 4,082 of which were in Nampa.
Of the 8,783 loan applications, half were for home purchases. Another 47 percent were for
refinances. Just 3 percent were for home improvements.
Over half (53%) of the loan applications were conventional (i.e., not government insured- or
guaranteed), 33 percent were Federal Housing Administration-insured and 13 percent were
Veterans Administration-guaranteed.
Figure V-2 shows the number and percentage of loan applications by race. Overall, White
residents submitted more loan applications than any other racial or ethnic group. The Figure
also provides a column comparing the racial and ethnic distribution of all County residents from
the 2015 ACS. The percentage of Hispanic loan applicants (12%) was disproportionate to the
percentage of the total Hispanic population (25%). Both White and Non-Hispanic residents
experienced a similar trend of a higher percentage of applicants compared to their percentage of
the total population. It is difficult to gain much insight into the comparison of applications versus
share of population for Native American, Asian, African American, or Native Hawaiians/Pacific
Islanders because the number of applicants is small.
Figure V-2.
Loan Applications Received by
Race and Ethnicity, Canyon
County, 2015
Note:
Does not include loans for multifamily
properties or non-owner occupants. Data do
not add to 100% because the "other" U.S.
Census population category is not included.
Source:
FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2015, 2015 ACS and
BBC Research & Consulting.
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Applicants
Race/Ethnicity

Number

Percent

Percent of
Total
Population

Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White

61
51
47
33
7,845

1%
1%
1%
1%
89%

1%
1%
0%
1%
86%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

1,034
7,091

12%
81%

25%
75%
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Outcome of loan applications. Figure V-3 displays the actions taken on loan applications in
2015.
Of the potential actions that could be taken on a loan:


“Loan originated” indicates that the application was approved and the applicant accepted
the loan;



“Approved, but not accepted” means that the application was approved, but the applicant
chose not to accept the loan;



“Denied by financial institution” signifies that the application was not approved;



“Withdrawn by applicant” indicates that the applicant chose not to pursue the loan before
an approval decision had been made; and



“File closed for incompleteness” means that the application was incomplete and the loan
was not evaluated.

Two-thirds of all loans applied for were originated and 16 percent of applications were denied.
One in ten loan applications were withdrawn by the applicant and the remaining applications
were either approved but not accepted or closed for incompleteness.
Figure V-3.
Loan Applications and
Action Taken, Canyon
County, 2015
Note:
Does not include loans for multifamily
properties or non-owner occupants.
Source:
FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2015 and BBC
Research & Consulting.

The most recent distribution of loan application outcomes was similar to the outcomes for the
City of Nampa in 2010. The percent of denied loan applications (18%) was slightly higher and
originations were slightly lower (61%) in the last Consolidated Plan. Twelve percent of loan
applications were withdrawn by the applicant and six percent were approved but not accepted.
Overall, loan application actions since 2010 only differ slightly and reflect similar outcomes as
2015.

Outcome of applications by race and ethnicity. Figure V-4 presents more detail on the outcomes
of loan applications, focusing on differences in race and ethnicity.
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The racial and ethnic groups with the highest denial rate were African Americans, Native
Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders, and Native Americans, with a denial rate of 28 to 30 percent. Asian
residents had the lowest denial rate of 12 percent. This compares to a denial rate of 16 percent
for all loan applicants.
When comparing the 2015 HMDA analysis to the 2010 analysis conducted in the previous
Consolidated Plan, denials by race and ethnicity differed: Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders
applicants experienced the highest denials at 35 percent, while African American applicants
experienced the lowest denials at 8 percent.
The mortgage lending outcomes shown in Figure V-4 are similar to national and state outcomes.
The difference between denials among African American and White residents was 15 percentage
points with more African Americans being denied. This is similar to the national level, where the
denial rate in 2014 was 25 percent for African American applicants, compared to just 10 percent
of non-Hispanic White applicants—also a difference of 15 percentage points. Second, denial
rates for Asian applicants in Canyon County were slightly lower than that of White applicants;
this was also the case nationally.
The HMDA analysis in the 2016 State of Idaho fair housing analysis found relatively high rates of
denials for American Indian/Alaskan Native, Hispanic, and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
applicants. Denial rates for other racial groups were not significantly different than the denial
rates for White applicants.
Figure V-4.
Outcome of Mortgage Loan Applications by Race and Ethnicity, Canyon County, 2015

Percent
Originated

Percent
Approved but
Not Accepted
by Applicant

Percent
Denied

Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White

59%
57%
57%
52%
67%

3%
2%
2%
6%
4%

28%
12%
30%
30%
15%

10%
10%
11%
3%
11%

0%
0%
0%
9%
3%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

62%
67%

4%
4%

21%
14%

10%
11%

3%
3%

African American/White Difference
American Indian/White Difference
Hispanic/non-Hispanic Difference

-9%
-8%
-6%

-2%
-1%
0%

15%
13%
7%

-1%
-1%
-1%

-3%
-3%
0%

Race/Ethnicity

Note:

Percent
Percent
Withdrawn Incomplete

Does not include loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants.

Source: FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2015 and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Loan origination rates were somewhat similar across racial and ethnic categories, all above 50
percent. Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders applicants had the lowest origination rate at 52
percent. Non-Hispanic and White applicants had the highest rates both at 67 percent.
Idaho’s applications by race and ethnicity. In the State of Idaho, American Indian/Alaska Native
applicants had loans originated 55 percent of the time; Asian applicants, 62 percent; African
Americans, 62 percent; and White applicants, 66 percent. Hispanic borrowers had loans
originated 58 percent of the time—eight percentage points lower than non-Hispanic applicants.
Across all races and ethnicities, Canyon County's loan originations were similar to that of the
state.

Outcomes and types of loans. Loan denial rates can also vary by race and ethnicity based on the
type of loans applied for by applicants. Denial rates are typically highest for home improvement
loans, often because the additional debt will raise the loan to value ratios above the levels
allowed by a financial institution.
An examination of the types of loans applied for by applicants of varying races and ethnicities
found that Asian applicants were much more likely than other applicants to apply for home
purchase loans (65% of loan applications). All other races and ethnicities had almost equal
proportions of applications for home purchase and refinancing loans. Loans for home
improvement were very low, ranging from 0 to 3 percent.
Figure V-5 displays the denial rate by race and ethnicity and loan purpose. Native
Hawaiian/Pacific Islander applicants were much more likely than other applicants to get denied
for refinance loans (67% of loan applications). White and Non-Hispanic applicants had the
lowest rate of applications denied for home purchase loans (9% of loan applications). Hispanic
applicants experienced relatively high rates (43%) of denial for both home improvement and
refinancing loans. In general, denials were higher for refinancing loans, as these can hold more
risk than a home purchase loan.
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Figure V-5.
Denial by Race and Ethnicity
and Loan Purpose, Canyon
County, 2015
Note:
Excludes denial rates when fewer than 20 loans
were made; denoted as N/A.
Source:
FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2015 and BBC Research
& Consulting.

Canyon County loan applicants were denied home purchase loans at about the same rate (14%)
compared to applicants nationally (13%) and higher than all applicants in the State of Idaho
(10%).

Outcomes and income levels. Figure V-6 examines differences in loan origination and denial
rates by income range. As shown by Figure V-6, the difference in approval rates was modest,
except for the lowest income applicants.
Figure V-6.
Mortgage Loan Application Originations and Denials by
Income Level, Canyon County, 2015
Note:
Does not include loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants.

Originated Denied
Less than 50% MFI
50-80% MFI
80-100% MFI
100% MFI+

60%
68%
69%
67%

24%
16%
15%
13%

Source:
FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2015 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Reasons for denial. HMDA data contain some information on why loans were denied, which
can help to explain differences in denials among racial and ethnic groups. Figure V-7 shows the
reasons for denials in Canyon County.
For all racial and ethnic categories, high debt-to-income ratio and inadequate or poor credit
history were the top reasons for denials.
Inadequate or poor employment history and insufficient cash were very minor reasons.
There are many reasons why loan origination rates may be lower for certain racial and ethnic
groups. First, some racial and ethnic groups are very small, so the pool of potential borrowers is
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limited and may skew towards lower income households, since minorities typically have lower
incomes. Second, minority applicants are more likely to not accept their loan offers, even if they
are approved. Differences in the completeness of loan applications and withdrawal of
applications by potential borrowers also affect the origination rates.
Denial rates exhibit significant variation over time, according to the Federal Reserve, driven by
changes in demand for certain types of loans, variation in borrower type, and changes in credit
standards. Nationally, denial rates on home purchase applications in 2015 was very low—even
lower than during the housing boom years. The relatively low denial rate is attributed to a drop
in applications from riskier applicants, perhaps related to tightening of credit availability and
lending standards.
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Figure V-7.
Reasons for Denials of Loan Applications by Race and Ethnicity of Applicant, Canyon County, 2015

Collateral
Insufficient

Credit
Application
Incomplete

Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White

25%
0%
0%
0%
20%

0%
0%
11%
0%
10%

25%
50%
22%
0%
29%

25%
0%
33%
75%
24%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

9%
20%

6%
10%

35%
29%

30%
24%

Race/Ethnicity

Note:

Employment
History
Credit History Debt-to-Income
Inadequate/Poor Ratio Too High Inadequate/Poor

Insufficient Cash
(downpayment,
closing costs)

Unverifiable
Information

0%
0%
11%
0%
3%

0%
25%
11%
0%
2%

0%
0%
11%
25%
6%

25%
25%
0%
0%
6%

2%
3%

3%
3%

6%
6%

8%
6%

Other
Reasons

Does not include loans for multifamily properties or non-owner occupants.

Source: FFIEC HMDA Raw Data and 2015 and BBC Research & Consulting.
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Subprime loans. The subprime lending market declined significantly following the housing
market crisis. Nationally, in 2014, only about 3 percent of conventional home purchases and 2
percent of refinance loans were subprime. Interestingly, nationally, small banks and credit
unions were much more likely to originate subprime loans than were mortgage companies or
large banks in 2014.2 ,3
In 2015, 5.8 percent of the loans in Canyon County were subprime—up from 3.6 percent in
2010. The average interest rate above the prime rate was 2 percent. A borrower with a subprime
rate would pay, on a $250,000 loan, about $3,500 more per year than a prime rate borrower, or
more than $100,000 over the life of the loan. Given that the top reasons for denials in the county
were high debt-to-income ratio and inadequate or poor credit history—and considering the high
cost of subprime loans to a borrower—this is an area that the county should monitor.

Summary
This section examines public and private decisions that affect housing choice, including the
public provision and regulation of housing and access to mortgage financing. The primary
findings include:


The procedures and practices of the Nampa Housing Authority and the Southwestern Idaho
Housing Authority, and the City’s land use and zoning regulations, do not appear to create
barriers to housing choice and are in line with HUD regulations.



The differences in mortgage loan denials among borrowers of varying races and ethnicities
are similar to denials nationally. African American (15%), Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
(15%), and Native American (13%) applicants have the largest gaps in denial rates when
compared to non-Hispanic White applicants.

2 For the purposes of this section, “subprime” is defined as a loan with an APR of more than three percentage points above

comparable Treasuries. This is consistent with the intent of the Federal Reserve in defining “subprime” in the HMDA data.
3 http://www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/bulletin/2015/pdf/2014_HMDA.pdf
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SECTION VI.
Fair Housing Environment, Contributing Factors
and Strategies
This section examines the fair housing environment in the City of Nampa. The contents are
consistent with the requirements of HUD’s new Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) template and
include the following:


A review of state and local fair housing laws and enforcement;



An analysis of fair housing complaints, as well as charges or letters of findings from HUD
and legal cases, to assess trends in fair housing violations; and



An overview of fair housing resources.

The section ends with an identification of current fair housing challenges, the “contributing
factors” that affect housing choice in Nampa, and fair housing goals and strategies that will be
part of the Consolidated Plan five-year goals and annual action plan activities.
It begins with residents’ perceptions of fair housing discrimination in Nampa.

Experience of Discrimination
The resident survey included a series of questions to determine the prevalence and nature of
housing discrimination against Nampa residents.

Prevalence of fair housing discrimination. Thirteen percent of residents who completed
the survey for this study said they had been denied housing choices in the past five years. Of
these, 71 percent said they were denied a place to rent.
Figure VI-1.
In the past five years, have you ever been
denied housing to rent or buy in Nampa?
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa Resident Survey.
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These residents offered one or more reasons for denial. Market based factors (e.g., credit,
income, pet policies) were identified by the majority (72%) of those who had experienced
housing denial. Bad credit was the largest factor for respondents at 42 percent of all denials.
Source of income, having a criminal background, having children, and having a Section 8 voucher
were cited as reasons for denial by the remaining respondents.
Figure VI-2.
Why were you denied housing to
rent or buy?
Note:
n=57 residents. Numbers add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from the 2017 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Residents responded to a separate set of questions specific to fair housing discrimination. Only 5
percent said they felt they had experienced discrimination. Discrimination has not changed from
the 5 percent reported by respondents in the 2012 resident survey.
Two thirds of the reasons offered for the discrimination pointed to the respondents’ protected
class status. Among these residents, most (36%) identified race or ethnicity as the basis for
discrimination, followed by familial status (27%) and disability (18%).
Eleven percent said the discrimination occurred in the past year; 63 percent said it occurred two
to five years ago and 26 percent said it occurred more than five years ago.

Equal treatment. Survey respondents were asked if all residents of their neighborhood/
subdivision are treated the same as residents in other neighborhoods/subdivisions. Seventeen
percent said no.
When asked why not, most residents characterized themselves or other residents as living in low
income neighborhoods or neighborhoods with less access to quality programs and resources
(e.g., healthy food options, road maintenance, and snow removal). As a result, these residents
believe that they or other residents in central or north Nampa are treated differently by the City.
Examples include the belief that their neighborhood “doesn’t have a voice” and that there are
“parts of the city that are not as nice of a subdivision, therefore get less improvements and are
looked down upon in society.”
These respondents also felt that the infrastructure in their neighborhood was maintained less
often than affluent areas in the southern parts of the City. One respondent described their
experience with City services: “We do not see city services come to our area very often. The
streets rarely get swept and we have never seen anyone come tend to the storm drains”.
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Several of the respondents mentioned issues with their Homeowner Associations (HOAs)—e.g.,
high fees for some subdivisions without offering the same amenities or not enforcing the rules as
well as HOAs in higher income areas.
Respondents also described discrimination on the basis of race, ethnicity, or familial status as
the reason for their perceived disparate treatment. A few respondents described their neighbors
as not liking children and another respondent described her concerns, “I worry about how my
Hispanic neighbors are treated.”
Residents were also asked to agree or disagree with this statement: “The community benefits of
living in Nampa—good schools, access to parks and recreation, access to jobs—are available to
all residents, regardless of where they live in a community.”
Despite some of the previous perspectives about varying access to amenities among different
neighborhoods or subdivisions, respondents generally agreed with this statement. On a scale of
0 to 9, the average rating was 6.4 and the highest number of respondents chose ratings over 5.
Thirteen percent of respondents disagreed that community benefits are available to all (rating 0
to 2).
Those who disagreed offered the following suggestions for improving the distribution of
community benefits in Nampa:


Reduce crime in low income communities (most frequently mentioned),



Allow children to attend schools outside of their neighborhoods, and



Expand transit access.

Federal and State Fair Housing Laws and Enforcement
The Federal Fair Housing Act (FHA), passed in 1968 and amended in 1988, prohibits
discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion, sex, familial status,
and disability.1 The FHA covers most types of housing transactions including rental housing,
home sales, mortgage and home improvement lending, as well as policies and practices that
determine the placement of residential housing (e.g., land use and zoning regulations).
Excluded from the FHA are owner-occupied buildings with no more than four units, single family
housing units sold or rented without the use of a real estate agent or broker, housing operated
by organizations and private clubs that limit occupancy to members, and housing for older
persons.
The State of Idaho’s fair housing law differs from the FHA in that it does not recognize familial
status and covers providers with two or more properties.

1 For the purposes of this report, the acronym FHA refers to both the Fair Housing Act of 1968 and the amendments from

1988.
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Many Nampa residents have knowledge of what to do—and willingness to act—if they
experience housing discrimination. If they felt they had experienced discrimination and/or had a
family member or friend who had, most Nampa residents would contact a fair housing
organization (37%) or City government or elected officials (20%). About one in four would not
know what to do and 16 percent would do nothing.

Fair housing inquiry and complaint process. Nampa residents who feel that they might
have experienced a violation of the FHA can contact one or more of the following organizations:
HUD’s Office of Fair Housing and Opportunity (FHEO), the Idaho Housing and Finance
Association (IHFA), the Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC), Idaho Legal Aid Services and
the Idaho Human Rights Commission (IHRC).
Nampa, as well as the state, does not enforce fair housing law and refers potential complainants
to fair housing/legal organizations. In 2011, IHFA established a 2-1-1 line, Idaho Careline Quick
Referral that residents can call to get information about fair housing questions and concerns, and
numbers to call to file a complaint.
IHFA also maintains a website dedicated to fair housing, https://www.idahohousing.com/fairhousing/, as well as a Fair Housing Forum at http://fairhousingforum.org/, which provides fair
housing information, events/trainings and other resources.

Complaints filed with HUD. Housing discrimination complaints may be filed online at
http://www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim.cfm. Residents may also call HUD toll free at 1800-669-9777 (FHEO in Washington D.C.) or 1-800-877-0246 (Seattle Fair Housing Regional
Office, which serves Idaho residents).
According to HUD, when a complaint is received, HUD will notify the person who filed the
complaint along with the alleged violator and allow that person to submit a response. The
complaint will then be investigated to determine whether there has been a violation of the FHA.
A complaint may be resolved in a number of ways. First, HUD is required to try to reach an
agreement between the two parties involved. A conciliation agreement must protect the filer of
the complaint and public interest. If an agreement is signed, HUD will take no further action
unless the agreement has been breached.
If during the investigative, review, and legal process HUD finds that discrimination has occurred,
the case will be heard in an administrative hearing within 120 days, unless either party prefers
the case to be heard in Federal district court.

Complaints filed with the State of Idaho. IHRC enforces the State of Idaho’s employment and
housing anti-discrimination laws. Complaints can be filed online
(http://humanrights.idaho.gov/complaint.html), by phone and through regular or email. IHRC
can only enforce state fair housing law, as the state’s law is not substantially equivalent to the
federal FHA.
IHRC provides mediation services to resolve complaints for little or no cost. About 20 percent of
cases filed with IHRC are settled through this process.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VI, PAGE 4

If mediation is not selected, IHRC investigates the complaint and issues a finding of “no cause” if
the available evidence does not suggest that illegal discrimination occurred or “probably cause.”
In that case, IHRC seeks a resolution to compensate the victim and ensure that others will not
receive similar treatment. If a resolution is reached, this becomes a “conciliation agreement” and
the dispute is closed.
When a resolution is not agreed upon, IHRC may file an action in district court on behalf of the
victim or the victim may withdraw the lawsuit. This must occur within one year of the filing of
the complaint.
Individuals may also file a private action in court; they must do so 90 days from the IHRC’s
dismissal of a complaint.

Complaints filed with local organizations. The nonprofit IFHC provides fair housing education
and outreach statewide. The organization also provides enforcement of the federal FHA and
monitors compliance of fair housing providers, lending institutions, and units of government in
Idaho. IFHC has the authority to negotiate fair housing settlements by mediation, conciliation,
and litigation. IFHC can be contacted by calling 1-208-383-0695 or 1-800-717-0695 or online at
http://www.ifhcidaho.org/.
Idaho Legal Aid is a nonprofit legal firm assisting low income Idahoans with a variety of legal
matters. Housing services include assistance with evictions, homeowners’ rights, foreclosures,
mobile home contracts, property taxes, tenant rights, and fair housing. The types of cases
accepted are based on local capacity and program priorities, based on funding. More information
is available online at http://www.idaholegalaid.org/.
Figure VI-3 summarizes fair housing protections and enforcement of fair housing laws.
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Figure VI-3.
Fair Housing Protections and Fair Housing Inquiry and Complaint Process, Federal
FHA and State of Idaho

FEDERAL FHA
Protected Classes
● Race

HUD

Fair Housing Inquiry
and Complaint Process

http://www.hud.gov/complaints/housediscrim.cfm
1-800-669-9777 (FHEO in Washington, D.C.)
1-800-877-0246 (Seattle Fair Housing Regional Office)

IHFA/Fair Housing Forum

● Color

http://fairhousingforum.org/

● National origin

IFHC

● Religion

http://www.ifhcidaho.org/
1-208-383-0695
1-800-717-0695

● Sex
● Familial status
● Disability

Legal Aid
http://www.idaholegalaid.org/

STATE OF IDAHO
Protected Classes
● Race
● Color

IHRC

Fair Housing Inquiry
and Complaint Process

http://humanrights.idaho.gov/complaint.html
1-208-334-2873
1-888-249-7025

IHFA/Fair Housing Forum
http://fairhousingforum.org/

● National origin
● Religion

IFHC

● Disability

http://www.ifhcidaho.org/
1-208-383-0695
1-800-717-0695

● Providers with two or
more properties

Legal Aid

● Sex

http://www.idaholegalaid.org/

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.
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Fair Housing Complaint Trends
Between January 2011 and December 2015, 317 fair housing complaints were filed by Idaho
residents. Thirty-one of those were filed in Canyon County; 24 in Nampa.
Figure VI-4.
Disability Based Complaint Proportion, Top
10 Complaint Counties, State of Idaho,
January 2011 to December 2015.
Note:
Total Complaints include the numbers of multiple complaints per
case.
Source:
US Department of HUD Complaint Responsive Records, 2011 – 2015.

County
Ada
Kootenai
Canyon
Boise
Bonneville
Bannock
Twin Falls
Latah
Madison
Shoshone
State of Idaho

Disablity Based
Complaints

Total
Complaints

Percent

64
30
16
17
13
11
12
1
2
2
193

121
51
35
32
15
14
14
10
8
6
346

53%
59%
46%
53%
87%
79%
86%
10%
25%
33%
56%

Of the complaints filed in Nampa, the most common outcome was conciliation/settlement
successful (42%), while the others resulted in no cause determination, complaint withdrawn by
complainant without or after resolution, and dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. The majority of
the complaints affected a person with a disability and most involved failure to make a reasonable
accommodation. The complaints involving a residents’ familial status were brought due to
refusal to rent, discriminatory advertising, and discriminatory conditions or privileges.

Legal Cases
As part of the AI, fair housing legal cases were reviewed for trends in fair housing violations and
enforcement. Major cases occurring in region are summarized below. Only one of these lawsuits
specifically involved the City of Nampa. The remaining cases are included here to demonstrate
the types of fair housing violations that occur in the broader region—and which could occur in
Nampa. They are organized in the year when the complaint was filed.

United States v. Thomas Development Co., et al (Disability). In February, 2002 the United
States filed a complaint alleging that Thompson Development Co. and affiliated companies
(defendants) engaged in a pattern or practice of discrimination on the basis of disability by
failing to design and construct the ground floor units and public /common use areas in
compliance with the accessibility requirements of the FHA. The defendants were alleged to
commit these violations at 17 apartment complexes located throughout Southern Idaho in the
cities of Boise, Nampa, Nampa, Shelly, Rexburg, Caldwell, Rigby, Lewiston, and Jerome. The
complaint also alleged that some of the defendants retaliated against a tenant family at one of
the complexes by attempting to evict the family after one of the family members requested a
reasonable accommodation for their disability.
In March, 2005, the court entered a consent order, which included injunctive relief and monetary
payments totaling $125,000. The consent order remained in effect for three years.
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Garcia v. Brockway (Disability). In May 2003, Noll Garcia (plaintiff) filed a complaint against the
original owner/developer and designer of his apartment building in Boise, Idaho. The complaint
alleged a failure to accommodate disabilities as mandated by the FHA. Mr. Garcia is disabled and
uses a wheelchair for mobility and filed a complaint because the apartment complex he was
lacked curb cuts from the parking lot to the sidewalk, didn't have a ramp to the front entrance
door, and the doorways were too narrow to allow clear passage of his wheelchair. Mr. Garcia
requested that management make appropriate accessibility improvements, which were ignored,
as was his request that management build a ramp to his door or that he be relocated to a more
accessible unit. In addition, Mr. Garcia sued the original builder and architect (Brockway and
Robert Stewart, respectively), and the current owners and management (the Zavoshy
defendants).
The defendants (Brockway and Stewart) argued that because they no longer owned the building
(which they sold in 1994), their liability was time-barred by the statute of limitations in the FHA.
Thus, the plaintiff’s complaint would have had to been filed within two years following
construction of the apartment building in 1993. The plaintiff countered, arguing that the failure
to remodel the apartments constituted a continuing violation and that the statute of limitations
take effect upon discovery of the alleged violations. Mr. Garcia also claimed that failure to make
modifications constituted new violations.
The court ruled that the continuing accessibility issues were an effect of a prior discriminatory
act but not a continuing violation. The argument that the two-year statute of limitations should
begin at discovery of a violation was deemed unworkable, as a developer would be liable for
these violations indefinitely in spite of his or her ownership of the complex. Finally, the original
developer was not found to be liable for refusal to make modifications while current
management company was at fault. The defendant still had a remedy under the FHA with
building owners, but his motion against the developers was dismissed. Claims against the
current owners and management were settled out of court.

United States v. S-Sixteen Limited Partnership (Disability). This case also involved design and
construction violations in an apartment complex in Boise. The 2005 consent order required
defendants to retrofit the common use areas of the complex and 76 ground-floor apartments,
pay $2,000 in damages, and to establish a fund of $40,000 to compensate victims of the
defendants' discriminatory practices. Defendants are also required to inform regulatory agencies
of future development and design work in which they become involved and obtain statements
that design plans comply with the FHA; have all supervisory employees and agents participate in
fair housing training and certify that they have read the order; post signs describing their policy
of nondiscrimination in housing; and meet reporting and record-keeping obligations.
Intermountain Fair Housing Council v. Boise Rescue Mission Ministries (Religion). The Rescue
Mission is an Idaho nonprofit funded through charitable donations from businesses, churches,
and the general public. The Rescue Mission operates two facilities in Boise. There were recently
two cases filed against the Rescue Mission on the basis of religion.


Case #1: Plaintiff Richard Chinn was periodically homeless during the years 2005 and 2006
and a guest of the homeless shelter located at the River of Life Facility. During his stays at
the shelter, he had no other place to stay and intended to remain in the shelter in excess of
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several months. Chinn asserts that he was told by shelter staff that he would be required to
participate in Christian religious activities such as chapel services in order to reside and eat
meals at the shelter. He observed that guests of the shelter who did not attend chapel
services were either required to wait in the dining room or were not permitted to enter the
shelter until chapel services were completed. Chinn found the practices of the shelter to be
coercive, unpleasant, embarrassing, and offensive to his religion. He did, however,
participate in the religious services out of fear that if he did not participate, he would be
denied housing and other services.


Case #2: In addition to the homeless shelter, the Rescue Mission also provides a New Life
Discipleship/Recovery Program, which is an intensive, one-year Christian-based residential
recovery program for individuals with drug or alcohol dependency. In October 2005,
Plaintiff Cowles was in jail on drug-related criminal convictions. Cowles contacted the
Rescue Mission and requested that she be admitted into the Discipleship Program, stating
that she was "focused on changing my life through God and spiritual growth," and that she
is "desperately looking to fill this void in my life with spirituality and not drugs.” Following
admittance to the program, Cowles was required to participate in religious activities Cowles
was upset at being forced to adopt the Christian religion. When Cowles requested that she
be allowed to change to a non-religious program, she was put on "30-day restriction"
during which all her telephone calls with her attorney were monitored by Program staff
and she was not allowed to participate in other limited activities that she previously had
been allowed. Eventually, Discipleship Program staff wrote a letter to the judge presiding
over Cowles' criminal case and informed the judge that Cowles "struggled with the
Christian based program that was offered." Staff recommended to the judge that Cowles be
given an opportunity to complete a non-faith-based program to allow her to "better focus
on her recovery without the confliction of her beliefs."

Both cases were resolved recently in appellate court. The court found that since the Boise Rescue
Mission is not a “dwelling,” it is not subject to the requirements of the Fair Housing Act. The
court also concluded that the religious practice requirements are protected by the Free Exercise
Clause of the First Amendment.

Fair Housing Challenges and Contributing Factors
The HUD AFH template requires identification of fair housing challenges and an analysis of
potential contributing factors for their ability to create, contribute to, perpetuate, and/or
increase fair housing issues. These include housing choice, as well as equal access to
opportunity. Such contributing factors are similar to what were known as “impediments” in past
fair housing studies.
The research conducted for the 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan and Fair Housing Assessment
identified the following fair housing challenges and contributing factors that affect housing
choice and access to opportunity in Nampa:

Credit improvement and education is needed for renters who desire to become homeowners
and owners at risk of foreclosure. In the survey conducted for this plan, 90 percent of renters
said they would like to buy a home. Anecdotal evidence (from the focus groups) reveals that the
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City and region have a very limited supply of starter homes for renters who want to buy (homes
priced at $130,000 and less). The primary contributing factors to homeownership challenges
include 1) Poor credit, and 2) Not enough money for a downpayment. In the Great Recession,
many renters became owners through loans that carried high interest rates and required no
downpayment; many of these practices resulted in foreclosures. It is important to educate
renters about credit improvement to avoid a similar outcome.
Nine percent of current owners said they are worried about their homes going into foreclosure.
Eight percent said they owe more on their home than it is currently worth.

There is a significant need for opportunities for economic growth in North Nampa. Nampa has
one neighborhood that has qualified as a HUD-designated Racially and Ethnically Concentrated
area of Poverty (R/ECAP). This neighborhood houses many residents of Hispanic origin who are
extremely low income and many for whom English is a Second Language (ESL). This
neighborhood is challenged by higher than average crime, no grocery stores, limited transit,
limited walkability, and a physical separation from downtown Nampa. Contributing factors
include: Aging housing stock, lack of private sector investment, and a limited physical connection
to the City. Investing in this neighborhood through improvements in education quality, transit,
healthy food, and job training and employment opportunities would improve the economic
outcomes of residents—especially the long-term economic outcomes of children—and benefit
the City overall.
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