APPENDIX E.
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
This appendix contains the City’s updated Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI).
This update was completed as part of the City’s 2012-2016 Consolidated Plan.
This section contains:


Maps examining protected class concentrations in Nampa;



The findings from a fair housing survey and stakeholder consultation conducted for the AI;



A review of the City’s land use policies and zoning codes for barriers to fair housing choice;



An overview of assisted housing in Nampa and the policies and procedures of housing
authorities;



An analysis of home mortgage lending data;



An analysis of fair housing complaints; and



An identification of fair housing barriers and a recommended fair housing action plan.

Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI). The AI is a U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) mandated review of impediments to fair housing choice
in the public and private sector. The AI is required for the City of Nampa to receive federal
housing and community development block grant funding.
The AI involves:


A review of a city’s laws, regulations and administrative policies, procedures and practices;



An assessment of how those laws, policies and practices affect the location, availability and
accessibility of housing; and



An assessment of public and private sector conditions affecting fair housing choice.

According to HUD, impediments to fair housing choice are:


Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, religion, sex, disability,
familial status or national origin that restrict housing choices or the availability of housing
choices.



Any actions, omissions or decisions that have the effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial
status or national origin.

Although the AI itself is not directly approved or denied by HUD, its submission is a required
component of a city’s or state’s Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development
(Consolidated Plan) performance reporting.
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Federal Fair Housing Act. The Federal Fair Housing Act, passed in 1968 and amended in 1988,
prohibits discrimination in housing on the basis of race, color, national origin, religion,
gender/sex, familial status and disability. The Fair Housing Act covers most types of housing
including rental housing, home sales, mortgage and home improvement lending and land use and
zoning. Excluded from the Act 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. HUD has recently added protection from discrimination based on sexual
orientation or gender status to federally funded housing programs, including loans.
HUD has the primary authority for enforcing the Federal Fair Housing Act. HUD investigates the
complaints it receives and determines if there is a “reasonable cause” to believe that
discrimination occurred. If reasonable cause is established, HUD brings the complaint before an
Administrative Law Judge. Parties to the action can also elect to have the trial held in a federal
court (in which case the Department of Justice brings the claim on behalf of the plaintiff).

State of Idaho fair housing law. The State of Idaho’s fair housing act prohibits discrimination on
the basis of race, color, sex, religion, national origin and disability. It does not recognize familial
status as a protected class. The law is also different from the Federal Fair Housing Act in that it
covers providers with two or more units or properties. The state’s fair housing law is enforced
through the Idaho Human Rights Commission.
City ordinance. The City of Nampa does not have a local fair housing ordinance.

Protected Class Concentrations
According to HUD, “minority impacted areas” occur where the proportion of a specific racial or
ethnic group is 20 percentage points higher in a Census block group or tract than their population
in the City overall. For this AI, this definition is also applied to examine concentrations of single
parent households, large families and persons with disabilities.

Ethnic concentrations. In the City of Nampa, Whites comprised the majority of residents at 83
percent. The City’s largest minority group is persons of Hispanic descent, with 23 percent of
residents identifying their ethnicity as Hispanic in the 2010 Census. In comparison 2010, 11
percent of Idahoans reported Hispanic origin, compared to 5 percent in 1990.
According to the State of Idaho AI, “Canyon is the only county that has disproportionately more
persons of Hispanic descent than its overall share of the state’s population.”
Over the past two decades, the percent of Whites decreased by 6.6 percent while the number of
Hispanics increased by 10 percent. Other than residents of Hispanic descent, the City’s minority
populations are very small, as shown by Figure E-1. Minorities have experienced strong growth in
percentages, but, other than persons of Hispanic descent, are still very small in numbers.
Figure E-1 shows the racial composition of Nampa residents in 1990, 2000 and 2010, along with
the proportion of residents in each racial category who consider themselves of Hispanic descent.
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Figure E-1.
Population by Race and Ethnicity, City of Nampa, 1990, 2000 and 2010
1990
Number

2000
Percent

Number

1990-2000 Change
Percent

Number

Percent

2010
Number

2000-2010 Change
Percent

Number

Percent

Race
American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

275

1.0%

490

0.9%

215

78.2%

954

1.2%

464

94.7%

Asian or Pacific Islander alone

299

1.1%

576

1.1%

277

92.6%

722

0.9%

146

25.3%

75

0.3%

206

0.4%

131

174.7%

593

0.7%

387

187.9%

2,328

8.2%

7,314

14.1%

4,986

214.2%

8,734

10.7%

1,420

19.4%

25,388

89.5%

43,281

83.4%

17,893

70.5%

67,618

82.9%

24,337

56.2%

3,618

12.8%

9,282

17.9%

5,664

156.6%

18,653

22.9%

9,371

101.0%

Black or African American alone
Some Other Race
White alone
Ethnicity
Hispanic or Latino
Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2010 Census.
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About 23 percent of Nampa’s residents identified as Hispanic in the 2010 Census making HUD’s
definition of a “minority impacted area” as those areas with 43 percent or more Hispanic
residents. Figure E-2 shows areas of concentration of residents of Hispanic descent. As
demonstrated by Figure E-2, there are several Census block groups in Nampa with Hispanic
concentrations. However, there are also many block groups with moderate proportions of
Hispanic residents (between 23% and 43%). In general, except for the far southeast portion of
the City, Hispanic residents live throughout the City.
Figure E-2.
Percent of Hispanic Residents in Block Group, City of Nampa, 2010

Source: 2010 Census.
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Persons with disabilities. Overall, the Census reports that there are 12,727 people with
disabilities living in Nampa, which represents about 16 percent of the City’s total population.
Figure E-3 presents age by disabilities for residents of Nampa.
Figure E-3.
Disabilities by Age and Type, City of Nampa, 2010
5 to
17 years

18 to 64
Years

0

3,666

1,599

5,265

22.8%

253

3,271

2,213

5,737

24.9%

Cognitive Disability

1,306

3,927

1,292

6,525

28.3%

Self-Care Disability

263

1,263

567

2,093

9.1%
14.9%

Sensory Disability
Ambulatory Disability

Independent Living Disability

Note:

65 years Total Number Percentage
and over of Disabilities of Disabilities

N/A

2,007

1,415

3,422

Total Disabilities

1,822

14,134

7,086

23,042

Percent of People with a Disability

9.6%

16.4%

43.7%

Non-Institutionalized Population

80,679

“NA” indicates no data available for that age group for that specific disability.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 1-year American Community Survey.

The 2010 disability data show that:


Of all disabilities, cognitive disability is the most prevalent, comprising 28 percent of all
types of disabilities. This is followed by ambulatory disability at 25 percent.



Seniors are most likely to have a disability, with about 44 percent reporting some type of
disability. Residents aged five to 17 have the lowest of disability.



Disability data from the most recent Census are not available at the Census tract or block
group level. Based on the 2000 Census disability proportion for the City, there are no
census tracts that have a disability concentration.

Familial status. The majority of Nampa residents (60%) live in households without children.
This was the same proportion as in 2000. In fact, Nampa’s family structure has changed very
little since 2000.
A little more than half of all residents live in married-couple households (53%). Twenty-two
percent of Nampa households are comprised of people living alone. About 13 percent of
households are single-parents with children. Figure E-4 shows the breakdown of Nampa’s
households by family type.
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Figure E-4.
Household Composition,
City of Nampa, 2010

Number

Percent
of Total

6,966

25%

11,155

40%

Husband-wife families

7,656

28%

Single parents-male

1,060

4%

Single parents-female

2,439

9%

6,104

22%

3,504

13%

27,729

100%

Husband-wife families without children
Source:
2010 Census.

Families with children

People living alone
Other living situations (e.g., roommates)
Total households

Single parent households—especially those headed by single mothers—have some of the highest
rates of poverty in most communities. As such, they have needs for social services (child care,
transportation) and affordable housing. Familial status is also a protected class under fair
housing law and, in many communities, one of the most common reasons for fair housing
complaints. Single parent households are therefore vulnerable to fair housing discrimination and
often have fewer choices in the housing market because of their lower income levels.
Figure E-5 shows the distribution of single female heads of household in Nampa as of 2010. Only
one Census tract in Nampa shows a concentration (the percentage in this tract is 33.3%).
Figure E-5.
Percent of Households that are Female Headed, City of Nampa, 2010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 1-year American Community Survey.
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Large households are defined by the Census as having five or more persons living in the same
housing unit. Large households are important to consider in housing analyses, because large
families can have difficulty finding housing units—especially rental units—that are of the right
size and affordability level.
According to the 2010 Census, 4,682 housing units in Nampa—about 17 percent—contained 5
or more people. Approximately 64 percent of these units (2,995) were owner-occupied.
Figure E-6 shows the location of large households in Nampa. As the figure demonstrates, there
are no areas of concentrated large households in Nampa.
Figure E-6.
Percentage of Households that are Large, City of Nampa, 2010

Source: 2010 Census.

Resident and Stakeholder Input
In January and February 2012, 600 paper surveys were sent to Nampa stakeholders and
residents as part of the Consolidated Plan public input process. Notices of the on-line English and
Spanish surveys were distributed to area partners to distribute to their clients as well as a link
was placed on the homepage of City’s website. By March 2012, 220 residents had responded,
including four in Spanish, for a response rate of 37 percent. The survey was offered in Spanish
and English. The survey included questions focused on issues related to housing choice and
discrimination. Relevant findings from the survey are summarized here. A copy of all resident
survey questions can be found in Section III of the 2012-2016 Five Year Consolidated Plan.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

APPENDIX E, PAGE 7

Respondent characteristics.1 The majority of respondents identified their race as
Caucasian/White. Overall, 11 percent of respondents were Hispanic, compared to 23 percent of
Nampa’s total population. Two percent of respondents noted that Spanish is the language most
commonly spoken in their homes.
One in three respondents to the survey lives in a household that includes a member with a
disability. This is higher than the proportion of people in Nampa who are disabled, according to
the Census (16%). As shown in Figure E-7, of those households with a member with a disability,
one in three is in a living situation that does not meet their accessibility needs.
Figure E-7.
Disability Status of
Survey Respondents,
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=158 and n=53.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Housing barriers and discrimination. Survey respondents were asked about their personal
experience with housing discrimination, their recommendation for how they would respond to
housing discrimination and who to contact to file a complaint. They were also asked about
broader barriers to housing choice.
Just 5 percent of respondents believe that they personally have experienced housing
discrimination; this is a very low proportion. About 11 percent said they knew someone who
feels they have experiences housing discrimination in Nampa. Of these respondents, about 50
percent did nothing about the discrimination and 19 percent tried to get information to
complain but could not find a resource.
Complaint data support that residents do not actively pursue action when they believe they have
encounter discrimination. Between 2006 and 2009, just 15 fair housing complaints were
made by residents in Canyon County, or about four per year. These complaints represented 4
percent of all complaints filed in the state, a lower proportion than the county’s overall share
of the state population.

1 These demographics are from the resident survey. Demographic information is not asked of stakeholders.
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Figure E-8 shows what residents and their friends did after they felt they had been discriminated
against.
Figure E-8.
Action After
Discrimination,
City of Nampa,
2012

Note:
n=22.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting
from 2012 Nampa Resident
Survey.

Overall, only 10 percent of respondents stated that they knew who to contact to report housing
discrimination. In addition, just 5 percent said they knew which organization investigates
housing discrimination. In sum, between 90 and 95 percent of Nampa residents do not know
about fair housing resources.
Respondents who rent were also asked who they would contact if they had concerns about their
rental units. As shown in Figure E-9, the majority said “I don’t know.”
Figure E-9.
If you had concerns with
your landlord and/or rental
property, who would you
contact?

Note:
n=55.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey
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Survey participants responded to several questions about the factors that led to their current
housing choice, potential desire to move and factors that prevent them from moving.
Figure E-10 presents the reasons why Nampa residents chose their current housing. The
greatest proportion of respondents chose their home because they liked it or they liked the
neighborhood. One in five selected their home because it was what they could afford. Slightly
more than one in 10 (a low proportion) chose their home because, “this is the part of Nampa
where people like me live.”
Figure E-10.
Reasons for Current
Housing Choice
Note:
n=180;
Numbers add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Desire to move. Nearly two in five residents who responded to the survey would like to move.
Figure E-11.
Desire to Move
Note:
n=171.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Those residents who would like to move identified locations both within and outside of Nampa
that they would like to live. Figure E-12 presents the reasons why residents who want to move
have not yet done so. As shown, being unable to sell their current home is a primary factor for
more than half of the residents who desire to move. Job location is another important factor.
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Figure E-12.
Factors Preventing Move
to New Housing
Note:
n=82.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

When asked about the reasons they haven’t moved, only 1 percent said “I think I would be
discriminated against in other parts of Nampa.”
There were, however, two open ended comments made that suggested fair housing concerns:


“This was the only town the real estate agent would sell a house in and other real estate
agents would not help me.”



“I just believe that all parts of Nampa don't receive the equal protection or security services
that the more affluent parts of Nampa receive.”

Survey respondents shared the barriers, if any, preventing them from living elsewhere in Nampa.
Unemployment, financial constraints in general and owing more on their home than the home is
worth were common barriers cited. Specifically:


“Can't sell my home for fair market value due to its location.”



“I live in a 107 year old house and can't afford to fix it up to sell.”



“I simply can't afford better. I am struggling to make ends meet to begin with, but there is
no type of assistance to help my family. We are barely over the guidelines for food stamps
or anything. My tax money goes to help others which is great except that I can't afford to
help my own family.”



“No job. No running vehicle. Felony in background.”



“Not enough income. Property values have gone down and I can't get the money or value of
my property to buy another property in the south side of town.”



“Though I like my home, it is now too small for my growing family, but we are unable to sell
it for the value of our mortgage.”
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In closing, respondents were asked if they feel there is adequate information, resources and
training on fair housing issues in Nampa. Forty-six percent said yes; 54 percent said no, as
shown below.
Figure E-13.
Adequacy of Fair Housing
Resources in Nampa
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Stakeholder input. Several meetings were held during development of the Consolidated Plan
and AI which were attended by stakeholders who serve special needs and low income
populations. In general, stakeholders identified few barriers to fair housing choice affecting
protected classes in Nampa. Most of the barriers they described—lack of adequate transit, lack of
supportive services and the need for more emergency and transitional housing—were general
barriers for all low income households. Some did mention fair housing issues, including:


“The City of Nampa is doing its best and the Community Development folks are involved,
but there are pockets of poverty not being reached, and while it may not be a concerted
effort to ‘steer’ people of color, the nature of the availability of affordable housing outside of
those area is limited, thus so too are their options.”



“The city government of Nampa needs to remember that they serve families and children in
two school districts, not just one. Vallivue School District families pay taxes to the City of
Nampa, shop in Nampa stores, participate in Nampa activities, but the City of Nampa has
shown very, very little interest in supporting the families and children of the Vallivue
School District, and it is widely perceived that this is because those children usually come
from ‘less than desirable’ neighborhoods or homes.”



“North Nampa may have a deficiency in parks/recreational opportunities. The Latino
population there feels harassment from the police department and a lack of response, when
they do get there they feel that they are treated as criminals.”



“No handicap parking at terminal near Shep Rock Hangar. Going north on Garrity must
drive extra mile because of Kings Road restrictions.”



“Regarding housing costs: Housing costs are pretty integrated throughout the City. There
are pockets of higher income and lower income areas but as a whole you can see higher
income neighborhoods right next to starter-home neighborhoods.”
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Land Use Policy Review
The following section reviews important pieces of Nampa’s and Canyon County’s overall land use
policy. Canyon County’s analysis was lifted from that completed for the State of Idaho AI. The
land use review of the City utilizes 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.

Canyon County code review. The following information was found through review of the
Canyon County Code of Ordinances 10-006, Chapter 7, Zoning Regulations., Ordinance 08-026:
2010 Zoning Amendments.
Figure E-14.
Canyon County Zoning Code Review, Primary Findings
Potential Affordable Housing Barriers

Canyon County Regulations

Lot Dimensions
 Smallest minimum lot size in a residential district (with services)

 12,000 sq. ft.

 Narrowest lot width in a single family district

 60 ft.

 Minimum house size requirement (any district)

 —

 Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district

 4 DU per 1/2 acre

 Tallest building height in a multifamily district

 35 ft.
 4 DU per lot permitted and 8 DU per lot
permitted by CUP in R-2 district

 Where is multifamily permitted? By special permit?

Affordable Housing Provisions
 Are there incentives for affordable housing?

 No

(density, lot size, fee waivers, other)
Group Housing
 What types of group housing are permitted in single family districts?

 What types of group housing are permitted in multifamily districts?

 8 or fewer unrelated mentally and/or
physically handicapped is included in
definition of single family DU. Group home
by CUP, assisted care facility by
administrative approval
 No MF district

Manufactured Housing/Mobile Home (MH) Regulations
 Are MHs allowed in residential districts?

 Yes, manufactured home is included in
definition of single family DU

 Does the county have MH standards?

 No
 No
 Allowed where single family DU are permitted

 Does the county have a MH park district?
 Are MHs (parks/single units) allowed in other districts?

Note:

Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting
capacities of the county or local fire district.

Source: Canyon County, ID.
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Figure E-14. (CONTINUED)
Canyon County Zoning Code Review, Primary Findings
Potential Affordable Housing Barriers

Canyon County Regulations

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Regulations

 Are ADUs allowed in any districts, which ones?

 Yes
 "Secondary residence" permitted in single
family and medium residential density zone

 Are ADUs allowed by special permit only?

 No

 Does the code address accessory dwelling units?

Parking Requirements
 Number of parking spaces required for single family units

 2 per DU

 Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units

 2 per DU
 1 per 2 people; 1 per doctor; 3 per
2 employees

 Are there lower standards for affordable/special needs housing?

ABBREVIATIONS
 "—" = no information was found or there are no regulations listed

 CUP = conditional use permit

 BR = bedroom

 DU = dwelling unit

Note:

Increasing lot dimensions may be restricted to the availability of shared sewer systems, shared water systems and the firefighting
capacities of the county or local fire district.

Source: Canyon County, ID.

Positive findings from the review include:


Group living provisions are among the best reviewed.



Manufactured home and park availability standards are good.



Accessory dwelling provisions are good.



Manufactured homes are allowed where single family uses are permitted.



Secondary dwelling units are permitted in single family and medium density
residential zones.

Recommendations for modifying the code include:


12,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size and 60 ft. minimum width do not promote affordability.



Multifamily provisions could allow higher density to promote affordability.



Single family and multifamily parking standards could be lower.

Nampa zoning code review. To evaluate potential fair housing concerns within the City’s
zoning code, a “Review of Public Policies and Practices (Zoning and Planning Codes)” form
recently circulated by the Los Angeles fair housing office of HUD was utilized. This section poses
the questions from this checklist, along with responses about the City’s code.
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 defines family as one or more persons related by blood, marriage, adoption or a
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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).
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 house is six compared to eight residents for a
group residence.
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 three districts: gateway business 1,
gateway business 2 and downtown village district. The land uses allowed in each district are
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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.
The downtown village mixed use 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.
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.
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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.

Impact fees. The City of Nampa imposes impact fees on new development. As stated in the
City’s Comprehensive Plan, “impact fees [are meant] to cover their portion of the public costs of
providing the on-site and off-site public improvements and facilities needed to serve the
development and comply with Idaho State Code.


The City allows approval of developments that “do not pay for its proportion of
development costs” for the following reasons:



The City determines the development makes a strong positive contribution to
implementation of adopted public planning or strategy objectives,



The revitalization of a blighted neighborhood,



The creation of very high-quality designed mixed-use activity center, or



Other public benefits such as affordable housing.

Nampa City Planning and Zoning Commission. Nampa’s volunteer Planning and Zoning
Commission is responsible for reviewing all zoning changes and conditional use applications. All
nine members of the Commission are appointed by the Mayor, confirmed by the City Council and
serve for six years.
The Planning and Zoning Commission is responsible for upholding the City’s land use policies
and ensuring that all planning decisions support the City’s development goals, objectives, and
action items. Though NIMBYism and neighborhood opposition to high density residential
projects can occur, the commission stays committed to the law and guidance of the widely
approved comprehensive plan.

Comprehensive Plan. During 2009-2012, the City updated its comprehensive plan called
Nampa 2035. The process began with the development of a workplan in fall 2009 and proceeded
to collect public input, develop goals and strategies and set a vision for the year 2035.
Throughout the year, the project team collected data through workshops and engaged with
stakeholders. After a number of drafts, feedback and revisions, the plan was adopted by City
Council in February 2012. The project team would hold public meetings to collect public input
but also visited community groups at their meeting location. Key themes of the updated
Comprehensive Plan were economic growth, transportation accessibility, and innovative public
services strategies.
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The Idaho State Code requires that Idaho communities examine a number of community
development categories in their Comprehensive Plans including land use; school facilities and
transportation; housing; and economic development. The purpose Nampa’s 2035
Comprehensive Plan is to promote health, safety, and general welfare for the City and its
surrounding region. The elements of the plan are:


To protect property rights while making accommodations for other necessary types of
development such as low-cost housing and mobile home parks.



To ensure that adequate public facilities and services are provided to the people at
reasonable cost.



To ensure that the economy of the state and localities is protected.



To ensure that the important environmental features of the state and localities are
protected.



To encourage the protection of prime agricultural, forestry, and mining lands for
production of food, fiber, and minerals.



To encourage urban and urban-type development within incorporated cities.



To avoid undue concentration of population and overcrowding of land.



To ensure that the development on land is commensurate with the physical characteristics
of the land.



To protect life and property in areas subject to natural hazards and disasters.



To protect fish, wildlife, and recreation resources.



To avoid undue water and air pollution.



To allow local school districts to participate in the community planning and development
process so as to address public school needs and impacts on an ongoing basis.

The Comprehensive Plan states, “The City of Nampa aims to foster diversity in housing within
the community. The lack of diverse housing can contribute to other community problems like
sprawl, traffic congestion, and deteriorating housing in concentrated areas.” The plan identifies
that the City is not currently providing a sufficient amount of affordable housing. In fact, the City
has three of the four zip codes with the highest foreclosure rates in the area. In order to combat
the problem of a lack of affordable housing, the plan states a goal and a number of strategies that
support housing choice.
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The goal is to “provide an adequate supply and mix of housing that meets the needs of present
and future residents in terms of cost, location, accessibility, housing type, lot size, design and
neighborhood character.” Key objectives and strategies to achieve this goal are as follows:


Support development concepts that incorporates a mixed of compatible land uses.



Encourage infill development rather than expanding development outside of the City.



Locate housing in areas that promote employment opportunities.



Provide a diversified housing stock.



Support the ongoing efforts of the Nampa Community Development Department in
providing existing and new tools for various affordable housing options and programs.



Continue and expand commercial and residential neighborhood revitalization efforts in
targeted neighborhoods.



Inventory the location and condition of vacant and substandard housing units.



Build strong, cohesive neighborhoods and communities.



All residents should have the opportunity to live in a neighborhood of their choice that is
safe and affordable.



Support Fair Housing statutes.



Partner with appropriate agencies to reduce homelessness.

The plan also identifies the City department and division that are responsible for each housing
implementation action item.

Environmental justice. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires consideration of the
environmental and human health condition in minority and low income communities.
Consideration of these areas must include an identification of geographic concentrations of
minority and low income areas and analysis of benefits or burdens resulting from activities (e.g.,
transportation planning) that take place in these communities.
The figure on the following page identifies COMPASS’ “areas of environmental justice
consideration” in the Boise-Nampa region. Nampa has several Census tracts identified as areas of
environmental justice (EJ) consideration.
Currently, COMPASS reviews areas of EJ consideration for new projects. COMPASS tries to
determine the impacts new projects (e.g., roadway, transit stop) will have on EJ areas, but
projects are not funded simply because they fall within an EJ consideration area.
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Figure E-15.
COMPASS Environmental Justice Special Consideration Areas, Canyon and Ada Counties, 2012

Source: COMPASS.
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Policies of Public Housing Providers
To address affordable housing needs in the City of Nampa, the Nampa Housing Authority, the
Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority (SICHA) and a variety of other entities
provide subsidized housing. Most subsidized housing consists of rental housing, with a few nonprofits (Neighborhood Housing Services, Habitat for Humanity and Mercy Housing Idaho)
producing owner-occupied housing. As demonstrated in the affordability and gaps analysis
section, many households in Nampa need very deep subsidies in order to make utilities and/or
rent payments given their low incomes.
The Nampa Housing Authority owns and operates rental housing for low income residents in
Nampa. The Housing Authority does not administer rental assistance vouchers. Nampa residents
receiving rental assistance through the Federal Section 8 program are assisted by SICHA, which
has an office in Middleton. Additionally, SICHA owns and operates rental housing for low income
residents, none of which are located in Nampa.

Nampa Housing Authority. The Nampa Housing Authority owns and manages 142 public
housing units. Twenty of the units are elderly housing, and 9 of the 142 units (6.3 percent) are
accessible (units with modified counter/outlet heights, bath) to persons with disabilities. The
Housing Authority partners with local service providers to persons with disabilities to ensure
that residents who need accessible housing are aware of the Housing Authority’s accessible
units.
Public housing units (also known as project-based assisted units) are also for very low income or
fixed income households, who must qualify based on their income. Once qualified, households
are placed on the waiting list. To apply for a public housing unit the household must contact the
apartment manager to complete and submit an application. The HUD income limits used by the
Nampa Housing Authority are appended to this section.

Preferences. The Housing Authority gives equal preferences to persons with disabilities, elderly
and working individuals. Because of the economic conditions in Nampa, the Housing Authority
recently reduced its weekly hours worked requirement to 15. The work requirement can also be
met by enrollment in school or job training programs.
The Housing Authority has a standard form which residents can use to request reasonable
accommodations. This form was reviewed for this AI and no barriers or fair housing issues were
identified.
Section 504 compliance. According to the Housing Authority, a Section 504 audit many years ago,
which resulted in a Voluntary Compliance Agreement (VCA). The executive director reports that
all deficiencies have been corrected.

Wait list. The wait list for Housing Authority family units varies between 6 and 12 months. The
wait list for 1-bedroom elderly units is longer, and varies between 1 and 3 years. The average
stay by residents is five years, although elderly and disabled residents stay much longer—
sometimes until they move into a nursing facility. Potential tenants can reject a unit three times
before being removed from the wait list.
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The Housing Authority will remove applicants from the waiting list for the following reasons:
1. A request to be removed from a waiting list may be done verbally or in person, or by written
notice. Identify must be confirmed by Social Security number and/or date and place of birth.
2. The applicant fails to respond to three telephone requests for information and fails to
respond within five days of the last call or the applicant cannot be reached by phone.
3. Does not respond within the specified time to a mailed notification of unit availability
or such mail is returned undeliverable.
4. Cannot qualify. Examples are: poor credit, poor landlord reference, income exceeds
limits, etc.
5. The applicant refuses three offers of housing under any circumstances. An applicant’s
name will go to the bottom of the waiting list if they decline two offered units (without
sufficient reason).
An applicant whose name is removed from a waiting list may reapply.

Family Self Sufficiency/Homeownership. The Housing Authority offers the Family Self
Sufficiency (FSS) program. The Housing Authority maintains the philosophy that residents
should “move in, move up, move out,” which is communicated to them at orientation. More than
50 families have graduated from the FSS program. Graduates take an average of 3½ to 5 years to
complete the program. The program appears to be very successful, with one resident recently
graduating with more than $18,000 saved in escrow over 5 years.
The Housing Authority’s subsidiary organization the Nampa Housing Finance Corporation has
been the vehicle through which the Housing Authority has built affordable units and acquired
land for affordable housing development in the past. The Corporation has not been active
recently, but will be an important element in the Housing Authority’s growth plan when the
economy improves.

Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority. The Southwestern Idaho
Cooperative Housing Authority, or SICHA, administers the Section 8 voucher program for
Canyon County, and maintains an office in Middleton. The Section 8 voucher program is for very
low or fixed income households.
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Wait list and preferences. SICHA does not maintain a wait list; instead, SICHA awards vouchers
once a year through a lottery. During the one year period from September 1, 2010 to August 31,
2011, SICHA drew 160 names from the Canyon County Lottery Pool (which can contain between
900 and 1,700 families at any given time). Of those drawn, 48 families were actually leased up
and assisted. At the time of this report, SICHA had 401 voucher participants who resided in
Nampa.
At least annually, SICHA advertises the opening of the lottery. Potential applicants will be
instructed on where and how to obtain the lottery entry form and where and by what date the
form must be submitted. The lottery entry forms are available for a period of not less than
fourteen (14) days. The notice will state when the initial drawing will occur, the number of
entries to be drawn to generate a waiting list and how the winning entries will be notified. Other
drawings may occur throughout the year.
All remaining lottery entries are discarded after one year and the Housing Authority will accept
new lottery entries.
SICHA reports that it is becoming more difficult for residents to find rental housing once they
have a voucher, but that landlords accepting vouchers are not concentrated in certain areas.
SICHA does not have any preferences.

Family Self Sufficiency/Homeownership. SICHA also offers residents the opportunity to
participate in the Family Self Sufficiency program. The organization also allows vouchers to be
used for homeownership.
Language Assistance Plans (LAP). The Language Assistance Plans of both the Nampa Housing
Authority and SICHA were reviewed as part of this AI and were found to be adequate and/or to
exceed HUD’s requirements.
Location of assisted units. In addition to the Housing Authority and SICHA assisted units, other
organizations in the City also own and manage affordable apartments. Figure E-16 shows a list of
affordable/subsidized rental units in the City.
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Figure E-16.
Assisted Housing

Nam e

Address

Unit s

Accessible
Unit s

Type

Berkshire Apartments

291 E Main

60

3

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Claremont Apartments

2219 W Karcher Rd

56

0

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Courtyards at Ridgecrest

6341 Birch Lane

116

4

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Creekbridge Court Apartments

2131 3rd St. North

45

0

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Gateway Crossing Apartments

511 6th Road North

72

4

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Golden Glow Tow er

1108 7th Street So.

67

X

Project-based assistance

Greenw ood Apartments

114-118 West Greenhurst

15

0

Project-based assistance

Landmark Tow ers

111 15th Avenue South

40

5

Project-based assistance

Maryland Village I & II

1721 SunnyRidge rd

80

2

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Nampa Housing Authority (NHA)

(Public Housing Projects)

142

9

Project-based assistance

New Hope

839 Comstock Circle

16

1

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Northside Nampa Housing

839 Comstock Circle

25

0

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Oakhaven Retirement Home

115 W. Ogden Avenue

34

3

Project-based assistance

Parkw ood

1817 Sunnyridge

Silverw ood Apartments

717 11th Avenue South

Southw estern Idaho Cooperative
Housing Authority (SICHA)

(Section 8 Vouchers)

-

0

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

18

9

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

401

-

Section 8 vouchers

Sunny Ridge Village

1717 Sunnyridge Road

56

2

Project-based assistance

Van Engelen

1301 1st Street South

27

27

Project-based assistance

Westside Comstock Subdivision

839 Comstock Circle

18

1

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Tot al

1,288

70

Note: An additional six units are owned by the Housing Company, which were acquired through the NSP program.
Source: Idaho Housing and Finance Association, Nampa Housing Authority, Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority and HUD.

Affordable rental housing developed with Section 42 (Tax Credits) or HOME funding have rents
that are fixed and affordable to households at 30 percent, 50 percent or 60 percent of the area
median income. These developments received federal support and are obligated to reserve a
percentage of units for low and moderate income households.

Disproportionality analysis. The Nampa Housing Authority monitors ethnic concentrations in its
units, most recently on February 15, 2012. At that time, 45 percent of residents of its properties
were non-Hispanic; 55 percent were Hispanic.
According to the 2008-2010 ACS, 25 percent of all households with earnings of less than $35,000
(low income households) were headed by a Hispanic householder. It appears, therefore, that the
Housing Authority has a disproportionate percentage of Hispanic clients. This may indicate that
Hispanics have greater challenges finding rental units in the private sector and seek out assisted
housing to meet their needs.
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Fair Lending Analysis
This section contains an analysis of home loan, community reinvestment and fair housing
complaint data. Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) ratings and Home Mortgage Disclosure Act
(HMDA) data are commonly used in AIs to examine fair lending practices within a jurisdiction.
Fair housing complaint data are important to pinpoint the types of discrimination that are most
prevalent and detect improvements or deterioration in fair housing conditions. Used in
conjunction, these data sets can identify and then diagnose the reasons for potential or existing
housing discrimination. Each data set is reviewed in turn below. This section also includes a
discussion of recent legal cases and actions in Nampa and relevant cases in the state related to
fair housing.
The Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council (FFIEC) is responsible to facilitate public
access to data that depository institutions must disclose under the Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act of 1975 (HMDA) and the aggregation of annual HMDA data, by census tract, for each
metropolitan statistical area (MSA).

CRA compliance. The CRA is federal legislation requiring that financial institutions
progressively seek to enhance community development within the area they serve. On a regular
basis, financial institutions submit information about mortgage loan applications as well as
materials documenting their community development activity. The records are reviewed to
determine if the institution satisfied CRA requirements. The assessment includes a review of
records as related to the following:


Commitment to evaluating and servicing community credit needs;



Offering and marketing various credit programs;



Record of opening and closing of offices;



Discrimination and other illegal credit practices; and



Community development initiatives.

The data are evaluated and a rating for each institution is determined. Ratings for institutions
range from substantial noncompliance in meeting credit needs to an outstanding record of
meeting community needs.
There are 24 banks with headquarters in Idaho and one, Home Federal Bank, is headquartered
in Nampa. Its last CRA rating was in 2008, and the bank received an “Outstanding” rating.

Mortgage lending. HMDA data are widely used to detect evidence of discrimination in mortgage
lending. In fact, concern about discriminatory lending practices in the 1970s led to the
requirement for financial institutions to collect and report HMDA data. 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, HMDA analyses remain limited
because of the information that is not reported.
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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).
Yet HMDA data do not contain all of the factors that are evaluated by lending institutions when
they decide to make a loan to a borrower. Basically, the data provide a lot of information about
the lending decision—but not all of the information.
Beginning in 2004, HMDA data contained the interest rates on higher-priced mortgage loans.
This allows examinations of disparities in high-cost, including subprime, loans among different
racial and ethnic groups. It is important to remember that subprime loans are not always
predatory or suggest fair lending issues, and that the numerous factors that can make a loan
“predatory” are not adequately represented in available data. Therefore, actual predatory
practices cannot be identified through HMDA data analysis. However, the data analysis can be
used to identify where additional scrutiny is warranted, and how public education and outreach
efforts should be targeted.
HMDA data report several types of loans. These include loans used to purchase homes, loans to
make home improvements and refinancing of existing mortgage loans, as defined below.

Home purchase loan. A home purchase loan is any loan secured by and made for the purpose of
purchasing a housing unit.
Home improvement loan. A home improvement loan is used, at least in part, for repairing,
rehabilitating, remodeling, or improving a housing unit or the real property on which the unit is
located.
Refinancing. Refinancing is any dwelling-secured loan that replaces and satisfies another
dwelling-secured loan to the same borrower. The purpose for which a loan is refinanced is not
relevant for HMDA purposes.
The HMDA data are separated into two primary loan categories: conventional loans and
government-guaranteed loans. Government-guaranteed loans are those insured by the Federal
Housing Administration and Veterans Administration.
This section uses the analysis of HMDA data to uncover disparities in high-cost lending and loan
denials across different racial and ethnic groups in Nampa.
The Federal Reserve is the primary regulator of compliance with fair lending regulations. When
federal regulators examine financial institutions, they use HMDA data to determine if applicants
of a certain gender, race or ethnicity are rejected at statistically significant higher rates than
applicants with other characteristics are. The Federal Reserve uses a combination of
sophisticated statistical modeling and loan file sampling and review to detect lending
discrimination.
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Loan denials. Of the potential actions
that could be taken on a loan:

Figure E-17.
Action Taken on Loan Applications, City of Nampa, 2010



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



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



“Denied” signifies that the
application was not approved;



“Withdrawn” indicates that the
Source:
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, 2010.
applicant chose not to pursue
the loan before an approval decision had been made; and



“Determined incomplete” means that the application was incomplete and the loan was
not evaluated.

During 2010, there were 4,082 loan applications made in the Boise-Nampa MSA secured by
residential properties that intended to be occupied by owners. About half of the loan
applications were for refinances; half were for home purchases; and a very small proportion (2
percent) were for home improvement loans. As shown above, the slight majority of loans applied
for in Nampa during 2010 were approved an originated.
Figure E-18 presents denial rates by race and ethnicity. Disparities in loan approvals between
racial and ethnic groups are relatively small and d not raise fair lending concerns. It should be
noted that, although the percentage of “application approved but not accepted” for Black/African
American applicants is significantly higher than that for white applicants, the number of
applications is too small (two not accepted out of 13 total) to draw any conclusions about the
reason for this disparity.
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Figure E-18.
Action Taken on Loan Applications by Race and Ethnicity, City of Nampa, 2010
Percent
of loans

Loan
originated

Application
approved but Application denied by
not accepted
financial institution

Application
withdrawn by
applicant

File closed for
incompleteness

Race
American Indian or Alaskan Native

0.7%

48.1%

3.7%

25.9%

18.5%

3.7%

Asian

0.8%

55.2%

3.4%

24.1%

13.8%

3.4%

Black or African American

0.3%

61.5%

15.4%

7.7%

15.4%

0.0%

Native Hawiian or Other

0.5%

52.9%

0.0%

35.3%

5.9%

5.9%

97.7%

63.0%

6.0%

17.7%

11.6%

1.7%

White
Ethnicity
Hispanic

12.3%

58.5%

6.5%

23.5%

10.0%

1.5%

Non Hispanic

87.7%

63.2%

5.8%

17.1%

12.2%

1.8%

-4.7%

0.8%

6.4%

-2.2%

-0.3%

Ethnic differences between
Hispanic/Non Hispanic:

Note:

About nine percent of applicants did not identify their race and 8 percent did not identify their ethnicity in their loan application. This
analysis only includes applicants that identified their race and ethnicity.

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, 2010.

Reasons for denial. A final important HMDA analysis involves examining the reasons for
denial by type of loan and applicant. These characteristics may help explain some of the
variation in approval rates among applicants. Figure E-19 show the reasons for denials of loan
applications by race and income. As the figure demonstrates, Hispanics have a much higher
proportion of loans that are denied because of credit history and debt-to-income than White and
Non-Hispanics, and a smaller percentage of incomplete loan applications and loans denied due to
not having enough collateral.
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Figure E-19.
Reasons for Denials of Loan Applications by
Race, Ethnicity and Income of Applicant, Nampa MSA, 2010

Source: FFIEC HMDA Raw Data, 2010 and BBC Research & Consulting.

Just 1.3 percent (56 of 4,082) of Nampa’s originated loans was considered subprime in 2010.
Two of the nine (22%) loan applications filed by American Indian or Alaska Natives were
subprime; the remainder was White loan applications. 2

2

Subprime” loans have an APR of more than 3 percentage points above comparable Treasuries. This is consistent with the
intent of the Federal Reserve in defining “subprime” in the HMDA data.
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Complaint and Legal Analysis
Nampa residents who feel that they might have experienced a violation of the Fair Housing Act
can contact one or more of the following organizations:


HUD’s Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Office (FHEO);



The Intermountain Fair Housing Council (IFHC);



Idaho Legal Aid Services; and



The Idaho Human Rights Commission.

Legal Aid and the Idaho Human Rights Commission refer residents who call about fair housing
complaints directly to HUD. Similarly, IHFA does not enforce fair housing law and refers
complaints or questions to the appropriate service provider.
When HUD receives a complaint, the department will notify the person who filed the complaint,
then notify the alleged violator and allow that person to submit a response. The complaint will
be investigated to determine whether there has been a violation of the Fair Housing Act.
A complaint may be resolved in a number of ways. First, HUD attempts to reach an agreement
between the two parties involved. If achieved, this “conciliation agreement” must lay out
provisions to protect the filer of the complaint and public interest. If an agreement is signed,
HUD will take no further action unless the agreement is reached, in which case HUD will
recommend that the Attorney General file suit.
If a person needs immediate help to stop a serious problem being caused by a Fair Housing Act
violation, HUD may assist as soon as a complaint is filed. HUD may authorize the Attorney
General to go to court to seek temporary or preliminary relief, pending the outcome of the
complaint, if irreparable harm is likely to occur without HUD's intervention and there is
substantial evidence indicating a violation of the Fair Housing Act.

Fair housing complaints. As shown in Figure E-20, the number of fair housing complaints in
Nampa has recently increased. Even with this increase, the number of complaints filed in the city
is very low. This increase correlates with the City of Nampa’s large scale public education
outreach campaign. The City partnered with neighboring entitlement communities, the City of
Boise and the City of Meridian, to launch a regional fair housing public awareness campaign.
This campaign comprised of a multi-pronged approach to educate the public. This was a positive
campaign to address what good fair housing can do rather than the hard-edged component of
the regulations. As such, “Good Neighbors + Fair Housing = Strong Communities” was born. This
campaign is targeted to the general public with billboards running in high traffic areas, posters
to be distributed to organizations and at public events, and radio and television ads.
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Figure E-20.
Complaints filed with HUD,
Nampa, 2010
Source:
HUD.

As shown in Figure E-21, about one-third of the complaints had a successful settlement. Very few
complaints had a “no cause” determination.
Figure E-21.
Complaint
Outcome,
City of Nampa,
2007-2010
Source:
HUD.

As shown in Figure E-22, the vast majority of complaints were brought on the basis of alleged
discrimination because of disability or familial status.
Figure E-22.
Basis for Complaint,
City of Nampa, 2007-2010
Source:
HUD.

Legal analysis. As part of the fair housing analysis, legal cases occurring in the past ten years
were reviewed to determine significant fair housing issues and trends in Nampa and the Boise
region. None of these lawsuits occurred in Nampa; however, they are included here to highlight
fair housing trends in the region. Cases were found on websites maintained by the Department
of Justice, the National Fair Housing Advocate and HUD. In many cases, text was borrowed
directly from the legal briefs.
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Disability cases.
United States v. Canal Street Apartments, et al. In 1998, the IFHC filed a complaint with HUD
alleging that the Canal Street Apartments located in Boise, Idaho frustrated the IFHC’s mission of
eliminating discrimination by failing to construct and design the complex so that the public use
and common use portions are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities
and ground floor units contain features of adaptive design. Upon finding reasonable cause for
discrimination based on disability, HUD referred the case to the DOJ.
In September 2002, the court filed a consent decree requiring the defendants to retrofit the
ground floor units and public and common areas to make them accessible to persons with
disabilities; submit to periodic inspections and record-keeping; and pay $3,300 in monetary
damages to IFHC, $5,000 to the Accessibility Improvement Program (AIP) of the Idaho Housing
and Finance Association to promote handicap accessible housing construction and fair housing
in the City of Boise and Ada County area, and a $6,500 civil penalty. The five-year consent order
also requires the defendants notify HUD if they again design or construct multifamily dwellings
and provide a written statement from any architect involved with the project that the plans
include design specifications that comply with the requirements of FHA Accessibility Guidelines.

United States v. Pacific Northwest Electric, Inc., et al. In January, 2001 the United States filed a
complaint alleging that the defendants developers Walter T. Sigmont and Wirt Edmonds, Pacific
Northwest Electric, Inc., Edmonds Construction Co., Inc., and architects Teal Whitworth
Architects, P.A. and Capstone, Inc. located in Boise, Idaho discriminated on the basis of disability
by failing to design and construct five Boise apartment complexes in accordance with the FHA’s
accessibility requirements for new multifamily housing. The five Boise complexes that were the
subject of the suit are Grayling Place, Jade Village, Imperial Court, Eagleson Park and Harborview
Station (formerly known as Lawton Apartments). Specifically, the defendants failed to design the
apartment complexes so that the public and common areas are readily accessible to and usable
by individuals with disabilities; all doors within the 72 ground floor units are sufficiently wide to
allow passage by persons with disabilities who use wheelchairs; and the 72 ground floor units
contain the features of adaptive design.
In October, 2003, the court entered a consent decree, which required the defendants to retrofit
the complexes by, among other things: removing steps; reconfiguring kitchens and bathrooms to
provide added maneuvering space; widening doorways; leveling sidewalks; and adding
accessible parking and curb ramps at an estimated cost of approximately $300,000. In addition,
the defendants were required to pay damages in the amount of $29,000 to persons harmed by
the lack of accessible features at the complexes, pay $5,000 in damages to the IFHC, and ensure
that any new construction complies with the FHA. The consent decree remained in effect for two
years.

United States v. Thomas Development Co., et al. 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
PAGE 32, APPENDIX E

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

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.

Garcia v. Brockway. 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-16 Limited Partnership, et al. In April, 2003, the United States filed a
complaint alleging that the owners and developers of the 254-unit Village at Columbia
apartment complex in Boise, Idaho and the architects and engineering firm involved in its design
failed to design and construct the complex in compliance with the accessibility requirements of
the FHA. Specifically, the defendants failed to design the apartment complexes so that the public
and common areas are readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities; all doors
within the 76 ground floor units are sufficiently wide to allow passage by persons with
disabilities who use wheelchairs; and the 76 ground floor units contain the features of adaptive
design.
In March, 2005, the court entered the consent order requiring the defendants to retrofit the
common use areas of the complex and 76 ground-floor apartments. The order also required
defendants to pay $2,000 in damages to the IFHC, the original HUD complainant in the case, and
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to establish a fund of $40,000 to compensate victims of defendants’ discriminatory practices. In
addition, the order included a general injunction against future discrimination; a requirement
that defendants inform HUD of future development and design work in which they become
involved and obtain statements that design plans comply with the FHA; a mandate that
defendants require all supervisory employees and agents to 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. The consent order remained in
effect for three years.

Familial status case.
United States v. Blue Meadows Apartments, et al. In July, 1995 Blue Meadows Limited
Partnership, the owner of Blue Meadows Apartments in Boise, Idaho (defendant) stated,
adopted, and enforced a policy that imposed a limitation on the use of facilities by persons under
the age of 18 years. Specifically, those rules required all occupants under the age of 18 years to
be supervised whenever they were outside of their apartments; the rules also prohibited all
people under the age of 18 years from using or occupying any of the common areas after 10 p.m.,
irrespective of adult or parental supervision. Defendants incorporated these rules into an
addendum to the lease that tenants were required to sign. Several residents of Blue Meadows
that had children under the age of 18 filed complaints with HUD in 1999 and 2000. Upon finding
reason for discrimination based on family status HUD referred the case to the DOJ for resolution.
In September, 2002, the court entered a consent decree where the defendants agreed to delete
the current restriction on persons under 17 from using the pool unless accompanied by a parent;
limit any future age restrictions governing unaccompanied children using the pool to those
under age 13; and refrain from instituting any other rules that restrict the use of common areas
at by persons under 18, except those that apply to all persons, regardless of age. Defendants
were also required to pay one of the plaintiffs $1,200 in damages.

Religion cases.
Intermountain Fair Housing Council v. Boise Rescue Mission Ministries. 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 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.
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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 Impediments, Recommendations and Action Plan
This section summarizes the impediments to fair housing choice identified in the research
conducted for the Nampa AI, which is part of the City’s FY2012-2016 Consolidated Plan. It also
recommends a Fair Housing Action Plan for FY2012-2016.
According to HUD, fair housing impediments may directly or have the effect of (indirectly) create
barriers to fair housing choice. To address barriers, communities must “affirmatively further fair
housing choice.” Recently, HUD has described furthering fair housing choice as creating
“balanced” communities where people of all races, ethnicities, genders, age and persons with and
without disabilities can live together. HUD has also clarified that a general lack of affordable
housing is an “equal opportunity” barrier to affordable housing. For lack of affordable housing to
be a fair housing impediment, it must disproportionately affect protected class(es).
The impediment and observations described below represent common themes and repeated
occurrences found through the AI research. In keeping with HUD’s guidance in identifying
impediments,
An “observation” is a fair housing issue that may create an impediment to fair housing choice;
however, there is not a direct link to the cause or effect (“nexus”) of the action.
An “impediment” has the direct or indirect cause or effect of restricting housing choices or the
availability of housing choices on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, disability, familial status,
or national origin.
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Impediments to Fair Housing Choice. A similar AI was conducted as part of the City’s last
five-year Consolidated Plan. The impediments identified in the 2007 AI included: limited public
transportation; lack of land dedicated to medium- and high-density residential use; high
mortgage loan denial rates in certain parts of Nampa; ignorance of fair housing law by landlords;
and limited fair housing services. Some of these fair housing barriers still exist in 2012, mostly
because they require long-term solutions.
The fair housing barriers identified in the 2012 AI research include the following:

Observation No. 1. Limited public transit may create barriers to housing choice for low income
households, including those with disabilities. Public transit was ranked by stakeholders as one
of the top city service needs in the AI survey (Figure III-39, Section III of Consolidated Plan). The
need for improved public transportation is not new. During the public process in 2010 for the
development of Nampa’s Comprehensive Plan, participants cited a need for “better
transportation system to get to services that people need.” One of the findings from the 2007
Consolidated Plan and AI public process was a need for transportation services for low income
and senior residents.
Why is this a fair housing barrier? Lack of transit opportunities creates a barrier to fair
housing choice because it may have the effect of preventing certain types of residents—
specifically persons with disabilities, seniors and low-income individuals—from living in a
specific part of a county or city. These individuals may also be racially and ethnically diverse.

Impediment No. 1. Residents are uninformed about how to get information about their fair
housing rights. According to the survey conducted for this AI, overall, only 10 percent of Nampa
residents know who to contact to report housing discrimination. In addition, just 5 percent know
which organization investigates housing discrimination. In sum, between 90 and 95 percent of
Nampa residents do not know about fair housing resources.
Respondents to the AI survey who rent were also asked who they would contact if they had
concerns about their rental units. As shown in Figure E-10 in this section, the majority said “I
don’t know.”
Finally, when asked if Nampa needs more fair housing and legal services, 82 percent of residents
said “yes.” Stakeholders’ opinion differed, however, with about half saying that the city needed
more fair housing/legal services.
Why is this a fair housing barrier? Lack of fair housing information can become an impediment
if it creates a situation where certain protected classes experience discrimination because they—
and private sector housing providers—are unaware of their rights.

Impediment No. 2. Steering may be limiting housing opportunities for low income and
Hispanic residents. A resident responding to the AI survey and several stakeholders mentioned
that steering may be a problem in Nampa.
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Why is this a fair housing barrier? Steering can limit fair housing choice because resident—
often those of certain races or ethnicities—are strongly encouraged or only shown homes or
rental units in certain parts of the city. Steering is a violation of the Federal Fair Housing Act.

Impediment No. 3. A few areas in Nampa have high concentrations of Hispanics. As shown in
Figure E-2, there are several Census block groups in Nampa with Hispanic concentrations.
However, there are also many block groups with moderate proportions of Hispanic residents
(between 23% and 43%). In general, except for the far southeast portion of the City, Hispanic
residents live throughout the City. Still, the concentrations that do exist are of concern to HUD
and, as such, are included as an impediment.
Why is this a fair housing barrier? Concentrations of certain protected classes exist in many
cities and may be due to housing preferences. However, if such concentrations are related to
discrimination in the market and/or lack of housing availability in other parts of a city—
especially high opportunity areas—a fair housing barrier is created.

Recommendations. We recommend the following FHAP for the City’s consideration.
Action Item No. 1. Continue to work on a comprehensive plan for a long-range transit network
in the City. The City should continue to work on improving public transit systems to ensure that
persons with disabilities, including seniors, have available and can adequately access public
transit (including accessing transit stops if they are wheelchair-bound or sight-impaired).
Implementation of the City’s objectives and strategies in its new Comprehensive Plan are an
excellent way to address this action item:

Objective 10: Ensure that quality Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) paratransit services are
provided to persons who cannot utilize available fixed-route accessible bus services.
Strategy 1: Ensure that VRT and other providers provide quality ADA paratransit service.
Strategy 2: VRT should continue to evaluate the performance and service provided by
contractors, and work to improve those services.
Strategy 3: VRT should continue to explore strategies for providing cost effective transit service
to persons with disabilities, as ADA paratransit services are generally much more expensive to
provide and should continue to purchase low-floor buses when replacing or expanding its fleet.
Strategy 4: The City should aspire to provide VRT paratransit service to new residential
developments above the ADA minimums, so that accessible housing can be served by accessible
transit as early as is feasible.”

Action Item No. 2. Continue and bolster fair housing education and outreach efforts in Nampa.
The City should continue, and, as funds allow, increase, its fair housing education and outreach
efforts. The City should target at least one workshop each year to landlords and real estate
agents and others to residents most vulnerable to fair housing discrimination. The City should
also consider conducting resident fair housing information sessions in locations frequented by
low income individuals—e.g., homeless shelters, safe houses for youth, independent living
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

APPENDIX E, PAGE 37

centers. The training should be tailored for each group. Finally, if fair housing testing is done in
Nampa in the future it should include testing of steering by real estate professionals.

Action Item No. 3. Work to increase affordable housing throughout Nampa, especially in areas
without Hispanic concentrations and high opportunity areas. The City will continue and expand
activities to increase the supply of affordable housing outside of areas of Hispanic
concentrations. The City may also work with SICHA to promote voucher usage in high
opportunity areas (e.g., encourage landlords to accept Section 8 vouchers and voucher recipients
to locate in non-concentrated areas). Finally, as opportunities arise (e.g., through neighborhood
meetings, in citizen surveys), the City will collect information to better understand the
preferences of Hispanic residents and if concentrated areas are due to market factors, fair
housing barriers or housing preferences.
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