EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Nampa PY2012‐2016 Consolidated Plan
This document is the Five‐year Consolidated Plan for the City of Nampa, covering program years
2012 through 2016. The Consolidated Plan is a requirement of cities that receive community
development and housing block grant funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). Consolidated Plans are required to be prepared every three to five years. HUD
also requires annual spending plans and funding allocation reports (Annual Action Plan and
Consolidated Annual Performance Report).
The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is:
1. To identify a city’s or state’s housing and community development needs, priorities, goals and
strategies; and
2. To stipulate how funds will be allocated to housing and community development activities.
The City is a recipient of the Community Development Block Grant, or CDBG, funding.
It should be noted that HUD is in the process of changing the submission requirements for the
Consolidated Plan. This effort will make electronic submission more feasible and combine the
Consolidated Plan with the data reported in the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation
Report (CAPER). At the time this document was prepared, HUD has not released its new
Consolidated Plan submission tool. As such, this Consolidated Plan was completed using the current,
narrative format. The City of Nampa understands that its Action Plans for the PY2012‐2016 reporting
period will be completed using the new format once it is released.
In addition to the Consolidated Plan, HUD requires that cities and states receiving CDBG funding take
actions to affirmatively further fair housing choice. Cities and states report on such activities by
completing an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI). In general, the AI is a review of
impediments to fair housing choice in the public and private sector. An AI update is being completed
for Nampa in spring and summer 2012.

Compliance with Consolidated Plan Regulations
The City of Nampa PY2012–2016 Consolidated Plan was prepared in accordance with Sections 91.100
through 91.230 of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Consolidated Plan
regulations. The Plan incorporates relevant new information required as part of the regulatory
requirements for the ESG program.
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Organization of the Report
This Consolidated Plan is organized into seven sections and five appendices.
Section I discusses the demographic and economic trends in the City of Nampa that set the
context for the housing and community development needs and strategies discussed in later
sections. It also contains a detailed analysis of the City’s housing market with quantitative
estimates of housing need.
Section II discusses the housing and community development needs of the City’s special‐needs
populations. The section gives updated estimates of these populations and the programs and
initiatives to serve them.
Section III reports the findings from the public outreach process conducted for the Consolidated
Plan, which included resident and stakeholder surveys, key person interviews, a stakeholder
focus group and public meetings and hearings.
Section IV contains the City’s PY2012–2016 Strategic Plan.
The Appendices include:
Appendix A—Citizen Participation Plan.
Appendix B—Materials used in the public outreach process.
Appendix C—Public comments received on the draft plan.
Appendix D—HUD‐required certifications and SF 424 form.
Appendix E—Analysis of Impediments.

Lead Agency and Participating Organizations,
Institutional Structure—91.200(b) and 91.215(i)
The City’s Community Development Division was the lead agency overseeing completion of both the
Consolidated Plan and AI. The Consolidated Planning process actively involved other housing and
community development organizations in the City, including the Nampa Housing Authority, nonprofit
and for profit providers of affordable housing, service providers to the City’s low‐income and special‐
needs populations, advocates and others. The City contracted with BBC Research & Consulting (BBC)
to assist completion of the Consolidated Plan.
The City’s institutional structure for housing and community development activities is carried out by
a handful of organizations. Duplication of services is limited. During the stakeholder interviews and
focus groups, several individuals mentioned that social service and housing organizations do a very
good job providing services to residents in need. Lack of adequate funding— rather than inefficiency
in providing services—is the primary reason many residents do not receive the full extent of services
they might need.
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Consultation and Citizen Participation—91.200(b)
The City of Nampa recognizes that input from residents and stakeholders is vital to fully understand
the city’s housing and community development needs. To this end, the Consolidated Plan and AI
were developed with a strong emphasis on community input.
Specifically,
A resident survey was conducted in Spanish and English—220 residents responded, including
four responses in Spanish.
A stakeholder survey was conducted of housing, human services, lending and other
professionals—54 stakeholders responded.
Paper and online surveys were distributed to more than 600 residents and stakeholders.
A Press Release was issued to local media, over 100 interested residents on the distribution list
and city staff encouraging participation and providing an on‐line link to the survey.
Nampa staff met with the Hispanic Realtor Association and the Nampa Historic Preservation
Commission and promoted the surveys to these organizations.
A link to the resident survey was posted on the City’s website, Facebook page and Twitter
account.
Nampa staff and BBC conducted four meetings with stakeholders—25 stakeholders
participated. Including one additional meeting with residents of the local women and family
homeless shelter.
Figure ES‐1 shows the public and private agencies participating in the development of the
Consolidated Plan. These include organizations that provide health care, social services to special
needs populations, housing and services to persons who are homeless and public and assisted
housing providers.
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Figure ES‐1.
Stakeholder
Survey
Participants

Source:
City of Nampa.

Stakeholder Organizations

Population Groups Represented



Advocacy



All Nampa residents



Affordable housing provision



Elderly



Credit counseling



High to moderate income individuals



Code enforcement



Immigrants



Education



Limited English speaking persons



Faith community



Low income individuals



Food/clothing pantry



No special populations



Health and wellness



Persons with developmental disabilities



Homeless services



Persons/families who are homeless



Insurance



Persons with HIV/AIDS



Juvenile probation



Persons with mental illness



Land use planning



Persons with physical disabilities



Lending



Persons with substance abuse/addiction



Property management



Refugees



Rental property owners



Students



Residential development



Veterans



Sales and marketing



Victims of domestic violence



Services for low income individuals



Youth



Services for people with disabilities



Services for seniors



Services for victims of domestic violence



Transportation planning



Mental health services

In addition, the City of Nampa staff contacted all adjacent units of local government and planning
agencies to inform them of the opportunity to participate in the Consolidated Plan process, including
the availability of the Draft Plan.
To encourage participation of all its residents in the Consolidated Plan process, the City of Nampa
took the following steps:
Distributed hard and electronic copies of a resident survey and stakeholder survey—available in
English and Spanish—to all local and regional social service agencies, public and assisted
housing providers and organizations that work with low income clients and clients with special
needs.
Paper and online surveys were distributed to more than 600 residents and stakeholders.
A Press Release was issued by the City to encourage participation in the survey.
Nampa staff met with the Hispanic Realtor Association and the Nampa Historic Preservation
Commission and promoted the surveys to these organizations.
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These efforts succeeded in getting participation from low income individuals, persons with special
needs and residents who are at‐risk or currently homeless. Indeed:
Overall, 27 percent of the households represented in the survey include at least
one veteran.
One in three respondents report that their household income is less than $25,000.
One in three respondents to the survey live in a household that includes a member
with a disability.
Ten percent of respondents to the resident survey have experienced homelessness.
Citizens of Nampa had many opportunities to review and comment on the Consolidated Plan. A City
Council work session and two public hearings were held during the development of the 2012‐2016
Five‐year Strategies and Priorities, in which citizens could ask questions and comment on the
proposed strategies and priorities.
All meeting venues were accessible to persons with disabilities.
Citizen comments and views on the draft plan are summarized in Section III. Public Input. Copies of
letters received are located in Appendix B.

Demographic and Housing Trends
Since the City’s last Five‐year Consolidated Plan was completed in 2007, Nampa has experienced
many changes. The 2010 Census, along with 2009 Census survey estimates, show that:
From 1990 to 2000, Nampa’s population nearly doubled from 28,365 to 51,867. The 2010
Census reported a population of 81,557—nearly 30,000 more people than in 2000. The City has
almost tripled in size since 1990.
Much like most of the country, Nampa’s poverty rate increased substantially during the past
decade. In 2000, 12 percent of Nampa’s residents were living below the poverty level. The
Census’ ACS estimates the poverty rate at 21 percent in 2010—or about 75 percent higher than
in 2000.
Increased poverty is linked to rising unemployment. The Census reports Nampa’s
unemployment rate at 16.2 percent as of 2010. More recent estimates place the city’s
unemployment rate at 10.1 percent as of December 2011. The Idaho Department of Labor
reports Canyon County’s rate at 11 percent in December 2011.
Nampa’s housing stock is very new, with 60 percent of residential units built since 1990. As a
result, very few of the City’s housing units are in substandard condition and the number of
households at risk of lead‐based paint hazards is low.
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The City experienced a building boom in the earlier part of the last decade but conditions
slowed with the economic downturn. Owners have had an easier time keeping up with rising
housing costs than have renters, who experienced both a decline in actual income and a rise in
rents between 2000 and 2010. To manage housing costs, some of the City’s residents have had
to double up with family and friends. This is much more common for the City’s households of
Hispanic descent: an estimated 23.5 percent of Hispanic households live in overcrowded
conditions, compared to 3.4 percent of non‐Hispanic White households.
Forty‐five percent of the City’s renter households earn less than $20,000 per year (down from
52% in 2005). Just 14 percent of the City’s rental units are affordable to these renters, leaving
an affordability gap of 2,500 rental units priced less than $350/month.

Five‐Year Priorities
For the 2012‐2016 Five‐year Consolidated Planning period, the City of Nampa has established the
following funding priorities. The basis for assigning the prioritization is also included.

High priorities.
Improvement/rehabilitation of residential housing—Ranked highly by stakeholders (50% of
stakeholders surveyed); also High priority in 2007
Neighborhood stabilization and revitalization—Also High in 2007. Mentioned frequently in
focus groups; a range of neighborhood revitalization needs were prioritized highly in the
resident and stakeholder surveys.
Job creation/economic development—A new high priority item. High unemployment and
consistent identification by residents and stakeholders as a top need factored into this
prioritization.
Extremely affordable rentals and transitional housing—Medium prioritization in 2007. Changed
to High as gaps analysis described in Section I continues to show a shortage of affordable
housing for very low income households. In addition, renters lost purchasing power between
2000 and 2010 as their incomes declined, and rents rose dramatically (median gross rent
increased by $252/month). Section 8 waiting lists further support the prioritization.
Housing and public infrastructure improvements for people with accessibility needs—Ranked
High in 2007 under “public infrastructure.” About one‐third of survey respondents with a
disabled household member said their homes do not meet their accessibility needs. This
compares to 16 percent of the city’s population overall that has a disability. Thirty‐eight percent
of residents and 33 percent of stakeholders identified accessible housing as “most needed.”

Medium priorities.
Improvements to public infrastructure systems—High in 2007; prioritized as medium relative to
other needs. Roads and sidewalk improvements ranked as a top neighborhood need by
stakeholders (45%) and residents (39%) in surveys.
Homeownership of existing housing stock—New medium priority.
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Social service operation support for organizations assisting special needs populations—Same
prioritization as 2007.
Support for homeless and at‐risk of homeless service providers—Same as 2007 for homeless;
added at‐risk of homeless to reflect changing economic conditions and increased risk of
homelessness due to rising unemployment and foreclosures.

Low priority funding.
Construction of new single family housing units—New ranking as low priority. Market changes
suggest an abundance of homes under $100,000 for purchase. Top reasons renters have not
purchased are credit‐related.
Construction of new homeless shelters, except for transitional housing—Same as 2007. Most
recent point‐in‐time count does not indicate large gap in number of persons who are homeless
v. shelter capacity. Homeless providers express concern about ability to expand given funding
cuts.
Programs that serve higher income segments of the low‐ to moderate income population (51 to
80 percent; 80 percent and higher)—Same prioritization as 2007.

Five‐Year Goals
Based on the research conducted for the Consolidated Plan, the City of Nampa has established the
following goals and objectives to guide its Consolidated Planning funding during program years 2012
through 2016.They are identified using the numbering system that ties to the Community Planning
and Development Performance Measurement System developed by HUD.
The objective numbering framework is:
Availability/ Accessibility
Affordability

Sustainability

Decent Housing

DH‐1

DH‐2

DH‐3

Suitable Living Environment

SL‐1

SL‐2

SL‐3

Economic Opportunity

EO‐1

EO‐2

EO‐3
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GOAL 1: Continue and expand commercial and residential neighborhood revitalization efforts in
targeted neighborhoods.
¾ Objective 1.1 (SL‐3): Continue to fund revitalization activities in target neighborhoods.
¾ Objective 1.2 (SL‐3): Continue to conduct code enforcement programs in CDBG‐eligible
areas.
¾ Objective 1.3 (EO‐1): Continue to improve the central neighborhood and encourage more
mixed‐income communities.
¾ Objective 1.4 (EO‐3): Continue to coordinate CDBG funding with long‐term City goals, such
as urban revitalization efforts.
¾ Objective 1.5 (SL‐3): Prioritize ADA/accessibility infrastructure improvements.

GOAL 2: Increase and preserve the supply of permanent, quality affordable housing for low‐ and
moderate‐income households.
¾ Objective 2.1 (DH‐2): Encourage affordable rental and infill housing development through
the use of development incentives. These might include offsetting impact and hookup fees,
using fast track development approval and providing more flexible setback requirements.
¾ Objective 2.2 (DH‐3): Support improvements to affordable multifamily and owner occupied
housing, including accessibility improvements for people with disabilities.

GOAL 3: Continue the City’s housing rehabilitation program to increase the quality of affordable
housing stock and preserve existing housing stock.
¾ Objective 3.1 (DH‐3): Continue housing rehabilitation program for owner‐occupied units.
¾ Objective 3.2 (DH‐1): Explore a housing rehabilitation program for rental units; research
model programs and evaluate the feasibility of establishing a program. If feasible, pilot a
program targeted to Section 8 voucher households.

GOAL 4: Continue to fund and support social service providers, including those who assist special
needs populations (SL‐1).
GOAL 5: Promote job creation and economic development.
¾ Objective 5.1 (EO‐1): Support economic development efforts that result in job training and
employment for the City’s low‐ to moderate‐income residents.
¾ Objective 5.2 (EO‐1): Improve the condition of the City’s public infrastructure to benefit the
expansion or location of businesses.
¾ Objective 5.3 (EO‐1): Explore a small business loan program for businesses; research model
programs and evaluate the feasibility of establishing a program or expanding existing
programs available in the area.

Homeless Goal: Reduce homelessness.
¾ Objective 6.1 (DH‐2): Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.
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¾ Objective 6.2 (DH‐2): Continue to work with homeless/housing providers to respond to
requests for assistance. Work in conjunction with efforts to ensure an adequate supply of
shelter and transitional housing is maintained.

Resources. The primary resource used to fulfill the goals of the Five‐year Strategic Plan is HUD
grant funding.

Self‐evaluation of past performance. On the whole, the activities funded with CDBG have
progressed in a timely manner with the exception of past funded new housing projects and job
creation projects. Some projects are designed to run slow and are calculated into the City’s
expenditure requirements when funding projects.
The Façade Matching Grant Program is a long‐term program that takes approximately 2 years to
complete. This is taken into consideration when funding and as a result is proposed for funding on
alternating program years. This program is an incentive program to rehabilitate historic business
facades is the Downtown Historic District. As this is a matching grant program, the
property/business owner must match the grant at least 1 for 1. With the challenges in acquiring
financing, some of the original owners have declined to participate.
One of the most significant challenges that the City has faced is from the delay of the floodplain
expansion and the downturn in the housing market. The floodplain expansion was originally
anticipated to have the information for the North Nampa Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area
available in 2006. However the City of Nampa did not receive documentation of the proposed
floodplain boundaries until late 2007. The City of Nampa as well as a neighboring community
challenged the proposed maps. The final maps were finalized in May 2011. With the uncertainty of
the extent of the expansion the City decided to fund projects that did not have an impact on the
flood plain in the proposed boundaries until a final decision was made by FEMA. Now that the maps
are finalized projects can be assessed on their actual impact of the floodplain when making funding
decision.
One additional project has also had a significant delay; this occurred right at the downturn of the
economy. The City improved infrastructure for the purpose of job creation. However, the business
that was to go into the building benefiting from the improvement was not able to expand with the
downturn in the economy and freeze on credit. As such, the building is sitting vacant and is being
marketed by the owner, Economic Development Director and the State of Idaho Department of
Commerce to any business interested in locating or expanding their operation in Nampa. While the
infrastructure construction is complete the project is not until jobs have been created.
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Index of HUD Requirements
The following table serves as an index for the HUD Consolidated Plan reviewer. It identifies the HUD
Consolidated Plan and Action Plan requirements (as specified in the Consolidated Plan Review
Guidance list) and shows where the items are located in this document.
Figure ES‐2.
Consolidated
Plan, HUD
Regulations
Index

Description

Section / Page Number

General Information
Stand Alone Executive Summary

Executive Summary

HUD required tables

Appendix D

Proposed outcomes

Action Plan

Proposed NRSA or target area

Strategic Plan / Page 4

Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting.

Consultation Process and Citizen Participation Plan
Consultation process and list of organizations participating
in Consolidated Plan

Section III / Pages 1‐2

Citizen Participation Plan

Appendix A

Citizen comments

Appendix C

Lead agency

Executive Summary / Page 2

Housing and Homeless Needs Assessment
Estimated housing needs by family type for five‐year period

Section I / Page 20

Disproportionate need

Section I / Page 20

Discussion of nature and extent of homelessness, including by
racial/ethnic group

Section II / Page 6

Homeless facilities and services, including an estimate of the
percentage of beds and supportive service programs serving
chronically homeless

Section II / Page 13

Homeless strategy

Homeless Goals
Section IV / Page 3

Estimated supportive housing needs of non‐homeless persons

Section II

Estimated number of housing units with lead‐based paint hazards

Section I / Page 10‐11
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Figure ES‐2.
(continued)
Consolidated Plan,
HUD Regulations
Index
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Description

Section / Page Number

Housing Market Analysis
Description of significant characteristics of the
housing market

Section I

Areas of low income and minority concentrations,
including definition of concentration

AI

Units expected to be lost from the inventory of
assisted housing

Section I / Page 17

Facilities and services needed to assist non‐homeless
persons in need of supportive housing

Section II

Barriers to affordable housing and strategies to
remove barriers

AI

Estimate of the number of vacant and abandoned
buildings and suitability for rehabilitation

Not available.

Strategic Plan
Basis for priority assignments

Housing Market Analysis (Section I)
and Stakeholder Consultation
(Section III)

Obstacles to meeting underserved needs

Section IV / Page 7

Priorities, objectives, outcomes
(accomplishments) and resources

Section IV / Pages 1‐4

Affordable housing needs, basis for priorities

Section IV / Pages 1‐2

Justification for use of TBRA

N/A

Priority non‐housing community
development needs and goals

Section IV / Pages 1‐2

Actions proposed to evaluate and reduce
lead‐based paint hazards

Section IV / Page 9

Anti‐poverty strategy

Section IV / Page 6

Institutional structure

Section IV / Page 6

Coordination

Section IV / Page 6

Public housing strategies

Section IV / Page 7

Monitoring

Section IV / Page 9
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SECTION I.
Demographic and Housing Profile

SECTION I.
Demographic and Housing Profile
This section presents a demographic profile for Nampa, highlighting changes since 2000. The
section also contains a housing market analysis, as required by Sections 91.205 and 91.210 of
the Consolidated Plan regulations. The housing market analysis covers the required topics of:
An overview of the supply, demand and cost of housing in Nampa;
A summary of assisted housing and needs;
A concise summary of the City’s housing needs projected for the 2012‐2016 Five‐year
Consolidated Plan period;
The numbers and types of families with housing needs;
A summary of cost burden, overcrowding and substandard housing; and
An estimate of the risk of lead‐based paint in low income neighborhoods.
A discussion of the needs of special needs residents, including persons with disabilities and
persons who are homeless, appears in Section II.
The Consolidated Plan fair housing requirements of disproportionality analysis; racial and
ethnic concentration; and barriers to affordability are contained in the City’s Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI), which is appended to the Consolidated Plan.

Summary of Demographic and Housing Conditions
From 1990 to 2000, Nampa’s population nearly doubled from 28,365 to 51,867. The 2010
Census reported a population of 81,557—nearly 30,000 more people than in 2000. The City
has almost tripled in size since 1990.
Much like most of the country, Nampa’s poverty rate increased substantially during the
past decade. In 2000, 12 percent of Nampa’s residents were living below the poverty level.
The Census’ ACS estimates the poverty rate at 21 percent in 2010—or about 75 percent
higher than in 2000.
Increased poverty is linked to rising unemployment. The Census reports Nampa’s
unemployment rate at 16.2 percent as of 2010. More recent estimates place the City’s
unemployment rate at 10.1 percent as of December 2011. The Idaho Department of Labor
reports Canyon County’s rate at 11 percent in December 2011.
Nampa’s housing stock is very new, with 60 percent of residential units built since 1990. As
a result, very few of the City’s housing units are in substandard condition and the number
of households at risk of lead‐based paint hazards is low.
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The City experienced a building boom in the earlier part of the last decade but conditions
slowed with the economic downturn. Owners have had an easier time keeping up with
rising housing costs than have renters, who experienced both a decline in actual income
and a rise in rents between 2000 and 2010. To manage housing costs, some of the City’s
residents have had to double up with family and friends. This is much more common for
the City’s households of Hispanic descent: an estimated 23.5 percent of Hispanic
households live in overcrowded conditions, compared to 3.4 percent of non‐Hispanic White
households.
As of 2010, 45 percent of the City’s renter households earn less than $20,000 per year
(down from 52% in 2005). Just 14 percent of the City’s rental units are affordable to these
renters, leaving an affordability gap of 2,500 rental units priced less than $350/month.

Population and Household Characteristics
The 2010 Census reported a population for Nampa of 81,557. Although population growth slowed
during the past decade relative to 1990‐2000, Nampa’s growth was still very strong and exceeded
that of the State of Idaho overall. Figure I‐1 summarizes population growth in the City, county and
State between 1990 and 2010.

Figure I‐1.
Population Trends 1990,
2000, 2005 and 2010
Source:
1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2010 Census,
2005 Census Population Estimates and
PCensus, 2005 Claritas, Intermountain
Demographics.

1990‐2000
1990

Nampa
Canyon County
State of Idaho

28,365

Numerical
Change

2000

51,867

Percent
Growth

23,502

83%

90,076

131,441

41,365

46%

1,006,749

1,293,953

287,204

29%

2000‐2005
2005

Nampa
Canyon County
State of Idaho

71,713

Numerical
Change

Percent
Growth

19,846

38%

164,593

33,152

25%

1,429,096

135,143

10%

2000‐2010
2005

Nampa
Canyon County
State of Idaho
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Numerical
Change

Percent
Growth

81,557

29,690

57%

188,923

57,482

44%

1,567,582

273,629

21%
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Age. The median age of Nampa residents increased from 28.4 years in 2000 to 30.1 years
in 2010.
The Census divides the population into a series of age categories or “cohorts”. Figure I‐2 presents the
population distribution by age in Nampa and identifies the share of the population for each year by
age category.
Figure I‐2 shows modest shifts in the City’s age cohorts since 2000 and 1990. The City has
proportionately more children, fewer young adults, more residents aged 45 to 64 and—counter to
U.S. trends—a reduction in the proportion of seniors. The City’s percentage of young adults dropped
by five percentage points from 2000 to 2010; this was the most dramatic change in residents by age.
About 10 percent of the City’s population is under age 5, the target age group for lead‐based paint
hazard abatement.

Figure I‐2.
Age Distribution, City of
Nampa, 1990, 2000 and
2010
Source:
U.S. Census Bureau 1990 Census, 2000
Census, and 2010 Census.

Race and ethnicity. According to the 2010 Census, Nampa is a predominantly White, non‐
Hispanic city (73% of residents report their race/ethnicity to be White, non‐Hispanic). Much like
many areas of the U.S., the City’s Hispanic population grew quickly during the past decade: Nampa’s
Hispanic population doubled between 2000 and 2010, reaching 18,653 in 2010, up from 9,282 in
2000.
Other than residents of Hispanic descent, the City’s minority populations are very small, as
shown by Figure I‐3. Minorities have experienced strong growth in percentages, but, other than
persons of Hispanic descent, are still very small in numbers.1

1 It should be noted that the Census treats Hispanic descent as an ethnicity, not a race. Persons who do not select a racial

category on the Census questionnaire and identify themselves as being of Hispanic descent are designated as “Some other
race” by the Census.
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Figure I‐3.
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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Household size. Nampa has an average of 2.89 persons per household, larger than the State
average of 2.63.2

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 I‐4 shows the location of large households in Nampa. As the figure demonstrates, there
are a handful of areas where large households make up more than one‐quarter of households.
Figure I‐4.
Percentage of
Households that
are Large, City of
Nampa, 2010

Source:
2010 Census.

2

These sizes are based on the 2006‐2010 5‐year American Community Survey estimates. The 2010 Census reports the City’s
average household size at 2.88.
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Family structure. 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 live in married‐couple households (53%). Twenty‐two percent of Nampa
households are comprised of people living alone. Figure I‐5 shows the breakdown of Nampa’s
households by family type.
Figure I‐5.
Household Composition, City of
Nampa, 2010
Source:
2010 Census.

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
Families with children

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

Income
According to the 2010 Census, the median household income in the City of Nampa was $41,360,
compared to $34,758 in 2000 and $19,696 in 1990. This represents an increase of 16 percent in
actual dollars from 2000 to 2010. However, accounting for inflation, the median income actually
declined: The median household income would need to exceed $44,000 in 2010 to keep up with
2000‐2010 inflation.
The median household income of renters in 2010 ($21,367) was much lower than that of
owners ($50,101). In addition, the median income of renters declined in actual dollars from
1999, when it was $24,150. In contrast, the median income of owners increased during the
decade from $40,775 in 1999 to $50,101 in 2010.
The change in income relative to inflation is shown in Figure I‐6.
The 2010 Census reports the median family income in Nampa at $47,563. HUD estimates the
median family income at $61,900 for 2010 and $62,900 for 2012. It should be noted that HUD
income estimates include all cities in the Boise ‐Nampa metropolitan area and uses a 4‐person
family income—which explains why HUD’s income estimate is much larger than Census
estimates.
For many of its low and moderate income housing grant programs, including CDBG, HUD
classifies households earning 30 percent and less of the median household income as “extremely
low income;” those earning 31 to 50 percent of the median household income as “very low
income;” those earning between 51 and 80 percent of the median household income as “low
income;” and those earning 81 to 100 percent of the median household income as “moderate
income.”
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Figure I‐6 shows the distribution of Nampa residents by HUD income category for 2010. As the
figure demonstrates, nearly one‐fourth of Nampa’s households fall into HUD’s extremely low
income designation. Forty percent are extremely and very low income.
Figure I‐6.
HUD Income Categories, City
of Nampa, 2010

Number
of Nampa
Households

Income
Threshold

Percent
of Nampa
Households

Source:
U.S. Census Bureau 2010 1‐year American
Community Survey and www.huduser.org.

Extremely low income (30%)

$18,570

6,194

24%

Very low income (50%)

$30,950

4,295

17%

Low income (80%)

$49,520

4,818

19%

Moderate income (120%)

$61,900

2,982

12%

High income (120%+)

$61.900+
Total

HUD Boise‐Nampa 2010
Median Family Income

7,468

29%

25,757

100%

$61,900

Below poverty level. The Census Bureau uses the federal government’s official poverty
definition. The Social Security Administration (SSA) developed the original poverty definition in
1964, which federal interagency committees subsequently revised in 1969 and 1980. The Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB’s) Directive 14 prescribes this definition as the official poverty
measure for federal agencies to use in their statistical work.

To determine a person’s poverty status, one compares the person’s total family income with the
poverty threshold appropriate for that person’s family size and composition. If the total income
of that person’s family is less than the threshold appropriate for that family, then the person is
considered poor, together with every member of his or her family. If a person is not living with
anyone related by birth, marriage or adoption, then the person’s own income is compared with
the poverty threshold. The same procedure applies for calculating households in poverty. In
Nampa, the poverty rate for a family of four is equivalent to approximately 40 percent of HUD’s
MFI.
Figure I‐8.
Poverty Level by Population/Household
Characteristics, City of Nampa, 2000 and 2010
Age

2000

2010

2000‐2010
Change

Children under 5 years

17%

23%

6%

Children under 18 years

15%

27%

12%

Persons 18 to 24 years

17%

20%

3%

65 years and older

10%

7%

‐3%

Source: 2000Census and 2010 Census.
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Much like most of the country, Nampa’s
poverty rate increased substantially during
the past decade. In 2000, 12 percent of
Nampa’s residents were living below the
poverty level. The Census estimates the
poverty rate at 21 percent in 2010—or about
75 percent higher than in 2000.

Figure I‐8 shows poverty by age and
compares poverty in 2000 and 2010.
Poverty has increased for Nampa’s children
and decreased for seniors during the last
decade.
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Employment
The 2010 Census reports that of the City’s 57,853 residents of working age (over 16 years old),
37,411 were employed and 20,442 were not in the labor force (unemployed or choosing not to
work). The Census reports the City’s unemployment rate as of 2010 at 16.2 percent. More recent
estimates place the City’s unemployment rate at 10.1 percent as of December 2011. The Idaho
Department of Labor reports Canyon County’s rate at 11 percent in December 2011.
According to the Idaho Department Labor, average employment has grown by 6,800 jobs since
2000, with the largest growth in the Trade, Utilities and Transportation employment sector,
followed by Educational and Health Services. Average manufacturing employment, which is very
important to Nampa, declined by 3,600 jobs.
Figure I‐9.
Employment Change and Average Annual Wages, Canyon County, 2000 and 2010
2000
Average
Employment
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction
Construction
Manufacturing
Trade, Utilities and Transportation

2010
Average
Employment

2,868

2,892

40

35

2000
to 2010
Change

Average
Weekly
Wages

24

$494

(5)

N/A

3,436

3,113

(323)

$593

11,069

7,452

(3,617)

$689

8,178

10,955

2,777

Wholesale Trade

$859

Retail Trade

$498

Transportation and Warehousing

$631

Utilities

$1,080

Information
Finance and Insurance

630

579

1,340

1,646

(51)
306

Real Estate and Rental and Leasing
Professional and Business Services

$788
$459

2,377

3,771

1,394

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services

$678

Management of Companies and Enterprises

$1,134

Administrative and Waste Management
Educational and Health Services

$669

$499
4,559

7,162

2,603

Educational Services (private ownership)

$575

Health Care and Social Assistance

$563

Leisure and Hospitality

2,642

3,515

873

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation

$214

Accommodation and Food Services

$240

Other Services (except Public Administration)

1,000

1,498

498

Government

6,200

8,541

2,341

Public Administration and Education

Total Covered Employment and Wages
Average Quarterly Employment
Source:

$484

$611

44,339

51,159

6,820
$581

Idaho Department of Labor.
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The Department of Labor reports the largest employer in Canyon County as Amalgamated Sugar,
followed by the public sector entities of the Caldwell School District, Canyon County and the City
of Nampa. The second largest private sector employer is J.R. Simplot, which will be reducing
operations in Nampa. Other top private employers include Mercy Medical, Plexus Corporation
and Woodgrain Millwork.
The 2010 Census shows that most Nampa workers are employed in the industries of education,
health care and social services (23%), followed by manufacturing (15%). Nampa is unique in that
retail trade is a smaller employment industry than manufacturing. In most communities, the
relatively low‐paying service sector, including retail trade, is the largest employment industry.

Figure I‐10.
Type of Industry,
City of Nampa
Jobs, 2012

Source:
Idaho Department of
Labor.

Educational attainment. For the first time in U.S. history, the percentage of the population with
a college degree has exceeds 30 percent. Eighty‐seven percent of the nation’s residents older than 18
years have completed high school.3

Nampa has a similarly high rate of high school completion (84%), but lags the nation in college
graduates, with 17 percent of residents reporting a bachelor’s degree or high according to the
2006‐2010 5‐year estimates from the American Community Survey (ACS).

Housing Market
The 2010 ACS reported 28,913 housing units in Nampa in 2010, about 9,400 more than in 2000.
Similar to in 2005, about three‐fourths of the City’s residential units are detached, single family
homes. Eight percent are 3‐4 unit complexes and seven percent are mobile homes. The
remainder 12 percent of units is made up of townhomes and apartments.
As shown in Figure I‐11, the number of building permits in the City reached a high in 2002
(1,592 permits) and peaked again in 2005 (1,544 permits) before dropping off dramatically. Just
104 residential units were permitted in 2010. The vast majority of residential permits have been
for detached, single family units.

3

For more information, see the recent study on educational attainment and economic status at http://www.census.gov/
prod/2012pubs/p70‐129.pdf.
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Figure I‐11.
Units Permitted in the City of Nampa, 2000 ‐ 2010

Source: U.S. Census Building Permit Estimates.

Vacancy rates. According to the 2010 Census, about nine percent of the City’s residential units
were vacant in 2010—or 2,778 vacant units. Most of these units were vacant because they were for
rent (1,024 units) or for sale (939 units). Figure I‐12 shows the percent of units vacant by Census
block group.

Figure I‐12.
Percent of
Vacant Units,
per Block
Group, City of
Nampa, 2010

Source:
U.S. Census Bureau
2010 Census.

The 2010 ACS estimates a higher vacancy rate (10.9%). The ACS reports that the vacancy rate was
much higher for renter occupied housing (16.4%) than owner occupied housing (4.5%).
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Tenure. In 2000, 70 percent of the occupied housing units in the City were owner‐occupied; 30
percent were renter‐occupied. The 2010 Census reports that the City’s homeownership rate has
dropped to 66 percent.
Housing condition. The 2000 Census reported that approximately 963 housing units in the
City are considered severely substandard because they lacked either complete plumbing
facilities or complete kitchens or did not have a source of heat, or used nontraditional sources of
heat such as wood, kerosene or coal. Together, assuming no overlap, these units represented
about 5.3 percent of the City’s total housing units in existence in April 2000.
The most recent data from the U.S. Census on housing condition (2008‐2010 3‐year ACS)
reports that just 581 units in Nampa are severely substandard—lacking complete plumbing
facilities, complete kitchens and/or using fuel sources of oil/kerosene or wood or lacking fuel.
This represents 2.2 percent of occupied units in the City. Although there are some households
living in very substandard housing, overall, Nampa’s housing stock is in good condition because
it is relatively new.

Vacant and abandoned and rehabilitation. The City does not keep track of vacant or
abandoned buildings in a central database. The Code Enforcement division does monitor for
dangerous buildings and requires them to be boarded up.

Age. Figure I‐13 shows the age distribution of Nampa’s housing stock. Thirty‐six percent of
the City’s residential units were built after 1999. Another one‐fourth was built between 1990
and 1999.
Figure I‐13.
Year Residential
Units were Built, City
of Nampa, 2010

Source:
2010 American Community Survey.

Lead‐safe housing—91.205(e). This section contains an estimate of the number of housing
units in the City that contain lead‐based paint hazards and are occupied by the City’s low and
moderate income families.

Housing built before 1978 is considered to have some risk of lead based paint, but housing built
prior to 1940 is considered to have the highest risk. After 1940, paint manufacturers voluntarily
began to reduce the amount of lead they added to their paint. As a result, painted surfaces in
homes built before 1940 are likely to have higher levels of lead than homes built between 1940
and 1978. Lead‐based paint was banned from residential use in 1978. It is difficult to determine
the precise number of households at risk of lead‐based paint poisoning. However, people living
in substandard units or older housing, and who are low income, are more likely to be exposed to
lead‐based paint than higher income households living in newer or rehabilitated older housing.
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION I, PAGE 11

Eight percent (2,229 housing units) of Nampa’s housing stock was built before 1940, when lead‐
based paint was most common. Another 13 percent (3,604 units) were built between 1940 and
1960, when lead‐based paint was still used, but the amount of lead in the paint was being
reduced.
If (as HUD estimates) 90 percent of the pre‐1940 units in Nampa are at risk of containing lead‐
based paint, 80 percent of the units built between 1940 and 1960 are at risk, and 62 percent of
units built between 1960 and 1979 are at risk then as many as 7,765housing units (27 percent)
may contain lead paint. Of these units and based on the City’s overall proportion of low income
households, more than half are likely to be occupied by low and moderate income households.

Code enforcement. Besides 2000 Census data, there is little official data regarding the
condition of interior features (such as plumbing, wiring and structural hazards) of private
housing in Nampa.
A priority of the City of Nampa is to support the revitalization of low and moderate income
neighborhoods as identified in the Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA) and other
low income neighborhoods, by reducing deterioration of neighborhoods through proactive code
enforcement. The City of Nampa has used CDBG funds for the employment of a full‐time Code
Enforcement Officer in its North Nampa Revitalization Strategy Area for several years;
additionally the City of Nampa has used CDBG funds for the employment of another full‐time
Code Enforcement Office in its Northwest Nazarene University District.
The funding is used to pay the salary and all related expenses for work in eligible low income
neighborhoods. The Code Enforcement Officer uses a proactive approach to code enforcement,
by working with residents to clean up their properties, encouraging education about City codes
before problems occur. A focus of this program is person‐to‐person contact with a constant City
presence in the neighborhoods.
The Code Enforcement Officer duties include receiving, responding and investigating complaints
regarding zoning, property maintenance, health and sanitation, solid waste and junk vehicle
ordinances. Officers also identify violations of City code, and take appropriate measures to obtain
compliance in a timely and courteous manner. Officers respond to violations by researching
property ownership, variances, use permits and other documents, including issuing correction
notices and maintaining records of inspections, notices and other correspondence. Officers also
perform abatement of hazardous or public nuisances, which may include issuing citations for
non‐compliance, including providing information to City legal staff to prepare cases of violation
and testifying in court. Additionally, officers interpret and explain codes, regulations, permit
programs, and compliance conditions to developers, engineers, architects, property owners, and
other interested parties.
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A Code Enforcement Plan has been implemented as a guide to direct code enforcement activities
to beautify and improve the quality of life for all residents within the designated neighborhoods.
The plan’s three objectives include:
Educate the residents on their responsibilities as property owners, renters, and neighbors
and as citizens of Nampa, as it pertains to the standards of codes within the community;
Enforce the codes in accordance with established policies. Programs and activities will be
conducted in a courteous manner that will promptly bring violators into compliance
through education and or enforcement; and
Work with individual property owners, landlords, occupants, renters, businesses,
homeowners associations and neighborhood associations to bring about needed changes.
Design and implement strategic plans for code enforcement activities supporting
neighborhood revitalization programs.

Overcrowded housing. Overcrowded housing can be an indicator of affordable housing need.
Although some families may choose to live in tight housing situations, many live in overcrowded
conditions to save on housing costs.
HUD defines an overcrowded unit as having more than one person per room. According to 2005
ACS data, about five percent of housing units (or 1,277 units) were overcrowded in Nampa. The
2010 ACS estimates the number of overcrowded units at 1,507 or 5.8 percent of all housing
units.
Households with members of Hispanic/Latino origin are far more likely to be living in
overcrowded conditions than White households. An estimated 3.4 percent of non‐Hispanic
White households were overcrowded in 2010, compared to 23.5 percent of Hispanic
households.
Renters were also more likely to live in overcrowded conditions: Nine percent of renters were
overcrowded in 2010 compared to four percent of owners.

Housing Costs and Affordability
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 gross 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.” The 30 percent threshold for housing costs
ensures that households have adequate income to pay for other costs of living, including health
and child care, groceries and transportation, home and automobile maintenance and personal
income taxes.

Cost burden. In 2005, there were 9,000 households in the City of Nampa who paid more than
30 percent of their incomes in housing expenses and, as such, were cost burdened.
Approximately 60 percent of renters were cost burdened, compared with 23 percent of owners.
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As of 2010, cost burden affected 67 percent of renters and 26 percent of owners. In all, 9,264
Nampa households were cost burdened in 2010. Although higher than in 2005, the increase in
cost burden is surprisingly low given the City’s increase in poverty, rise in rents and the general
economic downturn.

Changes in affordability. The median priced home in Nampa, as reported by the Census in
2005, was $111,200. This was $19,000 higher than in 2000, when the median value was
$92,000.
By 2010, the median value had increased to $124,100. To afford the change in the median priced
home from 2000 to 2010, homeowners would need to earn approximately $8,500 more in 2010
than in 2000. A comparison of the median household income of owners between 1999 and 2010
shows that owners made more in actual dollars in 2010 ($50,101 v. $40,775 in 1999).
A review of homes listed through the Multiple Listing Service (MLS) in mid‐March 2012 found
more than 1,000 residential units for sale, with about 40 percent of these homes in foreclosure.
Nampa’s for sale market is currently very favorable to buyers, with almost 50 percent of resales
priced at less than $100,000; this excludes homes in foreclosure, many of which have negotiable
(not listed) prices.
The median gross rent (which includes utilities) in 2010 was $780—much higher than in 2000,
where the median was $528. Renters would need to earn about $3,000 more per year to afford
the rent increase. Renter incomes decreased, however, during the past decade, from $24,150 in
1999 to $21,367 in 2010. Therefore, renters are paying much more for rent in 2010 with less
income.
Figure I‐14.
Change in Affordability,
City of Nampa, 2000
and 2010

Median Gross Rent

Unit
Source:

Increase 2000‐2010

Median Home Value

2000

2010

2000

2010

$528

$780

$92,200

$124,100

$252

$31,900

2000 Census and 2010 Census.

Rents have risen dramatically since 2000, as demonstrated in Figure I‐15, which shows the fair
market rents in Canyon County, as estimated by HUD. Renters paying the fair market rent in
Canyon County in 2012 are paying $172 more per month for a one‐bedroom unit; $187 more
per month for a two‐bedroom unit; $307 more for a three bedroom unit and $237 more for a
four bedroom unit than they were paying in 2000.

PAGE 14, SECTION I

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

Figure I‐15.
Fair Market Rents, One‐ and Two‐bedroom Rentals, Canyon County, 2000 to 2012

Source: U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development.

Gaps analysis. To understand existing gaps in the housing supply, the number of Nampa’s
renter households at various income levels was compared with the number of units affordable
to them (accounting for average costs of utilities). Figure I‐16 shows the results of this
comparison. As demonstrated by the figure:
In Nampa, there are almost 1,500 renter households earning less than $10,000 per year,
and an estimated 250 units to serve these households, leaving a gap of 1,250 rental units.
This is much higher than the gap of 895 units estimated in 2005.
For renter households earning between $10,000 and $20,000 year (about 2,400
households), there are an estimated 1,100 rental units affordable, leaving a gap of
1,300 units.
In sum, for every three renter households earning less than $20,000 per year in Nampa,
there is one affordable unit to serve them. Households who cannot find affordable rentals
are paying more for their rent than they can afford and, as such, are cost burdened. They
might also be living with others in overcrowded conditions.
Renter households earning more than $25,000 per year living in Nampa find affordable
units much easier to come by, as there is more than an adequate supply in their
affordability range.
The gap is much larger in a “high‐cost utilities” environment (shortage of 3,271 units for
very low income renters). In this scenario, the affordable monthly rent payment is much
lower because a higher proportion of overall housing costs is used up by utilities payments.
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Figure I‐16.
Gap in Supply and Demand of Rental Units, City of Nampa, 2010

Household Income

Affordable
Rent & Utilities

Renters

Rental Units

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Rental
Unit Gap

328

4%

66

1%

(262)

Less than $5,000

$

‐

$5,000 to $9,999

$

100.98

1,160

13%

182

2%

(978)

$10,000 to $14,999

$

225.98

1,444

17%

508

5%

(936)

$15,000 to $19,999

$

350.98

985

11%

609

6%

(376)

$20,000 to $24,999

$

475.98

1,320

15%

1,764

18%

444

$25,000 to $34,999

$

725.98

770

9%

3,242

34%

2,472

$35,000 to $49,999

$ 1,100.98

810

9%

2,275

24%

1,465

$50,000 to $74,999

$ 1,725.98

1,327

15%

909

10%

(418)

$75,000 to $99,999

$ 2,350.98

448

5%

‐

0%

(448)

$100,000 to $149,999

$ 3,600.98

95

1%

‐

0%

(95)

$150,000 or more

$ 3,601.00

0

0%

‐

0%

0

8,687

100%

Total

9,556

100%

Low income rental gap

(2,551)

In high‐cost utilities environment

(3,271)

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

A review of homes for sale in Nampa in mid‐March found that almost 50 percent of the homes were
priced less than $100,000—affordable to renters earning more than $35,000. Renters who want to
buy and are earning more than $35,000 have many units to choose from, although these units may
need condition improvements. As discussed in Section III, renters responding to the survey
conducted for this study said that poor credit and lack of a downpayment were the top reasons they
had not bought a home. The inability of renters to qualify for loans and potential condition needs of
affordable homes to buy are larger barriers to homeownership than lack of affordable homes for sale.

Public and Assisted Housing—91.210(b)
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 non‐
profits (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.
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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.
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.
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.
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.
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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.
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.
In addition to the Housing Authority and SICHA assisted units, other organizations in the City also
own and manage affordable apartments. Figure I‐17 shows a list of affordable/subsidized rental
units in the City.
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Figure I‐17.
Assisted Housing, City of Nampa, 2012
Units

Address
Berkshire Apartments

291 E Main

60

Claremont Apartments

2219 W Karcher Rd

Courtyards at Ridgecrest

6341 Birch Lane

Creekbridge Court Apartments

2131 3rd St. North

45

Gateway Crossing Apartments

511 6th Road North

72

56
116

Accessible
Units
3
—
4
—
4

Type
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Golden Glow Tower

1108 7th Street So.

67

X

Project-based assistance

Greenwood Apartments

114-118 West Greenhurst

15

—

Project-based assistance

Landmark Towers

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)

New Hope

839 Comstock Circle

142

9

Project-based assistance

16

1

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Northside Nampa Housing

839 Comstock Circle

25

Oakhaven Retirement Home

115 Ogden Avenue

34

Parkwood

1817 Sunnyridge

Silverwood Apartments

717 11th Avenue South

Southwestern Idaho Cooperative
Housing Authority (SICHA)

(Section 8 Vouchers)

Sunny Ridge Village

1717 Sunnyridge Road

The Housing Company

1104-1114 Maple

Van Engelen

1301 1st Street South

Westside Comstock Subdivision

839 Comstock Circle

‐

3
—

18
366

Total

—

53

9
—

2

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
Project-based assistance
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)
Section 8 vouchers
Project-based assistance

6

—

Nonprofit

27

27

Project-based assistance

18

1

1,256

70

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

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.

Expiring use units. Four of the properties listed above have subsidy contracts that expire
between now and 2015; these include the Sunny Ridge Village, Landmark Towers, Van Engelen
and OakHaven properties. If the contracts on these units are not renewed, 157 units could be
lost from the affordable housing inventory.

Future Housing Needs
This section projects future (five‐year) housing needs for the population groups required by
HUD for Consolidated Plans. Housing needs of special populations are discussed in Section II.

Extremely and very low income renters. The gaps analysis completed for the
Consolidated Plan found a current need for 2,551 rental units for renters earning less than
$20,000 per year as of 2010. If the City maintains the same level of population growth as
experienced between 2005 and 2010, these renters experience the same population
growth as the City overall, and no new units are developed to assist this group, this need
will increase to 3,084 units in 2017.
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Low income renters. No affordability gap currently; no future gap estimated.
Moderate income renters. No current need; no future need estimated.
Middle income renters. No current need; no future need estimated.
Extremely low and low income owners. Twenty‐six percent of owners were cost
burdened in 2010, or 4,438 owners. By 2017, this could exceed 5,300.

Moderate income owners. No current need; no future need estimated.
Middle income owners. No current need; no future need estimated.
Single persons and large families. New data on the specific housing needs of residents by
family type are not available for 2010. To the extent that these populations have housing
needs in the next five years, they are captured in the needs projections by income
categories above.

Public housing residents/Section 8 voucher holders. Between 900 and 1,700 Canyon
County households apply for Section 8 vouchers during the annual lottery. By 2017, this
could increase to 2,000 households seeking publicly‐subsidized units.

Disproportionate Need
According to HUD, a “disproportionately greater need” exists when the percentage of persons in a
category of need who are members of a particular group is at least ten percentage points higher than
the percentage of persons in the category as a whole.
According to the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data (based on 2005‐2007
ACS), in the City of Nampa, the following groups have a disproportionate need.

Hispanic owners and renters earning 0‐30 percent MFI and 31‐50 percent MFI;
White owners earning 0‐30 percent MFI and 31‐50 percent MFI and 5180 percent MFI;
White owners earning 0‐30 percent MFI and 31‐50 percent MFI;
Large families, both renters and owners;
For households with a disabled member, owners earning 0‐30 percent MFI and 31‐50
percent MFI and 5180 percent MFI, and renters earning 0‐30 percent MFI;
Renters households with a disabled member have disproportionate housing needs relative
to renter households without a disabled member;
Elderly renters and owner earning 0‐30 percent MFI and 31‐50 percent MFI.
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SECTION II.
Housing and Non‐Housing
Needs of Special Needs Populations
This section discusses the housing and community development needs of the special needs
populations in Nampa. It addresses the following three sections of the Consolidated Plan
regulations:
1. Homeless Needs—91.205(c)
2. Homeless Inventory—91.210(c)
3. Non‐homeless special needs—91.210(d)
Due to lower incomes and the need for supportive services or structural adaptations, special needs
populations are more likely than the general population to encounter difficulty in finding and
paying for adequate housing, and often require enhanced community services. The groups
discussed in this section include:
The elderly;

At‐risk youth;

Persons who are experiencing
homelessness;

Persons with HIV/AIDS; and
Migrant farmworkers.

Persons with disabilities;
Persons with severe mental illnesses
and/or substance abuse problems;
A discussion of the needs of victims of domestic violence is included in the section describing the
characteristics of persons who are homeless.
Policy makers and advocates often consider individuals with extremely low‐ and very‐low
income a special needs group. Due to the fact that the needs of these low‐income groups are
given attention throughout this report, and since special needs populations are commonly low‐
income, they are not included here as a specific special needs group.
The information regarding special needs populations in Nampa was gathered through online
research, personal interviews with representatives of local non‐profits and government
agencies and analysis of secondary data at the county, state and national level.

Summary Background Information about Special Needs Populations
Elderly. According to 2010 U.S. Census data, there are 8,393 persons over the age of 65 years

living in Nampa and comprising 10.3 percent of Nampa’s total population. There has been
significant growth in the proportion of the population that is over the age of 65 since 2000
(about 45%). Census numbers show that more women over the age of 65 live alone than men,
and the proportion of women who live alone increases as they age.
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Persons experiencing homelessness. A point‐in‐time (PIT) count was completed on
January 25, 2012 as a part of Idaho’s Action Plan to Reduce Homelessness through the state’s
Housing Management Information System (HMIS) system (ServicePoint) providers. Important
subgroups that define the homeless population include: substance abuse, mental illness, victims
of domestic violence and assault, youth, and HIV/AIDS.
The 2012 PIT homeless count reported a total of 486 unsheltered and 1,482 sheltered persons
homeless across the state of Idaho. Region 3, which contains Nampa, reported 66 unsheltered
and 201 sheltered persons.12

Persons with disabilities. The 2010 Census definitions of disability include: sensory,
ambulatory, cognitive, self‐care, and independent living. All disabilities are defined as lasting six
or more months and making it difficult for individuals to perform general daily activities. The
2010 Census reported that 16 percent of Nampa residents over the age of five had a disability,
compared to 12 percent nationwide with a disability. The Census indicates that cognitive
disabilities have the highest prevalence in Nampa, comprising 28 percent of reported
disabilities.
Persons with severe mental illnesses and/or substance abuse problems.
Severe mental illness. According to the U.S. Surgeon General, about 5.4 percent of the nation’s
population suffers from severe mental illness, defined by federal regulations as mental disorders
that interfere with social functioning. A 2009 national survey on mental health shows that Idaho
ranks among the highest in the nation for rate of serious mental illness among persons aged 18
or older at 6.2 percent (with persons aged 26 or older ranking the highest). Projecting the rate
of serious mental illness in the past year among persons aged 18 or older years to the City of
Nampa, the count would be approximately 3,499 persons. The Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) in 2009 showed that rates of past year major
depressive episodes among the age groups 12 to 17 and 18 to 25 were higher in Canyon County
than the national rates.
Substance abuse. The SAMHSA report of State Estimates of Substance Use from the 20052006
National Surveys on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) indicates that the Idaho statewide average
prevalence rate for alcohol or illicit drug dependence or abuse by persons aged 12 or older is 8
percent. Applying this percentage estimate to Nampa’s population 16 years and over,
approximately 3,883 persons would have some form of a substance abuse problem. The NSDUH
survey noted the state’s rate for “needing but not receiving treatment for illicit drug use in past
year” for persons aged 12 or older in Idaho was higher than the national average at about 2.7
percent.

At‐risk youth. There are five segments of the population of youth in Nampa who have

potential housing and supportive service needs: youths are emancipated (aged‐out) of the foster
care system; homeless youth; older youth with uncertain futures; youth that are victims of
abuse; and youth with disabilities. According to the 2012 PIT count, in Region 3 there were 104
sheltered and 3 unsheltered youth (under 18 years old).

1

The Idaho Housing and Finance Association. "State of Idaho January 2012: Point‐in‐Time Count Report." Homeless
Management Information System (HMIS). Jan. 2012. Web. <http://www.ihfa.org/portals/1aefd484‐8f22‐4f8c‐93cd‐
1c7373969c55/media/archive/pdfs/2012%20state%20of%20idaho%20point‐in‐time%20count%20report.pdf>.

2

Region 3 includes Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette, Valley and Washington counties.
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Persons with HIV/AIDS. The Idaho Family Planning, STD and HIV program within the Idaho

Department of Health and Welfare reported that as of September 2011 there were 166 cases of
HIV and 95 AIDS cases in Region 3. According to the advocacy group AIDS Housing of
Washington, 65 percent of people living with HIV/AIDS nationwide cite stable housing as their
greatest need next to healthcare.

Migrant farmworkers. Due to the transient nature of the population, language barriers and

fears of deportation, it is very difficult to collect data on the population, characteristics and
housing needs of migrant farmworkers. According to the most recent data provided by the
United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Census in 2007, of 44 counties in Idaho, Canyon
County ranks fifth in total value of agricultural products sold. The USDA reports that seasonal
and migrant farmworkers continue to be one of the most economically disadvantaged groups in
the United States.
It is important to note that very little of the land within Nampa city limits is zoned for
agricultural production (4.4 percent); most of the agricultural activity takes place outside of city
limits, in the county. According to the Census, very few employed residents of Nampa (an
estimated 163) work in the agricultural industry.

Elderly Residents
The elderly, as defined by HUD, comprise households where one or more persons are age 62 or
older. Due to categorizations in the U.S. Census this report focuses on persons age 65 and older.
Thus the terms elderly and senior citizens will be used interchangeably.

Total population. According to 2010 U.S. Census data, there were 8,393 persons over the age

of 65 living in Nampa, making up 10.3 percent of the City’s total population. This is almost a 45
percent increase in the senior citizen population since 2000. Additional estimates show that
about 7 percent of those 65 years and older were living below the poverty level3. Elderly were
the only age segment whose poverty rate decreased from 2000.

Census data shows that 8,072 persons aged 65 or older are residing in a household, or 20
percent of the total elderly population. Within this household population, 1,976 live with a
spouse. The total number of elderly living alone is 2,495; of these a significantly smaller number
of men live alone (589) than women (1,906). Other patterns show persons living in households
with a parent, other relatives, or nonrelatives (651).
The 2010 Census indicated that of persons aged 65 to 74 years, 12.4 percent of respondents
lived in owner‐occupied housing units. This number decreases with age, with homeownership of
those aged 75 to 84 years at 7.4 percent, and 3.1 percent for those aged 85 years or older. The
decline in homeownership is typically indicative of both increasing needs for assisted living and
the difficulty of supporting homeownership as individual’s age.

3

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services defines the 2011 poverty level for a household of one at an annual
income of $10, 890 per year; a household of two at $14,710 per year; a household of three at $18,530 per year; and a
household of four at $22,340 per year, etc..

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION II, PAGE 3

In most communities, seniors prefer to stay in their own homes as long as possible. If family
members are nearby, they can assist with basic care needs and likely enable seniors to remain in
their homes longer. However, increased work demands and transience of family members have
made family related assistance more challenging.

Needs of the elderly. Low‐income seniors face a wide range of housing issues, including

substandard housing, a need for modifications due to physical disabilities, and a lack of affordable
housing. Those that are disabled face fewer housing and special care options, along with
significant housing cost burdens, particularly for renters. It is important to remember that
housing needs are not limited to low‐income elderly. There are also pressing concerns for
middle‐ and high‐income elderly in finding facilities located in preferable areas with access to
public transit and other needed community services.
According to population estimates from the 2010 Census, 521 persons over the age of 65
reported being below the poverty level, which is about 7 percent of the elderly population.

Elderly‐specific housing programs. There are two federal programs specifically targeted at the
elderly. Section 202 subsidizes the development of elderly housing and helps expand the supply
of affordable housing with supportive services for the elderly. It provides very low‐income
elderly with options that allow them to live independently but in an environment that provides
support activities such as cleaning, cooking, transportation, etc. The program is similar to
Supportive Housing for Persons with Disabilities (Section 811). The Nampa Housing Authority
owns and manages 20 housing units for elderly housing, and nine units are owned by the
Housing Authority that are accessible for people with disabilities.
Currently, there are 27 residential/assisted living facilities in Nampa and Caldwell areas. They
provide a total of 717 beds. It is important to note that some of these facilities do not accept
Medicare or Medicaid and therefore can be quite expensive for low‐income seniors.4
Additionally, there are three long‐term care and skilled nursing facilities and offer
approximately 363 beds.5
Figure II‐1 summarizes the specialized housing for the elderly and other special needs
populations currently available in Nampa and neighboring Caldwell.

4

The State of Idaho, Department of Health and Welfare. "Residential Care Facility/Assisted Living: Sorted by Region."
Residential Care or Assisted Living. Jan. 2012. Web. Mar. 2012.
<http://www.healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/Portals/0/Medical/LicensingCertification/R%20RALF.pdf >.

5

The State of Idaho, Department of Health and Welfare. "Long Term Care/Skilled Nursing Facility: Sorted by Region."
Bureau of Facility Standards. Jan. 2012. Web. Mar. 2012.
<http://healthandwelfare.idaho.gov/Portals/0/Medical/LicensingCertification/Alpha%20LTC.pdf>.
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Figure II‐1.
Residential Care/Assisted Living and Long Term Care Facilities, City of Nampa, 2012
Residential Care Facility/Assisted Living

Number
of Beds

Address

Resident Type

Advanced Assisted Living

601 West Blaine Avenue

9

AD, DD, EL, MI, PD, TB

Aging Gracefully Assisted Living, LLC

3989 East Winterberry Drive

9

AD, EL, MI, PD

Amerihome Assisted Living

819 South Powerline Road

Ashley Manor‐ Midland

67 South Midland Boulevard

8
18
8

AD, DD, EL, MI, PD
AD, EL

Assisted Living on Shamrock

2716 Shamrock Avenue

Beehive Homes‐ Maryland

612 East Maryland Avenue

13

AD, EL, PD, DD, TB

Brookstone Village, LLC

921 Corporate Lane

16

EL, AD

Clearwater House, Assisted Living Concepts, INC.

715 West Comstock Avenue

45

EL, PD, MI, AD

Cottage Investors, LLC

5023 East Victory Road

10

AD, EL

The Country Inn

18938 Midland Boulevard

Grace Assisted Living

1610 Sunnyridge Road

70

EL

15

AD, EL

8

AD, EL

43

EL, AD

3

Grace Memory Care of Nampa, LLC

422 11th Avenue South

Harbor Home, LLC

2308 East Harbour Grove Drive

Karcher Estates, LLC

1127 Caldwell Boulevard

Midland Manor

9 South Midland Boulevard

Park Place Assisted Living Community, INC.

616 16th Avenue North

Powerline Residential Care

930 South Powerline Road

8
65

EL, AD, MI

MI, TB, DD, EL, AD, PD
EL, TB, MI, AD, PD

9

DD

9

DD

R & V Assisted Living, INC.

903 11th Avenue South

Streamside Alzheimer Care, LLC

1333 South Edgewater Circle

24

Streamside Assisted Living

1355 South Edgewater Circle

100

Sunny Ridge Rehabilitation & Retirement Center

2609 Sunnybrook Drive

22
Total

MI, EL, AD, DD, TB, PD

MI, AD, EL
AD, EL, MI, PD
EL

512

Caldwell
Annabelle House, Assisted Living Concepts, Inc.

917 East Ustick Road

45

Ashley Manor‐ Cresecent, Ashley Manor, LLC

421 Crescent Drive

11

Ashley Manor‐ Iowa

2604 Iowa Avenue

8

Oasis Shelter Home

501 Sand Hollow Road

26

Prestige Assisted Living at Autumn Wind

200 West Beech Street

105

Springridge Assisted Living Facility PLLC

2310 Rice Avenue

10
Total

EL, AD, MI
AD, EL
AD
AD, MI, DD, EL, TB
EL, AD
EL, PD, AD

205

Long Term Care/Skilled Nursing Facility
Sunny Ridge Retirement and Rehabilitation for Nampa

2609 Sunnybrook Drive

140

Trinity Mission Health and Rehab of Holly

2105 12th Ave. Rd.

120

Trinity Mission Health and Rehab of Midland

46 No. Midland Blvd.

103
Total

Note:

363

AD = Alzheimer/Dementia; DD = Developmentally Disabled; EL = Elderly; MI = Mental Illness; PD = Physically Disabled; and
TB = Traumatic Brain Injury.

Source: Bureau of Facility Standards, Idaho Department of Health & Welfare and BBC Research & Consulting.

Other Supportive Services for the Elderly. A number of additional programs exist to help
the City’s elderly with a variety of needs, from meal provision to home maintenance. A summary
of these programs appears at the end of this section. A comprehensive list of programs for the
elderly and all Nampa residents can be found on the City’s website at www.cityofnampa.us.
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Persons Experiencing Homelessness
The Stewart B. McKinney Homelessness Act defines a person experiencing homelessness as “one
who lacks a fixed permanent nighttime residence or whose nighttime residence is a temporary
shelter, welfare hotel or any public or private place not designated as sleeping accommodations
for human beings.” It is important to note that this definition includes those living with friends
or relatives on a temporary basis as well as the more visible homeless in shelters or on the
streets.
HUD’s definition of homelessness is slightly more comprehensive in some ways and restrictive
in others. In addition to defining individual and families sleeping in areas “not meant for human
habitation,” the definition also includes persons who:
“Are living in transitional or supportive housing for homeless persons but originally came from
streets or emergency shelters;
Ordinarily sleep in transitional or supportive housing for homeless persons but are spending a
short time (30 consecutive days or less) in a hospital or other institution;
Are being evicted within a week from private dwelling units and no subsequent residences have
been identified and they lack resources and supportive networks needed to obtain access to
housing; or
Are being discharged within a week from institutions in which they have been residents for
more than 30 consecutive days and no subsequent residences have been identified and they lack
the resources and support networks needed to obtain access to housing.”
However, it does not include those living with friends or relatives on a temporary basis.
The most recent data available on the homeless population in Nampa is from the state’s annual
Point‐in‐Time (PIT) count, conducted in January 2012 by the Idaho Housing and Finance
Association (IHFA). It is important to note that the PIT does not include all persons who are
precariously housed: the PIT does not count persons who may be staying with friends or
relatives, in a hotel/motel, in a treatment facility or in jail.

Characteristics of persons experiencing homelessness. While the only consistent
characteristic of the homeless is the lack of a permanent place to sleep, there are a number of
sub‐groups that are typically part of the homeless population. These include the following:

Substance abuse. SAMHSA reports that about 35 percent of all sheltered adults who were
homeless had a chronic substance use issue. Additional data indicates that in the past years
about 50% of people who are chronically homeless have a co‐occurring substance use problem.6

6

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA). "Current Statistics on the Prevalence and
Characteristics of People Experiencing Homelessness in the United States." Homelessness Resource Center. July 2011.
Web. <http://homeless.samhsa.gov/Resource/Current‐Statistics‐on‐the‐Prevalence‐and‐Characteristics‐of‐People‐
Experiencing‐Homelessness‐in‐the‐United‐States‐48841.aspx>.
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Mental illness. SAMHSA estimates that about 26 percent of all sheltered persons who were
homeless had a severe mental illness. About 30 percent of people who are chronically homeless
have mental health conditions.7
Victims of domestic violence and sexual assault. The Idaho Statistical Analysis Center (ISAC)
tracks population data on victimization, intimate partner violence and drug/alcohol trends. In
the ISAC “Idaho Crime Victimization Survey for 2008” report, Canyon Country had above
average rates of domestic violence between 2004‐2007, and it remains an area of great concern
for domestic violence prevalence. More violence occurred within intimate partner relationships
(56 percent) than within family relationships (40 percent) or other relationships (41.1 percent).
According to the study, a high percentage of people in Canyon County are aware of domestic
violence programs in their area (60 percent to 80 percent). Despite this awareness, the ISAC
Victimization Survey reports that 81 percent of incidences of intimate partner physical abuses
were not reported to police. 8
Women are more commonly victims of intimate partner violence than men (66 percent), and
victims tend to be young with a median age of 24. (The median age for victims of family violence
is 16.) When a woman leaves an abusive relationship, she often has nowhere to go. Lack of
affordable housing and long waiting lists for assisted housing mean that many women and their
children are forced to choose between abuse or the streets. As such, many end up homeless.
Idaho’s ICVS reports 37 of respondents said they requested available services but did not
receive the assistance, such as financial planning, career counseling, legal advice or transitional
housing.

Youth. In many communities, the fastest growing populations of persons who are homeless are
youth. SAMHSA reports that among youth who are homeless when compared to housed peers or
the general adolescent population have a higher risk of alcohol or drug dependence. Youth who
are homeless when compared to other adolescents are more likely to have histories of physical
or sexual abuse, and they are at an increased risk of experiencing trauma after they become
homeless. 9
Veterans. In 2011, a national estimate approximated that 144, 842 veterans spent at least one
night in an emergency shelter or transitional shelter. The Idaho 2012 PIT Count indicates in a
statewide comparison from 2007 to 2012 that 2012 showed the highest percentage of veterans
(18%) experiencing homelessness.

7

Ibid.

8

"Idaho Crime Victimization Survey 2008." National Center for Justice Planning. Web.
<http://www.isp.idaho.gov/pgr/Research/documents/2008Reportd_000.pdf>

9

SAMHSA, "Current Statistics on the Prevalence and Characteristics of People Experiencing Homelessness in the United
States." July 2011.
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At risk of homelessness. In addition to those who have experienced homelessness in the
past, or are captured in a PIT estimate of current homelessness, there are individuals and
households who are at risk of future homelessness. The 2012 PIT count reported 543
individuals in Idaho who were “precariously housed.”
Households who are severely cost burdened are at risk of losing their housing because they
cannot afford their rent or mortgage payments. The 2010 Census reports that cost burden
affected 67 percent of renters and 26 percent of owners. In all, 9,264 Nampa households were
cost burdened in 2010.
The State of Idaho conducts an annual Point‐in‐Time (PIT) Count of homeless individuals. The
most recently published PIT, conducted on January 25, 2012, reports homeless tabulations for
seven regions across the state.
Resource and time constraints limit the ability to do homeless counts for each city in Idaho, and
thus the PIT counts are only reported at the regional level. Region 3 includes Canyon County and
the City of Nampa.10 To estimate the number of persons who were homeless in Nampa in
January 2012, it is assumed that the homeless population in Nampa represents the same
proportion of Canyon County residents as Nampa residents overall. In other words,
approximately 43 percent of Canyon County residents live in Nampa, therefore approximately
43 percent of the Region 3 homeless population is assumed to be located in Nampa. According to
this methodology, there were 115 people who were homeless in Nampa. An estimated 46 of
these people were individuals in adult only households and 69 were persons in families with
children.
Figure II‐2 shows the estimated numbers and characteristics of persons experiencing
homelessness in Nampa.

10 Region 3 includes Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette, Valley and Washington counties.
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Figure II‐2.
Housing Management Information Strategies and
Point‐In‐Time Homeless Count, Canyon County, January 2012
Homeless Population
Homeless Individuals in Adult Households Only
Homeless Family Units
Number of Persons in Family Units
Total Individuals and Persons in Family Units

Sheltered

Un‐Sheltered

29
19
57

17
3
12

46
23
69

86

28

115
Total

Homeless Sub Populations
Chronically Homeless
— Individuals
— Persons in Families

1
0

4
2

49
38

18
8

1
6
27
16
36

1
7
8
6
6

2
12
35
22
42
Total

Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
White
Hispanic/Latino

0
0
3
0
65
29

2
0
1
0
17
6

Serious Physical Disability
Chronic Substance Abuse
Veterans
Persons with HIV/HIDS
Parolee/Probationer
Victims of Domestic Violence

2
0
4
0
82
35
Total

Disabling Characteristics

Note:

66
46
Total

Age Group
62+
51‐61
31‐50
18‐30
Under 18

5
2
Total

Gender
Male
Female

Total

3
13
3
N/A
0
27

4
3
1
N/A
4
3

8
15
4
N/A
4
30

The data is from the HMIS system (ServicePoint) as entered by the providers and the 2012 PIT unsheltered homeless count surveys as
reported. This data is from a one‐night period of January 25, 2012 and is the actual count and not a sample or an estimate. The numbers
from the sub‐population categories may not equal the total count as not all categories had responses nor are blank values reported.
Unsheltered data is not available for Nampa; instead, it is reported only at the nine‐county region level.

Source: Idaho Housing and Finance Association, providers who reported to the HMIS system include Salvation Army – Nampa, Valley Crisis Center
and Lighthouse Rescue Mission.
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The regions with the highest homeless counts are Region 1, 3 and 7.11 The characteristics of the
homeless population in Region 3 that markedly define it from Region 1 and 7 are the number of
Hispanic/Latinos and youth experiencing homelessness.

Needs of persons who are homeless. Several agencies in Region 3 work with the City of
Nampa to provide a continuum of care for homeless individuals and families. The Region 3
Housing Coalition is a partnership of agencies that provide prevention services, outreach,
emergency shelter, supportive services, and transitional housing.
Participating agencies include the City of Nampa, Treasure Valley Community Resource Center,
Valley Crisis Center, H + W, Idaho Legal Aid Services, the Salvation Army, Living Independence
Network Corp. (LINC), El‐Ada Community Action Partnership, Canyon County Organization on
Aging, Idaho Housing and Finance Association, Boise State University, Western Idaho
Community Action Partnership, Inc., RD, Hope’s Door, Food Banks, Southwest District Health
Department, Idaho Migrant Council, and Terry Reilly Health Service. The Housing Coalition
meets once a month to discuss critical issues and to develop partnerships.
The Region 3 Housing Coalition recently provided a list of needs, which are summarized below:
Emergency shelters. Needs include single men, persons leaving prison, rural families,
women/families, persons with mental illness and/or substance abuse problems
(structured), rehabilitation housing, and youth.
Transitional housing. Needs include transitional housing for families, single men and single
women.
Permanent housing. Needs include affordable assisted living (that accepts Medicaid) and
more affordable housing including permanent supportive housing.
Prevention of homelessness. Needs include transportation (especially of the disabled), skills
training, childcare and discretionary money to spend.

Inventory of homeless shelters. Nampa has a few shelters providing emergency housing,
transitional housing and group home housing to persons who are homeless and at risk of
homelessness. The primary providers include:
Community Family Shelter. A 48 bed facility. The emergency shelter provides one room for
single women (four beds per room) and three rooms for families (again four beds per room).
Residents are able to stay up to 60 days. The transitional housing provides one room for single
females and nine rooms for families (four beds per room). Residents may stay up to 24 months
in the transitional housing program. The average stay in the shelter is seven weeks.
IDAHO, Inc., Caldwell. Provides permanent and transitional housing for individuals with a
disabling condition and families with one adult with a disabling condition. Has beds for up to 40
family members and has six beds for single men or women.

11 Region 1 contains Coeur d’Alene; Region 7 contains Boise.
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Hope’s Door Shelter. Provides living accommodations for up to 48 survivors of domestic
violence. It is entirely an emergency housing shelter and stay ends for residents after 90 days.
Lighthouse Rescue Mission (Nampa). Emergency shelter for single men experiencing
homelessness. The emergency shelter provides shelter for 50 men (although none are turned
away). Also provides substance recovery services, and they currently reserve 22 beds for this
program.
Linden House. A halfway house and substance abuse treatment shelter for women with
children. Have accommodations for up to six women.
The Salvation Army Nampa Corps. A non‐domestic violence shelter for families and single
women. Provides eight beds for single women and 12 beds for families.
Figure II‐3.
Emergency Shelter and Transitional Housing
Bed Inventory, Nampa and Caldwell, 2012
Individuals

Family

Emergency Shelter Beds
Single Adult Males
Single Adult Women
Families

50
19
116

Valley Crisis Center (VCC). A shelter and
counseling service for victims of domestic
violence. Currently provides a total of 70 beds
and transitional housing for up to six families.
Figure III‐3 summarizes beds available to
individuals and families. Figure II‐4 lists the
shelters in Nampa, the population(s) they serve
and the total number of beds or units provided.

Transitional Housing Beds
Single Adult Males
Single Adult Women
Families

46
8
57

Supportive Housing
Single Adult Males
Single Adult Women
Families
Total beds

3
3
129

40
213

Source: BBC Research & Consulting with information also from
HMIS 2012 Point‐in‐Time Count.
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Figure II‐4.
Homeless Shelters, Transitional Housing and Group Homes in Nampa and Caldwell, 2011

Type of Shelter

Total
Number
of Beds

Population Served

Emergency Shelters
Community Family Shelter

− Families and single women

16 beds

Hope's Door

− Victims of violence: single women and families (all residents eligible
for transitional housing after 90 days)

48 beds

Lighthouse Rescue Mission

− Single men over the age of 18 and substance abuse treatment (none
turned away seeking shelter)

50 beds

Salvation Army

− Non‐domestic violence shelter: families and single women

Valley Crisis Center

− Persons fleeing domestic violence: single women, women with
children
Total Emergency Shelter Beds

7 beds
64 beds
185 beds

Transitional Shelters
Community Family Shelter

− Families and single women

Linden House

− Substance abuse treatment: women with children

6 beds

Lighthouse Rescue Mission

− Single men over the age of 18
− Number of beds specified for long‐term substance
abuse treatment

24 beds
22 beds

Salvation Army

− Non‐domestic violence shelter: families and single women

40 beds

Total Transitional Shelter Beds/Units

20 beds
112 beds

Transitional/Supportive Housing
IDAHO, Inc. Transitional Housing

− Disabled, families, single men and women, substance abuse,
domestic abuse

Valley Crisis Center

− Persons fleeing domestic violence: single women, women with
children
Total Transitional/Supportive Housing Beds

46 beds

6 units
52 beds

Group Homes
Syringa House

− Girls (6‐17 years)

24 beds
Total Group Homes beds

Total Number of Beds:

24 beds

373 beds

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.
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Supportive housing and services. In March 2011, IHFA received $2.56 million in Continuum

of Care grants from HUD to provide permanent and transitional housing for homeless peoples.
Within this award was funding for the Supportive Housing Program (SHP) and the Shelter Plus
Care (SPC) program. SHP promotes supportive housing and services by helping homeless
persons transition from homelessness to living as independently as possible. The SPC program
links rental assistance with supportive services and assists the homeless suffering from severe
mental illness. 12
In the Nampa and Caldwell area, IHFA has administered supportive housing funding to:
IDAHO, Inc., Caldwell—Provides permanent housing for homeless single individuals with a

disabling condition and homeless families with one adult with a disabling condition
The Salvation Army, Nampa—Provides transitional housing for up to two years to homeless

families and homeless single individuals.
Valley Crisis Center, Nampa—Provides transitional housing for up to two years for homeless

families.
A number of additional programs exist to assist persons who are homeless with obtaining
housing, receiving health care and counseling, job training, etc. A summary of these programs
appears at the end of this section. A comprehensive list of programs for persons experiencing
homelessness and all Nampa residents can be found on the City’s website at
www.cityofnampa.us.

Persons with Disabilities
Total population. In 2010, there were 23,042 disabilities reported for persons over the age of

five living in Nampa. This number does not represent the total number of people with
disabilities because people may have more than one type of disability.

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 II‐5 presents age by disability for residents of Nampa.

12 "Idaho Housing and Finance Association Newsroom Current Releases." Idaho Housing and Finance Association IHFA About
IHFA. Web. 29 Mar. 2012. <http://www.ihfa.org/newsroom/current‐releases.aspx?udt_8214_param_detail=4584>.
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Figure II‐5.
Disabilities by Age and Type, City of Nampa, 2010

Sensory Disability

5 to 17
Years

18 to 64
Years

65 years
and over

Total Number Percentage
of Disabilities of Disabilities

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%

Ambulatory Disability

Independent Living Disability

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

Note:

“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 data also 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.

Needs of persons with disabilities. The greatest challenges for persons with disabilities in

any community are finding affordable, accessible housing and adequate transportation. In the
survey completed for the 2012‐2016 Consolidated Plan, one third of households that include a
member with a disability said they live in housing that does not meet the resident’s accessibility
needs.
Many people with disabilities are limited in their ability to work, either full or part time. Of the
nonworking adults who responded to the survey for this study, 15 percent have a disability that
prevents entry to the workforce.
Programs in Nampa available to people with disabilities appear at the end of this section. A
comprehensive list of programs for persons with disabilities and all Nampa residents can be
found on the City’s website at www.cityofnampa.us.

Persons with Mental Illnesses and/or Substance Abuse Problems
It is suitable to group persons suffering from mental illness with those struggling with substance
abuse problems because the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare serves both of these
populations. Additionally, HUD also often groups these two special needs populations together
for reporting and programming purposes.
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The National Survey on Drug Use and Health, last conducted by SAMHSA in 2009, generates
state‐level estimates of substance abuse use and mental health problems of the non‐
institutionalized, civilian population of 12 years or older. Nationwide incidence rates of mental
health and substance abuse were used to calculate estimates of these population groups for
Nampa.

Severe mental illness. The NSDUH survey shows that Idaho ranks among the highest in the

nation for rate of serious mental illness among persons aged 18 or older at 6.2 percent (with
persons aged 26 or older ranking the highest). Projecting the rate of serious mental illness in the
past year among persons aged 18 or older years to the City of Nampa, the count would be
approximately 3,499 persons. It is important to note the NSDUH survey does not include data in
this category for persons under the age of 18 meaning that these numbers could be
underestimating the mental health status of individuals, especially when considering the
potentially high prevalence rates of substance abuse among individuals aged 12 to 17.

Idaho also ranks among the highest in the nation for persons reporting at least one major
depressive episode in 2008 among persons aged 18 or older (8.5 percent). Projecting these rates
of at least one major depressive episode among persons aged 18 or older in Nampa the count
would be 4,766 persons. It should be noted that these estimates may be underestimating the
status of persons suffering from serious mental illness or having experienced a major depressive
episode in the last year, as the numbers do not include persons aged 12 to 17.

Substance abuse. SAMHSA’s 2009 study showed that on average 8 percent of Idaho’s

population aged 12 and older had used illicit drugs in the past month (with prevalence rates the
highest among ages 12 to 17 and 26 or older). The State also rates among the highest in the
nation for percentage of persons with illicit drug dependence or abuse in the past year, about
three percent. Idaho also rates very high when compared to the national average for the use of
nonmedical use of pain relievers in the past year, about 7 percent, especially in the age groups
12 to 17 and 26 or older. In contrast, the State scores very low when compared to the national
average in the use of binge alcohol, cocaine, and marijuana use.
Using Census data and applying the above percentages to understand rates of illicit drug use in
Nampa, the projected citywide usage rates for persons 15 years and over (population 58,924) is
approximately 4,714 illicit drug users and 1,768 persons with an illicit drug dependence or
abuse. The projected rate of nonmedical pain reliever users is 4,125.

Needs. The NSDUH survey noted the rate for “needing but not receiving treatment for illicit
drug use in past year” for person aged 12 or older is higher in Idaho than the national average at
about 2.7 percent. The highest unmet treatment need for illicit drug use among individuals age
12 to 17 has been consistently at or above the rate of the country as a whole. Projecting these
percentages to the population in Nampa, approximately 1,609 persons need and are not
receiving treatment for illicit drug use.
Most people with severe mental illness or substance abuse have special housing or service
needs. They may be unable to live independently or with family members and may not receive
state or federally subsidized outpatient treatment. Housing options must also be tailored to
meet this populations needs by providing counseling, rehabilitation, and/or life skill training to
adjust behaviors.
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A summary of resources for persons with severe mental illness and substance abuse appears at
the end of this section. A full list of resources can be accessed through the City’s website,
www.cityofnampa.us.

Youth
Total population. In most cities, youth with the greatest potential for housing and supportive

service needs include youths aging out of the foster care system; older youth transitioning to
adulthood with uncertain future plans; youth who are homeless; and youth who are victims of
child abuse and neglect.

Youth exiting the foster care system. The organization Fostering Connections reported in 2009
7 percent of all exits of the foster care system in Idaho represented youth aging out of the
system (as opposed to leaving the system for adoption, reunification with birth families or living
with a guardian).13 Typically, the foster care system expects youth to live independently at age
18, and subsequently they are emancipated, or “aged out,” from foster care. Often, youth in
foster care do not get the help they need with high school completion, employment, accessing
health care, continued educational opportunities, housing and transitional living arrangements,
and this can lead to longer‐term housing and supportive service needs.
Youth who are homeless or at risk of homelessness. According to the 2011 PIT count, in Region
3 there were 104 sheltered and 3 unsheltered youth (under 18 years old). The 2010 Census
reported 23 percent of families with children under the age of 18 in Nampa were below the
poverty level, which is higher than state percent of families in poverty at 13 percent.
Additionally, 41.5 percent of families with a female householder only and no husband present
with children under the age of 18 years were below the poverty level. Of the population under
the age of 18 in Nampa, 27 percent are below the poverty level.
Youth with uncertain futures. The U.S. Census Bureau produced a special supplementary survey
in 2002 with data on disconnected youth. Disconnected youth are persons ages 18 to 24 who are
not presently enrolled in school, are not currently working and have no degree beyond a high
school diploma or GED. The statistic intends to capture a population of young adults having
difficulty making the transition to adulthood.
The 2010 Census reported that 2,156 youth in Canyon County ages 16‐19 are not in school and
not working (“disconnected” youth). Thus 19 percent of the total population of youth in Canyon
County (numbered at 11,273) of the ages 16‐19 are of this “disconnected” status. This
percentage of disconnected youth is more than double when compared to percentages of
disconnected youth in the rest of the state.

Youth who are victims of child abuse and neglect. In 2010, 1,664 children were victims of
abuse or neglect in Idaho (a rate of 4 per 1,000 children). Of these children, about 80 percent
were neglected, 17 percent were physically abused, and 5 percent were sexually abused. This
represents an increase of 1.8 percent from 2009.14

13 "Number of Youth Aging Out of Foster Care Drops below 28,000 in 2010." Fostering Connections, 10 Aug. 2011. Web.
<http://www.fosteringconnections.org/tools/assets/files/Older‐Youth‐brief‐2011‐Final.pdf>.
14 "Idaho's Children 2012." The Child Welfare League of America. Web. <http://www.cwla.org/advocacy/statefactsheets/
2012/idaho.pdf>.
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Children with disabilities. According to the State of Idaho Health and Welfare, Infant and
Toddler program, there are 393 children under the age of three enrolled in special services for
the disabled. According to Nampa School district, there are 14,048 students from the age of
three to 21 enrolled in school, and of this total 1,699 students are enrolled in the special
education program which serves youth with physical and/or mental disabilities. The Vallivue
School District (Caldwell) has 5,983 students enrolled in school, and of this total population, 639
are enrolled in the special education program for disabilities.
Programs in Nampa that assist youth with their needs including after‐school care, homework
help, clubs, counseling, job training and shelter are summarized at the end of this section. A
comprehensive list of resources is available on the City’s website at www.cityofnampa.us.

Persons with HIV/AIDS
Total population. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates there are
800,000 to 900,000 people, or approximately 0.3 percent of the nation’s population, currently
living with HIV/AIDS, with approximately 40,000 new HIV/AIDS infections occurring in the U.S.
every year.15 Applying this percentage to Nampa’s 2010 population, approximately 245 of its
citizens are living with HIV/AIDS.
The Idaho Department of Health and Welfare also collects data on the number of HIV and AIDS
cases as a part of the Idaho STD/AIDS program. It reported that as of September 2011 in Region
3 there were 166 cases of HIV and 95 AIDS cases. Data are not provided at a more detailed level
to protect confidentiality.

Outstanding need. According to the advocacy group AIDS Housing of Washington, 65 percent

of people living with HIV/AIDS nationwide cite stable housing as their greatest need next to
healthcare. The organization also estimates that one‐third to one‐half of people living with AIDS
are either homeless or in imminent danger of losing their homes.

Barriers to housing. Persons with HIV and AIDS in need of housing face a number of barriers,

including: discrimination, housing availability, transportation and housing affordability. The
special health needs of people with HIV/AIDS can make it difficult for individuals to find suitable
housing. For example, an estimated 20 percent of people currently living with HIV/AIDS use or
abuse substances other than their own prescription medicine and 36 percent have abused
substances in the past. The incidence of mental illness within the HIV/AIDS community is also
high; approximately 17 percent of people currently living with HIV/AIDS have a persistent
mental illness and five percent have AIDS‐related dementia. The simultaneous occurrence of
substance abuse and mental illness for people suffering from HIV/AIDS results in housing
providers often struggling to adequately serve this population.
Assistance to persons with HIV/AIDS is primarily provided through health care facilities. A
comprehensive list of resources is available on the City’s website at www.cityofnampa.us.

15 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. “A Glance at the HIV Epidemic.” National Center for HIV/AIDS, Viral Hepatitis,
STD, and TB Prevention. Web. < http://www.cdc.gov/nchstp/od/news/At‐a‐Glance.pdf>
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Migrant Farmworkers
Population. The transient nature of migrant farmers, language barriers and fears of
deportation make it difficult to collect data on this population. Many of the most comprehensive
studies have only been conducted at the national level making it difficult to identify local trends.
According to the most recent data provided by the USDA, in 2007 Canyon County ranked fifth in
Idaho in total value of agricultural products sold.
Farmworkers continue to be one of the most economically disadvantaged groups in the United
States. In 2005, hired farmworkers were being paid an average of $9.51 per hour. However, this
average includes wages of managers and supervisors, who represent only 21 percent of all hired
farmworkers. Median wages for nonsupervisory hired farm labor averages $6.75 per hour, and
this makes farm labor among the lowest paid wages for unskilled occupations. The Idaho
Migrant Council reported that the farmworkers in Idaho earn at most $7.47 per hour.
The Community Council of Idaho defines a farmworker as a worker who earns more than 51
percent of their annual income working on the fields during the farming season (typically May to
October). Typically, these workers find work in the construction business during the off months.
However, the dramatic slowdown in the construction industry suggests that these workers and
their families are at increased risk of becoming homeless.
Compared to other workers, farmworkers are likely to be male and Hispanic. The Community
Council of Idaho reports that approximately 60 percent of the farmworkers in the state are
Hispanic families with children.
Programs in Nampa that assist migrant farmworkers are summarized in the following section. A
comprehensive list of resources is available on the City’s website at www.cityofnampa.us.

List of Supportive Services and Programs for Special Needs Populations
This section contains a summary of resources in Nampa targeted at special needs populations. A
more comprehensive guide of local, regional and state resources is available on the City of
Nampa website at: www.cityofnampa.us.

Programs targeting seniors.
Adopt a Senior Program. Grocery assistance program that supplements one week’s groceries to
low‐income seniors.
Brush Up Nampa and Rake UP Nampa. Programs that assist seniors and disabled persons by
painting their homes, property clean up and raking of leaves.
Community Development Inc. (CDI). A private nonprofit organization specializing in real estate
and community development. CDI develops and manage quality, affordable housing. Currently
active in the development of multifamily housing for seniors and families. All of CDI’s efforts are
directed at serving people with limited incomes and resources.
CCOA: Aging, Weatherization & Human Services. Offers supportive and energy conservation
services to Southwest Idaho. Offer seniors and income‐qualified persons assistance services.
Services include: energy conservation services, senior transportation, in‐home services, food
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assistance for seniors, Medicare and Medicaid education, prescription assistance, and other
senior resources.

Meals on Wheels (MOWAA). Senior nutrition programs. Programs delivers meals directly to the
homes of seniors with limited mobility and also serves congregate meals at senior centers.
New Beginnings Housing. Emphasis on meeting the housing needs of the growing low income
senior population to have safe, decent, affordable living environments.
The Nampa Senior Center. Serves meals to individuals 60 years and older. They also offer
seniors leisure programs, health related activities and computer classes.
Senior Citizen’s Van. Senior bus for use within city limits. Donations per ride are encouraged.
Senior Health Insurance Benefit Advisors (SHIBA). Sponsored by RSVP (Retired Senior
Volunteers Program) and the Department of Insurance. SHIBA was developed to help elderly
people evaluate supplemental insurance policies to Medicare and nursing home policies.
Southwest District Health Services. Provides support and services to address the health needs
of low‐income individuals and families. Serves the following counties: Adams, Canyon, Gem,
Owyhee, Payette and Washington.
St. Alphonsus Nampa Express. Provides free rides to medical and dental appointments, and
includes hospital and pharmacy visits.
St. Vincent Society (LOVE, INC). Food bank and emergency utility assistance.
Western Idaho Community Action Plan, Inc. (WICAP). “Homemaker services” designed to assist
persons 60 years of age and older who are also physically/mentally disabled to provide
supportive services. Cost to the customer is on a sliding fee scale, depending upon their income.
Medical expenses are deducted from the income and those who fall under the income guidelines
are not expected to pay.

Resources for persons who are homeless and at‐risk of homelessness.
Charitable Assistance to Community’s Homeless (CATCH) of Canyon County. Rapid re‐housing
support for homeless families with children. Services include identifying affordable housing,
case management, and up to six months’ rent for participating families.
Canyon County Habitat for Humanity. A nonprofit, ecumenical Christian housing organization
building simple, decent, affordable housing in partnership with people in need. Builds single
family homes, as well as multiple family housing.
Community Development Inc. (CDI). A private nonprofit organization specializing in real estate
and community development. CDI develops and manages quality, affordable housing. Currently
active in the development of multifamily housing for seniors and families. All of CDI’s efforts are
directed at serving people with limited incomes and resources.
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Community Family Shelter. Opened in March 2002 to provide emergency and transitional
shelter and supportive services to homeless families and single women. They are a 48 bed
facility. Each family is required to participate in weekly case management and work through
goals related to employment, transportation and housing. The average stay in the shelter is
seven weeks.
The emergency shelter provides one room for single women (four beds per room) and three
rooms for families (again four beds per room). Residents are able to stay up to 60 days. The
transitional housing provides one room for single females and nine rooms for families (four
beds per room respectively). Residents may stay up to 24 months in the transitional housing
program.
The shelter also provides non‐resident services including motel vouchers, gas vouchers and a
soup kitchen serving 20 to 30 persons breakfast and lunch every day. They also provide bread
and pastries daily through donations from businesses and the community.

Dress for Success. Provides professional attire, networking, support and career development
tools for women.
Hope’s Door Shelter. A 17,450 sq. ft. facility located on three acres. The shelter provides living
accommodations for up to 48 survivors of domestic violence. It is entirely an emergency housing
shelter and stay ends for residents after 90 days.
Idaho Food Bank. Provides free emergency food to individuals and families. Programs serve:
emergency goods, community kitchens, and shelters.
Idaho Housing and Finance Association (IHFA). Provides home loans, down payment assistance,
and housing services to eligible residents of Idaho.
Lighthouse Rescue Mission (Nampa). Provides emergency shelter for single men experiencing
homelessness. The emergency shelter provides shelter for 50 men, nutritious meals,
encouragement, counseling, and job search assistance to individuals to become self‐sufficient.
Mercy Housing Foundation. One of the nation's largest affordable housing organizations. Builds
new developments and acquires and rehabilitates existing housing. Assists participants through
practical resident programs such as health classes, financial education, employment initiatives,
parenting and after‐school programs for children.
The Nampa Housing Authority. Provides housing to low‐income peoples, including
farmworkers and their families.
Neighborhood Housing Services (NHS). A non‐profit organization providing services in
affordable, low‐income housing, and homebuyer education.
Salvation Army Nampa Corps. A non‐domestic violence shelter for families and single women.
Provides eight beds for single women and 12 beds for families. Also serves local families by
providing Family Services, Before/After School Child Care, the Community Family Shelter
(mentioned previously), and Christmas gifts for children. The Family Services office runs a food
pantry that is open four days a week, and provides utility bill assistance. The Salvation also
receives funding from FEMA to provide emergency motel vouchers to families. Also provides the
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Impact Youth Center, which is before and after school care for children in Kindergarten thru 6th
grades. The goal is to create an environment that will enhance children’s social, physical, and
spiritual development.

Southwest District Health Services. Provides support and services to address the health needs
of low‐income individuals and families. Serves the following counties: Adams, Canyon, Gem,
Owyhee, Payette and Washington.
St. Vincent Society (LOVE, INC). Food bank and emergency utility assistance.
Valley Crisis Center (VCC). A shelter and counseling service for victims of domestic violence.
Services are provided free and include: a 24‐hour crisis line answered by a trained specialists;
legal advocacy and court accompaniment; group and individual counseling; case management;
licensed daycare; an in‐house medical clinic; referrals for housing assistance; life‐skills classes
and a two‐year transitional housing program. Currently providing a total of 70 beds and
transitional housing for up to six families.
Western Idaho Community Action Plan, Inc. (WICAP). Involved in administering and developing
anti‐poverty programs. Support services include: Head Start programs for children, educational
programs, financial emergency assistance, employment support, health assistance, housing,
money management, transportation, clothing, energy assistance, gas vouchers.

Supportive services targeting people with disabilities.
ACCESS2CareS. A door‐to‐door transit service for the Nampa and Caldwell that will pick‐up and
drop‐off up to three‐fourths of a mile from fixed‐line services. The service is available to people
who are unable to utilize the bus system because of a disability; users must apply to qualify.
Service is by reservation only. A personal care attendant may ride free.
Community Partnerships of Idaho, Inc. Provides developmental therapy, employment services,
mental health services, and residential/service coordination.
IDAHO, Inc., Caldwell. Provides permanent housing for homeless single individuals with a
disabling condition and homeless families with one adult with a disabling condition. Provides
beds for up to 40 family members and has six beds for single men or women.
Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (IDVR). Assists people with disabilities prepare for,
secure, retain or regain employment.
Living Independence Network Corporation (LINC). Free services to connect people to resources
they need to live independently. Services include peer support, independent‐living skills
training, and advocacy. LINC’s Attendant Services program provides services to support persons
with disabilities with daily tasks which might include eating, dressing, bathing, getting in and
out of bed or reading mail. Also provides support in recruiting, managing, and training
attendants.
Western Idaho Training Company (WITCO). Provides vocational, developmental, and residential
services for adults and children with disabilities and low‐income individuals to increase their
potential for independent living and competitive employment.
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Resources for persons with mental health and substance abuse
Advocates for Inclusion, Inc. (AFI). Provides therapy, advocacy and case management to
children and adults with a developmental disability or mental health diagnosis.
Idaho Department of Correction: Nampa Community Work Center. Houses up to 85 male
inmates classified as “community and minimum custody.” Inmates are given an opportunity for
community based employment, treatment programs, support groups, community service and
other possibilities to promote a positive and successful return to the community.
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare. Provides services through partnerships with private
and public agencies to address mental illness and substance abuse. Partners with regional
substance abuse authorities to assess regional needs for substance abuse prevention and
treatment services. The partnership sets local service priorities, allocates available resources
and evaluates the effectiveness of programs.
The Adult Mental Health Program targets people 18 and older who have a severe and persistent
mental illness and/or substance abuse problems. The mission is to assist individuals, families,
and communities to realize self‐reliance, dignity and a healthy quality of life. The State’s Mental
Health Program consists of the seven regional Community Mental Health Programs and the two
state psychiatric hospitals (Nampa is served through Region 3). Also coordinates with the
Family Medicine Residency of Idaho in Boise with a clinic in Caldwell.

Lighthouse Rescue Mission (Nampa). The Mission provides the New Life Recovery/Discipleship
Program, which provides substance recovery services so that shelter residents may begin to
develop and implement long‐range recovery plans; currently, 22 beds are reserved for men in
this program. Graduates of the New Life program may also be involved in an employment re‐
entry program and the transitional housing program, which is currently under construction. The
Next Step Transitional Housing program provides 12 apartments men and women.
Linden House‐ Bell Chemical Dependency Counseling. A halfway house and substance abuse
treatment shelter for women with children. Have accommodations for up to six women.
The Montgomery Counseling Center. Counseling for individuals, families, couples, and youth.
Adults can receive drug and alcohol counseling.
The Mountain States Chemical Dependency & Counseling Services, Inc. A program providing
the following: alcohol/drug education, relapse prevention, DUI classes, anger management, co‐
dependency group, cognitive self‐change program, alcohol/drug screening and assessment, DUI
and court ordered A/D Evaluations, anger evaluations and propensity to abuse evaluations,
parenting the chemically dependent youth, problem solving, individual and family counseling.
Safe Harbor Program (SHIP). Safe and sober housing for veterans, persons in recovery from
drug/alcohol abuse and offender re‐entry services. Houses are in congregate housing
arrangements in nice neighborhoods so that individuals do not have to return to where they
were previously involved in addictive behaviors. Applicants must have a minimum of 30 days
sobriety and have completed a detoxification program. Individuals much pay for his/her house
expenses or qualify for financial assistance.
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Also works with the VA to provide housing for homeless veterans with severe and persistent
mental health issues. Program includes counseling, medication management service, life skills
education, and social interaction support.

Southwest District Health Services. Provides support and services to address the health needs
of low‐income individuals and families. Serves the following counties: Adams, Canyon, Gem,
Owyhee, Payette and Washington.
Supportive Housing and Innovative Partnerships. Provides “safe and sober” housing for people
struggling with mental illness and substance abuse. Services also serve veterans and offender
re‐entering society.
Homeless Veteran Information – HUDVet. HUD’s Veteran Resource Center, HUD’s Office of
Community Planning and Development, in consultation with National Veteran Service
Organizations, have established a Veteran Resource Center. This directory is designed to
increase knowledge of and participation in the wide variety of HUD Homeless Assistance
Programs and services for Veterans and other individuals who are homeless or at risk of
becoming homeless.

Resources for youth.
The Boys & Girls Club of Nampa. Mission is to build character and life‐enhancing skills for
youth. Programs include: education and career development, character and leadership skills,
health and life skills, arts, and sports/fitness. The program is open youth ages 6–18 years.
Through a collaboration of efforts of the Brown Bus (school bus), the City, the Boys & Girls Club,
Nampa Recreation Center and the Salvation Army’s Youth Impact Center, elementary school
children are offered a safe place to spend their afternoons. Children are picked up after school
and bussed at one of the above locales for after school enrichment activities including physical
exercise, social interaction, tutoring and nutritious afternoon snacks.

Casey Family Programs. Serves youth in foster who have been removed from their birth parents
due to protection or neglect issues. The focus is finding them permanent homes and preparing
them to live independently at age 18. Also collaborates with the Idaho Department of Health &
Welfare and the Nez Perce Tribe to improve out‐of‐home care for youth.
The Community Family Shelter and the Valley Crisis Center. Serves youth who are accompanied
by adults in a shelter setting.
Game Time International. Youth development through mentoring, educational and leadership
programs. Its main outreach is with underrepresented populations and rural communities.
Healthy Nampa...Healthy Youth. A community initiative that provides a protected environment
for sharing information and resources. It functions to distribute funds to organizations and
programs that are taking an active role in youth support services.
The Mentoring Network, Inc. Offers school‐based mentoring to at‐risk students grades 1st‐8th.
The goals of mentoring are to improve at‐risk students’ attendance, grades and behaviors.
Northwest Children’s Home, Inc. A treatment center for emotionally and behaviorally impaired
youth between six and 17 years of age. The residential programs serves a total of 92 youth with
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a broad range of behavioral and emotional problems. There are two Idaho campuses. The
Nampa campus is on 6+ acres, has one residential treatment program for 24 girls ages six to 18.

Lifeline Pregnancy Care Center. Provides free pregnancy tests, information and education about
pregnancy, fetal development, abortion methods and risks, and available alternatives (including
abstinence), referrals or medical care, legal aid, educational aid, professional counseling, and
social services, referrals for adoption of foster care when requested, housing for clients if
available, clothing and furnishings for mother and baby, and referrals for childbirth classes,
parenting and other subjects.
The Salvation Army—Youth Impact Center. In addition to other services, provides the Impact
Youth Center, offering before and after school care for children in Kindergarten thru 6th grades.
The goal is to create an environment that will enhance children’s social, physical, and spiritual
development.
Syringa House. Residential treatment program serving 24 adolescent girls, ages six to18, who
have severe emotional, behavioral of psychiatric problems.
Terry Reilly Health Services’ Teen Clinic. Provides outreach for pregnant teens and their
families. They provide pregnancy testing, prenatal health, nutrition, parenting, family planning,
as well as HIV testing.

Resources for persons with HIV/AIDS.
The Southwest Health District, Caldwell and Nampa. Monitors reportable communicable
diseases including HIV/AIDS. The district receives funding through the state’s STD/AIDS
Program and supports testing, treatment and prevention services for sexually transmitted
infections.
Terry Reilly Health Services (TRHS). Provides access to quality health care for everyone, focusing
on the uninsured, poor, non‐English‐speaking, homeless, or otherwise facing barriers to
healthcare. Provides HIV/AIDS testing.

Resources for migrant farmworkers.
Supportive Housing. There are seven family housing communities scattered throughout rural
Idaho, providing housing needs for 254 families, an estimated 1,270 individuals.
Community Council of Idaho, Caldwell. A community‐based membership organization that is
dedicated to enhancing the lives of Latinos, migrant and seasonal farm workers, and other low‐
income individuals/families. Program includes: economic improvement, education, and family
and community counseling.
Provides a Head Start program and year round education for pre‐school aged children of
migrant and seasonal farmworkers. Program also provides health and dental care. ESL classes
are also provided for the parents.

The Nampa Housing Authority. Provides housing to low‐income peoples, including
farmworkers and their families.
The Idaho Division Vocational Rehabilitation’s Nampa Sub‐Regional Office. Provides services
for migrant seasonal farm workers that have a physical or mental disability, which results in a
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substantial barrier to employment and requires vocational rehabilitative services to gain
employment.

Idaho Legal Aid Services (ILAS). Has a Migrant Farm Worker Law Unit based in the Caldwell
office. Provides free legal representation and/or advice to low‐income individuals whose legal
problems fall within their scope of practice, and who live within the local service area. Each office
is staffed by three attorneys with two support staff positions.

General assistance.
BSU—The Learning Center for Adult Basic Education. Offers adult basic education, English as a
Second Language, GED preparation and adult literacy. Serves (at no charge) out‐of‐school youth
and adults 16 years old and up throughout Southwest Idaho.
Idaho Department of Labor. Provides services for the unemployed, disabled, veterans, and also
administers education and trainings.
Legal Aid: Boise Service Office (BSO) and the Caldwell Service Office (CSO). Provides free legal
representation and/or advice to low‐income individuals whose legal problems fall within their
scope of practice, and who live within the local service area. Each office is staffed by three
attorneys with two support staff positions. The Indian Law Unit serves Idaho’s first peoples while
the Migrant Farmworkers’ Law Unit serves the state’s migrant farmworker community.
In 1999, the statewide Legal Aid office (Idaho Legal Aid Services or ILAS) established a
statewide Domestic Violence Legal Advice Line to provide immediate legal assistance to victims
of domestic violence and child abuse. The success of the advice line format led to the creation of
a statewide Senior Legal Hotline in 2003 to serve rural and low income Idaho residents who
may not have ready access to ILAS offices.

Nampa Family Justice Center. The Nampa Family Justice Center provides needed resources to
address the needs of victims of domestic violence and child abuse in one centralized location.
Resources include: advocates, counselors, clergy, legal aid, medical providers, law enforcement
and prosecutors.
National Financial Education Center. Committed to helping individuals and households increase
their financial skills, improve their consumer behaviors, reach financial goals, and address their
past financial mistakes. Programs include financial seminars, online webinars, and newsletters.
Project Share. Fuel assistance program administered by the local Salvation Army Corps and
Idaho power Company.
Terry Reilly Health Services (TRHS). Provides access to quality health care for everyone, focusing
on the uninsured, poor, non‐English‐speaking, homeless, or otherwise facing barriers to
healthcare.
Primary health care is the main focus including family practice medicine, general dentistry,
social work, and psychiatry. TRHS owns its own pharmacy and laboratory.
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Obstetrical care is a major component of TRHS’ services, with specialized case management
targeted at pregnant teens and high risk patients. Provide pregnancy testing, prenatal care,
nutrition, parenting counseling, family planning, and HIV testing.
Provides services for the treatment of victims of sexual abuse and sex offenders, as well as
treatment of batterers, are offered by the SANE Solutions Program staff.
Provides healthcare and outreach to Nampa’s homeless shelters.

Treasure Valley Transit. Located in Nampa. Serves private contracts for Western Idaho Training
Company (WITCO) and private schools. They also provide Medicaid transportation for medical
appointments. All buses are equipped with wheelchair lifts and bike racks to provide maximum
mobility for the public.
The Valley Ride. A service of the Valley Regional Transit system provides fixed routes within
Nampa and Caldwell and an inter‐county line for Ada and Canyon counties.
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SECTION III.
Stakeholder Consultation and Public Input
This section summarizes and presents the results of public participation and stakeholder
consultation in the development of the Nampa Five‐year Consolidated Plan and Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice (AI). This section addresses the requirements of Section
91.200(b) of HUD’s Consolidated Plan Regulations.
The City of Nampa recognizes that input from residents and stakeholders is vital to fully
understand the City’s housing and community development needs. To this end, the Consolidated
Plan and AI were developed with a strong emphasis on community input. Specifically,
A resident survey conducted in Spanish and English—220 residents responded, including
four responses in Spanish.
A stakeholder survey of housing, human services, lending and other professionals—54
responded.
Paper and online surveys were distributed to more than 600 residents and stakeholders.
Nampa staff met with the Hispanic Realtor Association and the Nampa Historic
Preservation Commission and promoted the surveys to these organizations.
A link to the resident survey was posted on the City’s website, Facebook page and
Twitter account.
Nampa staff and BBC conducted four meetings with stakeholders—25 stakeholders
participated.
The City also conducted the required 30‐day public comment period and public hearings to
receive comments on the Draft Consolidated Plan.

Findings
Findings from the public input process include:

One‐third of households that include a member with a disability live in housing that does
not meet the resident’s accessibility needs.
One in four residents responding to the survey live in a home that requires repairs to the
roof, furnace or water heater or needs ADA/accessibility repairs.
More than 70 percent of renters want to buy. Barriers to homeownership are poor credit,
lack of downpayment and too much debt.
Many Nampa residents would like to move within Nampa or elsewhere but are prevented
from doing so because they are unable to sell their current home or they owe more on their
home that it is currently worth. Overall, 40 percent of homeowners with a mortgage report
they owe more on their home that it is worth.
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With respect to housing needs, residents identified affordable homes to buy and affordable
rental units. Stakeholders noted a need for affordable rental units and transitional housing.
At least one‐third of residents identified the need for road and sidewalk improvements,
cleanup of vacant lots and addressing weeds/leaves. Stakeholders’ top neighborhood needs
include rehabilitating existing housing and road and sidewalk improvements.
Both stakeholders and residents identified job creation as an economic development need
in Nampa.
Improving public transportation is a top need cited by both residents and stakeholders.
Crime prevention and recreational opportunities were a concern for residents.

Stakeholder Survey Participant Profile
A total of 54 stakeholders representing a broad spectrum of interests responded to the
stakeholder survey. All serve the City of Nampa, and many serve Ada and Canyon counties.
Several serve the entire state. The industries and professions represented include:
Advocacy

Insurance

Affordable
housing provision

Juvenile probation

Credit counseling
Code enforcement
Education
Faith community
Food/clothing pantry
Health and wellness

Services for low
income individuals
Services for people
with disabilities

Land use planning
Lending
Mental health services

Services for seniors

Property management

Services for victims
of domestic violence

Rental property owners

Transportation planning

Residential development
Sales and marketing

Homeless services
Stakeholders serve the following types of populations:
All Nampa residents

Persons with HIV/AIDS

Elderly

Persons with mental illness

High to moderate income individuals

Persons with physical disabilities

Immigrants

Persons with substance abuse/addiction

Limited English speaking persons

Refugees

Low income individuals

Students

No special populations

Veterans

Persons with developmental disabilities

Victims of domestic violence

Persons/families who are homeless

Youth
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Resident Survey Participant Demographic Profile
Residents responding to the survey provided information about their household’s demographic
and socioeconomic characteristics. Compared to Nampa’s population, respondents to the survey
were more likely to be homeowners, have smaller families, be older, and low income.

Household size. Overall, 42 percent of the households represented in the survey include
children, compared to 60 percent in Nampa overall. On average, respondents’ households
include 1.7 adults, and the households with children average 2.3 children. Compared to the
population overall, survey respondents had a smaller household size. Figure III‐1 presents the
distribution of the number of adults and children in the households responding to the survey.
Figure III‐1.
Household Size, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=157 and n=66.

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Respondent age. The average age of respondents to the resident survey was 54. Figure III‐2
presents the age distribution of survey respondents. As shown, no residents under the age of 25
responded. In Nampa, the median age of residents is 30.1 years and the median age of survey
respondents is 51.2.
Figure III‐2.
Respondent Age, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=157.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Employment. Respondents answered a series of questions about their employment status,
profession and job location.

Employment status. Figure III‐3 depicts the employment status of adults. As shown, slightly
less than half of adults are working full time and about 40 percent do not work. Among adults
working part time, more than 60 percent would like to work full time. One in five employed
adults work two or more jobs.
Figure III‐3.
Employment Status of
Household Adults, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=211 adults and n=14 adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Industry. The working adults represented in the resident survey are employed in a variety of
industries, as shown in Figure III‐4. About one in three works in the service sector.
Figure III‐4.
“In what industry do you or others work?”
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=123 working adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Job location. Figure III‐5 shows the locations of working adults’ jobs. Nearly half work in
Nampa.
Figure III‐5.
Job Location, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=129 working adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Reasons for not being in the workforce. About two in five non‐working adults represented in
the survey are retired. As shown in Figure III‐6, 15 percent are unemployed and an additional 15
percent have a disability that prevents entry to the workforce.
Figure III‐6.
Reasons for Adults Not
Being in the Workforce, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=127 non‐working adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Unemployment duration. Among unemployed adults, more than half have been unemployed
for more than two years. As shown in Figure III‐7, nearly one in four have been unemployed for
less than six months.
Figure III‐7.
Unemployment Duration, City
of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=52 unemployed adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Type of job lost. More than two‐thirds of unemployed adults lost a full time job, as shown in
Figure III‐8.
Figure III‐8.
Type of Job Lost, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=43 unemployed adults.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Occupation prior to unemployment. Prior occupations for residents experiencing
unemployment ranged widely. Industries include construction, retail, food service, education,
government, professional services and production. The diverse range of occupations
represented underscores that the economic downturn was not concentrated in just a few
industries.
Job search status. Among unemployed adults, nearly two in five are not eligible for
unemployment benefits. More than one in four has stopped looking for work. Figure III‐9
presents the job search status for the unemployed adults represented in the survey.
Figure III‐9.
Job Search Status, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=52 unemployed adults.
Numbers add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Veterans. Overall, 27 percent of the households represented in the survey include at least one
veteran. Figure III‐10 shows the relationship between the respondent and the veteran in the
household.
Figure III‐10.
Veterans’ Relationship to
Survey Respondent , City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=43 households with a veteran member.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Race and ethnicity of household members. As shown in Figure III‐11, the majority of
respondents identified their race as Caucasian/White. Most of the “other” category consists of
Hispanics. Overall, 11 percent of respondents are Hispanic, compared to 23 percent of Nampa’s
total population.
Figure III‐11.
Race and
Ethnicity, City
of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=161 and n=151.
Numbers for race
add to greater than
100 percent due to
multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting from
2012 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Figure III‐12.
Household Income, City of Nampa, 2012

Language spoken in the home. Out of the
162 respondents, two percent noted that
Spanish is the language most commonly
spoken in the home.

Household income. As shown in Figure III‐
12, one in three respondents report that their
household income is less than $25,000.

Note:

n=142.

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

Disability. One in three respondents to the
survey live in a household that includes a
member with a disability, as presented in
Figure III‐13. In Nampa, the Census estimates
that 16 percent of residents have a disability.
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 III‐13.
Disability, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=158 and n=53.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting
from 2012 Nampa Resident
Survey.
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Resident Housing Choice
Residents responded to a series of questions about their current housing characteristics, housing
choice, foreclosure concerns, and, among renters, their desire to become homeowners.

Housing characteristics. With respect to housing characteristics, respondents describe their
type of housing, tenure and housing costs.

Type of housing. The vast majority of respondents live in single family homes, followed by
mobile homes or manufactured homes not on a fixed foundation. No permanent residence refers
to persons experiencing homelessness and/or living in shelters. Figure III‐14 presents
respondents’ housing types.
Figure III‐14.
Type of Housing, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=187.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Figure III‐15.
Housing Tenure, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=187.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Housing tenure. Four out of five respondents are
homeowners and 14 percent rent, as shown in Figure
III‐15. This is a higher proportion of homeowners
than Nampa overall (66 percent homeowners).
Mortgage loan selection. As shown in Figure III‐16,
71 percent of homeowners currently have a mortgage
loan. Among reasons for selecting their mortgage
product, nearly half selected it because it offered the
best interest rate. Slightly more than one in 10
selected the loan because of its special features.
These included reverse mortgage, no interest and
deferred payments and loans that re‐amortize when
the monthly payment exceeds the minimum.
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Figure III‐16.
Mortgage Loan Choice, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=140 and n=124; Numbers add to greater than 100 percent due to multiple response.

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

Document translation. Among the 11 respondents with mortgages who are not native English
speakers, six had their mortgage documents translated and five did not.

Cost of housing. Among renters, nearly four in five pay $500 up to $1,000 per month in rent,
and half of homeowners pay the same for their mortgage. Figure III‐17 presents the monthly
rent and mortgage costs paid by respondents.
Figure III‐17.
Monthly Rent or Mortgage Cost , City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=28 and n=93.

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

Insurance. Monthly costs for homeowners’ insurance range from $10 a month to more than
$200. The average is $80. Renters insurance costs range from $12 a month to $30 and
average $24.
HOA fees. Overall, 25 percent of homeowners pay Home Owner’s Association (HOA) fees.
These range from $5 a month to $400. On average, homeowners are paying $67 in HOA fees.
Space rental. A few respondents rent or own mobile or manufactured homes, but not the
land. These nine respondents are paying an average of $220 for space rental.
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Cost of utilities. Figure III‐18 presents the monthly utility costs borne by renters and
homeowners. As shown, monthly costs vary widely.
Figure III‐18.
Utility Costs, City of Nampa, 2012

Water
and Sewer

Electic

Gas

Renters

$65

$105

$84

Owners

$54

$89

$72

Renters

$30 to $110

$30 to $300

$30 to $150

Owners

$6 to $170

$20 to $300

$20 to $200

Note:
n=19 renters and 124 homeowners.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey.

Average

Range

Need for repairs. Overall, 24 percent of respondents indicated that their home needed repairs
to their roof, furnace or water heater or that their home needed handicapped/accessibility
improvements. No respondents reported that they lacked plumbing or electricity. Figure III‐19
shows the distribution of repairs needed.
Figure III‐19.
Needed Repairs, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=39 repairs.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Landlord promptness. Among renters, 25 percent have landlords that do not promptly make
repairs, as shown in Figure III‐20.
Figure III‐20.
Prompt Landlord Repairs, City
of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=32.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Housing choice. 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.
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Reasons for current housing choice. Figure III‐21 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 chose their home because, “this is the part of
Nampa where people like me live.”
Figure III‐21.
Reasons for
Current Housing
Choice, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=180.
Numbers add to
greater than 100
percent due to
multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident
Survey.

Residents who chose the other option or who reported that they don’t feel safe in other parts of
Nampa were asked to elaborate. Residents’ comments about other reasons for choosing their
home include:
“Because we live next to a pathway and only a mile from where we work at NNU.”
“I chose this area to live in because of the potential commercial amenities on the corner of
Lake Lowell and Middleton. There are many nice businesses that I can walk or bike to that
will be coming in time. There are few areas in Nampa that have that. “
“I would prefer to live closer to downtown, but either housing was too expensive or was
inadequate for my needs when I purchased my current home. When looking for housing in
downtown area I was warned of high‐theft issues by acquaintances living in the area.”
“I can't refinance because I have a loan that isn't covered under the current stimulus and I
am underwater on my mortgage. Which IHFA does not want to help seek assistance or even
care about. I called months ago and spoke with the rudest people ever at IHFA, basically I
was told ‘Suck it up we can't and do not have a desire to help.’”
“Home not worth half what I paid for it. I hate my neighborhood. Druggies, illegal aliens
throughout, thieves, gangs and lazy bastards.”
“This was the only town the real estate agent would sell a house in and other real estate
agents would not help me.”
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“We liked the potential of our neighborhood. We bought at the peak of the housing bubble
and our subdivision looked promising as being a well‐kept, middle class, quiet
neighborhood. Since the bubble burst, our subdivision remains at 70% vacancy/vacant
lots, no HOA, and a bankrupt developer. Hubble purchased the empty lots, tried to build
their "premiere" homes (3 only) and then sold the lots to CBH. We purchased our home —
paid the price we did — to have a nice, safe neighborhood. Now we can't sell even if we
wanted to. We like the area, the schools and their proximity, and would rather not move,
but will if the neighborhood continues to decline.”
“My husband and I are trying to either buy or rent, so in the meantime we are living with
my dad but helping with bills.”
Resident comments about safety include:
“Gang activity in this town is high.”
“Some parts of Nampa are a bit scary, but I feel fairly safe most of the time. Our police force
does a great job keeping this community safe.”
“God called us to live in the ‘bad side’ of town. We feel safe. The people are great, just
oppressed from a spirit of poverty. We will gladly fix up our home here and encourage
neighbors.”
“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.”
“Other areas appear to have more low income housing. My experience in life has taught me
that that leads to higher drug problems and crime in the community. However, my
neighborhood isn't exempt. I had my car broken into shortly after moving to Nampa in June
2011.”
These comments are consistent with the findings of a 2007 survey conducted by Washington
State University, Nampa in which residents identified the following as top community problems:
youth gangs; illegal drug use; vandalism; traffic; home break‐ins; domestic or intimate partner
violence; violent crime in general and child abuse.
Figure III‐22.
Desire to Move, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

Desire to move. Nearly two in five residents who
responded to the survey would like to move to
new housing, as shown in Figure III‐22.

n=171.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident
Survey.
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Those residents who would like to move identified locations both within and outside of Nampa
that they would like to live. These include:
Ada County;

Meridian;

Boise;

Oregon;

Dallan Woods or
Middle Creek subdivision;

South of Nampa; and
Southern California.

Figure III‐23.
Factors Preventing Move to
New Housing, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

Factors preventing move to new
housing. Figure III‐23 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. A very
small proportion of respondents
(one percent) noted that they
thought they would be
discriminated against if they moved
to another part of Nampa.

n=82.

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

Barriers to housing choice in Nampa. 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.
“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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Home values and foreclosure concerns. Homeowners responded to a series of questions
related to their home value and foreclosure concerns.
Home value compared amount owed. Figure III‐24 presents the most recent valuation of
respondents’ homes and the proportion of homeowners that currently owe more on their home than
it is worth. As shown, nearly 60 percent of respondents’ homes were valued at less than $100,000.
Two out of five homeowners report that they owe more on their home than it is worth.
Figure III‐24.
Home Value Compared to Amount Owed, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=146.

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

Foreclosure concerns. Slightly more than one in 10 homeowners is concerned that their home
will go into foreclosure, as presented in Figure III‐25.
Figure III‐25.
Foreclosure Concerns, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=145.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Missed payments. Nearly 10 percent of homeowners have skipped a mortgage payment, as
shown in Figure III‐26. Job loss or reduced work hours were cited by nearly all of the residents
who had missed a mortgage payment. Medical bills, paying taxes or the overall poor economy
were other factors cited.
Figure III‐26.
Missed Mortgage Payments, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=138.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Renters and homeownership desires. Renters discussed their desire to own a home and
the factors, if any, that prevent them from buying a home.

Desire to own. More than 70 percent of renters want to own a home, as shown in Figure III‐27.
Figure III‐27.
Desire to Own, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=45.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Factors preventing homeownership. A lack of credit or poor credit score was cited as a factor
preventing home purchase by nearly 70 percent of renters. Lacking a downpayment and having
too much debt were selected as barriers by 56 and 44 percent of renters respectively. Figure III‐
28 presents all of the factors renters indicated are preventing them from buying a home. Only 15
percent noted that they do not want to buy a home in Nampa.
Figure III‐28.
Factors Preventing
Homeownership,
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=34.
Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Homelessness, Victims of Violence and Use of Assistance
Residents responded to a series of questions regarding their personal experience with
homelessness, victimization and use of assistance offered in Nampa.

Homelessness. Residents who have experienced homelessness in Nampa provided
information about their experience.
Incidence and recency. As shown in Figure III‐29, 10 percent of respondents to the resident
survey have experienced homelessness. Among them, half had been homeless in the past three
years, while the other half had experienced homelessness five or more years ago.
Figure III‐29.
Homelessness, City of Nampa,
2012
Note:
n=144.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

Composition. As shown in Figure III‐30, about one in three residents who had experienced
homelessness were homeless with their family. About 70 percent were single when homeless.
Figure III‐30.
Group Composition
when Homeless, City of
Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=22.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.
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Contributing factors. Figure III‐31 depicts all of the factors that residents identified as
contributing to their homelessness. As shown, myriad factors contribute to homelessness,
including unemployment, medical costs, and insufficient funds to secure a rental unit. One in five
attributed fleeing a dangerous or life‐threatening condition (e.g., domestic violence, sexual
assault) to their homelessness.
Figure III‐31.
Factors Contributing to
Homelessness , City of Nampa,
2012
Notes:
n=22.
1 Fleeing or attempted to flee domestic
violence, dating violence, sexual assault,
stalking or other dangerous or life‐
threatening conditions
2 Left a hospital, rehabilitation facility,
detention facility, detox facility, jail,
mental health facility, foster care, etc.
Numbers add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Resident Survey.

In interviews and focus groups, stakeholders discussed the impact of the tight job market on
persons living in the shelter seeking work:
“Jobs are a critical need for low income residents transitioning out of homelessness. Many have
been unemployed for 2‐3 years and became homeless as a result.”
“The competition for jobs is so keen that residents in the shelter are competing with applicants
with Masters degrees. In other cases, they are overqualified—one shelter resident was denied
for a food service job because she had worked in food service as a manager in the past.”
“There are many more job opportunities in Ada County—for example, a shelter there has a lot of
success finding clients jobs with American Publishing. A model like this is needed in Nampa. The
shelter has not had success placing clients with Amalgamated Sugar, the City’s largest employer.
Instead, clients more commonly find jobs in retail—Wal‐Mart, Kmart, Ross, and food services.”
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Receipt of assistance. Figure III‐32 presents the organizations that provided aid to respondents
who experienced homelessness in Nampa. About one‐third received assistance from the
Community Family Shelter/Salvation Army. One in five reported that “no one would help.” BBC
also facilitated a focus group at the Community Family Shelter. Comments from participants in
that discussion include:
“The Community Family Shelter saved my family.”
“This place saved my life.” [also in reference to Community Family Shelter]
Figure III‐32.
Receipt of Assistance
when Homeless in
Nampa , City of Nampa,
2012
Note:
n=19.
Numbers add to greater than
100 percent due to multiple
responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from
2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Violence. Participants responded to a series of questions regarding their and their family
members’ experience as victims of violence while living in Nampa.

Victimization. Since moving to Nampa, 10 percent of respondents indicate that they have been
victims of violent crime, including domestic or dating violence, stalking or another dangerous or life‐
threatening condition that relates to violence against an individual. About 15 percent of residents
report that a family member has been a victim of violence. Figure III‐33 presents the incidence of
violent crime against the respondent and family members.
About 25 percent of residents reported that they sought assistance for themselves and that about 50
percent of their family members received assistance.
Figure III‐33.
Victims of Violence, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:
n=163 and n=164.
Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Residents made the following comments about their and their family members’ experience:
“Yes (sought assistance), but I never got a phone call back and didn't have an address for
them to send the packets.”
“No, she was too afraid to report it and very concerned about breaking up the family.”
“Father in prison. Received counseling.”
“Yes, at the Nampa Family Justice Center.”
“My 14 year old son couldn't even get a restraining order and had to go back to the abuser.”
“Yes — the police.”
“Yes, perpetrator was convicted.”

Nampa Family Justice Center. As shown in Figure III‐34, 60 percent of respondents are not
familiar with the Nampa Family Justice Center.
Figure III‐34.
Familiarity with Nampa Family Justice Center,
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=163.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Living costs assistance. In the past four years, about one in five resident respondents have
received assistance from a public or nonprofit agency to pay for living costs in Nampa, as shown
in Figure III‐35. Among those who received help, the majority received food stamps and several
received help with their heating bill.
Figure III‐35.
Living Costs Assistance, City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=163.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.

Five respondents indicated that they sought assistance and did not receive it. Their needs include:
“Help making our house payment even when we said it would be paid back with taxes.”
“Help with house work and yard.”
“I receive a pension. It does not go far enough but I receive money. They would not help. It
goes to misguided lazy aliens.”
“Idaho Power Credit, circuit breaker.”
“Yes. We could use help with food or rent... help would make a huge difference!”

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION III, PAGE 19

Stakeholders discussed the types of assistance that are most needed in the community. These
include:
“Programs like WICAP rental assistance are great—however, some landlords say they have had
bad experiences with past Section 8 clients and will not rent to residents receiving subsidized
housing payments.”
“There are few options for shelters for single women; it would be great if the Community Family
Shelter could expand its beds. The shelter reports that it would need a large increase in
community support and funding for this to be successful.”
“Poor credit is another factor in why residents are living in transitional housing. Many have
damaged their credit trying to make ends meet and, although they are receiving assistance with
budgeting through the Community Family Shelter, landlords rely more heavily on past credit
reports. A program to supplement their initial rent payments and make landlords feel more
comfortable could help. Landlords should also be encouraged to take one’s personal experience
into account, rather than relying on a credit score threshold.”

Housing and Community Needs
Residents and stakeholders evaluated housing and community needs.

Housing needs. Figure III‐36 presents the most needed housing types in Nampa from the
perspective of residents and stakeholders. As shown, affordable homes to buy and rent top the
list for residents, while stakeholders identified affordable rental units, transitional housing, and
housing for the homeless or formerly homeless as greatest needs.
Figure III‐36.
Most Needed Housing Types, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=144 residents and n=39 stakeholders.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey and 2012 Nampa Stakeholder Survey.
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Stakeholder comments about housing needs include:
“Motel vouchers have been used successfully for at least six years to provide supplemental
transitional housing for people who are homeless. Federal funding for this program was recently
cut and will be a significant loss to the community.”

“I would just recommend that home modifications for people with disabilities be a priority.”
“The biggest need I see is housing for people with felonies on their records.”

Neighborhood needs. At least one‐third of residents identified the need for road and
sidewalk improvements, cleanup of vacant lots and addressing weeds/leaves. Stakeholders’ top
neighborhood needs include rehabilitating existing housing and road and sidewalk
improvements. Figure III‐37 presents neighborhood needs.
Figure III‐37.
Neighborhood Needs, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=127 residents and n=38 stakeholders.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey and 2012 Nampa Stakeholder Survey.
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Community and Public Services Needs
Residents and stakeholders identified community and public service needs that they believe
Nampa needs more (and less) of. Figure III‐38 presents residents’ perspectives. As shown, nearly
every resident indicated that Nampa needs more public transportation, followed by job training,
crime prevention programs, trails/parkways, youth or adult education and health and wellness
services.
Figure III‐38.
City Service Needs—Residents, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=163.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Like residents, the majority of stakeholders identified a need for more job training, public
transportation and youth or adult education. Figure III‐39 presents stakeholders’ opinions about
the level of public services needed in Nampa.
Figure III‐39.
City Service
Needs—
Stakeholders , City
of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=88.
Source:
BBC Research &
Consulting from 2012
Nampa Stakeholder
Survey.

In interviews with stakeholders, many discussed public services’ needs:
“Limited bus service makes it difficult to work retail, since bus service ends at 6 p.m. and is not
available on Saturdays and Sundays. The bus is unpredictable, too, so many residents result to
hitchhiking.”
“Preventative health care and general health care services for low income residents is needed. It
can take more than one month to get into Terry Reilly Health Services and the only other option
for residents is to visit the emergency room, which is costly for both residents and the public.”

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 last
Consolidated Plan public process was a need for transportation services for low income and
senior residents.
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Special Needs Residents
Residents and stakeholders identified services for special needs populations that they believe
Nampa needs to increase. Nearly all residents responded that Nampa needs more services for
neglected or abused children, services for persons with disabilities and housing for seniors and
the disabled.
Figure III‐40.
Services for Special Needs Populations—Residents, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=163.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Resident Survey.
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Like residents, the majority of stakeholders believe there is a need for additional services for
persons with disabilities and neglected or abused children. Figure III‐41 presents stakeholders
opinions regarding needed service levels for special needs populations.
Figure III‐41.
Services for Special Needs Populations—Stakeholders, City of Nampa, 2012

Note:

n=35.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Stakeholder Survey.

Economic Development Needs
Nearly all stakeholders identified job creation/retention as the most important business and
employment service needed in Nampa, followed by employment training and start‐up business
assistance. Figure III‐42 presents stakeholders’ opinions regarding the importance of various
employment and business services needed in Nampa.
Figure III‐42.
Economic Development Needs,
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=37.
Numbers add to greater than 100
percent due to multiple responses.
Source:
BBC Research & Consulting from 2012
Nampa Stakeholder Survey.
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In stakeholder meetings, economic development, particularly in the form of job creation and
retention was a strong theme. Discussion included:
Overall lack of jobs, both in Nampa and across the valley and many jobs are not at a living
wage;
Unskilled jobs are being filled by higher skilled persons due to the limited number of high
skill jobs; and
Limited English Persons tend to work in unskilled jobs, and have been particularly hard hit
by recent closures. Without ESL courses, these residents are unable to access higher skilled
jobs. Access to ESL courses may be limited by transportation or cost barriers.

Funding Priorities
Figure III‐43a depicts how stakeholders would direct Nampa’s $700,000 in federal funds. More
than half of stakeholders allocated at least some funding to meals for elderly, young children;
programs for at‐risk youth/gang prevention; homeless programs and services; and family
counseling/parenting programs. Among neighborhood development/revitalization activities,
more than two in five stakeholders chose to fund downtown revitalization. Similarly, about 40
percent of stakeholders would fund affordable housing. Nearly half of stakeholders would fund
education programs.
By comparison, during the development of Nampa’s comprehensive plan, participants in the
public process identified enhanced public transit as a priority, as well as downtown
revitalization and parks and recreation improvements.
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Figure III‐43a.
“How would you spend $700,000 in federal funds?”
Stakeholders’ Response, City of Nampa, 2012

Activity

Percent of
Stakeholders
Directing Funds
to Activity

Average
Funding
Level

Funding Range

Programs Targeting Special Populations
Transitional housing for victims of domestic violence

46%

$

77,039

$20,000 to $200,000

Programs for at‐risk youth/gang prevention

56%

$

68,641

$10,000 to $300,000

Homeless programs and services

54%

$ 122,500

$15,000 to $400,000

Domestic violence counseling/programs

37%

$

48,583

$15,000 to $150,000

Family counseling/parenting programs

51%

$

69,702

$20,000 to $200,000

Parks for children

20%

$

52,500

$20,000 to $100,000

Senior center

27%

$

51,364

$10,000 to $100,000

Meals for elderly, young children

59%

$

61,615

$10,000 to $200,000

Downtown revitalization

44%

$ 123,472

$10,000 to $500,000

Sidewalk improvements

29%

$

77,656

$10,000 to $300,000

Home improvement loans

37%

$

90,917

$20,000 to $200,000

Demolition program

17%

$

87,143

$10,000 to $200,000

Street/alley lighting

17%

$

50,982

$10,000 to $100,000

Code enforcement

37%

$

84,833

$10,000 to $200,000

Trails/pathways development

29%

$

75,833

$10,000 to $200,000

Arts and cultural facilities

29%

$

46,667

$10,000 to $100,000

Affordable housing (general)

39%

$ 128,438

$50,000 to $500,000

Affordable housing for disabled/seniors

29%

$

90,729

$20,000 to $200,000

Mixed income affordable housing

12%

$

69,000

$20,000 to $100,000

Land purchased for affordable housing

20%

$ 109,375

$20,000 to $200,000

Downpayment assistance

17%

$

$30,000 to $150,000

Neighborhood Development/Revitalization

Affordable Housing

85,714

Other
Transportation

$ 104,297

$15,000 to $700,000

5%

$

27,500

$5,000 to $50,000

First‐time homebuyers assistance

20%

$

83,594

$20,000 to $200,000

Educational programs

46%

$ 117,237

$15,000 to $500,000

Community events

Note:

39%

n=41. Those that are highlighted in green have 50% or more of Stakeholders Directing Funds to Activity.

Source: BBC Research & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Stakeholder Survey.
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Figure III‐43b ranks the responses in order of percent of funds stakeholders would choose to
allocate to that activity.
Figure III‐43b.
“How would you spend
$700,000 in federal
funds?”
Stakeholders’ Response
in Order of Percent
Dedicated, City of
Nampa, 2012

Activity
Single Activity Ranking:
Meals for elderly, young children

Percent of
Stakeholders
Directing Funds
to Activity

Average
Funding
Level

59%

$

61,615

Programs for at‐risk youth/gang prevention

56%

$

68,641

$ 122,500

Homeless programs and services

54%

Source:

Family counseling/parenting programs

51%

$

69,702

BBC Research & Consulting from
2012 Nampa Stakeholder Survey.

Transitional housing for victims of domestic violence

46%

$

77,039

Educational programs

46%

$ 117,237

Downtown revitalization

44%

$ 123,472

Affordable housing (general)

39%

$ 128,438

Transportation

39%

$ 104,297

Domestic violence counseling/programs

37%

$

48,583

Home improvement loans

37%

$

90,917

Code enforcement

37%

$

84,833

Sidewalk improvements

29%

$

77,656

Trails/pathways development

29%

$

75,833

Arts and cultural facilities

29%

$

46,667

Affordable housing for disabled/seniors

29%

$

90,729

Senior center

27%

$

51,364

Parks for children

20%

$

52,500

Land purchased for affordable housing

20%

$ 109,375

First‐time homebuyers assistance

20%

$

83,594

Demolition program

17%

$

87,143
50,982

Street/alley lighting

17%

$

Downpayment assistance

17%

$

85,714

Mixed income affordable housing

12%

$

69,000

5%

$

27,500

Community events

In stakeholder meetings, participants identified funding priorities for housing, job development,
infrastructure and social services. The specific activities mentioned included the following:

Housing. With respect to housing, affordability was not identified as high concern for moderate
income; the issue is lack of employment to pay for any housing (extremely low income), quality
of housing stock (older stock primarily) and lack of rental housing stock. Stakeholders would
fund the following types of housing programs:
Downpayment assistance for acquiring existing housing stock;
Rental housing development including rehabilitation, in‐fill development and transit
oriented development;
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Housing rehabilitation—in older housing stock there is quite a bit of deterioration. This is
needed for owners, rentals, and mobile homes. The types of rehabilitation needed include:
¾ ADA access/mobility concerns;
¾ Structural integrity to access weatherization programs;
¾ Fire safety (smoke detectors)—many of the older stock does not have wire integration
and the batteries are not being changed.
Housing conditions for lower income residents was cited as a need in the last Consolidated Plan
public process.

Job development. Nampa has sufficient existing infrastructure in place to assist persons to
access jobs (e.g., resume assistance, job search aid); the problem is that there are no jobs. Nampa
needs job creation. In addition to the need for living wage jobs, stakeholders discussed potential
incentives to business owners for hiring. This included paying half of the new employee’s wages
during the training period and offering an incentive to hire offenders. The need for job creation
and economic development was identified as a priority in the 2010 comprehensive plan public
process.

Infrastructure. Stakeholders noted that the street and pedestrian ramp improvements already
completed by the City have had a positive impact. More improvements are still needed in the
older neighborhoods. Other infrastructure improvements include downtown development with
an incentive for job creation and revitalization; recreational opportunities and floodplain
mitigation. The need for sidewalk and street improvements, particularly with respect to
connectivity, was a need identified in the 2010 comprehensive plan public process. Similarly,
comprehensive plan participants would like to see downtown revitalized.

Social Services. With regard to social services, stakeholders did not prioritize particular
populations as having greater needs compared to other populations. Stakeholders did identify a
need for youth recreational opportunities. In addition, there is a waitlist to access the shelter
because people are taking longer to obtain jobs and move out of the shelter.
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SECTION IV.
Strategic Plan

SECTION IV.
Strategic Plan
This section summarizes Nampa’s community development and housing goals and strategies for
program years 2007 through 2011. The City’s five year strategies, objectives and means of
measuring success—performance measurements—outlined in this section fulfill Section 91.115
of the Consolidated Plan regulations.

Recommended Priorities
Community development and housing needs in Nampa were identified through public and
stakeholder input, as well as a detailed review and analysis of housing market conditions
(located in Section I of the Consolidated Plan).
The City’s adopted priorities and the source and rationale for the prioritization follows.

High priorities.
Improvement/rehabilitation of residential housing—Ranked highly by stakeholders (50%
of stakeholders surveyed); also High priority in 2007
Neighborhood stabilization and revitalization—Also High in 2007. Mentioned frequently in
focus groups; a range of neighborhood revitalization needs were prioritized highly in the
resident and stakeholder surveys.
Job creation/economic development—A new high priority item. High unemployment and
consistent identification by residents and stakeholders as a top need factored into this
prioritization.
Extremely affordable rentals and transitional housing—Medium prioritization in 2007.
Changed to High as gaps analysis described in Section I continues to show a shortage of
affordable housing for very low income households. In addition, renters lost purchasing
power between 2000 and 2010 as their incomes declined, and rents rose dramatically
(median gross rent increased by $252/month). Section 8 waiting lists further support the
prioritization.
Housing and public infrastructure improvements for people with accessibility needs—
Ranked High in 2007 under “public infrastructure.” About one‐third of survey respondents
with a disabled household member said their homes do not meet their accessibility needs.
Thirty‐eight percent of residents and 33 percent of stakeholders identified accessible
housing as “most needed.”
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Medium priorities.
Improvements to public infrastructure systems—High in 2007; prioritized as medium
relative to other needs. Roads and sidewalk improvements ranked as a top neighborhood
need by stakeholders (45%) and residents (39%) in surveys.
Homeownership of existing housing stock—New medium priority.
Social service operation support for organizations assisting special needs populations—
same prioritization as 2007.
Support for homeless and at‐risk of homeless service providers—Same as 2007 for
homeless; added at‐risk of homeless to reflect changing economic conditions and increased
risk of homelessness due to rising unemployment and foreclosures.

Low priorities.
Construction of new single family housing units—New ranking as low priority. Market
changes suggest an abundance of homes under $100,000 for purchase. Top reasons renters
have not purchased are credit‐related.
Construction of new homeless shelters, except for transitional housing—Same as 2007.
Most recent point‐in‐time count does not indicate large gap in number of persons who are
homeless v. shelter capacity. Homeless providers express concern about ability to expand
given funding cuts.
Programs that serve higher income segments of the low‐ to moderate income population
(51 to 80 percent; 80 percent and higher)—Same prioritization as 2007.

Five‐Year Goals
Based on the research conducted for the Consolidated Plan, the City of Nampa has established
the following goals and objectives to guide its Consolidated Planning funding during program
years 2012 through 2016. They are identified using the numbering system that ties to the
Community Planning and Development Performance Measurement System developed by HUD.
The objective numbering framework is:
Availability/
Accessibility

Affordability

Sustainability

Decent Housing

DH-1

DH-2

DH-3

Suitable Living Environment

SL-1

SL-2

SL-3

Economic Opportunity

EO-1

EO-2

EO-3
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GOAL 1: Continue and expand commercial and residential neighborhood revitalization
efforts in targeted neighborhoods.
¾ Objective 1.1 (SL3): Continue to fund revitalization activities in target neighborhoods.
¾ Objective 1.2 (SL3): Continue to conduct code enforcement programs in CDBG‐eligible areas.
¾ Objective 1.3 (EO1): Continue to improve the central neighborhood and encourage more
mixed‐income communities.
¾ Objective 1.4 (EO3): Continue to coordinate CDBG funding with long‐term City goals, such
as urban revitalization efforts.
¾ Objective 1.5 (SL3): Prioritize ADA/accessibility infrastructure improvements.
GOAL 2: Increase and preserve the supply of permanent, quality affordable housing for
low and moderateincome households.
¾ Objective 2.1 (DH2): Encourage affordable rental and infill housing development through
the use of development incentives. These might include offsetting impact and hookup fees,
using fast track development approval and providing more flexible setback requirements.
¾ Objective 2. (DH3): Support improvements to affordable multifamily and owner occupied
housing, including accessibility improvements for people with disabilities.
GOAL 3: Continue the City’s housing rehabilitation program to increase the quality of
affordable housing stock and preserve existing housing stock.
¾ Objective 3.1 (DH3): Continue housing rehabilitation program for owner occupied units.
¾ Objective 3.2 (DH1): Explore a housing rehabilitation program for rental units; research
model programs and evaluate the feasibility of establishing a program. If feasible, pilot a
program targeted to Section 8 voucher households.
GOAL 4: Continue to fund and support social service providers, including those who assist
special needs populations (SL1).
GOAL 5: Promote job creation and economic development.
¾ Objective 5.1 (EO1): Support economic development efforts that result in job training and
employment for the City’s low‐ to moderate‐income residents.
¾ Objective 5.2 (EO1): Improve the condition of the City’s public infrastructure to benefit the
expansion or location of businesses.
¾ Objective 5.3 (EO1): Explore a small business loan program for businesses; research model
programs and evaluate the feasibility of establishing a program or expanding existing
programs available in the area.
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Homeless Goal: Reduce homelessness.
¾ Objective 6.1 (DH2): Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.
¾ Objective 6.2 (DH2): Continue to work with homeless/housing providers to respond to
requests for assistance. Work in conjunction with efforts to ensure an adequate supply of
shelter and transitional housing is maintained.

Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas (NRSA). In April of 1998, HUD approved the
City of Nampa’s Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area (NRSA.) This approved area is
concentrated in “North Nampa” and encompasses the Census Tracts 207 Block Groups 1 and 4
and CT 202 Block Groups 1‐3 as defined by the 2000 Census. A benefit to the NRSA is the
coordinated focus and leveraging of resources that can occur when multiple organizations,
individuals, and services can be synchronized to provide a tight pattern of multiple
opportunities for enhancement of a relatively small geographical area.
A new North Nampa Master Plan has been completed reestablishing the NRSA with new
benchmarks and associated recommended activities. This plan was adopted in 2009 by the City
and incorporated into the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The new area is slightly smaller than the
original area to more closely follow natural barriers. Unfortunately this area also coincides with
the new floodplain expansion. As CDBG funds come from the federal government, the City is
limited in the use of the funds in areas affected by floodplains. As the NRSA is a coordinated
focus and leveraging of resources from multiple sources, the City supports activities to help
revitalize the neighborhood through other efforts.
The NRSA Plan is broken into 4 overarching strategy areas with objective and projects to
address those areas. They include:
Strategy

Objective

Projects/Activities

1. Connections

a. Create a Walkable
Community

—
—
—
—

b. Build a Bridge
to Downtown

— Site Study and Building Program
— Entitlement & Partnership with Union Pacific Railroad

c. Enhance Transit
Opportunities

— Downtown Multi‐Modal Station
— Park & Ride Station for Rail Station Extension
— Transit Art Program

a. Define Neighborhoods

— Neighborhood Boundaries
— Neighborhood Marketing Plan
— Re‐Establish the Street Grid

b. Create Lakeview Village

— Develop Lakeview Village Master Plan
— Develop Cultural Attraction
— Lakeview Village Land Assembly

c. Strengthen the
Residential Community

— Facilitate Infill Housing Opportunities
— Encourage Homeownership
— Develop More Affordable and Fair Housing

d. Recapture History &
Pride of Place

— Restore Historic Duffes Residence
— Create an Interpretive Program
— Fulfill Vision of Public Space

2. Neighborhood
Development
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Sidewalk Improvement Program
Pedestrian Safety & Traffic Plan
Extend and Integrate Urban Trail System
14th Avenue North Promenade
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Strategy

Objective

Projects/Activities

3. Natural Features

a. Linear Park Master Plan

—
—
—
—
—
—

b. Habitat Restoration

— Create a Community Action Group
— Develop a Habitat Restoration Plan
— Implement Habitat Restoration Plan

a. Regulating Plan

—
—
—
—

b. Building Form Standards

— Develop Building Form Standards

c. Public Space Standards

— Gateway Initiatives
— Develop Streetscape Master Plan

4. Zoning and
Land Use

Create a Community Action Group
Develop Linear Park Master Plans
Land Assembly
Implement Linear Park Master Plan
Mason Creek Park
Improve Lakeview Park

Conduct a Public Vision Workshop
Update Zoning Districts
Create a Retail Plan
Update Zoning Map

Other Goals
Anti‐Poverty Strategy—91.215(j). The City’s anti‐poverty plan has three primary
components: 1) Support activities that increase the number of jobs in Nampa, especially for low‐
to moderate‐income residents; 2) Ensure that a wide variety of housing opportunities are
available; and 3) Provide supportive services to residents in poverty. These all support the City’s
anti‐poverty goal of helping residents and families achieve self‐sufficiency. For those residents
who are unable to work (low‐income frail elderly, persons with disabilities), the City’s public
housing and Section 8 voucher providers are vital for those households to avoid homelessness.
A further strategy to reduce the number of poverty level families includes efforts to diversify
Nampa’s economy, increasing family wage jobs and expanding the local job base. A major effort
in this regard is the development of the College of Western Idaho (CWI). Establishment of a
school that specializes in trade‐ and skill‐based education will give residents a local and
affordable option for enhancing their skills and job readiness.
The following 2012‐2016 Consolidated Plan objectives directly address poverty reduction:
GOAL 4: Continue to fund and support social service providers, including those who assist
special needs populations.
GOAL 5: Promote job creation and economic development.
¾ Objective 5.1: Support economic development efforts that result in job training
and employment for the City’s low‐ to moderate‐income residents.
¾ Objective 5.2: Improve the condition of the City’s public infrastructure to
benefit the expansion or location of businesses..
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Homeless Goal: Reduce homelessness.
¾ Objective 6.1: Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.
¾ Objective 6.2: Continue to work with homeless/housing providers to respond to
requests for assistance. Work in conjunction with efforts to ensure an adequate
supply of shelter and transitional housing is maintained.

Addressing obstacles to meeting underserved needs. The primary obstacle to meeting
underserved needs is the lack of identified and available resources. To overcome this obstacle,
the City will continue to actively pursue creative partnerships, both financially and in
structuring projects to leverage what funds are available. In addition, it is the City’s goal to
continue to expand these linkages to include everyone to improve participation and
involvement in providing services and support to low‐income individuals and families.
The City will continue to seek ways to expand the means by which those whose needs are
underserved are informed about the financial and informational resources available to them in
Nampa, specifically the programs funded through the CDBG program.

Institutional Structure and Coordination—91.215(k) and 91.215(l)
As in past program years, the City of Nampa plans to carry out its annual Action Plans through a
collaborative effort with other public entities, for‐profits, non‐profits, social services providers,
health care agencies, and the private sector.
The strengths of the current CDBG program design and delivery allows for communication and
coordination with many individuals, public and private groups throughout the City. The City
believes the current institutional structure to be a competent and capable mechanism to
administer CDBG programs throughout the community. Should gaps in service be identified, the
City will work to remedy those shortcomings in an effort to insure smooth operations within
both the administration and service delivery components of programs.
The City participates in a variety of local, regional, and state planning organizations to
encouraging collaboration and cohesiveness in program design and implementation. These
efforts include the Region 3 Housing Coalition, the Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing
Coalition Family Self Sufficiency Advisory Board, the State Fair Housing Forum, the State
Housing Policy Coordination Council, the Boise/Ada County Continuum of Care, Northwest
Association of Community Development Managers, as well as collaboration with nearby
entitlement communities.

Administration. The City’s Community Development Division is responsible for the
development and monitoring of the Plan, the Annual Action Plan, the year‐end CAPER report,
IDIS reporting process and sub‐recipient compliance monitoring. They will conduct Citizen
Participation and Fair Housing outreach and implementation activities.
The Community Development priorities will be orchestrated through the Economic /
Community Development, Engineering, Building, Public Works, Parks, and Public Safety
Departments.
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Public entities. Public entities offer many opportunities to low income families living in
Nampa. Many of these services are provided at no cost or on a sliding scale. Services include
education, employment/job training, medical treatment, assistance with rental, utility,
transportation, food and medical expenses, advocacy services, counseling, and childcare. The
City will continue to work closely with these entities to achieve effective communication and
collaboration in linking and providing services to the needy.
Nampa Housing Authority and Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority (SICHA) are
vital links to affordable housing, as well as the tax credit projects and subsidized rental
complexes. The housing authorities consult with the City in preparing their five‐year plan for
HUD and insuring consistency.
The Mayor and City Council are the appointing authority for the Nampa Housing Authority
Board of Commissioners. The County Commissions representing the nine county areas in which
SICHA operates appoints their Board of Directors. It is a sixteen member Board, two of whom
represent Canyon County.

Private sector. The private sector plays a significant role in Nampa’s institutional structure.
Many individuals, businesses, organizations, clubs, and associations donate their time and
financial resources. These contributions help support activities and projects serving low‐income
residents. The financial support helps leverage other funding sources thereby increasing much
needed service capacity. Community pride is strongly reflected in these acts of commitment and
generosity.
Enhancing coordination between public and private housing. The City of Nampa continues to
take an active role in encouraging the coordination between public and private housing and
social service agencies. A representative from the City attends the Region III Housing Coalition
meetings as well as the Idaho Housing Policy Coordination Council. The City continues to
support Treasure Valley Community Resource Center’s annual Information Fair, which strives to
link providers, public and businesses together to meet the needs of our community. The
Information Fair has grown each year and provides valuable publicity on issues affecting low‐
income people.
The application process and scoring for the CDBG Action Plan also helps to enhance
coordination between providers, as leverage and planning are areas which are scored in the
evaluation of the application. It is apparent from comments received at the CDBG public hearing
that most agencies in Nampa serving low income are working well together and are striving to
improve services and reduce duplication. Private businesses are also involved whenever
appropriate. The business community in Nampa is very active both in donations and volunteer
support for activities designed to build our community and serve those most in need.

Fostering public housing improvements and resident initiatives—91.215(c). The City of Nampa
is unique in that two entities offer public housing options in the City. The Nampa Housing
Authority manages the public housing stock in the City while Southwestern Idaho Cooperative
Housing Authority (SICHA) administers the Section 8 housing program for the City of Nampa.
SICHA administers the program at the county level rather than at the city level; administering
the program for a 9 county area.
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The City works in conjunction with Nampa Housing Authority, a quasi‐municipal organization,
through a cooperative agreement that designates the Housing Authority to establish public
housing within the City. The Mayor appoints the Authority’s board members. One of the
Authority’s board members is a resident.
The Nampa Housing Authority continues to take actions to improve resident involvement in the
operations of the Authority. It is also very active in the community in activities affecting its
residents such as crime watch, Nampa Boys and Girls Club, Toys for Tots, and other resident
driven programs. The Mary C. Baird Administrative Office for Nampa Housing Authority offers
space for future and expanded resident initiatives. The Mary C. Baird Administrative Office has
a commercial kitchen that can be used for future programs. They have also made available to
residents an internet ready computer in the administrative offices.
Due to the interest for Section 8 vouchers in Canyon County, SICHA conducts a lottery pool
application rather than maintaining a long waiting list. Interested parties submit a lottery card
by March of each year; as the previous year applications are not rolled into each new yearly
cycle. Throughout the year, persons are pulled from the pool to fill a short waiting list for
housing program availability. SICHA beings processing the application once the applicant has
been moved from the lottery pool to the waiting list.
The Nampa Housing Authority and SICHA both provide the residents in its care with the Family
Self Sufficiency program. This program offers applicants with educational and training
opportunities that will ultimately increase their wages to a level that will be nearer to the
median income for the City of Nampa. As the enrollee moves through their stated objectives and
goals, the amount of income increase they earn, is placed into an escrow account that may be
utilized as a down payment for a home.

Evaluating and reducing lead‐based paint hazards—91.215(i). During the summer months of
2000 the Division of Medicaid began purchasing new lead screening machines for each of the
Health District offices. This effort is to implement a Children’s Lead Screening Program for
Medicaid‐eligible children. Throughout Idaho, there are 111,700 children enrolled in Medicaid
and the Children’s Health Insurance Program. This initiative is designed for Medicaid eligible
children, but testing is available to all children. Physicians can request testing through the
Health Districts, and parents can also ask for the tests. Non‐Medicaid children are charged a
small fee. Approximately 1,000 children in the Nampa area will be tested for lead poisoning in
the coming year. Medicaid providers have been notified and the provider handbooks have been
updated to include the screening services.
Since the U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development issued a new regulation to
protect young children from lead‐based paint hazards, the City of Nampa has been taking steps
to insure its regulations are in compliance, which includes revising program procedures and
documents to implement additional steps for providing notification, identifying lead hazards
and performing lead hazard reduction, using safe work practices and achieving clearance. The
City has lacked the capacity of risk assessors and workers so there is an ongoing need for
training. Nampa can benefit, however, from the training that has been occurring in the
Metropolitan Boise Area. They will be able to draw on this same pool of trained contractors. To
address the need for qualified workers, the City will continue to be work with the City of Boise
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and the Idaho Housing and Finance Association to host trainings for contractors about safe work
practices.
In order to take advantage of shared resources and knowledge, the City of Nampa helped to
found the Idaho Healthy Homes Network that meets on a regular basis to discuss lead safety
issues and discuss funding and education opportunities. The group has already identified areas
to educate more individuals and had meetings with representatives of EPA regarding the
proposed new regulations regarding Lead Safety and the enforcement procedures.
The City of Nampa, the Nampa Public Housing Authority, Southwestern Idaho Cooperative
Housing Authority, and area partners all provide information on lead‐based paint hazards,
precautions and symptoms to all homeowners, renters, and landlords involved in housing
services and rehabilitation. All rehabilitation projects follow the regulations. As training
become available, the City provides notification to these entities to continue to obtain training
for contractors and program staff on lead hazard evaluation and reduction.
The City of Nampa funds housing repair/rehabilitation projects. City staff has also attended
HUD sponsored lead‐based paint training to become more familiar with the requirements and
their implementation. As part of the environmental review process, all existing housing
purchased with aid of CDBG funds is screened for lead paint hazards if built prior to 1978.

Removing barriers to fair housing. Existing and potential barriers to fair housing choice will be
addressed in the City’s 2012 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice.

Monitoring
The City of Nampa, Economic / Community Development Department has instituted a
comprehensive monitoring and technical assistance program designed to promote
communication and accountability. The selection of the subrecipient to be monitored will be
based upon the risk analysis. The monitoring process consists of four components: 1) Pre‐
Assessment, 2) Desk Monitoring, 3) On‐Site Monitoring, and 4) On‐going Technical Assistance
1. Pre‐assessment.
During the application process, subrecipients are evaluated on the capacity of the organization
to complete the project as described and are scored appropriately. Applicants are requested to
submit copies of the organization’s conflict of interest policy, client intake forms, tax id number
and DUNS number. Prior to contract execution, each subrecipient is required to submit audited
financial statements. If the subrecipient is a past recipient, past performance is reviewed during
the application process and again at contract execution to ensure capacity and progress in
meeting identified outcomes. Prior to contract execution and the first draw request,
subrecipients will be required to attend an orientation session. The orientation session will
discuss CDBG program requirements such as: the monitoring process, HUD income eligibility
requirements, collecting and reporting “client demographic data” as mandated per HUD
guidelines, the HUD outcome and performance measures, and the City forms used for reporting
progress and draw requests. Following contract execution, a risk assessment is conducted on
every activity or subrecipient to determine risk of noncompliance with CDBG program
requirements.
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This assessment is based on several determining factors which are outlined below. Each activity
is then assigned a score or “risk factor” based on the results of this assessment. Activities with a
higher score are presumed to be at higher risk of noncompliance with one or more laws,
regulations, or performance requirements and will be more closely and/or frequently
monitored by staff until compliance is assured.
Risk Assessment Questions and Corresponding risk factor points

Points

1.

Is the subrecipient new to the CDBG program? (Y=3 / N=0)

2.

Is the subrecipient new to the CDBG program? (Y=3 / N=0)

3.

Is this a new activity for the subrecipient? (Y=2 / N=0)

4.

Has the subrecipient successfully completed this activity in prior years? (Y=1 / N=0)

5.

Does the subrecipient have any unresolved audit findings? (Y=1 / N =0)

6.

Has the subrecipient experienced recent turnover in staff responsible for conducting the
CDBG activity (Y=2 / N=0)

7.

Has the subrecipient corrected any issues or findings from previous monitoring visits?
(Y=1 / N=2 / N/A=0)

8.

Has the subrecipient consistently met performance goals in prior year activities?
(Y=0 / N=1 / N/A=1)

9.

What type of activity is the applicant conducting?
¾

Public Service = 3

¾

Economic Development = 2

¾

Neighborhood Revitalization = 2

¾

Acquisition/Construction = 1

¾

Planning, Infrastructure, Public Facilities =0

10. Is other information available which may indicate a need for more frequent monitoring of
the activity (Y= 1‐3 / N=0) – See Comments
11. TOTAL SCORE

XXX

Comments:
Activities scoring from 0‐5 points are considered to be “low risk” and need a minimum amount
of monitoring. These activities will generally be reviewed once per year unless situations dictate
otherwise. Monitoring of these activities will generally take place after higher risk activities
have been adequately addressed.
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Activities scoring from 6‐10 points are considered to be a “medium risk” and will be monitored a
minimum of once every other year, preferably within the first six months of the program year.
Based upon the results of the initial monitoring visit, staff will determine the need for and
frequency of additional visits/reviews. These activities will generally be monitored after high
priority activities have been adequately addressed.
Activities scoring 11 points or above are considered to be “high risk” and will receive first
priority for monitoring. High priority activities will generally be monitored within the first 3
months of the program year to head off potential noncompliance issues. High‐risk subrecipients
may also be required to submit additional documentation as needed with their quarterly reports
to allow for closer evaluation of the project through desk monitoring. The need for and
frequency of additional on‐site monitoring visits will be determined by staff based on the results
of the initial visit.

2. Desk Monitoring
Monitoring is an ongoing process for the City of Nampa. A review of the subrecipient’s
progress and capacity is conducted at all stages of contact. The formal stages of contact
include draw requests, quarterly reports and close‐out.
¾ Draw Requests: both sub‐recipients and City‐sponsored projects are submitted on an
official form requiring progress and financial information. A review of invoices and
supporting documentation is conducted to ensure that all costs correspond to project
services as outlined in recipient’s application/contract budget. Draw requests are not
processed unless progress reports are submitted.
¾ Quarterly Reports: at the end of each quarter, CDBG recipients submit a report
including financial information, beneficiary data, progress toward completion and
narratives are required of all projects.
¾ Year‐End/Close‐out Reports: are submitted within sixty days after the close‐out of a
contract synthesizing the outcomes achieved during the project year. At the end of the
contract year, the CDBG staff compiles all client demographic data reported by the
CDBG subrecipients on their quarterly reports and prepares a comprehensive clients’
statistical report that becomes part of the CAPER (a mandated yearly HUD report).

3. On‐Site Monitoring
In addition to desk monitoring, the City of Nampa is committed to conducting on‐site
monitoring reviews every year. These site visits review subrecipients records for program
and/or financial management compliance. Additionally, records will be reviewed for
Conflict of Interest Statements. A checklist used at these site visits was developed and
approved by HUD in December, 2004. (The City is currently updating the checklists to
correspond to the new HUD monitoring checklists). An official letter reporting the results
of the monitoring visit will be sent to the authorized agency official within thirty days of the
monitoring visit. This letter will identify any concerns or findings and suggestive corrective
actions as well as a timeframe in which to respond to the suggestive corrective actions.
Funds may be withheld until the satisfactory actions are taken.
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4. Ongoing Technical Assistance
The monitoring process is further enhanced by regular contact between the CDBG grant
staff and the CDBG subrecipients. Constant communication and technical assistance is
offered at all stages of the program from application to close out to ensure compliance with
appropriate regulations. Additionally, CDBG grant staff remains in contact with other City
officials to facilitate any permitting and inspections necessary for any building or
construction activities.

Residential Anti‐Displacement and Relocation Assistance Plan
Under Section 104 (d) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended,
the City of Nampa, Idaho will replace all occupied, and vacant but occupiable, low/moderate
income dwelling units demolished or converted to a use other than as low/moderate income
housing as a direct result of activities with funds provided under the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 as amended, as described in 24 CFR 570.606 (c), 24 CFR 91.353 (e),
and 24 CFR 42.375.
Section 104 (d) of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, provides
that dwelling units which meet the definition of “substandard housing unsuitable for
rehabilitation”, and which have been vacant for at least six months prior their conversion or
demolition, are exempted from coverage under the plan. For purposes of this plan, the City of
Nampa hereby adopts the following definitions and will include them as adopted in the Five‐
Year Strategic Plan for Housing and Community Development.
“Standard housing” is defined as a housing unit, which at the minimum meets the housing
quality standards set forth in the Section 8 Program for Housing Quality Standards (HQS) (24
CFR 982.401) and all state and local codes and zoning ordinances, and for new construction,
meets all accessibility standards regarding Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and for
“covered multi‐family dwellings (as defined at 24 CFR Section 100.21) also meets the Fair
Housing Act’s design and construction requirements. New construction projects must also meet
the Model Energy Code published by the Council of American Building Officials.
“Substandard suitable for rehabilitation” means a housing unit, or in the case of multiple unit
buildings the building or buildings containing the housing units, which have at least three major
systems in need of replacement or repair and the estimated cost of making the needed
replacements and repairs is less than 75 percent of the estimated cost of new construction of a
comparable unit or units.
“Substandard not suitable for rehabilitation” means any such housing unit or units for which the
estimated cost of making the needed replacements and repairs is greater than or equal to 75
percent of the estimated cost of new construction or a comparable unit or units.
These definitions are not intended to prevent the preservation of substandard housing not
suitable for rehabilitation if the project sponsor and/or the City determine that the unit or
units should be rehabilitated and preserved to achieve other goals established for the project
including but not limited to the preservation of buildings with historical or architectural
significance.
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All replacement housing will be provided within three years after the commencement of the
demolition or conversion. Before entering into a contract committing the City of Nampa to
provide funds for an activity that will directly result in demolition or conversion, the City of
Nampa will make public by publication in the Idaho Press Tribune and submit to HUD the
following information in writing:
A description of the proposed activity;
The location on a map and number of dwelling units by size (number of bedrooms) that
will be demolished or converted to a use other than as low/moderate income dwelling
units as a direct result of the assisted activities;
A time schedule for the commencement and completion of the demolition or conversion;
The location on a map and the number of dwelling units by size (number of bedrooms) that
will be provided as replacement dwelling units. If such data is not available at the time of
the general submission, the City of Nampa will identify the general location on an area map
and the approximate number of dwelling units by size and provide information identifying
the specific location and number of dwelling units by size as soon as it is available;
The source of funding and a time schedule for the provision of the replacement
dwelling units;
The basis for concluding that each replacement dwelling unit will remain a low/moderate‐
income dwelling unit for at least 10 years from the date of initial occupancy;
Information demonstrating that any proposed replacement of dwelling units with smaller
dwelling units (e.g., a 2‐bedroom unit with two 1‐bedroom units) is consistent with the
housing needs of lower‐income households in the jurisdiction.
The City of Nampa’s Economic / Community Development Department is responsible for
tracking the replacement of housing and ensuring that it is provided within the required period.
The City of Nampa’s Economic / Community Development Department at (208) 468‐5419 is
responsible for ensuring requirements are met for notification and provision of relocation
assistance, as described in section 42.350, to lower‐income person displaced by the demolition
of any dwelling unit or the conversion of a low/moderate unit to another use in connection with
an assisted activity.
Consistent with the goals and objectives of activities assisted under the Act, the City of
Nampa will take the following steps to minimize the displacement of persons from their
homes:
Encourage the rehabilitation of assisted housing to allow tenants and owners to remain in
their homes during and after rehabilitation by phasing in rehabilitation to the degree
possible.
Coordinate code enforcement with rehabilitation and housing assistance programs.
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Evaluate housing codes and rehabilitation standards in reinvestment areas to prevent their
placing undue financial burden on long‐established owners or tenants of multi‐family
buildings.
Stage rehabilitation of apartment units to allow tenants to remain during and after
rehabilitation by working with empty units or buildings first.
Establish or identify facilities to house persons who must be relocated temporarily during
rehabilitation.
Adopt public policies to identify and mitigate displacement resulting from intensive public
investment in neighborhoods.
Establish and provide homeownership counseling for homeowners and renters for persons
wanting to remain in their neighborhood in the face of revitalization pressures.
Establish grant or loan programs for rehabilitation or repairs for property owners that are
not financially burdensome and allow for the needed health and safety repairs.
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APPENDIX A.
Citizen Participation Plan

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN
Introduction
The purpose of the Citizen Participation Plan is to provide information about how Nampa
residents, businesses, community organizations, and agencies may participate in the development
of the City’s Consolidated Plan and related documents. The City considers it the right of all
citizens to be informed about and have the opportunity to comment on the use of public funds.
The Citizen Participation Plan applies to the City’s use of U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds. They are:
(1) the development of a Five-Year Consolidated Plan; (2) each annual Action Plan; (3) each
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER); (4) substantial amendments
to a Consolidated Plan and/or Action Plan; and (5) amendments to the Citizen Participation Plan
itself.
This plan is specifically designed to encourage participation by low and moderate-income
persons, particularly those living in slum or blighted areas and in areas where CDBG funds are
proposed to be used. Low and moderate-income areas are defined as areas having more than 51%
of its population with incomes at less than 80% of the area median income (commonly referred
to as a.m.i.) The City of Nampa would also like to encourage the participation of all of its
citizens, including minorities, non-English speaking persons, and persons with disabilities by
providing information in alternative languages and formats when requested.
The City of Nampa also encourages the participation of residents of public and assisted housing
developments and revitalization areas. The City of Nampa will make available information
regarding the consolidated plan activities to the Nampa Housing Authority and the Southwestern
Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority to encourage collaboration and cooperation. A copy of the
Consolidated Plan, the Annual Action Plans, the CAPER, and any substantial amendments will
be provided to the Nampa Housing Authority to be made available to the public at their office
location.
Public Hearings
At least two public hearings will be conducted annually for the purpose of obtaining citizens’
comments on the Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and the CAPER. These hearings will
provide a forum to respond to comments and questions. Citizens, public agencies, and other
interested parties will have the opportunity to provide input on Nampa’s primary housing and
community development needs. Every five years a public hearing will be conducted on the new
Consolidated Plan.
One of the public hearings will be held prior to the final adoption of the Consolidated Plan
and/or annual Action Plan. This hearing, at a minimum, will include a review of: (a) how the
need for the proposed activities were developed (b) how the proposed activities will be funded
and sources of funds (c) date the application will be submitted to HUD (d) the requested amount
of CDBG funds (e) the estimated portion of CDBG funds that will benefit low and moderateincome persons (f) where the proposed activities will be conducted (g) plans to minimize

displacement of persons and businesses as a result of funded activities (h) plans to assist persons
actually displaced (i) the nature of such activities, and (j) the relevance of the proposed activities
to the goals and objectives set forth in the Consolidated Plan.
One of the public hearings shall be held to review the status of funded activities and at a
minimum will include a review of: (a) a general description of the accomplishments to date, (b) a
summary of all expenditures to date, (c), a general description of remaining work, and (d) a
general description of any changes made to the CDBG project budget, performance targets,
activity schedules, project scope, location, objectives, or beneficiaries.
Notification
Notice of each hearing will be published consistent with the requirements of Idaho Code, Section
60-109. Notices for public hearings will be published at least fourteen days in advance of the
public hearing date. The City will advertise through notice in the local newspaper of record, The
Idaho Press Tribune, and place notices on its website. Efforts shall be made to publish these
notices in Spanish as well as English. The notice will describe the availability of services for
persons with disabilities.
Non-English speaking residents are encouraged to participate. Non-English speaking residents
can request translations by calling (208) 468-5419 at least 48 hours in advance. Services for
those who are hearing impaired will be provided upon request.
Location
All public hearings and public meetings will be held in locations accessible to low and moderateincome residents and people with disabilities. Hearings will be held at times and locations
convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries
Comment Periods
Citizens will be provided the opportunity to comment on the Citizen Participation Plan, the
Consolidated Plan, annual Action Plans, substantial amendments, and performance reports. The
City will provide a period of not less than thirty days for comment on the Consolidated Plan and
Annual Action Plans. A period of fifteen days will be allowed for comment on the CAPER. The
Plan, Action Plan, and CAPER will be available to the public at Nampa City Hall, the Nampa
Public Library, and the Nampa Housing Authority during regular business hours. The Plan or
any requested documents will be provided in a format accessible to persons with disabilities
upon request.
Comments or views of citizens both in writing and orally at public hearings must be considered
in the preparation of the plan, annual action plan, and CAPER. A summary of the comments and
a summary of any views not accepted and the reasons shall be attached to the plan or report.

Substantial Amendments
Recognizing that changes may be necessary to Consolidated and Action Plans after approval,
HUD allows for amendments to these plans. The following criteria will be used in determining if
the changes constitute a substantial amendment. They asked us to remove the entire b section.
There has also been a recent change to the Public Request requirements. Our office will be
moving downtown in January/February. Not sure what the street address is but I will find out so
it can be included too.
a) Any increase or decrease of the cost of any approved activity in an amount of 10% over the
annual block grant allocations or any addition or deletion of an activity
b) These potential activity changes must be in line with the Consolidated Plan Priorities
If an amendment is deemed necessary, the City will prepare the proposed changes and conduct a Public
Hearing. As indicated in the section regarding public hearings, notification of hearing will be published
fourteen days in advance of the hearing. A 30-day period will be established to receive comments on the
amendment before the documentation is submitted to HUD.

Comments or views of citizens both in writing and orally at public hearings must be considered
in the preparation of the substantial amendments. A summary of the comments and a summary of
any views not accepted and the reasons shall be attached to the substantial amendments of the
Consolidated Plan.
Meetings
Public meetings of the City Council and other boards and commissions overseeing HUD
programs provide opportunities for citizen participation and comment on a continuous basis.
Notice of public meetings is subject to the Open Meeting Act. Meeting dates, locations, and
proposed agendas will be posted at the Office of the City Clerk three days prior to the meeting.
Regular scheduled City Council meetings are the first and third Monday evenings of the month.
All meetings are held in locations accessible to persons with disabilities. Translation for nonEnglish speaking residents and/or those who are hearing impaired will be provided upon request.

Document Access
Citizens, public agencies or other interested parties will be granted timely access to information
and records relating to the jurisdictions’ Consolidated Plan and the jurisdictions use of assistance
under the programs covered by this part during the preceding five years. Requests for public
information must be presented in writing. The city of Nampa will provide a response to the
request within fifteen days of receipt by the City.
Citizens will have the opportunity to review and comment on all CDBG related documents in
draft form prior to submittal to HUD. These documents will be made available at City Hall, the
Nampa Public Library, and Nampa Housing Authority. Upon request, these documents will be
provided in a form accessible to persons with disabilities. Citizens, groups, and other interested

organizations may obtain copies of the written reports by calling the Economic / Community
Development Department at (208) 468-5419 or (800) 368-6185 (TTY).
Outreach
Citizen involvement in the planning process and in the implementation of activities will be
encouraged by outreach efforts. Various means can be utilized to pursue and encourage
participation from low-income and minority households. The following activities will be
considered and then, as deemed appropriate, one or more selections will be made to optimize
citizen participation and collaboration. With more than 22 percent of the population reporting
Hispanic origin in 2010, the City will foster communications by using bi-lingual speech and
written materials in an attempt to enhance involvement. Participation tools range from targeting
the general population to focusing on specific groups. Citizen involvement and education
activities include but are not limited to: focus groups, community asset mapping, neighborhood
planning, design and improvement activities, community visioning, one-on-one or key person
interviews, telephone hotline, surveys, field trips, neighborhood or civic group meetings,
interactive website, citizen advisory groups, open house meetings, the media, bulk mailings,
advertisements, newsletters, and a speakers bureau.
Technical Assistance
The City can provide technical assistance upon request and to the extent resources are available
to groups or individuals that need assistance in preparing funding proposals, provided the level
of technical assistance does not constitute a violation of federal or city rules or regulations. These
groups or individuals must represent CDBG-target neighborhoods or other low-income areas.
The provision of technical assistance does not involve re-assignment of City staff to the proposed
project or group, or the use of City equipment, nor does technical assistance guarantee an award
of funds.
Complaints
The City will provide a substantive written response to every written citizen complaint relative to
the CDBG program. Written complaints must clearly state the complainant’s name, address, and
zip code. A daytime telephone number should also be included in the event further information
or clarification is needed.
If a response cannot be prepared within a 15 working day period, the complainant will be
notified of the approximate date a response will be provided.
ADA/Section 504
The City of Nampa does not discriminate on the basis of disability in the admission or access to,
or treatment or employment in, its programs and activities. The Community Development
Program Manager has been designated as the City’s ADA/Section 504 Coordinator located
within City Hall, 411 3rd St. S. If you have any questions regarding your ADA/Section 504

rights, please call (208) 468-5419 (voice) or Idaho Relay Service (800) 368-6185 (TTY). This
publication can be made available in alternative formats.
Certification
The City of Nampa certifies its intent to use this Citizen Participation Plan as outlined above.
The requirements for citizen participation do not restrict the responsibility or authority of the
City of Nampa for the development and execution of its Consolidated Plan.

APPENDIX E.
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice

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.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

APPENDIX E, PAGE 3

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
and over

Total Number Percentage
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%

Husband‐wife families without children
Source:
2010 Census.

Families with children

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

6,104

22%

3,504

13%

27,729

100%

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.
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Respon
ndent characteristics.1 The
T majority of responden
nts identified their race as
Caucasiaan/White. Overall, 11 perccent of respon
ndents were Hispanic,
H
com
mpared to 23 percent of
Nampa’ss total populaation. Two perrcent of respo
ondents noteed that Spanissh is the langu
uage most
common
nly spoken in their homes.
One in th
hree respond
dents to the su
urvey lives in a household that includess a member with
w a
disability
y. This is high
her than the proportion
p
off people in Naampa who aree disabled, according to
the Censsus (16%). Ass shown in Figgure E‐7, of th
hose househo
olds with a member with a disability,
one in th
hree is in a liv
ving situation that does not meet their accessibility
a
n
needs.
Figure E‐‐7.
Disabilityy Status of
Survey Respondents,
R
City of Nampa, 2012
Note:
n=158 and n==53.
Source:
h & Consulting from 2012
BBC Research
Nampa Resid
dent Survey.

Housingg barriers and discrimination. Survvey respondeents were askked about theiir personal
experien
nce with houssing discrimin
nation, their recommendat
r
tion for how they would respond to
housing discriminatio
on and who to
o contact to file
f a complain
nt. They weree also asked about
a
broader barriers to housing choicee.
Just 5 peercent of resp
pondents belieeve that they personally have
h
experien
nced housing
discrimination; this iss a very low proportion.
p
A
About
11 percent said they knew someo
one who
feels theey have experiences housin
ng discriminaation in Namp
pa. Of these reespondents, about
a
50
percent did nothing about
a
the disccrimination and 19 percen
nt tried to get information to
complain
n but could not find a reso
ource.
Complaint data suppo
ort that residents do not actively
a
pursu
ue action wheen they believ
ve they have
ounter discrim
mination. Bettween 2006 and 2009, justt 15 fair housing complain
nts were
enco
mad
de by residentts in Canyon County,
C
or ab
bout four per year.
y
These complaints
c
represented 4
perccent of all com
mplaints filed in the state, a lower propo
ortion than th
he county’s ov
verall share
of th
he state popullation.

1 These dem
mographics are frrom the resident survey. Demograaphic information
n is not asked of stakeholders.
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Figu
ure E‐8 show
ws what resideents and theirr friends did after
a
they feltt they had beeen discriminaated
against.
Figu
ure E‐8.
Actiion After
Disccrimination,
Cityy of Nampa,
201
12

Note::
n=22..
Sourcce:
BBC Research
R
& Consultin
ng
from 2012 Nampa Resident
Surveey.

Oveerall, only 10 percent of respondents sttated that they
y knew who to
t contact to report housin
ng
disccrimination. In
I addition, ju
ust 5 percent said they kneew which orgganization inv
vestigates
hou
using discrimiination. In sum, between 90
9 and 95 perrcent of Namp
pa residents do
d not know
abo
out fair housin
ng resources.
Resspondents wh
ho rent were also
a asked wh
ho they would contact if th
hey had conceerns about th
heir
rental units. As shown
s
in Figu
ure E‐9, the majority
m
said “I
“ don’t know
w.”
Figu
ure E‐9.
If yo
ou had concerrns with
you
ur landlord and/or rental
property, who would you
contact?

Note::
n=55..
Sourcce:
BBC Research
R
& Consultin
ng from 2012 Nampa
Resident Survey
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Survey participants
p
responded to several questtions about th
he factors thaat led to their current
housing choice, poten
ntial desire to
o move and faactors that prevent them frrom moving.
w Nampa residents
r
chose their curreent housing. The
T
Figure E‐10 presents the reasons why
greatest proportion of
o respondentts chose theirr home because they liked it or they likeed the
neighborrhood. One in
n five selected
d their home because it waas what they could afford. Slightly
more thaan one in 10 (a
( low proporrtion) chose their
t
home beecause, “this is
i the part of Nampa
where people like mee live.”
Figure E‐‐10.
Reasons for Current
Housing Choice
Note:
n=180;
d to greater than 100
0
Numbers add
percent due to
t multiple response
es.
Source:
h & Consulting from 2012
BBC Research
Nampa Resid
dent Survey.

Desire to
t move. Neearly two in fiive residents who respondded to the surrvey would likke to move.
Figure E‐‐11.
Desire to
o Move
Note:
n=171.
Source:
h & Consulting from 2012 Nampa Residen
nt Survey.
BBC Research

Those reesidents who would like to
o move identiified locationss both within
n and outside of Nampa
that they
y would like to
t live. Figuree E‐12 presen
nts the reason
ns why residents who want to move
have nott yet done so. As shown, beeing unable to
o sell their cu
urrent home is
i a primary factor
f
for
more thaan half of the residents wh
ho desire to move.
m
Job locaation is anoth
her importantt factor.
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Figu
ure E‐12.
Facttors Preventin
ng Move
to New
N Housing
Note::
n=82..
Sourcce:
BBC Research
R
& Consultin
ng from 2012
Namp
pa Resident Survey.

When asked abo
out the reason
ns they haven
n’t moved, onlly 1 percent said
s
“I think I would be
disccriminated aggainst in otheer parts of Nam
mpa.”
Theere were, how
wever, two op
pen ended com
mments madee that suggestted fair housiing concerns::
“This was th
he only town the real estate agent wou
uld sell a housse in and otheer real estate
agents wou
uld not help me.”
m
“I just believe that all parts of Nampaa don't receivee the equal prrotection or security
s
serviices
that the mo
ore affluent paarts of Nampaa receive.”
Survey respondeents shared th
he barriers, iff any, preventting them from living elsew
where in Nam
mpa.
Uneemployment, financial con
nstraints in geeneral and ow
wing more on their home than
t
the homee is
worrth were com
mmon barrierss cited. Speciffically:
“Can't sell my
m home for fair
f market vaalue due to itts location.”
“I live in a 107
1 year old house
h
and can
n't afford to fix
f it up to selll.”
“I simply caan't afford bettter. I am stru
uggling to maake ends meett to begin witth, but there is
i
no type of assistance
a
to help
h
my family. We are baarely over the guidelines fo
or food stamp
ps
or anythingg. My tax mon
ney goes to heelp others wh
hich is great exxcept that I can't afford to
o
help my ow
wn family.”
“No job. No running vehicle. Felony in
n background
d.”
“Not enough income. Pro
operty valuess have gone down
d
and I can't get the mo
oney or valuee of
my propertty to buy anotther property
y in the south
h side of town
n.”
“Though I liike my home,, it is now too
o small for my
y growing fam
mily, but we are
a unable to sell
it for the vaalue of our mo
ortgage.”
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In closin
ng, responden
nts were asked if they feel there is adeq
quate informaation, resourcces and
training on fair housing issues in Nampa.
N
Forty
y‐six percent said
s
yes; 54 percent
p
said no,
n as
shown below.
b
Figure E‐‐13.
Adequaccy of Fair Houssing
Resource
es in Nampa
Source:
h & Consulting from 2012
BBC Research
Nampa Resid
dent Survey.

Stakeho
older input.. Several meeetings were held during deevelopment of the Consoliddated Plan
and AI which
w
were atttended by staakeholders who
w serve special needs an
nd low incomee
populatiions. In generral, stakeholders identified
d few barrierss to fair housiing choice afffecting
protecteed classes in Nampa.
N
Most of the barrierrs they descriibed—lack off adequate traansit, lack of
supportiive services and
a the need for
f more emeergency and transitional
t
housing—werre general
barriers for all low in
ncome househ
holds. Some did
d mention faair housing isssues, includin
ng:
“Th
he City of Nam
mpa is doing its best and th
he Communitty Developmeent folks are involved,
butt there are pockets of poveerty not beingg reached, and
d while it may
y not be a con
ncerted
effo
ort to ‘steer’ people
p
of colo
or, the nature of the availab
bility of afforrdable housin
ng outside of
those area is lim
mited, thus so too are their options.”
“Th
he city govern
nment of Nam
mpa needs to remember
r
that they servee families and children in
two
o school districts, not just one.
o Vallivue School Distriict families paay taxes to th
he City of
Nam
mpa, shop in Nampa stores, participatee in Nampa acctivities, but the
t City of Nam
mpa has
sho
own very, very
y little interest in supporting the familiies and childrren of the Vallivue
Sch
hool District, and
a it is widely perceived that this is beecause those children usuaally come
from
m ‘less than desirable’
d
neigghborhoods or
o homes.”
“No
orth Nampa may
m have a deeficiency in paarks/recreatiional opportu
unities. The Laatino
pop
pulation theree feels harasssment from th
he police depaartment and a lack of resp
ponse, when
they
y do get theree they feel thaat they are treated as crim
minals.”
“No
o handicap paarking at term
minal near Sheep Rock Hanggar. Going norrth on Garrity
y must
driv
ve extra mile because of Kings
K
Road resstrictions.”
“Reegarding houssing costs: Ho
ousing costs are
a pretty inteegrated throu
ughout the Citty. There
are pockets of hiigher income and lower in
ncome areas but
b as a wholee you can seee higher
inco
ome neighborhoods right next to starteer‐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)

y 12,000 sq. ft.

 Narrowest lot width in a single family district

y 60 ft.

 Minimum house size requirement (any district)

y —

 Highest density available in a multifamily (MF) district

y 4 DU per 1/2 acre

 Tallest building height in a multifamily district

y 35 ft.
y 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?

y 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?

y 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
y No MF district

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

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

 Does the county have MH standards?

y No
y No
y 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?

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

 Are ADUs allowed by special permit only?

y No

 Does the code address accessory dwelling units?

Parking Requirements
 Number of parking spaces required for single family units

y 2 per DU

 Number of parking spaces required for multifamily units

y 2 per DU
y 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

y CUP = conditional use permit

 BR = bedroom

y 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 municipalsupplied 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 landuse 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
BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING
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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 non‐
profits (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.

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.

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

Units

Accessible
Units

Name

Address

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 Tower

1108 7th Street So.

67

X

Project-based assistance

Greenwood Apartments

114-118 West Greenhurst

15

0

Project-based assistance

Landmark Towers

111 15th Avenue South

40

5

Project-based assistance

Maryland Village I & II

1721 SunnyRidge rd

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

Nampa Housing Authority (NHA)

(Public Housing Projects)

New Hope

80

2

142

9

Project-based assistance

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

Parkwood

1817 Sunnyridge

0

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

9

HOME/Tax Credit (Section 42)

-

Silverwood Apartments

717 11th Avenue South

Southwestern Idaho Cooperative
Housing Authority (SICHA)

(Section 8 Vouchers)

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)

Total

18

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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Loaan denials. Off the potentiall actions
thatt could be tak
ken on a loan::

Figgure E‐17.
Acction Taken on
n Loan Appliccations, City of Nampa, 201
10

“Loan origin
nated” indicaates that
the applicattion was apprroved
and the app
plicant acceptted the
loan;
d” means
“Approved, not accepted
plication was
that the app
approved, but
b the appliccant
chose not to
o accept the loan;
“Denied” siggnifies that th
he
application was not apprroved;
n” indicates that
t
the
“Withdrawn
Sou
urce:
Home Morrtgage Disclosure Actt, 2010.
applicant ch
hose not to pu
ursue
the loan beffore an appro
oval decision had been maade; and
“Determineed incompletee” means thatt the applicatiion was incom
mplete and th
he loan was
not evaluatted.
Durring 2010, theere were 4,08
82 loan appliccations made in the Boise‐Nampa MSA secured by
resiidential properties that inttended to be occupied by owners.
o
Abou
ut half of the loan
l
app
plications werre for refinances; half weree for home pu
urchases; and
d a very smalll proportion (2
(
percent) were fo
or home imprrovement loan
ns. As shown above, the slight majority
y of loans applied
for in Nampa during 2010 weere approved an originated
d.
Figu
ure E‐18 pressents denial rates
r
by race and
a ethnicity
y. Disparities in
i loan appro
ovals between
n
raciial and ethnicc groups are relatively
r
smaall and d not raise
r
fair lend
ding concernss.
Figu
ure E‐18.
Actiion Taken on Loan Applicattions by Race and Ethnicityy, City of Nam
mpa, 2010
Percent
P
o loans
of

Loan
originaated

Application
approved bu
ut Application denie
ed by
not accepted
d
financial instituttion

Application
n
withdrawn by
b
applicant

File closed for
incompleteness

Raace
A
American
Indian or Alaskan Native

0.7%

48.1
1%

3.7%

25.9%

18.5%

3.7%

A
Asian

0.8%

55.2
2%

3.4%

24.1%

13.8%

3.4%

B
Black
or African Amerrican

0.3%

61.5
5%

15.4%

7.7%

15.4%

0.0%

N
Native
Hawiian or Oth
her

0.5%

52.9
9%

0.0%

35.3%

5.9%

5.9%

97.7%

63.0
0%

6.0%

17.7%

11.6%

1.7%

H
Hispanic

12.3%

58.5
5%

6.5%

23.5%

10.0%

1.5%

N Hispanic
Non

87.7%

63.2
2%

5.8%

17.1%

12.2%

1.8%

‐4.7
7%

0.8%

6.4%

‐2.2%

‐0.3%

W
White
Eth
hnicity

Ethnic differrences between
Hispanic/
c/Non Hispanic:

Note::

About nine perccent of applicants did
d not identify their raace and 8 percent did
d not identify their etthnicity in their loan application. This
analysis only inccludes applicants that identified their racee and ethnicity.

Sourcce: Home Mortgage
e Disclosure Act, 2010.
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Reason
ns for deniall. A final impoortant HMDA
A analysis invo
olves examining the reasons for
denial by
y type of loan
n and applican
nt. These characteristics may
m help explain some of the
t
variation
n in approval rates amongg applicants. Figure
F
E‐19 sh
how the reaso
ons for deniaals of loan
applicatiions by race and
a income. As
A the figure demonstrates
d
s, Hispanics have
h
a much higher
h
proportiion of loans th
hat are denied because of credit history
y and debt‐to
o‐income than
n White and
Non‐Hispanics, and a smaller perccentage of inccomplete loan
n applicationss and loans deenied due to
not having enough co
ollateral.
Figure E‐‐19.
Reasons for Denials off Loan Applicaations by
Race, Eth
hnicity and Income of Applicant, Nampaa MSA, 2010

Source: FFIEEC HMDA Raw Data, 2010 and BBC Reseaarch & Consulting.

Just 1.3 percent
p
(56 of
o 4,082) of Nampa’s origin
nated loans was
w considereed subprime in
i 2010.
Two of the
t nine (22%
%) loan appliccations filed by
b American Indian
I
or Alasska Natives were
w
subprim
me; the remain
nder was Whiite loan applications. 2

2

Subprrime” loans have an APR of more than
t
3 percentagee points above com
mparable Treasu
uries. This is consiistent with the
intentt of the Federal Reserve in definingg “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.
Complain
nts filed with HUD,
Nampa, 2010
Source:
HUD.

As show
wn in Figure E‐21, about on
ne‐third of thee complaints had a successsful settlemen
nt. Very few
complain
nts had a “no cause” determination.
Figure E‐‐21.
Complain
nt
Outcome
e,
City of Nampa,
2007‐201
10
Source:
HUD.

As show
wn in Figure E‐22, the vast majority of co
omplaints weere brought on
o the basis off alleged
discrimination because of disabilitty or familial status.
Figure E‐‐22.
Basis forr Complaint,
City of Nampa, 2007‐2
2010
Source:
HUD.

Legal an
nalysis. As part
p of the fairr housing anaalysis, legal caases occurrin
ng in the past ten years
were rev
viewed to dettermine significant fair hou
using issues and
a trends in
n Nampa and the
t Boise
region. None
N
of thesee lawsuits occurred in Nam
mpa; howeverr, they are inccluded here to
o highlight
fair houssing trends in
n the region. Cases
C
were fo
ound on webssites maintain
ned by the Deepartment
of Justicee, the Nationaal Fair Housin
ng Advocate and
a HUD. In many
m
cases, teext was borro
owed
directly from the legaal 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
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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.

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
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.
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