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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.
City of Nampa 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan and
Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
This document represents the Five-year Consolidated Plan for the City of Nampa.

Background on Consolidated Plan
A Consolidated Plan is required of any city, county or state that receives federal block grant
dollars for housing and community development funding from the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD). There are four types of HUD block grant housing and
community development programs: the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), the
HOME Investment Partnerships Program (HOME), the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG), and the
Housing Opportunities for People with AIDS (HOPWA) program.
The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is:


To identify a city’s, county’s or state’s housing and community development needs,
priorities, goals and strategies; and



To stipulate how funds will be allocated to housing and community development activities
during the five year planning period.

Annually, recipients of HUD block grant funds must prepare an Action Plan that details how
funds will be spent in the current program year. This document combines the Five-year Strategic
Plan with the 2017 Action Plan.
The City of Nampa receives approximately $750,000 each year from HUD for housing and
community development activities. In the past, CDBG has been used to fund:


Infrastructure to improve accessibility. These dollars leverage General Fund dollars to
provide more pedestrian-friendly, walkable, accessible environments in Nampa’s oldest
neighborhoods. In 2015, $175,000 was provided for accessibility improvements, leveraging
$18,000 of General Funds, which benefitted as many as 28,000 residents.



Owner occupied rehabilitation. These dollars help low income residents, many of whom
are seniors with disabilities, make needed improvements to their homes. This program has
many ancillary benefits to the City, including neighborhood revitalization that attracts
private capital, preservation of existing housing, and allowing seniors to age in place. In
2015, $166,000 of CDBG was used to benefit 25 homeowners, leveraging $40,000 of private
funds. This provided an average of $8,000 of improvements per household.
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Homeless prevention and shelter. CDBG dollars have helped support operations of the
City’s shelters for persons experiencing homelessness, as well as homeless prevention
activities such as emergency assistance. $60,000 of CDBG was used for these activities in
2015, providing support to 75 residents.



Social service operations. CDBG funds to support nonprofit operations are limited to 15
percent of total funds. The City of Nampa provided $26,000 of CDBG in 2015 (and a larger
$75,000 in 2014) to help nonprofits serve the City’s residents living in poverty. This
leveraged $150,000 of state and private funds.

Top Housing and Community Development Needs
More than 400 Nampa residents and stakeholders helped inform the Consolidated Plan five-year
goals and annual activities to address housing and community development needs. Residents
participated in the Consolidated Plan process at community meetings and public hearings and
through an online and in-person survey about housing needs.
The survey was made available through an email blast to professionals in social services,
housing, residential real estate, economic development, and major employment industries. City
staff distributed the surveys in person to the food pantry, affordable housing providers, senior
housing providers, community gathering places, and elementary schools with lower income
students.
The survey respondents represented a range of Nampa residents:


78 percent of respondents were owners; 20 percent were renters. Two percent lived with
others and did not pay rent. The survey over-represents owners slightly (Nampa’s
homeownership rate is 62%, likely due to the student population, which is not typically
captured in these types of surveys).



Most respondents were long-time residents and had lived in Nampa for more than a
decade: 28 percent had lived in the City for more than 10 years; 31 percent for more than
20 years.



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



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



Seventy-one percent of survey respondents have children living in their homes.



The survey mostly represents middle income Nampa residents: 19 percent of respondents
earn between $35,000 and $50,000; 23 percent earn $50,000 to $75,000.
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Key survey findings:


Roads, sidewalks, and public transit were the top community development needs of
residents: 63 percent said roads and sidewalks need to be improved; 34 percent said the
City needs more public transit.



One in three does not agree that Nampa has sidewalks, streets, and/or bus stops that meet
their accessibility needs. This finding reinforces stakeholder and interview participants’
suggestion that the City of Nampa continue to prioritize investments in sidewalk
accessibility improvements.



When asked what type of housing is needed, survey respondents said: 1) Affordable homes
to buy (52% of respondents), affordable rentals (50%), and single family detached homes
(32%).



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



Nearly one in 10 resident survey respondents (9%) lost a home to foreclosure in the past
10 years. Eight percent said they owe more on their home than it is currently worth. Seven
percent of residents have recently skipped their rent or mortgage payments.



More than 40 percent of residents need weatherization improvements; another 43 percent
need flooring. Thirty percent need improvements to interior walls and ceilings. One-third of
residents need their windows replaced and 38 percent need landscaping/yard
improvements. Most residents haven’t made improvements because they cannot afford to
make them.



Twenty percent of survey respondents had experienced domestic violence; about half
experienced this is Nampa. Counseling and shelter were needed the most after the incident
occurred.



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

Summary of public comments. Citizens and stakeholders will have the opportunity to
comment on the draft Consolidated Plan during the 30-day comment period and at the public
hearing, held during the summer of 2017.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, PAGE 3

Five-year Priorities and Goals
The following Priority Needs and Strategic Goals for the five-year Consolidated Planning cycle
are based on:


Input from more than 400 Nampa residents through a community survey;



A focus group with stakeholders who assist victims of domestic violence, persons who are
homeless, low income students, developers of housing, and representatives of the faith
community;



A housing market analysis; and



Input received in the 30-day comment process and public hearing.

High priority needs


Improved accessibility in Nampa, including transit, community infrastructure, and
accessible homes.



More affordable and diverse housing options. These would help renters who want to buy
achieve homeownership, stabilize low income renters, and meet the market needs for
residents who want to downsize and/or desire housing products other than single family
homes.



Neighborhood revitalization and increased economic opportunity for residents living in
North Nampa. Job growth to allow Nampa residents to both live and work in Nampa.



Improved housing options for individuals/families leaving domestic violence situations.



Expanded key social services—including mental health services—to alleviate demands and
costs of first responders.

Housing priorities


Explore and support opportunities for rental assistance programs and new units to serve
very low income renters, especially families who are leaving domestic violence situations
and/or are families with children.



Explore and support credit counseling, down payment assistance, and affordable infill
opportunities for moderate-income renters wanting to buy in Nampa



Continue housing rehabilitation programs for low and moderate income households,
prioritizing accessibility and visitability.

Economic opportunity priorities


Support and expand job training for residents who are under- and unemployed, especially
to address shortages of workers in food processing and manufacturing.
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Improve transit options in North Nampa, not only to address the needs of residents without
cars, but to accommodate employment growth, business retention and economic
development.



Expand health services, including mental health and healthy food choices, in neighborhoods
and for residents where services are lacking.

Neighborhood and community development priorities


Improve accessibility in Nampa’s older neighborhoods (e.g., sidewalks, ADA improvements,
accessible and visitable homes).



Expand public transit options, especially in neighborhoods where residents are least likely
to have cars and work service and retail jobs that require non-traditional work hours.



Support neighborhood revitalization in North Nampa to address lack of access to healthy
food, lack of mental health and substance abuse services, and crime.

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

Opportunities for economic growth in North Nampa. Nampa has one neighborhood that
has qualified as a HUD-designated Racially and Ethnically Concentrated area of Poverty
(R/ECAP). This neighborhood houses many residents of Hispanic origin who are extremely low
income and many for whom English is a Second Language (ESL). This neighborhood is
challenged by higher than average crime, no grocery stores, limited transit, limited walkability,
and a physical separation from downtown Nampa. Investing in this neighborhood through
improvements in education quality, transit, healthy food, and job training and employment
opportunities would improve the economic outcomes of residents—especially the long-term
economic outcomes of children—and benefit the City overall.
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Five-year Goals and Recommended Action Items
Housing goals
1) Increase and preserve the supply of permanent, quality affordable housing for low and
moderate income households.


Objective 1.1: Encourage affordable rental and infill housing development by
providing non-monetary support (fast track development approvals, a favorable
regulatory environment) to organizations creating affordable rental housing.



Objective 1.2: Enhance homeownership opportunities through homeownership
counseling and incentivizing developers to build starter homes (flexible zoning,
fast track approval, providing infrastructure and/or demolition of vacant
buildings for residential use).



Objective 1.3: Support improvements to existing affordable multi-unit and
owner occupied housing, including accessibility improvements for people with
disabilities.



Objective 1.4: Continue housing rehabilitation program for owner occupied
units.



Objective 1.5: 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.

2) Strengthen supports and housing options for special needs populations, prioritizing
victims of domestic violence and persons with disabilities.


Objective 2.1 Work with surrounding communities (Meridian, Caldwell) and the
faith-based community to create a small supportive housing facility for residents
fleeing domestic violence.



Objective 2.2: Prioritize ADA/accessibility infrastructure improvements


Objective 2.3: Continue to use block grant funds to provide social
services for low income and special needs residents—e.g., mental health
and substance abuse services, emergency rental assistance, homeless
prevention, and shelter operations. Explore expansions to mental health
and substance abuse services in low income neighborhoods.

3) Reduce homelessness.


Objective 3.1: Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.



Objective 3.2: 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.
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Economic opportunity goals
4) Work regionally to improve transportation options.
5) Improve neighborhood conditions in the city’s lowest income areas.


Objective 5.1: Continue to coordinate CDBG funding with long-term City goals,
such as urban revitalization efforts. These should include access to healthy food,
quality education, and job training and employment opportunities.



Objective 5.2: Continue to improve the central neighborhood and encourage
more mixed-income communities.



Objective 5.3: As funding opportunities arise, conduct code enforcement
programs in CDBG-eligible areas.

Evaluation of past performance. The City has consistently done a very good job of
identifying needs and allocating CDBG funds to address those needs. Two exogenous factors
have complicated the City’s ability to address needs as quickly as preferred: 1) Expansion of the
floodplain to include residential properties in downtown Nampa, and 2) The Great Recession
and downturn in the housing market.
The final floodplain maps were finalized in 2011. The projects that were affected by the
floodplain designation will be completed with CDBG and non-CDBG funding. One, the Rails to
Trails project, is in negotiation; CDBG funds helped support the appraisal and acquisition and
development of the property. The Wastewater Plant Improvements are under construction.

2017 Annual Action Plan
During the 2017 program year, the City of Nampa proposes the following activities to address
housing and community development needs:

Housing & community development projects
Housing Loan Home Repair Program, $145,000. Ten households assisted, 100% Low and
Moderate Income (LMI), 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Remodel of Family Justice Center, $208,143. Will benefit more than 5,000 current users and
expand space for 550 new users, for a total benefit of 5,600, 75% of whom are LMI, 20% racial or
ethnic minority.
Brush Up Nampa Program, $15,000. Thirteen households assisted, 100% LMI, 20% racial or
ethnic minority.
Hunter Park ADA Playground, improvements, $54,365. Will benefit more than 2,500 current
users and expand space for 175 new users, for a total benefit of 2,675, 85% of whom are LMI,
30% racial or ethnic minority.
AutumnGold Home Ownership Assistance, $30,000. Five households assisted, all LMI.
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Trinity New Hope Gathering Space, $20,000. Will expand capacity to 16 households assisted,
100% LMI, 25% racial or ethnic minority.
North Canyon Street Pedestrian Improvements, $48,866. Will benefit nearly 90,000 residents,
80% LMI and 30% racial or ethnic minority.

Public service projects
Meals on Wheels operations, $25,000. Will benefit 205 low income seniors.
Jesse Tree support, $30,000. Will benefit 100 LMI residents, 40% who are racial and ethnic
minority.
Salvation Army support, $40,000. Will benefit approximately 2,500 residents, all of whom are
very low income and 25% racial and ethnic minority.
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SECTION I.
Demographic Summary

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

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


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



Concentrated areas of poverty.

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

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

Year

Population

Source:

2000
2007
2011
2015

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

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

Annual
Annual
Growth Rate Households Growth Rate

8.6%
-0.1%
2.1%

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

8.6%
-0.6%
1.1%

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

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

2007

2011

Idaho
2015

34,919

58,254

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

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

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

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

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

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

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic
Non-Hispanic white

18%
82%
78%

21%
79%
74%

24%
76%
73%

25%
75%
72%

12%
88%
83%

Total Population

72,008 84,018

2015
1,654,930

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

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

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

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

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

Total
People

Total People
that are LEP

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

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

Speak English
"very" well

Households

Speak English less
than "very well"

Total Households

34%
35%
21%
35%
69%

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

66%
65%
79%
65%
31%

Total Households
that are LEP

Percent of Households that
are LEP

962

3%

962
896
34
23
9

19%
22%
6%
10%
21%

Source: 2011-2015 ACS 5-year estimates.

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

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

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

Family Households
18,970 — 64%

Married-Couple
Household
13,949 — 47%

with children
6,636 — 22%

Nonfamily Households
10,587 — 36%

Single Head of
Household
5,021 — 17%

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

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

without children
7,313 — 25%

1Note:

with children
1,968 — 7%

with children
1,272 — 4%

without children
1,313 — 4%

without children
468 — 2%

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

Source: 2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

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

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

%

#

Change in Households
2007 to 2011

2015
%

#

%

#

2011 to 2015

%

#

%

7,914

27.3%

7,611

26.9%

6,636

22.5%

-303

-3.8%

-975

-12.8%

2,315

8.0%

1,743

6.2%

1,968

6.7%

-572

-24.7%

225

12.9%

1,011

3.5%

545

1.9%

1,272

4.3%

-466

-46.1%

727 133.4%

17,727

61.2%

18,401

65.0%

19,681

66.6%

674

3.8%

1280

7.0%

Total households 28,967 100.0%

28,300

100.0%

29,557

100.0%

-667

-2.3%

1257

4.4%

Households without children

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

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

Number
with a
Disability
Total Population with a Disability

Percent of Age
Cohort with
Disability

11,436

13%

Population Under 18 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

1,746
124
127
1,176
205
114

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

1999
2007
2010
2011
2015

All Households

Owners

Renters

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

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

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

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

Canyon County

Idaho

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

Number in
Poverty

Percent in
Poverty

15,271
4,717
9,741
813

17%
18%
19%
9%

32,036
10,495
20,112

16%
17%
17%
6%

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

15%
18%
16%
9%

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

1,429

Source: 2015 ACS 1-year estimates.

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

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


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



Nampa’s index is also very low across all races, even lower than the region overall. In 1990,
Nampa’s index for African American/non-Hispanic White residents was moderate at 0.41,
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but has recently decreased to 0.19. Despite having one of the largest Hispanic populations
in Idaho, Nampa’s dissimilarity index for Hispanic residents is 0.18, lower than the region
(0.23). This is a significant finding and indicates that Nampa has done a good job providing
housing opportunities for persons of all races and ethnicities.

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


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



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

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

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

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

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

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION I, PAGE 14

Figure I-15.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 4, LEP, 2015

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

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

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

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


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



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

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

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

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


Describes outreach activities undertaken to encourage community participation;



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



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



Reports the findings from the community outreach process.

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


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



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



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



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

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


Senior Center



Family Justice Center



Recreation Center



Flying M coffee shop



Hispanic Cultural Center



Broadmore Apartments



Civic Center



Silvercrest Apartments



City Hall



Gateway Apartments



Terry Reilly Health Services



Public library



Community Family Shelter

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

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

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

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


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



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



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



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



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

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

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

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


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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

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

Note:

n=424 residents.

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

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

Homeowners
Monthly mortgage or rent

Average
Median

$1,022
$953

Monthly HOA fee

Average
Median

$66
$25

Monthly utility costs

Average
Median

$245
$200

$245
$200

Total Housing + Utilities

Average
Median

$1,333
$1,178

$1,085
$1,000

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

Renters
$840
$800
n/a
n/a

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


Poor credit (31%);



Lack of down payment (27%); and



Too much debt (12%).

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

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

Note:

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

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

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

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

Note:

n=358 residents.

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


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



“Positive.” (Resident survey respondent)

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

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

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

Note:

n ranges from 307 to 369 residents.

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

Note:

n ranges from 332 to 347 residents.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Some survey respondents offered their perspectives on these challenges:


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



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



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

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

Note:

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

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

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

Some respondents provided details on how they managed economic challenges:


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



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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Note:

n ranges from 339 to 344.

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

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

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


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



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



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



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



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



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



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



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

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

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

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

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

Number

Total

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

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

31,198

100%

Table 1 – Residential Properties by Unit Number
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

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

Unit Size by Tenure
Owners
Number

Renters
%

Number

%

No bedroom
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 or more bedrooms

98
203
2,277
16,728

1%
1%
12%
87%

404
1,159
2,990
5,698

4%
11%
29%
56%

Total

19,306

100%

10,251

100%

Table 2 – Unit Size by Tenure
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

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

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

Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built

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

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

1980-1999
1950-1979
Before 1950
Total

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
5,642
32%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
3,034
32%

3,191
1,666

18%
9%

2,808
994

29%
10%

17,616

99%

9,611

100%

Table 3 – Year Unit Built
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

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

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

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
4,857
28%

4,690

27%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
3,802
40%

2,950

31%

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

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

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

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

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

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

Cost of Housing
Median Home Value
Median Contract Rent

Base Year: 2000
89,900

Most Recent Year: 2015
132,900

% Change
48%

460

686

49%

Table 5 – Cost of Housing
Data Source:

2000 Census (Base Year), 2014-2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION III, PAGE 5

HUD estimates the proportion of housing units affordable to renters and owners at different
Median Family Income (MFI) levels, as shown in the table below. The current MFI for Nampa is
$64,300.

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

Renter

Owner

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

50% MFI
80% MFI
100% MFI
Total

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

Table 6 – Housing Affordability
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

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

2000

2015

Change

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

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

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

46%
25%
36%
16%

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

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

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

44%
25%
-27%
-15%

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

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


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



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



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



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

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

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

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

Number and % of
Renters

Income Range

Number and % of
rental units

Rental Gap

Cumulative
Gap

Less than $5,000

1,176

11%

$125

30

0%

(1,146)

(1,146)

$5,000 to $9,999

361

4%

$250

112

1%

(249)

(1,395)

$10,000 to $14,999

908

9%

$375

334

3%

(574)

(1,969)

$15,000 to $19,999

783

8%

$500

694

6%

(89)

(2,058)
(1,177)

$20,000 to $24,999

755

7%

$625

1,636

15%

881

$25,000 to $34,999

1,933

19%

$875

3,648

34%

1,715

538

$35,000 to $49,999

1,768

17%

$1,250

3,825

35%

2,057

2,595

$50,000 to $74,999

1,687

16%

$1,875

426

4%

(1,261)

1,334

$75,000 to $99,999

(743)

592

730

7%

$2,500

$100,000 to $149,999

95

1%

$3,750

$150,000 or more

55

1%

10,251

100%

Total

137

10,843

1%

100%

Source: BBC Research & Consulting.

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

Renter
Max Affordable % homes by
Purchase Gap
home value
value

Income Range

Cumulative
Gap

Less than $5,000

$16,386

7%

-5%

-5%

$5,000 to $9,999

$32,769

2%

-1%

-6%

$10,000 to $14,999

$49,156

1%

-8%

-14%

$15,000 to $19,999

$65,542

1%

-6%

-20%

$20,000 to $24,999

$81,929

4%

-4%

-24%

$25,000 to $34,999

$114,701

21%

3%

-21%

$35,000 to $49,999

$163,860

31%

13%

-8%

$50,000 to $74,999

$245,792

19%

2%

-6%

$75,000 to $99,999

$327,724

8%

1%

-5%

$100,000 to $149,999

$491,587

5%

5%

0%

1%

0%

$150,000 or more
Total

100%

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

Note:

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

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

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


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



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



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



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



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

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

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

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

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

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

Population

Low
Poverty
Index

School
Proficiency
Index

Labor
Market
Index

Transit
Index

Low
Jobs
Transportation Proximity Environmental
Cost Index
Index
Health Index

26.29
28.57
30.28
24.51
26.31

34.11
33.93
28.83
34.72
27.22

24.23
24.35
25.57
24.08
25.71

31.08
31.74
34.77
30.50
35.68

38.50
37.82
43.76
36.98
42.05

9.54
9.11
8.07
9.47
7.87

34.61
50.92
33.98
40.78
24.22

27.92
36.83
26.20
34.49
24.90

25.52
20.06
26.47
20.30
25.39

36.31
22.93
37.66
25.05
35.34

47.51
49.39
42.88
48.50
44.67

8.16
8.00
6.20
8.00
11.02

Total Population
29.10
White, Non-Hispanic
Black, Non-Hispanic
28.65
Hispanic
23.96
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
30.12
Native American, Non-Hispanic22.91
Population in Poverty
White, Non-Hispanic
23.45
Black, Non-Hispanic
41.41
Hispanic
20.94
Asian or Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic
34.76
Native American, Non-Hispanic17.58
Note:

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

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

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

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

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

Note:

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

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

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

Note:

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

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

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

Note:

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

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

Transportation access. HUD identifies transportation opportunities through the Low
Transportation Cost Index and the Transit Trips Index. The low transportation cost indicator not
only measures the cost of transport but also proximity to public transportation. The transit trips
indicator measures how often low-income families use public transportation because
transportation use is a general indication of public transit availability.
Figure IV-6 depicts the distribution of transit trips and Figure IV-7 depicts the distribution of low
transportation costs in Nampa. Transits trip are low and transportation costs are high across the
City because Nampa does not have their own public transportation system. The data presented
in these figures do not provide detailed insight into access to transportation opportunities
among residents of varying race and ethnicity because the entire City is affected by the lack of
public transportation.
Access to low transportation costs, seen in Figure IV-7, shows more variation among Census
tracts than Figure IV-6, transit trips. Central Census tracts in Nampa have lower transportation
costs, likely caused by higher density and job proximity; therefore reducing transportation costs
for individuals residing near central Nampa.
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Figure IV-6.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 10, Demographics and Transit Trips, Transit
Trips and Race/Ethnicity, 2015

Note:

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

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

Note:

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

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

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

Source: Valley Regional Transit (VRT).

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

Note:

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

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

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

Note:

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

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

A recent report conducted by Alta Planning + Design found that census tracts in central Nampa,
specifically 201 and 202, have the highest barriers to healthy living conditions. The Nampa
Healthy Conditions Assessment identifies these census tracts as having a large amount of people
without a vehicle, living below the poverty line, living with a disability, uninsured, and living in
substandard housing. There were also higher rates of violent crimes in these areas.
The assessment also reports findings from a visit to the City and interviews with city
departments, non-profit service providers and schools. After physically evaluating the two atrisk census tracts, the report brings up additional concerns around pedestrian connectivity,
greenspace, healthy food options and violations of the city code. Interviewees also identified
what they thought were the three biggest issues: affordable housing, lack of transportation, and
food access.
These findings are in line with the above analysis of the HUD AFFH maps and access to
opportunity indicators.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION IV, PAGE 11

Housing Choice and Access to Opportunity of Residents with Disabilities
As discussed in Section I, 13 percent of Nampa residents have a disability. This is a slightly lower
proportion than was estimated in the last Consolidated Plan (16%). Since 2000, the number of
older residents in Nampa has been stable while the number of school aged children has
increased. The overall proportion of persons with a disability has decreased most likely because
the senior population, which disproportionally has more incidences of disabilities, is not
increasing at the same rate as nearby cities.
The U.S. Census estimates that 11,436 residents in Nampa have a disability.
As shown in Figure IV-11, seniors have the highest incidence of disability. The most common
types of disabilities are:


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



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

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

Number
with a
Disability
Total Population with a Disability

Percent of Age
Cohort with
Disability

11,436

13%

Population Under 18 years
Hearing
Vision
Cognitive
Ambulatory
Self-care

1,746
124
127
1,176
205
114

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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



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



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


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



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



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



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

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

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

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

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

Note:

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

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

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

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

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

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

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION V, PAGE 5

publicly available at the time this document was prepared. It also compares the results of the
HMDA analysis with lending outcomes reported in the last AI.
This analysis was completed at the county level to provide a broader dataset of minority
applicants and better detect any fair lending concerns. As discussed in Section I, the dissimilarity
index was higher in the region than for the City alone.

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

Number

Percent

Percent of
Total
Population

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

61
51
47
33
7,845

1%
1%
1%
1%
89%

1%
1%
0%
1%
86%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

1,034
7,091

12%
81%

25%
75%

SECTION V, PAGE 6

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


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



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



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



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



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

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

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

Outcome of applications by race and ethnicity. Figure V-4 presents more detail on the outcomes
of loan applications, focusing on differences in race and ethnicity.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION V, PAGE 7

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

Percent
Originated

Percent
Approved but
Not Accepted
by Applicant

Percent
Denied

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

59%
57%
57%
52%
67%

3%
2%
2%
6%
4%

28%
12%
30%
30%
15%

10%
10%
11%
3%
11%

0%
0%
0%
9%
3%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

62%
67%

4%
4%

21%
14%

10%
11%

3%
3%

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

-9%
-8%
-6%

-2%
-1%
0%

15%
13%
7%

-1%
-1%
-1%

-3%
-3%
0%

Race/Ethnicity

Note:

Percent
Percent
Withdrawn Incomplete

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

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

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

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

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

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

60%
68%
69%
67%

24%
16%
15%
13%

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

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

Collateral
Insufficient

Credit
Application
Incomplete

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

25%
0%
0%
0%
20%

0%
0%
11%
0%
10%

25%
50%
22%
0%
29%

25%
0%
33%
75%
24%

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Non-Hispanic

9%
20%

6%
10%

35%
29%

30%
24%

Race/Ethnicity

Note:

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

Insufficient Cash
(downpayment,
closing costs)

Unverifiable
Information

0%
0%
11%
0%
3%

0%
25%
11%
0%
2%

0%
0%
11%
25%
6%

25%
25%
0%
0%
6%

2%
3%

3%
3%

6%
6%

8%
6%

Other
Reasons

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

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

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


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



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

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

comparable Treasuries. This is consistent with the intent of the Federal Reserve in defining “subprime” in the HMDA data.
3 http://www.federalreserve.gov/pubs/bulletin/2015/pdf/2014_HMDA.pdf
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SECTION VI.
Fair Housing Environment, Contributing
Factors and Strategies

SECTION VI.
Fair Housing Environment, Contributing Factors
and Strategies
This section examines the fair housing environment in the City of Nampa. The contents are
consistent with the requirements of HUD’s new Assessment of Fair Housing (AFH) template and
include the following:


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



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



An overview of fair housing resources.

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

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

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

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

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


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



Allow children to attend schools outside of their neighborhoods, and



Expand transit access.

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

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

1988.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING

SECTION VI, PAGE 3

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

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

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

Complaints filed with the State of Idaho. IHRC enforces the State of Idaho’s employment and
housing anti-discrimination laws. Complaints can be filed online
(http://humanrights.idaho.gov/complaint.html), by phone and through regular or email. IHRC
can only enforce state fair housing law, as the state’s law is not substantially equivalent to the
federal FHA.
IHRC provides mediation services to resolve complaints for little or no cost. About 20 percent of
cases filed with IHRC are settled through this process.
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If mediation is not selected, IHRC investigates the complaint and issues a finding of “no cause” if
the available evidence does not suggest that illegal discrimination occurred or “probably cause.”
In that case, IHRC seeks a resolution to compensate the victim and ensure that others will not
receive similar treatment. If a resolution is reached, this becomes a “conciliation agreement” and
the dispute is closed.
When a resolution is not agreed upon, IHRC may file an action in district court on behalf of the
victim or the victim may withdraw the lawsuit. This must occur within one year of the filing of
the complaint.
Individuals may also file a private action in court; they must do so 90 days from the IHRC’s
dismissal of a complaint.

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

FEDERAL FHA
Protected Classes
● Race

HUD

Fair Housing Inquiry
and Complaint Process

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

IHFA/Fair Housing Forum

● Color

http://fairhousingforum.org/

● National origin

IFHC

● Religion

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

● Sex
● Familial status
● Disability

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

STATE OF IDAHO
Protected Classes
● Race
● Color

IHRC

Fair Housing Inquiry
and Complaint Process

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

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

● National origin
● Religion

IFHC

● Disability

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

● Providers with two or
more properties

Legal Aid

● Sex

http://www.idaholegalaid.org/

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

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

Disablity Based
Complaints

Total
Complaints

Percent

64
30
16
17
13
11
12
1
2
2
193

121
51
35
32
15
14
14
10
8
6
346

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

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

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

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

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


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


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

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

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

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

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

Executive Summary
ES-05 Executive Summary - 24 CFR 91.200(c), 91.220(b)
1.

Introduction

This document represents the Five-year Consolidated Plan for the City of Nampa. It covers program
years 2017 through 2021.
A Consolidated Plan is required of any city, county or state that receives federal block grant dollars for
housing and community development funding from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD). There are four types of HUD block grant housing and community development
programs: the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), the HOME Investment Partnerships
Program (HOME), the Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) and the Housing Opportunities for People with
AIDS (HOPWA) program.
The purpose of the Consolidated Plan is:
To identify a city’s, county’s or state’s housing and community development needs, priorities, goals and
strategies; and
To stipulate how funds will be allocated to housing and community development activities during the
five year planning period.
The City of Nampa receives approximately $750,000 in CDBG dollars each year directly from HUD. The
City and nonprofit housing providers can also apply for HOME dollars through Idaho Housing and
Finance Administration (IHFA); these funds are awarded on a competitive basis annually. ESG and
HOPWA are also competitive and awarded based on the numbers of specialized populations and need
for shelters and services.
Annually, recipients of HUD block grant funds must prepare an Action Plan that details how funds will be
spent in the current program year. This document combines the Five-year Strategic Plan with the 2017
Action Plan.
A new requirement of the Consolidated Plan is incorporation of fair housing goals and strategies. The
2017-2021 Consolidated Plan for Nampa includes identification of barriers to fair housing choice (also
called “contributing factors”), a prioritization of fair housing actions, and goals and a plan to address
those barriers. The fair housing analysis for this Consolidated Plan follows HUD’s new Assessment of Fair
Housing framework, or AFH.
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2.

Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview

The following high priority needs were identified in the Consolidated Plan research and will guide
funding allocations during the next five years:


Revitalization of commercial and residential properties in targeted neighborhoods.



Creation and preservation of quality housing affordable to low and moderate income households.



Supportive service provision for special needs residents and residents experiencing homelessness.



Job creation and economic development.



Prevention and reduction in homelessness.

During PY2017, CDBG will fund the following activities to address high priority needs. The expected
outcomes will include:
Housing & Community Development Projects
Housing Loan Home Repair Program, $145,000. Ten households assisted, 100% Low and Moderate Income
(LMI), 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Remodel of Family Justice Center, $208,143. Will benefit more than 5,000 current users and expand space for
550 new users, for a total benefit of 5,600, 75% of whom are LMI, 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Brush Up Nampa Program, $15,000. Thirteen households assisted, 100% LMI, 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Hunter Park ADA Playground, improvements, $54,365. Will benefit more than 2,500 current users and
expand space for 175 new users, for a total benefit of 2,675, 85% of whom are LMI, 30% racial or ethnic
minority.
AutumnGold Home Ownership Assistance, $30,000. Five households assisted, all LMI.
Trinity New Hope Gathering Space, $20,000. Will expand capacity to 16 households assisted, 100% LMI, 25%
racial or ethnic minority.
North Canyon Street Pedestrian Improvements, $48,866. Will benefit nearly 90,000 residents, 80% LMI and
30% racial or ethnic minority.
Public Service Projects
Meals on Wheels operations, $25,000. Will benefit 205 low income seniors.
Jesse Tree support, $30,000. Will benefit 100 LMI residents, 40% who are racial and ethnic minority.
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Salvation Army support, $40,000. Will benefit approximately 2,500 residents, all who are very low income
and 25% racial and ethnic minority.

3.

Evaluation of past performance

The City has consistently done a very good job of identifying needs and allocating CDBG funds to address
those needs. Two exogenous factors have complicated the City’s ability to address needs as quickly as
preferred: 1) Expansion of the floodplain to include residential properties in downtown Nampa, and 2)
The Great Recession and downturn in the housing market.
The final floodplain maps were finalized in 2011. The projects that were affected by the floodplain
designation will be completed with CDBG and non-CDBG funding. One, the Rails to Trails project, is in
negotiation; CDBG funds helped support the appraisal and acquisition and development of the property.
The Wastewater Plant Improvements are under construction.

4.

Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process

Citizen participation opportunities for the development of the Five-year Consolidated Plan and Fair
Housing Assessment included:


A resident survey offered online and on paper, in English and Spanish—430 residents responded.
These responses are up considerably from 2012, when 220 residents participated in the
Consolidated Plan survey.



Stakeholder in-depth interviews—11 participants; and



An open house community meeting on April 24—6 people attended.

Consistent with its Annual Action Plan efforts, the City worked closely with nonprofit organizations,
many who work with low and moderate income residents and special needs residents, to get the word
out about the survey and meetings. Nampa staff promoted participation in the Consolidated Plan and
Action Plan through postings on the City’s website and four email blasts to nearly 250 stakeholders and
residents.
Consistent with the City’s Citizen Participation Plan, bilingual services and reasonable accommodations
were available upon request.
City staff also hosted an application workshop on May 9, 2017 for interested CDBG program applicants.
Notices were distributed to agencies that serve low and moderate income persons and posted on the
City’s website, along with an application. A special Council workshop was held in which applicants made
a short presentation to City Council and CDBG staff.
The draft comment period began on June 28, 2017. A public hearing was held with City Council at the
conclusion of the comment period on August 7, 2017. The draft comment period were noticed through
the local newspaper, the Idaho Press Tribune, email blasts to stakeholders, and postings on the City’s
website.
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The Nampa fair housing analysis also leveraged elements of the State of Idaho Assessment of Fair
Housing public process and the City’s Consolidated Plan 2017 resident survey.

5.

Summary of public comments

This section will be completed after the public comment period has ended

6.

Summary of comments or views not accepted and the reasons for not accepting them

The City of Nampa accepts all public comments.

7.

Summary

Please see above.
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The Process
PR-05 Lead & Responsible Agencies 24 CFR 91.200(b)
1.
Describe agency/entity responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and those
responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source
The following are the agencies/entities responsible for preparing the Consolidated Plan and
those responsible for administration of each grant program and funding source.
Agency Role
Lead Agency
CDBG Administrator
HOME Administrator
ESG Administrator
HOPWA Administrator

Name

Department/Agency
Economic Development Department
Economic Development Department
N/A
N/A
N/A

NAMPA
NAMPA
N/A
N/A
N/A

Table 1 – Responsible Agencies

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information:
Robin Collins
Deputy Director, Economic Development Department
City of Nampa | 9 12th Avenue South| Nampa, ID 83651
208-468-5430

Consolidated Plan
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

NAMPA

5

PR-10 Consultation - 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)
1.

Introduction

This section of the Consolidated Plan and Action Plan describes how the city worked with stakeholders
and public and private partners to develop allocation priorities—and how this consultation and
coordination will continue through the planning period. Sections SP-40 and AP-95 also provide
information on institutional structure and program delivery.

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(I)).
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 3 Housing
Coalition (Continuum of Care Region for state program) meetings as well as the Idaho Housing Policy
Coordination Council. Additionally a representative attends Nampa Community Cares group, a group of
homeless and faith based service providers looking to coordinate efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons. While similar to the Region 3 coalition, this group specifically focuses on needs in
Nampa. 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. With some expansion to the City website, it has been a valuable resource
in directing residents and providers to resources and services.
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 the applications that most agencies in Nampa serving low income are
working well together and are striving to improve services and reduce duplication.
Additionally, during the Program Year 2015 the City became a recipient of the Robert Wood Johnson
Foundation's Invest Health initiative. This initiative brings together diverse leaders to develop new
strategies for increasing and leveraging private and public investments to accelerate improvements in
neighborhoods facing the biggest barriers to better health. This initiative was developed to provide an
opportunity to transform the way local leaders work together to create solution-driven and diverse
partnerships. These partnerships will emphasize making changes in low-income neighborhoods to
improve resident health and well-being. These changes can focus on increasing access to quality jobs,
affordable housing, and nutritious food, and reducing crime rates and environmental hazards. The
neighborhood of focus for the Invest Health initiative coincides with the HUD approved Neighborhood
Revitalization Strategy Area.
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Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness
The Continuum of Care (CofC) plan funds which Nampa organizations can receive to address
homelessness are administered by IHFA with direction provided by regional coalitions. Nampa is a part
of the Region 3 Housing Coalition for the balance of state CofC. While the City of Nampa does not
receive these funds directly, nonprofits within the City apply for these funds. The Salvation Army, CATCH
Inc. and IDAHO, Inc. all have received funds to benefit homeless and those at risk of homeless in the
City. IHFA administers HUD Emergency Shelter and Supporting Housing Grant funds that benefit local
homeless individuals and providers. As referenced in the affordable housing section of this report, the
City continues to be active in the Region 3 Housing Coalition. The City assists agencies within the
community in applying for ESG funding from IHFA through support letters, application assistance and
consolidated plan consistency letters as requested. Additionally the City serves as an advocate for the
agencies through communication and partnership with IHFA.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS
As discussed above, Nampa does not operate under a regional CofC and does not directly plan the use of
these funds. Close collaboration is maintained, however, with local and regional nonprofits that work in
partnership with IHFA and receive CofC funding through that agency. IHFA develops its own funding
policies and procedures for operation and administration of HMIS as the direct recipient of CofC
funding.

2.
Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdiction’s consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities
The City engaged affordable housing developers and service providers through focus groups and
interviews during the Consolidated Plan process. Eleven organizations participated in a focus group to
discuss the City’s greatest housing and community development needs. Attendees represented the
following organizations:
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Organizations Represented in Stakeholder
Consultation

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

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting
All relevant organizations, agencies and stakeholders were invited to participate in development of the
Consolidated Plan, Action Plan and AI.
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Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan
Name of Plan

Lead Organization

State of Idaho Balance of State
Continuum of Care

Idaho Housing and Finance
Association

State of Idaho Analysis of
Impediments to Fair Housing
Choice

Idaho Housing and Finance
Association
Idaho Department of Commerce

City of Nampa Comprehensive
Plan and relevant Land Use and
Zoning Regulations

Nampa Planning Division

Nampa Housing Authority
Policies and Procedures

Nampa Housing Authority

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?
Nampa’s goals of improving
economic outcomes of low
income residents, providing
emergency rental assistance, and
improving housing options and
social and supportive services for
people including but not limited
to people with special needs and
individuals/families leaving
domestic violence situations.
These will contribute to the CofC
objective of Ending Chronic
Homelessness by preventing
Nampa residents from falling
into homelessness.
The fair housing strategies
established for Nampa
considered opportunities to
collaborate with the State
The City's Comprehensive Plan
was consulted during
preparation of the Consolidated
Plan to ensure goals were
consistent with the needs and
desires of the community. Land
use and zoning regulations were
reviewed to assess barriers to
housing choice.
The housing authority’s policies
and procedures were reviewed
to ensure they support housing
choice and address the greatest
needs of low income residents.

Table 3 – Other local / regional / federal planning efforts

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any
adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan
(91.215(l))
As mentioned above, this study leveraged elements of the IHFA CofC processes.
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PR-15 Citizen Participation
Summary of citizen participation process and efforts made to broaden citizen participation.
Citizen participation opportunities for the development of the Consolidated Plan and AI included:


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



Stakeholder in-depth interviews—11 participants; and



An open house community meeting on April 24—6 people attended.

Resident input. Resident surveys were promoted through the City’s social media networks and
neighborhood groups and posted on the City’s community development webpage. Paper postage-paid
response surveys and promotional flyers were distributed to locations where the City’s low and
moderate income residents’ and members of special needs populations live, recreate, and receive
services. Distribution sites included the Senior Center, Recreation Center, Hispanic Cultural Center, Civic
Center, City Hall, Terry Reilly Health Services, the Community Family Shelter, the Family Justice Center,
Flying M coffee shop, Broadmore Apartments, Silvercrest Apartments, Gateway Apartments, and the
public library.
The survey and community meeting were also promoted through stakeholders who work with low
income and special needs populations and workforce. These organizations included social service
agencies, housing providers, housing developers, employers, Chambers of Commerce, special needs
organizations, and community leaders. Altogether, more than 250 stakeholders were contacted about
the survey availability, focus groups and the community meetings.
A total of 430 residents completed the 2017 resident survey either online or on paper—about 200 more
residents than the number who participated in the last Consolidated Plan survey. The survey
respondents represented a range of Nampa residents:


Seventy-eight percent of respondents were owners; 20% were renters. Two percent lived with
others and did not pay rent. The survey over-represents owners slightly (Nampa’s homeownership
rate is 62%, likely due to the student population, which is not typically captured in these types of
surveys).



Most respondents were long-time residents and had lived in Nampa for more than a decade: 29%
had lived in the City for more than 10 years; 31% for more than 20 years.



Seventy percent of respondents worked full time; 11% worked part time; 6% were retired. Nine
percent were working but would prefer not to (e.g., would like to be stay-at-home parents). Just 4%
are unemployed. Those who are unemployed would like jobs in professional and social services
(e.g., health care, banking, technology, social work). Forty percent said they need additional
training to obtain such a job.
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Twenty one percent of respondents have a disability. This compares to 13% of residents overall. As
such, the survey over-represents people with disabilities and is more reflective of their needs.



Seventy-one percent of survey respondents have children living in their homes.



The survey mostly represents middle income Nampa residents: 19% of respondents earn between
$35,000 and $50,000; 23% earn $50,000 to $75,000.

While the 2017 online survey is not a random sample of residents, it does represent the experiences and
perspectives a cross-section of Nampa residents, and serves to characterize themes and indicators of
need from the respondents’ diverse perspectives.
Section II discusses the primary findings from citizen participation and consultation.
Stakeholder consultation. Stakeholder consultation included in-depth interviews and three facilitated
discussions with housing developers, social service providers, City code enforcement staff, law
enforcement, religious leaders, educational administrators, and youth service providers. The following
figure lists the organizations represented in the stakeholder consultation process.
Organizations Represented in Stakeholder
Consultation

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

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting.

Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal-setting.
All input received through these opportunities informed goal and strategy development. This input, for
example, confirmed that the City should continue to invest in organizations that assist Nampa’s most
vulnerable populations, continue activities that provide affordable housing, and work to stabilize
residents living in and at risk of poverty and homelessness. Prioritizing sidewalk improvements was also
developed through survey responses.
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Citizen Participation Outreach
Sort Order

1

Mode of Outreach

Stakeholder focus
group

2

Resident Survey

3

Open Community
Meeting

4

Newspaper Public
Notices

Target of Outreach

Organizations
providing housing
and services to LMI
residents, special
needs populations
and persons who
are homeless
Online and paper
survey. Paper
survey distributed
through social
service and
housing
organizations
Promoted through
stakeholders who
work with low
income and special
needs populations
and workforce
All parties
interested in
providing public
comment on the
Draft Consolidated
Plan and AI

Summary of
response/attendance

Summary of
comments received

Summary of comments
not accepted and
reasons

11 attendees

Findings are
summarized in
Section II.

All comments were
accepted

N/A

430 respondents

Findings are
summarized in
Section II.

All comments were
accepted

N/A

6 attendees

Findings are
summarized in
Section II.

All comments were
accepted

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Table 4 – Citizen Participation Outreach
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URL (If
applicable)

Needs Assessment
NA-05 Overview
Needs Assessment Overview
This section of the Consolidated Plan examines housing, community and economic development needs
of residents. As required by HUD, the assessment is based on an analysis of “disproportionate needs”
tables—discussed below—and informed by resident input and stakeholder consultation.
The top housing, community and economic development needs, according to input from residents and
stakeholders, and disproportionate needs tables, include:


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



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



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



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



Transportation. Lack of public transportation was identified as a major barrier to employment and
skill building, especially for low income residents living in North Central Nampa.
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NA-10 Housing Needs Assessment - 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)
Summary of Housing Needs
Cost burden and severe cost burden, for both renter and owner households, are the most common
housing problem in the City of Nampa. According to the HUD tables below, 2,125 renter households
(21%) experience cost burden and 2,010 renter households (20%) experience severe cost burden. 2,710
owner households (54%) experience cost burden and 1,705 owner households (34%) experience severe
cost burden.
To manage cost burden, more than half of the participants in the resident survey reduced or went
without one or more basic needs in order to pay their housing costs.
Strategies to afford to pay for housing included: cutting back on eating out or entertainment, cutting
back on clothing purchases, going without needed medication/healthcare/dental care, and finding
another job or working multiple jobs.
Demographics
Population
Households
Median Income

Base Year: 2000
51,867
19,379
$34,758

Most Recent Year (2015 – 2017)
96,820
29,557
$40,884

% Change
87%
53%
18%

Table 5 - Housing Needs Assessment Demographics
Data Source:

2000 Census (Base Year), 2017 COMPASS Estimates and 2014-2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)

Number of Households Table
0-30%
HAMFI
3,805
1,340
630

>30-50%
HAMFI
4,355
1,610
890

>50-80%
HAMFI
6,000
2,390
855

>80-100%
HAMFI
3,305
1,605
490

Total Households *
Small Family Households *
Large Family Households *
Household contains at least one
person 62-74 years of age
430
895
1,215
450
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older
355
530
750
330
Households with one or more
1,125
1,285
1,380
820
children 6 years old or younger *
* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI

>100%
HAMFI
9,760
5,690
805
1,730
615
1,655

Table 6 - Total Households Table
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS
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Housing Needs Summary Tables
1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)
0-30%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Substandard
Housing Lacking
complete
plumbing or
45
kitchen facilities
Severely
Overcrowded With >1.51
people per
room (and
complete
kitchen and
plumbing)
75
Overcrowded With 1.01-1.5
people per
room (and none
of the above
problems)
165
Housing cost
burden greater
than 50% of
income (and
none of the
above
problems)
1,505

>3050%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

80

75

0

200

0

30

0

10

40

15

50

0

140

45

0

0

50

95

185

10

45

405

80

155

190

15

440

475

30

0

2,010

620

555

480

50

1,705
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0-30%
AMI

Housing cost
burden greater
than 30% of
income (and
none of the
above
problems)
Zero/negative
Income (and
none of the
above
problems)

>3050%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

0-30%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

>80100%
AMI

Total

255

1,005

780

85

2,125

170

745

1,335

460

2,710

290

0

0

0

290

145

0

0

0

145

Table 7 – Housing Problems Table
Data
Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen
or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)
030%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Having 1 or more of four 1,790 755
170
housing problems
Having none of four
485
1,335 2,085
housing problems
Household has negative
290
0
0
income, but none of the
other housing problems

>80100%
AMI

Total

030%
AMI

45

2,760

745

740

940

4,845

345

0

290

145

Owner
>50>8080%
100%
AMI
AMI

>3050%
AMI

670

Total

130

2,285

1,530 3,080

2,190

7,145

0

0

145

Owner
>50-80%
AMI

Total

0

Table 8 – Housing Problems 2
Data
Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

3. Cost Burden > 30%
0-30%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related
795
Consolidated Plan
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>3050%
AMI

Renter
>5080%
AMI

770

395
NAMPA

Total

1,960

0-30%
AMI

275

>3050%
AMI

485

950

1,710
16

0-30%
AMI

Large Related
Elderly
Other
Total need by
income

Renter
>5080%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

370
225
635
2,025

505
205
245
1,725

65
170
230
860

Total

0-30%
AMI

940
600
1,110
4,610

235
220
185
915

>3050%
AMI

Owner
>50-80%
AMI

200
490
190
1,365

Total

195
385
290
1,820

630
1,095
665
4,100

Table 9 – Cost Burden > 30%
Data
Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

4. Cost Burden > 50%
0-30%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related
610
Large Related
360
Elderly
175
Other
595
Total need by
1,740
income

Renter
>5080%
AMI

250
185
55
65
555

Total

30
0
45
0
75

0-30%
AMI

890
545
275
660
2,370

225
160
165
170
720

>3050%
AMI

Owner
>5080%
AMI

185
60
220
105
570

Total

325
35
80
35
475

735
255
465
310
1,765

Table 10 – Cost Burden > 50%
Data
Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

5. Crowding (More than one person per room)

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family households
Multiple, unrelated family
households
Other, non-family
households
Total need by income

Renter
>50>8080%
100%
AMI
AMI

030%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

240

160

60

0

35

0
240

0
195

Owner
>50>8080%
100%
AMI
AMI

Total

030%
AMI

>3050%
AMI

Total

45

505

70

105

170

65

410

0

0

35

55

45

25

0

125

0
60

0
45

0
540

0
125

0
150

0
195

0
65

0
535

Table 2 – Crowding Information – 1/2
Data
Source:

2009-2013 CHAS
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0-30%
AMI

Households with
Children Present

N/A

Renter
>30>5050%
80%
AMI
AMI

N/A

N/A

Total

N/A

0-30%
AMI

N/A

Owner
>30>5050%
80%
AMI
AMI

N/A

N/A

Total

N/A

Table 3 – Crowding Information – 2/2

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance.
The data in the above tables (cost burden and severe cost burden) show “small related” households as
one of the most likely to experience housing problems. Small related renter households make up 43% of
those who face cost burden and 38% of those with severe cost burden. For owners, small related
households make up 42% of those who face cost burden and 42% of those with severe cost burden.
Although small related households make up the largest percentage of those experiencing housing
problems, all other household types (large related, elderly, and other) also experienced significant
housing problems.

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or
victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking.
Households with disabilities. Thirteen percent of persons in Nampa have one or more disabilities,
slightly lower than the county (15%) and the state (14%) overall. Of seniors, 88% has some type of
disability.
Persons with disabilities are typically more vulnerable to housing discrimination due to housing
providers’ lack of knowledge about reasonable accommodation provisions in fair housing laws. Persons
with disabilities also face challenges finding housing that is affordable, accessible and located near
transit and supportive services.
The poverty rate for persons with disabilities is low at 3%. The majority of people with disabilities that
live below the poverty rate are within the age range of 18 to 64 ̶ most children who live with a disability
do not live in poverty.
Given these demographics, it is estimated that over 340 people with disabilities in Nampa need housing
assistance. The greatest needs are home rehabilitation repair for seniors with disabilities, public
transportation improvements and sidewalk maintenance/repairs.
Victims of domestic violence. Overall, 19% of survey respondents report that they or a member of their
family has experienced domestic or dating violence; 18% of these situations occurred in the last five
years. Almost half of these domestic or dating violence situations occurred while the respondent or
family member was living in Nampa. The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) provides the
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most comprehensive data on national domestic abuse and sexual assault. According to the CDC, nearly 1
in 5 (19.1%) women and 1.5% of men reported experiencing rape at some time in their lives—statistics
that are fairly close to that reported in the Nampa survey.
According to stakeholders who participated in development of the Consolidated Plan, the most critical
needs of victims of domestic violence include 1) support and intervention through case workers, and 2)
affordable housing.

What are the most common housing problems?
Cost burden and severe cost burden, for both renter and owner households, are the most common
housing problem in the City of Nampa. Table 7 shows that 2,125 renter households (41%) experience
cost burden and 2,010 renter households (39%) experience severe cost burden. 2,710 owner households
(53%) experience cost burden and 1,705 owner households (33%) experience severe cost burden.

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?
“Small related” renter and owner households are the most affected by cost burden in numbers and
proportion. Table 9 shows 1,960 small related renter households and 1,710 small related owner
households are cost burdened, which combined make up 42% of all households that are cost burdened.

Describe the characteristics and needs of Low-income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low-income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re-housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance
For the purposes of this Consolidated Plan, low income individuals and families at risk of homeless were
defined as those who have skipped a housing payment or sought additional employment to pay
expenses and/or have sacrificed basic needs to pay their housing costs. Households that have
experienced foreclosures are another measure of the proportion of residents at risk of homelessness.
Note: Nampa does not receive funds for rapid re-housing assistance.
Skipped housing payment or sought additional work to pay expenses. In the past six months, 7% of
resident survey respondents report missing a mortgage or rent payment. Forty-five percent attribute
this to reduced work hours and 33% cite job loss or medical bills.
Foreclosure history and risk. Nearly one in 10 resident survey respondents (9%) lost a home to
foreclosure in the past 10 years. Almost three-quarters who lost homes in foreclosure found housing in
the private rental market; 13% moved in with family or friends (doubled up). Nearly one in 10 (8%) owe
more on their home than it is currently worth.
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Sacrifice basic needs. In the past year, more than half of the participants in the resident survey reduced
or went without one or more basic needs in order to pay their housing costs.

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at-risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at-risk group and the methodology used to
generate the estimates:
Please see above. Resident survey questions about housing and economic stability were used to identify
at-risk populations.

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an
increased risk of homelessness
Overall, 5% of the residents participating in the survey report being homeless in the past five years. Job
loss is the largest reason resident’s report an episode of homelessness. Hours being cut back or pay
reduction, spouse/partner/roommate not paying rent/mortgage, becoming sick or disabled, and getting
kicked out of a family or friend’s home are also main factors contributing to homelessness in Nampa.
Stakeholders report that domestic violence is a leading cause of homelessness in Nampa, especially for
families and children.
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NA-15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems – 91.205 (b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction
A disproportionately greater need exists when the members of a racial or ethnic group at a particular
income level experience housing problems at a greater rate (10 percentage points or more) than the
income level as a whole. For example, assume that 60% of all low-income households within a
jurisdiction have a housing problem and 72% of low-income Hispanic households have a housing
problem. In this case, low-income Hispanic households have a disproportionately greater need. Per the
regulations at 91.205(b)(2), 91.305(b)(2), and 91.405, a grantee must provide an assessment for each
disproportionately greater need identified. Although the purpose of these tables is to analyze the
relative level of need for each race and ethnic category, the data also provide information for the
jurisdiction as a whole that can be useful in describing overall need.
Disproportionate housing needs in a population are defined as having one or more of the following four
housing problems in greater proportion than the jurisdiction as a whole or than Whites: 1) Living in
housing that lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2) Living in housing that lacks complete plumbing facilities,
3) More than one person per room (overcrowded), and 4) Cost burden greater than 30% of Area Median
Income (AMI).

0%-30% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,575
1,650
0
20
50
0
835

270
260
0
0
0
0
15

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
425
350
0
0
0
0
75

Table 4 - Disproportionally Greater Need 0 - 30% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
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30%-50% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,955
2,285
0
0
30
0
580

1,160
860
10
30
0
0
255

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 5 - Disproportionally Greater Need 30 - 50% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

50%-80% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,930
2,260
65
0
30
0
560

2,760
1,820
0
19
0
0
880

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 6 - Disproportionally Greater Need 50 - 80% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%
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80%-100% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

980
690
0
60
10
4
205

2,520
2,260
0
25
0
0
205

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 7 - Disproportionally Greater Need 80 - 100% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than one person per
room, 4.Cost Burden greater than 30%

Discussion
Households with housing problems disproportionate to City of Nampa households as a whole, and/or to
Whites are seen in the following populations and rates of disproportionality.
0 – 30 % of AMI
Asians and Native Americans: 14 percentage points higher than Whites
Hispanics: 12 percentage points higher than Whites
30 – 50 % of AMI
Native Americans: 27 percentage points higher than Whites and 28 percentage points higher than
the jurisdiction as a whole
50 – 80 % of AMI
African Americans and Native Americans: 45 percentage points higher than Whites and 49
percentage points higher than the jurisdiction as a whole
80 – 100 % of AMI
Hispanics: 27 percentage points higher than Whites and 22 percentage points higher than the
jurisdiction as a whole
Consolidated Plan
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Asians: 47 percentage points higher than Whites and 43 percentage points higher than the
jurisdiction as a whole
Native Americans and Pacific Islanders: 77 percentage points higher than Whites and 72 percentage
points higher than the jurisdiction as a whole
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NA-20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems – 91.205
(b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

0%-30% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,275
1,420
0
20
19
0
810

565
490
0
0
30
0
45

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
425
350
0
0
0
0
75

Table 17 – Severe Housing Problems 0 - 30% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

30%-50% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

1,510
1,155
0
0
0
0
325

2,605
1,990
10
30
30
0
510

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 8 – Severe Housing Problems 30 - 50% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
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1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

50%-80% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

950
665
35
0
30
0
215

4,740
3,420
30
19
0
0
1,225

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 9 – Severe Housing Problems 50 - 80% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%

80%-100% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

Has none of the
four housing
problems

235
150
0
0
0
0
75

3,270
2,800
0
85
10
4
340

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Table 20 – Severe Housing Problems 80 - 100% AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
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Discussion
Households facing severe housing problems disproportionately to City of Nampa households as a whole,
and/or to Whites are seen in the following populations and rates.
0 – 30 % of AMI
Hispanics: 20 percentage points higher than Whites and 15 percentage points higher than the
jurisdiction as a whole
Asians: 26 percentage points higher than Whites and 20 percentage points higher than the
jurisdiction as a whole
30 – 50 % of AMI—No disproportionate need among race or ethnic groups.
50 – 80 % of AMI
African Americans: 38 percentage points higher than Whites and 37 percentage points higher than
the jurisdiction as a whole
Native Americans: 84 percentage points higher than Whites and 83 percentage points higher than
the jurisdiction as a whole
80 – 100 % of AMI
Hispanics: 13 percentage points higher than Whites and 11 percentage points higher than the
jurisdiction as a whole
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NA-25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens – 91.205 (b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Housing Cost Burden
Housing Cost Burden

<=30%

Jurisdiction as a whole
White
Black / African American
Asian
American Indian, Alaska
Native
Pacific Islander
Hispanic

30-50%

>50%

16,960
14,040
65
130

5,510
4,290
30
95

4,175
3,045
35
20

No / negative
income (not
computed)
430
350
0
0

130
0
2,375

75
20
930

49
0
995

0
0
85

Table 10 – Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

Discussion:
Households facing housing cost burden disproportionately to City of Nampa households as a whole,
and/or to Whites are seen in the following populations and rates.
African Americans disproportionately experienced severe cost burden by a rate of 11 percentage
points
Asians disproportionately experienced cost burden by a rate of 18 percentage points
Pacific Islanders disproportionately experienced cost burden by a rate of 79 percentage points
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NA-30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion – 91.205(b)(2)
If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?
N/A

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?
Racial and ethnic concentrations only exist in the City of Caldwell near The College of Idaho, west of
Nampa.
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NA-35 Public Housing – 91.205(b)
Introduction
The primary provider of public housing in Nampa is the Nampa Housing Authority. Nampa is also part of
the geographic area served by the Southwestern Idaho Cooperative Housing Authority (SICHA), which
provides Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers to the region. SICHA administers housing vouchers to
Adams, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette, Washington and Valley counties. SICHA does not
have any local preferences for housing vouchers, but each county has their own application and waiting
list.
The pre-populated HUD tables below represent vouchers and characteristics of residents for all clientele
served by NHA.
As the tables demonstrate, the average beneficiary of public housing programs earns less than $15,000
per year. By ethnicity, Hispanic residents are disproportionately likely to benefit from public housing.
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Totals in Use
Certificate

# of units vouchers in use

0

ModRehab

Program Type
Vouchers
Total

Public
Housing

0

133

Project based

0

Tenant based

0

Special Purpose Voucher
Family
Disabled
Veterans
Affairs
Unification
*
Supportive
Program
Housing

0

0

0

0

Table 11 - Public Housing by Program Type
*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Characteristics of Residents
Certificate

Average Annual Income
Average length of stay
Average Household size
# Homeless at admission
# of Elderly Program Participants (>62)
# of Disabled Families
# of Families requesting accessibility
features
# of HIV/AIDS program participants
Consolidated Plan
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

Program Type
ModPublic
Vouchers
Rehab
Housing
Total

Project based

Tenant based

Special Purpose Voucher
Family
Veterans
Affairs
Unification
Program
Supportive
Housing

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

12,079
4
3
0
13
29

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

0
0

133
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0
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Certificate

# of DV victims

0

Program Type
Public
Vouchers
Housing
Total

ModRehab

0

0

Project based

0

Tenant based

0

Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans
Family
Affairs
Unification
Supportive
Program
Housing

0

0

0

Table 12 – Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Race of Residents
Race

Certificate

White
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian/Alaska
Native
Pacific Islander
Other

ModRehab

Public
Housing

Program Type
Vouchers
Total

Project based

Tenant based

Special Purpose Voucher
Family
Disabled
Veterans
Affairs
Unification
*
Supportive
Program
Housing

0
0
0

0
0
0

133
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 13 – Race of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)
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Ethnicity of Residents
Ethnicity

Certificate

Hispanic
Not Hispanic

0
0

ModRehab

Public
Housing

0
0

Program Type
Vouchers
Total

72
61

0
0

Project based

Tenant based

0
0

Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans
Family
Disabled
Affairs
Unification
*
Supportive
Program
Housing

0
0

0
0

0
0

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 14 – Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)
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0
0

NA-40 Homeless Needs Assessment – 91.205(c)
Introduction:
As discussed above, Nampa is part of the Balance of State CofC. The City is represented in the Region 3
annual PIT count and survey of persons experiencing homelessness. Region 3 includes Adams, Boise,
Canyon, Elmore, Gem, Owyhee, Payette, Valley, and Washington counties.
The table below shows the results of the 2016 PIT count for Region 3. Region 3 has one of the highest
numbers of total homeless individuals – 426 people experience homelessness or 19% of all homeless
individuals in Idaho. The region also has the second highest proportion of homeless who are
unsheltered, two times the amount more than Region 7 (Boise), which has a far greater total number of
homeless individuals. This suggests that Region 3 may not have enough shelters to house their homeless
population.
The January 2016 PIT count identified 253 unsheltered and 173 sheltered homeless persons. These
individuals represent 19% of the total homeless population in Idaho.
The number of persons experiencing homelessness in 2016 was the highest Region 3 has experienced in
the past 5 years – particularly for unsheltered homeless individuals. The low was 209 individuals in 2013.
The 2016 PIT attributes this increase to a better identification of persons who are homeless. The count
report notes that more experienced staff, as well as expanded resources (including coordination with
school districts and reservations) resulted in a more accurate count than in past years.
The school district reports that 1,400 students currently experience homelessness. This is a considerable
increase from 2011—a weaker economic period, when the economy was still in recovery mode. In 2011,
800 students were considered homeless. The increase in homeless students is attributed to rising rents
and lack of good paying jobs.

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting
homelessness each year," and "number of days that persons experience homelessness,"
describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically homeless
individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and
unaccompanied youth):
These data are not collected as part of the 2016 PIT count. See the narrative below for a description of
the characteristics of the Region 3 homeless population.
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional)
Race:

Sheltered:

Unsheltered (optional)

American Indian or Alaska
Native

3

14

0

3

2

6

Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander

0

2

White

160

221

Multi-Racial

8

7

Ethnicity:

Sheltered:

Unsheltered (optional)

Hispanic/Latino

34

86

Asian
Black or African American

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with
children and the families of veterans.
According to the PIT count, persons experiencing homelessness in January 2016 in Region 3 were mostly
persons in households with children. Sixty-eight households were those with children, 30 of which were
sheltered and 38 were unsheltered. Sixty-two individuals were chronically homeless.
Eighteen of the homeless individuals were unaccompanied youth, none were under age 18 and only half
were sheltered.
Only twenty one of the 253 persons experiencing homelessness in January 2016 were veterans. Twelve
were sheltered, while the other 9 were unsheltered.
The school district reports that as many as 1,400 students and siblings are homeless. This number is
larger than the PIT count because is encompasses a broader definition of homelessness, including
doubling up and sleeping in cars and temporary situations (e.g., hotels/motels).

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group.
Please see the table above.
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Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness.
Unsheltered homeless: 130 men, 123 women, 0 transgender. Sixteen seniors, 35 18-24 year old and 80
children; the balance, age 24-61.
Sheltered homeless: 78 men, 95 women, 0 transgender. One senior, 14 18-24 year olds and 65 children;
the balance, age 24-61.
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NA-45 Non-Homeless Special Needs Assessment - 91.205 (b,d)
Introduction:
This section uses a customized model to estimate the population, characteristics and needs of nonhomeless special populations in Nampa. Section II, which is appended to this section and discusses the
findings from stakeholder consultation and the resident survey, supplements this section.
Overall, the top needs include:
Domestic violence shelter serving up to four families. Overall, 19% of survey respondents report that
they or a member of their family has experienced domestic or dating violence. Domestic violence is one
of the leading causes of homelessness in Nampa.
Supportive services. According to stakeholders, lack of mental health services and substance abuse
services are critical needs in Nampa. There is a shortage of resources (funding and facilities) to serve
persons who need such services. The Nampa Police Officers are often the first responders to persons
with such needs. Emergency rooms—which are an expensive option—are often the only solution due to
the lack of more specific resources.
Transportation. Lack of public transportation was identified as a major barrier to employment and skill
building, especially for low income residents living in North Central Nampa.

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community. What are the
housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these needs
determined?
Elderly. HUD estimates that there are 7,300 households in Nampa with residents who are 62 years and
older. Of these senior residents, about 2,500 have some type of housing problem—mostly cost burden.
This level of need—about 33% of elderly households—is moderate relative to that of other special needs
groups. Elderly renter households with an income of 0 to 30% AMI are disproportionally cost burdened
(severely) compared to owners and those with a higher incomes.
In numbers, more elderly owners than renters are affected by housing problems. This could be because
elderly renters are more likely to own their home.
Persons with mental, physical and developmental disabilities. There are about 11,500 noninstitutionalized residents with a mental, physical or developmental disability in Nampa. Of these, 2,771
have hearing difficulties, 1,973 have vision difficulties, 5,876 have cognitive challenges, 5,374 have
ambulatory challenges, 3,380 have self-care limitations, and 4,324 cannot live completely
independently.
Persons with alcohol and drug addiction. Individuals (18+) with substance abuse dependence in Nampa
are estimated at 6,500. This is based on regional estimates of unaddressed drug and alcohol abuse by
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the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service Administration (SAMHSA), applied to Nampa’s
population.
Victims of domestic violence. Overall, 19% of survey respondents report that they or a member of their
family has experienced domestic or dating violence; 18% of these situations occurred in the last five
years. Almost half of these domestic or dating violence situations occurred while the respondent or
family member was living in Nampa.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) provides the most comprehensive data on
national domestic abuse and sexual assault. According to the CDC, nearly 1 in 5 (19.1%) women and
1.5% of men reported experiencing rape at some time in their lives—statistics that are fairly close that
reported in the Nampa survey.
Applying these estimates to Nampa’s population, suggests that an estimated 9,200 residents have
experienced domestic violence.

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within
the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:
N/A; Nampa does not receive HOPWA funds directly.
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NA-50 Non-Housing Community Development Needs – 91.215 (f)
This section summarizes the non-housing community development needs determined through the
stakeholder input and resident consultation process conducted for the Consolidated Plan.
The top community development needs mentioned by residents and stakeholders focused on public
infrastructure accessibility, transportation options, and social services:
Many residents identified a need for improved pedestrian accessibility in older parts of Nampa and on
busy intersections. For example,
o

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

o

“More sidewalks. Better paved streets.” (Resident survey respondent)

Residents also felt that Nampa lacked public transportation, had too many vacant businesses, and had
housing rehabilitation needs, and had traffic congestion issues.
o

“Closest bus stop is 3 miles away.” (Resident survey respondent)

The figure below shows the top rated non-housing community development needs from the resident
survey, which received nearly 350 responses.
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Greatest Needs in Nampa, Resident Survey

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities:
Similar to the greatest needs identified by respondents, street/alley improvements were the most
important infrastructure projects to Nampa residents. Public transit improvements were also an
important infrastructure project.
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Importance of Infrastructure Projects for Nampa

How were these needs determined? Input from residents and stakeholders through the consultation
conducted for the Consolidated Plan.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements:
Survey respondents rated improvements to sidewalks and roads as most needed, in addition to public
transportation. Recent analyses of health and wellness needs in North Central Nampa have identified
increasing pedestrian access and public transit opportunities as some of the most critical needs.
Transportation is a major barrier for low income workers’ access to employment and skill building.
Existing routes need to be evaluated for how well they 1) Transport workers to current jobs. Many retail
and service jobs require working past 5 p.m. and workers without cars must call Uber/Lyft or cabs to get
home, which is expensive; 2) Transport to affordable markets such as Winco and Walmart.

How were these needs determined? Input from residents and stakeholders through the consultation
conducted for the Consolidated Plan and resident survey findings; interviews with economic
development officials.

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services:
Supportive services for persons with mental health challenges, substance abuse challenges, and victims
of domestic violence are needed. Residents with unaddressed mental health and social service
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challenges are often referred to Nampa Police Officers. The Officers get the calls because other
resources are not available and/or residents don’t know who to call. The lack of inpatient mental health
services (both in the city, region and the state) requires Officers to take residents with needs to the local
hospital (“mental holds”), which is very costly and can take 9-12 hours to get care. Residents with the
most severe needs often repeat behaviors because their underlying challenges are not being adequately
addressed. A better system of addressing mental health challenges would save considerable public
dollars over time.

How were these needs determined? Input from residents and stakeholders through the consultation
conducted for the Consolidated Plan.
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Housing Market Analysis
MA-05 Overview
Utilizing data from the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS)—a unique dataset
maintained by HUD—a customized model was developed to project housing needs over a five-year
period. The projections were completed for:
Low- and moderate-income households by income level,
Renters and owners,
Elderly households,
Single person households,
Large families, and
Households with disabilities (by disability type).
Households by income level.
HUD estimates that 3,805 households in Nampa are extremely low income, earning less than 30% of
the area median income. Of these households, 78% have some type of housing problem (cost
burden, overcrowdedness, substandard housing). Today, 2,960 extremely low income households
have a need. By 2021, assuming growth rates similar to past years and no change in overall housing
needs, this will total 3,124.
4,355 Nampa residents are very low income, earning 30-50% of the AMI. Seventy-five percent of
these households have housing needs (3,245 households). In 2021, very low income households
with housing needs will total 3,425.
6,000 Nampa residents are low income, earning 50-80% of the AMI. Forty-nine percent of these
households have housing needs (2,950 households). In 2021, low income households with housing
needs will total 3,114.
3,305 Nampa residents are moderate income, earning 80-100 percent of the AMI. Twenty-two
percent of these households have housing needs (715 households). In 2021, moderate income
households with housing needs will total 755.
Households by tenure. HUD estimates that half of renter households have housing needs, a total of
5,170. By 2021, this will increase to 4,352. An estimated 27% of owners have housing needs, or 5,135. By
2021, this will total 5,420.
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Elderly households. The majority of elderly households in Nampa do not have housing needs—HUD
estimates that 22% of the City’s 7,300 elderly households have housing problems (1,600 with needs).
This is estimated to reach 1,689 by 2021.
Small Family households. Forty-two percent of small family households are estimated to have housing
needs (5,295 households). This is estimated to reach 5,589 by 2021.
Large family households. Sixty-four percent of the City’s 3,670 large family households have housing
problems (2,307). This is estimated to reach 2,435 by 2021.
Households with disabilities. An estimated 11,500 households have members with hearing, vision,
cognitive, ambulatory, self-care and independent living difficulty. HUD CHAS tables on the income
distribution and housing needs of persons with disabilities were not available at the time this
Consolidated Plan was produced. Instead, poverty is used as a proxy for housing need. The poverty rate
for persons with disabilities in Nampa is low at 3%. The majority of people with disabilities that live
below the poverty rate are within the age range of 18 to 64 ̶ most children who live with a disability do
not live in poverty.
Given these demographics, it is estimated that over 340 people with disabilities in Nampa need housing
assistance. This is estimated to reach 359 by 2021. The greatest needs are home rehabilitation repair for
seniors with disabilities, public transportation improvements and sidewalk maintenance/repairs.
Homeless and at-risk households. The school district has identified 1,400 children who are living in
precarious housing situations, mostly doubled up with families and friends. These individuals cannot
afford rents and/or do not have jobs that pay adequate wages to keep up with rising housing costs.
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MA-10 Number of Housing Units – 91.210(a)&(b)(2)
Introduction
This section discusses housing supply in Nampa.
The U.S. Census and HUD estimate that 75% of the City’s housing stock is made up of single family
homes, followed by twin homes/triplexes/fourplexes at 11%.

All residential properties by number of units
Property Type
1-unit detached structure
1-unit, attached structure
2-4 units
5-19 units

Number

%

20 or more units
Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc
Total

23,353
1,969
1,677

75%
6%
5%

1.089
813
2,297

3%
3%
7%

31,198

100%

Table 31 – Residential Properties by Unit Number
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

The majority of owners and renters in Nampa live in larger homes with three bedrooms and more.
Twenty nine percent of Nampa renters occupy two bedroom units and 15% occupy studios or one
bedroom units, as shown below.

Unit Size by Tenure
Owners
Number
No bedroom
1 bedroom
2 bedrooms
3 or more bedrooms
Total

Renters
%

Number

%

98
203
2,277
16,728

1%
1%
12%
87%

404
1,159
2,990
5,698

4%
11%
29%
56%

19,306

100%

10,251

100%

Table 32 – Unit Size by Tenure
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with
federal, state, and local programs. Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from
the affordable housing inventory for any reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts.
The National Housing Preservation Database is the most comprehensive listing of publicly-supported
housing, as well as units that are at risk of losing their affordability due to expiring contracts. The
database reports developments that provide affordable rental housing in Nampa and identifies 18
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properties with 858 units with some type of subsidy requirement. Of these, all but the public housing
units are owned and operated by private sector developers. Most were subsidized with the Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) and HOME programs and five properties have subsidies that expire in the
next five years. It is unclear how the private sector will operate these units once they expire, given
Nampa’s growing housing market.

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population? Describe the need
for specific types of housing:
No. A gaps analysis conducted for this study found a shortage of rental units for households earning less
than $25,000 per year. There are 7,740 renters earning less than $25,000 per year and just 2,806
affordable rental units. This leaves a gap of 4,939 units. This gap has increased during the past five years;
when the last Consolidated Plan was conducted the rental gap was 2,100 units.
Renters earning more than $25,000–particularly those who are earning $35,000 and more, where rental
units are clustered—have an easier time affording Nampa’s rental market.
Over 90% of renters said they would like to buy in Nampa and, but, as discussed earlier in this
document, owning may be more expensive on a monthly basis. As shown below, renters who want to be
homebuyers must earn at least $35,000 before a reasonable proportion of homes in Nampa are
affordable to buy.
Proportion of
renters who desire
to buy v.
distribution of
homes, City of
Nampa, 2015

Income Range

Max Affordable % homes by
Renter
home value
value
Purchase Gap

Cumulative
Gap

Less than $5,000

$16,386

7%

-5%

-5%

$5,000 to $9,999

$32,769

2%

-1%

-6%

$10,000 to $14,999

$49,156

1%

-8%

-14%

Source:

$15,000 to $19,999

$65,542

1%

-6%

-20%

BBC Research & Consulting.

$20,000 to $24,999

$81,929

4%

-4%

-24%

$25,000 to $34,999

$114,701

21%

3%

-21%

$35,000 to $49,999

$163,860

31%

13%

-8%

$50,000 to $74,999

$245,792

19%

2%

-6%

$75,000 to $99,999

$327,724

8%

1%

-5%

$100,000 to $149,999

$491,587

5%

5%

0%

1%

0%

$150,000 or more
Total
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MA-15 Housing Market Analysis: Cost of Housing - 91.210(a)
Introduction
This section discusses the cost of housing and affordability challenges in Nampa.
The median home value last reported by the U.S. Census (2015) was $132,900. Although still relatively
affordable, this median is up considerably from 2000, when it was $89,900. Median home values have
increased at the same rate as median rents, as shown below.
The median rent reported by HUD is lower than the rent reported by residents surveyed for this
Consolidated Plan. Renters reported a median rent of $800 and utility costs of $200, for a total cost of
$1,000. Owners reported a median mortgage payment of $953, HOA fees of $25, and utilities of $200—
for a total cost of $1,178. This is almost $200 more than the median costs for a renter. As such, if a
household can afford to buy, the benefit of the mortgage interest deduction, stable housing costs, and
equity-building through ownership outweigh the slightly lower cost of renting.

Cost of Housing

Median Home Value
Median Contract Rent

Base Year: 2000
89,900
460

Most Recent Year: 2015
132,900
686

% Change
48%
49%

Table 33 – Cost of Housing
Data Source:

2000 Census (Base Year), 2014-2015 ACS (Most Recent Year)

Rent Paid
Less than $500
$500-999
$1,000-1,499
$1,500-1,999
$2,000 or more

Number

%
2,363
7,591
245
64
112

23%
73%
2%
1%
1%

10,375

100.0%

Table 34 - Rent Paid
2011-2015 ACS

Housing Affordability
% Units affordable to Households
earning
30% HAMFI
50% HAMFI
80% HAMFI
100% HAMFI

Renter

Owner
470
2,785
7,125
No Data

No Data
2,650
6,890
9,570

10,380

19,110

Total

Table 35 – Housing Affordability
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Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

Monthly Rent
Monthly Rent ($)
Fair Market Rent
High HOME Rent
Low HOME Rent

Efficiency (no
bedroom)
$512
$512
$512

1 Bedroom

2 Bedroom

3 Bedroom

4 Bedroom

$629
$629
$603

$807
$807
$723

$1,168
$1,112
$836

$1,380
$1,220
$932

Table 15 – Monthly Rent
Data Source:

2017 HUD FMR and HOME Rents

Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels? No. The last Consolidated Plan
identified a shortage of 2,100 rental units to serve Nampa households earning $25,000 and less (rents of
$475 and less, including utilities). This gap increased in the past 5 years to 4,939 units.

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or
rents?
Affordability is likely to continue to be most constrained for rentals priced at less than $500 and starter
homes (priced at less than $200,000). These segments of the market have the most demand, are in
limited supply, and are unlikely to be added to the housing unit inventory without public subsidies.
Starter homes may be in particular demand as Millennials move into prime homebuying age cohorts.

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this
impact your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing?
The rents listed above are lower than the rents reported by renters surveyed for this study (when
utilities are included), suggesting that FMRs are not keeping pace with the rental market. This, combined
with the low vacancy rate in Nampa, means that low income renters have very limited choices in
Nampa.

Consolidated Plan
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

NAMPA

48

MA-20 Housing Market Analysis: Condition of Housing – 91.210(a)
Introduction
Definitions
“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% 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% of the
estimated cost of new construction or a comparable unit or units.
As shown below (Year Unit Built), Nampa’s housing stock is mostly new and, as such, is generally in good
condition.

Condition of Units
Condition of Units
With one selected Condition
With two selected Conditions
With three selected Conditions
With four selected Conditions
No selected Conditions
Total

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
4,775
211
0
0
14,320
19,306

25%
1%
0%
0%
74%
100%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
4,212
346
0
0
5,693
10,251

41%
3%
0%
0%
56%
100%

Table 16 - Condition of Units
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built
2000 or later
1980-1999
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Owner-Occupied
Number
%
7,117
5,642
NAMPA

40%
32%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
2,775
3,034

29%
32%
49

Year Unit Built
1950-1979
Before 1950
Total

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
3,191
1,666
17,616

18%
9%
100%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
2,808
994
9,611

29%
10%
100%

Table 17 – Year Unit Built
Data Source:

2009-2013 CHAS

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

Owner-Occupied
Number
%
4,857
28%
4,690
27%

Renter-Occupied
Number
%
3,802
40%
2,950
31%

Table 18 – Risk of Lead-Based Paint
Data Source:

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

Vacant Units

Vacant Units
Abandoned Vacant Units
REO Properties
Abandoned REO Properties

Suitable for
Rehabilitation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Not Suitable for
Rehabilitation
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Total
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

Table 40 - Vacant Units

It is important to note that there is no publicly-available, secondary source of data for the table above.
These data must be tracked internally. As such, the table is optional.

Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation
Residents surveyed for this Consolidated Plan were asked about their homes’ repair needs. For exterior
repairs, respondents indicated landscaping and windows as the biggest needs for repairs or
replacement. The biggest needs for interior repairs were flooring and weatherization.
Exterior repairs. Nampa has relatively newer housing stock, but there are still exterior home repair or
replacement needs. The greatest proportion of respondents (about one-quarter) identified landscaping
and driveways in need of repair.
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Figure II-6.
Exterior Home Repair or Replacement Needs

Note:

n ranges from 307 to 369.

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

Interior repairs. As with exterior repairs, most respondents do not have interior repair or replacement
needs. Weatherization and flooring are the exception.
Figure II-7.
Interior Home Repair or Replacement Needs

Note:

n ranges from 332 to 347.

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

Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP
Hazards
Housing built before 1940 has the highest risk of lead based paint. After the 1940s, paint manufacturers
voluntarily began reducing the amount of lead they added to paint. Lead was banned from residential
use in 1978. As such, housing built prior to 1980—and especially 1940—is thought to have some risk of
lead based paint.
Although the majority of the City of Nampa’s housing stock was built after 1980, nearly one-third of the
housing units have higher risks of lead based paint hazards because they were built before lead-based
paint was banned.
According to the HUD data above, as many as 8,660 housing units in the City of Nampa may be at-risk of
containing lead based paint. These units were developed before 1980. More than 4,800 are owneroccupied and 3,800 are renter-occupied. Ninety-seven percent of owner-occupied units built before
1980 and 78% of renter-occupied units are identified as occupied by a household with children.
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MA-25 Public and Assisted Housing – 91.210(b)
Totals Number of Units
Program Type
Certificate

# of units vouchers
available
# of accessible units

Mod-Rehab

Public
Housing

Total

Project -based

Vouchers
Tenant -based

Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans
Family
Disabled
Affairs
Unification
*
Program
Supportive
Housing

142

*includes Non-Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One-Year, Mainstream Five-year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 41 – Total Number of Units by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Describe the supply of public housing developments: The Nampa Housing Authority owns and manages 142 public housing units. The
public housing units are located at 9 scattered sites in Nampa. These units are leased to low-income families, seniors, and disabled applicants
that pre-qualify for housing.

Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, including those that are participating in an
approved Public Housing Agency Plan. The units owned and operated by the Nampa Housing Authority are generally in good condition.
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MA-30 Homeless Facilities and Services – 91.210(c)
Introduction
Organizations providing emergency housing, transitional housing and group home housing to persons who are homeless and at risk of
homelessness include the following. Since the last Consolidated Plan, one domestic violence shelter has closed and another is in the process of
eliminating overnight beds:
Community Family Shelter. A former 48 bed facility, which will be discontinuing overnight beds and offering day resources only.
Hope’s Door Shelter (Caldwell). 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.
Family Justice Center. Provides counseling and supportive services to victims of domestic violence.
Lighthouse Rescue Mission. 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.
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.
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Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households
Emergency Shelter Beds

Households with Adult(s) and
Child(ren)
Households with Only Adults
Chronically Homeless Households
Veterans
Unaccompanied Youth

Year Round Beds
(Current & New)
18

Voucher / Seasonal
/ Overflow Beds

Transitional
Housing Beds
Current & New

Permanent Supportive Housing
Beds
Current & New
Under
Development

50

Table 43 - Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households
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MA-35 Special Needs Facilities and Services – 91.210(d)
Introduction
This section provides an overview of the needs of special populations, focusing on facilities and services.
The analysis of the needs and services available to special needs populations conducted for this
Consolidated Plan found the top needs to be: 1) Affordable rental housing, 2) Supportive services, and 3)
Accessible sidewalks and street crossings.

Including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental),
persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families,
public housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify, and describe
their supportive housing needs.*
Elderly and frail elderly. HUD estimates that there are 7,300 households in Nampa with residents who
are 62 years and older. Of these senior residents, about 2,435 have some type of housing problem—
mostly cost burden. This level of need—about 33% of elderly households—is moderate relative to that
of other special needs groups
Persons with mental, physical and developmental disabilities. There are about 11,500 noninstitutionalized residents with a mental, physical or developmental disability in Nampa. Of these, 2,771
have hearing difficulties, 1,973 have vision difficulties, 5,876 have cognitive challenges, 5,374 have
ambulatory challenges, 3,380 have self-care limitations, and 4,324 cannot live completely
independently.
The supportive housing needs of these residents are not well defined or well known.
Persons with alcohol and drug addiction. Individuals (18+) with substance abuse dependence in Nampa
are estimated at 6,541. This is based on regional estimates of unaddressed drug and alcohol abuse by
the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Service Administration (SAMHSA), applied to Nampa’s
population.
There is a shortage of resources (funding and facilities) to serve persons who need such services. The
Nampa Police Officers are often the first responders to persons with such needs. Emergency rooms—
which are an expensive option—are often the only solution due to the lack of more specific resources.
Victims of domestic violence. Overall, 19% of survey respondents report that they or a member of their
family has experienced domestic or dating violence; 18% of these situations occurred in the last five
years. Almost half of these domestic or dating violence situations occurred while the respondent or
family member was living in Nampa.
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) provides the most comprehensive data on
national domestic abuse and sexual assault. According to the CDC, nearly 1 in 5 (19.1%) women and
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1.5% of men reported experiencing rape at some time in their lives—statistics that are fairly close that
reported in the Nampa survey.
Applying these estimates to Nampa’s population, suggests that an estimated 9,200 residents have
experienced domestic violence.
The most critical needs of victims of domestic violence include case worker support and affordable
rental housing.

Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health
institutions receive appropriate supportive housing
Such programs are limited in Nampa and are mostly provided informally through nonprofits and
churches.

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to address
the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with
respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs. Link to one-year
goals. 91.315(e)
Please see the information on special needs in the Action Plan section of this plan.
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MA-40 Barriers to Affordable Housing – 91.210(e)
A fair housing assessment was completed as a supplement to this Consolidated Plan. This document is
appended to the eCon Plan and, in addition to examining disproportionate housing needs and disparities
in access to opportunity, analyzes public and private barriers to housing choice in Nampa. Stakeholders
were also interviewed about housing barriers.
The fair housing analysis did not identify barriers to affordable housing created related to land use and
zoning. Instead, the analysis found that barriers are due to low incomes of residents seeking housing,
rising housing costs, and disparities in neighborhood conditions:


A relatively high proportion of residents (13%) said they had been denied housing. Market-based
factors (e.g., credit, income, pet policies) were identified by the majority (72%) of those who had
experienced housing denial. Bad credit was the largest factor for respondents at 42 percent of all
denials.



Seventeen percent of residents said they feel not all residents are treated equally in Nampa. These
survey respondents said they or other residents in central or north Nampa are treated differently by
the City. Examples include the belief that their neighborhood “doesn’t have a voice” and that there
are “parts of the city that are not as nice of a subdivision, therefore get less improvements and are
looked down upon in society.”



Those who perceived inequities offered the following suggestions for improving the distribution of
community benefits in Nampa:
o

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

o

Allow children to attend schools outside of their neighborhoods, and

o

Expand transit access.

The analysis identified the following two primary areas of focus in mitigating housing barriers:


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



There is a significant need for opportunities for economic growth in North Nampa. Nampa has
one neighborhood that has qualified as a HUD-designated Racially and Ethnically Concentrated area
of Poverty (R/ECAP). This neighborhood houses many residents of Hispanic origin who are
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extremely low income and many for whom English is a Second Language (ESL). This neighborhood is
challenged by higher than average crime, no grocery stores, limited transit, limited walkability, and
a physical separation from downtown Nampa. Contributing factors include: Aging housing stock,
lack of private sector investment, and a limited physical connection to the City. Investing in this
neighborhood through improvements in education quality, transit, healthy food, and job training
and employment opportunities would improve the economic outcomes of residents—especially
the long-term economic outcomes of children—and benefit the City overall.
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MA-45 Non-Housing Community Development Assets – 91.215 (f)
Introduction
This section discusses non-housing community development needs for the City of Nampa and the
broader region, which is the typical level of geographic analysis for employment and economic
development needs. Data are provided by HUD and derived from special employer-household and
business censuses.

Economic Development Market Analysis
Business Activity
Business by Sector

Number of
Workers

Agriculture, Mining, Oil & Gas Extraction
Arts, Entertainment, Accommodations
Construction
Education and Health Care Services
Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate
Information
Manufacturing
Other Services
Professional, Scientific, Management
Services
Public Administration
Retail Trade
Transportation and Warehousing
Wholesale Trade
Total

Number of
Jobs

Share of
Workers
%

Share of
Jobs
%

Jobs less
workers
%

1,438
3,220
3,166
7,458
1,871
592
4,195
1,669

189
2,546
1,855
6,502
978
634
3,914
808

4
9
9
21
5
2
12
5

1
9
7
23
3
2
14
3

-3
0
-2
2
-2
1
2
-2

3,105
1,651
4,971
1,233
823
35,392

2,565
985
5,050
911
1,311
28,248

9
5
14
3
2
--

9
3
18
3
5
--

0
-1
4
0
2
--

Table 45 - Business Activity
Data
Source:

2011-2015 ACS (Workers), 2014 Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics (Jobs)

Labor Force
Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force
Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over
Unemployment Rate
Unemployment Rate for Ages 16-24
Unemployment Rate for Ages 25-65

61,569
39,035
8.9
23.9
7.0

Table 46 - Labor Force
Data Source:

2011-2015 ACS
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Number of People

Occupations by Sector
Management, business and financial
Farming, fisheries and forestry occupations
Service
Sales and office
Construction, extraction, maintenance and
repair
Production, transportation and material moving

11,598
1,791
7,361
9,069
5,150
4,136

Table 19 – Occupations by Sector
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Travel Time
Travel Time
< 30 Minutes
30-59 Minutes
60 or More Minutes

Number

Percentage

Total

23,056
12,238
2,027

62%
33%
5%

37,321

100%

Table 20 - Travel Time
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Education:
Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older)
Educational Attainment

In Labor Force
Civilian Employed
Unemployed

Less than high school graduate
High school graduate (includes
equivalency)
Some college or Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree or higher

3,599

636

Not in Labor
Force
1,890

7,808
10,334
5,724

990
1,130
188

2,549
3,103
1,036

Table 21 - Educational Attainment by Employment Status
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS
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Educational Attainment by Age

Less than 9th grade
9th to 12th grade, no diploma
High school graduate, GED, or
alternative
Some college, no degree
Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate or professional degree

18–24 yrs
0
1,280

25–34 yrs
824
1,016

Age
35–44 yrs
346
544

45–65 yrs
2,089
781

65+ yrs
665
741

2,049
3,502
619
240
0

5,672
3,251
1,376
1,312
267

4,829
3,086
1,032
2,259
364

5,206
4,651
2,067
2,630
1,055

2,875
2,792
501
927
1,072

Table 50 - Educational Attainment by Age
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Educational Attainment – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Educational Attainment
Less than high school graduate
High school graduate (includes equivalency)
Some college or Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree
Graduate or professional degree

Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
18,161
26,704
27,223
32,335
41,074

Table 51 – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Data Source:

2014-2015 ACS

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within
your jurisdiction?
The educational and health care industry employs the largest number of workers and supplies
the most jobs—at about one-fourth of all workers and jobs. The next closest industries (12-18%
of workers/jobs) are retail trade and manufacturing.
Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community.
Nampa’s workforce is generally educated (high school graduates and some college) and has
skills that meet the needs of local businesses. Nampa faces some competition for workforce
(especially younger workers, who prefer urban living) and businesses from Boise, the
employment center for the region.
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Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or
regional public or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect
job and business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for
workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create.
The two largest recent investments are in health care, involving expansions of a hospital and care
facility. These have created 400-500 jobs. Continued investment in economic development and job
training of workers is a major goal for the City: 73% commute out of Nampa for work and, of these
workers, 72% make less than $40,000 per year.

How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment
opportunities in the jurisdiction?
There is a shortage of workers for meat processing plants, especially in technical and managerial
positions. Employers report a 30 percent annual turnover, even in low level skill positions. This is due to
a shortage of workers at all levels—workers change jobs frequently to take advantage of higher hourly
wages.

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce
Investment Boards, community colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts
will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan.
The College of Western Idaho (CWI) is a significant partner in job training and education. Nampa has,
and will continue to facilitate, partnerships between CWI and local employers.

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
(CEDS)? If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be
coordinated with the Consolidated Plan? If not, describe other local/regional plans or
initiatives that impact economic growth.
N/A
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MA-50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion
Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated?
(include a definition of "concentration")
According to the HUD maps of housing cost burden shown below, census tracts in Central Nampa have a
high rate of households with housing cost burden. These Census tracts have a large proportion of
residents from Mexico.
HUD AFFH Tool Jurisdiction Map of Nampa, Map 6 Housing Burden and Race/Ethnicity, 2010 to 2015

Note:

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

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

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low-income
families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration")
Concentrations are different than segregation because they can be due to housing and locational
preferences –and not be solely due to impediments.
Concentrations are identified as:


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



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

One census tract (202) in Nampa has a majority-minority concentration.
Concentrations for Hispanic residents occur when the proportion exceeds 27% (20 percentage points
above the county proportion of 7%). The single minority majority census tract (202) in Nampa is also a
Hispanic concentration.
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The most recent HUD AFFH Data and Mapping Tool update shows the City of Nampa as having no
racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty. Prior to this update, a single census tract (202) in
the center of the City had both a high poverty rate and a majority-minority concentration. The 2015
American Community Survey shows that the percentage of household poverty dropped below the 40%
threshold to trigger an R/ECAP designation, but the percentage of individual poverty (per person) is
above 40%. By HUD’s definition of R/ECAPS, this census tract should be a priority for the city because it
has a high individual poverty rate and a high concentration of Hispanic residents.

What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods? Are there any
community assets in these areas/neighborhoods? Are there other strategic opportunities in
any of these areas?
The Census tracts with the highest poverty rates in the City—201 and 202—are located in North Central
Nampa and have been a recent focus of health and wellness initiatives. Many of the residents in these
neighborhoods are older, some have disabilities, and many live on fixed incomes. Their homes provide
naturally occurring affordable housing—yet many residents have difficulty maintaining their homes on
low and fixed incomes. Preservation of this affordable housing stock will be important to the long-term
viability of the neighborhoods.
Major assets include: proximity to Nampa’s downtown with services, restaurants, and businesses; a new
community school; and a new library. To continue to support revitalization and stabilization of the
neighborhood, strategic opportunities include: improvements in pedestrian access/walkability,
continued rehabilitation of homes, and addition of a neighborhood grocery store.
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Strategic Plan
SP-05 Overview
This section of the 2017-2021 Consolidated Plan for the City of Nampa describes the goals and strategies
that will guide housing and community development investments and resources during the next five
years.
It is organized around HUD’s requirements for the Consolidated Plan and discusses:
Geographic priorities
Priority housing and community development needs
How current and changing market conditions will influence investments
Anticipated resources available to meet needs
Partners in delivery of resources and activities to address housing and community development
needs
Strategies to address homelessness, lead-based paint risks and poverty
Barriers to housing choice and how they will be addressed
How the activities of subrecipients will be monitored
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SP-10 Geographic Priorities – 91.215 (a)(1)
The City of Nampa will prioritize CDBG investments to assist individual households. Many of the
households reside in lower income neighborhoods (e.g., North Central Nampa).
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SP-25 Priority Needs - 91.215(a)(2)
Priority Needs
The following Priority Needs and Strategic Goals for the five-year Consolidated Planning cycle are based
on:


Input from more than 400 Nampa residents through a community survey;



A focus group with stakeholders who assist victims of domestic violence, persons who are
homeless, low income students, developers of housing, and representatives of the faith
community;



A housing market analysis; and



Input received in the 30-day comment process and public hearing.

High priority needs
Improved accessibility in Nampa, including transit, community infrastructure, and accessible
homes.





More affordable and diverse housing options. These would help renters who want to buy achieve
homeownership, stabilize low income renters, and meet the market needs for residents who want
to downsize and/or desire housing products other than single family homes.



Neighborhood revitalization and increased economic opportunity for residents living in North
Nampa. Job growth to allow Nampa residents to both live and work in Nampa.



Improved housing options for individuals/families leaving domestic violence situations.



Expanded key social services—including mental health services—to alleviate demands and costs of
first responders.

Housing Priorities

Explore and support opportunities for rental assistance programs and new units to serve very low
income renters, especially families who are leaving domestic violence situations and/or are families
with children.


Explore and support credit counseling, down payment assistance, and affordable infill
opportunities for moderate-income renters wanting to buy in Nampa



Continue housing rehabilitation programs for low and moderate income households, prioritizing
accessibility and visitability.

Economic Opportunity Priorities
Support and expand job training for residents who are under- and unemployed, especially to

address shortages of workers in food processing and manufacturing.
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Improve transit options in North Nampa, not only to address the needs of residents without cars,
but to accommodate employment growth, business retention and economic development.



Expand health services, including mental health and healthy food choices, in neighborhoods and for
residents where services are lacking.

Neighborhood and Community Development Priorities
Improve accessibility in Nampa’s older neighborhoods (e.g., sidewalks, ADA improvements,

accessible and visitable homes).


Expand public transit options, especially in neighborhoods where residents are least likely to have
cars and work service and retail jobs that require non-traditional work hours.



Support neighborhood revitalization in North Nampa to address lack of access to healthy food, lack
of mental health and substance abuse services, and crime.
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SP-30 Influence of Market Conditions – 91.215 (b)
Influence of Market Conditions
Affordable
Housing Type
Tenant Based
Rental Assistance
(TBRA)
TBRA for NonHomeless Special
Needs
New Unit
Production
Rehabilitation

Acquisition,
including
preservation

Market Characteristics that will influence
the use of funds available for housing type
Lack of funding for Housing Choice Voucher program serving Nampa

Lack of funding for Housing Choice Voucher program serving Nampa and growth
in special needs population needing rental assistance. The number of special
needs populations needing rental assistance is currently small and is better met
through specialized services (e.g., small specialized shelters with services)
Continued housing market strength in Nampa, which is very likely
Aging of housing stock and growth of homeowners living on fixed incomes
occupying those homes (typically elderly). The City’s current elderly population is
generally higher income, however, a subset of owners faces cost burden and is
unlikely to afford to make needed repairs.
Continued housing market strength in Nampa and redevelopment of downtown
Nampa, which could raise home prices and put households at risk of
displacement

Table 22 – Influence of Market Conditions
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SP-35 Anticipated Resources - 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2)
Introduction
Anticipated Resources
Program

CDBG

Source
of
Funds

Uses of Funds

Federal

Expected Amount Available Year 1
Annual
Program
Prior Year
Allocation:
Income: $
Resources: $
$

$759,294

Total:
$

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder of
ConPlan
$

Narrative Description

$759,294

Table 55 - Anticipated Resources

If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs
identified in the plan N/A
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SP-40 Institutional Delivery Structure – 91.215(k)
Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its
consolidated plan including private industry, non-profit organizations, and public institutions.
Responsible Entity
City of Nampa

Responsible Entity
Type
Government

City of Nampa

Government

City of Nampa

Government

Family Justice Center

Nonprofit

Salvation Army, Jesse
Tree, Meals on Wheels

Nonprofit

Trinity New Hope

Nonprofit

AutumnGold

Nonprofit

Role

Geographic Area Served

Administration of
CDBG
Pedestrian and park
ADA improvements
Home repair program
administrator
Domestic violence
counseling and
assistance
Social services to LMI
households; homeless
prevent activities
Affordable housing
assistance
Affordable housing
assistance

N/A
Hunter Park Playground
and North Canyon Street
N/A; direct assistance to
LMI households
N/A; direct assistance to
victims of domestic
violence
N/A; direct assistance to
special needs
households
N/A; direct assistance to
LMI households
N/A; direct assistance to
LMI households

Table 56 - Institutional Delivery Structure

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream
services
Homelessness Prevention
Services
Counseling/Advocacy

Legal Assistance
Mortgage Assistance
Rental Assistance

Available in the
Targeted to
Community
Homeless
Homelessness Prevention Services
Nonprofit providers
and health care
providers

Targeted to People
with HIV

City CDBG program
Public Housing
Authority

Utilities Assistance
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Law Enforcement
Mobile Clinics
Other Street Outreach Services

Alcohol & Drug Abuse
Child Care
Education
Employment and Employment
Training
Healthcare
HIV/AIDS
Life Skills
Mental Health Counseling

Street Outreach Services
Limited
As provided by
nonprofit
organizations
Supportive Services
Limited; through
health care facilities

Through community
college
Through health care
facilities

Limited; through
health care facilities

Transportation
Other
Other
Table 57 - Homeless Prevention Services Summary

Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed
above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and
families, families.
Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population
and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed
above
Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and
service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs.
Nampa has very limited emergency shelter space (with the pending and recent close of two overnight
shelters) and mental health and substance abuse services. These gaps result in first responders—e.g.,
police officers and firemen and women—being the de facto providers of services. This situation is both
costly and inefficient. The City of Nampa will continue to provide support to existing providers of
services to persons who are homeless and seek private partnerships to address institutional structure
gaps.
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SP-45 Goals Summary – 91.215(a)(4)
The goals for the 2017-2021 Five-year Consolidated Plan include:

Housing Goals
1) Increase and preserve the supply of permanent, quality affordable housing for low and moderate income households.


Objective 1.1: Encourage affordable rental and infill housing development by providing non-monetary support (fast track
development approvals, a favorable regulatory environment) to organizations creating affordable rental housing.



Objective 1.2: Enhance homeownership opportunities through homeownership counseling and incentivizing developers
to build starter homes (flexible zoning, fast track approval, providing infrastructure and/or demolition of vacant
buildings for residential use).



Objective 1.3: Support improvements to existing affordable multi-unit and owner occupied housing, including
accessibility improvements for people with disabilities.



Objective 1.4: Continue housing rehabilitation program for owner occupied units.



Objective 1.5: 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.

2) Strengthen supports and housing options for special needs populations, prioritizing victims of domestic violence and persons with
disabilities.


Objective 2.1 Work with surrounding communities (Meridian, Caldwell) and the faith-based community to create a small
supportive housing facility for residents fleeing domestic violence.



Objective 2.2: Prioritize ADA/accessibility infrastructure improvements



Objective 2.3: Continue to use block grant funds to provide social services for low income and special needs residents—
e.g., mental health and substance abuse services, emergency rental assistance, homeless prevention, and shelter
operations. Explore expansions to mental health and substance abuse services in low income neighborhoods.
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3) Reduce homelessness.
i. Objective 3.1: Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.
ii. Objective 3.2: 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.

Economic Opportunity Goals
4) Work regionally to improve transportation options.
5) Improve neighborhood conditions in the city’s lowest income areas.


Objective 5.1: Continue to coordinate CDBG funding with long-term City goals, such as urban revitalization efforts. These
should include access to healthy food, quality education, and job training and employment opportunities.



Objective 5.2: Continue to improve the central neighborhood and encourage more mixed-income communities.



Objective 5.3: As opportunities arise, continue to conduct code enforcement programs in CDBG-eligible areas.

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 selfsufficiency. 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.
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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.

Estimate the number of extremely low-income, low-income, and moderate-income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2)
An estimated 23 residents will be supported through home rehabilitation programs in PY2017; an estimated 100 residents will be supported
through the five year Consolidated Plan period.
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SP-50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement – 91.215(c)
Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary
Compliance Agreement). N/A
Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902? No.
Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation. N/A
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SP-55 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.215(h)
Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing
A fair housing assessment was completed as a supplement to this Consolidated Plan. This document is
appended to the eCon Plan and, in addition to examining disproportionate housing needs and disparities
in access to opportunity, analyzes public and private barriers to housing choice in Nampa. Stakeholders
were also interviewed about housing barriers.
The fair housing analysis did not identify barriers to affordable housing created related to land use and
zoning. Instead, the analysis found that barriers are due to low incomes of residents seeking housing,
rising housing costs, and disparities in neighborhood conditions:


A relatively high proportion of residents (13%) said they had been denied housing. Market-based
factors (e.g., credit, income, pet policies) were identified by the majority (72%) of those who had
experienced housing denial. Bad credit was the largest factor for respondents at 42 percent of all
denials.



Seventeen percent of residents said they feel not all residents are treated equally in Nampa. These
survey respondents said they or other residents in central or north Nampa are treated differently by
the City. Examples include the belief that their neighborhood “doesn’t have a voice” and that there
are “parts of the city that are not as nice of a subdivision, therefore get less improvements and are
looked down upon in society.”



Those who perceived inequities offered the following suggestions for improving the distribution of
community benefits in Nampa:
o

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

o

Allow children to attend schools outside of their neighborhoods, and

o

Expand transit access.

The analysis identified the following two primary areas of focus in mitigating housing barriers:


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

Consolidated Plan
OMB Control No: 2506-0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

NAMPA

79



There is a significant need for opportunities for economic growth in North Nampa. Nampa has
one neighborhood that has qualified as a HUD-designated Racially and Ethnically Concentrated area
of Poverty (R/ECAP). This neighborhood houses many residents of Hispanic origin who are
extremely low income and many for whom English is a Second Language (ESL). This neighborhood is
challenged by higher than average crime, no grocery stores, limited transit, limited walkability, and
a physical separation from downtown Nampa. Contributing factors include: Aging housing stock,
lack of private sector investment, and a limited physical connection to the City. Investing in this
neighborhood through improvements in education quality, transit, healthy food, and job training
and employment opportunities would improve the economic outcomes of residents—especially
the long-term economic outcomes of children—and benefit the City overall.
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SP-60 Homelessness Strategy – 91.215(d)
The City’s strategy to address homelessness will be carried out through continued involvement in the
Region 3 Continuum of Care and partnerships with local shelters and supportive service providers. Based
on the results of the resident survey conducted for this Consolidated Plan—42% of persons who had
experienced homelessness said a lost job was the primary reason for homelessness—the City will
continue to work with the College of Western Idaho to provide job training to persons at-risk of
homelessness due to being under and unemployed.
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SP-65 Lead based paint Hazards – 91.215(i)
Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards.
Thirty-two percent of the City’s housing units were built when lead-based paint was used.
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
work with the City of Boise and IHFA 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.

How are the actions listed above related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards?
The above actions are appropriate given the risk of lead paint hazards in Nampa.

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures? Please see
above.
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SP-70 Anti-Poverty Strategy – 91.215(j)
Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty-Level Families.
How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this
affordable housing plan.
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.
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SP-80 Monitoring – 91.230
Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities
carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long-term compliance with
requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the
comprehensive planning requirements
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.
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.
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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.
 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.
 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.
 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.
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Expected Resources
AP-15 Expected Resources – 91.220(c)(1,2)
Introduction
Anticipated Resources
Program

Source
of
Funds

CDBG

Federal

Uses of Funds

Expected Amount Available Year 1
Annual
Program
Prior Year
Total:
Allocation:
Income: $
Resources: $
$
$

$759,294

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder of
ConPlan
$

Narrative Description

$759,294

Table 23 - Expected Resources – Priority Table
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that
may be used to address the needs identified in the plan. N/A
Discussion
Please see above.
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Annual Goals and Objectives
AP-20 Annual Goals and Objectives
Goals Summary Information
Sort Order

Goal Name

1

Start
Year
2017

End
Year
2017

2

2017

2017

3

2017

2017

4

2017

2017

5

2017

2017
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Needs
Addressed
Preservation of
affordable
housing
Expanded
access to
opportunity and
supportive
services for low
income families

Neighborhood
revitalization
ADA
improvements

Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator (PY2017)

$145,000

23 low income homeowners
assisted

$208,000—expansion of
Family Justice Center;
$20,000—expansion of
gathering space;
$25,000—senior meals;
$30,000 at-risk youth;
$40,000—supportive
services
$15,000

5,600 residents who are victims of
domestic violence assisted
annually; 100 at-risk youth; 205
seniors’ daily meals; 2,500
extremely low income
residents/those at-risk of
homelessness

$54,000—ADA
playground; $49,000
street improvements

Expansion of
$30,000
homeownership
opportunities
Table 60 – Goals Summary

NAMPA

13 households benefit from
neighborhood improvements
2,675 residents have better access
ADA-friendly playground; 90,000
benefit from pedestrian
improvements
5 renters achieve homeownership
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Projects
AP-35 Projects – 91.220(d)
During PY2017, CDBG will fund the following activities to address high priority needs. The expected
outcomes will include:
Housing & Community Development Projects
Housing Loan Home Repair Program, $145,000. Ten households assisted, 100% Low and Moderate Income
(LMI), 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Remodel of Family Justice Center, $208,143. Will benefit more than 5,000 current users and expand space for
550 new users, for a total benefit of 5,600, 75% of whom are LMI, 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Brush Up Nampa Program, $15,000. Thirteen households assisted, 100% LMI, 20% racial or ethnic minority.
Hunter Park ADA Playground, improvements, $54,365. Will benefit more than 2,500 current users and
expand space for 175 new users, for a total benefit of 2,675, 85% of whom are LMI, 30% racial or ethnic
minority.
AutumnGold Home Ownership Assistance, $30,000. Five households assisted, all LMI.
Trinity New Hope Gathering Space, $20,000. Will expand capacity to 16 households assisted, 100% LMI, 25%
racial or ethnic minority.
North Canyon Street Pedestrian Improvements, $48,866. Will benefit nearly 90,000 residents, 80% LMI and
30% racial or ethnic minority.
Public Service Projects
Meals on Wheels operations, $25,000. Will benefit 205 low income seniors.
Jesse Tree support, $30,000. Will benefit 100 LMI residents, 40% who are racial and ethnic minority.
Salvation Army support, $40,000. Will benefit approximately 2,500 residents, all who are very low income
and 25% racial and ethnic minority.

Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs
Priorities were based on how the City can best address the residents and geographic areas with the
most significant housing and community development needs—including persons with disabilities, low
income families, seniors, and renters who desire to become homeowners. Direct services provided by
nonprofits will benefit seniors, low income youth, and persons experiencing and at-risk of homeless.
CDBG-funded housing and community development activities will improve accessibility on
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roads/sidewalks and in homes, increase capacity of the City’s nonprofit providing services to persons
experiencing domestic violence, and assist with homeownership.
The largest obstacle to meeting underserved needs. As shown below, the priority needs far exceeded
the funds available to provide services to the low income and special needs residents who need
assistance:
High priority needs
Improved accessibility in Nampa, including transit, community infrastructure, and accessible

homes.


More affordable and diverse housing options. These would help renters who want to buy achieve
homeownership, stabilize low income renters, and meet the market needs for residents who want
to downsize and/or desire housing products other than single family homes.



Neighborhood revitalization and increased economic opportunity for residents living in North
Nampa. Job growth to allow Nampa residents to both live and work in Nampa.



Improved housing options for individuals/families leaving domestic violence situations.



Expanded key social services—including mental health services—to alleviate demands and costs of
first responders.

Housing Priorities

Explore and support opportunities for rental assistance programs and new units to serve very low
income renters, especially families who are leaving domestic violence situations and/or are families
with children.


Explore and support credit counseling, down payment assistance, and affordable infill
opportunities for moderate-income renters wanting to buy in Nampa



Continue housing rehabilitation programs for low and moderate income households, prioritizing
accessibility and visitability.

Economic Opportunity Priorities
Support and expand job training for residents who are under- and unemployed, especially to
address shortages of workers in food processing and manufacturing.





Improve transit options in North Nampa, not only to address the needs of residents without cars,
but to accommodate employment growth, business retention and economic development.



Expand health services, including mental health and healthy food choices, in neighborhoods and for
residents where services are lacking.

Neighborhood and Community Development Priorities
Improve accessibility in Nampa’s older neighborhoods (e.g., sidewalks, ADA improvements,
accessible and visitable homes).
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Expand public transit options, especially in neighborhoods where residents are least likely to have
cars and work service and retail jobs that require non-traditional work hours.



Support neighborhood revitalization in North Nampa to address lack of access to healthy food, lack
of mental health and substance abuse services, and crime.
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AP-50 Geographic Distribution – 91.220(f)
Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low-income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed. Rationale for the priorities for
allocating investments geographically.
Except for pedestrian/accessibility and ADA playground improvements, funds will be allocated to low
and moderate income and special needs households directly.

Discussion. Please see above.
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Affordable Housing
AP-55 Affordable Housing – 91.220(g)
Introduction
One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported
Homeless
2,500
Non-Homeless
Special-Needs
7,500
Total
10,000
Table 24 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through
Rental Assistance
0
The Production of New Units
0
Rehab of Existing Units
23
Acquisition of Existing Units
Total
23
Table 65 - One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type

Discussion
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AP-60 Public Housing – 91.220(h)
Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing
Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and
participate in homeownership
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.
The Nampa Housing Authority and SICHA, which administers Housing Choice Vouchers, 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 downpayment for a home.

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be
provided or other assistance. N/A
Discussion. Please see above.
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AP-65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities – 91.220(i)
The City’s strategy to address homelessness will be carried out through continued involvement in the
Region 3 Continuum of Care and partnerships with local shelters and supportive service providers. Based
on the results of the resident survey conducted for this Consolidated Plan—42% of persons who had
experienced homelessness said a lost job was the primary reason for homelessness—the City will
continue to work with the College of Western Idaho to provide job training to persons at-risk of
homelessness due to being under and unemployed.
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AP-75 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.220(j)
Introduction
This section describes the actions the City of Nampa will take during PY2017 to mitigate barriers to
affordable housing.

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve
as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
return on residential investment
A fair housing assessment was completed as a supplement to this Consolidated Plan. This document is
appended to the eCon Plan and, in addition to examining disproportionate housing needs and disparities
in access to opportunity, analyzes public and private barriers to housing choice in Nampa. Stakeholders
were also interviewed about housing barriers.
The fair housing analysis did not identify barriers to affordable housing created related to land use and
zoning. Instead, the analysis found that barriers are due to low incomes of residents seeking housing,
rising housing costs, and disparities in neighborhood conditions.
To address these barriers, during PY2017, the City will:
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AP-85 Other Actions – 91.220(k)
Actions planned to address 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. The recent Invest Health Initiative,
funded through the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, will provide a platform for private-public
partnerships in North Nampa, particularly to address health care needs. The City aims to provide better
access to healthy food (the neighborhood lacks a grocery store), recreational activities, and improve
access to public transit.
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.

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing
The City of Nampa continues proactive efforts to maintain the condition and quality of naturally
occurring affordable housing through its successful home repair program. This is complemented by
investments in older neighborhoods, through the Brush Up Nampa program and relationship-building
with code enforcement officers. For example, rather than approach condition concerns in a punitive
way, City code enforcement take a “knock and talk” approach and work with people when they need
assistance. Twice a year, the City provides dumpsters in older neighborhoods to facilitate neighborhood
and property maintenance; volunteers provide additional support.

Actions planned to reduce lead-based paint hazards
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. To address the need for qualified
workers, the City will continue to work with the City of Boise and IHFA to host trainings for contractors
about safe work practices.
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.
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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.

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty-level families
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.

Actions planned to develop institutional structure
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.
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.
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The Community Development priorities will be orchestrated through the Economic / Community
Development, Engineering, Building, Public Works, Parks, and Public Safety Departments.

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies
The City of Nampa continues to take an active role in encouraging the coordination between public and
private housing and social service agencies. As discussed above, the new Invest Health Initiative will be a
catalyst to public-private partnerships in North Nampa, as part of the effort to improve economic
outcomes for residents in this neighborhood.
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.
The City will also continue landlord training programs, which occur every two years, and are very well
attended (100-150 participants).

Discussion. Please see above.
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Program Specific Requirements
AP-90 Program Specific Requirements – 91.220(l)(1,2,4)
Introduction:
Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(1)
Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out.

1. The total amount of program income that will have been received before
the start of the next program year and that has not yet been reprogrammed
2. The amount of proceeds from section 108 loan guarantees that will be
used during the year to address the priority needs and specific objectives
identified in the grantee's strategic plan
3. The amount of surplus funds from urban renewal settlements
4. The amount of any grant funds returned to the line of credit for which the
planned use has not been included in a prior statement or plan.
5. The amount of income from float-funded activities
Total Program Income

Other CDBG Requirements
1. The amount of urgent need activities

Discussion:
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APPENDIX A.
City of Nampa Citizen Participation Plan

CITIZEN PARTICIPATION PLAN
March 2017

City of Nampa
Community Development Division
9 12th Ave. S. Nampa, ID 83651
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Introduction

The City of Nampa's mission is to serve citizens by being open and transparent. Nampa shall seek
to facilitate economic opportunity by encouraging free-market principles, supporting the
community by providing incentive for economic development and investing in our infrastructure
and operating efficiencies. In support of its overall Strategic Plan—and to the greatest extent
possible—the City recognizes the importance of involving all community members in the planning
and decision making process of government. The goal of this Citizen Participation Plan is to fully
integrate citizen input into the five planning and reporting activities required to successfully
manage the City’s current community development, housing, and other future U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) programs.
The five planning and reporting activities are:

•
•
•

•
•

Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan;
Annual Action Plans (AAP);

Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Reports (CAPER);

Substantial Amendments to the Consolidated Plan or Annual Action Plans;
Amendments to this Citizen Participation Plan.

Currently, the City of Nampa is the recipient of federal Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) funds. The Community Development Division has primary responsibility for managing the
citizen participation process and the development, implementation and reporting of annual
accomplishments referenced in this Citizen Participation Plan. This plan also fulfills the
requirements of federal regulation, 24 CFR Part 91.105.

Plan Overview and Emphasis

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, and by residents of predominantly low- and moderate-income neighborhoods. However,
the City will encourage the participation of all citizens, including minorities and non-English
speaking persons, as well as persons with disabilities. Low and moderate-income areas are defined
as areas where at least 51% of its population have incomes at or below 80% of the area median
income (commonly referred to as AMI).
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The City will enlist nonprofit and community organizations, including faith-based groups, resident
associations, housing and human service agencies and other groups— as well as businesses and
developers—to assist the City with fully engaging residents in the planning and implementation of
its federal programs. In addition, the City will use developing communications strategies and
media to further this goal. Those avenues to increase citizen input may include newsletters, news
releases, web bulletins, social media, email, or other print or electronic materials. Finally, the City
will use communications strategies which specifically address and connect with the unique needs
of sub-populations within our community (e.g., persons experiencing homelessness, Spanishspeaking-only and female heads of households).
This Citizen Participation Plan will be incorporated (by attachment or reference) into every FiveYear Strategic (Consolidated) Plan, Annual Action Plans, and Consolidated Annual Performance
Reports.

General Guidelines and Standards for Public Participation

The Citizen Participation Table, which organizes important process information in matrix form, is
in Attachment A. This Table is a quick reference tool, outlining all requirements for each planning
and reporting activity. Definitions are provided in Attachment B.

Standards for Distribution and Access
Public review and comments are welcome at any point in the process for the five reporting and
planning activities. The City will encourage citizen input by:
•
•

•
•

Posting ADA- and Title VI-compliant notices in The Idaho Press Tribune, Nampa's
general circulation newspaper, in English and in Spanish;
Posting notices through partner agencies serving persons in legally protected classes,
special populations, or Presumed Benefit categories (as determined by HUD). The notices
will be posted and shared by those community partners determined to be most
appropriate and effective, per the Community Development Division and the City's Public
Information Office, or by request;
Providing opportunities for interviews, surveys or focus groups, when appropriate;
Posting an electronic copy of the document on the City’s website (which is compatible
with web readers for the visually impaired and connected to Google Translate); and

Page 3 of 16

•
•

Providing paper copies of documents at City offices and area libraries.
Whenever possible, using specialized communications strategies to address the needs of
unique sub-populations (e.g., persons experiencing homelessness, Spanish-speaking-only
female heads of households).

Reasonable and Special Accommodations
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Copies of the five reporting and planning activities documents will be made available in
fully accessible locations.
Public input will be solicited in fully accessible locations.
Public meetings and public hearings will occur in fully accessible locations.
Upon request, the City will provide materials in Braille, large print, in Spanish or other
languages as needed, or in a voice recording, at no cost to the requestor.
The City’s TYY/Voice Relay number is: Dial 7-1-1 from within Idaho or 1-800-3686185
Interpretation services will be made available where it is reasonably anticipated there will
be a significant number of non-English speaking residents in attendance, or upon request.
The City will also deliver a copy of any Plan, Amendment or Report to a homebound person
upon request.
Reasonable notice for requests is usually considered to be 48 hours.
Any content on the City of Nampa website may be immediately translated by using the
Google Translate feature (Translate Page) located in the upper right section of any City
webpage. Just click on the
button and select Translate Page.
Regulation 24 CFR Part 91.105 (b) (1) also requires that any HUD-funded project or
program that may displace residents describe how the City will assist those displaced. The
City’s current Anti-Displacement Policy is an attachment to this document (Attachment C).

Overall Citizen Participation Standards
Review Periods
Thirty-day (30-day) Public Review Periods are federally required and specifically set
aside for public comments and input:
•

•
•
•

For funding (federal and local) allocation recommendations prior to any final City Council
funding allocation decision;
Prior to the submission of a Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan to City Council for
approval;
Prior to the submission of an Annual Action Plan to HUD; and
Prior to the submission of any Substantial Amendment for the Consolidated Plan, an
Annual Action Plan, and this Citizen Participation Plan or its updates.
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A fifteen-day (15-day) Public Review Period is federally required and specifically set
aside for public comments and input:
•

Prior to the submission of a Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report
(CAPER) to HUD.

Public Hearings
A minimum of two (2) federally required public hearings are held each Program Year to solicit
citizen viewpoints and input. These public hearings are designed to ensure the City follows its
purposes and proposed goals, and fully integrates citizen input into the corresponding documents
to meet community needs. One public hearing will be held for the purpose of soliciting viewpoints
on community needs and the proposed use of funds. The second public hearing will be held to
assess how funds were spent during the prior Program Year. To comply with regulations, the
public hearings are held at times and locations convenient to potential and or actual beneficiaries.
In addition, City Council holds a public hearing before making a final decision at the end of each
funding allocation process. City Council also holds public hearings before adopting the Five-Year
Strategic Plan or its Substantial Amendments, and the Citizen Participation Plan or its Substantial
Amendments. Public hearings for each Annual Action Plan, or its Amendments, are held by the
Community Development Division.
Because the Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) is a summary and
report on the previous federal Program Year’s performance, it does not include a public hearing as
part of its process. Citizens still have varied opportunities throughout the Public Review Period to
express their thoughts on the accuracy and content of that document.
All public hearing venues are in an accessible location. Interpretation services are made available
where it is reasonably anticipated that there will be a significant number of non-English speaking
residents in attendance, or upon request.
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Notices for Meetings, Public Hearings and Review Periods
At a minimum, notices for meetings, public hearings, and public review periods will be posted per
the General Guidelines and Standards for Citizen Participation.

Meetings
Notices of pending meetings are posted at the Nampa City Clerk’s office three days in
advance of the meeting and in accordance with the Idaho Open Meetings Act. Additionally,
they are also posted on the City’s website. The notices include a summary of the content
included in the notice. Regular City scheduled City Council meetings are the first and third
Monday evenings of the month. All meetings are held at Nampa City Hall Council
Chambers, a location accessible to persons with disabilities. Notices of a meeting
cancellation or a special meeting are posted at least 24 hours in advance of the change,
both physically at City Hall, and on the City’s website. Translation for non-English speaking
residents and/or those who are hearing impaired will be provided upon request.

Public Hearings
Whenever possible, notice of a public hearing will be published at least fifteen
(15) days* prior to the hearing, and never less than seven (7) days before a hearing.
Additionally, General Guidelines and Standards for Public Participation will be followed.
Those Guidelines and Standards in this document are intended to facilitate maximum
citizen awareness, and participation in the Hearing.

Public Review Periods
Notice for a public review period will be published at least seven (7) days prior to the
review period. Additionally, General Guidelines and Standards for Public Participation will
be followed.
Content in notices for public review periods will include the anticipated Community
Development Block Grant and any other HUD or City funding the City reasonably expects
to receive, how the funds are proposed to be allocated, and where further information is
available.
An exception is the public review period for funding allocation recommendations. That
notice is published 24 hours in advance of the public review period. A full thirty days is
allowed for citizen comment and input prior to City Council’s final decision.

* According to 2014 HUD CPD technical assistance received by the City, the 15-day advance notice for
hearings is set out as a best practice by HUD, but is not required by regulation. The intent is to solicit
maximum citizen awareness and participation, as outlined in the remainder of the paragraph.
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Additional Guidelines and Information for HUD’s
Five Planning and Reporting Activities
At a minimum, the City will follow standards outlined under General Guidelines and Standards for
Public Participation.

Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan
To receive an annual allocation of federal funds from the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the City must submit a Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan, which serves
as the City’s strategic plan for five years, outlining goals to be achieved with its federal funds.
To develop its Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan, the City may use a combination of the
services of a consultant, along with consultations with other agencies, public hearings, and the
solicitation of written comments, surveys, focus groups, and other methods of public engagement.
The City will also coordinate its Plan with the Nampa Housing Authority for its Public Housing
requirements.

Annual Action Plan
To implement the City’s five-year goals, an Annual Action Plan is also submitted to HUD each year
listing the location, cost, proposed outcome, and ancillary information related to each project or
program. Federal regulations require these funds be targeted to where they provide the greatest
benefit to residents designated to receive HUD assistance, primarily the City’s low- and moderateincome residents.

Amendments
An amendment to the approved Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan will occur in the following
instances: when the City adds a new priority, project or program not previously considered;
decides not to carry out a project (activity) described in the Plan; decides to carry out a project not
previously described; or to substantially change the purpose, scope, and/or location of
beneficiaries of a project.

Amendment Guidelines

Substantial Amendments to Five-Year Strategic Plans (including AAPs) Recognizing that
changes may be necessary to Consolidated and Action Plans after approval, HUD allows for
amendments to these plans. Substantial changes may include, but are not limited to:
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•
•

Any increase or decrease of the cost of any approved activity in an amount of 10% over
than annual block grant allocations or any addition or deletion of activity.
These potential activity changes must be in line with the Consolidated Plan Priorities.
Minor Amendments to Five-Year Strategic Plans (including AAPs)
Amendments not considered substantial are small increases or decreases in the amount of
funds allocated to an approved project or activity in order to achieve the original purpose
of the project or activity. These minor changes may be carried out at the discretion of the
division and are not subject to the criteria that apply to Substantial Amendments.
Accordingly, there is no specific citizen participation process outlined for this activity.

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.

Amendment Category Determination for Citizen Participation Plan
Amendments
Due to a variety of circumstances and timelines under which such an amendment might occur,
should there be a need for an amendment to the Citizen Participation Plan, departmental staff will
consult with the designated HUD CPD Representative in regard to required and appropriate public
participation processes. City staff will obtain a written determination as to whether the
amendment is considered substantial or minor, and what items are subsequently required.
Citizen Participation Plan updates for the purposes of addressing housekeeping items such as
contact name changes, will be considered as minor updates, and not an amendment.

Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report

An integral part of measuring the success of the City’s HUD-funded activities is the publication of a
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER), which provides an objective
assessment of the City’s progress toward meeting the
stated goals outlined in the Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan, as well as the corresponding
Annual Action Plan being reported on.

Citizen Participation: Other Guidelines and Information
Interdepartmental Coordination and Cooperation
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The Community Development Division will work with the City's Communications Director, and
employees of the Finance Department and Human Resources Department who are responsible for
overall grants compliance administration and Title VI compliance.

Document Access and Retention
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) 468-5407 or (800) 368-6185 (TTY).

Technical Assistance
Upon request, Community Development staff will provide technical assistance to any group
representative of persons of low- and moderate-income interested in developing proposals for
funding assistance under any of the programs covered by the Consolidated Plan. The division may
determine, at its discretion, the level and type of assistance following consultation with those
requesting technical assistance.

Complaint Procedures
Response Standards for Citizen Complaints Inclusion in Documents/Plans
Substance and Timeliness
Should a citizen have concerns/complaints related to the Plans, Amendments and/or Reports or
any other federal program document or procedure, the concerns may be submitted in writing. The
City will provide a timely, substantive written response to every citizen complaint within 15
business days, as required by federal regulation.
Complaints received during any of the five reporting and planning activity processes, and
the outcome of their consideration by the City, will be included in the corresponding,
adopted Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan or Annual Action Plans submitted to HUD.

Excluded Comments
City staff shall notate citizen comments excluded from any document, the general nature
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of the comment, and the reason for exclusion.

Complaint and Response Process
Level One:
1. The response to the complaint will be handled by the Department Director or Assistant
Director, or by a Community Development employee designated by the Department
Director.
2. When specific contact information is not expressly provided, written complaints may be
submitted to:
Director of Economic Development
Community Development Division
City of Nampa
9 12th Ave. S. Nampa, ID 83651
208-468-5430

Level Two:
If not resolved by the Department, formal complaints should be addressed to the City of
Nampa Mayor and filed in writing at: City Mayor's Office, City Hall, 411 3rd St. S., Nampa,
ID 83651. The City Mayor will refer the complaint to appropriate City staff for a written
response regarding the complaint within 15 business days upon receipt of the complaint.

Level Three:
If the complainant is not satisfied with the City Mayor's response, further appeals should
be addressed to the Nampa City Council, c/o the Mayor (City Hall, 411 3rd St. S. Nampa, ID
83651). The Council has 30 days in which to take further action as deemed necessary to
address the complainant’s concerns.

Level Four:
If the complainant has not been satisfied with the response of City Council, a formal
complaint may then be addressed directly to the regional Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) for Region X at: Department of Housing & Urban
Development, 909 First Avenue, Suite 200, Seattle, WA 98104-1000.

Funding Application Complaints
Formal complaints regarding HUD’s approval of the City of Nampa's application for CDBG funding
should be submitted in writing to the HUD Area Office within 30 days of the publication of the
application notice. To ensure submitted objections are considered during the review process, HUD
will not approve an application until at least 45 days after receipt of an application. In the interest
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of time, therefore, if the complainant is not satisfied with the response from the City staff and
wants her/his comments to be considered during the HUD review process of the City’s CDBG
funding application, she/he should then contact HUD directly within the designated time frame.

Discrimination Complaints
When the complainant’s concern is of a discrimination-related nature (e.g., discrimination based
on physical or mental disability; race; creed; color; sex; marital status; familial status; religion;
national origin; and/or ancestry; or other legally protected classes), the complainant should
immediately contact one of the following resources:

1. City of Nampa: ADA/Section 504 rights Coordinator

9 12th Ave. S. Nampa, ID 83651
If you have any questions regarding your ADA/Section 504 rights, please call
(208) 468-5427 (voice) or Idaho Relay Service (800) 368-6185 (TTY). This publication can be
made available in alternative formats. Phone: 208-468-

2. City of Nampa: Title VI Coordinator
Phone: (208)-468-5427

3. The Idaho Commission on Human Rights

The Idaho Human Rights website, https://humanrights.idaho.gov/IHRCQ, provides
information about the Commission, and the process for filing a complaint.
Phone: (208) 334-2873

4. The HUD Fair Housing Hotline (discrimination and housing-related issues)
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Certification

The City of Nampa has a commitment to fostering public participation within the broadest
spectrum of community members. This Plan is intended to reflect not only adherence to federal
requirements, but also standards for meaningful communications excellence. As future strategies
for community engagement emerge, develop, and are proven effective, they will be incorporated
into Amendments to this Plan. 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.
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Attachment A
Citizen Participation Table
Document

Citizen
Participation
Plan and
Amendments
Five-Year
Strategic
(Consolidated)
Plan and/or
Annual Action
Plans
Substantial
Amendments

Public Participation:
Minimum Standards
1) 7-day prior notice of Public
Review Period.
2) 7-day notice of Public
Hearing.
3) Public Hearing: City Council.
1) 7-day prior notice of Public
Review Period.
2) 7-day prior notice of Public
Hearing.
3) Consolidated Plan Public
Hearing: City Council.
4) Annual Action Plan Public
Hearing: Social Sustainability
Department.
1) 7-day prior notice of Public
Review Period.
2) 7-day prior notice of Public
Hearing.
3) Public Hearing: City Council

Consolidated
Annual
Performance
7-day prior notice of Public
and Evaluation Review Period.
Report
(CAPER)

Required Time
for Public
Review
30-day Public
Review Period

30-day Public
Review period

30-day Public
Review period

15-day Public
Review period

Required
Approval

Deadline

City Council
Approval

1) Amended as needed.
2) Most current update
included with Five-Year
Strategic (Consolidated)
Plan

1) Consolidated
Plan: City Council
Approval
2) Annual Action
Plan: n/a*

Submit to HUD August 15
(45 days prior to start of
new Program/Fiscal Year)

City Council
Approval

Submit to HUD after City
Council approval

n/a

Submit to HUD
December 31

Posting standards and
Goal of 15 days, not less
Public Hearing implementation reflect a goal
n/a
n/a
of maximizing citizen
than 7 days before
Notices
awareness and participation
Hearing,
in hearing. **
Two (2) public hearings are required annually:
1) One public hearing is to solicit citizen viewpoints and comments on how funds for affordable
Additional
housing, community development programs and projects, and other funding-eligible activities
Public
should be spent.
Hearings
2) One public hearing is to solicit citizen viewpoints and comments, and to also report to the
community on how funds were spent during the City’s previous Program Year.
* Funding recommendations are subject to the 30-day Public Review period prior to final City Council approval,
but the document content is not approved by Council prior to submission to HUD. As indicated, the Annual Action
Plan document is also subject to a 30-day public review period.
** Per 2014 HUD CPD technical assistance, there is no regulatory time frame for notice postings prior to a Public
Hearing. However, HUD’s suggested guideline is 15 days prior to any Hearing.
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Attachment
B
Definitions
Annual Action Plan (AAP). The Annual Action Plan, required annually by HUD, details
the expenditure of yearly CDBG and ensures funds are directed towards activities
addressed in the Consolidated Plan. HUD requires the City to maintain a significant
correlation between the goals identified in the Consolidated Plan and use of federal
funds. Currently, the CDBG Review Committee evaluates and recommends activities to
City Council. However, the City Council has the right to approve activities outside the
recommendations of the Committee. The Annual Plan is due to HUD on August 15,
forty-five (45) days before the start of the City’s new federal fiscal year on October 1.
Area Median Income (AMI). This household income measurement is used by some
federal agencies such as HUD, in contrast to the Federal Poverty Level. This
measurement is community-based, and assesses a household’s income in the context
of other households in a geographic area.
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER). This report is a
self- assessment of the implementation of the Consolidated Plan and the Annual Action
Plan. Activity outcomes and outputs are reported showing the effectiveness of the
federal funds. This report includes details of the number and demographics of the
community served. The CAPER is due to HUD by December 31St, 90 days from the end
of the City’s federal fiscal year.
Five-Year Strategic (Consolidated) Plan. As an Entitlement Community recipient of
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding, the City is required by HUD to
develop a Consolidated Plan that evaluates the needs of its low- and moderate- income
residents. This includes a review of the City’s housing, homeless, and community
development needs; provides a housing market analysis; and creates a strategy to
address the needs identified. This plan is revised every five (5) years. The current
Consolidated Plan cycle is: 2012-2016 (October 1, 2012 through September 30, 2017)
and 2017-2021 (October 1, 2017 through September 30, 2022).
Predominantly Low- and Moderate-Income Neighborhood. A predominantly low- and
moderate-income neighborhood is identified as such by Census Tract, because 50% or
more of the residents in that tract have incomes below 80% of the Area Median Income
(AMI), an income measurement used by HUD.
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Attachment C
Anti-Displacement Policy
As part of the Citizen Participation Plan, the City must include its plan to minimize
displacement of persons and to assist any persons displaced, specifying the types and
levels of assistance. The City has in effect and is following the Residential AntiDisplacement and Relocation Assistance Plan as described below which will minimize
displacement of any person because of a federally-assisted activity.
All occupied and vacant occupiable lower-income dwelling units that are either
demolished or converted to a use other than providing low-income dwelling units, in
connection with a federally-assisted activity, must be replaced with comparable lowerincome dwelling units. Replacement of lower-income dwelling units may be provided by
any government agency or private developer and must meet the following
requirements:
1. The units must be located within the recipient’s jurisdiction.
2. The units must be sufficient in number and size to house no fewer than the
number of occupants previously housed in the units that were demolished or
converted.
3. The units must be provided in standard condition.
4. The units must initially be made available for occupancy at any time during the
period—beginning one year before the action—and remain available for three
years following the action.
5. The units must remain lower-income units for 10 years from the date of initial
occupancy.
Before work shall commence, the recipient must make public and submit in writing to
the HUD field office the following information: a description of the proposed federallyassisted activity, the location on a map and the number of dwelling units by size, the
time schedule for the commencement and completion of the demolition or conversion,
the location and number of dwelling units by size that will be provided as replacement
units, the source of funding and time schedule for the provision of replacement dwelling
units, the basis for concluding that each replacement dwelling unit will remain a lowerincome dwelling unit for at least 10 years from the date of initial occupancy, and
information demonstrating that any proposed replacement of dwelling units with
smaller dwelling units is consistent with the needs assessment contained in its HUDapproved Consolidated Plan.

Page 15 of 16

Replacement is not required if the HUD field office determines there is an adequate
supply of vacant lower-income dwelling units in standard condition available on a
nondiscriminatory basis within the area.
In addition, the displaced person will be advised of his or her rights under the Fair
Housing Act. Each person will be provided moving expenses at the levels described in 49
CFR Part 24. Each person will also receive the cost of a security deposit and credit check
required for the replacement unit and any actual out-of-pocket costs including moving
expenses, if required to temporarily relocate. Displaced persons are eligible for either
rental assistance equal to 60 times the amount necessary to reduce the monthly rent or
a payment equal to the capitalized value of 60 times the amount that is obtained by
subtracting the “Total Tenant Payment” as determined under part 813 of this title as
listed above, from the monthly rent and estimated average monthly cost of utilities at a
comparable replacement dwelling unit.
A person who disagrees with the determination concerning whether the person
qualifies as a displaced person or with the amount of relocation assistance for which the
person is eligible may file a written appeal of that determination. A person who is
dissatisfied with the determination on his or her appeal may submit a written request
for review of that determination to the HUD field office for the applicable region. If the
full relief is not granted, the person shall be advised of his or her right to seek judicial
review.
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APPENDIX B.
CDBG Program Year 2017 Application
Guidelines

City of Nampa
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Program Year 2017

APPLICATION GUIDELINES

CDBG funding is made possible by the US Department of HUD and is administered by the
City of Nampa, Economic / Community Development Department.

CDBG Applications are available on-line.
Call the Economic / Community Development Department for details (468-5419).

For Adoption on 5/1/2017

1

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES

A.

B.
C.

D.
E.

F.
G.
H.
I.

Program Description
 National Objectives
 Eligible CDBG Activities
Application Submission
 Submission Guidelines
Application Requirements
 Eligible Applications
 City Department Specific Guidance
Funding Guidelines
Application Criteria
 Consolidated Plan Goals & Objectives
 Priority Funding levels
 Special Note for Construction Projects
City Maps with Low/moderate Income percentages
Review Process
 Threshold Requirements
Criteria and Scoring
Awarding & Sub-Recipient Criteria

For Adoption on 5/1/2017

2

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
A. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
The City of Nampa Community Development Program (CDBG) is funded by the federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development. The CDBG program is a flexible program that provides communities
with resources to address a wide range of unique community development needs. The goal of the
program is to providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and opportunities to expand
economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons
National Objective
To be considered for CDBG funding, a project must meet one of the following National Objectives:



 BENEFIT AT LEAST 51 PERCENT LOW AND MODERATE INCOME (LMI) PERSONS –
The majority of all projects address Benefit to LMI persons.
 AID IN THE PREVENTION OR ELIMINATION OF SLUMS OR BLIGHT
 URGENT NEED – (Rarely Used – this is used mostly for natural disasters)
Benefit to LMI persons
o The current income guidelines for the City of Nampa are listed below. All funded applicants
will be required to update any forms used to collect beneficiary information whenever new
income guidelines are made available.
2017 HUD Income Guidelines for Nampa
Number in
Household
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8+

Extremely Low
Annual
(30% of median)
$13,550
$16,240
$20,420
$24,600
$28,780
$32,960
$37,140
$41,320

Very Low
Annual
(50% of median)
$22,550
$25,750
$28,950
$32,150
$34,750
$37,300
$39,900
$42,450

Low Annual
(80% of median)
$36,050
$41,200
$46,350
$51,450
$55,600
$59,700
$63,800
$67,950

o LMI benefit is achieved only if the project meets one of the following criteria:
 Area Benefit – most projects fall within this category
 Limited Clientele Benefit
 Household Benefit
 Job Creation
1. It must be carried out in a benefit area consisting of at least 51 percent low-and moderateincome individuals and must serve all individuals in the area regardless of income. Projects
that meet this guideline include public infrastructure projects like water system
improvements, parks, pedestrian ramp improvement, and community centers. The area need
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not be consistent with census tracts but must be the entire area served by the activity. There
are two ways to document area benefit, census and survey.
a. If the project area matches or lies within the boundaries of a Census Tract in its entirety,
the Department of Housing and Urban Development and the City of Nampa have
calculated the low-and-moderate-income for these areas using the census. This
information is provided in map form in the Application Guidance.
b. If the project area does not match the boundaries of a Census Tract in its entirety or if the
project area has undergone extensive redevelopment since the last census (i.e. a new
subdivision), an income survey following specific procedures must be conducted. This
process takes extensive time to complete and should be pursued as early as possible.
Please contact the City of Nampa if you need to conduct a survey.
2. It must involve limited clientele activities which targets a specific group of people, such as
senior citizens, domestic violence victims, or homeless persons. The project must meet at
least one of the following criteria:
a. Benefit a clientele group generally assumed to be comprised of low-and moderateincome persons. The Department of Housing and Urban Development recognizes the
following groups under this category: elderly persons, homeless persons, persons with
disabilities, persons with AIDS, migrant farm workers, abused children, battered spouses
and illiterate persons.
b. Have income eligibility requirements that limit activities exclusively to low andmoderate-income persons.
3. It must expand or improve permanent residential structures that will be occupied by low-andmoderate-income households. Activities funded under these projects generally include
acquisition or rehabilitation of property, conversion of nonresidential structures or new
housing structures. Housing created by these projects may be either single or multi-unit
complexes, but if the structure contains more than two living units, at least 51 percent of all
units must be occupied by low-and-moderate-income households.
a. If two or more rental buildings assisted are located on the same or bordering properties
and under the same ownership and management, then the buildings should be treated as a
single structure and follow the guidelines stated above.
b. All rental housing projects must ensure that all low-and-moderate-income occupants pay
affordable rents subject to HUD Fair Market Rent requirements.
4. It must create employment opportunities through Job Creation- Invest in businesses with
Nampa locations to create net new jobs. Net new jobs are jobs that did not previously exist.
Jobs must be permanent full time equivalents (at least 1750 hours per year), where at least 51
percent of which are filled with Nampa residents defined as low to moderate income (LMI)
prior to employment (defined as earning 80% of area median income).
a. Please note that Job Creation projects have a separate application. Please visit the City
website for more information.
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Slum and Blight and Urgent Need
o If you believe your project meets one of the following National Objectives, please contact City
Staff prior to completing the application.
 Slum and Blight projects are a special type of project that occurs mostly within the Central
Nampa Downtown Districts. These projects are to address deterioration and health & safety
concerns.
 Urgent Need projects are the rarest of project types. This National Objective is only used in
special circumstances and usually coincides with a Natural Disaster Declaration.
Eligible CDBG Activities:
According to federal CDBG regulations outlined in 24 CFR 570, the basic eligible activities include a
variety of uses including homeownership activities, rental housing activities, public facilities, and public
services. The following is a list of some of the types of uses that may be funded with CDBG dollars.
Basic Eligible Activities
Acquisition of real property by purchase, long-term lease, or donation
Acquisition, construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or installation of public facilities and
improvements, such as water and sewer facilities, streets, neighborhood centers, and the conversion
of buildings for eligible purposes
 Clearance, demolition, and removal of buildings and improvements
 Provision of public services, including but not limited to those concerned with drug abuse, crime
prevention, drug abuse, education, ESL courses, energy conservation and recreational needs
 Repairs to sidewalks, parks, playgrounds, publicly owned utilities and public buildings benefiting
low- or moderate-income households.
 Relocation payments and other assistance for permanently and temporarily relocated individuals,
families, businesses, non-profit organizations, and farm operations
 Housing services, including housing counseling, loan processing, and inspections to low- or
moderate-income households
 Direct homeownership assistance to low- or moderate-income households
 Infrastructure improvements for the benefit of a business that will create new permanent jobs**
Please note there is a separate application for Job Creation Projects. Please visit the City website for
more information.



Rehabilitation and Preservation
Rehabilitation of:
o Privately owned buildings
o Low-income public housing
o Publicly or commercially owned industrial buildings
o Non-profit owned non-residential buildings
o Manufactured housing
 Code enforcement, including costs incurred for inspection for code violations and enforcement of
codes in deteriorating or deteriorated areas.
 Historic preservation, including rehabilitation, preservation or restoration of publicly and privately
owned historic properties.


Activities by Community-Based Development Organizations (CBDOs)
CDBG funds may be provided as grants or loans to any CBDO qualified to carry out neighborhood
revitalization, community economic development, or energy conservation projects. CBDOs
qualifying under HUD criteria are organizations organized under state or local laws to engage in
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community development activities in specific geographic areas within communities. Neighborhood
Revitalization Strategy Areas meet the specific geographic area requirement. North Central Nampa
Target Area is designated as one of these specific geographic areas. The complete list of HUD
criteria for qualifying as a CBDO can be found at 24 CFR 570.204.
Ineligible CDBG Activities:
Acquisition, construction, or reconstruction of buildings for the general conduct of government or
General government expenses – i.e. City Hall, Public Safety Building
 Political activities
 Paying existing debt
 Purchase of construction equipment, fire protection equipment, furnishings and personal properties
 Operating and maintenance expenses
 Income payments
 Construction of new housing
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
B. APPLICATION SUBMISSION:
 All applications must be submitted electronically using the ZoomGrants portal located on the City of
Nampa website.


The system will not allow you to submit without providing all required information. All questions
must be answered. If the question does not apply to the project, type ‘NA’. All documents marked
as ‘required’ must have something uploaded. If it does not apply to the project, upload a document
stating why the requirement does not apply to the project.
o For City projects, upload page stating “The project is a City project and exempt per guidelines.”



Applications for all projects must contain the following uploaded documents:
1. Board Resolution or City Department Certification
2. Project Implementation Schedule
3. Client Intake Form/Application or method to be used to document beneficiaries (e.g. Census
data, Utility user list, etc.)
4. Map(s) showing area of service
5. Organizational Chart showing employees involved in the project and relationship
6. Board of Directors Member Form – City Departments Exempt only if no commission or
committee other than City Council will be involved with recommending or approving the project
7. Last Audit – City Departments Exempt
8. Organization budget – City Departments Exempt
9. 501 (c) 3 certification or public agency documentation – City Departments Exempt
10. Copy of EEO policy – City Departments Exempt
11. Proof of liability coverage – City Departments Exempt
12. Proof of fidelity bond coverage for principals – City Departments Exempt
13. Construction Forms – only if CDBG is paying for Construction
14. Acquisition Forms – only if CDBG is paying for Acquisition



Complete a separate application for each project requesting funds from a single organization.
o Assign each proposed project a priority within the Project Title (for example: ABC Project
Priority #1 = first priority, XYZ Project Priority #2 = second priority, etc.)
o To ensure submission of multiple applications you must first start the first application but DO
NOT submit, just create the first application. Go back to MY ACCOUNT, there is a tab up top
that says "AVAILABLE PROGRAMS", click on that, you will see the application. Next to the
application will be a button that says "APPLY AGAIN". Click that and proceed with an
additional application for program funds.



CDBG FUNDS MAY NOT BE OBLIGATED UNTIL THE CONTRACT/AGREEMENT IS
ACCEPTED AND SIGNED BY ALL PARTIES.



Deadline: Wednesday, May 24, 2017. The application must be submitted to the City of Nampa no
later than 5:00pm, Mountain Standard Time of the deadline.
NO EXCEPTIONS TO THE SUBMISSION GUIDELINES WILL BE GRANTED!
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
C. APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS:
Eligible Applicants
 Applicant organizations must be either a (1) City Department or (2) public agency or (3) private,
non-profit entity with current 501(c)(3) or equivalent status or (4) private, for-profit entity that
shares a mission similar to that of providing assistance and encouraging self-sufficiency to low and
moderate income persons.
o Any applicant/organization that does not meet one of these requirements may be able to work
with a city department to be a sponsoring applicant. The City Department will then be the
recipient of funds and will have to ensure compliance.
o Any applicant/organization that meets the complete list of HUD criteria (found at 24 CFR
570.204) for qualifying as a Community Based Development Organization (CBDO) may meet
exemption requirement for use of CDBG funding for public service and/or housing in designated
areas.
 Must have a valid Duns and Bradstreet Number to submit on-line application. A DUNS number can
be obtained for free. Obtain this number as soon as possible, do not wait until the application due
date. Obtain a number at: www.dnb.com/us.
o City Departments must use the City DUNS number.
 Applicants with unresolved audit, disallowed costs or prior performance problems from any
previous grant will be ineligible to apply for a new grant.
o City Departments are not required to submit an audit.
Multi-Year Funding
 Construction projects may be eligible for multi-year funding allocations for large projects.
Rather than requesting CDBG funding two/three years in a row for CDBG funding, a
recommendation may be made to award funding for future years. If you are interested in MultiYear funding for one project, contact CDBG staff.
o Projects from applicants in need of a City sponsorship are not eligible for multi-year funding.
City Department Guidance
Most City projects are for construction, reconstruction or acquisition of property of city facilities or
services. Contact CDBG staff to discuss the viability of the proposed project, if it is not currently
located in the City Right-of-Way.


Exemptions to some criteria:
o City projects are exempt from some criteria as it does not apply. Projects for non-eligible
entities that are sponsored by the City must address all required information regardless of City
exemption.
o When criteria does not apply but is identified as “required” within ZoomGrants and will not
allow the application to be submitted without an answer it is necessary to identify the criteria as
not applying. As such, the applicant shall type “NA” or attach a document stating that it is not
required for City Projects. For example: there is no need to attach a copy of the city audit and
therefore the applicant should attach a 1 page sheet stating that the Audit is not required.
o Areas that do not apply to City projects:
 Describing the financial policies and procedures or when they were last reviewed/updated.

For Adoption on 5/1/2017

8




Describing the administrative structure of the organization if there are no committees or
commissions, outside of City Council, that is involved in the project.
Do not complete or upload certain documents:
 Board of Directors Member Form – complete only if a commission or committee other
than City Council will have impact on the project
 Last Audit or organization budget
 501 (c) 3 certification or public agency documentation
 Copy of EEO policy
 Proof of liability coverage or fidelity bond coverage for principals



Planning & Staff costs
o It is not the policy to pay for City Staff time with CDBG or to pay for planning costs associated
with a project; planning does not mean design costs. City staff time is treated as match.



LID (Local Improvement Districts)
o The use of CDBG funds in any project that may require the repayment of the cost to the City
(LID assessments) is not recommended. If CDBG funding is used, the city must pay for the
assessment charges for the very-low & low income households. This can easily use the entire
CDBG funds and even more. If the proposed project may use an LID contact CDBG staff
immediately to discuss viability.



Acquisition
o If property is to be acquired for the project, regardless of CDBG funds used in the actual
acquisition, contact CDBG staff immediately as Environmental and Uniform Relocation Act
requirements must be addressed.
o If the property for the project was acquired within 1 year prior to application contact CDBG staff
to ensure that the project is not subject to Uniform Relocation Act requirements.



Design & Construction Projects
o CDBG’s use for construction can be used one of three ways.
 CDBG purchases the materials and City force do the actual construction. This process does
not affect the overall cost of a project.
 The City contracts out for the construction work and pays for the construction with CDBG
funds. This process does affect the overall cost of the project as the project is subject to the
Davis Bacon Act.
 CDBG pays for the design of the project only. This process does not affect the overall cost
of the project. Documentation of proper City procurement procedures must be provided for
the CDBG files. Procurement of Design professionals on the Public Works Pre-Qualified list
has met the proper procurement procedures.



Sponsorship
o It is possible that City Departments may be approached by non-eligible entities to sponsor their
project for a CDBG application. The City Departments may sponsor a non-eligible entities; final
ownership determines if it is a sponsored project or a City department project.
 If the non-eligible entity will have ownership than it is a Sponsored project and subject to all
the questions in the application. Such activities may include the development of a park for a
neighborhood association to be owned by the neighborhood association.
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If the City will have final ownership than it is a City Department project and is exempt from
some of the questions in the application. Such activities may include the development of
public infrastructure to convert a neighborhood from septic to city sewer system.
o The responsibility of the administration, tracking and compliance of the project falls upon the
sponsoring City Department.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
D. FUNDING GUIDELINES:


Most proposed projects will only be eligible for funding October 1, 2017 to September 30, 2018.
Note: If your project may want to access multi-year funding, contact CDBG staff immediately.



Project goals should be attainable within a defined period of time (typically one year) and should
achieve measurable results. The application must identify the actual timeline that will be followed.
Include all relevant milestones regardless of CDBG funding involvement in the particular step e.g.
acquisition, design, bidding, site preparation, construction, and completion.



Funds will not be granted to reduce existing deficits, entertainment, lobbying expenses, audits, or
other ineligible expenses under the CDBG program.



Non-City Applicants will be required to execute a contract with the City before receiving any
approved funds. Funding is disbursed on a reimbursement basis. The contract must be signed
by November 1, 2017 or the award will be forfeit.
 City Departments will be notified of responsibilities of implementation of the project following
award of the project.



Projects must meet all applicable grant requirements of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD).



Applicants must demonstrate adequate management and fiscal controls within its current
organization to undertake the proposed project.



Applicants must demonstrate the ability to leverage or match the requested funds from other
sources, including City General Funds, Staff time, donations and other grant funds. City projects do
not require match, but it is encouraged as it is used in the scoring. All leverage/matching funds must
be dedicated to the requested project and available during the project period, i.e., October 1, 2017 –
September 30, 2018. All funds for the project must be listed in the budget to be counted toward any
match requirement. The following leverage/match requirements apply:
 City Department Exception – City projects do not require match, but it is encouraged as match
is part of the scoring process. Non-eligible organizations that have a city department sponsor the
project are not eligible for the exception; they must provide the match as indicated below.
 Indicate in the application any intention of the Department to request general fund budget
dollars or enterprise funds dollars in the upcoming budget cycle. This provides advance
notice to City Council of budget needs for completion of the project.
 For Construction projects the estimated land value and maintenance cost for the next 5 years
can be used for the match scoring process.
 Public Service Projects – Minimum 100% MATCHING FUNDS required (match may be
from cash or in the form of in-kind contributions and/or volunteer labor. The current rate for
volunteer match time is $21.10 per hour.)
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 Construction/Rehabilitation Projects – Minimum 100% MATCHING FUNDS required,
dedicated to the specific construction project (match may be from cash or in the form of in-kind
contributions and/or volunteer labor.) No operating funds will be considered as MATCHING
FUNDS.
 Acquisition with Construction Projects - Minimum 100% MATCHING FUNDS required,
dedicated to the specific acquisition/construction project (match may be from cash or in the form
of in-kind contributions and/or volunteer labor.) No operating funds will be considered as
MATCHING FUNDS.
 Acquisition Only Projects (no construction) – Minimum 50% CASH MATCH required,
dedicated to the specific acquisition project. No operating funds will be considered as
MATCHING FUNDS.


Applicants must demonstrate that they have attempted to obtain funding from other sources.
Evidence (a letter, statement, list of grants/foundations with pending application, or other
documentation) of this should be included as part of the project narrative and submitted with the
proposal, with status and/or response from potential funding sources.



Funding Request Levels: applicants interested in projects in need of less than the minimum amount
should consider reviewing the City of Nampa’s Community Grants webpage for suggestions of other
funding opportunities.
o Public Service Projects:
 City Applicants that request less than $3,000 will be considered non-responsive.
 Non-City Applicants and City Sponsored Projects that request less than $15,000 will be
considered non-responsive.
 No more than 4 public service sub-recipients shall be awarded regardless of the funding
amount.
 If a public service applicant that generates Program Income is awarded funds, the City
shall not award total funding under this category at a greater amount than 13% of the
entitlement funds. The percent of entitlement amount expended on public service project
may never be greater than 15%. The percent allocated to public service project is subject
to change at allocation dependent upon the projected program income to be generated and
the percent of CDBG to the total project cost.
o Capital (non-public service) Projects: Applicants, City and non-City, that request less than
$20,000 will be considered non-responsive.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES

E. APPLICATION CRITERIA
 Applicants must report the status of all funds that are requested or proposed from other sources.


Applicants who previously received CDBG funding must report the status of that funding, including
actual accomplishments. Prior awardees should demonstrate that they have been timely in
expending their funds and submitting their progress reports and drawdown requests on any prior year
CDBG projects. Under special circumstances the City can waive this requirement.



Applications must be complete and include all applicable supporting documents to be considered for
review and scoring. Applications with missing documentation will be considered non-responsive
and will not be reviewed. Additional application information will not be considered after the
application deadline unless specifically requested by CDBG staff.



Strong consideration will be given to projects that serve low to moderate-income residents within
designated target neighborhoods. If a project is benefiting people that live through-out the City it is
not considered to be within a designated target neighborhood. See maps in the application for the
boundaries of the target neighborhoods.
o Target Neighborhoods
 Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Areas
 NNU District
 Old Nampa Neighborhood
 Central Downtown District
o Target Areas for specific project types
 Floodplain corridor for floodplain mitigation efforts
 Transportation Corridors – housing development within 1 mile of public transit corridors



Consolidated Plan Goals and Objectives: Only those projects addressing at least one of the goals
identified in the Consolidated Plan and at least one of the objectives associated with these goals
(listed in the Consolidated Plan) will be considered for CDBG funding. Please review the
Consolidated Plan goals and objectives to ensure that your project is consistent with these goals and
objectives before submitting a project proposal.

Housing Goals
Goal 1: Increase and preserve the supply of permanent, quality affordable housing for low
and moderate income households.
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Objective 1.1: Encourage affordable rental and infill housing development
by offsetting impact fees and hookup fees, using fast track development
approval and providing more flexible setback requirements.
Objective 1.2: Support improvements to affordable multi-unit and owner
occupied housing, including accessibility improvements for people with
disabilities.
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Objective 1.3: Continue to fund revitalization activities in target
neighborhoods.
Objective 1.4: Continue to conduct code enforcement programs in CDBGeligible areas.
Objective 1.5: Continue to improve the central neighborhood and
encourage more mixed-income communities.
Objective 1.6: Continue to coordinate CDBG funding with long-term City
goals, such as urban revitalization efforts.
Objective 1.7: Prioritize ADA/accessibility infrastructure improvements

Goal 2: Provide non-monetary support—e.g., fast track development approvals, favorable
regulatory environment—to organizations creating affordable rental housing.
Goal 3: Work with surrounding communities (Meridian, Caldwell) and the faith-based
community to create a small supportive housing facility for residents fleeing domestic
violence.
Goal 4: Enhance homeownership opportunities through homeownership counseling and
incentivizing developers to build starter homes (flexible zoning, fast track approval,
providing infrastructure and/or demolition of vacant buildings for residential use).
Goal 5: Continue the City’s program that provides low and moderate income homeowners
with needed repairs.



Objective 2.1: Continue housing rehabilitation program for owner
occupied units.
Objective 2.2: 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 6: Homeless Goal: Reduce homelessness.
 Objective 3.1: Continue to support efforts to reduce chronic homelessness.
 Objective 3.2: 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.
Economic Opportunity Goals
Goal 1: Continue to use block grant funds to provide social services for low income and
special needs residents—e.g., mental health and substance abuse services, emergency rental
assistance, homeless prevention, and shelter operations. Explore expansions to mental health
and substance abuse services in low income neighborhoods.
Goal 2: Explore future opportunities to serve and support individuals and families who are
escaping domestic violence.
Goal 3: Work regionally to improve transportation options.
For Adoption on 5/1/2017
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Goal 4: Support credit counseling and education options for renters who want to become
homeowners.
Goal 5: Promote job creation and economic development






Objective 4:1: Support economic development efforts that result in job
training and employment for the City’s low- to moderate-income
residents.
Objective 4.2: Improve the condition of the City’s public infrastructure to
benefit the expansion or location of new businesses.

In reviewing and evaluating proposals for CDBG funding for the current CDBG Program Year,
consideration/priority will be given to the following types of projects that:
o Successfully maximize utilization of outside (non-CDBG) funds and services (including cash
contributions, in-kind contributions, and volunteers).
o Do not duplicate existing services and that effectively utilize/maximize partnerships with other
organizations and agencies in the community.
o Demonstrate that the agency has the staff capability and capacity to successfully implement the
proposed project.
o Are clearly defined and realistic in scope, location, need, budget, and goals.
o Demonstrate a clear and effectual plan for evaluating the progress of the project toward
addressing the identified need or problem.
o Utilize a proven effective strategy to improve conditions or solve an identified problem;
including those that are federal requirements.
o Demonstrate readiness to be implemented in a timely manner once the CDBG funds are
awarded.
o Have strong neighborhood/community support, with sufficient evidence illustrating this support.
o Require a one-time only infusion of funds.
o Have a sustainable long-term impact, whether these strategies preserve dollars (through tools
such as revolving loan funds), preserve affordability of housing, or help people move toward
self-sufficiency.
o Do not result in the permanent displacement or relocation of current occupants from their homes
or rental units in order to create additional affordable housing.



Applications must address one or more of the following Funding Priorities set forth in the
Consolidated Plan. To assist with the allocation of resources in meeting the above goals, the City
has established the following funding priorities. While the City recognizes that all of the objectives
identified in the Consolidated Plan are critical issues for the City to address over the 5-year
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Consolidated Plan period, project proposals addressing higher priority needs will score higher during
this CDBG Program Year. Depending on the pool of proposals, however, projects in other than the
high priority category may be funded.
High priority needs


Improved accessibility in Nampa, including transit, community infrastructure, and
accessible homes.



More affordable and diverse housing options. These would help renters who want to buy
achieve homeownership, stabilize low income renters, and meet the market needs for
residents who want to downsize and/or desire housing products other than single family
homes.



Neighborhood revitalization and increased economic opportunity for residents living in
North Nampa. Job growth to allow Nampa residents to both live and work in Nampa.



Improved housing options for individuals/families leaving domestic violence situations.



Expanded key social services—including mental health services—to alleviate demands and
costs of first responders.

Housing Priorities
1. Explore and support opportunities for rental assistance programs and new units to serve very
low income renters, especially families who are leaving domestic violence situations and/or
are families with children.
2. Explore and support credit counseling, down payment assistance, and affordable infill
opportunities for moderate-income renters wanting to buy in Nampa
3. Continue housing rehabilitation programs for low and moderate income households,
prioritizing accessibility and visitability.
Economic Opportunity Priorities
1. Support and expand job training for residents who are under- and unemployed, especially to
address shortages of workers in food processing and manufacturing.
2. Improve transit options in North Nampa, not only to address the needs of residents without
cars, but to accommodate employment growth, business retention and economic
development.
3. Expand health services, including mental health and healthy food choices, in neighborhoods
and for residents where services are lacking.
Fair Housing Priorities


Credit improvement and education for renters who desire to become homeowners and
owners at risk of foreclosure.
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Opportunities for economic growth in North Nampa. Nampa has one neighborhood that
qualifies as a HUD-designated Racially and Ethnically Concentrated area of Poverty
(R/ECAP). This neighborhood houses many residents of Hispanic origin who are extremely
low income and many for whom English is a Second Language (ESL). This neighborhood is
challenged by higher than average crime, no grocery stores, limited transit, limited
walkability, and a physical separation from downtown Nampa. Investing in this
neighborhood through improvements in education quality, transit, healthy food, and job
training and employment opportunities would improve the economic outcomes of
residents—especially the long-term economic outcomes of children—and benefit the City
overall.

*Note: Special needs populations include the homeless, the elderly, abused children,
illiterate adults, individuals living with HIV/AIDS, migrant farm workers, and adults
defined as severely disabled including those with physical or developmental disabilities,
individuals with substance abuse problems, and individuals with severe, persistent mental
illness.


For public service projects or programs: Demonstrate that the proposed activity will result in a new
service or a quantifiable increase in the level of service above that which has been provided by the
applicant during the previous 12-month period. Applicants are expected to ensure that they are not
duplicating services that are already available and that other sources of funding have been explored.



Consideration should be taken in the selection of projects and in the preparation of applications to
ensure that environmental and historic preservation impediments do not cause an application to be
denied, or approval severely delayed. Non-Public Service applicants should canvas the service area
and note any environmental concerns and address how their program will mitigate them.



Special Note for Construction Projects:
o Applicants awarded construction or rehabilitation projects must ensure they meet requirements
specified under the Davis-Bacon Related Acts. The Act requires that all laborers and mechanics
employed by contractors or subcontractors in the performance of construction work financed in
whole or in part with assistance received under HUD programs shall be paid wages at rates not
less than those prevailing on similar construction in the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C.276a-276a-5).
 If City staff will be doing the actual construction or rehabilitation work and CDBG funds will
be assisting with other areas (acquisition of material, design professional fees, etc.), the
Davis Bacon Act does not apply.
o Applicants applying for construction or rehabilitation projects must ensure that they complete a
City of Nampa Conceptual Plan Review (contact the City of Nampa Planning & Zoning
Department) prior to the presentations to City Council are made and should provide evidence as
such at the presentations to City Council. Applicants that have not completed the review will be
considered non-responsive and will not continue through the review process.
 City Applicants are exempt from this requirement.
o Applicants awarded construction or rehabilitation projects must ensure that they have approval
of the designs for the project no later than October 1 of the current year. Any applicant that does
not have approval by the stated date may be subject to forfeiture of the award of CDBG funds
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and no contract will be signed. The forfeited funds will then be returned to the CDBG program
for reallocated.
 City Applicants are exempt from this requirement.
 Affordable Housing Development: for those applicants pursuing HOME funding or
Low/Income Housing Tax Credit funding from IHFA shall be provided an extension to this
requirement. If awarded, the applicant shall be required to secure funding no later than the
spring IHFA application cycle following award of CDBG funding. At notice of award from
IHFA, the applicant must submit an updated schedule and timeline of when completed
designs shall be provided to the City.
 Applications for use of CDBG funds for acquisition of design services may be exempt from
this requirement on a case by case basis.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
F. CITY MAP & OTHER TARGET AREAS BY CENSUS TRACT AND CORRESPONDING
LMI %


The City of Nampa has identified four target neighborhoods and two areas targeted for specific types
of projects. These include:



Target Neighborhoods
o North Central Nampa designated as a Neighborhood Revitalization Strategy Area
o Northwest Nazarene University District designated as a Local Target Area
o Central Nampa Downtown District designated as a Redevelopment Area
 Downtown Business
 Downtown Village
 Downtown Historic
o Old Nampa Neighborhood, including the Residential Historic District, designated as a Local
Target Area



Target Areas for specific project types
o Floodplain along Indian Creek designated as a Local Target Area for floodplain mitigation
 Floodplain corridor for floodplain mitigation efforts, including projects that positively impact
the floodplain; i.e. through the development of open spaces, removal of obstructions, or
renovation of floodway.
o Transportation Corridors designated as a Local Target Area for Transit Oriented Development
 Transportation Corridors – housing development within 1 mile walking distance of public
transit corridor. Applicant must provide documentation that public transit is within 1 mile of
the location of the housing development.



Strong consideration will be given to projects that serve low to moderate-income residents within
these designated targeted neighborhoods.



Use the enclosed maps to identify the boundaries of the four target neighborhoods.



If using LMI Area as the basis for the project National Objective eligibility, use the enclosed maps to
identify the boundaries of the project and the corresponding Low/Moderate Income percentages.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
G. REVIEW PROCESS:
There is a multi-layer review process for all applications. The application is first reviewed for threshold
requirements. A committee will review and score all applications that pass the review threshold. An
application must receive at least 50 points to be considered for funding. The Economic / Community
Development Department will then prepare a list of the rated applications for the Mayor and City
Council.
 Review Threshold Requirements must be met or the application will be considered nonresponsive and will not be reviewed for funding; they are.
o Application complete, approved, and Resolution signed by Board of Directors or City
Department Head, as appropriate. Any application considered non-responsive will not be
reviewed.
o A valid DUNS and Bradstreet number provided.
o Copy of the client intake/application form or method for documenting beneficiaries
o Request of CDBG funds is no less than guidelines state
o Complete an accurate Fiscal Year 2017 – 2018 CDBG Budget Forms
o Complete an accurate Fiscal Year 2017 – 2018 Organization Operational Budget (City
Department Exempt)
o Current 501(c)(3) status (attach documentation) or documentation as a public agency or
mission statement similar to that of providing assistance and encouraging self-sufficiency to
low and moderate income persons (City Department Exempt)
o Annual financial statement and/or most recent Audit, Management letter and Agency
response and status of corrective action plan. (City Department Exempt)
 The audit must meet test of independence, include assessment of internal controls, review of
financial record keeping system, review of timely distribution of funds, review of compliance
with applicable requirements, and deal of any disallowed costs and concerns or findings. If
the Audit identifies findings and the Agency does not provide a response with corrective
action plan, the application will be considered non-responsive and will not be reviewed.
o Proposed service/program/project meets one of the CDBG National Objectives
o Be located within the Nampa City limits or demonstrate that a majority of the clients
served reside within the City of Nampa.
o Address one or more of the Local Objectives stated in the Five-Year Consolidated Plan.
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All applicants that meet the minimum threshold requirements and score will be invited to present
their project to the Mayor and City Council. All applicants will be notified of meeting threshold
requirements and presentation times in writing, on or about June 7, 2017 A tentative date for the
presentations is scheduled for June 12, 2017. The invite letter is not a guarantee of funding. No
decision regarding funding will be made at the presentation time. Final selection of funded projects
will occur during a regular schedule Council Meeting on June 19, 2017.
o Non-City applicants applying for construction or rehabilitation projects must ensure that they
complete a City of Nampa Conceptual Plan Review (contact the City of Nampa Planning &
Zoning Department) prior to the presentation to City Council. Applicants that have not
completed the review will be considered non-responsive and will not continue through the
review process.



All applicants that have met minimum threshold requirements will be notified of the funding
recommendations in writing, on or about August 11, 2017. Receipt of an award letter is not a
guarantee of funding. All awards are subject to further pre-contract negotiation and an award of
the annual entitlement appropriation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development to
the City.



Currently funded applicants who have received prior CDBG funding will also be evaluated on past
performance in carrying out programmatic activities and contractual compliance. Factors such as
applicant ability to meet service delivery goals, timely expenditure of funds, timely reporting,
accuracy of reporting, ability to meet audit requirements, and other programmatic and fiscal
contractual requirements will be considered. These other factors will be considered in conjunction
with the proposal score in developing an overall recommendation for applicant funding.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
H. CRITERIA AND SCORING:
The following criteria and scoring will be considered in developing a recommendation for applicant
funding. The maximum score is 100 points.
















Target and LMI populations
(up to 10 pts)
o How effectively the project targets the beneficiaries.
o The number and percentage of low- and moderate- income households or individuals to be
served.
Consolidated Plan Objective, Goals & Priority
(up to 15pts)
o Relationship between the proposed project and the community needs identified in the 2012-2017
Consolidated Plan.
o Funding priority level
Project Description
(up to 5 pts)
o Description of proposed program/project
o Proposed work plan/timeline
Statement of Need
(up to 10 pts)
o Community problem or need to be addressed
o Supporting documentation; all data references must identify the source of the information; i.e.
Census, study, city plans, etc.
o Target population and target service delivery area
Program Delivery
(up to 10 pts)
o Program goals and objectives are S.M.A.R.T
o Organization chart
o Responsibilities of persons associated with delivery of project/program
o Number of jobs retained/obtained by applicant and clients
o Program continuation, with or without federal funding
Applicant Capacity
(up to 20 pts)
o Administrative structure of Applicant
o Details of past program years results vs. goals
o Evidence of board training and development
o Financial statement and/or most recent Audit, Management Letter and Agency Response
o Past performance with CDBG grant administration and/or other grant administration
o Evidence of adequate fiscal planning and managerial capabilities
o Staff experience
o Compliance history of Grant administration
Coordination
(up to 5 pts)
o Collaborations implemented to enhance services and programs
o Community outreach for application
o Community outreach for project
Leveraging Other Funds
(up to 5 pts)
o Financial support through earned income, private giving and governmental support
Budget
(up to 20 pts)
o Mathematically correct and accurate through-out application
o Sources of other revenue and expenses (categorize)
o Matching Funds
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
PROGRAM YEAR 2017
APPLICATION GUIDELINES
I. POST - AWARD & SUB-RECIPEINT CRITERIA:
All awards and amount are subject to further pre-contract negotiation and the actual level of annual
entitlement appropriation by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development to the City of
Nampa. Funded applicants that do not comply with Post-Award and Sub-recipient criteria listed below
will forfeit their award of CDBG funds and no agreement will be signed. The forfeited funds will then
be returned to the CDBG program for reallocated.
Prior to Execution of Contract/Agreement
All funded applicants will be required to attend a mandatory CDBG orientation session to be held
prior to project implementation. Staff associated with the CDBG funded program must attend the
workshop. This includes the person(s) responsible for administering the project, data collection and
reporting, and completion of draw requests.
o If applicant staff changes during the duration of the contract, the City of Nampa must be notified
immediately. A special orientation session must be held for the new staff prior to any further
draw requests.





All funded applicants will be required to submit an updated accounting of users receiving services in
the previous 12 months (October 1, 2017 – September 30, 2018) at time of agreement signing.



The City of Nampa may award funds at a different level than requested. If the award level differs
from the requested amount, the funded applicants will be required to submit a revised project budget
prior to agreement signing.



All funded applicants must sign the Agreement no later than November 1, 2017, unless other date
specified by CDBG staff. If the agreement is not signed at such time, the award will be considered
forfeit and the funds will be returned to the CDBG program for reallocation.



All funded applicants shall not incur any costs or obligate any CDBG funding until a release of
funds is received from the US Department of Housing and Urban Development and/or the City of
Nampa, Economic Development Department.



If the proposed project includes construction of any type, it is imperative that the non-City applicants
work with the appropriate City department as all funded applicants with projects that include
construction must have a final design plan approved by the City of Nampa prior to October 1, 2017.
If the plan is not approved, award will be considered forfeit and the funds will be returned to the
CDBG program for reallocation.

Post Execution of Agreement
 Ensure recognition of the role of the City of Nampa Community Development Block Grant in
providing services. All facilities assisted, not including private homes, must have a permanent
plaque attached to the facility identifying the role of the City. All facilities where services are
provided and/or material associated with services assisted with CDBG funding shall be prominently
labeled as to the funding source. In addition, all applicants will include a reference to the support
provided in all publications made possible with CDBG funds.
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All funded applicants will be required to maintain accurate records documenting that the targeted
populations and/or areas are being served by the project, and to provide quarterly reports to the City
demonstrating that this requirement is being satisfied. The funded applicant must collect and track
data elements associated with the program. These elements will include, the number of
persons/households served, income levels, family size, race/ethnicity, number of elderly served, and
number of female head of households served. Additional elements may be required to be collected
and track depending upon the nature of the program.



For Construction, rehabilitation or acquisition projects, the City of Nampa’s shall retain an interest in
the property. For City projects, the interest shall be retained in perpetuity. For non-City project the
interest shall be retained for a minimum of 5 years and ensuring that the property maintains a CDBG
eligible use for 5 years following the close of the project. A longer time of CDBG interest may be
retained as specified in individual contracts. The contract will state:
The use and disposition of real property and equipment under the Agreement shall be in
compliance with the requirements of 2 CFR Part 200 Uniform Administrative Requirements,
Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards and 24 CFR 570.502, 570.503,
570.504, 570.505 and 570.506, as applicable, which include but are not limited to the following:
1. The Subrecipient shall maintain real property inventory records, which clearly identify
properties purchased, improved or sold.
2. Real Property that was acquired or improved, in whole or in part, with funds under this
Agreement in excess of $25,000 shall be used to meet one of the CDBG National Objectives
pursuant to 24 CFR 570.208 until five (5) years after expiration of this Agreement. If the use
of the CDBG assisted real property fails to meet a CDBG National Objective for the
prescribed period of time, the Subrecipient shall pay the CITY an amount equal to the
current fair market value of the property less any portion of the value attributed to
expenditures of non-CDBG funds for acquisition of, or improvement to, the property. Such
payments shall constitute program income to the CITY. The Subrecipient may retain real
property acquired or improved under this Agreement after the expiration of the five-year
period.



In addition to the key programmatic requirements noted in the application guidance, CDBG projects
are also be subject to other Federal requirements, including:


Fair housing and equal opportunity: Discrimination based on race, color, national origin,
religion, familial status, sex or age is prohibited.



Handicapped accessibility: Generally, Federally-assisted buildings and facilities must be
accessible to handicapped persons.



Employment and contracting: Grantees may not discriminate in employment and must make
efforts to provide training and employment opportunities to low income residents.



Environmental review: Grantees must undertake environmental reviews in accordance with 24
CFR Part 58.
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Flood insurance: CDBG funds may not be provided in a Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA) designated special flood area unless specific precautions are undertaken.



Lead-based paint: CDBG rehabilitation and construction activities must comply with 24 CFR
Part 35 and Section 401(b) of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act.



Labor standards: Construction activities may be required to comply with the Davis Bacon Act
and the Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act.



Debarred, suspended and ineligible contractors and subrecipients: CDBG funds cannot be
provided to debarred, suspended, or ineligible contractors, subcontractors or subrecipients.



Conflict–of-interest: CDBG recipients and subrecipients must comply with procurement
requirements found at 2 CFR 200.318 and 570.611 and with any other applicable conflict-ofinterest provisions.



Acquisition and Relocation: Acquisition, rehabilitation, and/or demolition activities may be
covered by the Uniform Relocation Act and/or Section 104 (d) of the Housing and Community
Development Act.
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APPENDIX C.
Residential Anti-Displacement and Relocation
Assistance Plan

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 determines 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.
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.
Evaluate housing codes and rehabilitation standards in reinvestment areas to prevent their
placing undue financial burden on long-established owners or tenants of multifamily 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.

