
APPENDIX

A PUBLIC OUTREACH

AN ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

rom December 2014 through February 2015, the San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing 
(SDRAFFH) conducted outreach to the community and key stakeholders to inform development 
of San Diego Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (AI) for the period of Fiscal 

Year 2015/2016 to Fiscal Year 2019/2020.  This report summarizes the comprehensive outreach 
process undertaken to build awareness of and engagement in the analysis process across the San Diego 
region, as well as detailed findings.

A.1 Outreach Summary

Background

The SDRAFFH is the leading voice for fair housing advocacy in the San Diego region; working to 
eliminate housing discrimination and to ensure equal housing opportunity for all people through 
leadership, education, outreach, public policy initiatives, advocacy and enforcement.  SDRAFFH 
includes the geographic area of the San Diego region, including the 18 incorporated cities and all 
unincorporated areas. This includes the HUD entitlement jurisdictions of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, El 
Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee, and 
Vista, and the County of San Diego (with the participating jurisdictions of Coronado, Del Mar, Imperial 
Beach, Lemon Grove, Poway, Solana Beach and the unincorporated areas of the County).

The Fair Housing Act specifies that the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall administer 
programs and activities relating to housing and urban development in a manner that affirmatively 
furthers the policies outlined in 42 USC 3608 / Title VIII of the 1968 Civil Rights Act, Section 808 (e) 5. 
This responsibility is assigned to HUD-funded grant recipients as well. The AI is a comprehensive 
review of an entitlement jurisdiction’s laws, regulations and administrative policies, procedures and 
practices. The AI involves an assessment of how these laws, regulations, policies and procedures affect 
the location, availability, and accessibility of housing, and how conditions, both private and public, affect 
fair housing choice.

The outreach approach focused on engaging the key stakeholders and the general public to educate 
them on the AI process and outcomes, and to provide the process with qualitative, first-hand 
experiences and knowledge related to fair housing in the San Diego region’s communities.  The end 
result is an adopted AI developed through a rigorous technical process and informed by public 
involvement and direct experiences from the San Diego region’s communities. 
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Outreach Goals

The overall outreach goal was to educate and engage key stakeholders and the public related to the AI 
process and outcomes.  To do so, the outreach goals included:

Develop an inclusive and expansive database of key stakeholders and interested parties to 
involve in the process
Create and communicate clear, consistent and understandable explanations and messages about 
the purpose, process, and desired outcomes for the SDRAFFH and AI
Engage key stakeholders and interest groups early in the process to:

o build interest in, commitment to and trust in the process;
o develop initial understandings of issue areas, opportunities and constraints across the 

region and within specific communities; and 
o extend outreach through their networks to hard-to-reach stakeholders

Apply a selection of targeted communications and public participation activities that meet 
stakeholders’ varying needs and ways of accessing information, and that best inform the 
technical process
Identify stakeholders’ needs and priorities for fair housing at the local and levels to effectively 
inform the AI

Stakeholders

The list below represents key stakeholder groups that formed the basis of the outreach database.

Elected officials
Executive staff from local jurisdictions and partner agencies
Housing advocates
Disability advocates
Minority advocates
Real estate industry
Apartment management associations and representatives
Legal aid
Non-profit and social service providers
Neighborhood organizations

Outreach Activities

The project team implemented a range of outreach activities and tools based on the experiences of the 
SDRAFFH participating agencies’ recommendations and the consultant teams’ experience and expertise.  
Steps included:

Developing an outreach database compiled from the participating agencies that includes 
individuals and organizations to be engaged, as well as contact information gathered during the 
outreach process 
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Designing and deploying a fair housing survey for residents that assesses their personal 
experiences with fair housing discrimination.  The survey included web-based and hardcopy 
formats, as well as English and Spanish languages
Producing an educational quiz to build the public’s understanding about the myths and facts 
about fair housing, which was conducted in a presentation and discussion format during 
community workshops 
Conducting stakeholder interviews with key stakeholders to develop initial understandings of 
issue areas, opportunities and constraints across the region and within specific communities.  
Invited participants included:

o Fair Housing service providers: Fair Housing Council of San Diego; North County 
Lifeline; South Bay Community Services; and Center for Social Advocacy; Housing 
Opportunities Collaborative and the Fair Housing Center of the Legal Aid Society of San 
Diego County.

o Housing and disability advocates 
o Apartment associations: SD County Apartment Association; California Apartment 

Association San Diego
Conducting 6 community workshops (4 conducted by the SDRAFFH project team and two 
additional meetings conducted by the City of Encinitas and City of San Diego) throughout the 
region to educate about the AI process and outcomes, and to generate their input about 
experiences and priority areas. 
Public notifications of the survey, quiz and workshops occurred through multiple methods 
including:

o direct mailings to the participating agencies’ mailing lists (over 1,000 agencies contacted),
o email-based (“e-blast”) notifications through the participating agencies’ email networks
o content for participating agencies’ and stakeholders’ communication channels such as 

newsletters, public service announcements, websites, and cable television channels
o social media: posts, tweets, and notices
o press releases

More details and samples of these outreach activities and tools are provided in this Appendix. 
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Outreach Findings: Stakeholder Interviews

Format

Project team members engaged key stakeholders who responded to requests for one-on-one interviews 
about the AI.  Participants represented organizations that provide fair housing services and/or 
complementary and related support services.  A representative from each of the following organizations 
participated in a telephone interview with a project team member:

CSA San Diego County
Elder Help of San Diego 
Fair Housing Center of the Legal Aid Society of San Diego, Inc.
La Maestra Community Health Centers
North County Lifeline
San Diego County Apartment Association
San Diego Regional Center
United Way of San Diego County

Questions focused on:
the agency’s role in fair housing; 
challenges to building community awareness; 
misconceptions and misunderstandings about fair housing; 
challenges to their agency in meeting fair housing needs;
protected classes who are well-served vs. under-served;
existing community assets for fair housing; and
improvements to inter-agency collaboration

The following summary of findings reflects collective input from all interviewees.  

Challenges to Building Community Awareness

Lacking knowledge and awareness of the Fair Housing Act purpose and broader protections:
o Discrimination versus landlord/tenant issues
o Complaint process 
o Breadth of protected classes, particularly beyond race

Engaging and educating a broad range of cultures 
o Language barriers
o Varying cultural norms and expectations
o Focusing efforts on common themes about discrimination 
o Understanding cultural sensitivities and traditions

Lacking education and outreach resources to close gaps and build awareness of rights
Clarifying the differences between fair housing, Section 8 and affordable housing.
Confusing and conflicting laws and rules: federal, state and local 
Building policymakers’ appreciation of the Fair Housing Act’s benefit and resources to the 
community.
Communicating the breadth of developmental disabilities related to fair housing
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Reaching new landlords or property owners who lease shared spaces
Engaging tenants and landlords before there is an issue 
Lacking affordable housing 
Tracking frequent changes to protected classes
Addressing abuses of fair housing laws

Misconceptions and Misunderstandings 

Confusing disability and accommodation requirements
o Assistance animals versus service dogs
o Documentation and process requirements

Lacking community empathy for community members with fair housing, section 8 and 
affordable housing needs
Limiting fair housing rights of undocumented immigrants 
Allowing cultural stereotypes to affect how people are served
Understanding entitlements for ADA requirements/supports
Assuming they have more fair housing rights than is true (tenants)
Perceiving fair housing laws to be over-extended to their rights (landlords)

o “I own the property, I can do it the way I want”
o “I can pick who I like the best”

Understanding complex fair housing processes and procedures
o Applying to the system
o Navigating the system
o Addressing language barriers

Perceiving HUD guidelines for number of people allowed as law
Equating fair housing with low income housing
Limiting fair housing to multi-family housing/apartments

o A place versus policy
Promoting safety by limiting children’s’ access to outside spaces and higher floors.
Sources: 

o General lack of knowledge 
o Confusion in public media/internet
o Varying documentation sources
o Unclear authority/sources 
o Other states

Agency Challenges 

Ensuring the population is aware of who to contact with complaints
Meeting all requests with limited resources in a large county 
Varying levels of enforcement in different locations
Dedicating enough time needed to do testing, research and enforcement
Conducting frequent and well-attended training workshops: going to the people

o Working with complex managers to host them on-site
o Reaching clients with limited transportation resources

Meeting the needs of growing numbers of mental health disabilities; lack of knowledge of rights
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Supporting tenants who are over-demanding via their rights
Addressing evolving rules regarding comfort/support animals 
Understanding and communicating differences in responsibilities between Fair Housing Act and 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
Connecting with designated contacts at fair housing providers who can meet language and 
specialized training needs
Working with fair housing providers who are motivated and engaged in their work
Holding enough classes to meet the needs of clients
Finding more opportunities to educate the community
Separating access and affordability needs from fair housing needs

Protected Classes: Well-Served vs. Under-Served

Well served (or have improved): 
o Disability: good responsiveness, though still significant number
o Race: though can go underground
o Senior citizens
o Single mothers

Greatest needs for improved service:
o Persons with disabilities: aging population, growing confusion
o Race: strengthen our focus as it’s harder to detect now 
o National origin and language access

Improving detection capability
Addressing limited English proficiency rules (e.g., landlords translating docs)
Addressing growth in Middle Eastern cultural groups, especially their lack of 
lease agreements

o Familial status: 
Clarifying occupancy policies for large and extended families
Addressing overly restrictive rules

o Sex and gender identity: lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender
o Seniors: growing population
o Religion: supporting Muslim community members 
o Non-violent criminals re-entering society from incarceration

Leveraging Existing Community Assets 

Partnering with complementary service providers who can reach similar clients to extend 
outreach
Strengthening annual training commitments for municipalities and their grantees who are funded 
by the Fair Housing Act 

o Model the City of San Diego’s effort City of SD has started to do so
o Consider broadening to related topic areas such as social welfare, and health
o Empower people on front lines in the community to provide referrals

Communicating to businesses how impediments affect them to build their understanding and 
support
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Expanding locations and facilities for trainings at nominal/free-cost to reach more people (e.g., 
chambers of commerce)
Building awareness in philanthropy sector and among the region’s Social Equity Funders 
Engaging grassroots organizations (e.g. Resident Leadership Academies, San Diego Organizing 
Project) to extend outreach
Focusing on empowering/educating community leaders who are relevant to protected classes in 
need
Learning from other models for outreach and service to protected classes:

o Corporation for Supportive Housing 
o San Diego Youth Services (LGBT and emancipated/transitional/ foster youth)

Inter-Agency Collaboration

Continuing to strengthen and build on the success of the SDRAFFH network
o Leveraging partners’ openness to working/sharing on a regional level 
o Engaging landlords, owners, managers and property owners proactively to build 

understanding and reduce problems
Increasing support levels from municipalities’ resources:

o Code enforcement
o Public safety
o Referral networks
o Public information offices

Utilizing public and corporate partners’ communication channels
o Expand recent public service announcements through the City of San Diego and local 

cable providers
Strengthening connections to the network of advocacy and referral organizations with shared 
client bases

o Researching additional organizations
o Identifying common goals and outreach
o Leveraging the County of San Diego’s leadership to facilitate partnerships/convening

with other partners
o Working with case managers
o Increasing info/data sharing, where appropriate and consented
o Providing demographic information
o Filling gaps in referral networks

Identifying how FHA funded agencies’ respective assets and strengths can be better leveraged 
and complementary.
Exploring partnership opportunities with San Diego Association of Governments
Refining our collective approach to serving needs based on upcoming changes in to the regions 
demographics and communities 
Communicating the links to other equity issues in community planning and development such as 
public infrastructure

Additional Comments

Address the growing levels of segregation in communities and neighborhoods on a regional 
scale, which may be inadvertently creating disparate impacts
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o Development policies, especially for affordable housing, need to better enable diverse, 
mixed communities

o Diverse communities produce better quality of life outcomes on many levels
Continue utilizing the AI and regional planning to sharpen our focus 

o Addressing legacy impediments 
o Planning regionally more frequently than five years; constant change
o Tracking special populations that evolve quickly (e.g., Chaldeans, Burmese, etc.)

Explore a more integrated, best practice model of service integration and collaboration 
Address whether testing professionals are pushing landlords to take trainings that are financially 
beneficial to the testers, instead of being the subject of a complaint or enforcement

Outreach Findings: Community Workshops

Format

The workshop agenda included a presentation of the project purpose and background, followed by a 
facilitated, large group discussion that included the educational quiz.  Upon signing in, participants 
received a collection of handouts in English or Spanish languages as requested including agenda, 
information sheet of local fair housing resources, and a comment card (see section A.2 of this 
Appendix).  Simultaneous translation of the proceedings from English to Spanish language was 
provided by a certified translator via electronic headsets.  During the discussion, the facilitator recorded 
key discussion points on a large wall-sized paper in real-time using “facilitation graphics.”  Additionally, 
participants were encouraged to submit written comments via the comment cards.  A total of 81 
individuals attended the community meetings.

The following summary of findings reflects discussion points from all workshops conducted as noted in
the meeting notes, wallgraphics and submitted comment cards.  Photo-reduced copies of the 
wallgraphics are included on the pages following this summary. 

Issues for Protected Classes

Participants identified fair housing issues, challenges and experiences related to specific protected 
classes.

Disabled
Understanding and meeting accommodation needs in emerging or expanding contexts and 
conditions:

o Mental health
o Emotional support and service animals (e.g., new requirements for property insurers; 

deposit requirements; animal certifications; species restrictions)
o Medical directives and verification from international sources

Educating landlords and tenants regarding accommodation processes, requirements, and 
financial responsibilities

o Market rate versus federally-subsidized properties
o Americans with Disability Act (ADA) 
o Specific amenities and features

Addressing unique or niche disability areas:
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o Hoarding
o Use of medical marijuana

Race and National Orig in
Addressing landlords’ unequal treatment of tenants (e.g., repairs, new and renewed leases) based 
on immigration status 
Understanding the extent of landlords’ accommodation requirements for non-English languages 
in federally-subsidized housing
Focusing on specific race and national origin classes who have disproportionate or growing 
needs:

o Hispanic/Latino 
o African 
o Somali
o Middle Eastern

Familial Status and Steering
Understanding occupancy limit terms in leases versus discrimination based on family size 
Conducting testing of a landlord where no children are tenants at specific properties
Requiring that “no play” requirements on a property apply to all tenants, not just children

Sex
Harassing single women 

Income
Clarifying for tenants and landlords that debt-to-income ratio considerations are allowed, but 
income level and source are not.

Additional Issue Areas
Participants identified additional issue areas in fair housing.

Limited awareness of homeowners associations’ (HOA’s) requirements and roles related to fair 
housing
Growing concentration of housing types and opportunities (i.e., affordable, multi-family, rental) 
that experience higher numbers of fair housing issues in only a few communities in the region
Increasing role of real estate property management companies as landlords
Clarifying accommodation requirements for renters with Section 8 housing vouchers versus 
Section 8 housing units
Providing fair housing support to renters and landlords
Conducting an adequate amount of enforcement (investigations and testing) based on prevailing 
levels of discrimination cases
Addressing discrimination based on perceived criminal activities of tenants versus background 
checks during the application process

Non-Fair Housing Issue Areas

Participants identified other issue areas that may be perceived as fair housing issues by some community 
members, but are typically landlord-tenant or other housing issues.
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Occupancy limits: evolving case law regarding landlords’ control over lease terms 
Smoking: landlord and jurisdiction-specific rules for smoking inside rental/lease homes and 
multi-family housing
Renters and HOAs: representation and voice in HOA decision-making, particularly in properties 
with a high proportion of renters
Domestic and family violence
Section 8: rules, requirements, eligibility and processes
Protecting existing mobile home parks/organizations

Opportunities

Participants identified opportunities for strengthening fair housing in the San Diego region.
Increase community outreach and understanding about fair housing practices and resources

o Strengthen existing relationships with and increase the numbers of informed community 
partners who help to extend outreach (e.g., social service providers, faith community, 
community collaboratives etc.)

o Attend community-based events to connect with community members
o Pursue earned/proactive media coverage about solution-focused enforcement and 

successes 
o Build policymakers’ understanding of resources and issue areas
o Provide clear and accessible web-based information
o Continue to build awareness of SDRAFFH’s role as a regional resource 

Expand and enhance training, professional development and education, particularly for 
landlords

o Target outreach and education to single-property landlords
o Emphasize building trust between fair housing providers/advocates and landlords
o Link with crime-free multi-housing training efforts
o Coordinate efforts with associations that represent and train landlords and property 

managers
Expand the level of enforcement

o Create a stronger and mutually-reinforcing connection with education and testing efforts
Simplify, streamline, and/or clarify processes for receiving fair housing support, particularly 
related to accommodation
Reduce the costs for accessing support and participating in the legal process

San Diego Community Workshop: February 4, 2015 
Location: Belden Apartments

Accommodations/Modifications  
The laundry room is not as friendly for those in wheelchairs. A few attendees expressed their 
concerns about the difficulty of opening the laundry, especially for those who are physically 
disabled.

Assistance vs. Service Animals  
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There seems to be some confusion between the two definitions. Attendees inquired about the 
differences as well as the potential abuses of the policies.

Disability 
The attendees inquired about what is covered in the Fair Housing Act and what is not covered 
in the ADA re: disability. This also stemmed from the previous point re: Assistance vs. Service 
animals.

City of Encinitas Community Workshop:  February 10, 2015
Location: City Hall – Poinsettia Room

Fair Housing Education 
Need more Fair Housing workshops that reach out to landlords.  Landlords need to be aware of
their rights and limitations in selecting tenants and removing problem tenants. Landlords need 
to be aware that Fair Housing services are accessible to them.

Home Owners Associations
HOAs can be overly restrictive and need to understand their limitations in enforcing policies.  
Fair Housing education should be expanded to reach Home Owner’s Associations and training 
in Fair Housing regulations should be provided.

Smoke--Free Housing
Smoke-free housing policies are frequent requests in the City.  

Victims of Domestic Violence 
There is a need for more Fair Housing education and advocacy for victims of domestic violence.  
Fair Housing training should be used as a tool to help stabilize these individuals in their 
environment and teach them how to be aggressive renters in the market.  It’s necessary to 
provide support for those on the verge of homelessness.

Wallgraphics/Discussion Notes

The following pages display the wallgraphics that encompass the key discussion points from the four 
workshops conducted by the SDRAFFH project team and the discussion notes from the City of San 
Diego workshop.
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Workshop Photos 
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A.2 Outreach Materials

Fair Housing Survey
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Outreach Flyer
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Postings

APPENDIX X: PUBLIC OUTREACH

A-23



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

APPENDIX X: PUBLIC OUTREACH

A-24



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Workshop Agenda
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Workshop Handout: Fair Housing Resources
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Comment Cards
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APPENDIX

B DETAILED HMDA DATA

AN ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Lending Summary by Jurisdiction

Table B-1: Disposition of Home Loans

Jurisdiction
Total Applicants Percent Approved Percent Denied Percent Other1

2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013

Carlsbad

Government 
Backed Purchase 275 585 66.2% 75.0% 15.6% 13.0% 18.2% 12.0%

Conventional 
Purchase 3,003 3,384 71.3% 77.2% 15.5% 10.4% 13.2% 12.4%

Refinance 4,702 8,766 59.9% 70.5% 23.3% 15.3% 16.8% 14.2%
Home 
Improvement 286 295 51.0% 62.4% 30.1% 27.1% 18.9% 10.5%

Total 8,266 13,030 63.9% 72.3% 20.5% 14.2% 15.6% 13.5%
Chula Vista

Government 
Backed Purchase 2,246 2,304 66.7% 76.7% 14.9% 11.3% 18.4% 12.0%

Conventional 
Purchase 4,478 2,239 61.1% 74.2% 22.2% 13.8% 16.7% 11.9%

Refinance 5,247 11,141 43.3% 66.4% 36.7% 18.1% 20.0% 15.6%
Home 
Improvement 580 481 37.1% 52.0% 46.6% 35.6% 16.4% 12.5%

Total 12,551 16,165 53.5% 68.5% 28.1% 17.0% 18.4% 14.5%
Coronado

Government 
Backed Purchase 9 45 77.8% 73.3% 0.0% 2.2% 22.2% 24.4%

Conventional 
Purchase 256 260 67.6% 71.5% 14.5% 12.3% 18.0% 16.2%

Refinance 566 852 59.5% 69.8% 21.4% 19.5% 19.1% 10.7%
Home 
Improvement 62 31 56.5% 67.7% 29.0% 22.6% 14.5% 9.7%

Total 893 1,188 61.8% 70.3% 19.7% 17.3% 18.5% 12.4%
Del Mar

Government 
Backed Purchase 3 11 33.3% 63.6% 33.3% 18.2% 33.3% 18.2%

Conventional 
Purchase 124 219 67.7% 72.6% 12.9% 12.3% 19.4% 15.1%

Refinance 284 784 68.3% 69.5% 22.5% 16.3% 9.2% 14.2%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-1: Disposition of Home Loans

Jurisdiction
Total Applicants Percent Approved Percent Denied Percent Other1

2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013

Home 
Improvement 34 15 52.9% 66.7% 26.5% 26.7% 20.6% 6.7%

Total 445 1,029 66.7% 70.1% 20.2% 15.6% 13.0% 14.3%
El Cajon

Government 
Backed Purchase 541 549 72.5% 74.0% 13.3% 11.8% 14.2% 14.2%

Conventional 
Purchase 1,427 986 64.7% 74.3% 21.9% 14.3% 13.5% 11.4%

Refinance 2,181 4,128 50.0% 70.0% 33.7% 16.1% 16.4% 13.9%
Home 
Improvement 270 203 40.0% 52.2% 44.1% 36.0% 15.9% 11.8%

Total 4,419 5,866 56.9% 70.5% 28.0% 16.1% 15.1% 13.4%
Encinitas

Government 
Backed Purchase 61 160 67.2% 74.4% 14.8% 11.9% 18.0% 13.8%

Conventional 
Purchase 1,204 1,498 70.3% 77.6% 15.2% 9.6% 14.5% 12.8%

Refinance 2,522 5,151 62.1% 71.5% 22.0% 14.8% 16.0% 13.7%
Home 
Improvement 190 185 46.3% 65.4% 30.0% 21.6% 23.7% 13.0%

Total 3,977 6,994 63.9% 72.7% 20.2% 13.8% 15.9% 13.5%
Escondido

Government 
Backed Purchase 932 847 71.1% 77.9% 13.8% 11.1% 15.0% 11.0%

Conventional 
Purchase 2,343 1,578 65.0% 77.2% 20.3% 12.0% 14.7% 10.8%

Refinance 3,142 6,314 52.0% 67.3% 31.3% 17.5% 16.7% 15.2%
Home 
Improvement 323 290 33.1% 61.0% 46.1% 28.6% 20.7% 10.3%

Total 6,740 9,029 58.3% 69.8% 25.8% 16.3% 16.0% 13.9%
Imperial Beach

Government 
Backed Purchase 92 113 63.0% 71.7% 14.1% 14.2% 22.8% 14.2%

Conventional 
Purchase 352 244 60.5% 73.8% 26.4% 13.5% 13.1% 12.7%

Refinance 443 869 46.7% 64.7% 36.3% 20.7% 16.9% 14.6%
Home 
Improvement 54 44 37.0% 63.6% 48.1% 31.8% 14.8% 4.5%

Total 941 1,270 52.9% 67.0% 31.1% 19.1% 15.9% 13.9%
La Mesa

Government 
Backed Purchase 219 331 68.9% 77.6% 11.9% 7.3% 19.2% 15.1%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-1: Disposition of Home Loans

Jurisdiction
Total Applicants Percent Approved Percent Denied Percent Other1

2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013

Conventional 
Purchase 691 766 64.7% 79.5% 18.2% 7.6% 17.1% 12.9%

Refinance 1,310 2,966 53.8% 71.9% 29.8% 14.9% 16.4% 13.1%
Home 
Improvement 149 153 48.3% 60.8% 37.6% 29.4% 14.1% 9.8%

Total 2,369 4,216 58.0% 73.4% 25.2% 13.5% 16.7% 13.1%
Lemon Grove

Government 
Backed Purchase 333 324 70.3% 79.0% 14.1% 10.2% 15.6% 10.8%

Conventional
Purchase 555 365 63.4% 75.3% 20.7% 11.8% 15.9% 12.9%

Refinance 1,034 1,933 40.0% 66.0% 41.8% 17.4% 18.2% 16.6%
Home 
Improvement 151 83 37.1% 50.6% 53.0% 39.8% 9.9% 9.6%

Total 2,073 2,705 50.9% 68.4% 32.5% 16.5% 16.5% 15.2%
National City

Government 
Backed Purchase 314 287 62.4% 70.4% 16.6% 13.2% 21.0% 16.4%

Conventional 
Purchase 587 270 57.6% 68.1% 25.6% 17.0% 16.9% 14.8%

Refinance 1,000 1,597 41.1% 61.7% 41.2% 21.2% 17.7% 17.1%
Home 
Improvement 159 86 39.0% 50.0% 45.9% 36.0% 15.1% 14.0%

Total 2,060 2,240 48.9% 63.2% 33.3% 20.2% 17.8% 16.6%
Oceanside

Government 
Backed Purchase 1,095 1,124 68.0% 75.4% 14.8% 13.1% 17.2% 11.5%

Conventional 
Purchase 3,139 2,157 66.7% 76.3% 18.3% 11.8% 15.0% 11.9%

Refinance 4,560 8,364 50.5% 68.3% 31.3% 16.6% 18.2% 15.1%
Home 
Improvement 427 373 44.0% 58.2% 41.9% 30.0% 14.1% 11.8%

Total 9,221 12,018 57.8% 70.1% 25.4% 15.8% 16.8% 14.1%
Poway

Government 
Backed Purchase 132 222 72.7% 79.7% 15.9% 10.8% 11.4% 9.5%

Conventional 
Purchase 773 1,141 73.9% 81.3% 13.6% 8.6% 12.5% 10.1%

Refinance 2,003 4,286 60.2% 72.2% 25.1% 14.9% 14.7% 12.9%
Home 
Improvement 186 170 48.9% 63.5% 37.6% 25.3% 13.4% 11.2%

Total 3,094 5,819 63.4% 74.0% 22.6% 13.8% 14.0% 12.2%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-1: Disposition of Home Loans

Jurisdiction
Total Applicants Percent Approved Percent Denied Percent Other1

2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013

San Diego

Government 
Backed Purchase 4,018 5,196 68.1% 69.6% 15.6% 12.5% 16.3% 17.9%

Conventional 
Purchase 18,861 16,921 66.7% 76.7% 17.6% 10.3% 15.7% 13.0%

Refinance 28,523 59,087 54.1% 69.4% 28.6% 16.3% 17.3% 14.3%
Home 
Improvement 2,837 2,240 44.0% 61.4% 39.7% 27.7% 16.3% 10.8%

Total 54,239 83,444 59.0% 70.7% 24.4% 15.2% 16.6% 14.2%
San Marcos

Government 
Backed Purchase 405 655 72.8% 76.3% 13.3% 13.6% 13.8% 10.1%

Conventional 
Purchase 2,202 2,117 67.5% 76.2% 18.9% 12.6% 13.6% 11.2%

Refinance 3,157 5,662 54.0% 69.3% 28.5% 15.7% 17.4% 14.9%
Home 
Improvement 220 228 42.7% 54.8% 41.8% 33.8% 15.5% 11.4%

Total 5,984 8,662 59.9% 71.2% 24.4% 15.3% 15.7% 13.6%
Santee

Government 
Backed Purchase 500 514 71.6% 78.8% 13.4% 9.9% 15.0% 11.3%

Conventional 
Purchase 1,018 615 68.2% 78.5% 17.1% 10.1% 14.7% 11.4%

Refinance 1,644 3,213 50.2% 72.4% 32.5% 14.2% 17.3% 13.4%
Home 
Improvement 174 179 49.4% 57.5% 38.5% 30.2% 12.1% 12.3%

Total 3,336 4,521 58.8% 73.4% 25.2% 13.8% 15.9% 12.8%
Solana Beach

Government 
Backed Purchase 8 19 75.0% 73.7% 12.5% 5.3% 12.5% 21.1%

Conventional 
Purchase 210 351 70.0% 73.2% 14.8% 11.7% 15.2% 15.1%

Refinance 447 955 61.7% 70.6% 25.1% 15.5% 13.2% 13.9%
Home 
Improvement 56 33 41.1% 66.7% 30.4% 21.2% 28.6% 12.1%

Total 721 1,358 62.7% 71.2% 22.3% 14.5% 15.0% 14.3%
Vista

Government 
Backed Purchase 571 665 67.1% 73.4% 16.5% 11.9% 16.5% 14.7%

Conventional 
Purchase 1,747 1,437 66.3% 74.8% 18.4% 12.4% 15.3% 12.8%

Refinance 2,934 4,991 51.0% 67.2% 32.0% 17.5% 17.1% 15.3%

APPENDIX B: DETAILED HMDA DATA

B-4



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-1: Disposition of Home Loans

Jurisdiction
Total Applicants Percent Approved Percent Denied Percent Other1

2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013 2008 2013

Home 
Improvement 295 224 42.0% 49.1% 40.7% 37.9% 17.3% 12.9%

Total 5,547 7,317 57.0% 68.7% 26.6% 16.6% 16.5% 14.7%
Unincorporated County

Government 
Backed Purchase 1,126 1,790 71.0% 74.6% 13.3% 11.8% 15.7% 13.6%

Conventional 
Purchase 2,869 2,464 63.3% 73.3% 20.7% 13.1% 16.0% 13.5%

Refinance 5,984 10,367 48.3% 67.1% 34.8% 17.3% 16.9% 15.7%
Home 
Improvement 600 519 41.7% 57.0% 40.2% 31.8% 18.2% 11.2%

Total 10,579 15,140 54.4% 68.6% 29.0% 16.5% 16.6% 14.9%
San Diego County

Government 
Backed Purchase 11,236 13,122 68.6% 73.2% 14.7% 12.1% 16.7% 14.7%

Conventional 
Purchase 39,468 32,571 65.9% 76.3% 18.7% 11.0% 15.4% 12.6%

Refinance 60,844 119,225 52.3% 69.0% 30.4% 16.5% 17.3% 14.5%
Home 
Improvement 6,015 4,968 42.4% 59.1% 41.0% 29.8% 16.6% 11.2%

Total 117,563 169,886 57.9% 70.4% 25.5% 15.5% 16.6% 14.1%
Source: www.lendingpatterns.com, 2014
Note:

1. “Other”: Withdrawn/Incomplete
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity and Income Level

Loan Applicant Representation

Table B-2: Demographics of Loan Applicants vs. Total Population

Jurisdiction Total Applicants
Percent of Applicant 

Pool
Percent of Total 

Population
Variation

Carlsbad

White 10,496 67.9% 74.9% -7.0%
Black 102 0.7% 1.2% -0.5%
Hispanic 580 3.8% 13.3% -9.5%
Asian 1,066 6.9% 7.0% -0.1%
Chula Vista

White 6,197 31.7% 20.4% 11.3%
Black 639 3.3% 4.1% -0.8%
Hispanic 6,152 31.5% 58.2% -26.7%
Asian 2,301 11.8% 13.8% -2.0%
Coronado

White 957 72.8% 79.4% -6.6%
Black 7 0.5% 2.0% -1.5%
Hispanic 53 4.0% 12.2% -8.2%
Asian 26 2.0% 2.9% -0.9%
Del Mar

White 753 64.6% 90.7% -26.1%
Black 5 0.4% 0.2% 0.2%
Hispanic 32 2.7% 4.2% -1.5%
Asian 74 6.4% 2.8% 3.6%
El Cajon

White 4,467 64.2% 56.8% 7.4%
Black 87 1.3% 6.0% -4.7%
Hispanic 665 9.6% 28.2% -18.6%
Asian 179 2.6% 3.4% -0.8%
Encinitas

White 5,833 71.7% 78.8% -7.1%
Black 21 0.3% 0.5% -0.2%
Hispanic 241 3.0% 13.7% -10.7%
Asian 315 3.9% 3.8% 0.1%
Escondido

White 6,140 56.8% 40.4% 16.4%
Black 149 1.4% 2.1% -0.7%
Hispanic 1,414 13.1% 48.9% -35.8%
Asian 765 7.1% 5.9% 1.2%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-2: Demographics of Loan Applicants vs. Total Population

Jurisdiction Total Applicants
Percent of Applicant 

Pool
Percent of Total 

Population
Variation

Imperial Beach

White 833 57.1% 36.0% 21.1%
Black 8 0.5% 4.0% -3.5%
Hispanic 236 16.2% 49.0% -32.8%
Asian 39 2.7% 6.2% -3.5%
La Mesa

White 3,306 65.7% 61.9% 3.8%
Black 72 1.4% 7.2% -5.8%
Hispanic 376 7.5% 20.5% -13.0%
Asian 187 3.7% 5.5% -1.8%
Lemon Grove

White 1,364 42.0% 34.7% 7.3%
Black 231 7.1% 12.9% -5.8%
Hispanic 628 19.3% 41.2% -21.9%
Asian 305 9.4% 6.1% 3.3%
National City

White 653 24.8% 11.7% 13.1%
Black 89 3.4% 4.5% -1.1%
Hispanic 1,045 39.6% 63.0% -23.4%
Asian 296 11.2% 17.8% -6.6%
Oceanside

White 8,303 58.2% 48.4% 9.8%
Black 324 2.3% 4.2% -1.9%
Hispanic 1,688 11.8% 35.9% -24.1%
Asian 871 6.1% 6.4% -0.3%
Poway

White 3,954 57.2% 69.1% -11.9%
Black 49 0.7% 1.5% -0.8%
Hispanic 301 4.4% 15.7% -11.3%
Asian 1,020 14.8% 9.9% 4.9%
San Diego

White 50,574 51.6% 45.1% 6.5%
Black 2,164 2.2% 6.3% -4.1%
Hispanic 10,108 10.3% 28.8% -18.5%
Asian 13,051 13.3% 15.6% -2.3%
Santee

White 3,704 68.3% 73.6% -5.3%
Black 46 0.8% 1.8% -1.0%
Hispanic 379 7.0% 16.3% -9.3%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-2: Demographics of Loan Applicants vs. Total Population

Jurisdiction Total Applicants
Percent of Applicant 

Pool
Percent of Total 

Population
Variation

Asian 159 2.9% 3.7% -0.8%
Solana Beach

White 1,140 73.4% 77.3% -3.9%
Black 9 0.6% 0.4% 0.2%
Hispanic 24 1.5% 15.9% -14.4%
Asian 61 3.9% 3.9% 0.0%
Vista

White 5,153 59.1% 40.8% 18.3%
Black 135 1.5% 2.9% -1.4%
Hispanic 1,143 13.1% 48.4% -35.3%
Asian 481 5.5% 4.1% 1.4%
Unincorporated County

White 11,517 64.0% 61.4% 2.6%
Black 447 2.5% 3.9% -1.4%
Hispanic 1,847 10.3% 25.5% -15.2%
Asian 430 2.4% 4.6% -2.2%
San Diego County

White 110,616 55.1% 48.5% 6.6%
Black 3,856 1.9% 4.7% -2.8%
Hispanic 23,156 11.5% 32.0% -20.5%
Asian 19,109 9.5% 10.6% -1.1%
Note:

1. Percent of total population estimates are based on 2013 applicant data and compared to total population estimates from the 
2010 Census.

2. Percent of applicant pool does not take into account applicants indicated as “MultiRace” or whose race was” Unk/NA”. 
Therefore, total percentage of applicant pool does not add up to 100%.

Source: www.lendingpatterns.com, 2014
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Income Level

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Carlsbad

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 48.3% 36.1% 15.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.8% 24.9% 9.2%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.7% 14.4% 13.9%

76.2% 11.7% 12.1%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 53.8% 38.5% 7.7%

77.4% 12.9% 9.7%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.2% 19.8% 16.0%

71.7% 16.2% 12.1%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 52.6% 42.1% 5.3%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 63.6% 30.3% 6.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 74.6% 19.3% 6.1%

72.8% 11.2% 15.9%
Chula Vista

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 69.2% 17.9% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 72.0% 14.0% 14.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.3% 14.5% 12.1%

75.3% 12.4% 12.4%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 80.0% 20.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 71.4% 11.9% 16.7%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 67.8% 14.7% 17.5%

69.0% 16.1% 14.9%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 59.7% 27.8% 12.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.0% 20.2% 14.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 67.5% 18.1% 14.4%

67.4% 18.0% 14.6%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 44.8% 43.1% 12.1%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 57.8% 26.1% 16.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 70.4% 16.6% 13.0%
Upper 68.8% 17.8% 13.4%
Coronado

White
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 68.1% 18.8% 13.0%

72.4% 15.4% 12.3%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) -- -- --

33.3% 66.7% 0.0%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%

56.5% 39.1% 4.3%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

66.7% 16.7% 16.7%
Del Mar

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 33.3% 55.6% 11.1%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 53.3% 26.7% 20.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 70.8% 13.8% 15.4%

71.7% 15.1% 13.2%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) -- -- --

75.0% 25.0% 0.0%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Moderate (50-79% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%

48.0% 32.0% 20.0%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 80.0% 0.0% 20.0%

74.6% 10.2% 15.3%
El Cajon

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 61.2% 27.1% 11.6%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 67.1% 22.0% 10.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.2% 14.7% 12.1%

76.5% 12.3% 11.2%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 55.6% 11.1% 33.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.3% 0.0% 26.7%

75.9% 13.8% 10.3%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 61.5% 25.6% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.4% 27.7% 10.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.0% 16.7% 17.3%

66.7% 17.9% 15.5%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 61.1% 27.8% 11.1%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 59.3% 25.9% 14.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.3% 10.0% 16.7%

71.6% 17.9% 10.4%
Encinitas

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 46.1% 40.9% 13.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 63.3% 25.3% 11.4%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.6% 15.5% 10.9%

76.6% 10.9% 12.5%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) -- -- --
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 23.1% 61.5% 15.4%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 40.0% 60.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 55.9% 23.5% 20.6%

69.6% 16.7% 13.8%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.0% 30.0% 10.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.3% 20.0% 6.7%

77.6% 9.1% 13.4%
Escondido

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 59.5% 32.0% 8.6%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 66.8% 18.8% 14.4%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 74.1% 13.4% 12.5%

76.1% 11.3% 12.6%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 40.0% 60.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 72.7% 27.3% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 72.0% 20.0% 8.0%

63.9% 23.0% 13.1%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 51.9% 41.2% 6.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.9% 21.8% 12.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.5% 20.5% 13.0%

74.1% 12.2% 13.8%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 55.8% 30.2% 14.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 67.9% 19.0% 13.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 74.2% 15.7% 10.1%

72.0% 0.0% 28.0%
Imperial Beach

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 52.0% 34.0% 14.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 68.8% 22.1% 9.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 69.2% 17.8% 13.0%

71.1% 16.6% 12.3%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 73.7% 10.5% 15.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 58.6% 27.6% 13.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 47.5% 36.1% 16.4%

63.5% 25.4% 11.1%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 80.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 66.7% 33.3% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 83.3% 0.0% 16.7%

70.0% 20.0% 10.0%
La Mesa

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 56.7% 30.5% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 75.9% 15.2% 8.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 77.0% 12.2% 10.8%

78.2% 9.2% 12.5%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.7% 16.7% 16.7%

69.2% 15.4% 15.4%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 64.7% 29.4% 5.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.0% 22.5% 12.5%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 76.3% 11.9% 11.9%

65.3% 14.7% 20.0%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 81.8% 18.2% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 73.1% 26.9% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 76.3% 10.5% 13.2%

72.4% 10.3% 17.2%
Lemon Grove

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 67.2% 14.8% 18.0%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Moderate (50-79% AMI) 58.8% 23.5% 17.6%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.8% 10.7% 17.4%

76.3% 9.1% 14.6%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 53.8% 38.5% 7.7%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.4% 23.1% 11.5%

59.1% 27.3% 13.6%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 54.6% 28.7% 16.7%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 63.4% 22.7% 13.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.3% 16.8% 18.9%

69.0% 17.9% 13.0%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 52.6% 36.8% 10.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 54.2% 25.4% 20.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.8% 25.4% 9.9%

61.0% 23.2% 15.9%
National City

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 67.2% 14.8% 18.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 58.8% 23.5% 17.6%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.8% 10.7% 17.4%

76.3% 9.1% 14.6%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 53.8% 38.5% 7.7%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.4% 23.1% 11.5%

59.1% 27.3% 13.6%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 54.6% 28.7% 16.7%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 63.4% 22.7% 13.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.3% 16.8% 18.9%

69.0% 17.9% 13.0%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 52.6% 36.8% 10.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 54.2% 25.4% 20.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.8% 25.4% 9.9%

61.0% 23.2% 15.9%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Oceanside

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 58.8% 29.2% 12.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.9% 21.0% 13.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 74.6% 11.4% 13.9%
Upper 75.1% 12.5% 12.4%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 42.9% 42.9% 14.3%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 57.6% 21.2% 21.2%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 57.1% 28.6% 14.3%

71.1% 19.8% 9.1%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 59.9% 21.8% 18.3%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 65.0% 22.2% 12.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 68.2% 19.7% 12.1%

72.3% 14.6% 13.0%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 54.9% 27.5% 17.6%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.4% 20.9% 18.7%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.0% 18.3% 15.7%

71.5% 15.5% 13.1%
Poway

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 60.7% 27.4% 11.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 66.1% 22.6% 11.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.2% 17.4% 9.4%

78.4% 10.9% 10.7%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 50.0% 16.7% 33.3%

86.7% 10.0% 3.3%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 66.7% 16.7% 16.7%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 34.8% 47.8% 17.4%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.4% 2.4% 26.2%

66.7% 21.8% 11.5%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 50.0% 35.0% 15.0%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.5% 32.7% 5.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 78.4% 10.8% 10.8%

82.1% 8.9% 8.9%
San Diego

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 70.6% 16.6% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 70.7% 14.3% 15.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 72.6% 13.7% 13.7%

74.4% 13.3% 12.3%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 47.7% 39.6% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.8% 20.9% 18.2%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 61.3% 23.2% 15.5%

65.7% 19.6% 14.7%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 56.4% 27.1% 16.6%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.1% 24.3% 14.6%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.5% 18.6% 14.9%

68.9% 15.6% 15.5%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 58.7% 32.5% 8.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 64.1% 24.0% 11.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.0% 14.8% 14.2%

AMI) 77.0% 11.6% 11.4%
San Marcos

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 52.4% 36.9% 10.7%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 70.2% 19.7% 10.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 72.0% 15.9% 12.1%

76.3% 11.8% 11.9%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.0% 40.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 60.0% 33.3% 6.7%

63.6% 23.6% 12.7%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 44.8% 39.7% 15.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 62.3% 32.1% 5.7%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.6% 16.0% 18.4%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

73.1% 15.3% 11.6%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 50.0% 42.3% 7.7%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 62.1% 25.9% 12.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.7% 18.3% 10.0%

72.9% 11.1% 16.0%
Santee

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 65.8% 25.3% 8.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 69.8% 17.4% 12.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 75.5% 13.2% 11.3%

77.6% 10.3% 12.2%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 76.9% 15.4% 7.7%

50.0% 25.0% 25.0%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 70.6% 23.5% 5.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 73.9% 19.6% 6.5%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.1% 15.7% 19.3%

76.3% 13.6% 10.2%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 62.5% 12.5% 25.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 60.9% 21.7% 17.4%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 69.7% 18.2% 12.1%

69.7% 13.6% 16.7%
Solana Beach

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 47.4% 47.4% 5.3%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.9% 23.8% 14.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 68.4% 19.4% 12.2%

75.7% 11.4% 12.9%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) -- -- --

14.3% 28.6% 57.1%
Hispanic
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Low (0-49% AMI) -- -- --
Moderate (50-79% AMI) -- -- --
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.7% 0.0% 33.3%

77.8% 5.6% 16.7%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 75.0% 0.0% 25.0%

61.4% 11.4% 27.3%
Vista

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 57.9% 32.1% 10.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 67.4% 18.4% 14.2%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 72.3% 13.2% 14.4%

73.7% 12.5% 13.8%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 72.7% 27.3% 0.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 64.3% 28.6% 7.1%

81.4% 9.3% 9.3%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 53.9% 33.7% 12.4%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.9% 25.2% 12.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.9% 20.2% 13.9%

66.0% 19.9% 14.1%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 50.0% 30.8% 19.2%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 59.1% 13.6% 27.3%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.7% 17.3% 16.0%

71.3% 13.8% 15.0%
Unincorporated County

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 58.6% 28.5% 12.9%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 71.2% 17.3% 11.5%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.5% 14.6% 13.9%

72.8% 13.4% 13.7%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 70.6% 5.9% 23.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 48.8% 25.6% 25.6%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-3: Lending Patterns by Race/Ethnicity

Jurisdiction Approved Denied
Withdrawn/ 
Incomplete

Middle (80-119% AMI) 72.5% 13.8% 13.8%
65.9% 21.2% 12.9%

Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 54.7% 33.8% 11.5%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 58.6% 27.5% 13.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.1% 16.2% 18.7%
Upper 70.4% 14.0% 15.6%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 45.0% 35.0% 20.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 66.1% 17.9% 16.1%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 61.4% 22.7% 15.9%

68.5% 19.3% 12.2%
San Diego County

White
Low (0-49% AMI) 58.7% 29.1% 12.2%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 67.7% 19.3% 12.9%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 73.3% 13.8% 12.8%

75.3% 12.0% 12.6%
Black
Low (0-49% AMI) 50.5% 36.7% 12.8%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 59.3% 22.7% 18.0%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 65.1% 20.8% 14.2%

AMI) 67.1% 19.5% 13.4%
Hispanic
Low (0-49% AMI) 56.5% 29.5% 14.0%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 61.0% 24.9% 14.2%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 66.8% 18.2% 15.0%

69.2% 16.0% 14.7%
Asian
Low (0-49% AMI) 57.6% 32.0% 10.4%
Moderate (50-79% AMI) 63.5% 23.6% 12.8%
Middle (80-119% AMI) 71.1% 15.5% 13.4%

74.6% 12.9% 12.4%
Source: www.lendingpatterns.com, 2014
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Lending Patterns by Census Tract Characteristics

Income Level

Table B-4: Outcomes Based on Census Tract1 Income

Tract 
Income 
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Carlsbad

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 331 2.5% 224 67.7% 49 14.8% 58 17.5%
Middle 1,759 13.5% 1,231 70.0% 287 16.3% 241 13.7%
Upper 10,940 84.0% 7,961 72.8% 1,516 13.9% 1,463 13.4%
Total 13,030 100.0% 9,416 72.3% 1,852 14.2% 1,762 13.5%
Chula Vista

Low 484 3.0% 296 61.2% 123 25.4% 65 13.4%
Moderate 1,767 10.9% 1,167 66.0% 331 18.7% 269 15.2%
Middle 5,382 33.3% 3,680 68.4% 919 17.1% 783 14.5%
Upper 8,532 52.8% 5,931 69.5% 1380 16.2% 1221 14.3%
Total 16,165 100.0% 11,074 68.5% 2753 17.0% 2338 14.5%
Coronado

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Middle 101 8.5% 69 68.3% 21 20.8% 11 10.9%
Upper 1,087 91.5% 766 70.5% 185 17.0% 136 12.5%
Total 1,188 100.0% 835 70.3% 206 17.3% 147 12.4%
Del Mar

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Middle 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Upper 1,029 100.0% 721 70.1% 161 15.6% 147 14.3%
Total 1,029 100.0% 721 70.1% 161 15.6% 147 14.3%
El Cajon

Low 419 7.1% 294 70.2% 68 16.2% 57 13.6%
Moderate 1,517 25.9% 1,045 68.9% 247 16.3% 225 14.8%
Middle 2,491 42.5% 1,776 71.3% 407 16.3% 308 12.4%
Upper 1,439 24.5% 1,021 71.0% 221 15.4% 197 13.7%
Total 5,866 100.0% 4,136 70.5% 943 16.1% 787 13.4%
Encinitas

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Middle 840 12.0% 600 71.4% 124 14.8% 116 13.8%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-4: Outcomes Based on Census Tract1 Income

Tract 
Income 
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Upper 6,154 88.0% 4,484 72.9% 842 13.7% 828 13.5%
Total 6,994 100.0% 5,084 72.7% 966 13.8% 944 13.5%
Escondido

Low 328 3.6% 221 67.4% 65 19.8% 42 12.8%
Moderate 1,437 15.9% 943 65.6% 274 19.1% 220 15.3%
Middle 4,106 45.5% 2,881 70.2% 667 16.2% 558 13.6%
Upper 3,158 35.0% 2,261 71.6% 463 14.7% 434 13.7%
Total 9,029 100.0% 6,306 69.8% 1,469 16.3% 1,254 13.9%
Imperial Beach

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 485 38.2% 329 67.8% 95 19.6% 61 12.6%
Middle 552 43.5% 368 66.7% 96 17.4% 88 15.9%
Upper 233 18.3% 154 66.1% 52 22.3% 27 11.6%
Total 1,270 100.0% 851 67.0% 243 19.1% 176 13.9%
La Mesa

Low 68 1.6% 47 69.1% 12 17.6% 9 13.2%
Moderate 212 5.0% 142 67.0% 31 14.6% 39 18.4%
Middle 2,767 65.6% 2,066 74.7% 375 13.6% 326 11.8%
Upper 1,169 27.7% 838 71.7% 151 12.9% 180 15.4%
Total 4,216 100.0% 3,093 73.4% 569 13.5% 554 13.1%
Lemon Grove

Low 55 2.0% 36 65.5% 10 18.2% 9 16.4%
Moderate 699 25.8% 469 67.1% 117 16.7% 113 16.2%
Middle 1,708 63.1% 1,184 69.3% 285 16.7% 239 14.0%
Upper 243 9.0% 160 65.8% 33 13.6% 50 20.6%
Total 2,705 100.0% 1,849 68.4% 445 16.5% 411 15.2%
National City

Low 545 24.3% 335 61.5% 111 20.4% 99 18.2%
Moderate 717 32.0% 435 60.7% 168 23.4% 114 15.9%
Middle 978 43.7% 645 66.0% 174 17.8% 159 16.3%
Upper 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 2,240 100.0% 1,415 63.2% 453 20.2% 372 16.6%
Oceanside

Low 193 1.6% 132 68.4% 34 17.6% 27 14.0%
Moderate 2,043 17.0% 1,386 67.8% 392 19.2% 265 13.0%
Middle 7,752 64.5% 5,485 70.8% 1,172 15.1% 1,095 14.1%
Upper 2,030 16.9% 1,422 70.0% 304 15.0% 304 15.0%
Total 12,018 100.0% 8,425 70.1% 1,902 15.8% 1,691 14.1%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-4: Outcomes Based on Census Tract1 Income

Tract 
Income 
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Poway

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Middle 1,341 23.0% 975 72.7% 200 14.9% 166 12.4%
Upper 4,478 77.0% 3,331 74.4% 603 13.5% 544 12.1%
Total 5,819 100.0% 4,306 74.0% 803 13.8% 710 12.2%
San Diego

Low 3,428 4.1% 2,218 64.7% 709 20.7% 501 14.6%
Moderate 10,160 12.2% 6,876 67.7% 1,711 16.8% 1,573 15.5%
Middle 23,165 27.8% 15,972 68.9% 3,708 16.0% 3,485 15.0%
Upper 46,688 56.0% 33,898 72.6% 6,519 14.0% 6,271 13.4%
Total 83,441 100.0% 58,964 70.7% 12,647 15.2% 11,830 14.2%
San Marcos

Low 25 0.3% 17 68.0% 4 16.0% 4 16.0%
Moderate 823 9.5% 577 70.1% 134 16.3% 112 13.6%
Middle 2,630 30.4% 1,834 69.7% 438 16.7% 358 13.6%
Upper 5,184 59.8% 3,736 72.1% 747 14.4% 701 13.5%
Total 8,662 100.0% 6,164 71.2% 1,323 15.3% 1,175 13.6%
Santee

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 247 5.5% 171 69.2% 39 15.8% 37 15.0%
Middle 3,164 70.0% 2,315 73.2% 452 14.3% 397 12.5%
Upper 1,110 24.6% 832 75.0% 133 12.0% 145 13.1%
Total 4,521 100.0% 3,318 73.4% 624 13.8% 579 12.8%
Solana Beach

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Middle 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Upper 1,358 100.0% 967 71.2% 197 14.5% 194 14.3%
Total 1,358 100.0% 967 71.2% 197 14.5% 194 14.3%
Vista

Low 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Moderate 1,990 27.2% 1,352 67.9% 344 17.3% 294 14.8%
Middle 3,676 50.2% 2,515 68.4% 637 17.3% 524 14.3%
Upper 1,651 22.6% 1,161 70.3% 234 14.2% 256 15.5%
Total 7,317 100.0% 5,028 68.7% 1,215 16.6% 1,074 14.7%
Unincorporated County

Low 95 0.6% 63 66.3% 19 20.0% 13 13.7%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-4: Outcomes Based on Census Tract1 Income

Tract 
Income 
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Moderate 2,308 15.1% 1,436 62.2% 579 25.1% 293 12.7%
Middle 7,575 49.7% 5,156 68.1% 1285 17.0% 1,134 15.0%
Upper 5,269 34.6% 3,724 70.7% 779 14.8% 766 14.5%
Total 15,247 100.0% 10,379 68.1% 2662 17.5% 2,206 14.5%
San Diego County

Low 5,375 3.2% 3,501 65.1% 1,096 20.4% 778 14.5%
Moderate 21,777 12.8% 14,682 67.4% 3,825 17.6% 3,270 15.0%
Middle 61,573 36.3% 42,947 69.7% 9,834 16.0% 8,792 14.3%
Upper 81,085 47.8% 58,483 72.1% 11,558 14.3% 11,044 13.6%
Total 169,810 100.0% 119,613 70.4% 26,313 15.5% 23,884 14.1%
Note:

1. Based on census tracts within each jurisdiction.
2. “Tract Income Level” defined as:

a. Low Income: Tract Median Income less than or equal to 49 percent AMI
b. Moderate Income: Tract Median Income between 50 and 79 percent AMI
c. Middle Income: Tract Median Income between 80 and 119 percent AMI
d. Upper Income: Tract Median Income equal to or greater than 120 percent AMI

Source: www.lendingpatterns.com, 2014

APPENDIX B: DETAILED HMDA DATA

B-23



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Minority Population

Table B-5: Outcomes Based on Minority Population of Census Tract1

Tract Minority
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Carlsbad

0-19% Minority 3,437 26.4% 2,510 73.0% 468 13.6% 459 13.4%
20-39% Minority 9,262 71.1% 6,682 72.1% 1,335 14.4% 1,245 13.4%
40-59% Minority 271 2.1% 180 66.4% 41 15.1% 50 18.5%
60-79% Minority 60 0.5% 44 73.3% 8 13.3% 8 13.3%
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 13,030 100.0% 9,416 72.3% 1,852 14.2% 1,762 13.5%
Chula Vista

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
40-59% Minority 1,801 11.1% 1,224 68.0% 310 17.2% 267 14.8%
60-79% Minority 7,350 45.5% 5,184 70.5% 1,142 15.5% 1,024 13.9%
80-100% Minority 7,014 43.4% 4,666 66.5% 1,301 18.5% 1,047 14.9%
Total 16,165 100.0% 11,074 68.5% 2,753 17.0% 2,338 14.5%
Coronado

0-19% Minority 700 58.9% 504 72.0% 114 16.3% 82 11.7%
20-39% Minority 488 41.1% 331 67.8% 92 18.9% 65 13.3%
40-59% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 1,188 100.0% 835 70.3% 206 17.3% 147 12.4%
Del Mar

0-19% Minority 967 94.0% 680 70.3% 153 15.8% 134 13.9%
20-39% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
40-59% Minority 62 6.0% 41 66.1% 8 12.9% 13 21.0%
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 1,029 100.0% 721 70.1% 161 15.6% 147 14.3%
El Cajon

0-19% Minority 186 3.2% 124 66.7% 30 16.1% 32 17.2%
20-39% Minority 4,229 72.1% 3,027 71.6% 667 15.8% 535 12.7%
40-59% Minority 1,425 24.3% 966 67.8% 241 16.9% 218 15.3%
60-79% Minority 26 0.4% 19 73.1% 5 19.2% 2 7.7%
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 5,866 100.0% 4,136 70.5% 943 16.1% 787 13.4%
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-5: Outcomes Based on Minority Population of Census Tract1

Tract Minority
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Encinitas

0-19% Minority 4,045 57.8% 2,969 73.4% 532 13.2% 544 13.4%
20-39% Minority 2,758 39.4% 1,969 71.4% 409 14.8% 380 13.8%
40-59% Minority 191 2.7% 146 76.4% 25 13.1% 20 10.5%
60-79% Minority 0 0.0% -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 0.0% -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 6,994 100.0% 5,084 72.7% 966 13.8% 944 13.5%
Escondido

0-19% Minority 176 1.9% 136 77.3% 26 14.8% 14 8.0%
20-39% Minority 4,341 48.1% 3,092 71.2% 642 14.8% 607 14.0%
40-59% Minority 2,780 30.8% 1,918 69.0% 472 17.0% 390 14.0%
60-79% Minority 1,155 12.8% 767 66.4% 220 19.0% 168 14.5%
80-100% Minority 577 6.4% 393 68.1% 109 18.9% 75 13.0%
Total 9,029 100.0% 6,306 69.8% 1,469 16.3% 1,254 13.9%
Imperial Beach

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 233 18.3% 154 66.1% 52 22.3% 27 11.6%
40-59% Minority 408 32.1% 272 66.7% 83 20.3% 53 13.0%
60-79% Minority 499 39.3% 341 68.3% 80 16.0% 78 15.6%
80-100% Minority 130 10.2% 84 64.6% 28 21.5% 18 13.8%
Total 1,270 100.0% 851 67.0% 243 19.1% 176 13.9%
La Mesa

0-19% Minority 328 7.8% 225 68.6% 44 13.4% 59 18.0%
20-39% Minority 2,900 68.8% 2,162 74.6% 377 13.0% 361 12.4%
40-59% Minority 988 23.4% 706 71.5% 148 15.0% 134 13.6%
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 4,216 100.0% 3,093 73.4% 569 13.5% 554 13.1%
Lemon Grove

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
40-59% Minority 699 45.2% 496 71.0% 101 14.4% 102 14.6%
60-79% Minority 518 33.5% 341 65.8% 106 20.5% 71 13.7%
80-100% Minority 331 21.4% 211 63.7% 72 21.8% 48 14.5%
Total 1,548 100.0% 1,048 67.7% 279 18.0% 221 14.3%
National City

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-5: Outcomes Based on Minority Population of Census Tract1

Tract Minority
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

40-59% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
60-79% Minority 589 26.3% 393 66.7% 104 17.7% 92 15.6%
80-100% Minority 1,651 73.7% 1,022 61.9% 349 21.1% 280 17.0%
Total 2,240 100.0% 1,415 63.2% 453 20.2% 372 16.6%
Oceanside

0-19% Minority 560 4.7% 389 69.5% 93 16.6% 78 13.9%
20-39% Minority 2,572 21.4% 1,817 70.6% 402 15.6% 353 13.7%
40-59% Minority 5,839 48.6% 4,151 71.1% 871 14.9% 817 14.0%
60-79% Minority 2,898 24.1% 1,958 67.6% 516 17.8% 424 14.6%
80-100% Minority 149 1.2% 110 73.8% 20 13.4% 19 12.8%
Total 12,018 100.0% 8,425 70.1% 1,902 15.8% 1,691 14.1%
Poway

0-19% Minority 1,592 27.4% 1,115 70.0% 267 16.8% 210 13.2%
20-39% Minority 2,053 35.3% 1,524 74.2% 275 13.4% 254 12.4%
40-59% Minority 2,174 37.4% 1,667 76.7% 261 12.0% 246 11.3%
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 5,819 100.0% 4,306 74.0% 803 13.8% 710 12.2%
San Diego

0-19% Minority 10,144 12.2% 7,182 70.8% 1,555 15.3% 1,407 13.9%
20-39% Minority 29,745 35.6% 21,660 72.8% 4,110 13.8% 3,975 13.4%
40-59% Minority 21,436 25.7% 15,265 71.2% 3,042 14.2% 3,129 14.6%
60-79% Minority 9,135 10.9% 6,448 70.6% 1,382 15.1% 1,305 14.3%
80-100% Minority 12,984 15.6% 8,410 64.8% 2,558 19.7% 2,016 15.5%
Total 83,444 100.0% 58,965 70.7% 12,647 15.2% 11,832 14.2%
San Marcos

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 5,819 67.2% 4,159 71.5% 861 14.8% 799 13.7%
40-59% Minority 2,272 26.2% 1,616 71.1% 362 15.9% 294 12.9%
60-79% Minority 546 6.3% 372 68.1% 96 17.6% 78 14.3%
80-100% Minority 25 0.3% 17 68.0% 4 16.0% 4 16.0%
Total 8,662 100.0% 6,164 71.2% 1,323 15.3% 1,175 13.6%
Santee

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 4,454 98.5% 3,278 73.6% 608 13.7% 568 12.8%
40-59% Minority 67 1.5% 40 59.7% 16 23.9% 11 16.4%
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
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SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Table B-5: Outcomes Based on Minority Population of Census Tract1

Tract Minority
Level2

Total Applicants Approved Denied Other

# % # % # % # %

Total 4,521 100.0% 3,318 73.4% 624 13.8% 579 12.8%
Solana Beach

0-19% Minority 922 67.9% 686 74.4% 122 13.2% 114 12.4%
20-39% Minority 436 32.1% 281 64.4% 75 17.2% 80 18.3%
40-59% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
60-79% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
80-100% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 1,358 100.0% 967 71.2% 197 14.5% 194 14.3%
Vista

0-19% Minority 0 -- -- -- -- -- -- --
20-39% Minority 2,945 40.2% 2,090 71.0% 461 15.7% 394 13.4%
40-59% Minority 2,631 36.0% 1,782 67.7% 436 16.6% 413 15.7%
60-79% Minority 1,416 19.4% 935 66.0% 259 18.3% 222 15.7%
80-100% Minority 325 4.4% 221 68.0% 59 18.2% 45 13.8%
Total 7,317 100.0% 5,028 68.7% 1,215 16.6% 1,074 14.7%
Unincorporated County

0-19% Minority 3,638 24.1% 2,589 71.2% 539 14.8% 510 14.0%
20-39% Minority 5,837 38.7% 4,029 69.0% 942 16.1% 866 14.8%
40-59% Minority 3,682 24.4% 2,485 67.5% 662 18.0% 535 14.5%
60-79% Minority 1,815 12.0% 1,213 66.8% 320 17.6% 282 15.5%
80-100% Minority 95 0.6% 63 66.3% 19 20.0% 13 13.7%
Total 15,067 100.0% 10,379 68.9% 2,482 16.5% 2,206 14.6%
San Diego County

0-19% Minority 22,040 13.0% 15,723 71.3% 3,294 14.9% 3,023 13.7%
20-39% Minority 63,120 37.2% 45,577 72.2% 9,081 14.4% 8,462 13.4%
40-59% Minority 42,768 25.2% 30,104 70.4% 6,501 15.2% 6,163 14.4%
60-79% Minority 22,863 13.5% 15,831 69.2% 3,709 16.2% 3,323 14.5%
80-100% Minority 19,022 11.2% 12,379 65.1% 3,728 19.6% 2,915 15.3%
Total 169,813 100.0% 119,614 70.4% 26,313 15.5% 23,886 14.1%
Note: 

1. Based on census tracts within each jurisdiction
2. “Tract Minority Level” defined as the proportion of residents that are minorities within each census tract.

Source: www.lendingpatterns.com, 2014

APPENDIX B: DETAILED HMDA DATA

B-27



A
P

P
E

N
D

IX

C
F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 D
A

T
A

A
N

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

Th
e 

ta
bl

es
 o

n 
th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

pa
ge

s s
um

m
ar

iz
e 

th
e 

fa
ir 

ho
us

in
g 

re
co

rd
s a

s r
ep

or
te

d 
by

 th
e 

va
rio

us
 fa

ir 
ho

us
in

g 
se

rv
ice

 p
ro

vi
de

rs
 a

nd
 

en
fo

rc
em

en
t a

ge
nc

ie
s, 

in
clu

di
ng

:

St
at

e 
D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f F

air
 E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t a

nd
 H

ou
sin

g
U

.S
. D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f H

ou
sin

g 
an

d 
U

rb
an

 D
ev

elo
pm

en
t

CS
A

 S
an

 D
ieg

o
Co

un
ty

/N
or

th
 C

ou
nt

y 
Li

fe
lin

e
Le

ga
l A

id
 S

oc
ie

ty
 o

f S
an

 D
ie

go
H

ou
sin

g 
O

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s C

ol
lab

or
at

iv
e

In
 a

dd
iti

on
, h

at
e 

cr
im

e 
da

ta
 re

po
rte

d 
by

 th
e 

FB
I a

re
 a

lso
 p

re
se

nt
ed

 in
 th

is 
ap

pe
nd

ix
.

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 F
ile

d
 w

it
h

 D
F

E
H

T
ab

le
 C

-1
: B

as
is

 f
or

 D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n

 o
f 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 f
ile

d
 w

it
h

 D
F

E
H

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

A
ge

R
ac

e/
C

ol
or

So
u

rc
e 

of
 

In
co

m
e

N
at

io
n

al
 

O
ri

gi
n

Se
x

Se
x 

O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

M
en

ta
l 

D
is

ab
ili

ty
P

h
ys

ic
al

 
D

is
ab

ili
ty

R
el

ig
io

n
F

am
ili

al
 

St
at

u
s

R
et

al
ia

ti
on

T
ot

al
#

 o
f 

C
as

es

Ca
rls

ba
d

1
2

1
3

2
0

1
11

0
2

2
25

20

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

3
4

1
6

3
1

1
8

0
8

0
35

22

Co
ro

na
do

0
1

1
0

0
0

2
0

1
2

0
7

3

D
el

 M
ar

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
1

1

E
l C

ajo
n

0
2

0
2

1
1

3
11

0
3

3
26

19

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

0
0

2
0

0
0

4
0

1
0

7
7

E
sc

on
di

do
1

2
0

0
0

2
1

8
0

0
0

14
12

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
2

0
3

3

La
 M

es
a

0
3

0
1

3
2

1
12

0
0

2
24

18

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
1

0
3

3

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

1
1

0
0

0
1

0
3

0
0

1
7

5

O
ce

an
sid

e
0

2
0

0
1

0
1

13
0

3
20

40
19

Po
w

ay
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

2
0

2
0

5
5

Sa
n 

D
ieg

o
6

31
11

12
20

5
16

44
1

37
5

18
8

17
8

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

0
2

0
0

0
0

0
10

0
2

2
16

10

Sa
nt

ee
0

2
0

0
0

0
1

2
0

0
0

5
4

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

V
ist

a
0

1
0

1
0

0
1

5
0

1
1

10
9

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d

Co
un

ty
2

5
1

0
1

3
0

8
0

4
0

24
17

T
ot

al
15

58
15

27
31

15
29

14
3

2
69

36
44

0
35

5

So
ur

ce
: C

A
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f F

air
 E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t &

 H
ou

sin
g,

 2
01

4

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-2



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-2
: A

ct
s 

of
 D

is
cr

im
in

at
io

n
 f

or
 F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

om
p

la
in

ts
 F

ile
d

 w
it

h
 D

F
E

H
 (

20
09

-2
01

4)

R
ef

u
sa

l t
o 

re
n

t/
sh

ow
/

se
ll

E
vi

ct
io

n
R

en
t 

In
cr

ea
se

/
 

Su
rc

h
ar

ge

L
oa

n
 

W
it

h
h

el
d

U
n

eq
u

al
 

T
er

m
s/

 
O

cc
u

p
an

cy
 

St
an

d
ar

d
s

H
ar

as
sm

en
t

U
n

eq
u

al
 A

cc
es

s 
to

 F
ac

ili
ti

es
/

 
D

en
ie

d
 

R
ea

so
n

ab
le

 
A

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n

D
is

cr
im

in
at

or
y 

St
at

em
en

ts
/

A
d

ve
rt

is
em

en
ts

O
th

er
T

ot
al

#
 o

f 
C

as
es

Ca
rls

ba
d

3
4

0
0

6
5

11
1

0
30

20

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

11
4

0
0

5
9

3
3

0
35

22

Co
ro

na
do

1
0

0
0

0
1

1
0

0
3

3

D
el

 M
ar

0
0

0
0

1
1

0
0

0
2

1

E
l C

ajo
n

3
7

0
0

4
5

9
3

2
33

19

E
nc

in
ita

s
2

0
0

0
2

1
2

1
2

10
7

E
sc

on
di

do
0

3
0

0
3

3
8

1
0

18
12

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

1
0

0
0

0
1

1
0

0
3

3

La
 M

es
a

4
6

1
0

6
3

9
2

0
31

18

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

1
0

0
0

1
0

2
2

1
7

3

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

0
2

0
0

2
4

1
2

2
13

5

O
ce

an
sid

e
4

5
0

0
1

5
13

1
0

29
19

Po
w

ay
0

2
0

0
1

1
2

0
0

6
5

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
30

33
1

4
43

41
44

23
9

22
8

17
8

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

3
4

0
0

2
2

6
0

0
17

10

Sa
nt

ee
0

3
0

0
0

3
0

0
0

6
4

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

V
ist

a
1

3
0

0
0

2
5

1
0

12
9

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d

Co
un

ty
2

6
0

0
4

8
8

1
0

29
17

T
ot

al
 

66
82

2
4

81
95

12
5

41
16

51
2

35
5

So
ur

ce
: C

A
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f F

air
 E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t&

 H
ou

sin
g,

 2
01

4

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-3



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-3
: C

lo
si

n
g 

C
at

eg
or

ie
s 

fo
r 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 F
ile

d
 w

it
h

 D
F

E
H

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

Su
cc

es
sf

u
l 

C
on

ci
lia

ti
on

Su
cc

es
sf

u
l 

M
ed

ia
ti

on

W
it

h
dr

aw
al

 
w

it
h

 
R

es
ol

ut
io

n

W
it

h
dr

aw
al

 
w

it
h

ou
t

R
es

ol
ut

io
n

C
om

pl
ai

na
nt

 
no

t 
A

va
ila

bl
e

C
om

pl
ai

na
nt

 
F

ai
le

d
 t

o 
C

oo
p

er
at

e

A
cc

u
sa

ti
on

 
N

ot
 I

ss
u

ed

N
o 

P
ro

b
ab

le
 

C
au

se
Se

tt
le

m
en

t
A

d
m

in
. 

D
is

m
is

sa
l

O
p

en
T

ot
al

#
of

 
C

as
es

Ca
rls

ba
d

4
1

1
0

0
0

0
10

1
1

0
18

20

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

1
1

1
0

0
1

0
17

0
0

0
21

22

Co
ro

na
do

0
1

0
0

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
2

3

D
el

 M
ar

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

1

E
l C

ajo
n

1
0

0
0

0
0

0
11

2
0

0
14

19

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

5
0

1
0

6
7

E
sc

on
di

do
2

0
0

1
0

0
0

9
0

0
0

12
12

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
1

1
0

0
2

3

La
 M

es
a

1
4

1
0

0
0

0
8

2
0

0
16

18

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
3

0
0

0
3

3

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
5

0
0

0
5

5

O
ce

an
sid

e
1

0
1

0
0

0
1

13
1

1
0

18
19

Po
w

ay
1

1
0

0
0

0
0

3
0

0
0

5
5

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
15

8
6

1
3

1
0

11
1

8
4

3
16

0
17

8

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

5
0

0
0

0
0

0
2

1
0

0
8

10

Sa
nt

ee
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

2
0

0
0

3
4

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

V
ist

a
2

0
0

0
0

0
0

6
1

0
0

9
9

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d

Co
un

ty
0

0
1

1
0

0
0

10
5

0
0

17
17

T
ot

al
 

34
17

11
3

4
2

1
21

6
22

7
3

32
0

35
5

So
ur

ce
: C

A
 D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f F

air
 E

m
pl

oy
m

en
t &

 H
ou

sin
g,

 2
01

4

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-4



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 F
ile

d
 w

it
h

 H
U

D

T
ab

le
 C

-4
: B

as
is

 f
or

 D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n

 o
f

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g

C
as

es
 f

ile
d

 w
it

h
 H

U
D

 (
20

08
-2

01
4)

R
ac

e
N

at
io

n
al

 
O

ri
gi

n
C

ol
or

Se
x

D
is

ab
ili

ty
F

am
ili

al
 

St
at

u
s

R
et

al
ia

ti
on

R
el

ig
io

n
T

ot
al

#
 o

f 
C

as
es

Ca
rls

ba
d

1
2

0
0

8
3

2
0

16
14

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

4
10

0
3

16
7

9
0

49
38

Co
ro

na
do

0
0

0
0

3
2

1
0

6
4

D
el

 M
ar

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

E
l C

ajo
n

13
4

1
2

20
6

5
0

51
36

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

1
0

1
6

2
0

0
10

8

E
sc

on
di

do
1

1
0

0
16

3
0

21
23

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

0
0

0
1

0
1

0
0

2
1

La
 M

es
a

3
2

0
1

12
4

9
0

31
23

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

4
0

0
0

1
2

1
0

8
6

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

3
1

0
0

4
1

0
0

9
6

O
ce

an
sid

e
3

1
0

1
11

6
2

0
24

21

Po
w

ay
0

1
0

1
5

1
2

0
10

6

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
34

18
0

13
10

9
24

23
3

22
4

17
7

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

1
1

0
0

13
0

0
0

15
15

Sa
nt

ee
3

0
0

0
10

1
2

0
16

11

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
1

0
0

0
1

0
0

2
1

V
ist

a
3

4
0

1
8

2
2

1
21

16
U

ni
nc

or
po

ra
te

d
Co

un
ty

3
4

0
5

18
4

5
0

39
33

T
ot

al
76

51
1

29
26

0
67

66
4

55
4

43
9

N
ot

e: 
D

at
a 

re
pr

es
en

ts
 c

as
es

 fi
le

d 
fr

om
 Ja

nu
ar

y 
1,

 2
00

8 
to

 D
ec

em
be

r 3
1,

 2
01

4.
So

ur
ce

: D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f H
ou

sin
g 

an
d 

U
rb

an
 D

ev
elo

pm
en

t (
H

U
D

), 
20

14

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-5



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-5
: C

lo
si

n
g 

C
at

eg
or

ie
s 

fo
r 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
as

es
 f

ile
d

 w
it

h
 H

U
D

 (
20

08
-2

01
4)

C
on

ci
lia

te
d

 
or

 S
et

tl
ed

N
o 

C
au

se

F
H

A
P

 
Ju

d
ic

ia
l 

D
is

m
is

sa
l

F
H

A
P

 
Ju

d
ic

ia
l 

C
on

se
n

t 
O

rd
er

L
ac

k 
of

 
Ju

ri
sd

ic
ti

on

W
it

h
dr

aw
n 

A
ft

er
 

R
es

ol
ut

io
n

W
it

h
dr

aw
n 

W
it

ho
ut

 
R

es
ol

ut
io

n

C
om

pl
ai

na
nt

 
F

ai
le

d
 t

o 
C

oo
p

er
at

e

U
na

bl
e 

to
 

L
oc

at
e 

C
om

pl
ai

na
nt

D
O

J 
Se

tt
le

m
en

t
D

O
J 

D
is

m
is

sa
l

C
om

p
en

sa
ti

on
 

fo
r 

C
on

ci
lia

ti
on

 
or

 R
es

ol
ut

io
n

T
ot

al

Ca
rls

ba
d

4
5

0
1

0
1

1
0

1
0

0
$2

00
13

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

9
27

0
0

0
2

0
0

0
0

0
$1

3,
78

8
38

Co
ro

na
do

2
1

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
$0

4

D
el

 M
ar

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
$0

0

E
l C

ajo
n

9
24

0
0

0
1

0
0

1
1

$1
4,

50
0

36

E
nc

in
ita

s
1

5
0

1
0

1
0

0
0

0
0

$5
,0

00
8

E
sc

on
di

do
7

13
0

0
0

3
0

0
0

0
0

$1
6,

30
0

23

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
$0

1

La
 M

es
a

9
10

0
0

1
1

0
1

0
0

0
$6

,5
79

22

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

1
4

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
$3

,0
79

6

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

3
2

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
$5

00
6

O
ce

an
sid

e
5

13
1

0
0

0
0

2
0

0
0

$6
,9

60
21

Po
w

ay
1

1
0

0
2

1
1

0
0

0
0

$0
6

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
29

10
5

0
2

0
17

8
10

6
0

0
$4

9,
74

5
17

7

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

7
7

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
$4

,7
00

15

Sa
nt

ee
3

6
0

0
0

1
0

1
0

0
0

$1
,2

00
11

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
$0

1

V
ist

a
4

11
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

$1
,2

00
15

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d

Co
un

ty
4

18
0

0
0

3
3

2
0

1
0

$4
,0

00
31

T
ot

al
98

25
3

1
5

3
33

14
17

7
2

1
$1

27
,7

51
43

4

N
ot

e: 
D

at
a 

re
pr

es
en

ts
 c

as
es

 fi
le

d 
fr

om
 Ja

nu
ar

y 
1,

 2
00

8 
to

 D
ec

em
be

r 3
1,

 2
01

4.
So

ur
ce

: D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f H
ou

sin
g 

an
d 

U
rb

an
 D

ev
elo

pm
en

t (
H

U
D

), 
20

14

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-6



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

C
SA

 S
an

 D
ie

g
o 

C
ou

n
ty

T
ab

le
 C

-6
:C

SA
 S

an
 D

ie
go

 -
C

lie
n

ts
 S

er
ve

d
 (

20
09

-2
01

4)

20
09

-2
01

0
20

10
-2

01
1

20
11

-2
01

2
20

12
-2

01
3

20
13

-2
01

4
T

ot
al

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

Ca
rls

ba
d

19
65

90
10

1
92

36
7

10
.3

%

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

27
4

8
10

18
3

23
2

6.
5%

E
l C

ajo
n

14
3

28
9

40
8

56
0

52
4

1,
92

4
54

.1
%

La
 M

es
a

44
78

13
1

15
3

15
9

56
5

15
.9

%

N
at

io
na

l 
Ci

ty
22

2
1

48
64

13
7

3.
8%

Sa
nt

ee
25

73
67

83
86

33
4

9.
4%

T
ot

al
28

0
51

1
70

5
95

5
1,

10
8

3,
55

9
10

0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

SA
 S

an
 D

ieg
o, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-7



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-7
: C

SA
Sa

n
 D

ie
go

 -
C

lie
n

ts
 S

er
ve

d
 b

y 
R

ac
e/

E
th

n
ic

it
y 

(2
00

9-
20

14
)

C
ar

ls
b

ad
C

h
u

la
 V

is
ta

E
l C

aj
on

L
a 

M
es

a
N

at
io

n
al

 
C

it
y

Sa
n

te
e

T
ot

al
%

 o
f 

T
ot

al

R
ac

e

H
isp

an
ic

56
12

3
43

7
12

6
90

61
89

3
25

.1
%

N
on

-H
isp

an
ic

31
0

10
9

14
85

43
9

47
27

3
26

63
74

.8
%

N
o 

re
sp

on
se

1
0

2
0

0
0

3
0.

2%

T
ot

al
 C

lie
n

ts
36

7
23

2
1,

92
4

56
5

13
7

33
4

3,
55

9
10

0%

E
th

n
ic

it
y

W
hi

te
26

2
77

99
2

34
1

27
27

5
1,

97
4

55
.5

%

Bl
ac

k/
A

fr
ica

n 
A

m
er

ica
n

18
23

27
0

74
11

5
40

1
11

.3
%

A
sia

n
6

5
26

8
11

3
59

1.
7%

H
aw

aii
an

/P
ac

ifi
c 

Is
lan

de
r

2
1

21
5

2
1

32
0.

9%

A
m

er
ica

n 
In

di
an

/ 
A

las
ka

 
N

at
iv

e
2

2
7

0
0

0
11

0.
3%

O
th

er
/M

ul
ti-

Ra
cia

l
77

12
4

60
8

13
7

86
50

1,
08

2
30

.4
%

T
ot

al
 C

lie
n

ts
36

7
23

2
1,

92
4

56
5

13
7

33
4

3,
55

9
10

0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

SA
 S

an
 D

ieg
o, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-8



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-8
:C

SA
 S

an
 D

ie
go

 -
C

lie
n

ts
 S

er
ve

d
 b

y 
In

co
m

e 
L

ev
el

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

E
xt

re
m

el
y 

L
ow

 I
n

co
m

e 
(<

30
%

 M
F

I)

V
er

y 
L

ow
 

In
co

m
e 

(<
50

%
 

M
F

I)

L
ow

 
In

co
m

e 
(<

80
%

 
M

F
I)

>
80

%
 M

F
I 

or
 in

co
m

e 
n

ot
 r

ep
or

te
d

T
ot

al

Ca
rls

ba
d

27
9

53
26

9
36

7

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

16
9

43
11

9
23

2

E
l C

ajo
n

15
64

28
1

58
21

19
24

La
 M

es
a

43
5

91
27

12
56

5

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

11
0

22
4

1
13

7

Sa
nt

ee
26

0
54

13
7

33
4

T
ot

al
28

17
54

4
13

9
59

35
59

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

79
.2

%
15

.3
%

3.
9%

1.
7%

10
0%

So
ur

ce:
  C

SA
 S

an
 D

ieg
o, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-9



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-9
:C

SA
 S

an
 D

ie
go

 -
B

as
is

 f
or

 D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n

 o
f 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
as

es
 F

ile
d

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

A
ge

R
ac

e/
C

ol
or

N
at

io
n

al
 

O
ri

gi
n

Se
x/

G
en

d
er

D
is

ab
ili

ty
F

am
ili

al
 

St
at

u
s

So
u

rc
e 

of
 

In
co

m
e

R
et

al
ia

ti
on

R
el

ig
io

n
O

th
er

T
ot

al

Ca
rls

ba
d

0
8

2
3

4
2

0
0

0
0

19

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

0
1

0
0

3
1

0
0

0
0

5

E
l C

ajo
n

2
30

9
3

18
6

1
0

1
3

73

La
 M

es
a

1
6

2
1

8
2

0
0

0
1

21

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

0
2

2
1

0
1

0
0

0
1

7

Sa
nt

ee
3

1
1

1
4

0
0

0
0

1
11

T
ot

al
6

48
16

9
37

12
1

0
1

6
13

6

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

4.
4%

35
.3

%
11

.8
%

6.
6%

27
.2

%
8.

8%
0.

7%
0.

0%
0.

7%
4.

4%
10

0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

SA
 S

an
 D

ieg
o, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

0



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

L
eg

al
 A

id
 S

oc
ie

ty
 o

f 
Sa

n
 D

ie
g

o

T
ab

le
 C

-1
0:

 L
A

SS
D

 -
C

lie
n

ts
 S

er
ve

d
b

y 
Ju

ri
sd

ic
ti

on
 (

20
12

-2
01

4)

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

Ca
rls

ba
d

13
7

1.
4%

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

65
4

6.
5%

Co
ro

na
do

15
0.

1%
D

el
 M

ar
12

0.
1%

E
l C

ajo
n

80
6

8.
1%

E
nc

in
ita

s
50

0.
5%

E
sc

on
di

do
36

0
3.

6%
Im

pe
ria

l B
ea

ch
14

3
1.

4%
La

 M
es

a
27

7
2.

8%
Le

m
on

 G
ro

ve
13

7
1.

4%
N

at
io

na
l C

ity
30

2
3.

0%
O

ce
an

sid
e

60
7

6.
1%

Po
w

ay
49

0.
5%

Sa
n 

D
ieg

o
51

48
51

.5
%

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

10
1

1.
0%

Sa
nt

ee
12

0
1.

2%
So

lan
a 

Be
ac

h
16

0.
2%

V
ist

a
23

1
2.

3%
U

ni
nc

or
po

ra
te

d
Co

un
ty

84
0

8.
4%

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

10
,0

05
10

0%

So
ur

ce
: L

eg
al 

A
id

 S
oc

iet
y 

of
 S

an
 D

ieg
o,

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

1



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-1
1:

 L
A

SS
D

 -
C

lie
n

ts
 S

er
ve

d
b

y 
H

ou
se

h
ol

d
 R

ac
e/

E
th

n
ic

it
y 

(2
01

2-
20

14
)

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

W
hi

te
38

32
38

.2
%

Bl
ac

k/
A

fr
ica

n 
A

m
er

ica
n

24
11

24
.0

%

A
sia

n
36

9
3.

7%

H
isp

an
ic

27
82

27
.7

%

N
at

iv
e 

A
m

er
ica

n
99

1.
0%

O
th

er
53

8
5.

4%

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

10
03

1
10

0%

So
ur

ce
: L

eg
al

A
id

 S
oc

iet
y 

of
 S

an
 D

ieg
o,

 2
01

5

T
ab

le
 C

-1
2:

 L
A

SS
D

 –
F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

as
es

 b
y 

P
ro

te
ct

ed
 

C
la

ss
 D

is
cr

im
in

at
io

n
 C

om
p

la
in

t 
(2

01
2-

20
14

)
T

ot
al

 C
as

es
%

 o
f 

T
ot

al

A
ge

6
2.

0%

D
isa

bi
lit

y
19

3
63

.5
%

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
23

7.
6%

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
/D

isa
bi

lit
y

2
0.

7%

N
at

io
na

l O
rig

in
29

9.
5%

Ra
ce

33
10

.9
%

Se
x

16
5.

3%

So
ur

ce
 o

f I
nc

om
e

2
0.

7%

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

30
4

10
0%

So
ur

ce
: L

eg
al 

A
id

 S
oc

iet
y 

of
 S

an
 D

ieg
o,

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

2



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

H
ou

si
n

g 
O

p
p

or
tu

n
it

ie
s 

C
ol

la
b

or
at

iv
e

T
ab

le
 C

-1
3:

 H
O

C
 -

B
as

is
 f

or
 D

is
cr

im
in

at
io

n
 o

f 
C

om
p

la
in

ts
 (

20
12

-2
01

4)

A
rb

it
ra

ry
A

ge
C

ol
or

D
is

ab
ili

ty
F

am
ili

al
 

St
at

u
s

H
ar

as
sm

en
t

N
at

io
n

al
 

O
ri

gi
n

R
ac

e
R

el
ig

io
n

Se
xu

al
 

O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

Se
x

Se
xu

al
 

H
ar

as
sm

en
t

So
u

rc
e 

of
 

In
co

m
e

T
ot

al
#

 o
f 

C
as

es

C
as

es
 

R
ef

er
re

d
to

 L
A

SS
D

20
12

-
20

13
1

1
5

43
6

4
1

27
1

1
1

0
3

94
86

18

20
13

-
20

14
2

4
0

38
2

4
0

16
0

2
0

1
0

69
71

15

T
ot

al
 

3
5

5
81

8
8

1
43

1
3

1
1

3
16

3
15

7
33

So
ur

ce
: H

ou
si

ng
 O

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s C

ol
la

bo
ra

tiv
e,

 2
01

5

T
ab

le
 C

-1
4:

 H
O

C
 –

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 f
ile

d
b

y 
R

ac
e 

(2
01

2-
20

14
)

A
si

an
W

h
it

e 
H

is
p

an
ic

B
la

ck
A

m
er

ic
an

 
In

d
ia

n
/

A
la

sk
an

 N
at

iv
e

O
th

er
/

M
u

lt
ip

le
 

R
ac

e
T

ot
al

20
12

-2
01

3
1

38
27

21
2

7
96

20
13

-2
01

4
2

25
17

4
2

21
71

T
ot

al
 C

as
es

3
63

44
25

4
28

16
7

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

1.
8%

37
.7

%
26

.3
%

15
.0

%
2.

4%
16

.8
%

10
0%

So
ur

ce
: H

ou
sin

g 
O

pp
or

tu
ni

tie
s C

ol
lab

or
at

iv
e, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

3



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

N
or

th
 C

ou
n

ty
 L

if
el

in
e

T
ab

le
 C

-1
5:

N
or

th
 C

ou
n

ty
 L

if
el

in
e 

-
B

as
is

 f
or

 D
is

cr
im

in
at

io
n

 o
f 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
as

es
 F

ile
d

 (
20

10
-2

01
5)

R
ea

so
n

ab
le

 
M

od
if

ic
at

io
n

R
ea

so
n

ab
le

 
A

cc
om

m
od

at
io

n
D

is
ab

ili
ty

A
ge

R
ac

e/
C

ol
or

N
at

io
n

al
 

O
ri

gi
n

Se
xu

al
 

O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

 
R

el
ig

io
n

M
ar

it
al

 S
ta

tu
s/

F
am

ili
al

 S
ta

tu
s

M
ed

ic
al

 
C

on
d

it
io

n
O

th
er

T
ot

al
%

 o
f 

T
ot

al

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

4
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
3

8
6.

2%

V
ist

a
0

7
3

0
4

5
0

0
1

0
2

22
16

.9
%

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

1
5

4
0

3
3

1
0

0
0

4
21

16
.2

%

O
ce

an
sid

e 
2

16
10

0
8

2
0

0
0

0
0

38
29

.2
%

E
sc

on
di

do
3

17
3

2
5

5
1

2
2

1
0

41
31

.5
%

T
ot

al
6

49
21

2
20

15
2

2
3

1
9

13
0

10
0%

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

4.
6%

37
.7

%
16

.2
%

1.
5%

15
.4

%
11

.5
%

1.
5%

1.
5%

2.
3%

0.
8%

6.
9%

10
0%

-
So

ur
ce:

 N
ort

h 
Co

un
ty 

Li
fel

in
e, 

20
15

T
ab

le
 C

-1
6:

N
or

th
 C

ou
n

ty
 L

if
el

in
e 

-
B

as
is

 o
f 

L
an

d
lo

rd
/

T
en

an
t 

C
om

p
la

in
ts

 (
20

10
-2

01
5)

H
ab

it
ab

ili
ty

Se
cu

ri
ty

 
D

ep
os

it

N
ot

ic
e

of
 

E
vi

ct
io

n

U
n

la
w

fu
l 

D
et

ai
n

er
F

or
ec

lo
su

re
L

ea
se

 
T

er
m

G
en

er
al

 
In

fo
rm

at
io

n
O

th
er

T
ot

al
%

 o
f 

T
ot

al

E
nc

in
ita

s
6

2
16

0
0

0
61

0
85

6.
5%

V
ist

a
74

32
13

9
46

3
0

0
17

31
1

23
.9

%

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

25
11

23
14

7
6

14
32

13
2

10
.1

%

O
ce

an
sid

e 
75

29
10

1
30

13
0

1
86

33
5

25
.7

%

E
sc

on
di

do
12

0
27

11
5

57
8

0
43

68
43

8
33

.7
%

T
ot

al
30

0
10

1
39

4
14

7
31

6
11

9
20

3
1,

30
1

10
0.

0%

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

23
.1

%
7.

8%
30

.3
%

11
.3

%
2.

4%
0.

5%
9.

1%
15

.6
%

10
0%

-
So

ur
ce:

 N
ort

h 
Co

un
ty 

Li
fel

in
e, 

20
15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

4



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

N
or

th
 C

ou
n

ty
 L

if
el

in
e 

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
ol

la
b

or
at

iv
e 

T
ab

le
 C

-1
7:

N
C

L
 F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

ol
la

b
or

at
iv

e 
-

C
lie

n
ts

 S
er

ve
d

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

20
09

-2
01

0
20

10
-2

01
1

20
11

-2
01

2
20

12
-2

01
3

20
13

-2
01

4
T

ot
al

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

Co
ro

na
do

0
1

1
3

2
7

0.
3%

D
el

 M
ar

6
0

4
4

2
16

0.
7%

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

7
11

17
36

45
11

6
5.

0%
Le

m
on

 G
ro

ve
25

52
59

65
51

25
2

10
.8

%
Po

w
ay

7
9

28
26

24
94

4.
0%

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

6
0

1
5

8
20

0.
9%

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d

Co
un

ty
69

17
1

25
2

30
1

31
1

1,
10

4
47

.3
%

O
th

er
 c

it
ie

s 
se

rv
ed

E
nc

in
ita

s
1

1
1

1
1

5
0.

2%
E

sc
on

di
do

10
8

4
6

4
0

12
2

5.
2%

O
ce

an
sid

e
7

1
0

4
4

16
0.

7%
Sa

n 
D

ieg
o

35
2

71
21

80
38

56
2

24
.1

%
Sa

n 
M

ar
co

s
3

1
2

0
3

9
0.

4%
V

ist
a

4
1

5
3

0
13

0.
6%

T
ot

al
59

5
32

3
39

7
53

2
48

9
2,

33
6

10
0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

om
pil

ed
 b

y C
SA

 S
an

 D
ieg

o, 
20

15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

5



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-1
8:

N
C

L
 F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

ol
la

b
or

at
iv

e 
-

B
as

is
 f

or
 D

is
cr

im
in

at
io

n
of

 F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

C
as

es
 F

ile
d

 (
20

09
-2

01
4)

A
ge

R
ac

e/
C

ol
or

N
at

io
n

al
 

O
ri

gi
n

Se
x/

G
en

d
er

D
is

ab
ili

ty
F

am
ili

al
 

St
at

u
s

So
u

rc
e 

of
 

In
co

m
e

R
et

al
ia

ti
on

R
el

ig
io

n
O

th
er

T
ot

al

Co
ro

na
do

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

D
el 

M
ar

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

0
3

0
0

4
1

0
0

0
1

9

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

1
3

0
0

3
0

0
0

0
0

7

Po
w

ay
2

1
0

0
2

1
0

0
0

1
7

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

4
1

0
0

0
0

5

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d 

Co
un

ty
3

8
2

1
12

4
0

0
1

2
33

O
th

er
 C

it
ie

s 
Se

rv
ed

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

E
sc

on
di

do
0

0
0

0
5

1
0

0
0

0
6

O
ce

an
sid

e
0

0
0

0
2

0
0

0
0

0
2

Sa
n 

D
ieg

o
1

8
7

0
6

3
0

0
2

0
27

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

0
1

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

1

V
ist

a
0

0
1

0
1

0
0

0
0

1
3

T
ot

al
7

24
10

1
39

11
0

0
3

5
10

0

%
 o

f 
T

ot
al

7.
0%

24
.0

%
10

.0
%

1.
0%

39
.0

%
11

.0
%

0.
0%

0.
0%

3.
0%

5.
0%

10
0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

om
pil

ed
 b

y C
SA

 S
an

 D
ieg

o,
20

15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

6



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-1
9-

:N
C

L
 F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

ol
la

b
or

at
iv

e 
-

C
lie

n
ts

 S
er

ve
d

 b
y 

R
ac

e 
(2

00
9-

20
14

)

Ra
ce

H
is

p
an

ic
N

on
-

H
is

p
an

ic
N

o 
re

sp
on

se
T

ot
al

Co
ro

na
do

0
7

0
7

D
el 

M
ar

1
15

0
16

Im
pe

ria
l b

ea
ch

54
62

0
11

6

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

90
16

2
0

25
2

Po
w

ay
29

65
0

94

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

4
16

0
20

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d 

Co
un

ty
27

7
82

7
0

1,
10

4

O
th

er
 C

it
ie

s 
Se

rv
ed

E
nc

in
ita

s
0

4
1

5

E
sc

on
di

do
0

78
44

12
2

O
ce

an
sid

e
6

10
0

16

Sa
n 

D
ieg

o
33

2
23

0
0

56
2

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

0
6

3
9

V
ist

a
3

6
4

13

T
ot

al
79

6
1,

48
8

52
2,

33
6

%
 T

ot
al

34
.1

%
63

.7
%

2.
2%

10
0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

om
pil

ed
 b

y C
SA

 S
an

 D
ieg

o, 
20

15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

7



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-2
0:

N
C

L
 F

ai
r 

H
ou

si
n

g 
C

ol
la

b
or

at
iv

e 
-

C
lie

n
ts

 S
er

ve
d

 b
y 

E
th

n
ic

it
y 

(2
00

9-
20

14
)

E
th

n
ic

it
y

W
h

it
e

B
la

ck
/

A
fr

ic
an

 
A

m
er

ic
an

A
si

an
H

aw
ai

ia
n

/P
ac

if
ic

 
Is

la
n

d
er

A
m

er
ic

an
 

In
d

ia
n

/ 
A

la
sk

a 
N

at
iv

e

O
th

er
/

M
ul

ti
-

R
ac

ia
l

T
ot

al

Co
ro

na
do

6
0

0
1

0
0

7

D
el 

M
ar

16
0

0
0

0
0

16

Im
pe

ria
l b

ea
ch

82
5

0
2

1
26

11
6

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

98
55

3
6

1
89

25
2

Po
w

ay
53

4
5

1
0

31
94

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

18
0

0
0

0
2

20

U
ni

nc
or

po
ra

te
d 

Co
un

ty
65

3
12

9
10

13
9

29
0

1,
10

4

O
th

er
 C

it
ie

s 
Se

rv
ed

E
nc

in
ita

s
4

0
0

0
0

1
5

E
sc

on
di

do
46

2
1

0
0

73
12

2

O
ce

an
sid

e
10

1
0

0
0

5
16

Sa
n 

D
ieg

o
17

7
43

12
5

3
32

2
56

2

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

3
1

0
0

0
5

9

V
ist

a
5

2
0

0
0

6
13

T
ot

al
1,

17
1

24
2

31
28

14
85

0
2,

33
6

%
 T

ot
al

50
.1

%
10

.4
%

1.
3%

1.
2%

0.
6%

36
.4

%
10

0%

So
ur

ce:
 C

om
pil

ed
 b

y C
SA

 S
an

 D
ieg

o, 
20

15

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

8



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

A
u

d
it

 T
es

ti
n

g T
ab

le
 C

-2
1:

 F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

A
u

d
it

 T
es

ti
n

g 
(2

01
2-

20
15

)

C
it

y 
F

Y
T

es
t 

V
ar

ia
b

le
T

es
t 

M
ar

ke
t

F
in

d
in

gs

T
ot

al
 #

 o
f 

Si
te

s
D

is
p

ar
at

e 
T

re
at

m
en

t/
C

on
d

it
io

n
s

N
o 

B
as

is
 f

or
 F

ol
lo

w
 

u
p

T
ot

al
%

T
ot

al
%

Ca
rls

ba
d

FY
 2

01
4-

15
Se

xu
al 

O
rie

nt
at

io
n

Re
nt

al
1

10
%

9
90

%
10

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

FY
 2

01
2-

13
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

/ 
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
2

20
%

8
80

%
10

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

FY
 2

01
3-

14
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

/ 
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
2

40
%

3
60

%
5

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

FY
 2

01
4-

15
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

/ 
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
1

33
%

2
67

%
3

E
l C

ajo
n

FY
 2

01
3-

14
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 

A
m

er
ic

an
/C

au
ca

sia
n)

Re
nt

al
3

30
%

7
70

%
10

E
lC

ajo
n

FY
 2

01
3-

14
D

isa
bi

lit
y

Re
nt

al
2

33
%

4
67

%
6

E
l C

ajo
n

FY
 2

01
4-

15
Se

xu
al 

O
rie

nt
at

io
n

Re
nt

al
2

40
%

3
60

%
5

E
nc

in
ita

s
FY

 2
01

1-
12

D
isa

bi
lit

y
Re

nt
al

3
67

%
1

33
%

4

E
nc

in
ita

s
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
Re

nt
al

2
67

%
1

33
%

3

E
nc

in
ita

s
FY

20
13

-1
4

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
Re

nt
al

0
0%

3
10

0%
3

La
 M

es
a

FY
 2

01
4-

15
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

/ 
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
1

20
%

4
80

%
5

N
at

io
na

l 
Ci

ty
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
 (F

am
ili

es
 

w
ith

 C
hi

ld
re

n)
Re

nt
al

1
20

%
4

80
%

5

O
ce

an
sid

e
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
Re

nt
al

4
40

%
6

60
%

10

O
ce

an
sid

e
FY

 2
01

3-
14

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
 -

(F
am

ili
es

 w
ith

 C
hi

ld
re

n)
Re

nt
al

2
20

%
8

80
%

10

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

FY
 2

01
1-

12
D

isa
bi

lit
y

Re
nt

al
0

0%
5

10
0%

5

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-1

9



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-2
1:

 F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

A
u

d
it

 T
es

ti
n

g 
(2

01
2-

20
15

)

C
it

y 
F

Y
T

es
t 

V
ar

ia
b

le
T

es
t 

M
ar

ke
t

F
in

d
in

gs

T
ot

al
 #

 o
f 

Si
te

s
D

is
p

ar
at

e 
T

re
at

m
en

t/
C

on
d

it
io

n
s

N
o 

B
as

is
 f

or
 F

ol
lo

w
 

u
p

T
ot

al
%

T
ot

al
%

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

FY
 2

01
2-

13
Ra

ce
 

Re
nt

al
0

0%
5

10
0%

5

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

FY
 2

01
3-

14
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 

A
m

er
ic

an
/C

au
ca

sia
n)

Re
nt

al
0

0%
5

10
0%

5

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

D
isa

bi
lit

y 
(S

er
vi

ce
 

A
ni

m
als

)
Re

nt
al

16
53

%
14

47
%

30

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

D
isa

bi
lit

y 
(A

cc
es

sib
ili

ty
)

Re
nt

al
3

10
%

27
90

%
30

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
 (F

am
ili

es
 

w
ith

 C
hi

ld
re

n)
Re

nt
al

13
43

%
17

57
%

30

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
H

ou
sin

g 
Sa

le
s

5
45

%
6

55
%

11

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 
(H

isp
an

ic
/C

au
ca

sia
n)

H
ou

sin
g 

Sa
le

s
5

56
%

4
44

%
9

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
M

or
tg

ag
e 

Le
nd

in
g

6
60

%
4

40
%

10

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Pe
rc

ei
ve

d 
N

ei
gh

bo
rh

oo
d 

Co
m

po
sit

io
n

Pr
op

er
ty

 
In

su
ra

nc
e

3
60

%
2

40
%

5

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

3-
14

Sa
m

e 
Se

x
Re

nt
al

4
36

%
7

64
%

11

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

3-
14

N
at

io
na

l O
rig

in
 

(A
sia

n/
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
7

26
%

20
74

%
27

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
FY

 2
01

3-
14

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
Re

nt
al

5
38

%
8

62
%

13

Sa
nt

ee
FY

 2
01

4-
15

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
Re

nt
al

1
25

%
3

75
%

4

V
ist

a
FY

 2
01

1-
12

D
isa

bi
lit

y
Re

nt
al

1
10

%
9

90
%

10

V
ist

a
FY

 2
01

2-
13

Ra
ce

 (A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
/ 

Ca
uc

as
ian

)
Re

nt
al

2
20

%
8

80
%

10

V
ist

a
FY

 2
01

3-
14

Fa
m

ili
al 

St
at

us
 (F

am
ili

es
 

w
ith

 C
hi

ld
re

n)
Re

nt
al

4
40

%
6

60
%

10

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-2

0



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-2
1:

 F
ai

r 
H

ou
si

n
g 

A
u

d
it

 T
es

ti
n

g 
(2

01
2-

20
15

)

C
it

y 
F

Y
T

es
t 

V
ar

ia
b

le
T

es
t 

M
ar

ke
t

F
in

d
in

gs

T
ot

al
 #

 o
f 

Si
te

s
D

is
p

ar
at

e 
T

re
at

m
en

t/
C

on
d

it
io

n
s

N
o 

B
as

is
 f

or
 F

ol
lo

w
 

u
p

T
ot

al
%

T
ot

al
%

Co
un

ty
 o

f 
Sa

n 
D

ieg
o

FY
 2

01
1-

12
D

isa
bi

lit
y

Re
nt

al
11

28
%

29
73

%
40

Co
un

ty
 o

f 
Sa

n 
D

ieg
o

FY
 2

01
2-

13
Ra

ce
 (A

fr
ic

an
 A

m
er

ic
an

/ 
Ca

uc
as

ian
)

Re
nt

al
10

25
%

30
75

%
40

Co
un

ty
 o

f 
Sa

n 
D

ieg
o

FY
 2

01
3-

14
Fa

m
ili

al 
St

at
us

 (F
am

ili
es

 
w

ith
 C

hi
ld

re
n)

Re
nt

al
8

20
%

32
80

%
40

So
ur

ce
: C

M
H

 C
on

su
lti

ng
 2

01
5,

 N
CL

L 
 2

01
5,

 L
A

SS
D

 2
01

5,
 C

SA
 2

01
5

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-2

1



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

H
at

e 
C

ri
m

es
T

ab
le

 C
-2

2:
 H

at
e 

C
ri

m
es

 (
19

97
-2

00
3)

M
ot

iv
at

io
n

R
ac

e
R

el
ig

io
n

Se
xu

al
 

O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

E
th

n
ic

it
y

D
is

ab
ili

ty
T

ot
al

Ca
rls

ba
d

1
2

4
0

0
7

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

10
3

6
4

0
23

Co
ro

na
do

0
1

1
1

0
3

D
el

 M
ar

0
0

0
1

0
1

E
l C

ajo
n

14
2

3
2

0
21

E
nc

in
ita

s
5

5
5

0
0

15

E
sc

on
di

do
20

6
8

10
0

44

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

10
1

4
2

0
17

La
 M

es
a

14
5

0
6

0
25

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

11
0

0
2

0
13

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

7
2

4
2

0
15

O
ce

an
sid

e
68

9
28

11
3

11
9

Po
w

ay
12

3
4

5
0

24

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
32

4
11

5
23

3
12

0
1

79
3

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

6
2

0
6

0
14

Sa
nt

ee
26

3
5

15
0

49

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

3
0

2
0

0
5

V
ist

a
14

8
4

5
0

31

M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 S
an

 
D

ieg
o 

Co
un

ty
77

18
13

38
2

14
8

T
ot

al
62

2
18

5
32

4
23

0
6

13
67

So
ur

ce
: U

.S
. D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f J

us
tic

e 
Fe

de
ra

l B
ur

ea
u 

of
 In

ve
st

ig
at

io
n,

 1
99

7-
20

03

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-2

2



SA
N

 D
IE

G
O

 R
E

G
IO

N
A

L

A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F
 I

M
P

E
D

IM
E

N
T

S 
T

O
 F

A
IR

 H
O

U
SI

N
G

 C
H

O
IC

E

T
ab

le
 C

-2
3:

 H
at

e 
C

ri
m

es
 (

20
07

-2
01

3)

M
ot

iv
at

io
n

R
ac

e
R

el
ig

io
n

Se
xu

al
 

O
ri

en
ta

ti
on

E
th

n
ic

it
y

D
is

ab
ili

ty
G

en
d

er
1

G
en

d
er

Id
en

ti
ty

1
T

ot
al

Ca
rls

ba
d

1
1

2
1

0
0

0
5

Ch
ul

a 
V

ist
a

14
9

7
7

0
0

0
37

Co
ro

na
do

0
3

1
0

0
0

0
4

D
el

 M
ar

1
1

0
0

0
0

0
2

E
l C

ajo
n

3
0

1
2

0
0

0
6

E
nc

in
ita

s
5

3
4

4
0

0
0

16

E
sc

on
di

do
30

2
3

7
0

0
0

42

Im
pe

ria
l B

ea
ch

2
0

1
2

0
0

0
5

La
 M

es
a

1
2

3
1

0
0

0
7

Le
m

on
 G

ro
ve

5
0

3
2

0
0

0
10

N
at

io
na

l C
ity

6
0

1
2

0
0

0
9

O
ce

an
sid

e
46

12
7

11
0

0
0

76

Po
w

ay
4

6
2

0
0

0
0

12

Sa
n 

D
ie

go
95

57
92

48
1

0
0

29
3

Sa
n 

M
ar

co
s

4
1

3
1

0
0

0
9

Sa
nt

ee
18

2
1

3
0

0
0

24

So
lan

a 
Be

ac
h

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

V
ist

a
11

5
3

5
0

0
0

24

M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 S
an

 
D

ieg
o 

Co
un

ty
68

16
19

30
0

0
0

13
3

T
ot

al
31

4
12

0
15

3
12

6
1

0
0

71
4

N
ot

es
: 

1.
"G

en
de

r"
 a

nd
 "

G
en

de
r I

de
nt

ity
" 

ha
te

 c
rim

e 
ca

te
go

rie
s a

va
ila

bl
e 

as
 o

f 2
01

3 
da

ta
 se

t. 
So

ur
ce

: U
.S

. D
ep

ar
tm

en
t o

f J
us

tic
e 

Fe
de

ra
l B

ur
ea

u 
of

 In
ve

st
ig

at
io

n,
 2

00
7-

20
13

A
P

P
E

N
D

IX
C

:F
A

IR
 H

O
U

SI
N

G
 D

A
T

A

C
-2

3



APPENDIX

D PROGRESS SINCE 2010
AN ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

his appendix summarizes and compares key findings contained in the 2010 AI document in order 
to evaluate the progress toward addressing impediments to fair housing choice. The findings 
reviewed in this appendix include those that were carried forward from various previous AI 

documents and incorporated in the 2010 AI.  

D.1 Regional Impediments from Previous AIs  

Education and Outreach

Impediment: Educational and outreach literature regarding fair housing issues, rights, and 
services on websites or at public counters is limited.  

Recommendations:

1. Chula Vista, Coronado, Del Mar, Imperial Beach, Lemon Grove, San Diego, and Solana Beach 
should provide links to fair housing and other housing resources with current information on
their websites. 

2. National City, La Mesa and Escondido should consider including detailed information about fair 
housing on their websites, in addition to the links they currently have to the Center for Social 
Advocacy. 

3. All jurisdictions should consider prominently displaying fair housing information on their public 
counters.

Efforts: Nearly all of the cities in San Diego County have fair housing information readily available 
for their residents. Chula Vista, Coronado, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, 
National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Marcos, Santee, San Diego (City), San Diego (County), and 
Vista provide links to fair housing and other housing resources with current information on their 
websites. The City of Santee displays fair housing information on their public counters. The City of 
Encinitas also developed an LEP plan, in addition to posting several fair housing posters (English 
and Spanish) throughout City Hall.

The cities of Carlsbad, Imperial Beach, and Solana do not have links to fair housing resources on 
city websites, and Coronado does not have the most to date information on its website.

T
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Impediment: Many fair housing violations are committed by small “mom and pop” rental 
operations. As many individual homeowners enter the business of being a landlord by renting 
out their homes, many may not be aware of current laws. 

Recommendation:

1. Entitlement jurisdictions should include in the scopes of work for fair housing services to 
expand outreach to small property owners.  Fair housing service providers should coordinate 
with all entitlement and participating jurisdictions to identify small property owners within their 
client jurisdictions to specifically target education and outreach materials to this segment of the 
market population. All entitlement and participating jurisdictions should collaborate with service 
providers in outreach activities.

Efforts: The Carlsbad Housing Agency sponsors fair housing workshops for residents and property 
owners/managers in order to educate housing providers of fair marketing plans. The City of El Cajon 
continues to work with the San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing (SDRAFFH) to determine the 
best ways to target small property owners.  In June 2012 and July 2013, the City’s fair housing service 
provider conducted workshops for small property owners. The City of Oceanside held rental property 
owners workshops on January 12, 2012 with 49 attendees and another on June 11, 2013 to educate 24 
owners/managers, including seven “mom and pop” property owners, on fair housing laws and 
responsibilities. The City of San Diego hosted a total of nine workshops for property owners and 
landlords during FY 2013 and FY 2014, at no cost to attendees. Beginning in FY 2011-2012, San 
Marcos expanded the focus of educational and outreach efforts to “mom and pop” rentals.  The City of 
San Marcos continues to contract North County Lifeline (NCL) to provide landlord education. 

Lending and Credit Counseling

Impediment: Hispanics and Blacks continue to be under-represented in the homebuyer market 
and experienced large disparities in loan approval rates.

Recommendation:

1. All jurisdictions should collaborate with the San Diego Reinvestment Task Force to implement 
the recommendations contained in the Three Year Plan.

2. All jurisdictions that offer homebuyers programs also consider stepping up outreach efforts in 
minority communities in order to improve loan origination/approval rates and increase 
awareness of and education about homeownership opportunities.

Impediment: Many of the reasons for application denial, whether in the rental market or in the 
home purchase market, relate to credit history and financial management factors.

Recommendations:

1. Provide findings of this AI and other related studies to the CRI Task Force.

2. All jurisdictions that offer homebuyer programs should continue providing education and 
outreach on Credit History and Financial Management.  

3. Jurisdictions should collaborate with the CRI in the implementation of the Three-Year Plan 
prepared by the CRI.
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Efforts: The County of San Diego offers low-interest deferred payment loans for low-income first-
time homebuyers through its Downpayment and Closing Cost Program. This program is available to
first-time homebuyers looking to purchase homes in the unincorporated area of San Diego County 
or in the cities of Carlsbad, Coronado, Del Mar, Encinitas, Imperial Beach, La Mesa, Lemon Grove, 
Poway, San Marcos, Santee, Solana Beach or Vista.

The City of La Mesa previously administered its own First-Time Homebuyer Program, and between
FY 2010 and FY 2013, down payment and closing cost assistance was provided to five minority 
households in the City. HUD approved Homebuyer Counseling was a required component of this 
program and completion of the 8-hour seminar, which includes final management curricula, was
required prior to the close of escrow.

The City of San Marcos has increased referrals and access to HUD-Approved Housing Counseling 
Agencies.  Additionally, the City ensured that this information was part of New First Time 
Homebuyer education curricula.  Efforts to continue to hold HOME Clinics in collaboration with 
the Housing Opportunities Collaborative and the San Diego County Libraries are underway.

The City of Vista allocates CDBG funds annually to support programs that incorporate financial 
literacy.  

The City of Chula Vista offers gap financing for first-time low-income homebuyers to purchase 
eligible properties through its First-Time Homebuyer Program. 

The City of El Cajon offers two unique programs designed to assist first-time homebuyers with 
purchasing a new or existing single-family or condominium home: the American Dream and 
California Dream First-Time Homebuyer programs. The City is currently reviewing opportunities to 
improve outreach efforts to minorities for these programs. HUD-approved Homebuyer Counseling 
is a required component of the City's homebuyer programs. El Cajon continues to work with the
San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing (SDRAFFH) to explore the possibility of giving a 
presentation on the findings of the AI to the CRI.

The City of Escondido administers the Homebuyer Entry Loan Program (HELP). Brochures for 
this first-time homebuyer program are available on the City’s website in both English and Spanish. 
The City continues to review opportunities to improve outreach efforts to minorities for this 
program. However, participation is low overall (not only among minorities) due to HUD 
requirements like maximum purchase price, and market influences, like buyers with all cash offers.
HUD approved Homebuyer Counseling is a required component of the City’s HELP.

National City offers a First Time Homebuyer Assistance Program for its residents. In 2011, the City 
began targeting outreach efforts to underrepresented groups and tracking the demographic 
information of participants in the program. 

The City of Oceanside provides homebuyer assistance through its CalHome First-Time Homebuyer 
Program. Between FY 2010 and FY 2013, the City provided 16 loans through this program, 12 of 
which were made to Hispanic and Black households. In addition, the City referred denied applicants 
to Habitat for Humanity or Community Housing Works for free Financial Fitness assistance courses 
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to help prepare them for any future loan applications. The City also established a computer lab at its 
Libby Lake Resource Center and coordinated with the Leichtag Foundation to provide assistance 
services via private web-conferencing.

The City of San Diego has been actively supporting the activities of the San Diego Regional Alliance 
for Fair Housing regarding collaborations with the San Diego City/County Reinvestment Task 
Force. During FY 2012 to FY 2014, the City of San Diego chaired the Alliance's Subcommittee for 
Strategic Planning.  Additionally, the City continued to support the activities of SDRAFFH with 
regard to collaboration with the San Diego City/County Reinvestment Task Force. In addition, the 
San Diego Housing Commission (SDHC) offers deferred loans, homeownership grants, and 
mortgage credit certificates to first-time homebuyers through its First-Time Homebuyer Program.

Housing Discrimination

Impediment: Housing discrimination persists throughout the County, which is supported by 
general literature, statistical data, cases filed with DFEH, and testing conducted in the region.  

Recommendations:

1. Conduct comprehensive and countywide random testing on a regular basis to identify issues, 
trends, and problem properties.  Expand testing to cover other protected classes, especially 
those with emerging trends of suspected discriminatory practices.

2. Support stronger and more persistent enforcement activity by fair housing service providers.

3. Expand education and outreach efforts, with specific efforts outreaching to small rental 
properties where the owners/managers may not be members of the Apartments Association.

Impediment: Fair housing service provider contracts with the jurisdictions do not currently 
allow for random testing or testing audits.

Recommendation:

1. Entitlement jurisdictions should consider setting aside funding for fair housing audits in 2011 
and every two years thereafter. Specifically, entitlement jurisdictions should consider pooling 
funds to conduct regional audits, rather than acting individually, and work collaboratively with 
fair housing service providers to pursue FHIP funds for audits and testing as HUD funding is 
available.

Efforts: See earlier discussions on fair housing outreach and education efforts targeted at small 
property owners.

The San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing (SDRAFFH) recently appointed a Steering 
Committee to develop a Strategic Plan that is expected to include a coordinated approach to region-
wide testing.

The City of Carlsbad tested for discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.  In FY 2014-15, of 
the five sites tested, one showed unequal treatment to the potential renter. 
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The City of El Cajon entered into a contract with a fair housing testing organization and conducted 
fair housing testing for race at 10 sites during FY 2013-14. Three out of seven sites showed testers 
unequal treatment. A second phase was also conducted that same year for disability (6 sites) and 
two sites showed disparate treatment.

The City of Encinitas randomly tested for discrimination on the basis of disability in FY 2011-12
and on the basis of disability in FY 2012-13.  During both tests, two out of three sites showed 
disparate treatment.  Additionally, in FY 2013-14, the City randomly tested for discrimination on the 
basis of familial status.  Out of three sites tested, none showed unequal treatment.

The City of La Mesa has randomly tested for race in FY 2014-15, and one out of five sites showed 
the tester disparate treatment.

The City of National City has randomly tested for familial status in FY 2014-15. Out of the five sites 
tested, one showed the tester unequal treatment.

The City of Oceanside randomly tested for discrimination on the basis of race and familial status in 
FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14. Each variable was tested at ten sites. Testers were shown disparate 
treatment at 4 out of 6 sites when testing for race, and at 2 out of 10 sites when testing for familial 
status.

In FY 2013, the City of San Diego conducted 125 random audit tests (60 rental sites, 20 sales sites, 
10 mortgage lending tests, 30 disability accessibility tests, and five insurance tests). In addition, a
total of 133 random paired fair housing tests were conducted in the categories of disability, color, 
familial status and national origin in the arena of rental, sales, insurance, lending and accessibility. In
FY 2014, 51 random paired fair housing tests were conducted in the categories of national origin, 
race and sexual orientation in the arena of rental housing.  Nearly 40 percent of sites showed 
unequal treatment towards the testers when testing for race (38 percent) and sexual orientation (36 
percent). When testing for national origin, 26 percent (7 out of 20 sites) also showed disparate 
treatment. Regional outreach included a Spanish and English ratio PSA campaign focusing on 
disability discrimination and the City of San Diego produced a FH video PSA with a focus on 
disability discrimination. 

Legal Aid Society of San Diego (LASSD), the City of San Diego’s fair housing service provider, 
successfully sued a large housing provider who discriminated against persons with disabilities by not 
having accessible apartment units, as required by law. The lawsuit resolved all issues, resulting in a 
$275.00 settlement and major retrofits to the building. In addition, LASSD successfully sued a San 
Diego landlord for sexual harassment of a female tenant, which resulted in the landlord agreeing to 
use a professional management company for all rental properties. LASSD has also successfully filed 
several pending complaints with HUD regarding discrimination on the basis of disability and familial 
status. The agency also regularly uses the conciliation process to successfully resolve discrimination 
complaints on the basis of disability, which has resulted in accommodations being granted for the 
benefit of clients.

The City of San Marcos has contracted North County Lifeline (NCL) to conduct investigative 
activities, including on-site inspections, alleged violator interviews, mediation of fair housing and 
landlord/tenant issues, and fair housing training for housing providers found in violation of fair 
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housing laws.  The City of San Marcos conducted random housing testing on the basis of 
discrimination for race in FY 2012-13 and FY 2013-14, and in FY 2011-12 tested for discrimination 
on the basis of disability.  Of the total 15 sites tested, no sites were reported to show unequal 
treatment. 

The City of Vista randomly tested for discrimination on the basis of disability in FY 2011-12. From
FY 2012-2013 to FY 2013-2014, the City also randomly tested for discrimination regarding race and 
family size. Disparate treatment was noted when testing for familial status at 40 percent of sites, for 
race at 20 percent of sites and for disability at 10 percent of sites.  

Racial and Economic Segregation

Impediment: Previous AIs identified patterns of racial and ethnic concentrations are present 
within particular areas of San Diego County.

Revised Recommendations:

1. Work to diversify and expand the housing stock to accommodate the varied housing needs of 
different groups.

2. Promote equal access to information for all residents on the availability of decent and affordable 
housing by providing information in multiple languages (to the extent feasible) and through
venues and media that have proven success in outreaching to community, particularly those 
hard-to-reach groups.

3. Work collaboratively with local housing authorities and affordable housing providers to ensure 
affirmative fair marketing plans and deconcentration policies are implemented.

Impediment: Due to the geographic disparity in terms of rents, concentrations of Section 8 
voucher use has occurred.

Revised Recommendations:

1. Work to expand the affordable housing inventory and implement policies that would discourage 
concentration of affordable housing units within individual jurisdictions.

2. Promote the Housing Choice Voucher program to rental property owners.  With guaranteed 
income from HUD, the Housing Choice Vouchers should be an attractive option given the 
current depressed market conditions.

3. Work collaboratively with local housing authorities and affordable housing providers to ensure 
affirmative fair marketing plans and deconcentration policies are implemented.

4. Continue to implement the Choice Communities Initiative and Moving Forward Plan by the San 
Diego Housing Commission to expand locational choices for voucher users.  The Housing 
Commission should also explore other mechanisms to deconcentrate the use of vouchers.

Efforts: The City of Carlsbad provides information on fair housing and affordable housing at City 
facilities and on its website. Bilingual staff is available at facilities and interpretation services are 
utilized on as-needed basis. Additionally, the City has a wide variety of City regulated affordable 
housing provided under an inclusionary housing ordinance that target various income levels. As a 
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result of its inclusionary housing ordinance, Carlsbad has a wide variety of City regulated affordable 
housing distributed throughout the entire jurisdiction—allowing Section 8 clients to locate 
affordable and available rentals in all areas of Carlsbad and further reducing the concentration of low 
and lower income households in the City. The City continues to maintain their payment standards
at 110 percent of the HUD-published FMRs for studios, 1 bedroom, and 2 bedrooms unit 
expanding the availability of housing options in Carlsbad’s jurisdiction.

The cities of El Cajon and Escondido use available housing funds to expand their supplies of 
affordable housing and improve existing housing. Additionally, El Cajon encourages multilingual 
outreach targeted at hard-to-reach groups. Escondido has utilized available housing funds to expand 
its supply of affordable of housing and has a wide variety of housing distributed throughout the 
City. Both El Cajon and Escondido require affirmative fair housing marketing plans for developers 
and managers of affordable housing. National City also requires an affirmative fair marketing plan
for every rental rehabilitation and new construction project in the City.

The City of Encinitas has created a Limited English Proficiency Plan and Fair Housing Posters. 

The City of La Mesa provides information and referrals to the Housing Choice Voucher/Section 8 
Program administered by the County to all callers/visitors who seek rental assistance. A link is 
provided on the City’s website to the County’s rental assistance programs. Affordable apartment 
developments within the City are geographically distributed and promote fair housing principles.

The City of Oceanside has expanded the Section 8 Voucher Administrative Plan to address racial 
segregation. In addition, the City utilizes Go Section 8 Software for ease of access to a wider 
geographic rental market and, in January 2012, the City hosted a new and interested owner 
workshop in conjunction with the City of Carlsbad and the City of Encinitas. The City of 
Oceanside has made efforts to reduce racial segregation and linguistic isolation through a variety of 
community events. City staff host bridging events merging segregated neighborhoods in an effort to 
minimize or eliminate gang boundaries (that are not only neighborhood based but also racially 
motivated), address linguistic needs and improve communication and relationships between 
previously rival neighborhoods, build trust among residents and increase community connectedness. 
Residents are encouraged to cross neighborhood boundaries and attend events in communities 

outside their immediate neighborhoods. 

LASSD continues to work with the City of San Diego and the San Diego Housing Commission 
(SDHC) to develop a strategy for deconcentration of Housing Choice Vouchers. Additionally, nearly 
10,000 multilingual brochures (available in English, Spanish, Vietnamese, Chinese and Tagalog) were 
distributed from FY 2013 to FY 2014 to promote equal access to information. Regional outreach 
also included a Spanish and English radio PSA campaign.

The City of San Marcos began reviewing concentrations of Section 8 voucher use in FY 2011-2012.

The City of Santee has significantly broadened the variety of housing types and costs available within 
the community.  Additionally, affordable apartment developments financially-assisted by the City are 
widely marketed, promote fair housing principles, and are evenly geographically distributed.

The City of Vista’s Inclusionary Housing Program encourages deconcentration.

APPENDIX D: PROGRESS SINCE 2010
D-7



SAN DIEGO REGIONAL

ANALYSIS OF IMPEDIMENTS TO FAIR HOUSING CHOICE

Housing Options

Impediment: Housing choices for persons with disabilities are limited.

Recommendation:

1. All jurisdictions should continue their efforts to expand the variety of available housing types 
and sizes.  In addition to persons with disabilities, senior households, families with children, 
farmworkers, and the homeless, among others, can also benefit from a wider range of housing 
options.

Impediment: None of the jurisdictions have adopted a universal design ordinance.

Recommendation:

1. If formal Universal Design ordinances are cost prohibitive, jurisdictions could consider 
encouraging, but not requiring, universal design principles in new housing developments (i.e. San 
Diego County’s current practice).

2. All jurisdictions with a residential rehabilitation program (regardless of funding sources) should 
specifically include ADA-compliant upgrades in their programs. Jurisdictions could also consider 
modifying their housing rehabilitation programs to make financial assistance for accessibility 
improvements available for renters, as well as homeowners.

Efforts: Most of the region’s 19 jurisdictions, including Carlsbad, Chula Vista, Coronado, 
Escondido, La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, Poway, Santee, San Diego (City), San Diego 
(County), San Marcos, Solana Beach, and Vista have explicit recognition of their obligation to 
reasonably accommodate the housing needs of residents in the Municipal Code. 

Since 2011, the City of Carlsbad has allocated over $9 million to affordable housing projects for 
seniors, disabled seniors, farm workers, homeless families with children and low income households 
including youth leaving foster care. In addition, the City has allocated $164,000 in Housing Trust 
funds for a Home Repair Program that may be used for improvements to assist those with 
disabilities. Carlsbad has previously considered a universal design ordinance but deemed it not cost 
effective for new developments. The City’s rehabilitation program also specifically allow for 
improvements that enhance accessibility.

The City of Chula Vista’s Community Housing Improvement Program allows for improvements 
that enhance accessibility.

The City of El Cajon provided $4.5 million in funding for a project that added 49 units of new 
construction targeting very-low income seniors.  All units are adaptable for disabled accessibility.  
The City's fair housing service provider is tasked each year with creating and maintaining a list of 
accessible housing in the City. The City has determined that the adoption of a universal design 
ordinance is not financially feasible.  The Community Development Department requires ADA 
where indicated in the Building Code and whenever federal funds are being used.  However, the City 
encourages universal design features when feasible for a project.  ADA upgrades are routinely 
provided in the City's rehabilitation programs.
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The City of Encinitas’ rehabilitation program specifically allows for improvements that enhance 
accessibility.

The City of Escondido recently assisted in the development of a new 60-unit development for very 
low-income seniors. The City has a wide variety of affordable housing in the City for seniors and 
families with children, including many residential care facilities and transitional units. The City 
ensures that all affordable projects provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities 
and federally funded projects are required to meet accessibility and adaptability standards. The City’s 
Community Development Department also requires ADA compliance where indicated in the 
Building Code and whenever federal funds are being used. ADA upgrades are provided for in the 
City's new rehabilitation program.  While the City is not considering a Universal Design Ordinance 
at this time due to the availability of housing for persons with disabilities, the City does encourage 
Universal Design Features in a project.

La Mesa’s Community Development Department requires ADA compliance where indicated in the 
Building Code and whenever federal funds are being used. ADA upgrades are routinely provided in 
the City's rehabilitation programs.

In 2011, the Lil Jackson Senior Housing community opened in Oceanside, providing 90 very low-
and low-income units to seniors.  The City also negotiated a Development Agreement for Mission 
Cove, a housing project to bring 288 multi-family and senior units with universal design.  The City’s 
rehabilitation program also specifically allow for improvements that enhance accessibility.

The San Diego Housing Commission maintains an Affordable Housing Resource Guide that 
includes regional resources as well as an affordable rental housing list specifying housing for disabled 
people within the City.  The County of San Diego also provides a similar database of affordable 
rental housing and services throughout the County that is accessible to persons with disabilities. 
LASSD successfully sued a large housing provider — which received federal funding — for 
discrimination against persons with disabilities by not having accessible apartments, as required by 
law. This resulted in a large settlement as well as a major retrofit, which has increased the supply of 
accessible housing to persons with disabilities. In addition, in the City of San Diego, Universal 
Design Guideline compliance is a requirement of all Opportunity Fund applications, DDAs and 
OPAs and the San Diego Housing Commission meets with all developers to review universal design 
standards on all proposed projects. The County of San Diego also promotes Universal Design in 
new developments.   

The City of San Marcos recently conducted a feasibility study for universal design ordinance 
implementation. However, no ordinance was adopted.

The City of Santee’s Municipal Code (Chapter 17.10) provides for a wide range of housing 
(residential care facilities, congregate care facilities, single-room occupancy dwellings, limited and 
general group care facilities & transitional and support care facilities).  Additionally, the Municipal 
Code (Chapter 17.06.055) provides for reasonable accommodation/residential accessibility. The 
City’s rehabilitation program also specifically allow for improvements that enhance accessibility. The 
City has not adopted a universal design ordinance governing construction or modification of homes 
using design principles that allow individuals to remain in those homes as their physical needs and 
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capabilities changes.  In light of current and proposed planning policies and zoning regulations, the 
City believes that it has mitigated any potential constraints to the availability of housing for persons 
with disabilities.  

The City of Vista’s rehabilitation program specifically allows for improvements that enhance 
accessibility. The City has also entered into development agreements for affordable housing projects 
that incorporate universal design.

Housing Conditions

Impediment: Lead-based paint hazards often disproportionately affect minorities and families 
with children.

Recommendation:

1. All jurisdictions that offer homebuyer and rehabilitation programs should include lead-based 
paint testing as part of their homebuyer and residential rehabilitation programs (regardless of 
funding sources).

Impediment: Substandard housing conditions tend to impact minority households 
disproportionately.

Recommendation: All jurisdictions that offer rehabilitation programs should pursue the following:

1. Offer housing rehabilitation programs, either directly or through the County, and make lead-
based paint testing as part of their housing rehabilitation programs.

2. Consider modifying the housing rehabilitation programs to make financial assistance for 
accessibility improvements available for renters as well as homeowners.

Efforts: The City of Carlsbad requires lead-based paint (LBP) assessment and resolution, when 
needed, in all loan programs. LBP testing and remediation are also required for El Cajon’s 
rehabilitation programs (properties built before 1978).  Additionally, LBP testing is conducted for 
First Time Homebuyer (FTHB) properties (built before 1978) and clearance must be obtained 
before the City will participate in the funding. Escondido has similar requirements for its homebuyer 
program.  In addition, LBP testing and remediation for properties built before 1978 are required for
the City’s new rehabilitation program. National City’s Housing Inspection Program has a lead testing 
and education component. In FY 2011, the City of Oceanside conducted 20 LBP inspections on 
mostly senior residences—not impacting children. The City has also implemented a code 
enforcement program in neighborhoods that are disproportionately affected by LBP hazards to 
increase education and referral to testing programs for families. The City of San Diego continues to 
support and encourage the ongoing program offered by the San Diego Housing Commission 
(SDHC) for LBP hazards in low-income housing units. San Marcos implements LBP testing in its 
residential rehabilitation program.  Additionally, the City conducts annual review achievements of 
additional testing and education efforts. The City of Santee requires LBP assessment and resolution 
in all of its loan programs and Vista’s housing rehabilitation program includes LBP education and 
testing requirements.
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The City of El Cajon offers both mobile home and single-family rehabilitation programs that 
routinely include accessibility improvements. The City will explore re-opening its multifamily 
rehabilitation program which is currently dormant. Following the dissolution of redevelopment 
authorities statewide, home rehabilitation loan programs were eliminated in the City of Escondido.
However, the City began a new rehab program in 2015, which includes lead-based paint testing and 
funding for other improvements to correct substandard conditions for homeowners. The City also is 
supporting funding rehabilitation of multi-family rental developments through its RFP process.
Through its Housing Program, National City has contracted the Enforcement of Health and Safety 
Regulations lead testing.

Improved Regional Collaboration and Reporting

Impediment: Only minimal successes in regional collaboration had been documented.

Recommendation:

1. The fair housing service providers should continue to collaborate and work to affirmatively 
further fair housing in the region.

2. A single reporting system should be used by the fair housing service providers to compile 
consistent fair housing data that facilitates analysis of trends and patterns.

3. The Fair Housing Resources Board (FHRB) should also continue to function as a collaborative 
to coordinate fair housing services for the region.

4. Entitlement jurisdictions should annually review its scope of work to address service gaps.

Impediment: Fair housing service providers are supposed to be using HUD’s standard 
reporting categories in reporting fair housing statistics.

Recommendation:

1. Entitlement jurisdictions contracting for fair housing services should work with the fair housing 
service providers to develop one uniform reporting method and consistent reporting categories 
to report fair housing data.

Impediment: While education and outreach efforts are a clear priority of all agencies involved, a 
previous review of sub-recipient contracts, Action Plans, CAPER reports, and annual 
accomplishment reports indicated a lack of quantifiable goals, objectives, and 
accomplishments to gauge success or progress.

Recommendation:

1. Fair housing service providers should publicize the outcomes of fair housing complaints to 
encourage reporting.

2. The City of Oceanside should establish outcome-based performance measures. Remaining 
jurisdictions should continue to identify specific quantifiable objectives and measurable goals 
related to furthering fair housing.
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Impediment: Fair housing services vary across the region based on the agency providing the 
services and the work scopes of each sub-recipient contract.  

Recommendation:

1. Entitlement jurisdictions should continue collaborating with fair housing services providers to 
ensure an adequate level of service is available to all residents.

2. Entitlement jurisdictions should also evaluate service gaps and establish appropriate levels of 
funding for the provision of these services. 

3. The Fair Housing Resources Board should regularly update its service area map to provide the 
public with clear information on service providers and types of services available.

4. Entitlement jurisdictions and the Fair Housing Resources Board should establish a collaborative 
relationship with the 2-1-1 San Diego Hotline.

5. Fair housing service providers should work with 2-1-1 San Diego to educate and train their 
phone operators in identifying and directing fair housing issues to the appropriate service 
providers.  Fair housing service providers should be listed among the community service 
organizations that 2-1-1 can refer people to.

Impediment: While tenant/landlord disputes are not fair housing issues in general, providing 
dispute resolution services may prevent certain situations from escalating to discrimination 
issues.

Recommendation:

1. Entitlement jurisdictions should ensure tenant/landlord dispute resolution services are provided 
to complement the fair housing services.  The region’s other fair housing service providers 
should consider adding the tenant/landlord mediation services currently offered by NCL to the 
array of housing services they already provide.

Impediment: Fair housing service providers should actively pursue Fair Housing Initiative 
Program (FHIP) funds.

Recommendations:

1. All entitlement jurisdictions are encouraged to select organizations that meet QFHO and FHO 
criteria for fair housing services.

2. All service providers for fair housing are encouraged to seek FHIP funds to provide fair housing 
testing services.

Efforts: The San Diego Regional Alliance for Fair Housing (SDRAFFH—formerly the Fair 
Housing Resource Board) encourages coordination among service providers through its 
membership. All providers are invited and encouraged to become members and all providers are 
currently members. Collaboration between the jurisdictions and service providers is also encouraged.
The cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, La Mesa, National City, Oceanside, Poway, San Marcos, Vista 
and both the City and County of San Diego all report identifying service gaps with their service 
providers and are currently working to revise their scopes.
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The cities of Carlsbad, Chula Vista, El Cajon, Encinitas, Escondido, La Mesa, National City, 
Oceanside, San Diego, San Marcos, Santee and Vista, as well as their respective fair housing service 
providers, are active members of SDRAFFH, which meets regularly to collaborate on fair housing 
issues and topics. Members of SDRAFFH are currently working together to develop a uniform 
reporting system. In 2012, the City of San Marcos began incorporating a “provider cooperation” 
clause in its scope of work, encouraging fair housing providers to share resources and information.  

In addition, the City of San Diego actively supports the activities of the SDRAFFH with regard to 
collaboration with the San Diego City/County Reinvestment Task Force and to further address this 
impediment.  From FY 2012 to FY 2014, the City chaired the Alliance's Subcommittee for Strategic 
Planning, which meets eight times per year (the Alliance meets quarterly).  Included in these 
meetings is the review of a single reporting system to compile regional fair housing activities and 
testing information, to facilitate the analysis of trends and patterns. In FY 2014, SDRAFFH 
established a regional website and initiated a radio PSA campaign during the month of April 2014 
(Fair Housing Month).

Members of SDRAFFH are also working together to develop uniform informational materials and 
to ensure that the public can reliably reach a fair housing service provider (through 2-1-1, Housing 
Opportunities Collaborative’s website and other ways) when needed.  Providers are working 
together and have agreed to assist all persons in need of assistance, regardless of where that person 
resides.

The City of San Diego meets monthly with its two fair housing service providers (LASSD and 
Housing Opportunities Collaborative) in order to evaluate service gaps and to ensure an adequate 
level of service is available to all residents.  Additionally, the City has established a Fair Housing 
Hotline to ensure its fair housing services are available to the community. The City has also
contracted with LASSD, who operates an independent fair housing hotline staffed by a 12-person 
call center, to received fair housing complaint intake phone calls from residents. The City of San 
Marcos funds 211 to provide information on fair housing services as well as other needs.  

Tenant/landlord disputes are addressed by the region’s current fair services providers.

In FY 2013, LASSD submitted a FHIP application with the support of the City of San Diego. 
LASSD was awarded a three-year Private Enforcement Initiative FHIP grant by HUD in 2014. In 
2015, LASSD was additionally awarded an Education Outreach Initiative FHIP grant from HUD.  

D.2 Jurisdiction-Specific Impediments Carried Over
from Previous AIs

Jurisdictions in San Diego County have established various land use policies, zoning provisions, and 
development regulations that may impede the range of housing choices available. The following section 
outlines the recommendations made to each specific jurisdiction in the 2010 Regional AI in order to 
address their respective impediments.
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Carlsbad

Recommendations:

1. Remove the definition of family from its Zoning Ordinance.

2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone. 
Carlsbad should also clearly define the transitional housing and supportive housing. When such 
housing is developed as group quarters, they should be permitted as residential care facilities. 
When operated as regular multi-family rental housing, transitional and supportive housing 
should be permitted by right as a multi-family residential use in multi-family zones.

3. Adopt an ordinance to establish a formal policy on reasonable accommodation.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing pursuant to State
law.

Efforts: The Carlsbad Zoning Ordinance was amended to remove the definition of “family” in 
2010; the amendment was approved by the Coastal Commission in 2011. The City also amended the 
Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters in October 2012; this amendment was approved by 
the Coastal Commission in 2014. The reasonable accommodations zoning ordinance amendment 
was adopted by the City Council in April 2011. The Coastal Commission approved the amendment 
with suggested modifications in October 2012, which the City Council approved in November 2012. 
The ordinance became effective in March 2013.

Chula Vista

Recommendation:

1. Amend its density bonus ordinance to comply with State law.

2. Amend its Zoning Ordinance to expressly address and permit licensed residential care facilities 
consistent with the Lanterman Developmental Disabilities Services Act.

3. Amend its Zoning Ordinance to explicitly address and permit by right or with a Conditional Use 
Permit licensed residential care facilities serving seven or more persons in any residential zoning 
district.

4. Establish a formal reasonable accommodation procedure to grant exceptions in zoning and land 
use for persons with disabilities.

Efforts: The City of Chula Vista’s Density Bonus Zoning Ordinance was approved by the City 
Council in December 11, 2012. The ordinance provides clarity and outlines the State requirements 
for affordable housing development. The City still has no provisions in their zoning ordinance for 
residential care facilities serving six or fewer clients. The Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2012 to 
establish formal reasonable accommodation procedure to grant exceptions in zoning and land use 
for persons with disabilities.
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Coronado

Recommendation:

1. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to comply with the legislative mandate of State Government 
Code Section 65852.3 by allowing the development of manufactured housing in the R-1A Zone.

2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to expressly address and permit licensed residential care facilities 
consistent with State law. 

3. Designate its R-3 and R-4 Zones as zones where transitional housing will be permitted by right 
under standardized and objective procedures that are no more restrictive than those for similar 
residential uses. The City should also designate the Commercial and Civic Use zones as zones
where homeless or emergency shelters will be permitted with a Major Special Use Permit and a 
City Coastal Permit.

4. Adopt a formal reasonable accommodation procedure to provide exceptions in zoning and land 
use for the development, maintenance, and improvement of housing for persons with 
disabilities.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The Coronado Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2010 to comply with the legislative 
mandate of State Government Code Section 65852.3 by allowing the development of manufactured 
housing in the R-1A Zone. The City also amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2014 to expressly 
address and permit licensed residential care facilities, transitional housing, supportive housing, and
emergency shelters. In 2010, the City established a formal procedure for requesting reasonable 
accommodation for persons with disabilities who seek equal access to housing under the Federal 
Fair Housing Act and the California Fair Employment and Housing Act.

Del Mar

Recommendation:

1. Eliminate the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) requirement for multi-family residential uses 
proposed at a density greater than 8.8 dwelling units per acre.

2. Amend the General Plan to establish minimum density requirements for all of its residential 
districts. The Del Mar Zoning Ordinance should also be amended to address “pyramid zoning”
issues.

3. Amend Zoning Ordinance to include a definition of “family” that will not impede fair housing 
choice.

4. Amend Zoning Ordinance to explicitly permit mobile homes or manufactured housing in 
accordance with State law.

5. Amend Zoning Ordinance to expressly permit transitional housing. The City should also amend
the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone.

6. Establish procedures for obtaining reasonable accommodation, pursuant to ADA.
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7. Work with HCD to achieve a Housing Element that complies with State law.

8. Amend density bonus provisions to comply with State law.

9. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The City of Del Mar 2013-2021 Housing Element is in compliance with State Law. The 
City updated its density bonus ordinance in 2013 to comply with State Law. In June 2014, Del Mar 
removed the Conditional Use Permit requirement for properties in the RM-East, RM-West, RM-
Central and RM-South zones to develop at the maximum allowable density of 17.6 units per acre.
The City also amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2014 to: 1) include a definition of “family” that will 
not impede fair housing choice; 2)_explicitly permit mobile homes or manufactured housing in 
accordance with State law; 3) permit emergency shelters by right in a the North Commercial (NC) 
Zone; and 4) include provisions for transitional and supportive housing, consistent with the 
requirements of SB 2. 

El Cajon

Recommendation:

1. The City should establish procedures for reasonable accommodation.

2. Work with its fair housing service provider to expand outreach and education activities.  

3. Assess the need for SRO developments within the community in conjunction with the next 
Housing Element update scheduled for 2011 – 2012.  

Efforts: The City amended its Zoning Code in 2015, adopting a reasonable accommodation 
procedure and accommodating for SRO.

Encinitas

Recommendation:

1. Make an effort to ensure that its current Housing Element is in compliance with State law.

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

3. Develop a formal reasonable accommodation procedure for persons with disabilities.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to make explicit provisions for manufactured housing units in 
single-family residential zoning districts.   

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law.

7. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The City of Encinitas is in the process of updating its Housing Element, in conjunction 
with an extensive community outreach process and proposed rezoning of properties to 
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accommodate additional housing.  The City anticipates adopting the Housing Element by the end of 
2016. The City has not yet amended the Zoning Ordinance to address special needs housing 
outlined in the AI.

Escondido

Recommendation:

1. The City should amend its Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

3. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The Escondido Zoning Ordinance was amended and now establishes a minimum density 
of 70 percent of the allowable density in multi-family zones (see Escondido Municipal Code Section 
33-404. Residential density policy).  While a single-family unit may be built on a parcel in a multi-
family zone; it may only be built if it does not impede the ability to achieve the 70 percent minimum 
density requirement on that particular lot. 

Imperial Beach

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to allow State licensed group homes, foster homes, residential care 
facilities, and similar state-licensed facilities with six or fewer occupants by right in a residential 
zoning district, pursuant to state and federal law.

3. In order to comply with the provisions of SB2, amend the Zoning Code to permit emergency 
shelters by right via a ministerial approval process.

4. Develop and formalize a general process that a person with disabilities will need to go through 
in order to make a reasonable accommodation request in order to accommodate the needs of 
persons with disabilities and streamline the permit review process.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to provide for large residential care facilities.

7. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The Imperial Beach Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2012 to allow emergency shelters 
as a permitted use in the C/MU1 Zone areas of the Palm Avenue study corridor. Emergency 
shelters will be permitted via an administrative review process with no discretionary review. The City 
also established formal procedures for obtaining reasonable accommodation in 2013.
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La Mesa

Recommendation:

1. Amend its Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to specifically identify transitional housing and emergency 
shelters in the definition of “community care facilities.”

3. Establish a formal policy or procedure for processing requests for reasonable accommodation.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include density bonus provisions that comply with State law.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The City has not yet amended the Zoning Ordinance to address special needs housing 
outlined above.

Lemon Grove

Recommendation:

1. Update density bonus ordinance to comply with recent changes to state law (SB 1818).

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to expressly permit transitional housing.

3. Amend Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone.

4. Establish a formal policy or procedure for processing requests for reasonable accommodation.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to make explicit provisions for mobile home parks.

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant to 
State law.

Efforts: The City has not yet amended the Zoning Ordinance to address special needs housing 
outlined above.

National City

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to establish minimum densities for each residential land use 
designation and to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Remove its definition of family from the Zoning Ordinance, as it applies to residential uses.

3. Adopt second unit provisions that achieve consistency with state law.

4. Amend the Zoning Code to permit emergency shelters by right via a ministerial approval 
process.

5. Adopt a formal procedure for processing requests for reasonable accommodations for persons 
with disabilities. 
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6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include density bonus provisions to be in compliance with 
State law.

7. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to provide for large residential care facilities.

8. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: National City updated its density bonus ordinance in 2009 to be consistent with State Law.
The City also amended the discretionary review process in its Land Use Code for residential care 
facilities serving more than six persons in 2011 by changing the requirement from a conditional use 
permit (CUP) to a minor CUP. In addition, the City amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2011 to 
include provisions for emergency shelters, transitional housing, supportive housing, and SROs. The 
National City Zoning Ordinance was also amended in 2011 to remove the definition of “family” and 
modify second unit provisions to be consistent with state law. The provisions allow second units by 
right in all residential and mixed-use zones with no minimum lot area or discretionary review 
requirements.

Oceanside

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to include a definition of “family” that does not impede fair housing
choice.

2. Update density bonus ordinance in order to comply with the new SB 1818.

3. Adopt a written reasonable accommodation ordinance to provide exception in zoning and land-
use for housing for persons with disabilities. This procedure should be a ministerial process, 
with minimal or no processing fee.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law.

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit transitional housing, supportive housing, and SRO in 
compliance with State law.

Efforts: Oceanside amended its density bonus ordinance in 2012. The City also established formal 
procedures for obtaining reasonable accommodation.

Poway

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to establish minimum densities for each residential land use 
designation and to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to allow State licensed group homes, foster homes, residential care 
facilities, and similar state-licensed facilities with six or fewer occupants by right in a residential 
zoning district, pursuant to state and federal law.
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3. Amend Zoning Ordinance to expressly permit transitional housing. The City should also amend 
the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone.

4. Establish a formal reasonable accommodation procedure.

5. Amend Zoning Ordinance density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to remove the limit on the number of clients a large residential 
care facility may serve.

7. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: The City of Poway amended its Zoning Ordinance in 2012 to include residential care 
facilities in its definition of “family,” thereby permitting this housing type in all residential zones, in 
accordance with the provisions of State law. Formal procedures for obtaining reasonable 
accommodation were also established.

City of San Diego

Recommendations:

1. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law.

2. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include a definition of supportive housing.

3. Continue to implement the Choice Communities Initiative, Moving Forward plan, and Housing 
Choice Voucher Homeownership Program, among other programs and activities to 
deconcentrate voucher use.

Efforts: The City has not yet amended the Zoning Ordinance to address special needs outlined 
above.

County of San Diego

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to establish minimum densities for each residential land use 
designation and to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to expressly permit transitional housing. The County should also 
amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone.

3. Establish formal procedures for obtaining reasonable accommodation, pursuant to ADA.

4. Work with HCD to achieve a Housing Element that complies with State law.

5. Adopting density bonus provisions that are current with State law.

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.
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Efforts: The County of San Diego’s most recent Housing Element was adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors in 2013 and certified by the State. The Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2010 to
permit emergency shelters, transitional housing, and supportive. The County also adopted a formal 
procedure for obtaining reasonable accommodations. 

San Marcos

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to include a definition of “family” that does not impede fair housing 
choice.

2. Amend Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

3. Amend Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in a specified zone.

4. Establish a formal reasonable accommodation procedure.

5. Amend density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

6. Make explicit provisions for manufactured housing units in single-family residential zoning 
districts.   

7. Amend Zoning Ordinance to comply with the Lanterman Act by providing for residential care 
facilities serving six or fewer clients as well as define and provide for large residential care 
facilities.

8. Amend Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for transitional housing, supportive housing 
and SRO.

Efforts: The San Marcos Zoning Ordinance was amended in 2012 to include an updated definition 
of “family.” City staff also amended the Zoning Ordinance to address emergency shelters (in 2012),
manufactured housing (2012), residential care facilities (in 2012), transitional and supportive housing 
(in 2012), SROs (in 2012), and reasonable accommodations (in 2012).

Santee

Recommendations:

1. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for transitional housing, supportive 
housing, and SRO pursuant to State law.

Efforts: The City of Santee amended its Zoning Ordinance in 2013 to include provisions for 
transitional and supportive housing, consistent with the requirements of SB 2. 

Solana Beach

Recommendation:

1. The City should evaluate its definition of family and revise the definition to ensure that it does 
not constrain the development of housing for persons with disabilities or residential care facilities.

2. The City should establish a formal reasonable accommodation procedure.
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3. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law

4. Amend its Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for transitional housing, transitional housing, 
and SRO pursuant to State law.

Efforts: The City established formal procedures for obtaining reasonable accommodation. The City 
also amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2014 to address emergency shelters, transitional housing, and 
supportive housing. 

Vista

Recommendation:

1. Amend Zoning Ordinance to address “pyramid zoning” issues.

2. Amend the conflicting Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 18.31 and 18.06.160) sections concerning the 
provision of second dwelling units.

3. Amend density bonus provisions to be in compliance with State law.

4. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to make explicit provisions for manufactured housing units in
single-family residential zoning districts.   

5. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to permit emergency shelters by right in at least one zone to 
comply with State law.

6. Amend the Zoning Ordinance to include provisions for supportive housing and SRO pursuant 
to State law.

Efforts: Vista’s density bonus ordinance was updated in 2009. The City also amended its Zoning 
Ordinance (Chapter 18.31 and 18.06.160) in 2012 to address inconsistent provisions regarding
second dwelling units and to specifically accommodate manufactured housing. In addition, the City 
amended the Zoning Ordinance in 2012 to address emergency shelters, transitional and supportive 
housing. However, the City’s updated provisions permit only transitional housing facilities for 
battered women and children (serving six or fewer clients) in all residential zones. All other 
transitional and supportive housing facilities are permitted only in the City’s RM zone. Vista’s 
treatment of transitional and supportive housing does not fully comply with all of the requirements 
of SB 2 and the zoning ordinance will need to be further amended in order to maintain consistency 
with State law.
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