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

Introduction

The City of Richmond has received grant awards through the United States Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) as an Entitlement City since 19XX. An Entitlement City is a designation
provided by HUD indicating certain conditions exists that warrant an allocation of funding from the
federal government. The federal awards obtained by the City of Richmond from HUD have made a
significant impact to low wealth communities located in the City of Richmond by improving the living
conditions and opportunities for residents. In recent years the City has utilized the HUD funding to
provide activities like Adult Day Care services, Legal Aid services for low‐income families, promotion of
Fair Housing, expansion of homeless facilities and services, job training programs, academic mentoring
for youths and young adults, renovations to affordable housing developments, home improvements and
emergency repairs for home owners, as well as infrastructure & public facilities expansion and
improvements.
In 19XX, the City of Richmond received its first award of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funds. Since that time, the City has received additional funding administered by HUD to including the
Section 108 program and the Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME) funds, the FY2015
allocation is as follows:
CDBG = $1,092,323
HOME = $389,071

2.
Summary of the objectives and outcomes identified in the Plan Needs Assessment
Overview
The City of Richmond conducted a “Needs Assessment” survey, held several public workshops, and
attended various advisory groups to collect information on the needs and issues facing the low income
populations. The extensive public outreach process culminated in the identification and prioritization on
needs. The top priorities include providing affordable housing for very low and moderate‐income
families, reduce housing costs and supportive services, economic opportunity, and increase community
opportunity and awareness.
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The City of Richmond was shaped around the concept of housing tenure ladder. The ladder is an
affordable housing system that combines security and mobility, one that guarantees both a “right to
stay put” and a “chance to move on.”
The many different rungs allow residents to change their housing when their needs or circumstances
change, from living situations that are precarious to those that are more secure; from situations that are
cramped to those that are more commodious; from situations requiring a resident to go it alone to
those that provide support or allow more cooperative sharing of residential responsibilities.
Priorities for economic opportunity are based on the opportunities for economic development in the
city and on the barriers faced by local residents. The city nurtures small companies (which often hire
residents within walking distance or who take the bus) and entrepreneurs to thrive and grow in
Richmond by providing affordable gap financing and technical assistance to meet a range of business
needs.
The strategies are intended to guide the implementation of the Consolidated Plan. They serve as a
framework for individual projects, programs and activities undertaken over the five‐year planning
period. The annual Action Plan for each program year will identify the objective(s) which the
undertaking is meeting and the strategies being pursued for each undertaking. Strategies may be
revised or additional strategies may be adopted during the term of this Strategic Plan provided they are
consistent with the priority needs identified in this Plan and fulfill plan objectives.
Through these efforts, the City has identified four priority needs and sixteen goals to address those
needs. The priority needs include: 1) Improving Affordable Housing Options, 2) Reducing Homelessness,
3) Improving Non‐housing Community Development programs and services and 4) Improving the City’s
Program Administration capacity. To provide for those needs, the sixteen goals for the next five years
are as follows:















Provide Downpayment Assistance
Increase Rental Assistance
Housing Preservation
Tenant/Landlord Counseling
Homeless Prevention Services
Increase Housing Services
Increase Economic Opportunities
Job Training
Improve Financial Literacy
Improve Public Services
Non‐homeless Special Needs
Increase Opportunities for Youth
Improve Infrastructure & Accessibility
Improved Program Administration
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3.

Increase Public Awareness
Promote Fair Housing

Evaluation of past performance

The City of Richmond has experienced difficulties in administering its HUD grants in recent years. The
foreclosure crisis resulted in significant market disruption and delayed the completion of past projects,
and the elimination of redevelopment agencies in California eliminated a key source of leveraged
funding for both projects and staffing. The resulting reductions in staffing, combined with turnover, has
required the City to invest substantial effort in addressing past performance problems and redesigning
its selection and oversight processes moving forward.

Despite these challenges, the City has made significant strides with the support of HUD‐funded technical
assistance and the ongoing efforts of both leadership and staff. The 2015‐2019 Consolidated Plan is
specifically intended to help turn the page on this challenging period by refocusing community
development programs around revised market realities, taking into account the need to simplify
program design and be realistic about what can be accomplished with diminished HUD resources. These
shifts, combined with ongoing efforts to reengage with the Contra County Consortium and increase
coordination with the Continuum of Care will allow the City to move address priority needs while
ensuring that administrative concerns do not stand in the way of accessing critical HUD resources.

4.

Summary of citizen participation process and consultation process

The City of Richmond is engaged in ongoing efforts to increase coordination amongst the complex
network of public, private, and non‐profit organizations that deliver housing and social services to the
community. As the administrators of HUD's CDBG and HOME programs, the City's Department of
Housing and Community Development acts as a hub for community and economic development in the
area. Open lines of communication are maintained between the City and the area's many non‐profit and
social service agencies.

The Housing and Community Development Department held two community forums in order to gain
insight from the public. In addition to live question and answers, surveys that asked participants to rate
community development priorities were conducted via email, made available on the City’s website and
in the main library. The City also consulted with local and regional service providers, agencies, and
planning organizations by way of interviews and meetings.

5.

Summary of public comments
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The City of Richmond ensures that there are multiple opportunities for interested community
stakeholders to review and comment on the City’s Housing and Community Development plans. In
preparation for the City’s 2015‐2020 Consolidated Plan submission, a survey and public meetings were
held to communicate with citizens the plans for Housing and Community Development funds.

There were a total of 36 responses to the survey. Based on the general section of the survey that asked
participants to prioritize issues within their community, there were three top responses; Housing Needs,
Public Infrastructure and Economic Development.

Housing Needs
Topics that Respondents indicated were areas of Significant Need
1. Owner Occupied Housing Rehabilitation
2. Handicap Accessible Units
Public Infrastructure
1. Roadway Improvements
2. Better/More Street Lighting

Economic Development
1. Provide employment readiness and job training programs
2. Provide loans and technical assistance to businesses to create or retain jobs

6.

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

All comments and views were accepted.

7.

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

Name
RICHMOND
RICHMOND

Department/Agency
HCD
HCD

Table 1 – Responsible Agencies

Narrative

Consolidated Plan Public Contact Information
Jene Levine‐Snipes
Development Project Manager
Housing & Community Development
440 Civic Center Plaza
Richmond, CA 94804‐7409
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PR‐10 Consultation ‐ 91.100, 91.200(b), 91.215(l)
1.

Introduction

Provide a concise summary of the jurisdiction’s activities to enhance coordination between
public and assisted housing providers and private and governmental health, mental health
and service agencies (91.215(I)).
The City of Richmond’s Housing and Community Development Services coordinates with the City’s
departments, county agencies, and community stakeholders in developing housing and community
development priorities and activities.
The City is part of a collaborative “consortium” with other Contra Costa County entitlement
communities and Participating Jurisdictions. After a period when the City was not an active participant
in the consortium, City staff now attend regularly. Consortium members meet periodically to share best
practices. Given substantial overlap in the subrecipient and partner agencies, consortium members also
coordinate on common application, reporting, and monitoring formats and share information about
performance of common subgrantee partners. Similarly, the City is expanding efforts to participate in
the Contra Costa County Continuum of Care and intends to build greater linkages in the 2015‐2020
Consolidate Plan period.
In addition to ongoing efforts, the City consulted with County HOME and CDBG staff, Continuum of Care
leadership, the Richmond Housing Authority, and one of its local CHDOs as part of the planning
process. The City also circulated a 30 question survey was sent to stakeholders—including local
residents, subrecipient organizations, and other interested parties—and held two public hearings while
preparing the Consolidated Plan. One hearing was held before the City’s Community Development
Commission. That meeting summarized the needs assessment and market assessment and outlined
potential policy responses. Input from that meeting was used to refine the strategic plan and first year
annual action plan, and a full draft of the proposed Consolidated Plan was made available to the public
for 30 days ahead of a final public hearing held before the Richmond City Council.
There were many interested persons and representatives who attended and gave valuable input and
dialogue for improving the ConPlan.

Describe coordination with the Continuum of Care and efforts to address the needs of
homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and families, families with
children, veterans, and unaccompanied youth) and persons at risk of homelessness
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The City of Richmond coordinates with Contra Costa County Consortium and CoC and Homeless service
providers to assess the ongoing needs of homeless population and to respond with new or expanded
services and programs as resources become available.

Describe consultation with the Continuum(s) of Care that serves the jurisdiction's area in
determining how to allocate ESG funds, develop performance standards and evaluate
outcomes, and develop funding, policies and procedures for the administration of HMIS
The City is not a direct ESG recipient. HMIS is managed by Contra Costa County as the lead agency for
the local Continuum of Care. City staff attends Continuum of Care meetings, and as part of the
Consolidate Planning process the City specifically consulted with CoC representatives. The City’s
consultation with the Continuum of Care, combined with other input received, influenced the City’s
strategic plan by emphasizing the need for tenant based rental assistance and public services that
promote housing stability. The City’s plan to provide tenant based rental assistance, in particular, is
consistent with the Continuum’s shift to a housing first approach.

2.
Describe Agencies, groups, organizations and others who participated in the process
and describe the jurisdictions consultations with housing, social service agencies and other
entities
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Table 2 – Agencies, groups, organizations who participated

1 Agency/Group/Organization

city of richmond

Agency/Group/Organization Type

Housing
Other
government ‐
Local

What section of the Plan was addressed by Consultation?

Economic
Development

How was the Agency/Group/Organization consulted and what are the
anticipated outcomes of the consultation or areas for improved coordination?

place holder

Identify any Agency Types not consulted and provide rationale for not consulting
No specific agency types were excluded from the City’s outreach and consultation efforts. Many of those
who showed interest were low income individuals or agencies that serve low income communities.

Other local/regional/state/federal planning efforts considered when preparing the Plan
Name of Plan

Continuum of Care
Strategy for a Sustainable
Region
Central Richmond and 23rd
Street Corridor
South Richmond
San Pablo Ave. Corridor
North Richmond
Forging Ahead Towards
Preventing & Ending Homeless
Richmond Parks Master Plan
2015‐2025 Statewide Housing
Plan
Workforce Investment Act Local
Strategic Workforce
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Lead Organization

MTC/ABAG
City of Richmond
City of Richmond
West Contra Costa County
West Contra Costs County
Contra Costa Interagency
Council on Homelessness
City of Richmond
State of California
City of Richmond Employment
and Training

RICHMOND

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?
Transit Oriented Development
based on Housing Growth
City Center Development
Transit Oriented Development
Mixed Use Corridor
Transit Oriented Development
Homeless Services and Prevention
Public Facilities and Community
Services
Housing Development Goals
Job Training
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Name of Plan

Lead Organization

Housing Element of the General
Plan

City of Richmond

How do the goals of your
Strategic Plan overlap with the
goals of each plan?
Housing Development and
Services

Table 3 – Other local / regional / federal planning efforts

Describe cooperation and coordination with other public entities, including the State and any
adjacent units of general local government, in the implementation of the Consolidated Plan
(91.215(l))

Narrative (optional):
In preparing the Consolidation Plan, the City has consulted with internal and external departments and
agencies to better understand the community’s needs and available resources. Internally, the City met
with several department representatives to provide information about the Consolidation Planning
process. Department staff provided input on how CDBG and HOME resources could be used and
leveraged to provide services.
Externally, the consultation process consisted of contacting over 100 individuals from various agencies
and local nonprofits to participate in a survey and public meeting. One public meeting was held on
March 23, 2015, and a formal public hearing on the full proposed plan was held before the City Council
following the required 30 day public comment period. These formal meetings included local residents
and representatives of local health and human services, housing, community, and economic
development agencies. One on one meetings were held with the Executive Director of the Richmond
Housing Authority (RHA), County HOME and CDBG staff, the Executive Director of a local CHDO, and the
Continuum of Care’s primary point of contact.

As noted earlier, the City participates in the Contra Costa County consortium. The City and Consortium
coordinate on a range of issues and have a combined Notice of Funding Availability process, where
several different agencies can apply for funding from all jurisdictions in the consortium. The Consortium
members review the applications received to determine any cross‐jurisdictional community needs.
The City’s Consolidated Plan was developed independently of the informal Contra Costa consortium’s
coordinated planning process, so it takes into account the unique market and demographic
characteristics of the City to develop and support the City’s strategic plan. However, the City’s priorities
are consistent with the Consortium’s priorities and will allow continued coordination among all
consortium members.
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PR‐15 Citizen Participation
1.
Summary of citizen participation process/Efforts made to broaden citizen participation
Summarize citizen participation process and how it impacted goal‐setting

A public meeting was held on March 23, 2015, and a formal public hearing on the fully proposed plan was held before the City Council on May
5th, 2015, which was followed by the required 30‐day public comment period. These two formal meetings included participants: local residents
and representatives of local health and human services, housing, community, and economic development agencies.

Citizen Participation Outreach
Sort Order

Mode of Outreach

Target of Outreach

Summary of
response/attendance

Summary of
comments received

Summary of comments
not accepted
and reasons

Table 4 – Citizen Participation Outreach
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URL (If
applicable)

Needs Assessment
NA‐05 Overview
Needs Assessment Overview
This section assesses the housing needs of Richmond by analyzing various demographic and economic
indicators. Developing a picture of the current needs in the community begins by looking at broad
trends in population, area median income, the number of households, etc. The next step is intersecting
those data points with a more nuanced analysis of variables such as family and household dynamics,
race, and housing problems.
A key goal of the needs assessment is to identify the nature and prevalence of housing problems
experienced by Richmond's citizens. The main housing problems looked at are: (a) cost‐burdened
households; (b) substandard housing; and (c) overcrowding. Furthermore, these housing problems are
juxtaposed with economic and demographic indicators to discern if certain groups carry a
disproportionate burden. Are African‐Americans more cost‐burdened than other racial groups? Do low‐
income households experience higher levels of overcrowding? Do large families have more housing
problems than small families? These sorts of questions are empirically answered through data analysis.
Understanding the magnitude and incidence of housing problems in the community is crucial in aiding
the city in setting evidence‐based priorities for CDBG and HOME programs.
The area's public housing, homeless, and non‐homeless special housing needs are also discussed. Finally,
non‐housing community development needs, such as public services, are considered.
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NA‐10 Housing Needs Assessment ‐ 24 CFR 91.205 (a,b,c)
Summary of Housing Needs
The City of Richmond experienced a population growth of approximately 6% between 2000 and 2013
(2013 ACS 5‐Year Estimates) ‐ with the population climbing from 99,216 to 105,280. Over the same time
period the Median Household Income increased 23% to $54,589. The poverty rate increased 14% since
2000, climbiing to a total of 18.5%. Furthermore, the percentage of homeowners with a who are cost
burdened increased by 52% and the percentage of cost burdened renters increased by 36%. Currently
49% of homeowners with a mortgage and 57% of renters are cost burdened due to housing costs. The
data paint a picture of both growth and struggle for the community. Rising prices (in terms of wages and
housing) are positive indicators of economic growth, but expensive housing puts continued pressure on
low‐to‐moderate income households ‐ pushing many of them into unsustainable housing situations.
The chart below highlights demographic changes in population, number of households, and income
between 2000 and 2013.
Demographics
Population
Households
Median Income

Base Year: 2000
99,216
34,752
$44,210.00

Most Recent Year: 2013
105,280
36,208
$54,589.00

% Change
6%
4%
23%

Table 5 ‐ Housing Needs Assessment Demographics
Alternate Data Source Name:
2000 Census (Base), 2009‐2013 ACS (Most Recent)
Data Source Comments:

Demographic Maps
This series of maps visually display the geographic distribution of demographic trends in the City of
Richmond across a few key indicators. Population change, density, income, and poverty are amongst the
variables that will be reviewed.
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Population Change
Population Change
The map above displays population change throughout Richmond since 2000. The dark purple shaded
areas of the map saw a population decline of greater than 10%, whereas the lighter purple areas
declined between 10% and 0%. The biege shaded areas experienced between 0 and 10 percent
population growth, whereas the light orange areas experienced between 10 and 20 percent. The dark
orange areas of the map saw the highest growth rates at greater than 20 percent.
Data Source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.
Household Income
The below map displays median household incomes throughout Richmond. In 2013 the median
household income for City of Richmond was $54,589. Areas shaded in white represent the lowest
income ranges with median incomes of less than $35,000. Median incomes increase as the shading for
the areas darken. Areas shaded in dark green have median incomes of over $100,000.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.
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Median Household Income
Median Household Income
The map above displays the median household income distribution in Richmond. The light grey shaded
areas show a median household income of less than $35,000. The light green shaded areas show
median household income between $35,000‐$55,000 whereas the light blue areas shows median
household income between $55,000‐$75,000. The darker green shaded areas show median household
income between $75,000‐$100,000 and the darkest green shaded areas of the map shows median
household income at greater than $100,000.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.

Change in Income
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The next map shows how median incomes have changed in the community over time.
Median household income grew 23% between 2000 and 2013. The dark purple shaded areas represent
those areas where median incomes have decreased greater than 5%. Beige colored regions saw
incomes rise between 0% and 25%, whereas the lighter orange areas experienced income growth
between 25% and 50%. The darkest orange areas saw the highest jump in incomes, growing more than
50%.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.

Change in Median Income
Change in Median Income
The map above displays the population in Richmond’s change in median income since 2000. The dark
purple shaded areas of the map saw greater than ‐5% change in median income whereas the lighter
purple areas saw changes between ‐5% and 0%. The light tan shaded areas experienced between 0 and
25 percent change in median income. The light orange shaded areas experienced between 25 and 50
percent change in median income and the dark orange shaded areas of the map saw the highest change
in median income at greater than 50 percent.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.
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Poverty
The following two maps look at poverty in Richmond. The first map displays the current concentrations
of poverty throughout the City and the second shows how poverty has changed over time. As noted
above, there has been a slight increase in the poverty rate. Between the years 2000 and 2013 the
percentage of individuals living below the poverty line in Richmond rose 14%.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.

Poverty Rate
Poverty Rate
The map above displays the poverty rate of the population in Richmond. While some areas of the city
show a lower poverty rate there are still some areas with very high poverty rates. The lightest shaded
areas of the map saw less than 5% in poverty rate whereas the light purple/blue shaded areas saw rates
between 5% and 10%. The medium purple shaded areas experienced between 10 and 20 percent
poverty rate. The darker purple shaded areas experience a poverty rate between 20 and 40 percent and
the darkest purple shaded areas of the map saw the highest rates at greater than 40 percent.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.
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Change in Poverty Rate
Change in Poverty Rate
The map above displays the population in Richmond’s change in poverty rate since 2000. The dark
purple shaded areas of the map saw greater than ‐7.5% change in poverty rate whereas the lighter
purple areas saw changes between ‐7.5% and 0%. The light tan shaded areas experienced between 0
and 5 percent change in poverty rate. The light orange shaded areas experienced between 5 and 10
percent change and the dark orange shaded areas of the map saw the highest change rates at greater
than 10 percent.
Data source: The data source for this map is 2007‐2011 American Community Survey Estimates.

Number of Households Table

Total Households *
Small Family Households *
Large Family Households *

Consolidated Plan
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0‐30%
HAMFI
7,130
2,825
745

>30‐50%
HAMFI
4,535
1,700
740

RICHMOND

>50‐80%
HAMFI
6,365
2,535
1,065

>80‐100%
HAMFI
4,015
1,670
570

>100%
HAMFI
13,840
7,295
1,420
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0‐30%
HAMFI

>30‐50%
HAMFI

>50‐80%
HAMFI

>80‐100%
HAMFI

Household contains at least one
person 62‐74 years of age
970
685
1,355
945
Household contains at least one
person age 75 or older
790
610
750
310
Households with one or more
children 6 years old or younger *
1,700
1,290
1,415
755
* the highest income category for these family types is >80% HAMFI

>100%
HAMFI
2,890
804
1,694

Table 6 ‐ Total Households Table
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

Household Density and Size
This table breaks down family dynamics and income in Richmond using 2011 CHAS data. Small families
are much more prevalent, which is keeping with the smaller average household size in Richmond and
the nation as a whole.
Household Density and Size
The following two maps look at the distribution of households in the community. The first map looks at
the total distribution of households in Richmond. The second map displays average household size,
giving a view of where larger and smaller families tend to live throughout the City.
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Household Distribution
Household Distribution
The map above displays the household distribution in Richmond. While the City as a whole generally
has a high distribution of households, some areas had much less households whereas other areas were
much more dense. The light grey shaded areas saw only 500 or less households. The light green
shaded areas show 500‐1000 households whereas the light blue areas saw 1000‐1500 households. The
darker green shaded areas show 1500‐2000 households and the darkest green shaded areas of the map
saw the greatest household distribution at more than 2000 households.
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Average Household Size
Average Household Size
The map above displays the average household size distribution in Richmond. While the City has an
average household size of 2.8 people (2013 ACS), some areas saw household sizes average more than 5
people. The light grey shaded areas saw an average household size of less than 2.10 people. The light
green shaded areas show 2.10‐3 people per household whereas the light blue areas show 3‐4 people per
household. The darker green shaded areas show 4‐5 people and the darkest green shaded areas of the
map show greater than 5 people per household.
Low and Moderate Income Households
The following series of maps displays concentrations of Low and Moderate Income (LMI) households
througout Richmond. The first map displays the distribution of moderate income households, whereas
the second map focuses on low‐income and the third on extremely low‐income.
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Moderate Income Households
Moderate Income Households
The map above displays the moderate income households distribution in Richmond. We see that
moderate income households are not distributed evenly across the City. The lightest orange shaded
areas show less than 25% are moderate income households whereas the light orange shaded areas
show 25‐35% are moderate income households. The medium shaded orange areas show moderate
income households at 35‐55%. The darker orange shaded areas show 55‐75% are moderate income
households and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 75% are moderate
income households.
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Low Income Households
Low Income Households
The map above displays the low income households distribution in Richmond. We see that areas with
low income households can be found near areas with high income households the City. The lightest
orange shaded areas show less than 10% are low income households whereas the light orange shaded
areas show 10‐20% are low income households. The medium shaded orange areas show low income
households at 20‐40%. The darker orange shaded areas show 40‐60% are low income households and
the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 60% are low income households.
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Extremely Low Income Households
Extremely Low Income Households
The map above displays the extremely low income households distribution in Richmond. Extremely low
income households are generally found in areas where there are already low income households in the
City. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 10% are extremely low income households
whereas the light orange shaded areas show 10‐20% are extremely low income households. The
medium shaded orange areas show extremely low income households at 20‐40%. The darker orange
shaded areas show 40‐60% are extremely low income households and the darkest orange shaded areas
of the map show greater than 60% are extremely low income households.
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Housing Needs Summary Tables
1. Housing Problems (Households with one of the listed needs)
0‐30%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Substandard
Housing ‐
Lacking
complete
plumbing or
kitchen facilities
40
Severely
Overcrowded ‐
With >1.51
people per
room (and
complete
kitchen and
plumbing)
235
Overcrowded ‐
With 1.01‐1.5
people per
room (and none
of the above
problems)
345
Housing cost
burden greater
than 50% of
income (and
none of the
above
problems)
3,255
Housing cost
burden greater
than 30% of
income (and
none of the
above
problems)
605

>30‐
50%
AMI

Renter
>50‐
80%
AMI

>80‐
100%
AMI

Total

0‐30%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

Owner
>50‐
80%
AMI

>80‐
100%
AMI

Total

65

70

20

195

15

0

60

0

75

55

165

80

535

0

30

60

15

105

450

280

220

1,295

50

130

230

150

560

775

235

0

4,265

830

990

705

440

2,965

815

1,315

445

3,180

250

205

705

690

1,850
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0‐30%
AMI

Zero/negative
Income (and
none of the
above
problems)

Renter
>50‐
80%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

125

0

>80‐
100%
AMI

0

Total

0

0‐30%
AMI

125

135

Owner
>50‐
80%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

0

0

>80‐
100%
AMI

0

Total

135

Table 7 – Housing Problems Table
Data
Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

2. Housing Problems 2 (Households with one or more Severe Housing Problems: Lacks kitchen
or complete plumbing, severe overcrowding, severe cost burden)
Renter
>50‐
80%
AMI

>80‐
100%
AMI

1,340

750

1,320

0

0‐30%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Having 1 or more of
four housing
problems
3,875
Having none of four
housing problems
1,480
Household has
negative income,
but none of the
other housing
problems
125

>30‐
50%
AMI

Total

0‐
30%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

Owner
>50‐
>80‐
80%
100%
AMI
AMI

320

6,285

895

1,145

1,060

610

3,710

2,470

1,585

6,855

620

730

2,085

1,500

4,935

0

0

125

135

0

0

0

135

Total

Table 8 – Housing Problems 2
Data
Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

The above table shows households with at least one severe housing problem broken out by income and
occupancy. The broad trend in the data is simply the lower the income in a household, the greater
presence of severe housing problems.
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LMI Households with Severe Housing Problems
The following three maps show the concentrations of extremely low income, low income and moderate
income households that have at least one severe housing problem.

Moderate Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
Moderate Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
The map above displays the moderate income households with severe housing problems distribution in
Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 35% are moderate income households with
severe housing problems whereas the light orange shaded areas show 35‐50% are moderate income
households with severe housing problems. The medium shaded orange areas show moderate income
households with severe housing problems at 50‐80%. The darker orange shaded areas show 55‐75% are
moderate income households with severe housing problems and the darkest orange shaded areas of the
map show greater than 80% are moderate income households with severe housing problems.
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Low Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
Low Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
The map above displays the low income households with severe housing problems distribution in
Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 50% are low income households with severe
housing problems whereas the light orange shaded areas show 50‐60% are low income households with
severe housing problems. The medium shaded orange areas show low income households with severe
housing problems at 60‐70%. The darker orange shaded areas show 70‐80% are low income households
with severe housing problems and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 90%
are low income households with severe housing problems.
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Extremely Low Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
Extremely Low Income Households with Severe Housing Problems
The map above displays the extremely low income households with severe housing problems
distribution in Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 50% are extremely low
income households with severe housing problems whereas the light orange shaded areas show 50‐60%
are extremely low income households with severe housing problems. The medium shaded orange areas
show extremely low income households with severe housing problems at 60‐70%. The darker orange
shaded areas show 70‐90% are extremely low income households with severe housing problems and the
darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 90% are extremely low income households
with severe housing problems.

3. Cost Burden > 30%
0‐30%
AMI

Renter
>30‐50% >50‐80%
AMI
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related
2,145
Large Related
570
Consolidated Plan
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790
370

860
170

Total

3,795
1,110

RICHMOND

0‐30%
AMI

245
125

Owner
>30‐50% >50‐80%
AMI
AMI

480
285

655
215

Total

1,380
625
29

0‐30%
AMI

Elderly
Other
Total need by
income

405
1,320
4,440

Renter
>30‐50% >50‐80%
AMI
AMI

225
605
1,990

200
470
1,700

Total

0‐30%
AMI

830
2,395
8,130

560
220
1,150

Owner
>30‐50% >50‐80%
AMI
AMI

270
295
1,330

375
280
1,525

Total

1,205
795
4,005

Table 9 – Cost Burden > 30%
Data
Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

Cost Burden
The table above displays 2011 CHAS data on cost burdened households in Richmond in the 0% to 80%
AMI cohorts. HUD defines cost burden as paying more than 30% monthly income on housing costs. The
map below shows the distribution of cost‐burdened households.

Cost Burdened Households
Cost Burdened Households
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The map above displays the cost burdened households distribution in Richmond. We see cost burdened
households are not spread evenly across the city. The lightest shaded areas of the map saw less than
35% households cost burdened whereas the light purple/blue shaded areas saw 35‐45% households cost
burdened. The medium purple shaded areas saw 45‐55% households cost burdened. The darker purple
shaded areas show 55‐65% households cost burdened and the darkest purple shaded areas of the map
show greater than 65% households cost burdened.

4. Cost Burden > 50%
0‐30%
AMI

Renter
>30‐
>50‐
50%
80%
AMI
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Small Related
1,855
Large Related
475
Elderly
260
Other
1,095
Total need by
3,685
income

330
85
145
255
815

125
15
15
90
245

Total

0‐30%
AMI

2,310
575
420
1,440
4,745

205
125
365
205
900

Owner
>30‐50%
>50‐
AMI
80%
AMI

340
225
245
285
1,095

345
155
165
150
815

Total

890
505
775
640
2,810

Table 10 – Cost Burden > 50%
Data
Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

The data above highlights the problem of severe cost burden in Richmond, which is defined as paying
more than 50% of household income on housing costs.
Severely Cost Burdened LMI Households
The below series of maps displays the percentages of extremely low, low and moderate income
households that are severely cost burdened in Richmond.
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Moderate Income, Severe Cost Burden
Moderate Income, Severe Cost Burden
The map above displays the moderate income households with severe cost burden distribution in
Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 30% are moderate income households with
severe cost burden whereas the light orange shaded areas show 30‐45% are moderate income
households with severe cost burden. The medium shaded orange areas show moderate income
households with severe cost burden at 45‐60%. The darker orange shaded areas show 60‐75% are
moderate income households with severe cost burden and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map
show greater than 75% are moderate income households with severe cost burden.
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Low Income, Severe Cost Burden
Low Income, Severe Cost Burden
The map above displays the low income households with severe cost burden distribution in Richmond.
The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 50% are low income households with severe cost
burden whereas the light orange shaded areas show 50‐60% are low income households with severe
cost burden. The medium shaded orange areas show low income households with severe cost burden at
60‐75%. The darker orange shaded areas show 75‐90% are low income households with severe cost
burden and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 90% are low income
households with severe cost burden.
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Extremely Low Income, Severe Cost Burden
Extremely Low Income, Severe Cost Burden
The map above displays the extremely low income households with severe cost burden distribution in
Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas show less than 40% are extremely low income households
with severe cost burden whereas the light orange shaded areas show 40‐60% are extremely low income
households with severe cost burden. The medium shaded orange areas show extremely low income
households with severe cost burden at 60‐80%. The darker orange shaded areas show 80‐95% are
extremely low income households with severe cost burden and the darkest orange shaded areas of the
map show greater than 95% are extremely low income households with severe cost burden.

5. Crowding (More than one person per room)
0‐
30%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS
Single family
households
510
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335

Renter
>50‐
>80‐
80%
100%
AMI
AMI

390

235

RICHMOND

Total

1,470

0‐
30%
AMI

50

>30‐
50%
AMI

110

Owner
>50‐
80%
AMI

235

>80‐
100%
AMI

80

Total

475
34

0‐
30%
AMI

Multiple, unrelated
family households
Other, non‐family
households
Total need by
income

>30‐
50%
AMI

Renter
>50‐
>80‐
80%
100%
AMI
AMI

Total

0‐
30%
AMI

>30‐
50%
AMI

Owner
>50‐
80%
AMI

>80‐
100%
AMI

Total

70

165

85

65

385

0

49

70

49

168

0
580

0
500

0
475

0
300

0
1,855

0
50

0
159

0
305

35
164

35
678

Table 11 – Crowding Information – 1/2
Data
Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

0‐30%
AMI

Households with
Children Present

Renter
>30‐
>50‐
50%
80%
AMI
AMI

0

0

Total

0

0

0‐30%
AMI

0

Owner
>30‐
>50‐
50%
80%
AMI
AMI

0

0

Total

0

Table 12 – Crowding Information – 2/2
Data Source
Comments:

Describe the number and type of single person households in need of housing assistance.
The Five‐Year Estimates of the 2013 American Community Survey show that 28% of occupied housing
units in Richmond are single‐person households ‐ a total of 10,247 households. Furthermore, single‐
person households are slightly more likely to be renters. Approximately 30% of renter‐occupied units
are single‐person households as compared to 27% of owner‐occupied households.
Because single‐person households are more likely to be renters, it is important to note that ACS
estimates show 57% of renters in Richmond are cost burdened ‐ meaning they pay more than 30% of
their income on housing costs (2013 ACS). In contrast, 49% of homeowners are cost burdened. Overall,
these percentages represent a significant portion of the population experiencing housing cost burden
and needing assistance. Furthermore, the poverty rate in the City has increased to 18.5%.

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance who are disabled or
victims of domestic violence, dating violence, sexual assault and stalking.
Disability
Of the general population in Richmond, 10.5% has some sort of disability (approximately 10,960). Of
that population 16 and over, 37.4% are in the work force and 19% are unemployed. 22.4% of the
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disabled are living at less than 100 percent of the poverty level, and almost 20% more than the general
population without disability. (source: American Community Survey 2013)

What are the most common housing problems?
Like many communities across the nation, affordability is by far the largest housing problem in
Richmond. American Community Survey (ACS) estimates show 57% of renters and 49% of homeowners
with a mortgage as paying more than 30% of their income on housing costs, which is the threshold for
cost burden (2013 ACS). In total, approximately 17,000 households are financially overstretched due to
housing. That's a significant portion of the population experiencing a housing cost burden.
To get a more precise view of substandard housing in Richmond it is helpful to combine two data
sources, 2013 ACS and 2011 CHAS. ACS gives a more current estimate of the number of substandard
units in the City. The value of the CHAS data here is that, while dated, it provides insight into the
percentages of owners and renters who experience these housing problems ‐ whereas ACS only
provides totals. Combining the two sources, while noting their limitations provides a more complete
picture. According to 2013 ACS 5‐Year Estimates there were approximately 450 housing units without
either complete kitchen or plumbing facilities in the City of Richmond. CHAS data tells us that
approximately 28% of substandard units are owner‐occupied households and 72% are renters. Renters
are much more likely to live in substandard housing than homeowners.
While substandard housing is not a large problem when viewed as a percentage of the entire housing
stock, having 450 households living without adequate basic facilities is a problem that warrants
attention.
HUD defines overcrowding as more than one person per room in a housing unit. American Community
Survey data show 2,135 overcrowded and 1,177 severely overcrowded housing units in the City of
Richmond.

Are any populations/household types more affected than others by these problems?
The 2011 CHAS data, while yielding different totals than the recent Census, provides a more nuanced
view into which segments of the population experience housing problems. In general, lower income
households experience more housing problems across the board. Furthermore, renters are in general
more affected than owners by housing problems. The extremely low‐income income range (30% AMI
and below) is statistically more likely to have at least one problem than other income ranges, and
extremely low‐income renters more so than owners. When those facts intersect we see that low and
extremely low‐income renters are more affected by housing problems than other groups. For example,
extremely low‐income renter households show a greater existence of severe housing cost burden than
all other groups.
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Furthermore, as is highlighted in the following sections various racial and ethnic groups experience a
disproportionately great prevalence of housing problems. Asians, Hispanics, American Indians, Alaskan
Natives, and Pacific Islanders at various income levels all experience housing problems at levels at least
10% higher than the City as a whole

Describe the characteristics and needs of Low‐income individuals and families with children
(especially extremely low‐income) who are currently housed but are at imminent risk of
either residing in shelters or becoming unsheltered 91.205(c)/91.305(c)). Also discuss the
needs of formerly homeless families and individuals who are receiving rapid re‐housing
assistance and are nearing the termination of that assistance
These issues are addressed in the Homeless Needs Assessment.

If a jurisdiction provides estimates of the at‐risk population(s), it should also include a
description of the operational definition of the at‐risk group and the methodology used to
generate the estimates:
These issues are addressed in the Homeless Needs Assessment.

Specify particular housing characteristics that have been linked with instability and an
increased risk of homelessness
These issues are addressed in the Homeless Needs Assessment.

Discussion
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NA‐15 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Problems – 91.205 (b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction
This section compares the existence of housing problems amongst racial groups against that of the
jurisdiction as a whole in an effort to see if any group(s) share a disproportionate burden of the area's
housing problems. For this purpose, HUD guidelines deem a disproportionately greater need to exist
when persons of a particular racial or ethnic group experience housing problems at a rate at least 10
percentage points higher than the jurisdiction as a whole.
The following series of tables looks at the existence of housing problems amongst different racial and
ethnic groups across the 0%‐30%, 30%‐50%, 50%‐80%, and 80%‐100% AMI cohorts.

0%‐30% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Has none of the
four housing
problems

5,415
790
2,725
430
15
30
1,325

1,115
260
590
50
0
0
165

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
260
65
145
40
0
0
15

Table 13 ‐ Disproportionally Greater Need 0 ‐ 30% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

4,165
580
1,290
420
10
0
1,825

Has none of the
four housing
problems

1,170
535
455
55
0
0
130

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

Table 14 ‐ Disproportionally Greater Need 30 ‐ 50% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

50%‐80% of Area Median Income
Housing Problems

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

2,840
390
760
435
0
0
1,205

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,165
600
750
380
0
0
400

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

Table 15 ‐ Disproportionally Greater Need 50 ‐ 80% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

2,005
455
560
235
0
0
740

Has none of the
four housing
problems

1,775
640
520
220
0
0
395

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

Table 16 ‐ Disproportionally Greater Need 80 ‐ 100% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

Discussion
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, a few different racial and ethnic groups experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 83% of
households in the 0% ‐ 30% AMI income cohort experienced at least one of the four housing problems.
However, 100% of American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Pacific Islanders in this income category
experienced at least one housing problem ‐ 27% higher than the jurisdictional rate. Furthermore, both
Asians and Hispanics in the 30%‐50% AMI cohort experience a disproportionately greater need when it
comes to housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 78% of persons in this income group experience at least
one of the four housing problems – compared to 93% of Hispanics and 88% of Asians, respectively.
Fifty‐seven percent of all Richmond households in the 50%‐80% AMI cohort experienced at least one of
the four housing problems, while 75% of Hispanics did so – an 18% disparity. Finally, Hispanics in the
80%‐100% income cohort experienced a disproportionate need ‐ with 65% of Hispanics experiencing one
of the four housing problems, while only 53% of households in the jurisdiction did so.
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NA‐20 Disproportionately Greater Need: Severe Housing Problems – 91.205
(b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction
This section compares the existence of severe housing problems amongst racial groups against that of
the jurisdiction as a whole in an effort to see if any group(s) share a disproportionate burden of the
area's severe housing problems. For this purpose, HUD guidelines deem a disproportionately greater
need to exist when persons of a particular racial or ethnic group experience severe housing problems at
a rate at least 10 percentage points higher than the jurisdiction as a whole.
The following series of tables looks at the existence of severe housing problems amongst different racial
and ethnic groups across the 0%‐30%, 30%‐50%, 50%‐80%, and 80%‐100% AMI cohorts.

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

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Has none of the
four housing
problems

4,525
655
2,125
410
15
30
1,195

2,010
395
1,185
70
0
0
295

Household has
no/negative
income, but none
of the other
housing problems
260
65
145
40
0
0
15

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

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

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

RICHMOND

41

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

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Has none of the
four housing
problems

2,830
320
800
230
10
0
1,435

2,510
795
945
245
0
0
515

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

Table 18 – Severe Housing Problems 30 ‐ 50% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

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

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

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

Has none of the
four housing
problems

1,400
105
215
180
0
0
905

3,600
890
1,295
635
0
0
700

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

Table 19 – Severe Housing Problems 50 ‐ 80% AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

*The four severe housing problems are:
1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities, 2. Lacks complete plumbing facilities, 3. More than 1.5 persons per
room, 4.Cost Burden over 50%
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80%‐100% of Area Median Income
Severe Housing Problems*

Has one or more of
four housing
problems

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

Has none of the
four housing
problems

835
130
245
115
0
0
335

2,945
965
835
340
0
0
795

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

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

2007‐2011 CHAS

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

Discussion
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, a few different racial and ethnic groups experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to severe housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 69% of
persons in the 0% ‐ 30% AMI income cohort experienced at least one of the four housing problems at
severe level. However, 85% of Asians, 100% of American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Pacific Islanders,
and 80% of Hispanics in this income category experienced at least one housing problem – a disparity
greater than 10% for all groups. Furthermore, Hispanics in the 30%‐50% AMI cohort experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to severe housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 53% of
households in this income group experience at least one of the four housing problems at a severe level–
compared to 74% of Hispanics – a 21% disparity.
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NA‐25 Disproportionately Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens – 91.205 (b)(2)
Assess the need of any racial or ethnic group that has disproportionately greater need in comparison to
the needs of that category of need as a whole.

Introduction:
This section compares the existence of housing cost burden and severe cost burden amongst racial and
ethnic groups against that of the jurisdiction as a whole in an effort to see if any group(s) share a
disproportionate burden of the area's cost burden. For this purpose, HUD guidelines deem a
disproportionately greater need to exist when persons of a particular racial or ethnic group experience
housing problems at a rate at least 10 percentage points higher than the jurisdiction as a whole.
A household is considered to be cost burdened if they spend between 30% and 50% of monthly income
on housing costs, and severely cost burdened if they spend more than 50% of monthly income on
housing costs.

Housing Cost Burden
Housing Cost Burden

<=30%

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

30‐50%

>50%

17,325
6,065
4,865
2,700

8,630
2,035
2,905
1,195

8,495
1,190
3,345
990

No / negative
income (not
computed)
320
105
160
40

0
30
3,225

0
0
2,345

25
30
2,765

0
0
15

Table 21 – Greater Need: Housing Cost Burdens AMI
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

Discussion:
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, no groups experience a disproportionate need when
it comes to regular cost burden (paying between 30% and 50% of monthly income on housing costs).
However, American Indians and Alaskan Natives, as well as Pacific Islanders experience a
disproportionately greater need in terms of severe housing cost burden. Jurisdiction wide, 25% of
households pay more than 50% of monthly income on housing costs (severe cost burdened), compared
to 100% of American Indians and Alaskan Natives, and 50% of Pacific Islander households.
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NA‐30 Disproportionately Greater Need: Discussion – 91.205(b)(2)
Are there any Income categories in which a racial or ethnic group has disproportionately
greater need than the needs of that income category as a whole?
Housing Problems
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, a few different racial and ethnic groups experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 83% of
households in the 0% ‐ 30% AMI income cohort experienced at least one of the four housing problems,
which are homes that lack complete kitchen facilities, homes that lacks complete plumbing facilities,
homes with more than 1.5 persons per room, and households with cost burden over 50%. However,
100% of American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Pacific Islanders in this income category experienced at
least one housing problem ‐ 27% higher than the jurisdictional rate. Furthermore, both Asians and
Hispanics in the 30%‐50% AMI cohort experience a disproportionately greater need when it comes to
housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 78% of persons in this income group experience at least one of the
four housing problems – compared to 93% of Hispanics and 88% of Asians, respectively.
Fifty‐seven percent of all Richmond households in the 50%‐80% AMI cohort experienced at least one of
the four housing problems, while 75% of Hispanics did so – an 18% disparity. Finally, Hispanics in the
80%‐100% income cohort experienced a disproportionate need ‐ with 65% of Hispanics experiencing one
of the four housing problems, while only 53% of households in the jurisdiction did so.
Severe Housing Problems
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, a few different racial and ethnic groups experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to severe housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 69% of
persons in the 0% ‐ 30% AMI income cohort experienced at least one of the four housing problems at
severe level. However, 85% of Asians, 100% of American Indians, Alaskan Natives, and Pacific Islanders,
and 80% of Hispanics in this income category experienced at least one housing problem – a disparity
greater than 10% for all groups. Furthermore, Hispanics in the 30%‐50% AMI cohort experience a
disproportionately greater need when it comes to severe housing problems. Jurisdiction wide, 53% of
households in this income group experience at least one of the four housing problems at a severe level–
compared to 74% of Hispanics – a 21% disparity.
Cost Burden
By HUD’s definition of a disparity of 10% or higher, no groups experience a disproportionate need when
it comes to regular cost burden (paying between 30% and 50% of monthly income on housing costs).
However, American Indians and Alaskan Natives, as well as Pacific Islanders experience a
disproportionately greater need in terms of severe housing cost burden. Jurisdiction wide, 25% of
households pay more than 50% of monthly income on housing costs (severe cost burdened), compared
to 100% of American Indians and Alaskan Natives, and 50% of Pacific Islander households.
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If they have needs not identified above, what are those needs?
N/A

Are any of those racial or ethnic groups located in specific areas or neighborhoods in your
community?
See maps in MA‐50 for concentrations of Hispanic and Asian population.
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NA‐35 Public Housing – 91.205(b)
Introduction
Public housing was established to help provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible low‐ and moderate‐income families, the elderly, and
persons with disabilities. Public housing includes federally subsidized affordable housing that is owned and operated by the public housing
authorities. Richmond is primarily served by the Richmond Housing Authority through housing programs: Public Housing Program and Housing
Choice Voucher Program (Section 8).
The housing choice voucher program is the federal government's major program for assisting very low‐income families, the elderly, and the
disabled to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. Since housing assistance is provided on behalf of the family or the
individual, participants are able to find their own housing, including single‐family homes, townhouses, and apartments.
The participant is free to choose any housing that meets the requirements of the program, and is not limited to units located in subsidized
housing projects.
Housing choice vouchers are administered locally by the RHA. The RHA receives federal funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD) to administer the voucher program. A family that is issued a housing voucher is responsible for finding a suitable housing
unit of the family's choice where the owner agrees to rent under the program and may include the family's present residence. Rental units must
meet minimum standards of health and safety, as determined by the RHA.
Eligibility for a housing voucher is determined by the RHA based on total annual gross income and family size and is limited to US citizens and
specified categories of non‐citizens who have eligible immigration status. In general, the family's income may not exceed 50% of the area
median income (AMI) for the county or metropolitan area in which the family chooses to live.
PHA Overview
“Charter and Funding
The Richmond Housing Authority, 330 24th Street, Richmond, California 94804, is a public entity chartered by the City of Richmond, California in
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1941 as a separate legal entity under the provisions of the Housing Act of 1937. It is funded by the Federal Government and is subject to the
rules and guidelines of the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
Services
The City Council of the City of Richmond acts as the Board of Commissioners for the Housing Authority. A Public Housing Advisory Board,
consisting of community leaders or professionals and public housing residents, also provides the Housing Authority with advisory services.
The Richmond Housing Authority's purpose is to provide decent, safe, and sanitary housing for low‐income individuals in the City of Richmond,
California.
Programs
The Richmond Housing Authority administers a Low‐Income Housing (LIPH) program, and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. Both
programs rely on HUD formulas for rent determination which are in accordance with federal regulations and Housing Authority policies and
procedures. The Richmond Housing Authority has also received several Lead Hazard Control grants over the past several years and is currently
completing its fourth round of funding under that competitive program.
In addition, the Housing Authority receives other funding for capital improvements and site/development revitalization and is the midst of
converting most of its inventory under the Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program, allowing projects to access capital funding from
sources such as the Low Income Housing Tax Credit.
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Totals in Use
Certificate

# of units vouchers in use

Mod‐
Rehab

0

Public
Housing

0

Program Type
Vouchers
Total

630

Project ‐
based

1,557

Tenant ‐
based

145

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

1,408

3

1

0

Table 22 ‐ Public Housing by Program Type
*includes Non‐Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One‐Year, Mainstream Five‐year, and Nursing Home Transition
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Characteristics of Residents

Certificate

Average Annual Income
Average length of stay
Average Household size
# Homeless at admission
# of Elderly Program Participants
(>62)
# of Disabled Families
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Program Type
Public
Vouchers
Housing
Total

Mod‐
Rehab

Project ‐
based

Tenant ‐
based

Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans
Family
Affairs
Unification
Supportive
Program
Housing

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

16,115
6
1
7

15,285
6
2
0

12,530
1
1
0

15,570
7
2
0

14,201
0
1
0

16,336
2
1
0

0
0

0
0

192
233

366
416

82
21

282
395

1
0

1
0

RICHMOND

49

Certificate

# of Families requesting accessibility
features
# of HIV/AIDS program participants
# of DV victims

Program Type
Public
Vouchers
Housing
Total

Mod‐
Rehab

0
0
0

0
0
0

630
0
0

Project ‐
based

1,557
0
0

145
0
0

Tenant ‐
based

Special Purpose Voucher
Veterans
Family
Affairs
Unification
Supportive
Program
Housing

1,408
0
0

3
0
0

1
0
0

Table 23 – Characteristics of Public Housing Residents by Program Type

Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Race of Residents
Race

Certificate

White
Black/African American
Asian
American Indian/Alaska
Native
Pacific Islander
Other
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Program Type
Public
Vouchers
Housing
Total

Mod‐
Rehab

Project ‐
based

Tenant ‐
based

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

0
0
0

0
0
0

92
517
13

191
1,259
99

27
86
32

164
1,169
67

0
3
0

0
1
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

3
5
0

7
1
0

0
0
0

7
1
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0
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*includes Non‐Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One‐Year, Mainstream Five‐year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 24 – Race of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)

Ethnicity of Residents
Ethnicity

Certificate

Hispanic
Not Hispanic

0
0

Mod‐
Rehab

Public
Housing

0
0

63
567

Program Type
Vouchers
Total

113
1,444

Project ‐
based

18
127

Tenant ‐
based

95
1,313

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

0
3

0
1

*includes Non‐Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One‐Year, Mainstream Five‐year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 25 – Ethnicity of Public Housing Residents by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)
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0
0

Section 504 Needs Assessment: Describe the needs of public housing tenants and applicants
on the waiting list for accessible units:
The public housing/voucher population has seen a shift in the disabled population from those with
physical handicaps to disabled residents with mental health issues and a disabled population that is
trending younger. This is possibly due to the younger veterans returning from service in Iraq and
Afghanistan that are beginning to enter the system. The RHA estimates that in projects with elderly or
disabled restrictions roughly 65% of tenants are handicapped or disabled while only 35% are actually
elderly.
There is an extreme disconnect between supply and demand of public housing and voucher units. In the
last round of opening RHA’s voucher waiting list, over 22,000 applicants submitted in a lottery for only
3000 available spots on the waiting list.

Most immediate needs of residents of Public Housing and Housing Choice voucher holders
Most seniors in the public housing portfolio are aging in place, but require more services to do so while
RHA has few resources to assist in their area. Additionally, the increasing percentage of residents with
significant mental impairments increases the need for services to those tenants.

How do these needs compare to the housing needs of the population at large
In general, the needs of public housing residents are similar to those seen in the City’s low income
population as a whole. However, given public housing’s deep income targeting, residents are more
likely that other low income (but relatively higher income) city residents to need various services to
support ongoing housing stability and economic opportunity.

Discussion
As addressed in other portions of the consolidation plan, the Richmond Housing Authority has been
successful in utilizing other HUD resources, including HOPE VI and, more recently, RAD to address many
of its long term portfolio needs.
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NA‐40 Homeless Needs Assessment – 91.205(c)
Introduction:
Homelessness is a particularly troublesome and complex issue that plagues communities across the nation. A major reason that homelessness is
so difficult to combat is that it has many causes with overlapping and interrelated variables. The cause of any one person's homelessness often
lies, not in a single factor, but at the convergence of multiple events and conditions. From one angle, homelessness can be seen as an economic
problem ‐ caused by unemployment, foreclosure, or poverty. From another viewpoint, homelessness could appear to be a health issue ‐ as many
homeless persons struggle with one or more conditions such as mental illness, physical disability, HIV, or substance abuse. Looking at the
problem another way, homelessness emerges as a social problem ‐ with factors such as domestic violence, educational attainment, or race lying
at the root. In reality, homelessness is caused by all of these issues, sometimes simultaneously. As such, fighting homelessness requires a truly
collaborative, community‐based approach.
The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act defines the "homeless" or "homeless individual” or “homeless person" as an individual who
lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate night‐time residence; and who has a primary night‐time residence that is:



A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living accommodations (including welfare hotels,
congregate shelters, and transitional housing for the mentally ill);




An institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended to be institutionalized; or
A public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings.

CoC Overview
“The Contra Costa County Homeless Program's mission is to ensure an integrated system of care, from prevention through intervention, for
homeless individuals and families within our community. We strive to accomplish this through the development of policies and practices,
community involvement, advocacy, and the coordination of services that respect human dignity, strengthen partnerships, and maximize
resources.”
Advisory Board
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The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH) is appointed by the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors to assist
and provide guidance in the development and implementation of long range planning and policy formulation of homeless issues in Contra Costa
County. It also serves as an advisory body to the Health Services Department Health Care for the Homeless Program in compliance with Health
Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) requirements.
The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH) provides a forum for communication and coordination of the County’s
Strategic Plan to End Homelessness, educate the community on homeless issues, and advocate on federal, state and local policy issues affecting
people who are homeless or at‐risk of homelessness.

Homeless Needs Assessment
Population

Estimate the # of persons
experiencing homelessness
on a given night
Sheltered

Persons in Households with Adult(s)
and Child(ren)
Persons in Households with Only
Children
Persons in Households with Only
Adults
Chronically Homeless Individuals
Chronically Homeless Families
Veterans
Unaccompanied Child
Persons with HIV

Estimate the #
experiencing
homelessness
each year

Estimate the #
becoming
homeless
each year

Estimate the #
exiting
homelessness
each year

Unsheltered
0

377

1,423

298

248

675

1

11

78

21

2

9

1,316
580
23
137
1
10

563
512
45
140
11
16

4,805
1,584
88
507
75
69

2,049
431
36
256
21
23

600
253
24
123
2
6

1,179
1,095
615
607
9
1,683

Table 26 ‐ Homeless Needs Assessment
Alternate Data Source Name:
2013 Contra Costa County PIT & HMIS
Data Source Comments:
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Indicate if the homeless population is:

Has No Rural Homeless

If data is not available for the categories "number of persons becoming and exiting homelessness each year," and "number of
days that persons experience homelessness," describe these categories for each homeless population type (including chronically
homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth):

N/A
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Nature and Extent of Homelessness: (Optional)
Race:

Sheltered:

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

Ethnicity:

Unsheltered (optional)
257
245
7

0
0
0

77
10

0
0

Sheltered:

Hispanic
Not Hispanic

Unsheltered (optional)
171
509

0
0

Alternate Data Source Name:
2013 Contra Costa County PIT & HMIS
Data Source
Comments:

Estimate the number and type of families in need of housing assistance for families with
children and the families of veterans.
Literal homelessness is defined by HUD as meaning families either had to stay at a shelter or transitional
housing program, or had to sleep in a vehicle, a tent, or other place not meant for human habitation.
Almost all of the families, categorized as Persons in Households with Adult(s) and Child(ren) that
experience homelessness in Richmond would fall under the category of staying in a shelter or
transitional housing program (Sheltered). Unsheltered family homelessness is rare, but does
exist. However, the population of families needing to stay “doubled up” with friends or family is much
larger than the “literally homeless” population, and would represent a majority of family homelessness
in Richmond. Estimates by 2013 Contra Costa County PIT and HMIS data show none are unsheltered and
377 are sheltered.
Veterans in Richmond, however show just about half are “literal homeless” and are estimated at 140
that are sheltered and 137 that are unsheltered. (Data Source: 2013 Contra Costa County PIT and HMIS)

Describe the Nature and Extent of Homelessness by Racial and Ethnic Group.
American Indian and Alaskan Native groups are significantly over‐represented within the homeless
population as they make up roughly 10% of the homeless whereas the group only make up less than 1%
of the general population in Richmond.
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Black or African American are slightly over‐represented within the homeless population at 32% being
homeless whereas the group makes up 25% of the general population. (Data Source: 2009‐2013 ACS
and 2013 Contra Costa County PIT)

Describe the Nature and Extent of Unsheltered and Sheltered Homelessness.
In general, persons who live unsheltered suffer from significant rates of substance abuse and mental
health problems. Unsheltered persons are at a higher risk of serious health problems due to exposure
to the elements, violence assaults, substance abuse, and mental health issues, among others. Because
of this, visits to the emergency room are frequent, sometimes occurring multiple times a week by a
single individual. As extremely few unsheltered persons have health insurance, this represents a
significant cost to the local government, and ultimately to the local tax payer.
The Contra Costa Interagency Counsel on Homelessness (CCICH) partners with local agencies and
organizations to work towards seeking shelter for the homeless population in Richmond. By
emphasizing Housing First and intensive case management, CCICH has accomplished a 96% housing
stability rate among CoC permanent supportive housing projects. Healthcare reform FAQ’s are passed
out explaining health benefits that are available, and employment for the homeless population are
made available and targeted. Resources include case management, job training and counseling. With a
wide network of resources and service programs for the homeless population in Richmond, the goal is to
help homeless individuals have stability and remain housed.

Discussion:

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

RICHMOND

57

NA‐45 Non‐Homeless Special Needs Assessment ‐ 91.205 (b,d)
Introduction:
The primary groups with non‐homeless special needs in Richmond are the elderly, disabled (physical or
mental), and those with HIV/AIDS (and their families).This section will explain who they are, their needs,
and how the City is accommodating or should accommodate these needs.

Describe the characteristics of special needs populations in your community:
Elderly

The elderly (65+) make up 10.5% of the Richmond population. They are mostly made up of White
(41.6%), Black or African American (35.2%), and a large Asian population (18.9%). They tend to be more
female and married, divorced or widowed than the general population. The elderly are over three times
more likely to be military veterans and 39.1% are reported with any disability. Of these, 19% remain in
the labor force and 85.8% are on social security. The elderly population also has a higher rate of living at
over 150% of the poverty level and have a higher rate of home ownership than the general population.
(source: American Community Survey 2013)
Elderly renter households are overwhelmingly low‐income. But elderly owner‐occupied households have
their own set of challenges. The cost of maintaining a home rises with the age of the house, and
homeowner’s insurance rates increase almost annually. Yet elderly incomes generally do not rise when
adjusted for inflation. Thus, elderly owner households are continually squeezed financially by the need
to maintain the property and the rise in insurance rates, and property taxes combined with rising costs
associated with an overall decline in the owner’s health.
Many elderly persons find it medically beneficial and emotionally comforting to remain in a familiar
setting, making decent and affordable housing a major concern for this population. As a result, a strong
emphasis is placed on the elderly maintaining an independent to semi‐independent lifestyle with close,
convenient and immediate access to recreational, medical, and social service resources.

Disability
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Of the general population in Richmond, 10.5% has some sort of disability (approximately 10,960). Of
that population 16 and over, 37.4% are in the work force and 19% are unemployed. 22.4% of the
disabled are living at less than 100 percent of the poverty level, and almost 20% more than the general
population without disability. (source: American Community Survey 2013)

What are the housing and supportive service needs of these populations and how are these
needs determined?
Elderly
The types of housing for the elderly and frail elderly vary depending on the special features and/or
services needed to meet the needs of older residents. Factors that must be considered in developing
housing for the elderly include location, services and amenities, proximity to health care, shopping, and
other services, affordability, and ease of upkeep. Various categories of housing for the elderly are
independent and assisted living, nursing homes and other support facilities such as adult day care,
respite and senior center facilities.
Elderly persons generally need an environment that provides several areas of assistance or convenience.
First, the availability of healthcare is important, since health problems generally become more prevalent
with aging. Second, availability of assistance with daily activities such as shopping, cooking, and
housekeeping becomes more important as people grow older. Also, the proximity of basic goods and
services such as those provided by pharmacies and grocery stores grows increasingly important as a
person becomes less able to drive or walk. Third, availability of ease of transportation is important for
the same reason. Fourth, safety is a concern, since older Americans, especially those living alone, are
particularly vulnerable to crime and financial exploitation. Fifth, weather and climate are considerations
for many elderly people, since these are often factors in ease of transit as well as health.

Discuss the size and characteristics of the population with HIV/AIDS and their families within
the Eligible Metropolitan Statistical Area:
As of 2012 Contra Costa County reported 2,580 people living with HIV/AIDS and reported 2,061 deaths
related directly to HIV/AIDS. Of newly Identified HIV infections African Americans made up a plurality
with nearly 37% of cases, Caucasians made up 34% of new cases, and Hispanics made up 22%. Males
were the vast majority of new cases with 87%. When broken down by age 30‐39 year olds had the
highest rate of new infection 28%. Surprisingly, 13‐24 year olds made up the second largest group of
new infections with 23% despite making up only 4% of all combined cases signaling a new area for
improved education and resources.

Discussion:
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NA‐50 Non‐Housing Community Development Needs – 91.215 (f)
Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Facilities:
The City of Richmond’s need for public facilities include recreation and park facility development,
improvements to libraries and their services, and storm water facilities in the community were of high
priority.

How were these needs determined?
In 2013 a City resident wide Community Survey was distributed and 408 responses were completed and
obtained. In a component of the survey, residents determined the need for public facilities in their
community. The City’s residents would be in favor of increased funding including taxes for the
following:
Recreation and park development – 74%
Library services – 70%
Storm water facilities to restore creeks and prevent flooding – 54%

Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Improvements:
The City’s need for public improvements include street and road repairs and construction, enhanced
street and lighting and landscaping, and storm water facilities to restore creeks and prevent flooding in the
community.

How were these needs determined?
In 2013 a City resident wide Community Survey was distributed and 408 responses were completed and
obtained. In a component of the survey, residents determined the need for public improvements in
their community. The City’s residents would be in favor of increased funding including taxes for the
following:
Street and road repairs and construction – 76%
Enhanced street lighting and landscaping ‐ 69%
Storm water facilities to restore creeks and prevent flooding – 54%
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Describe the jurisdiction’s need for Public Services:
Based on the City’s Community Survey conducted for the Con Plan and previous years Community
Surveys, City residents prioritized improvements to these public services: library services and emergency
paramedics.

How were these needs determined?
In 2013 a City resident wide Community Survey was distributed and 408 were completed and obtained.
In the survey residents would be in favor of increased funding including taxes for the following City
services (approximate percentages):
Library services – 70%
Paramedics – 69%
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Housing Market Analysis
MA‐05 Overview
Housing Market Analysis Overview:
This section looks at the housing market and supply in Richmond, California by analyzing housing
indicators. Developing a picture of current housing stock in the community begins by looking at trends in
structure, age, price, and tenure. Furthermore, the supply of homeless shelter facilities, special needs
services and housing, and non‐housing community development resources are considered. The analysis
is supplemented by GIS maps to provide geographical visualization of the data.
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MA‐10 Number of Housing Units – 91.210(a)&(b)(2)
Introduction
This section looks at the composition of Richmond's housing stock in terms of housing type and
tenure. Details are provided based on the number of units in the structure, multifamily housing
distribution within the jurisdiction, unit size and tenure, as well as an analysis of owner‐occupied and
renter occupied housing.

All residential properties by number of units
Property Type
1‐unit detached structure
1‐unit, attached structure
2‐4 units
5‐19 units
20 or more units
Mobile Home, boat, RV, van, etc

Number

Total

%
22,774
2,732
6,189
5,107
3,268
99

57%
7%
15%
13%
8%
0%

40,169

100%

Table 27 – Residential Properties by Unit Number
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Residential Properties by Number of Units
The table above breaks down Richmond's housing stock by unit type. Single family detached homes are
more prominent, accounting for 57% of all housing units, Whereas, multi‐family developments account
for 36% of all housing units in Richmond and less than 1% of housing units are classified as mobile home,
boat, RV, van, etc.
Multifamily Development Distribution
The two maps below highlight multifamily housing distribution throughout Richmond. The first map
identifies the concentrations of small to medium sized multifamily developments (5‐19 units). The
second map details the prevalence of larger multifamily developments (20+). Purple and darker blue
shades show areas of higher concentrations of these developments, the lighter blue and green shades
show areas of less concentration.
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Small to Medium Multifamily Developments
Small to Medium Multifamily Developments
The map above displays the small to medium multifamily developments distribution in Richmond. The
lightest blue shaded areas show less than 5% small to medium multifamily developments. The light
blue shaded areas show 5‐10% are small to medium multifamily developments whereas the light purple
shaded areas show 10‐15% are small to medium multifamily developments. The medium purple shaded
areas show 15‐20% are small to medium multifamily developments and the dark purple shaded areas of
the map show greater than 20% are small to medium multifamily developments.
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Large Multifamily Developments
Large Multifamily Developments
The map above displays the large multifamily developments distribution in Richmond. The lightest blue
shaded areas show less than 2.5% are large multifamily developments. The light blue shaded areas
show 2.5‐5% are large multifamily developments whereas the light purple shaded areas show 5‐10% are
large multifamily developments. The medium purple shaded areas show 10‐20% are large multifamily
developments and the dark purple shaded areas of the map show greater than 20% are large
multifamily developments.

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

Renters
%

Number

%

91
596
4,987
12,476

1%
3%
27%
69%

712
4,130
7,977
5,239

4%
23%
44%
29%

18,150

100%

18,058

100%

Table 28 – Unit Size by Tenure
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Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Unit Size by Tenure
The above table compares unit sizes (by number of bedrooms) with housing tenure. Amongst owner‐
occupied homes, units with 3 or more bedrooms dominate ‐ comprising 69% of all owner units. In
comparison renter‐occupied units show 44% of the total rental units are 2 bedroom.

Owner Occupied Units with 3+ Bedrooms
Owner Occupied Units with 3+ Bedrooms
The map above displays the owner occupied units with 3+ bedrooms distribution in Richmond. The
lightest orange shaded areas show less than 45% are owner occupied units with 3+ bedrooms whereas
the light orange shaded areas show 45‐60%. The medium orange shaded areas show owner occupied
units with 3+ bedrooms at 60‐75% are owner occupied units with 3+ bedrooms. The darker orange
shaded areas show 75‐90% are owner occupied units with 3+ bedrooms and the darkest orange shaded
areas of the map show greater than 90% are owner occupied units with 3+ bedrooms.

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

RICHMOND

66

Rental Units with 3+ Bedrooms
Rental Units with 3+ Bedrooms
The map above displays the rental units with 3+ bedrooms distribution in Richmond. The lightest orange
shaded areas show less than 10% are rental units with 3+ bedrooms whereas the light orange shaded
areas show 10‐25% are rental units with 3+ bedrooms. The medium orange shaded areas show rental
units with 3+ bedrooms at 25‐50%. The darker orange shaded areas show 50‐75% are rental units with
3+ bedrooms and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 75% are rental units
with 3+ bedrooms.

Describe the number and targeting (income level/type of family served) of units assisted with
federal, state, and local programs.
City of Richmond Rehabbed Units through the Home Improvement Loan Program
Year
2013
2012
2011

Fund
Units
CDBG/CalHome 21
CDBG/CalHome 15
CDBG/CalHome 19
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2010 CDBG/CalHome
2009 CDBG/CalHome

28
23

City of Richmond New Construction or Rehabbed Units through the CDBG/HOME/NSP Program
Year Fund
Units
2010 The Arbors Apt./HOME
36
2010 Carquinez Apts/CDBG
36
2010 Scattered Sites Infill Phase I/HOME 8
2011 Lillie Mae Jones Apts./HOME
26
2010‐13 NSP1
18

Provide an assessment of units expected to be lost from the affordable housing inventory for
any reason, such as expiration of Section 8 contracts.
RHA has submitted an inventory removal application for The Hacienda, a 150‐unit public housing
development. This inventory removal (demolition/disposition) application has recently been approved
through HUD’s Special Application Center (SAC) in Chicago, and HUD HQ in Washington DC has also
approved a related application for Tenant Protection Vouchers (TPVs) to assist in the relocation of the
Hacienda residents. RHA has plans to rebuild a new mixed‐income project on the site that will also
increase the density, serving more families than the current unit mix, which is heavily 1‐bedroom and
efficiency units. These 150 units will be lost from the inventory during the redevelopment period.

Does the availability of housing units meet the needs of the population?
No. There is a lack of decent affordable units across the board. From a pure quantitative standpoint
there are ample units in the City to house the population. However, elevated home values and rents
result in much of the housing stock being out of the affordable range for large portions of the
population. Forty‐nine percent of owners with a mortgage and 57% of renters are currently cost
burdened, pointing to a disconnect between the housing supply and residents’ income. These numbers
represent a significant increase from 2000, with cost burden growing by 52% amongst homeowners with
a mortgage and by 36% amongst renters. Furthermore, 11% of homeowners without a mortgage are
also currently cost burdened. Starting at the 100% AMI income group there is a considerable lack of
affordable units; this gap is progressively larger for moderate, low, and extremely low‐income groups.

Describe the need for specific types of housing:
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More “workforce” housing will be needed to support the next generation. The housing needs will focus
on “trans‐oriented” development, more multi‐family dwellings with a balanced unit‐mix (1, 2, 3, and 4
bedrooms), rental and ownership. Within the next 5 years new developments will require less parking
due to a more carless‐society. The need will focus on better transportation to BART, increase in bus
lines and more bike trails. There will be less desire for the single‐family dwelling.

Discussion
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MA‐15 Housing Market Analysis: Cost of Housing ‐ 91.210(a)
Introduction
The tables below describe the cost of housing for both owners and renters in Richmond.
Table 1 looks at median home prices and rents for 2000 and 2013. Despite the national downturn and
prolonged recession, housing costs have increased substantially in Richmond ‐ with home prices
increasing by 58% and rents going up 71% since the 2000 Census.
Table 2 breaks down the rent paid by price cohorts. The largest cohort is $1,000‐$1,499 with 37%. The
next largest cohort is $500‐$999, with 24% of renters falling in this range.

Cost of Housing

Median Home Value
Median Contract Rent

Base Year: 2000
170,700
685

Most Recent Year: 2013
270,200
1,172

% Change
58%
71%

Table 29 – Cost of Housing
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

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

Number

Total

%
2,239
4,334
6,754
3,611
1,120

12%
24%
37%
20%
6%

18,058

100.0%

Table 30 ‐ Rent Paid
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Home Values
The following two maps look at home values in Richmond, California. The first map shows median home
value distribution throughout the city. The second map shows how home values have changed over the
preceding decade.
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Median Home Value
Median Home Value
The map above displays the median home values in Richmond. The light tan shaded areas show median
home values less than $150,000 whereas the green shaded areas show median home values between
$150,000‐$300,000. The light blue shaded areas show median home values at $300,000‐$450,000. The
darker blue shaded areas show median home values at $450,000‐$600,000 and the dark purple shaded
areas of the map show median home values greater than $600,000.
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Change in Home Value
Change in Home Value
The map above displays the change in home values in Richmond. The dark purple shaded areas show
less than 50% change in home values whereas the light purple shaded areas show 50‐65% change in
home values. The light orange shaded areas show 65‐80% change in home values. The orange shaded
areas show 80‐95% change in home values and the dark orange shaded areas of the map show greater
than 95% change in home values.
Median Rent
The following two maps look at median rent in Richmond. The first map shows the median contract rent
distribution throughout the community. The second map shows how median rents have changed over
the preceding decade.
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Median Rent
Median Rents
The map above displays the median rent distribution in Richmond. The light tan shaded areas show
median rent at less than $800 whereas the green shaded areas show median rent between $800‐$1000.
The light blue shaded areas show median rent at $1000‐$1200. The blue shaded areas show median
rent at $1200‐$1400 and the dark purple shaded areas show medium rent greater than $1400.
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Change in Rent
Change in Rent
The map above displays the change in rent in Richmond. The dark purple shaded areas show less than
10% change in rent whereas the light purple shaded areas show 10‐20% change in rent. The light orange
shaded areas show 20‐30% change in rent. The orange shaded areas show 30‐35% change in rent and
the dark orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 35% change in rent.

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

Renter

Owner
1,850
4,600
10,570
No Data

No Data
925
2,625
4,015

17,020

7,565

Total

Table 31 – Housing Affordability
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

Low Income Affordability
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The following two maps use CHAS data to display the percentage of units in the area that are affordable
to low income families, defined as 80% of the HUD Area Median Family Income (HAMFI). The first map
shows rental units that are affordable to low‐income families, and the second map displays the same
data for owner units.

Rental Units Affordable to Low Income Individuals
Rental Units Affordable to Low Income Individuals
The map above displays the rental units affordable to low income individuals in Richmond. The lightest
orange shaded areas show less than 20% are rental units affordable to low income individuals whereas
the light orange shaded areas show 20‐40%. The medium orange shaded areas show rental units
affordable to low income individuals at 40‐60% are rental units affordable to low income
individuals. The darker orange shaded areas show 60‐80% are rental units affordable to low income
individuals and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 80% are rental units
affordable to low income individuals.
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Owner Units Affordable to Low Income Households
Owner Units Affordable to Low Income Households
The map above displays the owner units affordable to low income households in Richmond. The lightest
orange shaded areas show less than 5% are owner units affordable to low income households whereas
the light orange shaded areas show 5‐10% are owner units affordable to low income households. The
medium orange shaded areas show owner units affordable to low income households to low income
individuals at 10‐20%. The darker orange shaded areas show 20‐30% are owner units affordable to low
income households and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 30% are owner
units affordable to low income households.

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

Efficiency (no
bedroom)
892
1,035
818

1 Bedroom

2 Bedroom

3 Bedroom

4 Bedroom

1,082
1,121
876

1,361
1,347
1,052

1,901
1,547
1,215

2,332
1,706
1,356

Table 32 – Monthly Rent
Data Source:

HUD FMR and HOME Rents
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Is there sufficient housing for households at all income levels?
No. There is a lack of decent affordable units across the board. From a pure quantitative standpoint
there are ample units in the City to house the population. However, elevated home values and rents
result in much of the housing stock being out of the affordable range for large portions of the
population. Forty‐nine percent of owners with a mortgage and 57% of renters are currently cost
burdened, pointing to a disconnect between the housing supply and residents’ income. These numbers
represent a significant increase from 2000, with cost burden growing by 52% amongst homeowners with
a mortgage and by 36% amongst renters. Furthermore, 11% of homeowners without a mortgage are
also currently cost burdened. Starting at the 100% AMI income group there is a considerable lack of
affordable units; this gap is progressively larger for moderate, low, and extremely low‐income groups.

How is affordability of housing likely to change considering changes to home values and/or
rents?
From 2000 to 2013 Richmond’s median home value increased58 %, from $170,700 to $270,200 and the
median rent increased 71%, from $685 to $1,172. From 2000 to 2013 median income only went up 23%,
going from $44,210 in 2000 to $54,589 in 2013. As such housing cost burden has increased
tremendously in the City. Continued increases in housing values and rents without commensurate
income growth will further increase housing cost burden across the board.

How do HOME rents / Fair Market Rent compare to Area Median Rent? How might this
impact your strategy to produce or preserve affordable housing?
The median contract rent for all units in Richmond was $1,172 according to 2013 ACS estimates in the
above table ‐ meaning half of units rent for lower than this amount and half rent for more than $1,172.
The largest rent cohort in the City was the $1,000‐$1,499 range ‐ with 6,750 units, or 39% of the rental
stock. The second largest rent cohort was the $1,500 or more group ‐ with 4,743 rental units, or 27% of
the rental stock. The third largest rent cohort was the $500‐$999 range ‐ with 4,343 rental units, or 25%
of the rental stock.
The median rent for the City of $1,172 falls between the High HOME Rent for a 1‐bedroom and 2‐
bedroom unit, and also between a 1‐bedroom and 2‐bedroom unit under Fair Market Rent. Overall,
rents paid in Richmond roughly fall within the ranges of Low and High HOME Rents as well as Fair
Market Rent. That said, it is hard to say with much precision because the second largest rent cohort was
$1,500 or more and the upper limit is not defined by the ACS data. As was highlighted above, 57% of the
City's renters are currently cost burdened due to housing. That figure represents a 36% growth in renter
cost burden since 2000. This points to the fact that as housing cost increases continue to outpace
income growth a great number of renter households are deeply in need of assistance, either from direct
rental assistance or through more affordable rents.
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Discussion
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MA‐20 Housing Market Analysis: Condition of Housing – 91.210(a)
Introduction
The tables and mpas below provide details on the condition of housing units throughout the city of
Richmond by looking at factors such as age, vacancy, and the prevalence of housing problems.
HUD describes four housing conditions as being problematic: 1) the home lacks complete or adequate
kitchen facilities, 2) the home lacks complete or adequate plumbing facilities, 3) the home is
overcrowded ‐defined as more than one person per room, 4) the household is cost burdened by paying
more than 30% of their income towards housing costs.

Definitions
Definitiions will be consistent with the following Building Code Regulations:
California Administrative Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24
California Resdiential Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2.5
California Mechanical Code
California Energy Code, California Code of Regulations. Title 24, Part 6
California Building Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, Volumes 1 and 2
California Fire Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 9
California Building Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 2, Volumes 1 and 2
California Green Building Standards Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 11 (CALGreen)
California Referenced Standards Code, California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 12

Condition of Units
Condition of Units
With one selected Condition
With two selected Conditions
With three selected Conditions
With four selected Conditions
No selected Conditions
Total
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Owner‐Occupied
Number
%
6,939
303
30
0
10,878
18,150

RICHMOND

37%
5%
0%
0%
57%
96%

Renter‐Occupied
Number
%
9,510
1,200
114
0
7,234
18,058

56%
7%
1%
0%
43%
107%
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Table 33 ‐ Condition of Units
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Housing Conditions
The table above details the number of owner and renter households that have at least one housing
condition. As stated previously, HUD describes four housing conditions as being problematic: 1) the
home lacks complete or adequate kitchen facilities, 2) the home lacks complete or adequate plumbing
facilities, 3) the home is overcrowded ‐defined as more than one person per room, 4) the house hold is
cost burdened by paying more than 30% of their income towards housing costs.
Thirty‐seven percent (37%) of all owner occupied housing units face at least one housing condition while
56% of all renters have at least one problematic housing condition.

Year Unit Built
Year Unit Built
2000 or later
1980‐1999
1950‐1979
Before 1950
Total

Owner‐Occupied
Number
%
1,592
3,749
7,063
6,602
19,006

8%
20%
37%
35%
100%

Renter‐Occupied
Number
%
1,874
3,296
7,769
3,939
16,878

11%
20%
46%
23%
100%

Table 34 – Year Unit Built
Data Source:

2007‐2011 CHAS

Age of Housing
The table above provides details on the age of owner occupied and renter occupied housing units with
Richmond.
The maps below depict the prevalence of older rental housing units. The first map identifies the
percentage of rental units built prior to 1949 while the second map depicts rental units built prior to
1980. The darker shaded areas have higher concentrations of older rental housing units while lighter
shaded areas have a younger housing stock.
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Rental Units Built Before 1949
Rental Units Built Before 1949
The map above displays the rental units built before 1949 in Richmond. The lightest orange shaded
areas show less than 10% are rental units built before 1949 whereas the light orange shaded areas show
10‐20% are rental units built before 1949. The medium orange shaded areas show rental units built
before 1949 at 20‐40%. The darker orange shaded areas show 40‐50% are rental units built before 1949
and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 50% are rental units built before
1949.
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Rental Units Built Before 1980
Rental Units Built Before 1980
The map above displays the rental units built before 1980 in Richmond. The lightest orange shaded
areas show less than 25% are rental units built before 1980 whereas the light orange shaded areas show
25‐50% are rental units built before 1980. The medium orange shaded areas show rental units built
before 1980 at 50‐75%. The darker orange shaded areas show 75‐95% are rental units built before 1980
and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map show greater than 95% are rental units built before
1980.

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

Owner‐Occupied
Number
%
13,665
72%
1,004
5%

Renter‐Occupied
Number
%
11,708
69%
1,175
7%

Table 35 – Risk of Lead‐Based Paint
Data Source:

2007‐2011 ACS (Total Units) 2007‐2011 CHAS (Units with Children present)

Lead‐Based Paint Hazards

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

RICHMOND

82

Housing units built prior to 1980 may contain Lead‐Based Paint in portions of the home (window and
door frames, walls, ceilings, etc) or in some cases throughout the entire home. Thus, it is generally
accepted that these homes at least have a risk of Lead‐Based Paint Hazards and should be tested in
accordance with HUD standards. As indicated in the Age of Housing table and maps, throughout
Richmond, 72% of all owner occupied housing units and 69% of all renter occupied units were built prior
to 1980.
Furthermore, children are at most risk for experience Lead‐Based Paint related illnesses. Therefore,
special attention should be paid to homes built prior to 1980 where children are present. 5% of owner
occupied homes and 7% of renter occupied homes, built prior to 1980, have children living in the home.

Vacant Units
Suitable for
Rehabilitation
Vacant Units
Abandoned Vacant Units
REO Properties
Abandoned REO Properties

Not Suitable for
Rehabilitation
0
0
0
0

Total
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Table 36 ‐ Vacant Units
Data Source:

2005‐2009 CHAS

Vacancy Rate
The map below shows the average housing vacancy rates throughout Richmond. The darker shaded
areas have higher vacancy rates while the lighter shaded areas have lower vacancy rates.
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Vacancy Rate
Vacancy Rates
The map above displays the vacancy rate distribution in Richmond. The lightest orange shaded areas
show a vacancy rate less than 5% whereas the light orange shaded areas show the vacancy rate
between 5‐10%. The medium orange shaded areas show the vacancy rate at 10‐15%. The darker orange
shaded areas show the vacancy rate between 15‐20% and the darkest orange shaded areas of the map
show the vacancy rate greater than 20%.

Need for Owner and Rental Rehabilitation
The City of Richmond has a great need for housing rehabilitation. According to the 2010 census, greater
than 65% of Richmond's housing stock is more than 65 years old. In addition, based on the 2007‐2011
CHAS, approximately 72% of Richmond’s housing stock was built before 1979. Age is an important factor
in the condition of a housing unit. Housing gradually deteriorates over time and, like other
infrastructure, regular maintenance of the housing stock is necessary. Typically, after 30 years most
housing shows signs of deterioration and needs reinvestment to maintain its condition. Without proper
maintenance, housing that is over 50 years require assistance to upgrade conditions or such units will
become substandard for use by owners or renters and may eventually not be suitable for occupancy.
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Estimated Number of Housing Units Occupied by Low or Moderate Income Families with LBP
Hazards
Housing units built prior to 1980 may contain Lead‐Based Paint in portions of the home (window and
door frames, walls, ceilings, etc) or in some cases throughout the entire home. Thus, it is generally
accepted that these homes at least have a risk of Lead‐Based Paint Hazards and should be tested in
accordance with HUD standards. As indicated in the Age of Housing table and maps, throughout
Richmond, 72% of all owner occupied housing units and 69% of all renter occupied units were built prior
to 1980. That means 13,665 owner units and 11,708 renter units are at risk for lead‐based paint hazard.
Furthermore, children are at most risk for experience Lead‐Based Paint related illnesses. Therefore,
special attention should be paid to homes built prior to 1980 where children are present. Five percent of
owner occupied (1,004) homes and 7% of renter occupied homes (1,175), built prior to 1980, have
children living in the home.

Discussion
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MA‐25 Public and Assisted Housing – 91.210(b)
Introduction
Public housing was established to help provide decent and safe rental housing for eligible low‐ and moderate‐income families, the elderly, and
persons with disabilities. Public housing includes federally subsidized affordable housing that is owned and operated by the public housing
authorities. Richmond is primarily served by the Richmond Housing Authority through housing programs: Public Housing Program and Housing
Choice Voucher Program (Section 8).

PHA Overview
“Charter and Funding
The Richmond Housing Authority, 330 24th Street, Richmond, California 94804, is a public entity chartered by the City of Richmond, California in
1941 as a separate legal entity under the provisions of the Housing Act of 1937. It is funded by the Federal Government and is subject to the
rules and guidelines of the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD).
Services
The City Council of the City of Richmond acts as the Board of Commissioners for the Housing Authority. A Public Housing Advisory Board,
consisting of community leaders or professionals and public housing residents, also provides the Housing Authority with advisory services.
The Richmond Housing Authority's purpose is to provide decent, safe, and sanitary housing for low‐income individuals in the City of Richmond,
California.
Programs
The Richmond Housing Authority administers a Low‐Income Housing (LIPH) program, and Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. Both
programs rely on HUD formulas for rent determination which are in accordance with federal regulations and Housing Authority policies and
procedures.
In addition, the Housing Authority receives other funding for capital improvements and site/development revitalization.”
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The Richmond Housing Authority’s public housing program, open to individuals and families who meet the income‐driven qualifications,
currently has 719 public housing units and 1,750 Housing Choice Vouchers.
Of the 719 Public Housing units in the RHA portfolio, 161 are in Richmond Village, which was completed in 2012 in partnership with McCormack
& Baron Management. The project includes 82 single‐family homes, 30% of which were sold to first time buyers.
RHA has an additional four sites that have recently been granted RAD allocations. They include Friendship Manor (58 units), Nevin Plaza (142
units), Triangle Court (98 units), and Nystrom Village (100 units).
150 units are in the Hacienda, which is planned for removal. A new facility will take its place at its current site. Details are listed below about
this development in the restoration and revitalization section.

Totals Number of Units
Program Type
Certificate

# of units vouchers
available
# of accessible units

Mod‐Rehab

Public
Housing

Total

679

Project ‐based

Vouchers
Tenant ‐based

1,750

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

0

0

*includes Non‐Elderly Disabled, Mainstream One‐Year, Mainstream Five‐year, and Nursing Home Transition
Table 37 – Total Number of Units by Program Type
Data Source:

PIC (PIH Information Center)
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0

Public Housing Vouchers and Developments
Public Housing Vouchers and Developments
The map above displays the public housing vouchers and developments in Richmond. The lightest blue shaded areas show less than 5% public
housing vouchers and developments. The light blue shaded areas show 5‐10% are public housing vouchers and developments whereas the light
purple shaded areas show 10‐15% are public housing vouchers and developments. The medium purple shaded areas show 15‐20% are public
housing vouchers and developments and the dark purple shaded areas of the map show greater than 20% are public housing vouchers and
developments.
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Describe the supply of public housing developments:
Describe the number and physical condition of public housing units in the jurisdiction, including those that are participating in an
approved Public Housing Agency Plan:
The Richmond Housing Authority’s public housing program currently has 719 public housing units and 1,750 Housing Choice Vouchers.
A brief overview of the physical condition of public housing units sees a mixture of new units and those that require removal. RHA has received
four Lead Hazard Control grants from HUD in the past with the most recent being “REAL IV” (Richmond Effort to Abate Lead).
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Public Housing Condition
Public Housing Development

Average Inspection Score

Table 38 ‐ Public Housing Condition

Describe the restoration and revitalization needs of public housing units in the jurisdiction:
While there are recently developed properties of public housing such as Richmond Village, there are
however other inventory that need to be addressed because of they do not have efficient units or are
heavily 1‐bedroom units.
As a result, RHA has submitted an inventory removal application for its public housing site, the Hacienda
(150 units). This inventory removal (demolition/disposition) application has recently been approved
through HUD’s Special Application Center (SAC) in Chicago. Relocation of Hacienda residents has been
approved by HUD HQ in Washington DC through our application for Tenant Protection Vouchers
(TPVs). A new mixed‐income project is being planned with Mercy Housing for the site and will feature
units with more density and bedroom mix.

Describe the public housing agency's strategy for improving the living environment of low‐
and moderate‐income families residing in public housing:
Richmond Housing Authority plans to remove inventory that no longer is suitable for low‐ and
moderate‐income families and replace them with public housing that has more density and more than
1‐bedroom ready.
The RHA projects within 5 years to have completely converted its portfolio of public housing units to
newly renovated project‐based section 8 assisted developments. This will leave only the voucher
portfolio and Section 8 contracts to manage.

Discussion:
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MA‐30 Homeless Facilities and Services – 91.210(c)
Introduction
Homelessness is a particularly troublesome and complex issue that plagues communities across the nation. A major reason that homelessness is
so difficult to combat is that it has many causes with overlapping and interrelated variables. The cause of any one person's homelessness often
lies, not in a single factor, but at the convergence of multiple events and conditions. From one angle, homelessness can be seen as an economic
problem ‐ caused by unemployment, foreclosure, or poverty. From another viewpoint, homelessness could appear to be a health issue ‐ as many
homeless persons struggle with one or more conditions such as mental illness, physical disability, HIV, or substance abuse. Looking at the
problem another way, homelessness emerges as a social problem ‐ with factors such as domestic violence, educational attainment, or race lying
at the root. In reality, homelessness is caused by all of these issues, sometimes simultaneously. As such, fighting homelessness requires a truly
collaborative, community‐based approach.
The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act defines the "homeless" or "homeless individual” or “homeless person" as an individual who
lacks a fixed, regular, and adequate night‐time residence; and who has a primary night‐time residence that is:




A supervised publicly or privately operated shelter designed to provide temporary living accommodations (including welfare hotels,
congregate shelters, and transitional housing for the mentally ill);
An institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals intended to be institutionalized; or
A public or private place not designed for, or ordinarily used as, a regular sleeping accommodation for human beings.

The Contra Costa County Homeless Program's mission is to ensure an integrated system of care, from prevention through intervention, for
homeless individuals and families within our community. We strive to accomplish this through the development of policies and practices,
community involvement, advocacy, and the coordination of services that respect human dignity, strengthen partnerships, and maximize
resources.

The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH) is appointed by the Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors to assist
and provide guidance in the development and implementation of long range planning and policy formulation of homeless issues in Contra Costa
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County. It also serves as an advisory body to the Health Services Department Health Care for the Homeless Program in compliance with Health
Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) requirements.
The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH) provides a forum for communication and coordination of the County’s
Strategic Plan to End Homelessness, educate the community on homeless issues, and advocate on federal, state and local policy issues affecting
people who are homeless or at‐risk of homelessness.

Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households
Emergency Shelter Beds
Year Round Beds
(Current & New)
Households with Adult(s) and
Child(ren)
Households with Only Adults
Chronically Homeless Households
Veterans
Unaccompanied Youth

Voucher /
Seasonal /
Overflow Beds

140
318
0
24
24

40
51
0
0
0

Transitional
Housing Beds
Current & New

245
182
0
12
23

Permanent Supportive Housing
Beds
Current & New
Under
Development

734
863
401
160
15

Table 39 ‐ Facilities and Housing Targeted to Homeless Households
Alternate Data Source Name:
2013 Contra Costa County PIT & HMIS
Data Source Comments:
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4
0
0
0
0

Describe mainstream services, such as health, mental health, and employment services to the
extent those services are use to complement services targeted to homeless persons
Mainstream Benefits: To improve accessing and documenting mainstream benefits, Contra Costa
Interagency Counsel on Homelessness (CCICH) is committed to the following practices: 1) Improve HMIS
data collection procedures for mainstream benefits, including the use of a benefits eligibility‐specific
module that checks for all possible federal, state and local benefits for which a client is eligible; 2)
identify and implement best practices, such as the use of a single application for multiple benefits; 3)
provide thorough outreach and enrollment assistance for local, state and federal healthcare options,
such as those under the Affordable Care Act; 4) undertake ongoing training regarding most effective
federal/state benefits programs, including SOAR trainings; and 5) monitor Continuum of Care (CoC)‐
funded programs’ performance to identify system‐wide trends or program‐specific changes in
performance.
Housing First: CCICH accomplished a 96% housing stability rate among CoC‐funded permanent
supportive housing projects. CCICH maintains/improves housing stability by: 1) training providers on
Housing First best practices, eviction prevention strategies, and motivational interviewing, and for
increasing income and improving access to mainstream benefits; and 2) Deliver integrated mental
health, substance abuse, and homeless services and case management to permanent housing clients.
Health Care: Contra Costa’s Health Care for the Homeless participates in CCICH meetings, and
coordinates with providers to connect clients to services being offered. Last fall, HCH distributed FAQ
flyers in English, Spanish, and other languages, explaining the impact of health care reform, the various
plans offered to residents, and important contacts for health care reform information. ACA
implementation is a significant factor in the County’s Behavioral Health Division integration efforts,
being identified as a topic of interest for coverage in an upcoming meeting.
Employment: Contra Costa’s new REACH Plus Family Rapid Re‐Housing and Tenant‐Based Rental
Assistance projects will ensure that employment and other economic opportunities are directed to low
and very low‐income persons. Sponsoring agencies (SHELTER, Inc. and Contra Costa Health Services) will
prioritize this group by posting job applications with targeted recruitment. Providers also connect to
mental health consumers through the Service Provider Individualized Recovery Intensive Training
(SPIRIT) program.
Employment Income: Persistently high unemployment rates and the proliferation of low‐wage service
jobs have made it difficult to raise employment income among CoC clients. CCICH is committed to: 1)
Improve availability of employment services inventory by building closer relationships with the
Workforce Investment Board, WIA One Stops, employment agencies, and financial education centers, 2)
ensure vocational rehab counseling is available to all CoC projects; 3) ensure that each One Stop location
has a homeless liaison; 4) ensure that up to 3 SSVF‐funded case managers are housed at One Stops; 5)
identify and document best practices for CoC‐wide training curricula; and 6) review how to improve data
quality.
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Non‐Employment Income: 6% of clients in CoC‐funded programs increased their incomes from non‐
employment sources at exit. CCCIH is committed to the following: 1) Use HMIS and APRs to evaluate the
percentage of clients accessing each benefit type and identify underutilized; 2) Conduct program staff
meetings at least twice a year to identify specific challenges with increasing client income; 3) Provide
trainings on income benefits or implement program redesign measures as needed; 4) Ensure that the
coordinated assessment system includes an intake process that screens clients for eligibility for income
benefits; and 5) revise HMIS data collection procedures.

List and describe services and facilities that meet the needs of homeless persons, particularly
chronically homeless individuals and families, families with children, veterans and their
families, and unaccompanied youth. If the services and facilities are listed on screen SP‐40
Institutional Delivery Structure or screen MA‐35 Special Needs Facilities and Services,
describe how these facilities and services specifically address the needs of these populations.
2‐1‐1: Works with Contra Costa Crisis Center to refer those at‐risk of homelessness or already homeless.
Anka Behavioral Health: A grouping of different projects including ACCESS, ACCESS Plus, PCH‐AAA,
Project Choice, and Project Step. They provide homeless services including housing to individuals.
Bay Area Rescue Mission: Provide single male veterans emergency shelters, transitional housing,
recovery programs, job‐skills training, and food pantry.
Concord Police Department: Provide protection to the homeless population and homeless outreach
team.
Contra Costa County Behavioral Health: Provides homeless services including permanent housing for
youth.
Contra Costa County Homeless Programs: Includes Brookside Interim Housing Facility Veterans Beds,
Philip Dorn Respite Center, Respite Interim Housing, Calli House Youth Shelter, and the Concord and
Brookside Adult Interim Housing. They provide homeless services to veterans, families, emergency
shelters, and unaccompanied youth.
Contra Costa County Housing Authority: Includes S+C CHI2, S+C Chronically Homeless, S+C Lakeside,
S+C Project Coming Home, S+C Villa Vasconcellos, and Shelter Plus Care. They provide homeless services
including housing for families, and individuals.
Contra Costa Crisis center: Provides motel vouchers and a hotline for referrals.
Department of Veteran’s Affairs: Provides homeless services including shelter for veterans and their
families, including HUD‐VASH assistance.
East Bay Community Recovery Project: Provides homeless services including rapid rehousing to
individuals.
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Garden Park Apartments Community: Provides homeless services including permanent housing for
individuals and families.
Greater Richmond Interfaith Program: Provides homeless services by providing permanent housing for
individuals.
GRIP/Souper Center: Provides food for the homeless.
Health Care for the Homeless: A subsidiary to Contra County Health Services. They provide homeless
services including health care services for the homeless.
Interfaith Council of Contra Costa County Social Justice Alliance: Provides homeless services including
shelter for individuals and families.
Interfaith Council of Contra Costa: Provide homeless services by providing seasonal beds.
Loaves & Fishes: Provides food for the homeless.
Monument Crisis Center: Provides food for the homeless.
Office of Consumer Employment: Provides civil legal advice for protection against businesses.
Pittsburg Housing Authority: Provides housing to low‐income residents.
Rainbow Center: Provides services to the LGBT community including HIV testing and youth programs.
Resources for Community Development: Provides homeless services including permanent housing for
individuals and families.
Richmond Housing Authority: Provides housing to low‐income residents.
Rubicon Programs Inc.: Provides homeless services including permanent housing for individuals and
families.
SHELTER Inc.: Provides emergency shelter, permanent supportive housing, and transitional housing.
STAND! Against Domestic Violence: Provides homeless services including shelter for women and
children.
Swords to Plowshares: Provides homeless services including rapid rehousing to individuals.
Trinity Center: Provides showers, food, clothes, mail, and social services for the homeless.
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West Contra Costa Family Justice Center: Provides case management services for the homeless.
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MA‐35 Special Needs Facilities and Services – 91.210(d)
Introduction
The primary groups with non‐homeless special needs in Richmond are the elderly, disabled (physical or
mental), and those with HIV/AIDS (and their families).This section will look at the housing and
supportive services available to those populations.

Including the elderly, frail elderly, persons with disabilities (mental, physical, developmental),
persons with alcohol or other drug addictions, persons with HIV/AIDS and their families,
public housing residents and any other categories the jurisdiction may specify, and describe
their supportive housing needs
Elderly
The elderly (65+) make up 10.5% of the Richmond population. They are mostly made up of White
(41.6%), Black or African American (35.2%), and a large Asian population (18.9%). They tend to be more
female and married, divorced or widowed than the general population. The elderly are over three times
more likely to be military veterans and 39.1% are reported with any disability. Of these, 19% remain in
the labor force and 85.8% are on social security. The elderly population also has a higher rate of living at
over 150% of the poverty level and have a higher rate of home ownership than the general population.
(source: American Community Survey 2013)
Elderly renter households are overwhelmingly low‐income. But elderly owner‐occupied households have
their own set of challenges. The cost of maintaining a home rises with the age of the house, and
homeowner’s insurance rates increase almost annually. Yet elderly incomes generally do not rise when
adjusted for inflation. Thus, elderly owner households are continually squeezed financially by the need
to maintain the property and the rise in insurance rates, and property taxes combined with rising costs
associated with an overall decline in the owner’s health.
Many elderly persons find it medically beneficial and emotionally comforting to remain in a familiar
setting, making decent and affordable housing a major concern for this population. As a result, a strong
emphasis is placed on the elderly maintaining an independent to semi‐independent lifestyle with close,
convenient and immediate access to recreational, medical, and social service resources.
Disability
Of the general population in Richmond, 10.5% has some sort of disability (approximately 10,960). Of
that population 16 and over, 37.4% are in the work force and 19% are unemployed. 22.4% of the
disabled are living at less than 100 percent of the poverty level, and almost 20% more than the general
population without disability. (source: American Community Survey 2013)
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Describe programs for ensuring that persons returning from mental and physical health
institutions receive appropriate supportive housing
The City of Richmond’s CDBG programs help residents with mental and physical needs find and receive
appropriate supportive housing. As outlined in the City’s 2014 Consolidation Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report, these are a few of the programs that target this area of need.
Early Childhood Mental Health Program (ECMHP) serves at the Greater Richmond Interfaith program’s
shelter for homeless families (GRIP) and includes parenting support groups, children’s therapeutic play
groups, and individual child and family counseling to help children and families better manage and
overcome the trauma of homelessness.
West County Adult Day Care and Alzheimer Respite Center provides program support for Alzheimer
patients and their families. Alzheimer’s disease can have a devastating effect on families, especially on
caregivers who may have to choose between giving up their job or caring for their frail at‐risk relative.
The center offers flexible service hours for adult day care patients so head of households can maintain
full time employment. Thirty‐four (34) low‐income Richmond families benefitted from services and
allowed them to work full time and still house their frail, at risk elderly.
Contra Costa County Senior Legal (CCSLS) provides free legal counseling, advice, representation and
litigation services to seniors in connection with their housing, income maintenance, consumer and
individual rights and other elderly law issues. Elderly returning from health institutions are often left not
knowing their options or legal rights in relation to supportive housing. This legal advice and
representation from CCSLS increases their success.
Other programs that help with individuals returning from mental and physical health institutions to find
supportive housing are:
The AIDS Housing Alliance works in the greater Bay area to help individuals with HIV/AIDS to find safe,
decent and affordable homes. They work to prevent homelessness for individuals with HIV/AIDS by
protecting housing they already have, provide resources to secure new housing, and promote public
policy to expand opportunity of housing for all. Services include: housing referrals, back rent grants,
move‐in deposit loans, rental subsidies, credit wellness clinic, tenants rights counseling, job training &
supportive employment, and public policy advocacy.
The Center For Independent Living provides services to residents with disabilities. They also help
transition elderly out of nursing homes, help them understand housing options, locate and secure
affordable housing, apply and obtain In‐Home Support Services, help apply for SSI and other programs,
help them establish relationships with healthcare providers in the community they live.

Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to undertake during the next year to address
the housing and supportive services needs identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with
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respect to persons who are not homeless but have other special needs. Link to one‐year
goals. 91.315(e)
The City works closely and attends the Contra Costa Inter‐Jurisdictional Council on Homelessness to
address the local and county‐wide jurisdictional needs. The City also supports the annual
Homeless Workforce Conference conducted by the local service provider, Saffron Strands.

For entitlement/consortia grantees: Specify the activities that the jurisdiction plans to
undertake during the next year to address the housing and supportive services needs
identified in accordance with 91.215(e) with respect to persons who are not homeless but
have other special needs. Link to one‐year goals. (91.220(2))
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MA‐40 Barriers to Affordable Housing – 91.210(e)
Negative Effects of Public Policies on Affordable Housing and Residential Investment
The Contra Costa Consortium's 2010 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice highlighted the
following impediments:
Affordable Housing
1. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of sufficient affordable housing supply.
2. IMPEDIMENT: Concentration of affordable housing.
3. IMPEDIMENT: Differential origination rates based on race, ethnicity and location.
4. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of knowledge about the requirements of mortgage lenders and the mortgage
lending/home p
5. IMPEDIMENT: Lower mortgage approval rates in areas of minority concentration and low‐income
concentration.
6. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of knowledge of fair housing rights.
7. IMPEDIMENT: Discrimination in rental housing.
8. IMPEDIMENT: Failure to provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities.
9. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of information on the nature and basis of housing discrimination.
Government Barriers
10. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of formal policies and procedures regarding reasonable accommodation
11. IMPEDIMENT: Transitional and supportive housing is not treated as a residential use subject only to
those restrictions that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone, and is not
explicitly permitted in the zoning code.
12. IMPEDIMENT: Permanent emergency shelter is not permitted by right in at least one appropriate
zoning district.
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MA‐45 Non‐Housing Community Development Assets – 91.215 (f)
Introduction
This section provides insight into the economic development landscape of the City of Richmond.
The table just below details the extent of business sector employment throughout the city. Unemployment, commuting times, and education are
also reviewed.

Economic Development Market Analysis
Business Activity
Business by Sector

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

Number of
Workers

Number of Jobs

374
5,724
4,065
10,402
2,810
1,123
2,744
3,040
6,166
1,819
5,159
2,828
1,319
47,573

348
1,276
1,465
4,427
1,119
190
4,012
2,057
1,605
0
2,920
682
1,724
21,825

Share of Workers
%

Share of Jobs
%

1
12
9
22
6
2
6
6
13
4
11
6
3
‐‐

2
6
7
20
5
1
18
9
7
0
13
3
8
‐‐

Table 40 ‐ Business Activity
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 ACS (Workers), 2011 Longitudinal Employe
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Jobs less workers
%

1
‐6
‐2
‐2
‐1
‐1
12
3
‐6
‐4
2
‐3
5
‐‐

Data Source Comments:

Employment by Sector
The Education and Health Care Services business sector provides the highest percentage of all jobs in the City of Richmond with 22% of all jobs
coming from this sector. This is followed by Professional, Scientific & Management with 13% and the Arts, Entertainment & Accomdaations
sector comprising 12% of the jobs throughout Richmond.
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Change in Total Jobs
Change in Total Jobs
The map above displays the change in total jobs in Richmond. The dark purple shaded areas show a change in jobs of less than ‐1000 (or a loss of
more than 1000 jobs) whereas the light purple shaded areas show a loss of jobs between 1000 and 0 total jobs. The light orange shaded areas
shows a growth in jobs bewtween 0‐500 total jobs. The orange shaded areas show 500‐1000 change in total jobs and the dark orange shaded
areas of the map show greater than 1000 change in total jobs.
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Labor Force
Total Population in the Civilian Labor Force
Civilian Employed Population 16 years and over
Unemployment Rate
Unemployment Rate for Ages 16‐24
Unemployment Rate for Ages 25‐65

53,960
47,573
11.80
21.20
10.70

Table 41 ‐ Labor Force
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Unemployment Rate
Unemployment Rate
The map above displays the unemployment rate distribution in Richmond. The lightest blue shaded
areas show an unemployment rate less than 10%. The light blue shaded areas show an unemployment
rate between 10‐12.5% whereas the light purple shaded areas show an unemployment rate between
12.5‐15%. The medium purple shaded areas show an unemployment rate between 15‐20% and the dark
purple shaded areas of the map show an unemployment rate greater than 20%.
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Occupations by Sector

Number of People

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

14,578
295
11,965
10,317
5,319
5,394

Table 42 – Occupations by Sector
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

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

Number

Total

Percentage
21,937
16,385
6,447

49%
37%
14%

44,769

100%

Table 43 ‐ Travel Time
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:
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Commute Time More Than One Hour
Commute Time More Than One Hour
The map above displays the commute time of more than one hour for workers in Richmond. The lightest
blue shaded areas show 5% have a commute time of more than one hour. The light blue shaded areas
show 5‐10% have a commute time of more than one hour whereas the light purple shaded areas show
10‐15% have a commute time of more than one hour. The medium purple shaded areas show 15‐20%
have a commute time of more than one hour and the dark purple shaded areas of the map show greater
than 20% have a commute time of more than one hour.
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Education:
Educational Attainment by Employment Status (Population 16 and Older)
Educational Attainment
Less than high school graduate
High school graduate (includes
equivalency)
Some college or Associate's degree
Bachelor's degree or higher

In Labor Force
Civilian Employed
Unemployed
Not in Labor Force
8,113
1,487
3,887
8,327
12,335
11,579

1,494
1,947
1,226

3,346
3,308
2,112

Table 44 ‐ Educational Attainment by Employment Status
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Education Unemployment
From the Richmond Workforce Investment Board 2013‐2017 Strategic Plan: The high unemployment
rate in the City of Richmond is a direct consequence of the lack of educational attainment in the city,
combined with a host of other problems, including entrenched poverty, gang violence, substance abuse,
family breakdown, and a gap between the kinds of jobs being generated by new businesses and the
existing skills of city residents. These conditions interfere with the completion of high school, as well as
the likelihood of obtaining post‐secondary education.

Educational Attainment by Age

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

18–24 yrs
355
1,397

25–34 yrs
1,654
2,351

Age
35–44 yrs
2,110
1,857

45–65 yrs
2,930
2,142

65+ yrs
1,531
1,021

3,476
4,160
570
539
105

4,665
3,234
993
2,966
678

3,340
2,819
1,173
2,307
1,281

4,766
6,608
2,400
4,556
2,981

2,150
2,331
767
1,747
1,548

Table 45 ‐ Educational Attainment by Age

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

RICHMOND

108

Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

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

Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
20,797
27,405
38,711
53,903
66,898

Table 46 – Median Earnings in the Past 12 Months
Alternate Data Source Name:
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
Data Source Comments:

Median Earnings in Past 12 Months based on Educational Attainment
As might be expected, median earnings are directly proportional to educational attainment. Those
individuals with some college or an Associate’s degree can expect to earn nearly twice as much as those
persons who have not completed a high school diploma. Furthermore, those with a graduate degree
earn more than 2 1/4 times what a person with only a high school degree earns.

Based on the Business Activity table above, what are the major employment sectors within
your jurisdiction?
The Education and Health Care Services business sector provides the highest percentage of all jobs in
the City with 40% of all jobs coming from that sector. This is followed by the Manufacturing sector
comprising an additional 36% of the jobs throughout the City. The third largest business sector is Retail
Trade with 26% of the jobs.

Describe the workforce and infrastructure needs of the business community:

Describe any major changes that may have an economic impact, such as planned local or
regional public or private sector investments or initiatives that have affected or may affect
job and business growth opportunities during the planning period. Describe any needs for
workforce development, business support or infrastructure these changes may create.
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How do the skills and education of the current workforce correspond to employment
opportunities in the jurisdiction?
From the Richmond Workforce Investment Board 2013‐2017 Strategic Plan:
Virtually all the emerging industries in Richmond will need workers with new skill sets, with jobs
requiring science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) skills being the fastest growing. As many as
75% of these new STEM jobs will require postsecondary education, and 50% will require bachelor’s
degrees.6 Data indicates that these jobs will be hard to fill, in part because California has fallen behind in
the number of science and engineering degrees conferred by its colleges and universities. Increasingly,
work in the medical field also requires advanced technical training to use the technology that is present
in every area of health care. Even entry‐ level jobs such as retail and warehouse work now require basic
computer skills.

Furthermore, it is estimated that 7 of 10 job openings in all sectors in the East Bay over the next 10 years
will be due to replacement of older workers from the baby boom generation.7 This dynamic seems to be
true across the region. This generation had the highest educational attainment in history, and were
often able to spend their entire career in a single industry or job role. In our current economy, which is
changing at a much more rapid pace, regional education and training systems face a tremendous
challenge in helping the new workforce to attain a high level of educational achievement with flexible
knowledge and skills that enable workers to adapt to new conditions.

Describe any current workforce training initiatives, including those supported by Workforce
Investment Boards, community colleges and other organizations. Describe how these efforts
will support the jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan.

Does your jurisdiction participate in a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy
(CEDS)?
Yes

If so, what economic development initiatives are you undertaking that may be coordinated
with the Consolidated Plan? If not, describe other local/regional plans or initiatives that
impact economic growth.

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

RICHMOND

110

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

RICHMOND

111

MA‐50 Needs and Market Analysis Discussion
Are there areas where households with multiple housing problems are concentrated?
(include a definition of "concentration")
Concentration is defined as the existence of housing problems, low‐income households, or ethnic/racial
minorities in a Census Tract at a rate of 10 percent or higher than the City as a whole. The four housing
problems that HUD evaluates are: 1. Lacks complete kitchen facilities (substandard housing) 2. Lacks
complete plumbing facilities (substandard housing) 3. More than one person per room (overcrowding)
4. Housing costs greater than 30% of monthly income (cost burden).
Concentration Area
There are a few concentrations of housing problems dispersed throughout the City, but one particular
area stands out in terms of high concentrations of housing problems intersecting with concentrations of
minority populations. For the purpose of this analysis this area is defined as Census Tracts 06013376000,
06013377000, and 06013379000. The total area of these three tracts falls within the downtown area
north of the John T. Knox freeway and encompasses much of the Iron Triangle, Forest Park, Santa Fe and
Cortez – Stege neighborhood. The primary housing problems in the concentration area is housing cost
burden and overcrowding, with cost burden being the most significant issue. As can be seen from the
series of maps below, in addition to relatively high concentration of cost burden and overcrowding the
area is home to the highest concentration of poverty in the city.

Are there any areas in the jurisdiction where racial or ethnic minorities or low‐income
families are concentrated? (include a definition of "concentration")
Concentration is defined as the existence of housing problems, low‐income households, or ethnic/racial
minorities in a Census Tract at a rate of 10 percent or higher than the City as a whole. As outlined above,
the concentration area defined as Census Tracts 06013376000, 06013377000, and 06013379000 has a
convergence of both minority and housing problem concentrations. According to 2012 ACS estimates
via Policy Map, Hispanics comprise nearly 60 percent of the three Census Tracts that make up this
concentration area ‐ compared to Richmond as a whole where Hispanics account for just 39% of the
population. The housing problems maps below also show this area as having high concentrations of
housing cost burden and overcrowding, as well as poverty. American Community Survey estimates show
severely depressed incomes in the concentration area. In 2012 median household income for the area
ranged between $29,119 to $38,552 – generally less than half that of the state median of $61,400 (2012
ACS). This section uses 2012 ACS instead of 2013 ACS due to Policy Map data constraints.

What are the characteristics of the market in these areas/neighborhoods?
The concentration area is within the downtown area north of the John T. Knox freeway and
encompasses much of the Iron Triangle, Forest Park, Santa Fe and Cortez – Stege neighborhood. The
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area is comprised of Census Tracts 06013376000, 06013377000, and 06013379000. The area is home to
approximately 19,214 people, approximately 60% of which are Hispanic. Between 2000 and 2012 the
area experience an 3% population decline. The median household income for the area is between
$29,119 and $38,552 and is significantly lower than both the City and state.
Sales data from Boxwood Means, a leading market research company, indicate that a total of 188 homes
sold in the area in 2013. Median sales figures were not available for 2010‐2013 due to too few sales. In
2009 the home sales ranged between $42,000 and $92,500 – compared to a median sales price of
$239,900 in Contra Costa County. Renters account for 64 percent of all occupied units, with
approximately 3,700 rental households in the area. This results in a home‐ownership rate of
approximately 36%, substantially less than the citywide rate of 50 percent. Median rent was between
$860 and $977. Two‐bedrooms units accounted for 54 percent of rental units and three‐bedrooms
accounted for 26 percent. Fifty‐seven percent of renter households in the area are housing cost
burdened.

Are there any community assets in these areas/neighborhoods?
The concentration area (Census Tracts 06013376000, 06013377000, and 06013379000) has traditionally
been predominantly industrial and residential with only a few parks that are predominantly part of local
public schools. Amongst the area’s civic institutions are a number of churches including St. Mark’s
Catholic Church, Providence Baptist Church, Church of Christ, and Jay’s Temple of Islam. Kaiser
Permanente Medical Center is also in the area of concentration. There are various small businesses
throughout the area which are primarily concentrated along the southern boundary near the interstate.
The area sits in a strategic location and is prime location for redevelopment.

Are there other strategic opportunities in any of these areas?
N/A
‐
The following series of maps are reproduced here to provide visual context for the issues discussed in
this section.
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Cost Burdened Households
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Low Income Households with Overcrowding
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Poverty Rate
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Hispanic Population
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Asian Population
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Strategic Plan
SP‐05 Overview
Strategic Plan Overview
The City of Richmond conducted a “Needs Assessment” survey, held several public workshops, and
attended various advisory groups to collect information on the needs and issues facing the low income
populations. The extensive public outreach process culminated in the identification and prioritization on
needs. The top priorities include providing affordable housing for very low and moderate‐income
families, reduce housing costs and supportive services, economic opportunity, and increase community
opportunity and awareness.
The City of Richmond was shaped around the concept of housing tenure ladder. The ladder is an
affordable housing system that combines security and mobility, one that guarantees both a “right to
stay put” and a “chance to move on.”
The many different rungs allow residents to change their housing when their needs or circumstances
change, from living situations that are precarious to those that are more secure; from situations that are
cramped to those that are more commodious; from situations requiring a resident to go it alone to
those that provide support or allow more cooperative sharing of residential responsibilities.
Priorities for economic opportunity are based on the opportunities for economic development in the
city and on the barriers faced by local residents. The city nurtures small companies (which often hire
residents within walking distance or who take the bus) and entrepreneurs to thrive and grow in
Richmond by providing affordable gap financing and technical assistance to meet a range of business
needs.
The strategies are intended to guide the implementation of the Consolidated Plan. They serve as a
framework for individual projects, programs and activities undertaken over the five‐year planning
period. The annual Action Plan for each program year will identify the objective(s) which the
undertaking is meeting and the strategies being pursued for each undertaking. Strategies may be
revised or additional strategies may be adopted during the term of this Strategic Plan provided they are
consistent with the priority needs identified in this Plan and fulfill plan objectives.

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

RICHMOND

119

SP‐10 Geographic Priorities – 91.215 (a)(1)
Geographic Area
Table 1 ‐ Geographic Priority Areas

General Allocation Priorities
Describe the basis for allocating investments geographically within the jurisdiction (or within the EMSA
for HOPWA)
HUD Qualified Census Tracts or Low Income Census Tracts – No specific Neighborhoods

Consolidated Plan
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SP‐25 Priority Needs ‐ 91.215(a)(2)
Priority Needs
Table 47 – Priority Needs Summary

1 Priority Need
Name

Affordable Housing

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Middle
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Chronic Homelessness
Mentally Ill
Chronic Substance Abuse
veterans
Persons with HIV/AIDS
Victims of Domestic Violence
Persons with Mental Disabilities
Persons with Physical Disabilities
Persons with Developmental Disabilities

Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated
Goals

AH1: Provide Downpayment Assistance
AH2: Increase Rental Assistance
AH3: Housing Preservation
H1: Tenant/Landlord Counseling
PA3: Promote Fair Housing
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Description

Home Improvement loan program‐ stabilize and enhance aging homes to
encourage future investment from the private sector
Rental Acquisition and Rehab Program‐ Acquire rental units and rehabilitate to
livable conditions and place affordability restrictions to ensure long term
affordability for low income residents
Identify Household in Need of Assistance and provide Tenant based rental
Assistance.
Provide Down Payment Assistance to low income homebuyers to provide access to
homes in a highly competitive housing purchase climate.

Basis for
Relative
Priority

Based on 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 5 Yr estimates, the Percentage of
renters who are cost burdened increased by 36% from 2000 and
2013. Furthermore ACS estimates show 57% of renters pay more than 30% of their
income on housing costs. In total approximately 17,000 households are financially
overstretched due to housing. That is a significant population experiencing a
housing cost burden.
According to 2013 ACS 5‐Yr Estimates there were approximately 450 housing units
without either kitchen or plumbing facilities in the city of Richmond.
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data tells us that
approximately 28% of substandard units are owner –occupied households and 72%
are renters.

2 Priority Need
Name

Reduce Homelessness

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Chronic Homelessness
Individuals
Families with Children
veterans
Victims of Domestic Violence
Unaccompanied Youth

Geographic
Areas
Affected
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Associated
Goals

H2: Homeless Prevention
H3: Increase Housing Services
PA3: Promote Fair Housing

Description

Provide services that allow low income households to maintain their jobs while
caring for family and household members. Provide services such as: childcare, adult
care, afterschool care, food assistance.

Basis for
Relative
Priority

Based on 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 5 Yr estimates, the Percentage of
homeowners who are cost burdened increased by 52% and renters who are cost
burdened increased by 36% from 2000 and 2013. Furthermore ACS estimates show
57% of renters pay more than 30% of their income on housing costs. In addition,
49% of homeowners with a mortgage are paying more than 30% of their income on
housing costs. In total approximately 17,000 households are financially
overstretched due to housing. That is a significant population experiencing a
housing cost burden.

3 Priority Need
Name

Non‐Housing Community Development

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Chronic Homelessness
Elderly

Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated
Goals

CD1: Increase Economic Opportunities
CD2: Job Training
CD3: Improve Financial Literacy
CD4: Improve Public Services
CD5: Non‐homeless Special Needs
CD6: Increase Opportunities for Youth
CD7: Improve Infrastructure & Accessibility
PA2: Increase Public Awareness
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Description

Provide financial literacy classes to low‐income households to gain self‐sufficiency
in maintaining a sustainable household budget. The Non‐Housing Priority is to
address the need of providing various public services, infrastructure, and economic
development opportunities to extremely low‐, low‐, and moderate‐income persons,
including non‐homeless special needs populations of the City of Richmond.

Basis for
Relative
Priority

The ACS data paints a picture of both growth and struggle for the
community. Rising process in terms of wages and housing are positive indicators of
economic growth, but expensive housing puts continued pressure on low‐to‐
moderate income households‐ pushing many of them into unsustainable housing
situations.
Based on Public Meeting and feedback, residents would like to increase their
awareness and knowledge of the funds available for community development in
their neighborhoods. Based on They would like access to resources that will
empower their communities. The lack of awareness of the availability of services
by those in need and a lack of knowledge about how to access services are
significant obstacles to the low income community and service providers

4 Priority Need
Name

Improved Program Administration

Priority Level

High

Population

Extremely Low
Low
Moderate
Large Families
Families with Children
Elderly
Elderly
Non‐housing Community Development

Geographic
Areas
Affected
Associated
Goals

CD4: Improve Public Services
PA1: Improved Program Administration
PA3: Promote Fair Housing
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Description

General Administration of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Home
Partnerships (HOME) and NSP 1 and 3 programs.

Increase funding awareness to Richmond Community and Service providers.
Collaborate with service providers to leverage resources. Provide more outreach
materials regarding existing services and policy documents and opportunities to
shape for future services and policy documents. Increase staff presence at existing
community based councils, boards and organizations.
Basis for
Relative
Priority

The City of Richmond recognizes the need to improve Program Administration
policies and procedures to provide for more effective HUD funded programs.

Narrative (Optional)
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SP‐30 Influence of Market Conditions – 91.215 (b)
Influence of Market Conditions
Affordable
Housing Type
Tenant Based
Rental Assistance
(TBRA)
TBRA for Non‐
Homeless Special
Needs
New Unit
Production
Rehabilitation

Acquisition,
including
preservation

Market Characteristics that will influence
the use of funds available for housing type
Staff is considering utilizing HOME funds for TBRA to be operated/managed by the
local PHA.
N/A

N/A
Funding will be utilized for rental acquisition and rehabilitation for rental.
Additionally, funding will be used to provide for owner occupied rehab. The City
has been operating a Home Improvement Loan Program that updates the existing
aging housing stock and creates healthy and safe homes for cost burdened
households. The program income generated from the loan payments will be
utilized to make additional loans for low income households, seniors and
handicapped residents.
The Richmond Housing Authority utilized the Rental Assistance Demonstration
(RAD) which was created by HUD in order to give a powerful tool to preserve and
improve public housing properties and address a backlog of deferred
maintenance. RAD also gives owners of three HUD "legacy" program (Rent
Supplement, Rental Assistance Payment, and Section 8 Moderate Rehabilitation)
the opportunity to enter into long‐term contracts that facilitate the financing of
improvements
Funding will be utilized for rental acquisition and rehabilitation for rental. Similar
to the Neighborhood Stabilization Program goals, the City will provide funding to
purchase substandard rental housing units and rehabilitate the units to current
building codes. The rental units will be sold and the income generated from the
sale will be utilized to purchase and rehabilitate additional rental units.

Table 48 – Influence of Market Conditions
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SP‐35 Anticipated Resources ‐ 91.215(a)(4), 91.220(c)(1,2)
Introduction
The City of Richmond is expecting to receive CDBG and HOME 2015 allocation. The city is also expecting to receive the 2014 CDBG fund
(defeasance) to replace the prior year fund used to repay Section 108 loan. In addition, the city is also re‐allocating the remaining
unspent/uncommitted CDBG and HOME prior year funds as well as the anticipated program income received from the Home Improvement
Loans repayments and fees from new issuance for the year(s).

Anticipated Resources
Program

CDBG

HOME

Source of
Funds

public ‐
federal

public ‐
federal

Uses of Funds

Acquisition
Admin and Planning
Economic Development
Housing
Public Improvements
Public Services
Acquisition
Homebuyer assistance
Homeowner rehab
Multifamily rental new
construction
Multifamily rental rehab
New construction for
ownership
TBRA

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

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

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder
of ConPlan
$

1,092,323

258,320

1,587,637 2,938,280

5,227,332

389,071

0

2,277,662 2,666,733

1,556,284
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Narrative
Description

Table 49 ‐ Anticipated Resources

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied
The City leverages Federal, State and local resources to the greatest extent feasible. Moreover, the City continues to encourage non‐profit
organizations to seek other federal, state and local funding for both housing and non‐housing community development activities.
The City is able to increase the number of owner occupied households provide additional funds to low income households with the CalHome
funds. The program income generated from the loan payments will be utilized to make additional loans for low income households, seniors and
handicapped residents.
In addition to the award of CalHome funds, the City in collaboration with the Richmond Community Foundation has established the Richmond
Housing Rehabilitation Program (RHRP). The RHRP will be funded with proceeds from “Social Impact Bonds,” which will be used to acquire and
rehabilitate underutilized housing within the jurisdiction. Upon the completion of the rehabilitation the properties will be sold to lower income
households.

If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that may be used to address the needs
identified in the plan
The Successor Agency to the former Richmond Community Redevelopment Agency owns land that is developable for housing projects. The
Successor Agency’s long term management plan is currently being developed and upon completion will be submitted to the State of California
Department of Finance for approval. If approved, the Successor Agency may market these properties at fair market value to developers, for
purposes which coincide with the City’s plans, including affordable housing.

Discussion

Consolidated Plan
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SP‐40 Institutional Delivery Structure – 91.215(k)
Explain the institutional structure through which the jurisdiction will carry out its consolidated plan
including private industry, non‐profit organizations, and public institutions.
Responsible Entity
Richmond Housing
Authority
COMMUNITY HOUSING
DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION OF
NORTH RICHMOND
(CHDC
CONTRA COSTA
COUNTY HEALTH
SERVICES HOMELESS
DIVISION

Responsible Entity
Type
PHA
CHDO

Continuum of care

Role
Planning
Public Housing
Ownership
Rental

Homelessness

Geographic Area Served
Jurisdiction
Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction

Table 50 ‐ Institutional Delivery Structure

Assess of Strengths and Gaps in the Institutional Delivery System
Addressing the community, social and economic development needs of low and moderate income
people throughout the City and county as a whole is a comprehensive and daunting undertaking. No
one agency or organization alone can successfully accomplish the task. The formation of sustainable
partnerships and collaboration is essential. These efforts bring more than just leveraged financial
resources to a project, they also provide additional experience, knowledge, information, facilities,
strategies and other valuable resources.
The City of Richmond who administers its own CDBG and HOME programs with limited resources has
joined the Contra Costa County Consortium (formulated by the Cities of Concord, Antioch, Walnut Creek
and Pittsburg) led by Contra Costa County. This move will assist the City significantly in developing
collaborative approach with the rest of the members in administering and implementing the goals and
objectives of their respective CDBG and HOME programs. The Consortium members coordinate
Consolidated Planning efforts to develop streamlined process for applying for program funds that allows
applicants to compete one application for multiple jurisdictions and once funded can complete one
periodic performance report for all jurisdictions. This joint effort has eased the administrative burden
for sub‐recipients and allows jurisdictions to easily share information. The Consortium also developed a
joint monitoring process, eliminating duplicative and repetitive monitoring for many of the CDBG/HOME
funded programs within the county. These efforts are instrumental in meeting the wide‐range of
community development needs of the City and county and a need to continually encourage and support
the formation of these joint efforts for projects and activities that create viable, self‐sufficient
Consolidated Plan
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communities; decent, affordable housing; a suitable living environment; and expanded economic
development opportunities for low and moderate income persons.
The delivery system required for the provision of essential community development services and
programs is comprehensive and complex. This system is further complicated by the special conditions
and requirements imposed by the granting agency as well as the geographical challenges of the city and
other jurisdictions in the Consortium. The distance between communities and cities as well as the
limited resources and complexity of the application requirements contributes to the impediments
encountered by private, non‐profit and city and county agencies attempting to provide public services to
low‐income residents. With the number and variety of participants in the delivery system, it can be
difficult to establish priorities and to allocate resources. The City addressed these concerns by closely
working with HUD Technical assistance providers to create policies and procedures such as a new City
adopted Grants Management Manual.

Availability of services targeted to homeless persons and persons with HIV and mainstream
services
Homelessness Prevention
Services
Counseling/Advocacy
Legal Assistance
Mortgage Assistance
Rental Assistance
Utilities Assistance
Law Enforcement
Mobile Clinics
Other Street Outreach Services
Alcohol & Drug Abuse
Child Care
Education
Employment and Employment
Training
Healthcare
HIV/AIDS
Life Skills
Mental Health Counseling
Transportation

Available in the
Targeted to
Community
Homeless
Homelessness Prevention Services
X
X
X
X

Targeted to People
with HIV
X

Street Outreach Services
X

Supportive Services
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
Other
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Table 51 ‐ Homeless Prevention Services Summary

Describe how the service delivery system including, but not limited to, the services listed
above meet the needs of homeless persons (particularly chronically homeless individuals and
families, families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth)
Homelessness is a concern that impacts the City and Contra Costa County as a whole. The priorities for
ending this concern are based on the recognition that homelessness results from than just a lack of
affordable housing, although providing housing is the ultimate objective. The City continues its support
of many homeless shelters and programs that provide comprehensive and coordinated approaches to
addressing these problems.
The City works in corroboration with the Consortium, work together to prevent/reduce or end
homelessness. The Consortium works closely with the Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on
Homelessness which provides advice and input on the operations of homeless services, program
operation and program development efforts in the county.

Describe the strengths and gaps of the service delivery system for special needs population
and persons experiencing homelessness, including, but not limited to, the services listed
above
The largest gaps in the service delivery system for special needs populations and persons experiencing
homelessness include a lack of housing particularly in affordable housing and the presence of minimal
drug and alcohol related services. There is also an ongoing concern about the long‐term capacity of the
non‐profit communities during these severe budgetary times and their ability to comply with often
complex federal regulations and requirements in implementing federally funded
programs. Contributing factors include the relatively low pay scale associated with non‐profits leading
to high staff turnover and sever lack of resources for ongoing training and professional development.
The strength in the current service delivery system include the network of available resources. Our
challenge is to provide homelessness prevention. We have addressed this issue by including rental
assistance as a high priority

Provide a summary of the strategy for overcoming gaps in the institutional structure and
service delivery system for carrying out a strategy to address priority needs
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SP‐45 Goals Summary – 91.215(a)(4)
Goals Summary Information
Sort
Order

1

Goal Name

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

Geographic
Area

Needs Addressed

AH1: Provide
Downpayment
Assistance
AH2: Increase Rental
Assistance

2015 2019 Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing

2015 2019 Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing

3

AH3: Housing
Preservation

2015 2019 Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing

4

H1: Tenant/Landlord
Counseling

2015 2019 Affordable Housing

Affordable Housing

5

H2: Homeless
Prevention
H3: Increase Housing
Services

2015 2019 Homeless

Reduce
Homelessness
Reduce
Homelessness

2

6

2015 2019 Homeless

Consolidated Plan
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Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

HOME: Direct Financial Assistance
$50,000 to Homebuyers:
20 Households Assisted
HOME: Tenant‐based rental
$3,528,482 assistance / Rapid
Rehousing:
200 Households Assisted
CDBG: Rental units rehabilitated:
$2,400,000 45 Household Housing Unit
HOME:
$300,000 Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated:
50 Household Housing Unit
CDBG: Public service activities for
$200,000 Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit:
500 Households Assisted
CDBG: Homelessness Prevention:
$50,000 1250 Persons Assisted
Homelessness Prevention:
2000 Persons Assisted
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Sort
Order

Goal Name

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

Geographic
Area

Needs Addressed

7

CD1: Increase
Economic
Opportunities

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development

8

CD2: Job Training

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development

9

CD3: Improve
Financial Literacy

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development

10

CD4: Improve Public
Services

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

11

CD5: Non‐homeless
Special Needs

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Improved Program
Administration
Non‐Housing
Community
Development
Non‐Housing
Community
Development

12

CD6: Increase
Opportunities for
Youth

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development
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Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

CDBG: Public service activities
$42,000 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
42 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities
$42,000 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
42 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities for
$42,000 Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit:
42 Households Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities
$1,160,000 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
500 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities
$320,000 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
3000 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities
$180,000 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
1000 Persons Assisted
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Sort
Order

Goal Name

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

Geographic
Area

Needs Addressed

13

CD7: Improve
Infrastructure &
Accessibility

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development

14

PA1: Improved
Program
Administration

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Improved Program
Administration

15

PA2: Increase Public
Awareness

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

Non‐Housing
Community
Development

16

PA3: Promote Fair
Housing

2015 2019 Affordable Housing
Public Housing
Homeless
Non‐Homeless
Special Needs

Improved Program
Administration
Reduce
Homelessness
Affordable Housing

Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

CDBG: Public service activities
$1,095,047 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
1000 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities
$1,092,323 other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
2500 Persons Assisted
Public service activities
other than Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit:
25000 Persons Assisted
Public service activities for
Low/Moderate Income
Housing Benefit:
25000 Households Assisted

Table 52 – Goals Summary

Goal Descriptions
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1

Goal Name

AH1: Provide Downpayment Assistance

Goal
Description

Provide Affordable Housing oppotunities through downpayment assistance program(s).
Rehabilitate Owner and Rental Housing Stock
Increase Affordable Homeownership Opportunities
Reduce Residential Blight

2

Goal Name

AH2: Increase Rental Assistance

Goal
Description

Provide rental assistance for up to one year in conjunction with Case Management and Financail Stability Counseling.
Rental Assistance for Low Income households
Homeless Prevention
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

3

Goal Name

AH3: Housing Preservation

Goal
Description

Maintain and preserve existing owner occupied housing and Rehabilitate existing rental housing stock.
Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
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4

Goal Name

H1: Tenant/Landlord Counseling

Goal
Description

Support the investigation and resolution of disagreements between tenants and landlords and educate both as to their
rights and responsibilities, to help prevent people from becoming homeless and ensure fair housing opportunity.
Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

5

Goal Name

H2: Homeless Prevention

Goal
Description

Expand existing homless prevention services including emergency rental assistance, case management, housing assistance.
Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
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6

Goal Name

H3: Increase Housing Services

Goal
Description

Ensure that opportunities and services are provided to improve the quality of life and independence for lower‐income
persons, and ensure access to programs that promote prevention and early intervention of homelessness.
Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

7

Goal Name

CD1: Increase Economic Opportunities

Goal
Description

Reduce the number of persons with incomes below the poverty level, expand economic opportunities for very low and low
income residents and increase the viability of low income households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

8

Goal Name

CD2: Job Training

Goal
Description

Provide job training for low income households and neighborhoods to provide income opportunities to maintain a financially
stable household.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
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9

Goal Name

CD3: Improve Financial Literacy

Goal
Description

Provide courses designed to empower low income communities and residents with the tools needed to ensure a financially
stable household.
Provide financial literacy classes to low‐income households to gain self‐sufficient in maintaining a sustainable household
budget.

10 Goal Name
Goal
Description

CD4: Improve Public Services
Ensure that opportunities and services are provided to improve the quality of life and independence for lower‐
income persons, and ensure access to programs that promote prevention and early intervention related to a variety
of social concerns.
Public Services for Low income Persons

11 Goal Name
Goal
Description

CD5: Non‐homeless Special Needs
Non‐Homeless Special Needs. Ensure that opportunities and services are provided to improve the quality of life and
independence for persons with special needs, such as elderly and frail elderly, victims
of domestic violence, persons with HIV/AIDS, persons with mental,
physical and developmental disabilities, abused children, illiterate adults and migrant farmworkers.
Public Services for Low income Persons

12 Goal Name
Goal
Description
13 Goal Name
Goal
Description

CD6: Increase Opportunities for Youth
Increase opportunities for children/youth to be healthy, succeed in school, and prepare for productive adulthood.
Public Services for Low income Persons
CD7: Improve Infrastructure & Accessibility
Maintain adequate infrastructure in lower income areas, and ensure access for the mobility‐ impaired by addressing
physical access barriers to goods, services, and public facilities in such areas.
Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities for low income persons.
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14 Goal Name
Goal
Description
15 Goal Name
Goal
Description

16 Goal Name
Goal
Description

PA1: Improved Program Administration
Support development of viable urban communities through extending and strengthening partnerships among all levels of
government and the private sector, and administer federal grant programs in a fiscally prudent manner.
PA2: Increase Public Awareness
Increase funding awareness to Richmond Community and Service providers. Collaborate with service providers to leverage
resources. Provide more outreach materials regarding existing services and policy documents and opportunities to shape for
future services and policy documents. Increase staff presence at existing community based councils, boards and
organizations.
PA3: Promote Fair Housing
Continue to promote fair housing activities and affirmatively further fair housing to eliminate discrimination in housing
choice in the City.

Estimate the number of extremely low‐income, low‐income, and moderate‐income families to whom the jurisdiction will provide
affordable housing as defined by HOME 91.315(b)(2)
The City will provide affordable housing to approximately 500 individuals in the Tenant Based Rental Assistance program funded by HOME
funds. The City will also provide approximately 5 homes with the CHDO set aside funds.
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SP‐50 Public Housing Accessibility and Involvement – 91.215(c)
Need to Increase the Number of Accessible Units (if Required by a Section 504 Voluntary
Compliance Agreement)
The Richmond Housing Authority is not under a Section 504 compliance agreement. Comprehensive
redevelopment and rehabilitation of the RHA portfolio is largely complete or in process under various
Rental Assistance Demonstration projects and a demolition‐disposition transaction that will result in
future missed‐income redevelopment. These projects will bring the RHA portfolio will fully comply with
applicable accessibility requirements and should clear any minor inadequacies that may exist.

Activities to Increase Resident Involvements
The Richmond Housing Authority provides space for community service providers and programming in
many of its developments and has identified ongoing needs for services to support the stability and self‐
sufficiency of its residents. The City’s focus for public service programming during the 2015‐2020
planning period is heavily focused on activities to support housing stability. The City will work to
facilitate coordination between its subrecipients and RHA to ensure that RHA residents are fully aware
of available programming and that service providers can make use of RHA facilities when appropriate to
provide programming.

Is the public housing agency designated as troubled under 24 CFR part 902?
No

Plan to remove the ‘troubled’ designation
Not Applicable.
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SP‐55 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.215(h)
Barriers to Affordable Housing
The Contra Costa Consortium's 2010 Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice highlighted the
following impediments:
Affordable Housing
1. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of sufficient affordable housing supply.
2. IMPEDIMENT: Concentration of affordable housing.
3. IMPEDIMENT: Differential origination rates based on race, ethnicity and location.
4. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of knowledge about the requirements of mortgage lenders and the mortgage
lending/home p
5. IMPEDIMENT: Lower mortgage approval rates in areas of minority concentration and low‐income
concentration.
6. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of knowledge of fair housing rights.
7. IMPEDIMENT: Discrimination in rental housing.
8. IMPEDIMENT: Failure to provide reasonable accommodation to persons with disabilities.
9. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of information on the nature and basis of housing discrimination.
Government Barriers
10. IMPEDIMENT: Lack of formal policies and procedures regarding reasonable accommodation
11. IMPEDIMENT: Transitional and supportive housing is not treated as a residential use subject only to
those restrictions that apply to other residential uses of the same type in the same zone, and is not
explicitly permitted in the zoning code.
12. IMPEDIMENT: Permanent emergency shelter is not permitted by right in at least one appropriate
zoning district.

Strategy to Remove or Ameliorate the Barriers to Affordable Housing
Consolidated Plan
OMB Control No: 2506‐0117 (exp. 07/31/2015)

RICHMOND

141

The City Richmond will address this barrier by providing Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA). The
TBRA will provide rental assistance for up to 1 yr. in conjunction with Case Management and Financial
Stability Counseling. It will also provide the gap between household affordability and market rate rents
and assist with security and utility deposits.
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SP‐60 Homelessness Strategy – 91.215(d)
Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs
The City of Richmond works in coordination with the Contra Costa County Inter‐jurisdictional Council on
Homelessness (CCICH). CCICH provides a forum for communication and coordination of the County’s
Strategic Plan to End Homelessness, educate the community on homeless issues, and advocate on
federal, state and local policy issues affecting people who are homeless or at‐risk of homelessness.

Addressing the emergency and transitional housing needs of homeless persons
The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH), was created as a result of a
merger between the Contra Costa County's Continuum of Care Board and the County's Homeless
Interdepartmental Inter‐jurisdictional Working Group to assist and provide guidance in the development
and implementation of long range planning and policy formulation of homeless issues in Contra Costa
County. The CCICH general membership includes a broad spectrum of individuals in the community,
from elected officials to consumers, interested in the topic of homelessness. The CCICH Executive
Committee is appointed by the Board of Supervisors and consists of 13 seats representing homeless or
formerly homeless persons, county government, health care, law enforcement, the faith community,
nonprofit homeless service providers, and housing providers.
CCICH provides a forum for communication and coordination of the County’s Strategic Plan to End
Homelessness, educate the community on homeless issues, and advocate on federal, state and local
policy issues affecting people who are homeless or at‐risk of homelessness.
Contra Costa County’s ten‐year plan to end homelessness establishes a "Housing First" approach and
lays out a set of priorities and an action plan to end homelessness in the County, including within
individual jurisdictions. The plan establishes the following five priorities to address homelessness:
• Help homeless people (re)gain housing as soon as possible.
• Provide integrated, wraparound services to facilitate long‐term residential stability.
• Help people to access employment that pays a “housing wage.”
• Conduct outreach to link chronically homeless people with housing, treatment, and services.
• Prevent homelessness from occurring in the first place.
In October 2014, CCICH updated its ten‐year plan to further establish the "Housing First" approach.
Using the 2004 ten‐year plan as a foundation, the update identifies and describes two goals Need and
three strategies for the implementation of the "Housing First" guiding principle:
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This Consolidated Plan incorporates the ten‐year plan priorities and also the goals/strategies of the
update to the ten‐year plan, which are found within the "Priority Needs" section and "Goals" section of
the Strategic Plan.

Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families, families
with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the transition to
permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of time that
individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless individuals
and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families who were
recently homeless from becoming homeless again.
The Contra Costa County’s Continuum of Care Goal of "H‐1: Shelter for Homeless and At‐Risk
Population" incorporates production of new transitional or permanent supportive housing units. These
units can be stand‐alone developments dedicated to housing the homeless or units dedicated to the
homeless integrated into larger developments. Activities under this goal include:
• Land acquisition
• Construction and development
• Acquisition and rehabilitation
In addition, both Goals of "H‐1: Shelter for Homeless and At‐Risk Populations" and "H‐2: Services for
Homeless" includes services that will meet the following objectives:
• Help homeless people (re)gain housing as soon as possible.
•Provide integrated, wraparound services to facilitate long‐term residential stability.
• Help people to access employment that pays a “housing wage.”
• Conduct outreach to link chronically homeless people with housing, treatment, and services.
• Prevent homelessness from occurring in the first place.
• Increase permanent supportive housing opportunities for the homeless.
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Help low‐income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially extremely
low‐income individuals and families who are likely to become homeless after being
discharged from a publicly funded institution or system of care, or who are receiving
assistance from public and private agencies that address housing, health, social services,
employment, education or youth needs
The Contra Costa County’s Continuum of Care Goal H‐2 includes support for housing crisis intervention
services which prevent homelessness for all low‐ to extremely‐low income populations, including those
who are being discharged from health care facilities, mental health care facilities, foster care, etc. Goal
H‐2 further includes services to the homeless or those at risk of becoming homeless that will meet the
following objectives.
• Help homeless people (re)gain housing as soon as possible.
• Provide integrated, wraparound services to facilitate long‐term residential stability.
• Help people to access employment that pays a “housing wage.”
• Conduct outreach to link chronically homeless people with housing, treatment, and services.
• Prevent homelessness from occurring in the first place.
• Increase permanent supportive housing opportunities for the homeless.
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SP‐65 Lead based paint Hazards – 91.215(i)
Actions to address LBP hazards and increase access to housing without LBP hazards






All homeowners who are interested in the HILP program, regardless of the home year built,
must receive a Watch out for Lead Based Paint Hazards. A signed copy of the receipt is kept in
all individual files.
Part of the Contractor Bid selection includes that all contractors must provide proof an EPA
Renovators Certification.
Contractor must separately list Lead based practices that were used during construction.
Families with young children are referred to Project REAL: Richmond’s Effort to Abate Lead.

How are the actions listed above related to the extent of lead poisoning and hazards?
All applicants for housing rehabilitation loans are informed of the City's Lead‐based Paint Plan during the
application stage. The applicant must submit its plan on how it will comply with the City requirements.
Prior to rehabilitation activities, paint is testing for lead. If lead is found, it must be remediated pursuant
to the Lead‐based Paint Plan. Following remediation activities, the unit is tested again to ensure all work
was completed.

How are the actions listed above integrated into housing policies and procedures?
The City will continue to protect young children from lead‐based paint hazards in housing funded with
federal resources, through the implementation of 24 CFR Part 35. The purpose of this regulation is to
reduce or eliminate lead‐based paint hazards in federally owned housing and housing receiving federal
funds.
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SP‐70 Anti‐Poverty Strategy – 91.215(j)
Jurisdiction Goals, Programs and Policies for reducing the number of Poverty‐Level Families
The City of Richmond has the following Goals and programs for reducing the number of Poverty‐ Level
Families
AH2: Tenant‐based Rental assistance / Rapid Rehousing:
200 Households
H1:Tenant Landlord Counseling:
500 Households Assisted
CD 1,2 and 3‐Increase Economic Opportunities, Job Training, Improve Financial Literacy. Public service
activities other than Low/Moderate Income Housing Benefit:
200 persons assisted
H2Homelessness Prevention:
1250 Persons Assisted

How are the Jurisdiction poverty reducing goals, programs, and policies coordinated with this
affordable housing plan
The affordable housing plan included TBRA and financial education classes such as homebuyer
education to ensure sustainable households and communities.
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SP‐80 Monitoring – 91.230
Describe the standards and procedures that the jurisdiction will use to monitor activities
carried out in furtherance of the plan and will use to ensure long‐term compliance with
requirements of the programs involved, including minority business outreach and the
comprehensive planning requirements
The purpose of the City's Monitoring Plan is to provide an internal control mechanism designed to
review performance over a period of time and to evaluate compliance of non‐profit Subrecipients
funded with CDBG and/or HOME funds. The Monitoring Plan positions the City of Richmond to make
informed judgemetns about Subrecipients' program effectiveness, efficiency and their ability to prevent
fraud, waste and abuse of public funds. Monitoring also allows jurisdictions to provide technical
assistance to help Subrecipients comply with applicable laws and regulations, improve technical skills,
increase capacity and to stay updated on regulations relevant to CDBG and HOME funding
requriements. Addionally, monitoring helps to identify deficiencies and highlight accomplishments as
well as best practices that could be duplciated. The Monitoring Plan will identify the types of monitoring,
risk analysis and monitoring levels required for each Subrecipient.
The City of Richmond's Monitoring Plan is attached to this Consolidated Plan in the Appendix section.
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Expected Resources
AP‐15 Expected Resources – 91.220(c)(1,2)
Introduction
The City of Richmond is expecting to receive CDBG and HOME 2015 allocation. The city is also expecting to receive the 2014 CDBG fund
(defeasance) to replace the prior year fund used to repay Section 108 loan. In addition, the city is also re‐allocating the remaining
unspent/uncommitted CDBG and HOME prior year funds as well as the anticipated program income received from the Home Improvement
Loans repayments and fees from new issuance for the year(s).

Anticipated Resources
Program

CDBG

Source of
Funds

public ‐
federal

Uses of Funds

Acquisition
Admin and Planning
Economic Development
Housing
Public Improvements
Public Services

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

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder
of ConPlan
$

1,092,323

5,227,332
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1,587,637 2,938,280
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Narrative
Description

Program

HOME

Source of
Funds

public ‐
federal

Uses of Funds

Acquisition
Homebuyer assistance
Homeowner rehab
Multifamily rental new
construction
Multifamily rental rehab
New construction for
ownership
TBRA

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

389,071

0

2,277,662 2,666,733

Expected
Amount
Available
Reminder
of ConPlan
$

Narrative
Description

1,556,284

Table 53 ‐ Expected Resources – Priority Table

Explain how federal funds will leverage those additional resources (private, state and local funds), including a description of how
matching requirements will be satisfied
The City leverages Federal, State and local resources to the greatest extent feasible. Moreover, the City continues to encourage non‐profit
organizations to seek other federal, state and local funding for both housing and non‐housing community development activities.
The City is able to increase the number of owner occupied households provide additional funds to low income households with the CalHome
funds. The program income generated from the loan payments will be utilized to make additional loans for low income households, seniors and
handicapped residents.
In addition to the award of CalHome funds, the City in collaboration with the Richmond Community Foundation has established the Richmond
Housing Rehabilitation Program (RHRP). The RHRP will be funded with proceeds from “Social Impact Bonds,” which will be used to acquire and
rehabilitate underutilized housing within the jurisdiction. Upon the completion of the rehabilitation the properties will be sold to lower income
households.
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If appropriate, describe publically owned land or property located within the jurisdiction that
may be used to address the needs identified in the plan
The Successor Agency to the former Richmond Community Redevelopment Agency owns land that is
developable for housing projects. The Successor Agency’s long term management plan is currently
being developed and upon completion will be submitted to the State of California Department of
Finance for approval. If approved, the Successor Agency may market these properties at fair market
value to developers, for purposes which coincide with the City’s plans, including affordable housing.

Discussion
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Annual Goals and Objectives
AP‐20 Annual Goals and Objectives
Goals Summary Information
Sort
Order

1

Goal Name

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

Geographic
Area

Needs Addressed

AH1: Provide
Downpayment
Assistance
AH2: Increase Rental
Assistance

2015 2019 Affordable
Housing

Improved Program
Administration

2015 2019 Affordable
Housing

3

AH3: Housing
Preservation

2015 2019 Affordable
Housing

Reduce
Homelessness
Non‐Housing
Community
Development
Affordable Housing

4

H1: Tenant/Landlord
Counseling

2015 2019 Affordable
Housing

5

H2: Homeless
Prevention

2015 2019 Homeless

2
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Reduce
Homelessness
Affordable Housing
Reduce
Homelessness
Affordable Housing

RICHMOND

Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

HOME: Tenant‐based rental assistance /
$340,000 Rapid Rehousing: 20 Households
Assisted

CDBG:
$493,000
HOME:
$60,000
CDBG:
$40,000

Homeowner Housing
Rehabilitated: 15 Household
Housing Unit

Public service activities for
Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit: 100 Households Assisted
CDBG: Homelessness Prevention: 1250
$10,000 Persons Assisted
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Sort
Order

Goal Name

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

6

H3: Increase Housing
Services

2015 2019 Homeless

7

CD1: Increase
Economic
Opportunities
CD2: Job Training

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development

8

9

CD3: Improve
Financial Literacy

10

CD4: Improve Public
Services

11

CD5: Non‐homeless
Special Needs

12

CD6: Increase
Opportunities for
Youth
CD7: Improve
Infrastructure &
Accessibility

13

Needs Addressed

Reduce
Homelessness
Affordable Housing
Non‐Housing
Community
Development
Non‐Housing
Community
Development
Non‐Housing
Community
Development
Improved Program
Administration
Non‐Housing
Community
Development

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
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Geographic
Area

Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

CDBG: Jobs created/retained: 25 Jobs
$25,000

CDBG: Public Facility or Infrastructure
$232,000 Activities for Low/Moderate
Income Housing Benefit: 50
Households Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities other than
$64,000 Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit: 2500 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public service activities other than
$36,000 Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit: 200 Persons Assisted
CDBG: Public Facility or Infrastructure
$219,000 Activities other than
Low/Moderate Income Housing
Benefit: 400 Persons Assisted
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Sort
Order

14

15

16

Goal Name

PA1: Improved
Program
Administration
PA2: Increase Public
Awareness
PA3: Promote Fair
Housing

Start
Year

End
Year

Category

Geographic
Area

2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Non‐Housing
Community
Development
2015 2019 Affordable
Housing
Public Housing
Homeless
Non‐Homeless
Special Needs

Needs Addressed

Funding

Goal Outcome Indicator

Improved Program
Administration
Improved Program
Administration
Improved Program
Administration
Reduce
Homelessness
Affordable Housing

Table 54 – Goals Summary

Goal Descriptions

1

Goal Name

AH1: Provide Downpayment Assistance

Goal
Description

Rehabilitate Owner and Rental Housing Stock
Increase Affordable Homeownership Opportunities
Reduce Residential Blight
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2

Goal Name

AH2: Increase Rental Assistance

Goal
Description

Rental Assistance for Low Income households
Homeless Prevention
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

3

Goal Name

AH3: Housing Preservation

Goal
Description

Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

4

Goal Name

H1: Tenant/Landlord Counseling

Goal
Description

Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
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5

Goal Name

H2: Homeless Prevention

Goal
Description

Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.

Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
6

Goal Name

H3: Increase Housing Services

Goal
Description

Reduce Housing Cost Burden for Low Income households
Preserve Owner Occupied Housing
Reduce Non‐ Housing cost living expenses to assist for low income housing cost burdened households.
Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.

Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
7

8

Goal Name

CD1: Increase Economic Opportunities

Goal
Description

Allow low‐income residents to focus their income on housing costs.
Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.

Goal Name

CD2: Job Training

Goal
Description

Allow low‐income household services to maintain their income earning jobs, by providing services that assist in caring for
family and household members.
Consolidated Plan
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9

Goal Name

CD3: Improve Financial Literacy

Goal
Description

Provide financial literacy classes to low‐income households to gain self‐sufficient in maintaining a sustainable household
budget.

10 Goal Name
Goal
Description
11 Goal Name
Goal
Description
12 Goal Name
Goal
Description
13 Goal Name
Goal
Description
14 Goal Name
Goal
Description
15 Goal Name
Goal
Description

CD4: Improve Public Services
Public Services for Low income Persons
CD5: Non‐homeless Special Needs
Public Services for Low income Persons
CD6: Increase Opportunities for Youth
Public Services for Low income Persons
CD7: Improve Infrastructure & Accessibility
Public Facility or Infrastructure Activities for low income persons
PA1: Improved Program Administration
Support development of viable urban communities through extending and strengthening partnerships among all levels of
government and the private sector, and administer federal grant programs in a fiscally prudent manner.
PA2: Increase Public Awareness
Increase funding awareness to Richmond Community and Service providers. Collaborate with service providers to leverage
resources. Provide more outreach materials regarding existing services and policy documents and opportunities to shape
for future services and policy documents. Increase staff presence at existing community based councils, boards and
organizations.
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16 Goal Name
Goal
Description

PA3: Promote Fair Housing
Continue to promote fair housing activities and affirmatively further fair housing to eliminate discrimination in housing
choice in the City.
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Projects
AP‐35 Projects – 91.220(d)
Introduction

Projects
#

Project Name

Amount

AH3

Housing Preservation

$493,320

CD1

Increase Economic Opportunities

$25,000

CD4

Improve Public Services

$232,000

CD5

Non‐homeless/Special Needs

$64,000

CD6

Increase Opportunities for Youth

$36,000

CD7

Increase Infrastructure & Accessibility

$219,000

HI

Tenant/Landlord Counseling

$40,000

H2

Homeless Prevention

$10,000

Table 55 – Project Information

Describe the reasons for allocation priorities and any obstacles to addressing underserved
needs

The City of Richmond awards grant funds to support housing and community development activities
throughout the City of Richmond. Funding is based on either census tract eligibility or beneficiary
eligiblity.
The greatest obstacle to addressing underserved needs is funding. As we have witnessed in recent years,
the amount of dollars awarded across most funding streams have decreased. In spite of the obstacles,
to meeting underserved needs, goals are being achieved through a concentrated effort implemented by
a collaborative partnership of local government, nonprofit organizations and more recently, private
organizations. Additionally, Subrecipients funded by the City of Richmond are encouraged to pursue
funding from other local jurisdictions, foundations and banks to ensure their projects come to fruition.
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AP‐38 Project Summary
Project Summary Information
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AP‐50 Geographic Distribution – 91.220(f)
Description of the geographic areas of the entitlement (including areas of low‐income and
minority concentration) where assistance will be directed
The City of Richmond will allocate funding based on census tract eligibility and/or beneficiary income
eligibility.

Geographic Distribution
Target Area Percentage of Funds
Table 56 ‐ Geographic Distribution

Rationale for the priorities for allocating investments geographically
All eligible census tracts and households/individuals will be considered for funding.

Discussion
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Affordable Housing
AP‐55 Affordable Housing – 91.220(g)
Introduction
Narrative: through TBRA, homeless prevention services, rental acquisition and owner occupied
rehabilitation programs, the City of Richmond will provide housing for over 1200 residents in FY15.

One Year Goals for the Number of Households to be Supported
Homeless
1,250
Non‐Homeless
35
Special‐Needs
0
Total
1,285
Table 57 ‐ One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Requirement

One Year Goals for the Number of Households Supported Through
Rental Assistance
20
The Production of New Units
0
Rehab of Existing Units
15
Acquisition of Existing Units
5
Total
40
Table 58 ‐ One Year Goals for Affordable Housing by Support Type

Discussion
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AP‐60 Public Housing – 91.220(h)
Introduction
The Richmond Housing Authority will continue to be a valuable partner in the City’s housing and
community development efforts. The City will coordinate with RHA in the implementation of the
planned tenant based rental assistance program, at minimum cross‐promoting the availability of TBRA
to the existing RHA waiting list. The City will also work to facilitate coordination between its public
services subrecipients and RHA to ensure that RHA residents are fully aware of available programming
and that service providers can make use of RHA facilities when appropriate to provide programming.

Actions planned during the next year to address the needs to public housing
While the City intends to proceed with prior funding commitments to various Richmond Housing
Authority RAD transactions, no new funding for production or rehabilitation of public housing is
anticipated in the 2015 program year.

Actions to encourage public housing residents to become more involved in management and
participate in homeownership
The City will coordinate with RHA to ensure that RHA tenants are made aware of City‐funded
homeownership opportunities, including any down payment assistance or production of new for‐sale
housing.

If the PHA is designated as troubled, describe the manner in which financial assistance will be
provided or other assistance
Not applicable, the Richmond Housing Authority is not designated as troubled.

Discussion
The needs of the Richmond Housing Authority’s portfolio of public housing have largely been addressed
by recent or planned redevelopment projects funded by HOPE VI, RAD, or other resources. It continues
to operate its voucher program at full capacity (given inherent practical constraints). RHA has observed
that its tenants continue to benefit from an array of services to promote housing stability and economic
opportunity. In the upcoming year, the City’s efforts to focus its services to support housing stability can
benefit RHA tenants but are not explicitly or exclusively targeted to public housing residents. Non‐public
housing units in RHA’s portfolio are likely to be rented by TBRA tenants. So while the City does not plan
to directly fund RHA projects, the City’s efforts are consistent with and will indirectly support RHA’s
needs and ongoing efforts.
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AP‐65 Homeless and Other Special Needs Activities – 91.220(i)
Introduction
The Contra Costa Inter‐jurisdictional Council on Homelessness (CCICH), was created as a result of a
merger between the Contra Costa County's Continuum of Care Board and the County's Homeless
Interdepartmental Inter‐jurisdictional Working Group to assist and provide guidance in the development
and implementation of long range planning and policy formulation of homeless issues in Contra Costa
County. The CCICH general membership includes a broad spectrum of individuals in the community,
from elected officials to consumers, interested in the topic of homelessness. The CCICH Executive
Committee is appointed by the Board of Supervisors and consists of 13 seats representing homeless or
formerly homeless persons, county government, health care, law enforcement, the faith community,
nonprofit homeless service providers, and housing providers.

Describe the jurisdictions one‐year goals and actions for reducing and ending homelessness
including:
1) Reaching out to homeless persons (especially unsheltered persons) and assessing their
individual needs
CCICH provides a forum for communication and coordination of the County’s Strategic Plan to End
Homelessness, educate the community on homeless issues, and advocate on federal, state and local
policy issues affecting people who are homeless or at‐risk of homelessness.

2) Addressing the emergency shelter and transitional housing needs of homeless persons
The Contra Costa Health Services Department (HSD) provides emergency and transitional shelter as well
as supportive services designed to enable homeless persons to achieve greater economic independence
and a stable living environment. Emergency shelters and permanent supportive housing designed to
meet the needs of those who are homeless or formerly homeless are permitted in all residential zones
subject to a land use permit. The purpose of the land use permit is to ensure compatibility with
surrounding land uses, and not to constrain their development. The land use permit for an emergency
shelter and a transitional housing facility requires only an administrative review unless the decision is
appealed. If the administrative decision is appealed, a hearing on the permit may be held before the
Zoning Administrator or the County Planning Commission, as necessary.
In 2014, the County revised its zoning code to allow homeless shelters and transitional housing 'by right'
in one zoning district: the "C: ‐ General Commercial District".
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The County’s goal of "H‐1: Shelter for Homeless and At‐Risk Populations" includes the provision of
operational support for existing emergency shelters and to assist existing emergency shelters with the
capital costs of repair, maintenance, or expansion of capacity. Goal H‐1 also incorporates support for the
increase of shelter beds and housing for homeless families with children.

3) Helping homeless persons (especially chronically homeless individuals and families,
families with children, veterans and their families, and unaccompanied youth) make the
transition to permanent housing and independent living, including shortening the period of
time that individuals and families experience homelessness, facilitating access for homeless
individuals and families to affordable housing units, and preventing individuals and families
who were recently homeless from becoming homeless again
The County’s goal of "H‐1: Shelter for Homeless and At‐Risk Population" incorporates production of new
transitional or permanent supportive housing units. These units can be stand‐alone developments
dedicated to housing the homeless or units dedicated to the homeless integrated into larger
developments. Activities under this goal include:

Land acquisition
Construction and development
Acquisition and rehabilitation

In addition, both Goals of "H‐1: Shelter for Homeless and At‐Risk Populations" and "H‐2: Services for
Homeless" includes services that will meet the following objectives:

• Help homeless people (re)gain housing as soon as possible.
• Provide integrated, wraparound services to facilitate long‐term residential stability.
• Help people to access employment that pays a “housing wage.”
• Conduct outreach to link chronically homeless people with housing, treatment, and services.
• Prevent homelessness from occurring in the first place.
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• Increase permanent supportive housing opportunities for the homeless

4) Helping low‐income individuals and families avoid becoming homeless, especially
extremely low‐income individuals and families and those who are: being discharged from
publicly funded institutions and systems of care (such as health care facilities, mental health
facilities, foster care and other youth facilities, and corrections programs and institutions); or,
receiving assistance from public or private agencies that address housing, health, social
services, employment, education, or youth needs
The County’s goal H‐2 includes support for housing crisis intervention services which prevent
homelessness for all low‐ to extremely‐low income populations, including those who are being
discharged from health care facilities, mental health care facilities, foster care, etc. Goal H‐2 further
includes services to the homeless or those at risk of becoming homeless that will meet the following
objectives.
• Help homeless people (re)gain housing as soon as possible.
• Provide integrated, wraparound services to facilitate long‐term residential stability.
• Help people to access employment that pays a “housing wage.”
• Conduct outreach to link chronically homeless people with housing, treatment, and services.
• Prevent homelessness from occurring in the first place.
• Increase permanent supportive housing opportunities for the homeless.

Discussion
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AP‐75 Barriers to affordable housing – 91.220(j)
Introduction:
Based on 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) 5 Yr estimates, the Percentage of renters who are
cost burdened increased by 36% from 2000 and 2013. Furthermore ACS estimates show 57% of renters
pay more than 30% of their income on housing costs. In total approximately 17,000 households are
financially overstretched due to housing. That is a significant population experiencing a housing cost
burden.
According to 2013 ACS 5‐Yr Estimates there were approximately 450 housing units without either
kitchen or plumbing facilities in the city of Richmond. Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data tells us that approximately 28% of substandard units are owner –occupied households and
72% are renters.

Actions it planned to remove or ameliorate the negative effects of public policies that serve
as barriers to affordable housing such as land use controls, tax policies affecting land, zoning
ordinances, building codes, fees and charges, growth limitations, and policies affecting the
return on residential investment
The City Richmond will address this barrier by providing Tenant Based Rental Assistance (TBRA). The
TBRA will provide rental assistance for up to 1 yr. in conjunction with Case Management and Financial
Stability Counseling. It will also provide the gap between household affordability and market rate rents
and assist with security and utility deposits.

Discussion:

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

RICHMOND

167

AP‐85 Other Actions – 91.220(k)
Introduction:
The City has established 4 Priority Needs: Affordable Housing, Homelessness, Non‐ Housing Community
Development and program Administration. All of these priorities address the needs of low income
household and communities addressed in the 2015‐2020 Consolidated Plan.

Actions planned to address obstacles to meeting underserved needs
The City is providing funds for programs to expand existing homeless prevention services including
emergency rental assistance, case management and housing counseling.

Actions planned to foster and maintain affordable housing
The City of Richmond is funding programs that assist in reducing the amount of non‐ housing cost
burden for low income residents. Programs such as childcare, adult care, and afterschool programs
assist with reducing cost of living burden. Additionally the City is also proving funds for housing
rehabilitation which also reduces the financial burden of house maintenance
These activities are reflected in the Strategic Plan goals AH1, AH2, AH3

Actions planned to reduce lead‐based paint hazards






All homeowners who are interested in the HILP program, regardless of the home year built,
must receive a Watch out for Lead Based Paint Hazards. A signed copy of the receipt is kept in
all individual files.
Part of the Contractor Bid selection includes that all contractors must provide proof an EPA
Renovators Certification.
Contractor must separately list Lead based practices that were used during construction.
Families with young children are referred to Project REAL: Richmond’s Effort to Abate Lead.

All applicants for housing rehabilitation loans are informed of the City's Lead‐based Paint Plan during the
application stage. The applicant must submit its plan on how it will comply with the City requirements.
Prior to rehabilitation activities, paint is testing for lead. If lead is found, it must be remediated pursuant
to the Lead‐based Paint Plan. Following remediation activities, the unit is tested again to ensure all work
was completed.
The City will continue to protect young children from lead‐based paint hazards in housing funded with
federal resources, through the implementation of 24 CFR Part 35. The purpose of this regulation is to
reduce or eliminate lead‐based paint hazards in federally owned housing and housing receiving federal
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funds.

Actions planned to reduce the number of poverty‐level families
The City will provide funding for 20 TBRA vouchers for low‐income families.

Actions planned to develop institutional structure
Increase funding awareness to Richmond Community services and service providers. Help service
providers leverage resources.

Actions planned to enhance coordination between public and private housing and social
service agencies
Increase funding awareness to Richmond Community services and service providers. Help service
providers leverage resources.

Discussion:
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Program Specific Requirements
AP‐90 Program Specific Requirements – 91.220(l)(1,2,4)
Introduction:
This section includes details for HOME & CDBG program specific requirements. This will be the last
section before the appendix.

Community Development Block Grant Program (CDBG)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(1)
Projects planned with all CDBG funds expected to be available during the year are identified in the
Projects Table. The following identifies program income that is available for use that is included in
projects to be carried out.

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

258,320
0
0
0
0
258,320

Other CDBG Requirements
1. The amount of urgent need activities

0

2. The estimated percentage of CDBG funds that will be used for activities that benefit
persons of low and moderate income.Overall Benefit ‐ A consecutive period of one,
two or three years may be used to determine that a minimum overall benefit of 70%
of CDBG funds is used to benefit persons of low and moderate income. Specify the
years covered that include this Annual Action Plan.
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HOME Investment Partnership Program (HOME)
Reference 24 CFR 91.220(l)(2)
1. A description of other forms of investment being used beyond those identified in Section 92.205 is
as follows:
The City leverages Federal, State and local resources to the greatest extent feasible. Moreover, the
City continues to encourage non‐profit organizations to seek other federal, state and local funding
for both housing and non‐housing community development activities.
The City is able to increase the number of owner occupied households provide additional funds to
low income households with the CalHome funds. The program income generated from the loan
payments will be utilized to make additional loans for low income households, seniors and
handicapped residents.
In addition to the award of CalHome funds, the City in collaboration with the Richmond Community
Foundation has established the Richmond Housing Rehabilitation Program (RHRP). The RHRP will be
funded with proceeds from “Social Impact Bonds,” which will be used to acquire and rehabilitate
underutilized housing within the jurisdiction. Upon the completion of the rehabilitation the
properties will be sold to lower income households.

2. A description of the guidelines that will be used for resale or recapture of HOME funds when used
for homebuyer activities as required in 92.254, is as follows:

3. A description of the guidelines for resale or recapture that ensures the affordability of units acquired
with HOME funds? See 24 CFR 92.254(a)(4) are as follows:

4. Plans for using HOME funds to refinance existing debt secured by multifamily housing that is
rehabilitated with HOME funds along with a description of the refinancing guidelines required that
will be used under 24 CFR 92.206(b), are as follows:
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Discussion:
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Appendix ‐ Alternate/Local Data Sources
1 Data Source Name
2000 Census (Base), 2009‐2013 ACS (Most Recent)
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected.

Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection.

Describe the total population from which the sample was taken.

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of
respondents or units surveyed.

2 Data Source Name
2009‐2013 American Community Survey 5‐Year Est.
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected.

Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection.
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Describe the total population from which the sample was taken.

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of
respondents or units surveyed.

3 Data Source Name
2006‐2010 ACS (Base), 2009‐2013 ACS (Most Recent)
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected.

Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection.

Describe the total population from which the sample was taken.

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of
respondents or units surveyed.

4 Data Source Name
2009‐2013 ACS (Workers), 2011 Longitudinal Employe
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected.
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Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection.

Describe the total population from which the sample was taken.

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of
respondents or units surveyed.

5 Data Source Name
2013 Contra Costa County PIT & HMIS
List the name of the organization or individual who originated the data set.

Provide a brief summary of the data set.

What was the purpose for developing this data set?

Provide the year (and optionally month, or month and day) for when the data was collected.

Briefly describe the methodology for the data collection.

Describe the total population from which the sample was taken.

Describe the demographics of the respondents or characteristics of the unit of measure, and the number of
respondents or units surveyed.
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