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e Race or color

e Ancestry or national origin
e Sex

e Marital status

e Source of income

e Sexual Orientation

e Familial status (households with children under 18 years of age)
e Religion

e Mental/Physical Disability
e Medical Condition

e Age

In addition, the FEHA contains similar reasonable accommodations and accessibility
provisions as the Federal Fair Housing Amendments Act.

The Unruh Civil Rights Act provides protection from discrimination by all business
establishments in California, including housing and accommodations, because of age,
ancestry, color, disability, national origin, race, religion, sex, and sexual orientation. While
the Unruh Civil Rights Act specifically lists “sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national
origin, disability, or medical condition” as protected classes, the California Supreme Court
has held that protections under the Unruh Act are not necessarily restricted to these
characteristics.

Furthermore, the Ralph Civil Rights Act (California Civil Code section 51.7) forbids acts of
violence or threats of violence because of a person’s race, color, religion, ancestry, national
origin, age, disability, sex, sexual orientation, political affiliation, or position in a labor
dispute. Hate violence can be: verbal or written threats; physical assault or attempted assault;
and graffiti, vandalism, or property damage.

The Bane Civil Rights Act (California Civil Code Section 52.1) provides another layer of
protection for fair housing choice by protecting all people in California from interference by
force or threat of force with an individual’s constitutional or statutory rights, including a right
to equal access to housing. The Bane Act also includes criminal penalties for hate crimes;
however, convictions under the Act are not allowed for speech alone unless that speech itself
threatened violence.

In addition to these acts, Government Code Sections 111135, 65008, and 65580-65589.8
prohibit discrimination in programs funded by the State and in any land use decisions.
Specifically, recent changes to Sections 65580-65589.8 require local jurisdictions to address
the provision of housing options for special needs groups, including:

e Housing for persons with disabilities (SB 520)
e Housing for homeless persons, including emergency shelters, transitional housing,
supportive housing (SB 2)
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e Housing for extremely low income households, including single-room occupancy
units (AB 2634)

3. Fair Housing Defined

In light of the various pieces of fair housing legislation passed at the federal and state levels,
fair housing throughout this report is defined as follows:

A condition in which individuals of similar income levels in the same housing
market have a like range of choice available to them regardless of race, color,
ancestry, national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status, familial
status, sexual orientation, source of income, or any other category which may
be defined by law now or in the future.

Housing Issues, Affordability, and Fair Housing

The U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Fair Housing and Equal
Opportunity Division draws a distinction between housing affordability and fair housing.
Economic factors that affect a household’s housing choices are not fair housing issues per se.
Only when the relationship between household income, household type, race/ethnicity, and
other factors create misconceptions, biases and differential treatments would fair housing
concerns arise.

Tenant/landlord disputes are also typically not related to fair housing. Most disputes between
tenants and landlords result from a lack of understanding by either or both parties on their
rights and responsibilities. Tenant/landlord disputes and housing discrimination cross paths
when the disputes are based on factors protected by fair housing laws and result in
differential treatments.

4. Impediments Defined

Within the legal framework of federal and state laws and based on the guidance provided by
HUD’s Fair Housing Planning Guide, impediments to fair housing choice can be defined as:

Any actions, omissions, or decisions taken because of race, color, ancestry,
national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status, familial status,
sexual orientation, source of income which restrict housing choices or the
availability of housing choices; or

Any actions, omissions, or decisions which have the effect of restricting
housing choices or the availability of housing choices on the basis of race,
color, ancestry, national origin, religion, sex, disability, age, marital status,
familial status, sexual orientation, source of income.
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To affirmatively promote equal housing opportunity, a community must work to remove
impediments to fair housing choice. Furthermore, eligibility for certain federal funds
requires the compliance with federal fair housing laws.

D. Lead Agency and Funding Sources

This report, prepared through a collaborative effort among the staff of participating
jurisdictions, is funded with CDBG funds. The Ventura County, County Executive Office
served as the lead agency of this effort. Participating jurisdictions include:

e City of Camarillo

e City of Fillmore

e City of Moorpark

e City of Ojai

e City of Oxnard

e City of Port Hueneme
e City of Santa Paula

e City of Simi Valley

e City of Thousand Oaks
e City of Ventura (San Buenaventura)
e Unincorporated areas

E. Organization of Report

This report is divided into eight chapters:
Chapter 1: Introduction defines “fair housing” and explains the purpose of this report.

Chapter 2: Community Participation describes the community outreach program and
summarizes comments from residents and various agencies on fair housing issues such as
discrimination, housing impediments, and housing trends.

Chapter 3: Community Profile presents the demographic, housing, and income
characteristics in Ventura County. Major employers and transportation access to job
centers are identified. The relationships among these variables are discussed. In addition,
this section evaluates if community care facilities, public and assisted housing projects, as
well as Section 8 recipients in the County are unduly concentrated in Low and Moderate
Income areas. Also, the degree of housing segregation based on race is evaluated by
computing the Index of Dissimilarity.

Chapter 4: Mortgage Lending Practices assesses the access to financing for different
groups. Predatory and subprime lending issues are discussed.
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Chapter 5: Current Fair Housing Profile evaluates existing public and private
programs, services, practices, and activities that assist in providing fair housing in the
County. This chapter also assesses the nature and extent of fair housing complaints and
violations in different areas of the County. Trends and patterns of impediments to fair
housing, as identified by public and private agencies, are included.

Chapter 6: Public Policies analyzes various public policies and actions that may impede
fair housing within the County and the participating cities.

Chapter 7: Achievements of the 2005 Al assesses the progress made since the
preparation of the 2005 Analysis of Impediments (Al) to Fair Housing Choice.

Chapter 8: Impediments and Recommendations summarizes the findings regarding
fair housing issues in Ventura County and provides recommendations for furthering fair
housing practices.

At the beginning of this report is a Signature Page that includes the signature of the Chief
Elected Official, together with a statement certifying that the Analysis of Impediments
represents the jurisdiction's official conclusions regarding impediments to fair housing choice
and the actions necessary to address identified impediments.

F. Data and Methodology

According to the Fair Housing Planning Guide, HUD does not require the jurisdictions to
commence a data collection effort to complete the Al. Existing data can be used to review
the nature and extent of potential issues. Various data and existing documents were reviewed
to complete this Al, including:

e 1990 and 2000 U.S. Census
e 2005-2007 American Community Survey'
e 2009 State Department of Finance Population and Housing Estimates

According to “American Community Survey — What Researchers Need to Know”, the Census Bureau cautions the
direct comparison between the American Community Survey (ACS) data and data from the previous Censuses,
particularly as it relates to income, age, and household characteristics, as different methodologies were used or
questions were asked in collecting the sample. The most significant difference is that the 2000 Census is point-in-time
data; whereas the ACS is period data. The ACS was developed with a sample each year and data presented for 2005-
2007 represents an averaging of the sampling results over three years. An issue with this methodology is that when
conditions in 2005 were substantially different than in 2007, the averaging would “dilute” the data and therefore does
not present an accurate picture of the conditions. For example, the housing market conditions in 2005 were almost a
180-degree turn compared to those in 2007. Averaging over these three years would not reflect the sharp changes in
conditions. Professor Paul Ong of UCLA School of Public Policy cautioned the use of ACS in a newspaper article.
Therefore, ACS data in this report is presented as percentages and used only as additional references.

Regional Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing Choice
Chapter 1: Introduction May 2010
Page 7



e 2005 Ventura County Fair Housing Assessment

e 2005 City of Simi Valley Al

e 2003 City of Oxnard Al

e Zoning ordinances, various plans, and resolutions of participating jurisdictions

= California Department of Social Services Community Care Licensing Division

e 2009 Employment Development Department employment and wage data

e 2008 Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data on lending activities

e Current market data for rental rates, home prices, and foreclosure activities

e Ventura Council of Governments projections

e Fair housing records from the Housing Rights Center and Fair Housing Council of the
San Fernando Valley

e Section 8 data from local Housing Authorities

e 2009 Ventura County Real Estate and Economic Outlook

Sources of specific information are identified in the text, tables, and figures.
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Chapter 2 - Community Outreach

This Analysis of Impediments report has been developed to provide an overview of laws,
regulations, conditions, or other possible obstacles that may affect an individual’s or a
household’s access to housing. As part of this effort, the report incorporates the issues and
concerns of residents, housing professionals, and service providers. To assure the report
responds to community needs, a community outreach program consisting of three public
meetings, a fair housing survey, and interviews with key agencies was conducted in the
development of this report. This chapter describes the community outreach program
conducted to involve the community.

A. Public Meetings

Three public meetings were held in communities throughout the County to solicit input from
the general public and housing professionals, including:

» Real estate associations/realtors

= Apartment owners and managers associations

e Banks and other financial institutions

e Fair housing service providers

e Supportive service providers and advocacy groups (e.g., for seniors, families,
disabled persons, immigrant groups)

e Educational institutions

e Faith-based organizations

e Housing providers

As summarized in Table 1, meetings were held for the eastern and western areas of the
County and the City of Oxnard. One meeting was held for the western County jurisdictions at
the County of Ventura Government Center (November 5, 2009), one in the City of Oxnard
(November 9, 2009), and one for the eastern County jurisdictions in the City of Simi Valley
(November 12, 2009). All three meetings were open to everyone in the County. Residents,
service providers, housing professionals, and community stakeholders were encouraged to
attend any one of the three meetings that was convenient to them. The exact locations and
dates of the meetings were as follows:
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Table 1: Community Meeting Locations

Focus Area Location Date
Hall of Administration
Lower Plaza Assembly Room Thursday,
West County 800 South Victoria Avenue November 5, 2009

Ventura, CA 93009
Oxnard Public Library
Oxnard 251 South "A" Street
Oxnard, CA 93030
Council Chamber
East County 2929 Tapo Canyon Road
Simi Valley, CA 93063

Monday,
November 9, 2009

Thursday,
November 12, 2009

To encourage attendance and participation, the meetings were publicized through the
following methods:

e Sent invitations to over 600 Section 8 landlords.

« Distributed flyers to 780 public housing tenants of the Oxnard Housing Authority.

e Distributed flyers to over 300 service agencies, housing professionals, and
community groups.

e Purchased ads in the Ventura County Star 15 days prior to the date of the first
meeting.

e Purchased ads (in both English and Spanish) in VIDA Newspaper, a free weekly
bilingual newspaper that is distributed in Oxnard/Port Hueneme/El Rio.

e The City of Oxnard purchased 60 one-minute radio spots that aired on Radio Lazer,
KOXR and Gold Coast Broadcasting.

e Flyers were posted on the websites of participating jurisdictions.

Despite extensive outreach efforts, attendance at the November meetings was minimal. A
total of 29 residents and representatives of service provider agencies attended these meetings.
In general, community workshops on fair housing issues receive little attention from the
public. Often, people participate in such workshops only if they are directly impacted by fair
housing issues.

Workshop Participants

Aside from interested individuals and staff from the various cities and the County, several
service providers and housing professionals participated in the fair housing public meetings.
These included:
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e Cabrillo Economic Development Corporation
e California Rural Legal Assistance

e Housing Rights Center-Los Angeles

e Conejo Valley Association of Realtors

e Forsyth & Rizzie Realtors

» Prudential California Realty

Key Issues Identified
In reviewing the comments received at these meetings, several key issues are noted:

e Discrimination based on source of income (e.g. welfare, Section 8) is common.

- Discrimination against indigenous persons (e.g. Mixteco) occurs in Ventura County. 2

e Section 8 requirements are unclear. Landlords need to be informed about what their
obligations are regarding Section 8 tenants.

e Reasonable accommodations requirements are unclear. Landlords and tenants need to
be informed about whose responsibility it is to pay for accessibility improvements.

e Local jurisdictions provide financial assistance to homeowners for accessibility
improvements; however, no assistance is available for renters.

B. Fair Housing Survey

The Fair Housing Survey sought to gain knowledge about the nature and extent of fair
housing issues experienced by County residents. The survey consisted of ten questions
designed to gather information on a person’s experience with fair housing issues and
perception of fair housing issues in his/her neighborhood. A copy of the survey is included
as Appendix A.

The survey was made available in English and Spanish and distributed via the following
methods:

e Distributed at community locations and public counters of the participating
jurisdictions.

» Posted on the web sites of the participating jurisdictions.

» Solicited the participation of service providers to also post the link to the survey on
their sites and to help distribute surveys to their clients.

Because responses to the survey were not controlled, results of the survey are used only to
provide some insight regarding fair housing issues, but cannot be treated as a statistically

2 Mixteco persons are indigenous Mesoamerican peoples who come from the Mexican states of Oaxaca, Guerrero and

Puebla in a region known as La Mixteca.
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valid survey.® Furthermore, fair housing is a complex issue, therefore, a survey of this nature
can only explore the perception of housing discrimination but cannot be used as proofs of
actual discrimination.

Who Responded to the Survey?

A total of 527 persons responded to the Fair Housing Survey. The responses were from
residents representing zip codes across the entire County, with concentrations of respondents
from the following jurisdictions:

e Santa Paula
e Simi Valley
e Oxnard

The higher number of respondents from these jurisdictions does not necessarily mean that
more discriminatory activities occurred in these communities. A number of other factors can
influence the rate of response, including:

* Residents in these communities are typically more active in participating in
community events and civic matters; and/or
e These communities were more effective in promoting the survey.

A vast majority of survey recipients felt that housing discrimination was not an issue in their
neighborhoods. Of the 516 responses, approximately 81 percent (417 persons) had not
experienced housing discrimination.

Who Do You Believe Discriminated Against You?

Among the persons indicating that they had experienced housing discrimination, 79 percent
(72 persons) indicated that a landlord or property manager had discriminated against them,
while 23 percent (21 persons) of respondents identified a city or county staff person as the
source of discrimination. In the survey, this question was not mutually exclusive;
respondents had the option of listing multiple perpetrators of discrimination.

Table 2: Perpetrators of Discrimination
Number Percent

Landlord/Property Manager 72 79.1%
City/County Staff 21 23.0%
Real Estate Agent 11 12.1%
Mortgage Lender 0 0.0%
Total Responses 91

3 A survey with a “controlled” sample would, through various techniques, “control” the socioeconomic characteristics of

the respondents to ensure that the respondents are representative of the general population. This type of survey would
provide results that are statistically valid but is much more costly to administer.
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Note:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers for
every question; therefore, total responses will vary by
question.

Where Did the Act of Discrimination Occur?

Among the persons indicating that they had experienced housing discrimination, 59 percent
(54 persons) indicated that the discrimination they experienced occurred in an apartment
complex. About 25 percent (23 persons) indicated that the discrimination occurred in a
single-family home (most likely renters renting homes), and 19 percent (17 persons)
indicated that it took place when applying to a City/County program.

Table 3: Location of Discrimination

Number Percent
Apartment Complex 54 58.0%
Single-Family Neighborhood 23 24.7%
When Applying to a City/County Program 17 18.3%
Public/Subsidized Housing Project 12 12.9%
Condo Development 8 8.6%
Trailer/Mobile park 8 8.6%
Total 93

Note:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers for every question; therefore, total
responses will vary by question.

On What Basis Do You Believe You Were Discriminated Against?

Of the 93 people who felt they were discriminated against, 40 percent (37 persons) indicated
that they believed the discrimination was based on familial status, 39 percent (36 persons)
believed it was based on race, 26 percent (24 persons) believed it was based on their source
of income, and 22 percent (20 persons) believed it was based on their age. Other responses
included discrimination based on disability, gender, and marital status.
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Table 4: Basis of Discrimination

Number Percent
Family Status 37 39.7%
Race 36 38.7%
Source of Income 24 25.8%
Age 20 21.5%
Other 17 18.2%
Color 15 16.1%
Disability 12 12.9%
Gender 10 10.7%
Marital Status 10 10.7%
National Origin 8 8.6%
Religion 5 5.3%
Ancestry 2 2.1%
Sexual Orientation 1 1.0%
Total 93

Note:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers for
every question; therefore, total responses will vary by
guestion.

Requests for Reasonable Accommodation

Among the persons indicating that they had experienced housing discrimination, 16 percent
(13 persons) indicated that they had been denied “reasonable accommodation” in rules,
policies or practices for their disability. Typical requests denied included modifications for
wheelchair use and the addition of a service animal.

Why Did You Not Report the Incident?

Of the survey respondents who felt they were discriminated against, only 23 percent reported
the discrimination incident. Many of the respondents who did not report the incident
indicated that they did not know where to report the incident (59 percent or 33 persons) or
they did not believe reporting would make a difference (45 percent or 25 persons) and 25
percent (14 persons) felt it was too much trouble. Another 18 percent (10 persons) were
afraid of retaliation.
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Table 5: Reason for not Reporting Discrimination

Number Percent
Don't know where to report 33 58.9%
Don't believe it makes a difference 25 44.6%
Too much trouble 14 25.0%
Afraid of Retaliation 10 17.9%
Total 56

Note:
1. Categories are not mutually exclusive
2. Survey respondents were not required to provide answers for every question;
therefore, total responses will vary by question.

What Was the Basis of the Hate Crime Against You?

Of all respondents completing the survey, nine percent (36 persons) indicated that a hate
crime had been committed in their neighborhood. More than half (61 percent or 20 persons)
indicated the hate crime was based on race, 30 percent (10 persons) stated it was based on
color, and another 27 percent (nine persons) each claimed religion, gender, and age.

Table 6: Basis of Hate Crime
Number Percent

Race 20 60.6%
Color 10 30.3%
Religion 9 27.3%
Gender 9 27.3%
Age 9 27.3%
Other 9 27.3%
Sexual Orientation 8 24.2%
National Origin 6 18.2%
Family Status 6 18.2%
Disability 6 18.2%
Ancestry 5 15.2%
Marital Status 5 15.2%
Source of Income 3 9.1%
Total 34
Note:

1. Categories are not mutually exclusive

2. Survey respondents were not required to provide
answers for every question; therefore, total
responses will vary by question
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C. Public Review of Draft Al

The Draft Al was available for a 30-day public review. Individual jurisdictions initiated
separate 30-day review and approval processes. Notices of availability of the document
and/or public hearings were published in newspaper(s) of general circulation. Copies of these
notices can be found in Appendix A.

Table 7: Public Review Period

Jurisdiction 30-Day Review Period
City of Camarillo April 9, 2010-May 9, 2010
City of Fillmore April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010
City of Moorpark April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010
City of Ojai April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010
City of Oxnard April 11, 2010-May 11, 2010
City of Port Hueneme April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010
City of Santa Paula April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010
City of Simi Valley April 10, 2010-May 10, 2010
City of Thousand Oaks March 29, 2010-April 27, 2010
City of Ventura April 16, 2010-May 17, 2010
County of Ventura April 1, 2010-April 30, 2010

D. Service Provider Interviews

In addition to the input given by representatives of service agencies and housing
professionals in attendance at the community workshops, informal interviews were
conducted via email and telephone to obtain additional input.  The following
agencies/entities were interviewed:

e Housing Rights Center-Los Angeles

e Tri-Counties Community Housing Corporation (TCCHC)

e Mixteco/Indigena Community Organizing Project (MICOP)
e California Rural Legal Assistance (CRLA)

e Barbara Macri-Ortiz, Private Attorney

The detailed comments from these entities can be found in Appendix A.
Key Issues Identified

Interviews with service providers provided insight into the following issues and recent trends
that have become more noticeable in the region:

e It is becoming more difficult for the disabled, especially those with cognitive and
intellectual disabilities, to obtain appropriate housing. Therefore, many do not receive
proper housing to match their needs.
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e There has been an increase in discrimination of tenants based on family size.
Discrimination of large families and those with children is masked as overcrowding.

e Another segment of the population that is being greatly discriminated against is those
who were at one time incarcerated. There are many onerous rules, such as no public
housing or voucher assistance until an individual is off parole or probation.

e A number of clients have complained about the inappropriate behavior of Housing
Authority staff.

e Training on fair housing laws and issues is needed for landlords and resident
managers.
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Chapter 3 - Community Profile

Ventura County, with a reputation as one of the safest populated places in the country, boasts
a population of approximately 836,080 residents. The County includes 10 incorporated cities
and various unincorporated neighborhoods and communities. Ventura County is located just
northwest of Los Angeles County and is bordered by Kern County to the north, Santa
Barbara County to the west and the Pacific Ocean to the southwest. The County is
considered moderately sized and covers 1,843 square miles with 43 miles of coastline.

This chapter provides an overview of Ventura County’s residents and housing stock,
including population, economic, and housing trends which help to identify housing needs and
potential fair housing concerns specific to the County. This overview provides the context
for discussing and evaluating fair housing in the following chapters.

A. Demographic Profile

Examination of demographic characteristics provides some insight regarding the need and
extent of equal access to housing in a community. Factors such as population growth, age
characteristics, and race/ethnicity all help determine a community’s housing needs and play a
role in exploring potential impediments to fair housing choice. Supply and demand factors
can create market conditions that are conducive to housing discrimination.

1. Population Growth

A majority of the population and industry is located in the southern unincorporated portions
of the County, as well as in its ten incorporated cities: Camarillo, Fillmore, Moorpark, Ojali,
Oxnard, Port Hueneme, Ventura, Santa Paula, Simi Valley, and Thousand Oaks.

As shown in Table 8, the County population grew by about 13 percent between 1990 and
2000 and another 11 percent between 2000 and 2009. The County’s population began to
noticeably increase beginning in 1997; however, overall growth during the 1990s was below
that of the preceding decades and was modest relative to the nearby counties of Santa
Barbara, Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino.

As in the past, the bulk of the recent population growth has occurred in cities rather than in
the unincorporated areas of the County due to the Save Our Agricultural Resources (SOAR)
Initiative (discussed later) and the Guidelines for Orderly Development. These Guidelines,
which have been adopted by the County Board of Supervisors, all City Councils, and the
Local Agency Formation Commission, encourage urban development within incorporated
cities, rather than in the unincorporated area. For the period of 2000-2009, Camarillo and
Moorpark experienced the greatest population growth. The cities of Fillmore, Oxnard, and
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Simi Valley also experienced substantial population growth during that same time period,
while Ojai and Santa Paula were the slowest growing cities.

Table 8: Population Growth

. 1990-2000 2000-2009

City/Area 1990 2000 2009 % Change % Change
Camarillo 52,303 57,077 66,149 9.1% 15.9%
Fillmore 11,992 13,643 15,639 13.8% 14.6%
Moorpark 25,494 31,415 37,086 23.2% 18.1%
Ojai 7,613 7,862 8,157 3.3% 3.8%
Oxnard 142,216 170,358 197,067 19.8% 15.7%
Port Hueneme 20,319 21,845 22,171 7.5% 1.5%
Santa Paula 25,062 28,598 29,725 14.1% 3.9%
Simi Valley 100,217 111,351 125,814 11.1% 13.0%
Thousand Oaks 104,352 117,005 128,564 12.1% 9.9%
Ventura 92,575 100,916 108,787 9.0% 7.8%
Unincorporated County 86,873 93,127 96,921 7.2% 4.1%
County Total 669,016 753,197 836,080 12.6% 11.0%

Sources: Bureau of the Census, 1990 and 2000; California Department of Finance Population and Housing
Estimates, 2009.

2. Age Characteristics

Housing demand is affected by the age characteristics of residents in a community. Different
age groups are often distinguished by important differences in lifestyle, family type, housing
preferences and income levels. Typically, young adult households may occupy apartments,
condominiums, and smaller single-family homes because of size and/or affordability.
Middle-age adults may prefer larger homes as they begin to raise their families, while seniors
may prefer apartments, condominiums, mobile homes, or smaller single-family homes that
have lower costs and less extensive maintenance needs. Because the community’s housing
needs change over time, this section analyzes changes in the age distribution of Ventura
County residents and how these changes affect housing need.

Table 9: Age
Age Group Ventura County
0-4 Years 7.5%
5-17 Years 21.0%
18 - 24 Years 9.0%
25 - 44 Years 30.7%
45 - 54 Years 13.6%
55 - 64 Years 8.1%
65+ 10.2%
Total 100.0%

Source: Bureau of the Census, 2000.

Based on the 2000 Census, 10.2 percent of the population in Ventura County was age 65 or
over (elderly), with another 8.1 percent in the 55 to 64 age group (future elderly). The
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elderly generally place higher demands on a community to provide health and human
services. Compared to neighboring counties, Ventura County has the second highest
proportion of elderly residents. The proportion of elderly persons to the entire population in
neighboring counties in 2000 was: 9.7 percent in Los Angeles County; 9.4 percent in Kern
County; and 12.7 percent in Santa Barbara County.
The County has a large percentage of adults between i Survey respondents indicated
the age of 25 and 44, indicating a substantial number | familial status (families with
of potential first-time homebuyers (Table 9). This | children under the age of 18) as
age structure also suggests the County has a high | the most frequent basis of housing
proportion of families with children. Approximately : discrimination.

21 percent of Ventura County residents were school-

age children between the ages of five and 17.

The median age of the County was 34.2 years in 2000, the highest among its neighboring
counties (Los Angeles 32.0, Kern 30.6, and Santa Barbara 33.4). This high median age is
due mostly to Ventura County's high proportion of adults between 25 and 54 years of age and
seniors (over 65). Table 10 shows a comparison of the median age and the percentage of
three age groups among the incorporated cities. Median age was the highest in the City of
Ojai, followed by the cities of Camarillo, Thousand Oaks, and Ventura.

Table 10: Age Distribution

City/Area Median Birthto5 Under 18 Over 65

Age Yearsold Yearsof Age Years of Age
Camarillo 38.9 6.6% 25.3% 17.0%
Fillmore 29.8 8.4% 32.3% 10.4%
Moorpark 31.5 8.1% 34.2% 4.5%
Ojai 42.0 4.9% 24.9% 17.9%
Oxnard 28.9 8.9% 31.8% 8.1%
Port Hueneme 30.3 8.8% 27.6% 10.7%
Santa Paula 29.6 8.8% 31.4% 10.7%
Simi Valley 34.7 7.3% 28.4% 7.6%
Thousand Oaks 37.7 6.7% 26.0% 7.6%
Ventura 36.8 6.6% 25.0% 12.8%
All of Ventura County 34.2 7.5% 28.4% 10.2%
State 33.3 7.3% 27.3% 10.6%

Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

Differences in age distributions of target populations with different service needs are worth
noting. As shown in Table 10, the cities of Fillmore, Moorpark, Oxnard, and Santa Paula
had the highest proportions of younger residents, and the cities of Ojai, Camarillo, and
Ventura had the highest proportions of seniors. Furthermore, the table indicates that two
cities, Fillmore and Santa Paula, had a greater proportion of both youth (under 18 years) and
seniors (age 65+) than the County.

One of the most important demographic changes taking place in the United States,
California, and Ventura County today is the aging of the population, particularly the baby
boomer generation. Baby boomers were born between the years 1946 and 1964 and are
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therefore between the ages of 45 and 63 today. Baby boom offspring, labeled by
demographers as “Generation Y, is the largest generation born in Ventura County. The
generation Y group now represents children (and young adults) between the ages of 14 and
33. They became dominant in the local labor and consumer markets in 2008. In Ventura
County, the generation Y represents over one-half of the total population, whereas their
parents, the boomers, comprise roughly one-fifth of the total population.

3. Racial and Ethnic Composition

Housing needs and preferences are sometimes influenced by cultural practices. The nation’s
demographic profiles are becoming increasingly diverse in their racial and ethnic
compositions. In 2000, at least three out of ten U.S. residents were non-Whites.

According to the 2000 Census, the racial/ethnic composition of Ventura County's population
was: 57 percent White (non-Hispanic); 33 percent Hispanic; 5 percent Asian and Pacific
Islander; 2 percent Black; 2 percent indicating two or more races; and less than 1 percent
other ethnic groups (see Table 11). In comparison, the State-wide ethnic distribution was
slightly more diverse, with 47 percent White (non-Hispanic); 32 percent Hispanic; 11 percent
Asian and Pacific Islander; 6 percent Black; 2 percent two or more races; and less than 1
percent other ethnic groups.

Table 11: Racial and Ethnic Composition (Countywide)

Ethnic Group 1990 % 2000 % of 1990-00

County of Total County  Total 9% Increase
Non-Hispanic White 440,555 65.9% 427,449 56.8% -3.0%
Black or African American 14,559 2.2% 13,490 1.8% -7.9%
Hispanic or Latino 176,952 26.4% 251,734 33.4% 42.0%
American Indian or Alaska Native 3,430 0.5% 3,177 0.4% -8.0%
Asian 32,665 4.9% 40,831 5.4% 25.0%
Other 855 0.1% 1,122 0.1% 31.2%
Two or more races Not available - 15,394 2.0% -
Total Population 669,016 100% 753,197 100% 12.6%

Source: Bureau of the Census, 1990 and 2000.

Note: The OMB’s December 2000 provisional guidance and appendices established new data collection
procedures for race and ethnicity. Under the new policy, HUD must offer individuals, who are responding to
agency data requests for race, the option of selecting one or more of five racial categories. HUD must also
treat ethnicity as a category separate from race, and change the terminology for certain racial and ethnic
groups. However, because 1990 Census data does not conform to this new method, a demographic comparison
over time is not possible using the new race and ethnicity reporting guidelines. For the purposes of this report,
the terminology for the various racial and ethnic groups has been amended; but, ethnicity has not been treated
as a separate category.

Between 1990 and 2000, population growth among the different ethnic groups varied
substantially from the County's overall population growth of 12.6 percent. The White (non-
Hispanic) population decreased 3 percent; the Black (non-Hispanic) population decreased
about 8 percent; and the Hispanic population grew 42 percent. The County has also
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experienced a significant growth in its Asian population. While the 2000 Census indicated
only 5 percent (or 40,831 persons) of the population as Asian, this represents more than a 25-
percent increase from the 1990 Census.

Racial and Ethnic Concentrations

Patterns of racial and ethnic concentration are present within particular areas of Ventura
County. As summarized in Table 12, racial and ethnic composition varies considerably
across jurisdictions. Ojai and Thousand Oaks had the smallest minority populations, 20
percent and 22 percent respectively, and Oxnard, at 79 percent, had the largest. Moorpark
was the only city in the County with a racial/ethnic distribution similar to the County as a
whole. All jurisdictions experienced a decrease in their non-Hispanic White populations;
however, Ojai is the only city with a non-Hispanic White population of approximately 80
percent. In Fillmore, Oxnard, and Santa Paula, the majority of the residents were Hispanic.
Concentration of Asians in Oxnard and Camarillo also exist, as well as concentrations of
Blacks in both Oxnard and Port Hueneme.

Table 12: Racial and Ethnic Composition

. . American Two
' Blagk or Hispanic Indian or _Non-_ or
City/Area Asian Afrlc_an or Alaska Hlspgnlc Other More
American Latino Nati White

ative races

Camarillo 7.3% 1.4% 15.5% 0.4% 72.8% 0.2% 2.5%
Fillmore 0.8% 0.2% 66.6% 0.5% 30.6% 0.2% 1.1%
Moorpark 5.6% 1.4% 27.8% 0.3% 62.4% 0.2% 2.3%
Ojai 1.7% 0.6% 15.8% 0.3% 79.6% 0.1% 1.8%
Oxnard 7.5% 3.5% 66.2% 0.4% 20.6% 0.1% 1.7%
Port Hueneme 6.5% 5.6% 41.0% 0.7% 42.7% 0.2% 3.3%
Santa Paula 0.7% 0.2% 71.2% 0.5% 26.4% 0.1% 0.8%
Simi Valley 6.4% 1.2% 16.8% 0.4% 72.7% 0.2% 2.4%
Thousand Oaks 5.9% 1.0% 13.1% 0.3% 77.7% 0.1% 1.9%
Ventura 3.0% 1.3% 24.3% 0.6% 68.1% 0.2% 2.5%
ggmﬁypommd 3.4% 13%  24.7% 05%  68.1%  02%  1.8%
County Total 5.4% 1.8% 33.4% 0.4% 56.8% 0.1% 2.0%
State 11.1% 6.4% 32.4% 0.5% 46.7% 0.2% 2.7%

Source: Bureau of the Census, 2000.
Note: The OMB’s December 2000 provisional guidance and appendices established new data collection procedures
for race and ethnicity. Under the new policy, HUD must offer individuals, who are responding to agency data requests
for race, the option of selecting one or more of five racial categories. HUD must also treat ethnicity as a category
separate from race, and change the terminology for certain racial and ethnic groups. However, because 1990 Census
data does not conform to this new method, a demographic comparison over time is not possible using the new race and
ethnicity reporting guidelines. For the purposes of this report, the terminology for the various racial and ethnic groups
has been amended; but, ethnicity has not been treated as a separate category.

Figure 1, on the following page, illustrates concentrations of minority households by Census
block group in Ventura County. A "concentration" is defined as a block group whose
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proportion of minority households is greater than the overall Ventura County average of 43.4
percent, and a "high concentration™ is defined as a block group whose proportion of minority
households is at least double the overall County average.* As shown in Figure 1, high
minority concentrations are found in the northeast portions of the County’s unincorporated
areas around Piru, and in the cities of Oxnard, Fillmore, and Santa Paula.

* This definition of concentration is derived from the concept of Location Quotient (LQ), which is calculated by
comparing the proportion of one group in a smaller geographic unit (e.g. block group) to the proportion of that group in
the larger population (e.g. county).
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Residential Segregation

Residential segregation refers to the degree to which
groups live separately from one another. The term
segregation historically has been linked to the
forceful separation of racial groups. However, as
more minorities move into suburban areas and outside of traditional urban enclaves,
segregation is becoming increasingly self imposed. Originally, many ethnic groups
gravitated to ethnic enclaves where services catered to them, and not until they reached a
certain economic status could they afford to move to outer suburban areas. Unlike the
original enclaves, now living in an ethnic community is often a choice many are making.
While some people believe that newly arrived immigrants in highly concentrated ethnic
communities may resist blending into the mainstream, primarily because of the proliferation
of native-language media and retail businesses, others feel that immigrants living with
persons of similar heritage create a comfort zone that may help them transition to the
mainstream and improve their economic situation. Some researchers have evaluated the
degree of racial and ethnic integration as an important measure or evidence of fair housing
opportunity.

Survey respondents indicated
race as the second most frequent
basis for housing discrimination.

Different statistical techniques are used to measure the degree of segregation experienced by
different racial/ethnic groups, including the dissimilarity index. The dissimilarity index,
presented in Table 13 represents the percentage of one group that would have to move into a
new neighborhood to achieve perfect integration with another group. An index score can
range in value from 0, indicating complete integration, to 100, indicating complete
segregation. A value of 60 (or above) is considered very high, values of 40 or 50 are usually
considered a moderate level of segregation, and values of 30 or below are considered to be
fairly low. A high value indicates that the two groups tend to live in different Census tracts.

Table 13: Racial Integration

Race/Ethnic Group | Percent of Total Population | Dissimilarity Index with Whites
Non-Hispanic White 56.8% --
Hispanic or Latino 33.4% 58.1
Asian 5.2% 34.0
Black or African American 1.8% 50.3

Sources: Bureau of the Census, 2000; www.censusscope.org

Note: The OMB’s December 2000 provisional guidance and appendices established new data collection
procedures for race and ethnicity. Under the new policy, HUD must offer individuals, who are responding to
agency data requests for race, the option of selecting one or more of five racial categories. HUD must also
treat ethnicity as a category separate from race, and change the terminology for certain racial and ethnic
groups. However, CensusScope data on racial integration using the new race and ethnicity reporting
guidelines is not available. For the purposes of this report, the terminology for the various racial and ethnic
groups has been amended; but, ethnicity has not been treated as a separate category.

In Ventura County, the dissimilarity indices reveal that the region is a moderately segregated
community in which people of different races and ethnic backgrounds tended to live in
relative isolation to one another. The highest level of segregation exists between Hispanics
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and Non-Hispanic Whites (58.1 percent) and the lowest between Asians and Non-Hispanic
Whites (34 percent).

Language Spoken at Home

In 2000, approximately 28 percent of all Ventura
County residents speak languages other than English
at home, and only 15 percent speak English “less than
very well.” Linguistic isolation is slightly more
prevalent among the Hispanic population.
Approximately 27 percent of Ventura County
residents speak Spanish at home and approximately 14 percent of these persons speak
English “less than very well.” In comparison, four percent of Ventura County residents speak
Asian languages at home and less than two percent of these persons speak English “less than
very well.” Language barrier can be an impediment to accessing housing of choice.
According to American Community Survey data, approximately 64 percent of Ventura
County residents spoke only English between 2005 and 2007.

Service providers at community
workshops indicated that
linguistic isolation is particularly
an issue among speakers of
Mixteco languages.

Table 14: English Language Ability

Language Ability Asian Hispanic or Latino Total

Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Speak Only English 10,713 1.6% 53,438 8.2% 467,351 71.9%
Speak Other Languages: 26,144 4.0% 172,360 26.5% 182,412 28.1%
Speak English "Very Well" 14,649 2.3% 79,256 12.2% 86,908 13.4%
Speak English "Well" 7,833 1.2% 36,226 5.6% 37,572 5.8%
Speak English "Not Well" 3,132 0.5% 31,657 4.9% 32,721 5.0%
Speak English "Not at All" 530 0.1% 25,221 3.9% 25,211 3.9%
Total* 36,857 57% 225,798 34.8% 649,763 100.0%

Source: Bureau of the Census, 2000.

* This figure represents data from the Census population and housing long form, also known as the "Sample
Data" because they are obtained from questions asked of a sample (generally 1-in-6) of persons and housing
units. The total population here will not match figures in Table 8.

The group most susceptible to linguistic and cultural isolation in Ventura County is the
Indigenous Mexican population. The Indigenous Mexicans in Ventura County come from the
Mexican states of Oaxaca, Michoacan, Yucatan, Guerrero, Puebla, and Veracruz. Of the 11
different languages spoken by Indigenous Mexicans in Ventura, the majority of Indigenous
Mexicans in Ventura speak Mixteco, Zapateco, Maya, Purepecha, and Otomi. These
languages are pre-Columbian and have little or no relation to either English or Spanish. The
majority of Indigenous Mexicans in Ventura County are monolingual in their Indigenous
language and unable to communicate in either English or Spanish. The linguistic gulf
between these Indigenous languages and both English and Spanish is matched by the cultural
gap between these Indigenous cultures and Ventura’s more dominant Anglo and
Mexican/Mestizo cultures. It is estimated that some 17,500 of the Indigenous Mexicans in
Ventura are employed in agriculture while thousands more are employed in the various
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service (car washes, restaurants, hotels, landscaping, etc.) industries. In Ventura County
today there are but a handful of service providers who employ Indigenous Mexicans and are
capable of providing direct services to the rapidly growing Indigenous Mexican population.
According to estimates from the Oxnard Elementary School District and the Ocean View
School District, approximately 117 students have designated an Indigenous Mexican
language as their primary language.

B. Household Characteristics

A household is defined by the Census as all persons occupying a housing unit. Families are a
subset of households and include all persons living together who are related by blood,
marriage or adoption. Single households include persons living alone, but do not include
persons in group quarters such as convalescent homes or dormitories. “Other” households
are unrelated people living together, such as roommates.

Household type and size, income level, the presence of persons with special needs, and other
household characteristics may affect access to housing. This section details the various
household characteristics that may affect equal access to housing.

1. Household Composition and Size

Household composition and size are often two interrelated factors. Communities that have a
large proportion of families with children tend to have a large average household size. Such
communities have a greater need for larger units with adequate open space and recreational
opportunities for children. The 2000 Census documented 243,234 households in Ventura
County. The County's household composition was: 182,959 (75 percent) families; 17,993 (7
percent) elderly persons living alone; 27,938 (12 percent) other single-person households;
and 14,344 (6 percent) other households (see Table 15).
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Table 15: Household Composition and Size

% Single-Person HHs

%
. Total % Elderly Other Average
City/Area Households Families Living Single Other HH Size
HHs
Alone HHSs

Camarillo 21,438 71.1% 13.6% 10.5% 4.8% 2.62
Fillmore 3,762 80.6% 9.1% 7.0% 3.3% 3.56
Moorpark 8,994 85.6% 2.2% 7.7% 4.5% 3.49
Ojai 3,088 64.3% 13.9% 15.2% 6.6% 2.48
Oxnard 43,576 80.2% 5.6% 9.0% 5.2% 3.85
Port Hueneme 7,268 68.8% 10.3% 13.8% 7.2% 2.86
Santa Paula 8,136 79.1% 9.4% 7.8% 3.8% 3.49
Simi Valley 36,421 79.5% 4.9% 9.8% 5.9% 3.04
Thousand Oaks 41,793 74.6% 7.1% 12.5% 5.8% 2.75
Ventura 38,524 65.5% 9.7% 16.8% 8.0% 2.56
Unincorporated County 30,234 76.9% 57% 11.4% 6.1% --
Overall Ventura 243234 75.2% 74%  11.5% 5.9% 3.04

County

HHs = Households
Source: Bureau of the Census, 2000.

While family households were the predominant household type across the County, some
cities had significantly higher proportions of single-person households (elderly or non-
elderly) than others. Single-person households comprised approximately 29 percent of Ojai's
total households, the highest proportion in the County. Almost half the portion of these was
elderly persons living alone. For the cities of Camarillo, Thousand Oaks, Ventura and Port
Hueneme, single-person households accounted for more than 20 percent of all households.

The average household size countywide in 2000 was 3.04 persons per household. All
jurisdictions had an average household size of more than 2.5 persons per household, and five
cities had an average household size over three persons. Average household size ranged
from a low of 2.56 persons in Ventura to a high of 3.85 in Oxnard.

According to the American Community Survey data, between 2005 and 2007, 74 percent of
Ventura County residents were in family households. Of the County’s family households, 50
percent included children under the age of 18. About 20 percent of the Ventura County
residents lived alone and five percent were in other non-family households. The average
household size countywide, between 2005 and 2007, was 3.07.
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Families with Children

Families with children often face housing discrimination by landlords who fear that children
will cause property damage, or the landlords have cultural biases against children of opposite
sex sharing a bedroom. The proportion of families with dependent children was highest in the
cities of Moorpark, Fillmore, Oxnard and Simi Valley, and lowest in the cities of Ventura,
Ojai, and Camarillo (see Table 16). Overall, the average household size shown in Table 15
reflects this distribution. The cities of Ojai, Port Hueneme, and Ventura have the highest

proportions of female-headed families.

Table 16: Families with Children

. . . Female Headed Households
Jurisdict Total All Families with Children with Children
urisdiction Households Number % of Total Number % of all Families
Households with Children

Camarillo 21,438 7,068 33.0% 999 14.1%
Fillmore 3,762 1,722 45.8% 265 15.4%
Moorpark 8,994 4,924 54.7% 548 11.1%
Ojai 3,088 978 31.7% 217 22.2%
Oxnard 43,576 20,106 46.1% 3,493 17.4%
Port Hueneme 7,268 2,718 37.4% 618 22.7%
Santa Paula 8,136 3,591 44.1% 617 17.2%
Simi Valley 36,421 15,481 42.5% 2,142 13.8%
Thousand Oaks 41,793 15,574 37.3% 1,964 12.6%
Ventura 38,524 12,352 32.1% 2,605 21.1%
Unincorporated County 30,234 12,112 40.1% 1,617 13.4%
Overall Ventura County 243,234 96,626 39.7% 15,085 15.6%

Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

2. Special Needs Households

Certain households, because of their special characteristics and needs, have greater difficulty
finding decent and adequate housing. These circumstances may be related to age, family
characteristics, or disability. The following discussion highlights particular characteristics

that may affect access to housing in a community.
Large Households

Large households are defined as those with five or
more members. These households are usually families
with two or more children or families with extended
family members such as in-laws or grandparents. It can
also include multiple families living in one housing
unit in order to save on housing costs.
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At the community workshops,
residents expressed difficulty in
finding housing for large
households. There is generally a
lack of understanding regarding
occupancy standards and
tenant/landlord rights and
responsibilities in this matter.

Typical occupancy standard is
two persons per bedroom plus
one additional person. Therefore,
a two-bedroom unit can typically
accommodate five persons.




Families with children, especially those who are renters, may face discrimination or
differential treatment in the housing market. According to interviews with service providers,
housing discrimination against families with children are typically masked under
overcrowding issues.

Overall, 42,000 (17 percent) of the County's households had five or more members,
representing 16 percent of the owner-households and 20 percent of the renter-households
(Table 17). The proportion of large households was highest in the cities of Oxnard (32
percent), Fillmore (30 percent), and Santa Paula (27 percent).

Due to the limited availability of affordable housing,
many small households double-up to save on housing
costs and tend to opt for renting. The 2000 Census
documented 27,975 persons in 11,162 "subfamilies"”
in Ventura County, indicating a significant number of
the County's households contained more than one
family.> The higher proportion of large renter-
households compared to large owner-households is
reflective of this trend. (The cities of Ojai, Port Hueneme and Thousand Oaks are the only
exceptions, where the proportion of large renter-households was smaller than that of the large
owner-households.)

A restrictive  definition  of
“family” in the Zoning Code may
present potential impediments to
large households in obtaining
housing. Issues related to the
definition of  “family” are
discussed in Chapter 5 of this Al.

According to American Community Survey data, approximately 15 percent of Ventura
County households were considered large households between 2005 and 2007.

A subfamily is a married couple with or without children, or a single-parent with one or more never-married children
under the age of 18, living with and related to the householder but not including the householder or the householder’s
spouse. When grown children move back to the parental home with their children or spouse, they are considered a
subfamily. The number of subfamilies is not included in the count of families, since subfamily members are counted as
part of the householder's family.
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Table 17: Large Households

Total Large Households

Large Owner

Large Renter

. Households Households
City/Area 4 % of Total 4 % of Owner 4 % of Renter
Households Housheolds Households
Camarillo 2313 10.8% 1573 10.0% 740 13.0%
Fillmore 1,105 29.9% 598 26.3% 507 35.7%
Moorpark 1,921 21.4% 1,503 20.3% 418 26.6%
Ojai 239 7.8% 156 8.8% 83 6.5%
Oxnard 13,909 31.9% 7,469 29.9% 6,440 34.5%
Port Hueneme 1,204 16.6% 637 17.8% 567 15.3%
Santa Paula 2166 26.6% 998 21.3% 1,168 33.7%
Simi Valley 5,460 15.0% 4181 14.8% 1,279 15.7%
Thousand Oaks 4,794 11.5% 3,643 11.5% 1,151 11.2%
Ventura 3,963 10.3% 2251 10.0% 1,712 10.7%
Unincorporated 4,926 16.3% 2,987 13.9% 1,939 22.4%
County
Overall Ventura 42,000 17.3% 25,996 15.8% 16,004 20.3%

County

Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

Of the County’s large households, 38 percent were renters in 2000. Slightly less than one-
half of these large renter-households (43 percent) were lower income. The Comprehensive
Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Databook prepared by HUD reports that 78 percent
of the County’s large renter-households were suffering from one or more housing problems,
including housing overpayment, overcrowding, and/or substandard housing conditions.

According to the 2000 Census, almost one-half (125,538) of the units in Ventura County had
six or more rooms, the size of a typical three-bedroom unit. Considering that 41,474 large
households resided in the County, there is an adequate supply of large units in the County to
accommodate the needs of larger households (in numeric terms). However, finding
affordable housing of adequate size may be a challenging task for many households,
particularly lower and moderate renter-households.

Table 18 provides information about the number of large units and large households for each
jurisdiction and the County overall. According to this table, all jurisdictions have more large
units than large households, which indicates that theoretically, these communities have an
adequate supply of large units to meet the housing needs. However, often there is a
mismatch between the size of housing and size of households. Typically, most large
households are renters while most large housing units are ownership units. Therefore, in
communities where renters constitute a significant proportion of total households,
overcrowding tends to be an issue. This problem is further exacerbated if the community has
a tight supply of large units compared to the number of large households, which is the case
with the cities of Fillmore (84.1 percent), Santa Paula (83.7 percent), and Oxnard (82.5
percent).
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Table 18: Large Units
# of Large Large Households

Jurisdiction Large Units* Households  as % of Large Units
Camarillo 11,717 2,313 19.7 %
Fillmore 1,314 1,105 84.1%
Moorpark 6,033 1,921 31.8%
Ojai 1,172 239 20.4 %
Oxnard 16,850 13,909 82.5%
Port Hueneme 1,968 1,204 61.2%
Santa Paula 2,587 2,166 83.7%
Simi Valley 23,160 5,460 23.6%
Thousand Oaks 27,254 4,794 17.6 %
Ventura 16,453 3,963 24.0 %
Unincorporated County 17,030 4,926 28.9 %
County Total 125,538 42,000 33.5%

*A large unit is defined as a housing unit with six or more rooms.
Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

Single-Parent Households

Single-parent families, particularly female-headed families with children, often require
special consideration and assistance because of their greater need for affordable housing and
accessible day care, health care, and other supportive services. Because of their relatively
lower income and higher living expenses, female-headed families have comparatively limited
opportunities for finding affordable and decent housing.

The 2000 Census identified 15.6 percent of households in the County as female-headed
households with children (Table 16). The proportion of female-headed households with
children in cities varies from a high of 22.7 percent in Port Hueneme to 11.1 percent in
Moorpark. According to the American Community Survey data, approximately 18 percent
of Ventura County’s family households were female-headed households with children
between 2005 and 2007, consistent with the State-wide average. These figures represent an
increase from 2000.
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Persons with Disabilities

Fair housing choice for persons with disabilities can
be compromised based on the nature of their
disability. Persons with physical disabilities may face
discrimination in the housing market because of the
need for wheelchairs, home modifications to improve
accessibility, or other forms of assistance.
Landlords/owners sometimes fear that a unit may
sustain wheelchair damage or may refuse to exempt
disabled tenants with service/guide animals from a
no-pet policy. A major barrier to housing for people
with mental disabilities is opposition based on the
stigma of mental disability. Landlords often refuse to
rent to tenants with a history of mental illness.
Neighbors may object when a house becomes a group
home for persons with mental disabilities.

The U.S. Census Bureau classifies disabilities (lasting
for a period of six or more months) into the following
categories:

e Sensory disability: blindness, deafness, or a
severe vision or hearing impairment.

e Mental/Developmental disability: a
physical, mental, or emotional condition

The State Lanterman
Developmental Disabilities
Services Act requires that State
licensed residential care facilities
serving six or fewer persons be
treated as a regular residential
use and therefore permitted by
right where residential uses are
permitted.

Recent changes to State law
require that each jurisdiction
address the  provision  of
transitional ~and  supportive
housing in its Zoning Ordinance.
For transitional and supportive
housing that operates as regular
housing, such housing must be
permitted where regular housing
is otherwise permitted.

These topics are discussed in
details in Chapter 5 of this Al.

lasting six months or more that makes it difficult to perform activities such as

learning, remembering, or concentrating.

e Physical disability: a condition that substantially limits one or more basic physical
activities such as walking, climbing stairs, reaching, lifting, or carrying.

» Self-care disability: a physical, mental, or emotional condition lasting six months or
more that makes it difficult to perform certain activities such as dressing, bathing, or

getting around inside the home.

» Going-outside-the-home disability (also known as mobility disability): a physical,
mental, or emotional condition lasting six months or more that makes it difficult to go
outside the home alone to shop or visit a doctor’s office (tallied only for residents

over 16 years of age).

 Employment disability (also known as work disability): a physical, mental, or
emotional condition lasting six months or more that makes it difficult to work at a job
or business (tallied only for residents between 16 and 64 years of age).
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According to the 2000 Census, over 121,600 Ventura County residents over the age of five
had sensory, physical, mental, work, transportation, and/or self-care limitations, representing
approximately 18 percent of the County's population. The number of persons five years of
age and over reported with a disability in the 2000 Census is presented in Table 19. Types of
disabilities (sensory, physical, mental, self-care, go-outside-home, and employment) were
tallied and summarized based on three age groups: 5 to 15 years, 16 to 64 years, and 65 years
and over.

Table 19: Persons with Disabilities

City/Area # of Disabled Persons 9% of Total Population
Camarillo 8,400 16.0%
Fillmore 2,712 22.3%
Moorpark 3,789 13.2%
Ojai 1,350 19.3%
Oxnard 32,054 20.8%
Port Hueneme 4,131 22.5%
Santa Paula 5,760 22.2%
Simi Valley 16,455 16.0%
Thousand Oaks 16,534 15.2%
Ventura 16,789 18.1%
Unincorporated County 13,674 11.2%
County Total 121,648 17.7%

Note: The Census documents disability status for persons age 5 and over.
Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

The type of disability that impacts the highest proportion of the population was mental
disability for the age group 5 to 15 years, employment for the age group 16 to 64 years, and
physical for the age group 65 years and over. The following further describes the needs of
persons with mental, developmental, and physical disabilities in Ventura County.

Persons with Mental Disabilities: Mentally disabled persons are those with psychiatric
disabilities that impair their ability to function in the community in varying degrees. Clients
served by Ventura County Mental Health Department are typically from very low income
households who fall within the defined target population — people with severe mental
disorders and multiple problems.

Many mentally disabled persons can live and work independently within a conventional
housing environment. More severely disabled individuals require a group living environment
in which partial or constant supervision is provided by trained personnel within a family-like
environment.  The most severely affected individuals may require an institutional
environment in which medical attention and therapy are provided within the living
environment.

Ventura County Behavioral Health Department (BHD) includes Mental Health Services and
Alcohol and Drug programs. BHD faces an urgent crisis as a result of the unavailability of
supported housing (e.g. “beds”) for persons with mental illness who no longer require acute
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care. The lack of beds in the system has significant clinical and fiscal impacts for individual
patients and the department as a whole.

The current housing stock available for mentally ill clients served by the BHD consists of a
variety of living environments with varying degrees of staff support and services. The
current bed stock ranges from shelter with minimal specialized support to highly supported
environments. Several facilities in the County provide both independent living options and
residential care for persons with serious mental illness. The County’s residents also have
access to a number of programs that specifically assist persons with mental and severe mental
illness, including:

e Children’s Full Service Partnership: This program serves children and youth 9-17
years of age who have been identified as having a high risk for severe emotional
disturbance (SED) and have been referred to the juvenile justice system.

e Children’s Intensive Response Team (CIRT): This program serves children/youth
experiencing a mental health crisis and their families by providing immediate
intensive mental health response services to children/youth up to 18 years of age
throughout the County.

e Transitional Age Youth Full Service Partnership: This program serves transitional
age youth (TAY), ages 18-25 who are dually diagnosed with a serious mental illness
(SMI).

e Transitional Age Youth Wellness & Recovery Center: This program serves TAY,
ages 18 to 25 years old, who are recovering from mental illness or mental illness and
substance abuse.

e Adult Full Service Partnership: This program serves 30 individuals annually who
are diagnosed with a serious and persistent mental illness, are leaving or at risk of
incarceration, and are at risk of homelessness or hospitalization.

e Adult Mobile Crisis Response (Adult Intensive Response and Stabilization
Team): This program provides services to all adults in need of community-based
crisis response services 24/7/365 throughout Ventura County. This is for individuals
currently receiving mental health services, or those who are unserved within the
community.

e Short Term Social Rehabilitation Program: This program will provide short term,
voluntary residential services, as an alternative to hospitalization for individuals
experiencing a mental health crisis.

e Adult Wellness & Recovery Center: This Center serves adults with serious mental
illness (SMI) throughout Ventura County.
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e Older Adult Full Service Partnership: This program provides services to
consumers 60 years of age and older who, due to a serious mental illness (SMI), have
a reduction in personal or community functioning, and are best served in the public
specialty mental health system.

e Fillmore Community Project: This program serves youth and families of youth 0-17
who have been identified as having a mental health and/or substance disorder with a
significant impairment in functioning/development or a probability of significant
impairment if not provided services.

e Children and Family Stabilization Program-Family Access Support Team
(FAST): This program is designed to support families in identifying strategies to
address the challenges of severely emotionally disturbed (SED).

 Empowering Partners through Integrative Community Services (EPICS): This
program serves adults (18 and over) with serious and persistent mental illness.

Persons with Developmental Disabilities: The term developmental disability refers to a
severe and chronic disability that is attributable to a mental or physical impairment that
began before the age of 18, expected to continue indefinitely, and present a substantial
disability. Also, the disability must be due to one of the following conditions: mental
retardation, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, autism, and a disabling condition closely related to
mental retardation or requiring similar treatment. On a national average, three percent of the
population has some form of developmental disability.

The Association for Retarded Citizens Ventura County, Inc. (ARC) provides educational,
vocational, and residential services for people with developmental disabilities. ARC
provides a variety of programs throughout Ventura County. ARC operates several types of
residential services, one of which is the Training for Independent Living (TIL) program. TIL
is a transitional living program, located in Simi Valley and Ventura, which emphasizes
independent living skills and effective decision making. Upon completion of the areas of
training, graduates receive assistance in securing and setting up their own homes in Ventura
County.

ARC also owns and operates two well-appointed Residential Care Homes in the City of Ojai.
These homes offer a supportive setting, promoting independence, dignity, personal choice,
and community inclusion. A wide range of professional services are provided based on
individual need.
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Persons with Physical Disabilities: The
characteristics of this group include those individuals
with any physical impairment, particularly those who
have experienced the recent trauma of limb removal
or those who have recently become more seriously
impaired. Others include persons with very disabling
chronic diseases.

Beyond ADA accessibility
requirements, the concept of
“visitability” is a growing trend
nationwide. The term refers to
homes designed in such a way
that it can be lived in or visited by
people who have trouble with
steps or who use wheelchairs or

Persons with physical, mental, and developmental walkers.

disabilities often require special housing to
accommodate their special conditions. For many who are physically disabled, features such
as hand rails, ramps, wider doorways, specially designed cabinetry and electrical outlets,
special door and faucet handles, and non-skid flooring are necessary.

Pursuant to Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, each Area Housing Authority is required
to conduct an assessment of its public housing stock for handicap accessibility. Section 504
requires five percent of the units in a public housing project be accessible to the mobility
impaired and two percent of the units be accessible to the visually/hearing impaired. On an
ongoing basis, the area housing authorities utilize funding from the HUD Comprehensive
Grant Program to complete the required modifications in compliance with ADA. The Area
Housing Authority of Ventura County, the Oxnard Housing Authority, and the Housing
Authority of the City of Ventura are compliant with Section 504. [Awaiting response from
the Housing Authority of Port Hueneme regarding status of public housing stock.]

Persons with HIVV/AIDS

Persons with HIV/AIDS face an array of barriers to obtaining and maintaining affordable,
stable housing. For persons living with HIV/AIDS, access to safe, affordable housing is as
important to their general health and well-being as access to quality health care. For many,
the persistent shortage of stable housing can be the primary barrier to consistent medical care
and treatment. In addition, persons with HIVV/AIDS may also be targets of hate crimes, which
are discussed later in this document. Despite federal and state anti-discrimination laws, many
people face illegal eviction from their homes when their illness is exposed. The Fair
Housing Amendments Act of 1988, which is primarily enforced by HUD, prohibits housing
discrimination against persons with disabilities, including persons with HIVV/AIDS.

The Ventura County Public Health Department estimated that as of December 2007, there
were a total of 1,055 individuals living with AIDS in Ventura County. An additional 364
persons in Ventura County are believed to be infected with the HIV virus.

The Ventura County Public Health HIVV/AIDS Center provides special programs for persons
living with HIV/AIDS. The Center provides professional, confidential and culturally
sensitive services for men, women and children in English and Spanish. The Center also
provides HIV/AIDS education and prevention information for juveniles, including those in
county correctional facilities and alternative schools, and migrant farm and service workers.
The following are some of the specific services provided by the Center:
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e AIDS Nurse Case Management

e AIDS Medication Assistance

e HIV/AIDS Anonymous Testing and Screening

« Partner Notification Services

e Early Intervention Program

e HIV/AIDS Education and Prevention

e Health Insurance Premium Payment Program (HIPP)
e Court Mandated HIV/AIDS Education

Emergency rental assistance is available through federally distributed HOPWA funds. The
County has also been awarded additional funds targeting emergency housing needs of dual-
diagnosed patients from the Ventura AIDS Partnership. While housing is an ongoing need
and concern for all AIDS clients, it is especially difficult to obtain stable housing conditions
for patients with dual-diagnoses for whom housing is generally more expensive. The
HIV/AIDS Management Program is enrolled in the State HIPP program which assists with
payment of insurance premiums, thus enabling patients to keep their private insurance. In
addition, the Public Health Department receives funding for providing emergency housing in
hotels/motels, helping pay utilities, and supporting the RAIN program located in Camarillo
which provides homeless transitional housing.

The Ventura County AIDS Partnership (VCAP) was formed in 1995 as a local response to
the HIV/AIDS epidemic. The mission of the Partnership is to strengthen the County’s
response to the HIV/AIDS epidemic by raising and allocating funds specifically to fill the
unmet needs in HIV prevention and AIDS care services in Ventura County. VCAP is one of
29 community partners of the National AIDS Fund (NAF). NAF provides challenge grant
matching funds so that every $2 raised locally is eligible to be matched with $1. Since its
inception, VCAP has given over $1,125,000 to Ventura County agencies for HIV prevention
efforts and AIDS care services. VCAP’s role in the community is evolving from being a
grant maker to also including programmatic activities such as the HIV/AIDS Latino
Taskforce. The Taskforce is a countywide collaboration consisting of leaders from the
agricultural, business, public health, and non-profit sectors, the school system and other key
stakeholders. This project is educating local Latino leaders in community organization and
advocacy in an effort to prevent HIV infection.

The Ventura County Board of Supervisors adopted an Ordinance #3981 in 1991 to prohibit
discrimination against anyone who has, or is thought to have, a life-threatening or
communicable disease.

Homeless Persons

According to HUD, a person is considered homeless if they are not imprisoned and 1) lack a
fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence 2) their primary nighttime residence is a
publicly or privately operated shelter designed for temporary living arrangements, an
institution that provides a temporary residence for individuals that should otherwise be
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institutionalized; or 3) a public or private place not designed for or ordinarily used as a
regular sleeping accommodation.

Homeless persons often have a difficult time finding housing once they have moved from a
transitional housing or other assistance program. Housing affordability for those who are or
were formerly homeless is challenging from an economics standpoint, and this demographic
group may encounter fair housing issues when landlords refuse to rent to formerly homeless
persons. Under California laws, a landlord can deny rental to an applicant based on credit
history, employment history, and rental history. However, the perception may be that
homeless persons are economically (and sometimes mentally) unstable.

Assessing a region’s homeless population is difficult because of the transient nature of the
population. The Ventura County Homeless and Housing Coalition (VCHHC) has functioned
as the lead planning entity for homeless assistance in the County of Ventura since 1991. It is
a non-profit organization whose mission isto develop and maintain a county-wide
cooperative effort to address the needs of homeless individuals and families, those at risk of
becoming homeless, and those in need of low income housing. According to the 2010
VCHHC homeless count, there are approximately 1,815 homeless adults and children in the
County of Ventura on a given day. The number of persons who are homeless over the course
of a year, however, is higher. Local, regional, and national data suggests that it is three to
four times higher than the number of persons homeless on a given day.

The majority of the region’s homeless are clustered in just two cities, Oxnard and Ventura.
However, a sizeable number of homeless persons also make their temporary residence in
Simi Valley and the unincorporated areas of Ventura County (Table 20). In 2007, the
County completed a 10-Year Strategy to End Homelessness for Ventura County. The
strategy included recommendations by a Working Group comprised of representatives from
public and private agencies that met at least once a month over an 18-month period. The
Working Group recommended that 300 units of permanent affordable housing be developed
regionally for extremely-low and very-low income families and individuals, about two-thirds
of which should be for individuals that could benefit from single-room occupancy (SRO)
housing and the other one-third would be for families in need of multiple bedroom units. The
Working Group also recommended that at least 275 units or beds of permanent supportive
housing be available for chronic homeless persons in order to reduce chronic homelessness
by half by 2012.
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Table 20: Homeless Population by Jurisdiction (2010)

Age Gender Race/Ethnicity
Jurisdiction nger::ks)gr:sOf % of County Youth Senior Male Female Hi,:ggaic Hispar_ﬂc BAI?rciléaonr Other
(18-24) (62+) White or Latino American

Camarillo 15 0.8% 0% 7% 73% 27% 67% 26% 7% 0%
Fillmore 5 0.3% 0% 0% 60% 40% 20% 80% 0% 0%
Moorpark 1 0.1% 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
Ojai 52 2.9% 2% 8% 80% 20% 60% 32% 4% 4%
Oxnard 520 28.7% 12% 6% 66% 34% 31% 51% 9% 9%
Port Hueneme 9 0.5% 0% 11% 67% 33% 33% 45% 11% 11%
Santa Paula 54 3.0% 2% 2% 67% 33% 15% 85% 0% 0%
Simi Valley 229 12.6% 11% 6% 71% 29% 60% 32% 2% 6%
Thousand Oaks 106 5.8% 4% 1% 70% 30% 66% 23% 5% 6%
Ventura 601 33.1% 6% 4% 73% 27% 68% 21% 4% 7%
Unincorporated County 223 12.3% 3% 0% 41% 59% 43% 45% 12% 0%
County Total 1,815 100.0%
Source: Ventura County Homeless and Housing Coalition, Homeless County, 2010.
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Farm Workers

As traditionally defined, farm workers are persons whose primary incomes are earned
through permanent or seasonal agricultural labor. Permanent farm workers tend to work in
fields or processing plants. During harvest periods when workloads increase, the need to
supplement the permanent labor force is satisfied with seasonal workers. Often these
seasonal workers are migrant workers, defined by the inability to return to their primary
residence at the end of the workday. The agricultural workforce in Ventura County does
many jobs, including weeding, thinning, planting, pruning, irrigation, tractor work, pesticide
applications, harvesting, transportation to the cooler or market, and a variety of jobs at
packing and processing facilities. It is therefore difficult to estimate the number of farm
workers residing in the County.

The 2000 Census documented a total of 10,869 Ventura County residents employed in the
farming, forestry, and fishing occupations, representing approximately three percent of the
County’s employed population age 16 or older. In 2006, SCAG’s Regional Housing Needs
Assessment estimated that there were 14,257 farm workers countywide in Ventura County.
The most significant concentration of farm workers is in Oxnard, with 63 percent of the
County's farm workers residing there. Another concentration of farm workers, though
trailing significantly behind Oxnard, occurs in the unincorporated County. Approximately
12 percent of farm workers in the region reside in the unincorporated areas of Ventura
County. The Census estimate of farm workers often excludes the seasonal, migrant workers,
as well as those who are undocumented.

Table 21: Farm Worker Population of Ventura County

Total Percent of
o # of Earm Population Empl_oyed Percent of
Jurisdiction Workers (Employed Population that  County’s Farm
and 16+ are Farm Workers
years) Workers
Camarillo 154 26,484 0.6% 1.4%
Fillmore 190 5,259 3.6% 1.7%
Moorpark 165 15,091 1.1% 1.5%
Ojai 16 3,337 0.5% 0.2%
Oxnard 6,879 70,395 9.8% 63.3%
Port Hueneme 255 8,705 2.9% 2.3%
Santa Paula 1,291 11,213 11.5% 11.9%
Simi Valley 98 57,001 0.2% 0.9%
Thousand Oaks 87 59,051 0.1% 0.8%
Ventura 412 49,791 0.8% 3.8%
Unincorporated County 1,322 42,011 22.7% 12.2%
Overall Ventura County 10,869 348,338 3.1% 100.0%

Source:Bureau of the Census, 2000.

Farm workers are classified as “direct hire” when they are employed directly by the farmer.
In Ventura County, most farm workers are direct hire although farm labor contractors also
employ substantial numbers. A “migrant agricultural worker” is defined legally as “an
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individual who is employed in agricultural employment of a seasonal or other temporary
nature, and who is required to be absent overnight from his permanent place of residence.” A
“seasonal agricultural worker” does the same work but is not required to be absent overnight
from his permanent place of residence. A full-time agricultural worker generally does what a
seasonal worker does but is employed year-round. Because of the stability of agricultural
production throughout the year in Ventura County, approximately two thirds of the County’s
farm workers are seasonal or year-round (full-time) workers, as opposed to migrant workers.

While the estimates of the number of farm workers | California Employee Housing Act

may vary, there is consensus that most are low-income
or extremely low-income employees, and all need
affordable, decent housing. The mean wage for farm
workers in Ventura County was $18,661 in 2008,
according to the Employment Development
Department. According to a study in 2002, housing
accommodations  for  farm  workers,  both
unaccompanied workers and those with families,
range from houses, apartments, trailers, motels, and
garage conversions.” The City of Oxnard observes
that many farm workers are stable residents of the
community; many reside in the 22 mobile home parks

requires that housing for six or
fewer employees be treated as a
regular residential use.  The
Employee Housing Act further
defines housing for agricultural
workers consisting of 36 beds or
12 units be treated as an
agricultural use and permitted
where agricultural uses are
permitted.  This topic is also
discussed later in Chapter 5 of
this Al.

in the City.

According to the California Employee Housing Act, housing for six or fewer employees
should be treated as a regular residential use. The Employee Housing Act further defines
housing for agricultural workers consisting of 36 beds or 12 units be treated as an agricultural
use and permitted where agricultural uses are permitted. There are a few affordable housing
developments dedicated to farm worker use: Cabrillo Village in the City of Ventura (Saticoy)
housing 160 families, and Rancho Sespe in an unincorporated area near Piru, housing 100
families. In addition, some unaccompanied workers are housed in long-established privately
run farm labor camps: EI Campo de Piru (capacity 165 beds), Villasenor in Fillmore (170
beds), Tres S in Oxnard (150 beds) and Garden City in Oxnard (45 beds).

In addition to the affordable housing developments described above, the County of Ventura
also has a number of state-licensed farm worker camps:

e B-Camp (2512 Balboa Street, Oxnard): 15 units

e Garden City Camp (5690 Cypress Road, Oxnard): 40 beds

e La Campana (2297 Sycamore, Fillmore): 18 units

e Fillmore Labor Camp (743 % Sespe Place, Fillmore): 137 beds
e McKevett (Padre Drive, Santa Paula): 9 units

e Limol (1141 Cummings, Santa Paula): 157 units

% Farm Worker Housing: A Crisis Calling for Community Action, Ventura County Ag Futures Alliance, 2002.
7 Farm Worker Housing: A Crisis Calling for Community Action, Ventura County Ag Futures Alliance, 2002.
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e Orchard Farm (Santa Paula): 11 units

e Leavens Ranches (12681 Broadway Road, Moorpark): 14 units
e Los Posas Orchards (5242 N. Olive Hill Road, Somis): 16 units
e Rancho Guadalasca (1 Caryl Drive, Oxnard): 9 units

» Newhall Ranch (4 % miles east of Piru): 18 units

» Rancho Media Dia (1989 Hondo Rancho Road, Somis): 10 units
e Somis Nursery (5612 Donlon Road, Somis): 10 units

e Piru Square (665 Piru Square): 6 units

C. Income Profile

Household income is the most important factor determining a household’s ability to balance
housing costs with other basic life necessities. Regular income is the means by which most
individuals and families finance current consumption and make provision for the future
through saving and investment. The level of cash income can be used as an indicator of the
standard of living for most of the population. While economic factors that affect a
household’s housing choice are not a fair housing issue per se, the relationships among
household income, household type, race/ethnicity, and other factors often create
misconceptions and biases that raise fair housing concerns.

HUD has established the following income categories based on the Area Median Income
(AMI) for the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA):

e Extremely Low Income (0-30 percent of AMI)

e Low Income (31-50 percent of AMI)

e Moderate Income (51-80 percent of AMI)

e Middle/Upper Income (above 80 percent of AMI)

Collectively, extremely low and low incomes are referred to as "lower" income.

Ventura County has one of the highest Median Family Incomes in the state and the nation;
within California, only Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa
Clara counties have higher median incomes. Income distribution by jurisdiction is tabulated
in Table 22. This income distribution is based on data provided by HUD for preparation of
the Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) and Consolidated Plan.
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Table 52: Approval Rates of Conventional Home Purchase Loans (Race and Income)

(2008)
Approval Rate by Income
District Ethnicity Total <80% 80-120% >120% Not
AMI AMI AMI Available

Asian 57.6% 50.0% 85.7% 61.1% 0.0%
iﬁ‘;‘:ig; rf‘f“"a“ 45.5% 0.0% 40.0% 75.0% 0.0%

Ventura Hispanic or Latino 51.1% 56.5% 60.7% 52.2% 5.0%
w;]”i;:'s'oa”'c 64.5% 69.5% 66.4% 67.4% 8.3%
Not Applicable 73.3% 50.0% 83.3% 71.4% 0.0%
Asian 57.6% 37.5% 69.2% 64.3% 50.0%
iﬁce':ig; rf‘f“can 40.0% 0.0% 100.0% 40.0% 0.0%

ggbr;]ctgrporated Hispanic or Latino |  43.7% 42.0% 45.0% 50.9% 0.0%
w;]”i;:'s'oa”'c 61.7% 60.2% 67.7% 67.1% 10.9%
Not Applicable 62.5% 50.0% 25.0% 80.0% 0.0%
Asian 61.6% 62.6% 66.9% 63.6% 6.1%
Black or African 47 4% 36.4% 70.6% 54.1% 0.0%

Ventura Count American

ol Y Hispanic or Latino 53.8% 58.3% 59.1% 51.0% 5.0%
mr;'e"“pa”'c 62.1% 65.4% 67.4% 66.5% 8.9%
Not Applicable 60.2% 66.7% 63.3% 60.8% 0.0%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.

Notes:

1. The OMB’s December 2000 provisional guidance and appendices established new data collection procedures
for race and ethnicity. Under the new policy, HUD must offer individuals, who are responding to agency data
requests for race, the option of selecting one or more of five racial categories. HUD must also treat ethnicity
as a category separate from race, and change the terminology for certain racial and ethnic groups. However,
HMDA data using the new race and ethnicity reporting guidelines is not available. For the purposes of this
report, the terminology for the various racial and ethnic groups has been amended; but, ethnicity has not
been treated as a separate category.

2. A multi-ethnic household is listed only under the race/ethnicity of the individual designated as the head of
household. A significant and increasing number of marriages/household creation in Ventura County reflect
unions between persons of distinct racial/ethnic identities, primarily between Hispanics and non-Hispanic

Whites. This figure may account for up to 30 to 40 percent of marriages recorded by the County.
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Gender

According to 2008 HMDA data, while female applicants comprised a smaller proportion of
loan applicants in all jurisdictions, loans for female applicants were approved at a higher rate
than for male applicants in all jurisdictions except Fillmore, Ojai, and Simi Valley (Table
54). The biggest difference in approval rates between men and women occurred in Santa
Paula (57 percent versus 71 percent, respectively), Ojai (59 percent versus 46 percent,
respectively), and Unincorporated Ventura County (52 percent versus 62 percent,
respectively).

Similar gender variations in approval rates also occurred in 2003. Female applicants
comprised a smaller proportion of loan applicants in all jurisdictions but were approved at
higher rates than male applicants in all jurisdictions, except Camarillo and Simi Valley
(Table 53).

Table 53: Approval Rates by Gender (2003)

Total Applications Male Applicants Female Applicants
% % %

Area

Total’ Approved Total Approved Total Approved
Camarillo 2,874 61.7% 516 68.2% 506 68.0%
Fillmore 564 59.8% 131 61.8% 94 63.8%
Moorpark 1,621 59.6% 391 64.5% 210 68.1%
Ojai 258 66.3% 65 64.6% 54 75.9%
Oxnard 6,650 59.0% 1,978 63.3% 1,022 67.9%
Port Hueneme 1,109 63.5% 366 67.2% 217 70.0%
Santa Paula 709 61.1% 203 59.6% 114 66.7%
Simi Valley 5,594 62.5% 1,476 69.4% 977 67.8%
Thousand Oaks 6,566 63.3% 1,457 67.2% 1,052 69.2%
Ventura 3,699 59.4% 850 65.5% 659 65.6%
Unincorporated County 3,828 61.5% 871 67.3% 587 69.7%
County Total 33,472 61.3% 8,304 66.1% 5,492 68.1%
Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003.
Note:
1.Total Applications includes joint applicants and applicants who chose not to disclose gender

information.
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Table 54: Approval Rates by Gender (2008)
Total Applications Male Applicants Female Applicants

Area (o 0 0
Total* Appf())ve q Total Appf())ve g Total Appf())ve q
Camarillo 1,023 57.3% 227 65.2% 170 65.9%
Fillmore 190 53.2% 56 58.9% 21 52.4%
Moorpark 634 60.6% 161 55.9% 80 67.5%
Ojai 114 50.0% 29 58.6% 26 46.2%
Oxnard 2,811 51.1% 919 51.3% 513 54.4%
Port Hueneme 539 55.1% 152 52.6% 105 57.1%
Santa Paula 287 56.4% 89 57.3% 48 70.8%
Simi Valley 1,943 54.4% 552 58.0% 283 56.2%
Thousand Oaks 2,228 58.0% 570 56.7% 374 64.4%
Ventura 1,565 56.6% 413 58.6% 268 61.9%
Unincorporated County 1,356 54.1% 376 52.1% 237 62.0%
County Total 12,690 55.1% 3,544 55.6% 2,125 60.0%
Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.
Note:
1.Total Applications includes joint applicants and applicants who chose not to disclose gender
information.

Low/Moderate Income Neighborhoods

HMDA data may be used to measure lending activities in low and moderate income
neighborhoods. Based on the Census, HMDA defines the income levels of census tracts as
follows:

e Low Income Tract — Tract Median Income < 50% County AMI

- Moderate Income Tract — Tract Median Income between 51 and 80% County AMI
< Middle Income Tract — Tract Median Income between 81 and 120% County AMI
» Upper Income Tract — Tract Median Income > 120% County AMI

According to HMDA data, approval rates for applicants from low and moderate income
tracts were only slightly lower than overall approval rates (Figure 11 and Figure 12).
Approximately 22 percent of loan applicants (2,787 applicants) were categorized as living in
low or moderate income census tracts in 2008. About 55 percent of all loan applications
were approved, while 51 percent of applications from low and moderate income census tracts
were approved (Table 56). The same percentage of loan applications (22 percent) came from
households who resided in low or moderate income census tracts in 2003. About 60 percent
of the applications from these tracts were approved, compared to 61 percent of total loan
applications (Table 55).
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Figure 11: Approval Rates in Low/Mod Areas (2003)
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Figure 12: Approval Rates in Low/Mod Areas (2008)
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Oxnard had the most applications from low and moderate income neighborhoods in 2008,
with more than three times the number of the next closest area (1,337 compared to 444 in the
Unincorporated County). In contrast, Camarillo, Moorpark, and Ojai did not have any
applicants from low or moderate income neighborhoods. Of the cities with applicants from
low and moderate income tracts, Simi Valley had the lowest approval rate (43 percent) and
Santa Paula had the highest approval rate (59 percent).

In 2003, Oxnard again had the most applications from low and moderate income census
tracts. The cities of Camarillo, Moorpark, and Ojai had no applicants from low and moderate
income neighborhoods. Of the cities with applicants from low and moderate income
neighborhoods, Simi Valley reported the lowest number of applicants (166 applicants)
followed by Fillmore (260 applicants) and Thousand Oaks (447 applicants).
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Table 55: Lending to Low/Moderate Income Neighborhoods (2003)

Area Total Low/Mod Neighborhoods
# % Approved # % Approved

Camarillo 2,874 61.7% 0 0.0%
Fillmore 564 59.8% 260 63.1%
Moorpark 1,621 59.6% 0 0.0%
Ojai 258 66.3% 0 0.0%
Oxnard 6,660 58.9% 3,689 57.9%
Port Hueneme 1,109 63.5% 846 64.3%
Santa Paula 722 60.0% 512 59.0%
Simi Valley 5,742 62.8% 166 56.0%
Thousand Oaks 6,566 63.3% 447 65.8%
Ventura 3,669 59.4% 750 64.5%
Unincorporated County 3,828 61.5% 851 57.0%
County Total 33,613 61.3% 7,521 59.9%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003.

Table 56: Lending to Low/Moderate Income Neighborhoods (2008)

Area Total Low/Mod Neighborhoods
# % Approved # % Approved

Camarillo 1,023 57.3% 0 0.0%
Fillmore 190 53.2% 81 50.6%
Moorpark 634 60.6% 0 0.0%
Ojai 114 50.0% 0 0.0%
Oxnard 2,811 51.1% 1,337 51.0%
Port Hueneme 539 55.1% 359 53.1%
Santa Paula 287 56.4% 180 58.9%
Simi Valley 1,943 54.4% 37 43.2%
Thousand Oaks 2,228 58.0% 93 51.6%
Ventura 1,500 59.1% 256 52.3%
Unincorporated County 1,356 54.1% 444 46.2%
County Total 12,625 55.1% 2,787 51.0%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.
Home Improvement Loans

In 2003, 3,434 households applied for conventional home improvement loans (Table 57). As
was the case with conventional home purchase loans, fewer households applied for home
improvement loans in 2008. Only 2,137 households applied for these loans in 2008 (Table
58).

Overall, the approval rate for home improvement loans was lower than the rate of approval
for home purchase loans. Countywide, only 52 percent of home improvement loan
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applications were approved in 2003. This rate dropped even further in 2008 to 37 percent.
The drop in approval rates may be explained by the nature of home improvement loans.
Most home improvement loans are second loans and therefore more difficult to qualify due to
high income-to-debt ratios. Given the current mortgage lending crisis, getting a second loan
for home improvements is even more difficult than before.

Table 57: Disposition of Home Improvement Loan Applications (2003)

Conventional Home Improvement Loans

Jurisdiction Total Approvals® Denials Other® Purchased
Applications’  # % 4 % # % # %
Camarillo 271 152 56.1% 5 27.7% 41 15.1% 3 11%
Fillmore 98 46 46.9% 36 36.7% 14 14.3% 2 2.0%
Moorpark 183 96 52.5% 44  24.0% 39 21.3% 4 2.2%
Ojai 38 20 52.6% 8 21.1% 8 21.1% 2 53%
Oxnard 646 279 43.2% 215 33.3% 133 20.6% 19 2.9%
Port Hueneme 110 60 54.5% 32 29.1% 12 10.9% 6 55%
Santa Paula 110 55 50.0% 35 31.8% 18 16.4% 2 18%
Simi Valley 688 384 55.8% 160 23.3% 126 18.3% 18 2.6%
Thousand Oaks 592 343 57.9% 139 23.5% 90 15.2% 20 3.4%
Ventura 355 198 55.8% 99 27.9% 53 14.9% 5 14%
Unincorporated 343 167 48.7% 94 27.4% 65 19.0% 17  5.0%
County Total 3,434 1800 524% 937 27.3% 599 17.4% 98 2.9%
Notes:

1. Total applications™ includes all columns in this table, plus loans purchased, preapproval denied, and
preapproval loans approved by the lender but not accepted by the applicant. Thus, “Approved”, “Denied”,
and “Other”” do not equal 100% of the “Total Applications™.
2. Approved loans include both originated loans and loans approved by the lenders but not accepted by the
applicants. Originated loans are those approved by the lenders and purchased by the applicants
3. Other includes applications withdrawn by applicant or incomplete applications.

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003.
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Table 58: Disposition of Home Improvement Loan Applications (2008)

Conventional Home Improvement Loans

Jurisdiction Total Approvals® Denials Other® Purchased

Applications’  # % # % 4 % # %
Camarillo 190 79 416% 50 26.3% 27 142% 34 17.9%
Fillmore 58 24 414% 17 293% 10 17.2% 7 12.1%
Moorpark 117 44 376% 38 325% 13 11.1% 22 18.8%
Ojai 32 9 28.1% 6 18.8% 6 188% 11 34.4%
Oxnard 406 117 288% 154 37.9% 66 163% 69 17.0%
Port Hueneme 62 22 355% 20 32.3% 9 145% 11 17.7%
Santa Paula 97 34 351% 35 36.1% 18 186% 10 10.3%
Simi Valley 368 142 38.6% 120 326% 53 144% 53 14.4%
Thousand Oaks 363 153 42.1% 96 264% 47 129% 67 185%
Ventura 239 88 36.8% 65 27.2% 42 17.6% 44 18.4%
Unincorporated 206 78 38.0% 54 263% 42 205% 31 15.1%
County Total 2,137 790 37.0% 655 30.7% 333 15.6% 359 16.8%
Notes:

1. Total applications™ includes all columns in this table, plus loans purchased, preapproval denied, and
preapproval loans approved by the lender but not accepted by the applicant. Thus, “Approved”, “Denied”,
and “Other”” do not equal 100% of the “Total Applications™.
2. Approved loans include both originated loans and loans approved by the lenders but not accepted by the
applicants. Originated loans are those approved by the lenders and purchased by the applicants
3. Other includes applications withdrawn by applicant or incomplete applications.

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.

C. Government-Backed Home Loans

Government-backed financing represents a potential alternative source of financing for those
with difficulty qualifying for a loan in the conventional market. With the income and home
price restrictions for government-backed loans, few households in Southern California have
been able to take advantage of such financing resources since the home prices escalated in
recent years. As home prices adjust to lower levels, government-backed lending could be
further marketed in Ventura County by lenders.

Home Purchase Loans

In 2008, 2,777 applications for government-backed loans were submitted countywide,
compared to the 12,690 applications for conventional home purchase loans.  Among
households earning less than 50 percent of AMI, the approval rate for government-backed
loans was 31 percent, substantially lower than the 54 percent approval rate the applicants
from this income category received for conventional loans (Table 60). In fact, applicants
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from all income groups had higher approval rates for conventional home purchase loans than
for government-backed purchase loans.

In 2003, significantly fewer Ventura County households (543 households) applied for
government backed home purchase loans. Of these applications, 47 percent (254 households)
were approved and just four percent (21 households) were denied (Table 59).

Over 15 percent of the applications for government-backed loans were submitted by
households earning more than 100 percent of AMI. Since fewer government-backed loans
were processed countywide, the approval rate among all income levels exhibited more
fluctuation than that of conventional loans. The low number of applications and relatively
low approval rates indicate that government-backed home loans are not making a substantial
contribution to home ownership within the region, particularly for those households earning
less than 100 percent of AMI.

Table 59: Approval Rates for Government-Backed Home Purchase Loans by

Income (2003)
Applicant Income (% AMI)
Jurisdiction 50- 80- 100- Not Total
0% _g005  <100% <1209 1207 Available
Camarillo 100.0% 100.0% 72.7% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 63.6%
Fillmore 0.0% 66.7% 66.7% 50.0% 50.0% 28.6% 47.6%
Moorpark 50.0% 50.0% 75.0% 0.0% 75.0% 0.0% 50.0%
Ojai 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  0.0%
Oxnard 88.0% 57.1% 44.1% 529% 55.6% 10.5% 44.9%
Port Hueneme 100.0% 76.9% 50.0% 100.0%  33.3% 6.3% 46.8%
Santa Paula 83.3% 63.6% 60.0% 60.0% 0.0% 10.0% 50.0%
Simi Valley 80.0% 53.8% 46.2% 40.0% 66.7% 0.0% 38.7%
Thousand Oaks 0.0% 786% 37.5% 71.4% 85.7% 23.8% 52.6%
Ventura 0.0% 615% 71.4% 0.0% 60.0% 0.0% 51.1%
Unincorporated County  100.0%  60.0%  75.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 40.9%
Total County 82.2% 635% 53.8% 53.7% 62.2% 10.3% 46.8%

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003.
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Table 60: Approval Rates of Government-Backed Home Purchase Loans by Income

(2008)
Applicant Income (% AMI) Total
Jurisdiction 50- 80- 100- Not
<S0%  _gooe  <100% <1209% 207 Available
Camarillo 0.0% 545% 583% 56.5% 55.8% 20.0% 55.1%
Fillmore 0.0% 545% 71.4% 60.0% 61.1% 0.0% 53.8%
Moorpark 0.0% 545% 625% 54.1% 48.7% 25.0% 50.7%
Ojai 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 30.0%
Oxnard 28.6% 53.6% 53.0% 53.4% 57.0% 13.5% 51.6%
Port Hueneme 37.5% 60.0% 50.0% 47.6% 47.4% 9.1% 46.5%
Santa Paula 41.7% 575% 69.6% 55.0% 36.8% 0.0% 53.4%
Simi Valley 33.3% 433% 67.2% 57.1% 52.4% 20.0% 53.1%
Thousand Oaks 20.0% 50.0% 458% 63.2% 55.6% 14.3% 51.6%
Ventura 41.7% 61.5% 52.1% 56.1% 63.4% 0.0% 55.7%
Unincorporated County ~ 100.0% 41.4% 48.1% 47.3% 49.1% 11.1% 47.0%
Total County 30.5% 53.4% 54.9% 54.0% 54.1% 13.2% 51.6%

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.

Home Improvement Loans

Twenty Ventura County households applied for government-backed home improvement
financing in 2008 (Table 61). Of those applications, 11 were approved. In 2003, only one
Ventura County household applied for such home improvement financing. This applicant
was denied.
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Table 61: Disposition of Government-Backed Home Improvement Loans by Income

(2008)
Applicant Income (% AMI)
Jurisdiction 50- 80- 100- Not Total
<S0%  ghoe  <100% <120% T29% Available

Camarillo 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Fillmore 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Moorpark 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ojai 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Oxnard 2 1 0 3 0 0 6
Port Hueneme 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Santa Paula 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Simi Valley 2 0 0 2 1 1 6
Thousand Oaks 0 0 1 0 1 0 2
Ventura 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Unincorporated County 2 0 0 0 0 0 2
Total County 7 3 2 5 2 1 20

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.

Race Differences by Income of Applicant

Because the total number of government-backed loan applications was low in 2008 (Table
62), approval rates analyzed by ethnic group and income did not exhibit strong trends.

Table 62: Approval Rates of Government-Backed Home Purchase Loans
(Race and Income) (2008)

Approval Rate by Income

District Ethnicity Total <80% 80-120% >120%  Not Available
AMI AMI AMI
Asian 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0%
Black or African 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%|  100.0% 0.0%
American
Camarillo Hispanic or Latino 652%|  50.0% 55.5% 75.0% 0.0%
\I>Iv(:1r;£‘la-|lspan|c 52.7%|  36.3% 38.9% 69.8% 0.0%
Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Black or African 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
American
Fillmore Hispanic or Latino 57.1%|  60.0% 63.0% 43.8% 0.0%
mq;‘ef"s"a”'c 60.0% 0.0% 100.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Moorpark Asian 46.2% 0.0% 66.7% 40.0% 0.0%
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Table 62: Approval Rates of Government-Backed Home Purchase Loans
(Race and Income) (2008)

Approval Rate by Income

District Ethnicity Total <80% 80-120% >120%  Not Available
AMI AMI AMI

2?\‘;';8; rff”ca” 100.0% 0.0% 00%|  100.0% 0.0%

Hispanic or Latino 50.0% 66.7% 46.7% 50.0% 0.0%

mr:;é"'sr’a”'c 52.6%|  40.0% 57.7% 51.2% 50.0%

Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

2?\‘;';8; rff”ca” 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Ojai Hispanic or Latino 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

mr:;é"'sr’a”'c 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 0.0%

Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 60.9%|  42.9% 69.2% 64.0% 0.0%

2?\‘;';8; rff”ca” 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0%

Oxnard Hispanic or Latino 50.9% 48.5% 54.3% 51.9% 18.2%

mr:;é"'sr’a”'c 56.1%|  60.7% 48.9% 60.3% 40.0%

Not Applicable 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 75.0% 0.0% 66.7%|  100.0% 0.0%

i';‘;':ig; nAf”C‘”‘ 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Port Hueneme Hispanic or Latino 44.4% 48.0% 46.2% 40.0% 0.0%

mq;g“s"a”'c 60.0%|  71.4% 61.5% 50.0% 0.0%

Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

iﬁgﬁi(‘:’; nAf”C&” 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Santa Paula Hispanic or Latino 54.5% 57.5% 61.5% 27.3% 0.0%

mr;;é"'s"a”'c 700%|  50.0% 88.9%|  100.0% 0.0%

Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 46.2% 0.0% 60.0% 42.9% 0.0%

iﬁgﬁi(‘:’; nAf”C&” 80.0% 0.0% 100.0% 75.0% 0.0%

Simi Valley Hispanic or Latino 56.3% 44.4% 60.7% 62.5% 33.3%

mr;;é"'s"a”'c 56.0%|  34.6% 50.0% 68.2% 33.3%

Not Applicable 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Thousand Oaks Asian 75.0% 0.0% 100.0% 71.4% 0.0%
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Table 62: Approval Rates of Government-Backed Home Purchase Loans
(Race and Income) (2008)

Approval Rate by Income

District Ethnicity Total <80% 80-120% >120%  Not Available
AMI AMI AMI

i'r";‘g:i‘c’; rff”ca” 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0%

Hispanic or Latino 39.3% 33.3% 50.0% 16.7% 100.0%

mr;":'sr’a”'c 56.4%|  57.9% 51.9% 60.0% 0.0%

Not Applicable 33.3% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 60.0% 0.0% 333%|  100.0% 0.0%

i'r";‘g:i‘c’; rff”ca” 66.7%|  50.0% 00%|  100.0% 0.0%

Ventura Hispanic or Latino 71.8% 85.7% 62.5% 66.7% 0.0%
mr;":'sr’a”'c 57.0%|  50.0% 56.3% 63.0% 0.0%

Not Applicable 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 47.1% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

i'r";‘g:i‘c’; rff”ca” 37.5% 0.0% 33.3% 50.0% 0.0%

gg:ﬂ&;’/rpomed Hispanic or Latino 52.7%|  46.2% 54.3% 56.0% 0.0%
mr;":'sr’a”'c 468%|  33.3% 43.9% 49.4% 100.0%

Not Applicable 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Asian 54.9%|  33.3% 61.3% 56.3% 0.0%

i';‘;‘:ig; nAf”C""” 548%|  33.3% 66.7% 60.0% 0.0%

\T/gglura County [\ ispanic or Latino | 52.3%|  50.9% 55.1% 51.2% 26.3%
mq;r's"a”'c 548%|  49.3% 50.5% 60.5% 23.1%

Not Applicable 57.1% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.

Notes:

1. The OMB’s December 2000 provisional guidance and appendices established new data collection procedures
for race and ethnicity. Under the new policy, HUD must offer individuals, who are responding to agency data
requests for race, the option of selecting one or more of five racial categories. HUD must also treat ethnicity
as a category separate from race, and change the terminology for certain racial and ethnic groups. However,
HMDA data using the new race and ethnicity reporting guidelines is not available. For the purposes of this
report, the terminology for the various racial and ethnic groups has been amended; but, ethnicity has not
been treated as a separate category.

2. A multi-ethnic household is listed only under the race/ethnicity of the individual designated as the head of
household. A significant and increasing number of marriages/household creation in Ventura County reflect
unions between persons of distinct racial/ethnic identities, primarily between Hispanics and non-Hispanic
Whites. This figure may account for up to 30 to 40 percent of marriages recorded by the County.
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D. Performance by Lender

Table 63 summarizes the top lenders in Ventura County. These lenders accounted for 49
percent (85,144 applications) of all loan applications in the County in 2003 and 59 percent
(23,480 loans) of all applications in 2008.

Table 63: Top Lenders in Ventura County

2003 2008
0] 0]
4 of Y% of # of Y% of
Lender Apoplications* County Lender Apolications* County
pp Total PP Total
Countrywide Bank, FSB 20,423 11.7% | Countrywide Bank, FSB 5,754 14.4%
\é\fshmgton Mutual Bank, 14.400 8.3% ?\IP'I\A/Iorgan Chase Bank, 4,700 11.8%
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage 11,518 6.6% | Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 3,659 9.2%
Bank of America, N.A. 10,199 5.9% | Bank of America, N.A. 2,448 6.1%
ABN AMRO Mortgage 5706 3.3% | CITIMortgage, Inc 2129 5.3%
Group, Inc.
GMAC Mortgage 5527  3.2% | Wachovia Mortgage FSB 1,359 3.4%
Corporation
gOHQSE Manhattan Mortgage 5303  3.0% | GMAC Mortgage LLC 1,165 2.9%
Ameriquest Mortgage 4200  2.4% | Flagstar Bank 861 2.2%
Company
CITImortgage 4,019 2.3% Eir‘CEf'c'a' Company 766 1.9%
World Savings Bank 3849 220 E'rzt Tennessee Bank, 639 1.6%
Top 10 Lenders Total 85,144 48.9% | Top 10 Lenders Total 23,480 58.8%
Total for Ventura County 174235 1009 | |Otal for Ventura 40002 100%
County

Notes:
* = Includes conventional and government-backed home purchase, home improvements, and refinance loan
applications.

Source: Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003 and 2008.

The top lender in 2008, Countrywide Bank, FSB, accounted for 14 percent of all loan
applications, followed by JP Morgan Chase Bank and Wells Fargo Bank, N.A., with 12
percent and nine percent of all loan applications, respectively.
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Figure 13: Top Lenders in Ventura County (2008)
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In 2003, the top lender in Ventura County was also Countrywide Bank, FSB, which
accounted for 12 percent of all applications in the County, followed by Washington Mutual
Bank, FA and Wells Fargo Home Mortgage, at eight percent and seven percent, respectively.
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Figure 14: Top Lenders in Ventura County (2003)
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Table 64: Disposition of Loans by Lending Institution (2003)

Withdrawn or

Lender Name ZSLaS,I Approved Denied Closed
' # % # % # %
Countrywide Bank, FSB 20,423 10,294  50.4% 276  1.4% 1,449 7.1%
Washington Mutual Bank, FA 14,400 10,391 72.2% 1,511 10.5% 390 2.7%
Wells Fargo Home Mortgage 11,518 10,417 90.4% 543  A47% 396 3.4%
Bank of America, N.A. 10,199 5,769 56.6% 644  6.3% 626 6.1%
ABN AMRO Mortgage Group, Inc 5,706 4505 79.0% 134  2.4% 581 10.2%
GMAC Mortgage Corp 5,527 3,060 55.4% 699 12.7% 996  18.0%
CHASE Manhattan Mortgage Corp 5,303 4,044  76.3% 386 7.3% 113 2.1%
Ameriquest Mortgage Company 4,200 478  11.4% 859 20.5% 2,863  68.2%
CITIMortgage, Inc 4,019 2375 59.1% 99 2.5% 319 7.9%
World Savings Bank 3,849 2,557 66.4% 409 10.6% 706 18.3%
Top 10 Lenders 85,144 53,890 63.3% 5560 65% @ 8,439 9.9%
Total All Lenders 174,235 107,765 61.9% 15210 8.7% 19,493 11.2%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2003.
Notes: Total Applications includes the following types of loans, which are not represented in the table: purchased,
preapproval denied, preapproval approved not accepted, and missing/invalid data.

Table 65: Disposition of Loans by Lending Institution (2008)

Withdrawn or

Lender Name ZSLZI Approved Denied Closed
' # % # % # %
Countrywide Bank, FSB 5754 2,952 51.3% 1,013 17.6% 703 12.2%
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. 4,700 951 20.2% 450 9.6% 111 2.4%
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. 3,669 2,328 63.6% 553  15.1% 772 21.1%
Bank of America, N.A. 2,448 1589 64.9% 443  18.1% 272 11.1%
CITIMortgage, Inc 2,129 660 31.0% 203 9.5% 347  16.3%
Wachovia Mortgage, FSB 1,359 534  39.3% 341 25.1% 261 19.2%
GMAC Mortgage LLC 1,165 140 12.0% 216 18.5% 435 37.3%
Flagstar Bank 861 648 75.3% 126 14.6% 1 0.1%
Beneficial Company LLC 766 17 2.2% 693  90.5% 56 7.3%
First Tennessee Bank, N.A. 639 447  70.0% 189 29.6% 2 0.2%
Top 10 Lenders 23,480 10,266 43.7% 4,227 18.0% 2,960 12.6%
Total All Lenders 40,002 18,342 459% 8,322 20.8% 5235 13.1%

Source:Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) Data, 2008.
Notes: Total Applications includes the following types of loans, which are not represented in the table: purchased,
preapproval denied, preapproval approved not accepted, and missing/invalid data.

Approximately four times as many households applied for loans in 2003 than in 2008
(174,235 loans in 2003 versus 40,002 loans in 2008). The approval rates for the top ten
lenders fluctuated a great deal by jurisdiction during this time period, however, the County as
a whole recorded a large decrease in the number of approved loans (53,890 approved loans in
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2003 versus 10,266 approved loans in 2008) by Ventura’s top lenders. Approval rates in
2008 for the County’s top lenders ranged from two percent (Beneficial Company LLC) to 75
percent (Flagstar Bank). As shown, lending has been tightened not only overall, but by
individual lenders. In 2003, Wells Fargo had a 90 percent approval rate, which dropped to
64 percent in 2008. The high approval rates by Wells Fargo, Washington Mutual, ABN
AMRO, and CHASE in 2003 were reflective of the loose underwriting criteria during the
mortgage lending “frenzy.” While high loan approval rates generally indicate the availability
of financing, it can also be a cause for concern. During the past few years, an overabundance
of mortgage financing with liberal underwriting criteria, combined with the overly aggressive
marketing of mortgage financing to households who could not really afford to purchase
homes, have contributed to the current credit crunch and foreclosure crisis.

CRA Rating

Depending on the type of institution and total assets, a lender may be examined by different
supervising agencies for its CRA performance. A search was performed on the databases for
the Federal Reserve Board (FRB), Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council
(FFIEC), Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency (OCC), and Office of Thrift Supervision (OTS). CRA ratings are provided for the
main or regional headquarters of the financial institutions. Ratings for the top ten lenders are
presented in Table 66.

Table 66: CRA Ratings for Top 10 Lenders in Ventura County

Lender Name Rating Rating Institution Year
Countrywide Bank, FSB Needs to Improve oTS 2008
JPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. Outstanding occC 2007
Wells Fargo Bank, N.A. Outstanding OoCC 1998
Bank of America, N.A. Outstanding occC 2001
CITIMortgage, Inc N/A*

Wachovia Mortgage, FSB Outstanding oTS 2005
GMAC Mortgage, LLC N/A*
Flagstar Bank Satisfactory oTS 2007
Beneficial Company, LLC N/A*
First Tennessee Bank, N.A. Satisfactory occC 2005

Source: FFIEC Interagency CRA Rat