Chapter 7
Assessment of Fair Housing

Thischaptetis intended teeview the

current factors and conditions that limit the
ability for all members of the community to
live in neighborhoods of their choosing, with
access to quality education, employment,
and service$his section contains data

and analysis to supportelepment of

policies to affirmatively further fair housing.

Purpose

In 2016, Governor Brown signed AB 686, which requires state and local agencies to ensure that their

|l aws, policies, and pr ogr a mfirmatiaefy furthermafain housihgy f ur |
me a ntaking neaningfactions that, taken together, address significant disparities in housing needs

and in access topportunity, replacing segregated living patterns with truly integrated and balanced

living paterns, transforming racially and ethnically concentrated areas of poverty into areas of
opportunity, andfostering and maintaining compliance with civil rights and fair housing lawsH C D ,

2021). AB 686 specifically added new requirements to housing elelaento review fair housing

resources, analyze the proposed sites inventory, and develop policies to promote integration.

This document reviews pertinent data to identify contributing factors that detract from fair housing
access within Fremont and arodirthe Bay Area region. The document begins by providing an
overview of fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity within the city. It then analyzes data
related to segregation by protected characteristics, including race, income, disability, and family
size/statuslt discusses the overlap of these patterns of segregation with access to opportunity.
Finally, it reviews disparities in special housing needs by protected characteristics and geography.

The Housing Elementesponds to the findings of theal¥ Housing Assessment through the Goals,
Policies, and Programs in Chapter 2, as well as through the Sites Inventory in Chapter 8. A detailed
analysis ohow the sites inventory supports fair housingn be foundn page 799.

This report builds orthe work completed through the Alameda County Regional Analysis of

Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, which was released January 2020. The Regional Analysis identifies
fair housing issues and analyzes contributing factors on a regional scale. Thisdemifies issues and

factors that are particularly salient in Fremont.
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Summary of Fair Housing Issues

T

AFFH Finding #1: Housing Discrimination against People with Disabilities and Families

with Children . Based on data from Project Sentinel Fair Housing Servicesnbst common basis

of housing discrimination complaint in Fremdastdisability. The second most common is familial
status. In community outreach, discrimination against people with children (and particularly single
parents) was identified as an impedirh® finding housing.

AFFH Finding #2: Regional Patterns of Racial Segregation Reflected in Fremont . Within

the Bay Area, over the past decade, Asian/Pacific Islander and Latinx populations have become more
separated from other racial groups, whisdackandWhite populations are becoming less separated.

The emergence of suburban communities of color, like Fremont, contributes to this segregation
pattern. Within the Bay Area, segregation remains the highest betBémrkcommunities andVhite
communities.This is reflected in jurisdictions like Fremont, which has a sBialtk population
compared to the region.

AFFH Finding #3: Exclusive Affluent Communities in High -Resource Areas. Fremont has
high-quality schools, thriving employment industries, and thgaénvironmental conditions, which
allow even the lowesincome residents who live in Fremont to have better life outcomes than in
ot her places in the Bay Area. However, many p
to live in Fremont due to lgh housing prices and the lack of affordable housing. This issue is
particularly acute within the higheepportunity Fremont neighborhoods.

AFFH Finding #4: Displacement Pressure in Existing Low -Cost Rental Housing in

Transit -Oriented Neighborhoods. Within Fremont, low and moderateancome households tend

to live within transitoriented neighborhoods that have aging rental housing units. These are areas that
the City has designated for new development in its 2011 General Plan in order to meet its
transportation and sustainability goals. However, development in these areas may be contributing to
residential displacement. Fremont residents are at risk of displacement pressure to a greater extent
than lowerincome residents in Alameda County overall.

7-2

e oy



1

AFFH Finding #5: Lack of Housing for Young People and Small Households.  In community
outreach, people identified that they wanted young people who grew up in Fremont to be able to stay
in Fremont. Fremont has a relatively low percentage of sipglson houseblds compared to the
region. The number of studio and o#ieedroom units within the community is far lower than the
number of singlgerson households.

AFFH Finding #6: Disparities in Housing Access and Quality for Low -Income People of
Color. Residents ofcolor are more likely to experience homelessness, dwmstden, and
overcrowding thanWhite residents. Residents of color are also more likely to be renters than
homeowners, which contributes to their disproportionate housing instability.

Summary of Contri buting Factors

1

AFFH Finding #7: Location of Affordable Housing within the Region. There is not
enough affordable housing in Fremont. In community outreach, residents said that they thought
it was easier to find affordable housing vacancies in other communities than in Fremont, which
has a very competitive affordable housing lottery qgees. They preferred to stay in Fremont
rather than move to those affordable housing spots due to the quality of life in Frembatlack

of affordable housingnakes lowincome residentgand particularly lowincome residents of
color) more vulnerable tchomelessness, cesiurden, and overcrowding

AFFH Finding #8: Location of Affordable Housing within Fremont. Within Fremont, much
naturallyaffordable and new construction deedstricted affordable housing is located within
transitoriented developmenti@as. There is less affordable housing within the areas of highest
opportunity in the City, which tend to have more ownerccupied singkéamily housing stock.

AFFH Finding #9: Displacement Risk . Fremont residents are at risk of displacement pressure
to a greater extent than loweiincome residents in Alameda County overall.

AFFH Finding #10: Size and Type of Units Available. There are not enough studio and
one-bedroom units available for small households. There are also not enough large affordable
units br families. Residents stated that it was more challenging to find affordable housing as a
family with children than as a single person or coupleere are not enough accessible units
available for people with disabilities.

Note on Terminology and Limit  ations of Data

This chaptemtilizes data from the U.®ecennialCensusand American Community SurvépCS)
Unfortunately,aspects of this databscure the true diversity of our communitiNotably, theACS
contains a single cat etpa capturds a widevakiaty ohidentitea and f i c
experiencesThe Census al so requires one toa iodNertti fy
Hi s p aather than including a Hispanic racial catggd hese terms may not reflect how

individuals in the community would sédfentify their race or ethnic origin.

Additionally, the Census data does not include specific data on LGBEQdents.Samesex
married couples and opposigex married couplea r e al | referenced as Omar |
Transgendepeople arecountedalong with cisgender people of their genddlonbinary individuals

are excludedTherefore, the housing challenges that LGBTQ+ families and individuals face may be
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obscured by this data. Community outreach provides the liest to understand the housing
challenges facing LGBTQ+ residents.

Fair Housing Outreach and Enforcement

Legal Framework

Federal and state laws prohibit housing discrimination based on a variety of protected cldsses.
California Fair Employment and Housing ARart 2.8 (commencing with Section 129@@)Division

3 of Title 2) povides broad protections against housing discrimination by both public and private
landlords,based on the following characteristics:

1 Race 1 Primary language 1 Sexual orientation

T Color T Immigration status T Genetic information

1 Ancestry/Nationabbrigin | Disability 1 Marital status

1 Religion 1 Sex 1 Familial status

1 Citizenship 1 Genderidentity 1 Age

1 Source of income 1 Gender expression 1 Veteran/Military status

Additional state laws prohibit cities from discriminagi based on these same protected
characteristics through their land use and programm@®gvernment Code Section 6500&ohibits
actions by apublic agencyhat deny aland usedue to intended occupancy bg protected class
Government Code Sectiorl1135 requiresfull and equal access to all programs and activities
operated, administered, or funded with financial assistance from the state, regardless &f 6 s
membership in a protected class.

Fair Housing Policy and Resources in Fremont

The City of Fremoh compl i es wi th all |l aws prohibiting pr
land use and programming. The City also works to imprpudlic knowledge of fair housing laws

the private housing market, whidls essential to ensuringniversalfair housingaccessResidents

must be informed about fair housing laws in order to know their rights when looking for housing.
Landlords must also be informed about fair housing laws in order to ensure thauthesrstand the

definition and consequences of disgination The 20152023 Housing Elementontairs three

programs to ensure adequag@ovision of fair housing outreacdind enforcement:

1 Programl.01B: Training for Apartment Owners and Property Managers

i Program4.01B: Continue Education on Falousing and Administration of Counseling
Services.

1 Program 4.01:C: Administration of Landlord/Tenant Counseling Services and Eviction
Prevention Services.

In fulfillment of Program 1.0B, City Housing Divisionstaff planned and facilitated multiple
workshops to provide training on fair housinglaws i n partnership with the
Association Workshops were held in 2015, 2018, 2019, and 2021. Attendance ranged from 40 to

130 attendees. To execute Programs 4Bhnd 4.04C, the City contractswith Project Sentineto

provide landlordtenant services and dispute resolutid®roject Sentinel provides counseling services
relating to security deposits, repairs, right to entry, evictions, retaliatioast increasesand fair

housing issues. Eaobay, Project Sentinel provides services to betw&@0-1000Fremont residents,
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including both landlords and tenants. Services may range from providing educational resources, to
counseling, to offering legal referral assistance.

In addition to the jurisdition-specific resources provided by Project Sentinel, residents of Fremont

also have access tegionalandst at ewi de tenantsd rights organi za
counseling services, and legal assistance related to fair housing issues. loforeggtiding these
organizations is provided within Tablel7?

Table 7-1. Fair Housing Organizations in Fremont

Name Description of Primary Activities Service Area
Housing and Economic Rights HERA is &alifornia statewide, netor-profit State of
Advocates (HERA) legal service and advocacy organization California
dedicated to helping Californiaffis particularly
http://www.heraca.org/ those most vulnerablé@ build a safe, sound

financial future, free of discrimination and
economic abuses, in all aspects of $ehold
financial concerns. They provide free legal
services, consumer workshops, training for
professionals and community organizing supp
create innovative solutions and engage in pol
work locally, statewide and nationally.

California Rural Legal CRLA's client representation focuses on the | State of

Assistance legal areas of employment and labor, housing| California
education, rural health, and leadership

http://lwww.crla.org/ development. In addition, they have special

programs that address widpread needs in
rural California including programs supporting
migrant farmworkers.

Housing Equality Law Project | HELP seeks to expand legal protections in fail Northern
housing through advocadgadership training, | California
http://www.housingequality.or¢ education and outreach, and enforcement of
antidiscrimination laws.

Source: Organization Websites, HCD Fair Housing Organizations List, Alameda County Regional Analysis
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice 2019

Fair Housing Complaint Statistics

Project Sentinel provides yearly reports to City staff regarding their fair housing outreach and
enforcement activitiesComplaintsrelated to disability make up more than 50%tbé fair housing
complaints that Project Sentinel receives in Fremont. Exampf fair housing complaints related to
disability include failure to provide reasonable accommodations or denial of a service animal. Familial
status discrimination (i.e. discrimination against households with children) is the second most
common basis dfair housing complaint.
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Table 7-2. Fair Housing Complaints

in Fremont , 2017-2021

Year | Race Ng’;iiz?r?l Disability thr:::jzl Imrg?ar?l} éon Sex | Income | Language | SUM
2017 0 0 6 3 0 1 0 0 10
2018 1 3 18 4 1 1 0 0 28
2019 4 3 13 2 0 0 0 0 22
2020 2 0 13 2 0 1 3 0 22
2021 1 0 6 4 0 0 1 1 13
SUM 8 6 56 15 1 3 4 1 95

Source: Project Sentinel
case 1in
containing multiple bases of discrimination.

Not e:

One

2 0T2tal doesanst add apdtetlde namber of aamplaints dwe toycases

Most fair housing complaints were addressed through counseling the interested party. Counseling

may involve education the tenant about their righand providing them with advice regarding

appropriate courses of action. One case, in 2018, was referred to an attorney. Two cases in 2021
were the subiject of litigation.

Table 7-3. Resolution of Project Sentinel

Fair Housing Cases, 2017 -2021

Cooe! | Counseled | Concilated | Educates | AgnOSRIon | SUD | eesigaton
2017 7 1 1 1 0 0
2018 13 2 1 7 1 2
2019 6 6 1 4 0 1
2020 6 2 1 4 0 1
2021 1 1 0 1 0 0
[;'Z;?I qutteofg;z Pending Litigation Incomplete Test Eviglgnce Total
2017 0 0 0 0 0 10
2018 1 1 0 0 2 28
2019 0 2 0 0 1 20
2020 0 6 0 2 1 22
2021 0 6 2 0 1 12
Source: Project Sentinel

Note: Accommodations provided include animal, caregivers, break of ledsa giregeand tenancy extensions.

Project Sentinel does not track the geographic location of cases within Fremont or other
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Figure 7 -1. Fair Housing Inquiries per Capita by City, April 2017 through 2021
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Compared to other jurisdictions in Alameda County, Fremont had relatively few fair housing inquiries
per capita. Emeryville has the most inquiries per capita, while Newark has the Tédstdata is
similarly refleted in the cases referred to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEDhe FHEO investigatesports of discrimination

and enforces fair housing laws through mediation and/or legal actiimg.one case from Fremont

was referred to HUD within the period from 201-2021. During that samperiod, HUD reviewed

203 fair housingomplaintsin Alameda County.Complaintsreviewed by HUD in Alameda County
generally followed the same trends as those reviewed by Project Sentinel in Fremont. Disability was
the most common basis of complaint referred to HUD, representing approximately 50% of cases.
Retaliation was the next mbgommon basis, followed by race (11%) and familial status (10%).

! The number of complaints may not directly equal the number of cases because a single case may include multiple
complaints based on multiple protected classes. In Fremont, the greatest yearly deviation between complaints and
cases was 9%, with an averag®%, which indicates that the two metrics are roughly equivalent.
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Table 7-4. Fair Housing Cases Referred to HUD FHEO, Alameda County 2017  -2021

2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020 | Total | % of Total

Color 1 1 1 0 3 1%

Disability 32 26 28 15 101 | 50%

Familial Status 10 5 3 2 20 | 10%

National Origin(Total) 4 4 0 1 9 4%
Hispanic Origin 2 2 0 0 4 44% of originbasedcases

Race(Total) 7 9 5 2 23 | 11%
Asian 0 1 0 0 1 4% of racebasedcases
Black 5 4 5 2 16 | 70%of racebasedcases
BlackandWhite 0 1 0 0 1 4% of racebasedcases
Native American 1 1 0 0 2 9% of racebasedcases
White 1 2 0 0 3 13% of racebasedcases

Religion 1 2 2 0 5 2%

Retaliation 7 9 8 1 25 | 12%

Sex 7 5 5 0 17 | 8%

Total Cases 69 61 52 21 203 | --

Source: HUD

Challenges to Fair Housing Outreach and Enforcement

Critically, a lack of fair housing inquiries Fremontmay not reflect the true extent of fair housing
issues within the jurisdiction. Lack communityknowledge about fair housinggulations orservices
may limit the reach of fair housing providet$ie 2020Alameda CourfRegionalnalysis of Impediments
to Fair Housinrgport identified challenges to fair housing enforcement capacity in Fremont as follows:
1 Lack of local private fair housing outreach and enforcement
1 Lack of local public fair housing enforcement
1 Lack of resources for fair housing agencied arganizations
1 Lack of federal, state, and local funding for affordable housing

According to theRegional Analysi®e number of private fair housing organizations active in Alameda
County has shrunk in recent years. Project Sentinel and Eden Counkibpé and Opportunity
(ECHO) are the tworemainingorganizations that provide local fair housing services on behalf of
cities in Alameda County

Fremont funds Project Sentinel 6s fair housing
(CDBG) fundirg from HUD. The allocation that Fremont receives varies from year to year based on
factors outside of the Cityds control. Fremont
landlord/tenant projectdo Project Sentinel Approximately hH of that funding is earmarked for fair
housing services, while another half is earmarkedtber landlord/tenant counselingremont does not

have any other funding for providing its own fair housing services. Tenants who contact the City are
referredt o Pr oj ect Sentineld&s Fremont Fair HoThes i ng
Family Resource Center is a ostop-shop where families can access resources related to housing,
employment, and other social services.
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Outside of support fromacal jurisdictions,dir housing organizatiorreceive funding from federal grant
sourcessuch as HUDOGs Fair Hou $ btateggramtgpmdtpiivate individusl orPr o g r a
corporate donationsThe combination of these funding sources is sftién not enough to meet the need

for fair housing services in the community.

The lack of affordable housing is a broader, systemic issue that the housing element must addeasds.

may not report fair housing violations due to fears about landlordliation or losing an affordable home.
Tenants may feel that they need to endure fair housing violations in order to obtain or maintain affordable
housing. Thes@ressures cannot be alleviated until housing becomes more affordable for all in the
community.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1 Fremont has a low rate of fair housing complaints per capita compared to other
Alameda County jurisdictions.

T According to Pr oj ecthe8esncommorebass®fhausingp |
discrimination complainteported in Fremont is disability. The second most common
basis is familial status.

1T Fremont residents have dedicated fair
with Project Sentinel. However, limited funding and a lack of affordable housing sti
impede universal access to fair housing support and enforcement.
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Segregation by Race

Regional Patterns of Segregation by Race

Regionally, the number of Asian/Pacific Islander (API) residents and Hispanic residents has been increasing

since 1990, while the number &¥hite

and Blackresidents is decliningVithin Alameda County, this

trend is primarily driven byin-migration of APl and Hispanic residents, and particularly fofieagn
residents of these ethnicities. The foreibarn population of the County has increased from 18% in 1990
to 32% in 20172.The trend is also driven bBlackresidents moving into mar outlying suburban and rural

communities due to gentrificatioh.

Figure 7 -2. Population by Race in Alameda County, 1990 -2017
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Sources: U.S. Decennial Census 1990, 2000, 2010, and AC&20Estmates

As new minority residents have moved to the Bay Area, their location of settlement has been influenced

by historic patterns of exclusion. The state of Califoraidd o pt ed many o6Ji m Cr ow
that prohibited people ofcolor from voting property ownership, and other civil right€hinese and
Japanese Americans were particularly targeted in California. Compounding the harm done by these laws,
during World War I, Japanesémericanswere forced into intenment camps. Much of their property
was sold or stolen, resulting in the immense loss of generational wealth.

Segregatiomn housingwas also affected by policies and practices related to financial lending. Redlining,

which refers to the practice of denying mortgages in majdsilgck Asian, and Hispanic neighborhoods,
was widely practiced through the 1950Redlining was executed pramly through a grading system of

theHome Owner ds Lo
income to determine mortgage loan

a n ,@bich ppted carhmuoities basdddoh f@dtors like race and
riskVithin Alameda County, le cities of Oakland, Berkeley,

Alameda, San Leandi®iedmon, Albany, and Emeryville were graded by HOLC.

2U.S. Decennial Census 1990 and ACS 20X2é&r Estimates
3 UC Berkeley, Urban Displacement Project
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Redlining created significant disparities in generational wealth and homeownership between communities

of color andWhite communities. Even when people of color were approved for mortgages, they would

often amve to buy homes i n | ess desirable areas du
homeownership in the most desirable communitiesvithites-only. Furthermore, mortgages and loans

offered to people of color would have less advantageous terms tharetbfiered toWhite people with

the same financial background.

Redlining also contributed to a specific pattern of geographic segregation that came to prominence in the
1950s1980s, wheraNhite families had exclusive access to homes within desirablelsalbgommunities.

These racialjnomogenousWhite suburban communities received substantial private and public
investment, resulting in better schools, infrastructure, andc servicesThis created communities that

we refer to todayataes ARa&aisalolfy ACdr cuemopmidunity, RCAAs)
highincomeWhite communitiesOn the flip side, urban communities with a high population of people of

color faced decreased investment and decreased opportunity. This created communities ksown a
ORacially or EthniofthRdJve/(RIEYIAS).ent rat ed Areas

Figure 7 -3. Racial Concentratlon by Census Tract in the Bay Area Reglon (20 10)

BiSantalR
_,

[ ] Majoritywhite  [l] Majority Black  [J] Majority Asian  [Jl] Majority Hispanic

Source: HCD AFBMta Viewelt).S. Census Bureau SF1 and TIGER da&@il€ets
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While the 1968 Fair Housing Act formally prohibited discrimination based on race in the sale, rental, or
financing of housing, it did not umthe harmful effects of previous policies on communities of color. This
history is still present in patterns of segregation visible in the Bay Area and Alameda County today.
Regionally, majoritWhite areas tend to bevealthy, suburbacommunities. The T#Valley area, North
Bay,Oakland Hillsand San Francisco Peninsula subusisfy this pattern Majority-Blackcommunities

within the Bay Area ardoundi n Oakl and, Ri chmond, Vall ej o, and
neighborhood of San Franciscbhhese are areas that have historically experienced redlining and
disinvestment. Today, many of these areas struggle with poverty and lack of economic opportunities.

Southern Alameda County and Santa Clara Counties comprise of a mix of-rAsjanty, Hispaic

majority, andWhite-majority tracts. These tracts are more diverse in theirincome and charaitaably,
majority-Asiansuburbdike Fremont, Milpitas, and Cupertimeere more rural in character during the first

part of the 2@ century, and therefae were not formally graded by HOLC. Suburban development began

in earnest in these communities during the 1970s and 1980s, after the passage of the 1968 Fair Housing
Act. These conditions allowed housing in these communities to be more accessible to péaoler,

and particularlynew immigrants, than in entrenched, innerore White-majority suburbs. These
settlement patterns became reinforced kaser immigrants desired to live in neighborhoods that spoke

their language and provided culturally familenvges and stores

Figure 7 -4. Segregation in Alameda County
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Source: UC Berkeley Othering and Belonging Ratitalt&egregation in the San Francisco Bay Area Report
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The narrative story of segregation explains how current patterns of racial separation came to existthroug
federal, state, and local policiaad practiceghat limited housing choices for people of coldi.is also

useful tonumerically measuresegregationn order to concretely analyzehanges in thenagnitude and

extent of segregatiorover time. There arethree primary indices used to examine segregation: the
isolation index, di ssi mi | arWheryanalyzing eegionadegregdtionT hei | &
patterns these measures are calculated by comparing the racial demographics of individuatiqunisdi

to the racial makeup of the region. A brieftroduction to each index is provided belgviollowed by the

values for each index measuring segregation in the Bay Area region

1 The isolation index indicates the potential for contact betweetifferent groupsHigher values
indicate that a group is more isolated from other groups. For example, an isolation index of 0.70
for Blackresidents in a city would mean that the averdgjackresident in the region lives in a
jurisdiction that is 70 perent Black

1 The dissimilarity index indicates how many residents of a certain race would need to move to
a different jurisdiction to evenly distribute residents of multiple races across Bay Area
jurisdictions. For example, if tHelackvs. White dissimilaity index was 0.20, then 20% Bfack
(or White) residents would need to move to a different jurisdiction in order to create perfect
integration betweerBlackandWhite residents in the region.

T The Thei |l 0measdresihowddiverse each Bay Area judtdn is compared to the
diversity of the whole regioA T h e lindexdvalueldf O would mean all jurisdictions within the
Bay Area have the same racial demograpltsdheentire region, while a value of 1 would mean
each racial group lives exclusivelytheir own separate jurisdiction

Table 7-5. Regional Racial Segregation Data

Index Group 2010 2020
Isolation Index Asian/Pacific Islander 0.317 0.378
Regional Level BlacKAfrican American 0.144 |0.118
Latinx 0.283 0.291
White 0.496 0.429
People of Color 0.629 0.682
Dissimilarity Index Asian/Pacific Islander White 0.384 0.369
Regional Level BlacKkAfrican American vaVhite 0.475 0.459
Latinx vs White 0.301 0.297
People of Color vsWhite 0.296 0.293
Theil's H All Racial Groups 0.103 0.097

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census State Redistricting Datal@yblic Law 94
Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of
Population and Housing, Tahle P4

TheBay Aisolatrdisdices indicate that Asian/Pacific Islander and Latinx populateashecome
more separated from otheracialgroups over the past decade, whiackand White populations are
becoming less segregated from other groups. Overall, people of aoé becoming more likely to live in
neighborhoods with other people of color

The regional dissimilarity index shows that all racialized groups are less segregat&tifiienpeople in

2020 than in 2010. However, segregation remains highest betB&sk and White communities. The
decreasing Theil ds H value similarly shows that t

7-13



To further understand howan individual jurisdictionontributes to the total segregation of the Bay Area,

one can look at thedifference in the racial composition of a jurisdiction compared to the racial
composition of the regionOver the pasttwo decades Fr e mo n t ¢6has transitppned feoin being
majority-White to majority-Asian. This mirrors demographic changes within the Bay Area as a whole,
where the majority of the population is now peopl
population has remained relatively consistent actonsg, whereas the Latinx population in the larger Bay

Area has increased by five percentage points. Both Fremont and the larger Bay Area have seen a decrease

in the proportion of Blackresidents.

Figure 7-5. Population by Race in Fremont and Bay Area, 200 0-2020
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 CeReus8tatig Data (Public Laki/)

Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of
Population and Housing, Tall&/P4 Census Bure@ansus 2000, Table PO04

Today, Fremont has a significantly higher Asian and Pacific Islander (API) population than the Bay Area.
API i ndividuals comprise of 64% of Fremont&ds pop
population.Among jurisdictions in the Bay Area, Fremdras the thirdlargest API populatiorz-remont

also has a smallélackpopulation (3%), Latinx population (13%), alidite population (20%) than the

Bay Area as a whol& r e m oBlatkg@opulation is still higher than the median in the Bay Area, but the

Ci t yods White populatioa pertentages are significantly below median.
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Figure 7 -6. Population by Race in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area.

100,000 gy o
13%
| 40p |

90.0%-
80.0%
70.0%
60.0%-
50.0% -
40.0%-
30.0%-
20.0%-+
10.0%-

0.0% -

Percent of Population

Fremont Alameda County Bay Area

m American Indian or Alaska Native, Non-Hispamidsian / API, Non-Hispanic
m Black or African American, Non-Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic

m Other Race or Multiple Races, Non-Hispanic m Hispanic or Latinx
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Notes: Data represents 2289 ACS estimates. The Census Bureau defines Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity
separate from racial categori es. For the pur posce
represents those who identify as hididpgnic/Latinx ethnicity and may also be members of any racial

group. All other racial categories on this graph represent those who identify with that racial category and dc
not identify with Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity.

Figure 7 -7. Racial Demographics of Fremont Compared to All Bay Area Jurisdictions
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Segregation by Race with in Fremont

The same policies and practices that created patterns of segregation on a regional scale also affect patterns
of segregation within the CityMost neighborhoods withirfFremontare majority API resideniswvhich

reflects the overall racial composition of the City which is 68%1 Census tacts within the City that

have the largest predominance oAPI residentsinclude the neighborhoods ofArdenwood,
Kimber/Gomes, Cameron Hills, Mission San Jose, Missiltg Bnd the Warm Springs Innovation
District. Census tacts with racial majorities other than Asian/Pacific Islander are identified as follows:

I Tracts within the Niles and Glenmoor neighborhoods are predominaitiiiite, with a
sizable dominance gap (between 10 and 50 percentage points)

1 Tracts within the Cabrillo and 28 Palms neighborhoods are predominavliige, but a slim
dominance gap (less th&@ percentage points)

1 One tract within the Grimmer neighborhood is predominantly Hispanic, with a slim
dominance gap (less than 5 percentage points)

Notably, there are no tracts with 8lackor Native American majority in Fremont.

Figure 7 -8. Racial Concentrations by Census Tract in Fremont (2020)

[ ] Majoritywnite  [l] MajorityBlack [ Majority Asian  [J] Majority Hispanic

Source: HCD AFFH Data Vidweér; Census Bureau SF1 and TIGER da&@lsets
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As with racial segregation at the regional level, segregation can be numerically analyzed at the local
level through the usef segregation indices.

Table 7-6. Isolation Index for Fremont

Fremont Bay Area
Isolation | Isolation | Isolation Isolation
REEE Index - Index - Index - %2528' Index - %2528-
2000 2010 2020 2020
Asian/Pacific Islander 0.439 0.561 0.669 68% 0.245 27%
BlackAfrican American 0.036 0.040 0.030 3% 0.053 6%
Latinx 0.171 0.196 0.167 13% 0.251 24%
White 0.444 0.296 0.190 20% 0.491 39%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census State Redistricting Datal@ugblic Law 94
Summary File, 2020 Census of Populatibtoasitig, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of

Population and Housing, Table P4

The isolation index compar es

each

demographics. Higher values indicate that a group is more isolated fromr affoups. Within
Fremont, the most isolated racial group is Asian/Pacific Islander residents. The isolation index of
0.669 for Asian residents means that the average Asian resident lives in a neighborhood that is 66.9%

Asian. However, this isonsistent with the total Asian population within Fremont (68%) which means
that the Asian population is relatively evenly distributed throughout the City. The racial group with
the greatest difference in isolation versus population percentage is Lat#icterd@s, who generally

nei ghborhoododsovamal mposit

live within a neighborhood that is 17% Latinx despite Latinx individuals comprising of only 13% of

Fremont ds t ot al

Within the Bay Area regionyVhite residents are the most isolated when compared to their total
population share. Within Fremont, however, the averdyhite resident lives in a neighborhood that
is lessWhite than the City as a whole. Th&hitepopul at i ond s

popul ati on.

i sol

at overn

time, becoming less isolated from other racial groups. This follows the overall decreaseWhite
population of Fremont since 2000.

Compared to other Bay Area jurisdiction8lack Latinx, andWhite residents are less isolated in
Fremont than serage. Asian/Pacific Islander residents in Fremont live in more predominantly Asian
communities within Fremont, compared to other jurisdictions.
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Figure 7-9. Racial Isolation Index Values for Fremont vs. Other Bay Area Jurisdictions
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Another way to examine segregation isissimilarity index . The dissimilarity indemeasures how
evenly any two groups amistributed across neighborhoods relatit@their representation in a city
overall. The dissimilarity index at the jurisdiction level caririterpreted as the share of one group
that would have to move neighborhoods to create perfeaegration for theg two groups.Higher
values indicate that groups are moneevenlydistributed between different neighborhoods.

Table 7-7. Dissimilarity Index for Fremont (Comparison to

White Population)

Race Fremont Bay Area
Dissimilarity | Dissimilarity | Dissimilarity | Dissimilarity
Index - 2000 | Index - 2010 | Index - 2020 | Index - 2020
Asian/Pacific Islander White 0.286 0.264 0.224 0.185
BlacKAfrican American vaNhite4 0.250 0.237 0.256 0.244
Latinx vsWhite 0.195 0.203 0.200 0.207
People of Color vsWhite 0.186 0.180 0.171 0.168

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report
Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census State Redistricting Datal@ugblic Law 94

Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of

Population and Housing, Table P4

Fremont has a slightly higher dissimilarity value for the Asian/Pacific Islander populatiorWkitéhe
population, indiating that these populations are more segregated within Fremont than within other
jurisdictions in the Bay Area. Other dissimilarity values are close to the regional average.

* The dissimilarity values for thiglackpopulation within the jurisdiction may be inarate due to the small
population size. Dissimilarity index values are unreliable for a population group if that group represents less than
5% of the overall jurisdiction population. Approximately 3% of the population of Frem@&tadk
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Figure 7-10. Racial Dissimilarity Values for Fremont vs. Other Bay Area Jurisdictions
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census State Redistricting Datal@yblic Law 94
Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; Bugedter2i® Census of
Population and Housing, Table P4

Note: The dissimilarity values foBthekpopulation within the jurisdiction may be inaccurate due to the
small population size. Dissimilarity index values are unreliable for a populati@at group iepresents

less than 5% of the overall jurisdiction population. Approximately 3% of the population Bfdeiemont is

Because Fremont is a major#PI city, segregation within the City may not be best demonstrated
by comparison to thewhite population. There may be segregation between different communities
of color (i.e. Asian vsBlacR that are not captured within the dissimilarity indices presentedr
jurisdictionslike Fremont wheremultiple racial groups comprise more than 1@¥the population,

Theil ds H offers the <cl| earTehset Tshuemnadrsy H fi nodveexr ad
measure segregation between all groups within a jurisdiclibis index measures how diverse each
neighborhood is compared to the diversityf the wholec i t vy . A Theil ds H I ndex

mean all neighborhoods withia city have the same demographics as the whole city. A value of 1
would mean each group livexclusively in their own, separate neighborhood.

Table7-8. Thei | 6 or FkmdntraddeBay Afea

Fremont Bay Area
Index 2000 2010 2020 2020
Theil's H Multiracial 0.058 0.060 0.050 0.042

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 CeRsulis8tateg Data (Public Laxi/73)

Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of
Population and Housing, Table P4
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Bet ween 2010 and 2020, the Theil 0sindd, siggedtiagcthatt or r a
there i s now |l ess neighborhood | evel racial segr ec
for racial segregation in Fremont wasill higher than the average value for Bay Area jurisdictions,
indicating thamneighborhood level raciaegregation in Fremont isigherthan in the average Bay Area

jurisdiction
Figure 7-11. Thei |l 6s H I ndex Values for Raci al Segreg
Area Jurisdictions

All Racial Groups
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Source: Association of Bay @osarnments AFFH Data Report
Underlying Data Sources: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census State Redistricting Datal@ugblic Law 94
Summary File, 2020 Census of Population and Housing, Table P002; U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census of

Population and Housirahl€ P4

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1 Within the Bay Area, over the past decadisian/Pacific Islander and Latinx populations have
become more separated from other racial groupsile BlackandWhite populations are
becoming less garated. The emergence of suburban communities of color, like Fremont,
contributes to this segregation pattern.

1 Within the Bay Area, segregation remains tiighest betweeiBlackcommunities andVhite
communitiesThis is eflected in jurisdictions like Fremont, which have a sBlaltkpopulation
compared to the region.

1 Within Fremont, neighborhoodevel racial segregation is higher than the average Bay Area
jurisdiction. This is primarily driven by the isolation of Asiaaifc Islander residentBlack
Latinx, andVhite residents are less isolated Fremont than the average Bay Area jurisdictior
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Segregation by Income
Regional Patterns of Segregation by Income

Income segregation refers to the process of uneven sorting of households among neighborhoods by
income.Since the 1970s, the wage gap between the-liigbme jobs and the loweshcome jobs has
increased. The increase in the minimum wage has been smadbhecedto the increase in wages for high
demand jobs itechnology. This widened income gap has allowed-Wigdpe earners to effectively price

out lower-income earners fronmighopportunity, highlydesirable neighborhoogdsesulting in the creation

of exclusive communities of affluen€n the flip side of the spectrum, the loweBicome earners have

been relegated to areas with a high concentration of poverty and lack of opportunity.

Income segregatiois alsomaintained by the housing types available within a communlack of deed
restricted affordable housing within an affluent area most explicitly maintains a pattern of income
segregation. A lack of rental housing opportunites similarly create a high barrier to entry into an
affluent neighborhood. More recently, the connection between zoning for siagigy housing and
income segregation has come into the spotlight. Whetherdale or forrent, gpartment units and small

lot singlefamily homes may be more affordable by design for lommoderateincome families. Affluent
communities intending to maintain a high barrier to entry have zanatusively for singlamily housing

often withlarge minimum lot sizeéa exces®f a haacre. These policielsomaintain income segregation.

Within the Bay Area, tacts that have the greatest percentagkelow- and moderate income (LMI)
population arepredominantly located withi®®akland, San Francisco, South San Franciscaldsan
Redwood City, East Palo Alto, and Hayward. Rural areas with a higher LMI population include eastern
Marin County, WatsonvilleandGilroy.
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Figure 7-12. Low- or Moderate - Income Population by Census Tract in the Bay Area Region
» : v o b
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer; U.S. Census Bureau-2QIS Piitdset

As with racial segregation, income segregation can be numerically analyzed through tbk use
segregation indicesThe isolation ind ex indicates that low-income and moderaténcome
households have been relatively consistently likely to live in jurisdgtigth a mixture of income
groups. Compared to these groups, vdow income households live in jurisdictions with other very

low income households. Veitpw income households became more isolated from other income
groups in the Bay Area between 2010 ar@il8. Abovemoderate income households, however, are
most likely to live in jurisdictions with others in their income group. Abemederate household
jurisdictions became less segregated from other income groups between 2010 and 2015, although
they are stil the most isolated income group in the region.
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Table 18-9. Regional Income Segregation Data

Index Group 2010 2015
Isolation Index Very LowIncome (<50% AMI) 0.277 0.315
Regional Level Low-Income (50%480% AMI) 0.157 |0.154

Moderatelncome (80%120% AMI) 0.185 0.180

Above Moderateincome (>120% AMI) | 0.467 0.435
Dissimilarity Index Below 80% AMI vs. Above 80% AMI | 0.186 0.194
Regional Level Below 50% AMI vs. Above 120% AMI | 0.238 | 0.248
Theil's H All Income Groups 0.034 0.032

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report
Underlying data sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Comivieaity Survey 5
2011-2015 Lowand Moderatthcome Summary DathS. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
American Community Surv¥gér 20062010 Lowand Moderatthcome Summary Data.

The dissimilarity index similarly indicates tlvatry-low income groups and abovaoderate income

groups have the highest level of irtgroup separation between jurisdictionBhis matches national
trends in income inequality, which have seen a greater separation in the wages of the- langst
highest income earnersFi nal | vy, t he
segregated by income in the Bay Area region between 2010 and 28&3. h e i | 6 dorikcomen d e x
inequality (0.032 in 2015) is less than that for racial inequdty@97 in 2020),indicating that
jurisdictions are comparatively more segregated by race than by income.

Theil 6s

P*

i ndex

ndi

cat

The role that Fremont plays in regional income segregation can be understood through a comparison
between the income distribution within Fremont atite Bay Area as a whole. Fremont has a higher

proportion of abovemedian income population (68%) compared to the remainder of the Bay Area

(52%). Fremont also has a smaller population making under 80% of median income than the Bay Area
region. This diffeznce is particularly pronounced at the lowest income levels.

Figure 7-13. Income Demographics of Fremont Compared to All Bay Area

Jurisdictions
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Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Commuetyr 2002955 Lowand

Moderatdncome Summary Data; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Community Survey 5
Year 200010 Lowand Moderattncome Summary Data.
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Figure 7-14. Income Distribution in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area Region
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Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Stratec
(CHAS) ACS tabulation, 20037 release

Notesincome groups are based on HUD calculations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates the AMI fo
different metropolitan areas, and the nine county Bay Area includes the following metropolitan areas: Napa Metro
Area (Napa County), Oaklaneimont Metro Area (Alameda and Contra Costa Counties), San Francisco Metro Area
(Marin, San Francisco, andMsateo Counties), San RisenyvalBanta Clara Metro Area (Santa Clara County),

Santa Rosa Metro Area (Sonoma County), and-g&fle]d Metro Area (Solano County). The AMI levels in this

chart are based on the HUD metro area where this jurisdictiated. The data that is reported for the Bay Area is

not based on a regional AMI but instead refers to the regional total of households in an income group relative to the
AMI for the county where that household is located.

7-24



Income Segregation within Fremont

While Fremont has more moderateand highincome earners than average in the region, the city is not
exclusively affluentremont does not contain any neighborhoods with more than 75% LMI residents;
however, it does cordin tracts with a majority (50985%) of LMI residents.

Figure 7-15. Low- and Moderate - Income Tracts within Fremont
N\ “ r,_-.’
N 5
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer; U.S. Census Bureau 2C IMdthset

Tracts with a high percentage of LMI residents are primarily located along major arterial roadways within
the city such as Thornton Avenue, Fremont Boulevard, and Auto Mall Parkway. Neighborhoods with
majority-LMI tracts include Centerville, Central/Downam, Sundale, Irvington, and southern Grimmer.
Areas with majorityLMI tracts are mostly locate¢h the flatlands of the Citywithin neighborhoods
adjacent to transit stationsAreas with a small proportion of LMI residents are generally located east of
Mission Boulevard, within the Cameron Hills, Mission San Jose, and Vineyards/Avalon neighborhoods in
southeastern Fremont, and in Warm Springs/South Fremont.

The distribution of LMI households may also be explored through the housing typologies that ated
throughout the city. LMI households are more likely to live in rented units than ownershipg. Uil
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households may also be more likely to live in housing types that are affordable by design, including mobile
home parksand ADUs. Finally, while mioisMI households live in privat@market housing, the distribution
of deedrestricted affordable housing may also influence income segregation patterns.

The Central Fremont neighborhootias the greatest percentage of renteccupied housing units in

the City. Other neighborhoods with a large percentage of rental units include Centerville, Sundale,
and Irvington. The neighborhoods with the lowest percentage of reotsrupied housing units are
located within theCameron Hills, Mission San Jose, and VinefArdlon neighborhoodd hese are

also among the neighborhoods with the lowest LMI population.

Figure 7-16. Existing location of renter -occupied housing units.
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer; US Census Burez@dB0ACTS
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Mobile home parks are another housing typology that is typically more affordable to LMI households.
There are three mobile home parks in Fremont:

1 Southlake Mobile Home&states, Grimmer neighborhood, 331 units
1 Niles Canyon Mobile Estates, Niles neighborhood, 165 units (55+ community)
1 Besaro Mobile Home Park, Ardenwood neighborhood, 236 units

While other cities may experience a clustering or segregation of mobile homis, uhese three
existing mobile home parks in Fremont are separated geographically. The Soutidake home
parkis located within a tract that is 50%6% LMI, while the other two parks are in tracts that are
25%50% LMIMobile homes may provideralatively affordable housing option within mixattome
neighborhoods.

Figure 7-17. Existing locations of mobile home parks.

Source: Homeland Infrastructure FounbatiehData, 2018
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ADUs are another housing type that is more commoafjordable to LMI households. The average

rent of an ADU in Fremont was $1,750/month as of December 2021, which is less than the overall

median rent for Fremont of $2,219/monthDue to statewide liberalization of ADU laws beginning

in 2018, most ADUs araelatively new rental units constructed within the last five years. The
neighborhoods with the highest percentage of ADU development during this period were the
Cameron Hills and Mission San Jose neighborhoods. These neighborhoods both have a low overall
percentage of LMI households and a relatively low renter population. However, alsohbageng
typology of singldamily homes on large lots, which may be more conducive to constructing an ADU.
Highrincome residents in these neighborhoods may also haveeraccess to financial resources and
products to facilitate financing the cost of building an ADU. The prevalence of ADUs within these
neighborhoods indicates that ADUs may successfully create housing opportunities for LMI
households within highelncome @mmunities in the city.

Figure 7-18. Locations

of ADUs permitted between 2018 -present
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® Median ADU rentfrom staff survey of online ADU rental listings in December 2021. Median overall rent from
U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Surv¥gér Data 2014019.
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Finally, the distribution ofdeedrestricted affordable housinglevelopmentsmay contribute to
geographic separation between LMI and kiglome residentsExisting and proposed affordable
housing projects are distributed throughout the Citgut largelylocatedin areas with access to
transit. The transHoriented dewelopment areas of Central Fremont, South Fremont (Warm Springs
Innovation District), Irvington, and Centerville each contain between 475 and 600 units of deed
restricted affordable housing. There is relative parity in unit counts between trapkitareas

Among areas without strong access to transit, Mission San Jose contains the mosedtaied
affordable housing units (249) followed by Warm Springs (90). North Fremont (23 units) and Niles
(0) contain the least affordable units among residentieds of the City.

Figure 7-19. Existing location of deed -restricted affordable housing
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The spatial distribution of LMI households and housing typologies explains the geography of income
segregation in Fremont. A statistical analysis can explain the severity of income segregation between

different neighborhoods and the income levels most tiydanpacted. Analysis was completed using the
same indices previously described in this repdHeisolation ind ex indicatesthat the verylow income
population within Fremont is likely to live in a neighborhood with an enegresentative population of
other verylow income people. However, vefpw income residents of Fremont live with a lower
concentration of other venjlow income people than elsewhere in the Bay Area. Mevwy income
populations have become more segregated within Fremont since 201€héother side of the income
spectrum, abowenoderate income households in Fremont live in neighborhoods that are majority
comprised of abovenoderate income households. Aboweoderate income households are more
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segregated within Fremont than within tiigay Area as a whole, although the segregation of this group
has declined over time.

Table 7-10. Income Segregation Data within Fremont

Index Group Fremont Bay Area
2010 2015 | 2015
Isolation Index Very Lowlncome (<50% AMI) 0.169 0.214 | 0.269
Regional Level Low-Income (50%480% AMI) 0.143 | 0.129 | 0.145
Moderatelncome (8094.20% AMI) 0.204 0.213 | 0.183
Above Moderatelncome (>120% AMI) | 0.620 0.588 | 0.507
Dissimilarity Index Below 80% AMI vs. Above 80% AMI | 0.263 0.228 | 0.198
Regional Level Below 50% AMI vs. Above 120% AMI | 0.303 | 0.318 | 0.253
Theil's H All Income Groups 0.062 0.061 | 0.043

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report

Underlying data sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Comivieaity Survey 5
2011-2015 Lowand Moderatthcome Summary Data; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development,
American Community Surv¥gér 20062010 Lowand Moderaténhcome Summary Data.

Very-low income and lonincome groups are less isolated within Fremont than within other jurisdictions
in the Bay Area. Moderatiacome and abovenoderate income groups are more isolated within Fremont
than within other juisdictions in the Bay Area.

Figure 20. Income Group Isolation Index for Fremont vs. Other Bay Area Jurisdictions
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report
Underlying data source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban DevehepivemiCAmmunity Surv&iesr
2011-2015 Lowand Moderatthcome Summary Data

Thedissimilarity ind ex shows that segregation within the city is increasing on the extreme ends of the
income spectrum, while decreasing in the middle ranges of the incoewrgm. Income segregation at
any level is higher within Fremont than the Bay Area regional average
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Figure 7 -21. Income Group Dissimilarity Index for Fremont vs. Other Bay Area
Jurisdictions
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TheThei | 0s siygestntdae while segregation of certain groups may have decreased(i®
to 2015, overall income segregation in Fremont has remained consistent over time. Income segregation
within Fremont is higher than income segregation within the average Bay Area jurisdiction.

Figure 7-22.1 ncome Group Theil s Hs OtherlBaysAsea JursdictioRs e mo n t

All Income Groups
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Source: Association of Bay Area Governments AFFH Data Report
Underlying data source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, American Com#¥iaaity Survey 5
2011-2015 Lowand Moderatthcome Summary Data
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Overlaps of Income Segregation and Racial Segregation

Income segregation may also point underlying patterns of racial segregation due to disparities in income
between racial group These disparities in income are the results of policies that prevented people of
color from accumulating the same generational wealth and having the same access to opportithitg as
people. Racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty (R/ES}Ade areas that have been
systemically denied access to wedithilding through exclusionary and discriminatory policies against
communities of color. HUD defines RIECAPs as block groups that meet the following criteria:

Have a noAWhite population of ®% or more; and
Have 40% or more of the population living below the federal poverty line, or have a poverty rate
that is three times the average poverty rate in the metropolitan area (whichever is less)

T
1

Figure 7 -21. RIECAPs within the Bay Area Region
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viedmeerican Community Survey (ACS}ZQ(DGQDecenniaI Census (2010);
Brown Longitudinal Tract Database (LTDB) based on decennial census data, 1990, 2000 & 2010.
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Within Fremont, all but two block groups within the Cityave a honVhite population of 50% or more.
However, there are no block groups within Fremont that have more than 40% of the population living
below the Federal poverty line or three times the average poverty rate in the metropolitan area.
Resultantly, thee are no R/IECAPs in Fremont. The closest R/IECAPs to Fremont are located within
Hayward and San Jose.

The TCAC/HCD map of High Segregation and Poverty areas may alternatively be used to identify
R/ECAPs. Instead of a threshold for race, T @AC/HCD approach uses a location quotient for racial
segregation. The poverty threshold is 30 percent of the population living below the poverty line and the
location quotient is a measure of the concentration of race in a small area compared to a develty

The TCAC/HCD methodology similarly does not identify any R/ECAPs within Fremont. The closest
R/ECAP identified with this methodology is in San Jose.

The metric of racially concentrated areas of affluence (RCAAS) tell another side of the sameoktory
segregation as R/ECAPs. Scholars at the University of Minnesota Humphrey School of Public Affairs, who
coined this term, define RCAAs as census tracts meeting the following criteria:

9 80 percent or more of the population /hite
1 The median householddome is $125,000 or greater

There are no tracts within Fremont that are 808¢hite, so there are no areas of the City that meet the
traditional definition of a RCAA.

Income segregation within Fremont may still reflect the influence of racial discriomraatd segregation
despite the lack of communities of extreme poverty. Within Fremdanerican Indian/Alaska Native and
Blackresidents are overrepresented in the 686% AMI income bracket and underrepresented in the
upper income brackets. API residentg aver-represented in the abovAMI income bracket and under
represented in undeAMI bracketsThis indicates that patterns of segregation by income may also lead
to patterns of segregation by race, particularly between these communities.
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Figure 7 -23. Household Income Distribution by Race
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Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHA
ACS tabulation, 202817 release

Notes:Income groups are based on ldalBulations for Area Median Income (AMI). HUD calculates the AMI for different
metropolitan areas, and the nine county Bay Area includes the following metropolitan areas: Napa Metro Area (Napa
County), Oaklairdlemont Metro Area (Alameda and Contra@astéies), San Francisco Metro Area (Marin, San

Francisco, and San Mateo Counties), S8nrmpei®anta Clara Metro Area (Santa Clara County), Santa Rosa Metro

Area (Sonoma County), and \‘Blijfield Metro Area (Solano County). The AMI ligvelshart are based on the HUD

metro area where this jurisdiction is located.

For the purposes of this graph, the OHi spanic or Latin
Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity and may also be members ofchgyaap. All other racial categories on this graph represent

those who identify with that racial category and do not identify with Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity.

Policies Influencing Segregation by Income
Because Fremont is a higisource, highincome canmunity, policies that encourage the location of
affordable housing within the City can address regional patterns of income segregation. City policies that

encourage the placement of affordable housing within the most exclusive neighborhoods of thenCity ca
address internal patterns of income segregation.
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The foll owing pol i-2023dHsusifigiElementtericairade ithe gedepmzn df 5
affordable housing within the City:

Program 3.04B: Update Affordable Housing Ordinance.

Program 3.04G: Commercial Linkage Fee

Program 3.04: Deferral of Impact Fees

Program 4.038: Below Market Rate (BMR) Program

Program 5.02A: Support for NonProfit Affordable Housing Providers.

Program 5.08: Promote State and Regional Funding InitiativeswliaProvide Additional

Resources for Affordable Housing.

1 Program 7.04A: Review and Periodically Amend Zoning Ordinance and Other Planning
Documents as Needed to Reduce Constraints to Affordable Housing Production.

1 Program 7.04E: Review Impact Fee Structure.

=4 =4 =4 -8 -8 -9

The foll owing pr ogr-20284#ousing &lement hderes€ internaldpatter@sdflinreome
segregation by encouraging affordable housing opportunities within wealthier neighborhoods:

1 Program 3.08: Continue toEncourage Development of Second Units (ADUS)
1 Program 7.04A: Review and Periodically Amend Zoning Ordinance and Other Planning
Documents as Needed to Reduce Constraints to Affordable Housing Production.

The City also implements state housing laws thatoemage the creation of affordable housifidne City
strives to updates its local ordinances to reflect changes to state law. In cases where implementation is
delayed, the City follows the preceding state law when a conflict exists with the local ordiance.
summary of past implementation actions and identified implementation needs is provided below:

1 Density Bonus Law (Gov. Code, §65915).The Cityods Density Bonus O]
Chapter 18.165) is updated periodically to reflect changes in State DensitysBaw. A recent
change to State Density Bonus law, under AB 2345, modified the percentages of affordable units
required to qualify for a density bonus. This
Bonus Ordinance.

9 Housing Accountability Act ( Gov. Code, 8§ 65589.5). The City updated its Multifamily
Design Guidelines in 2018 to add more objective standards for developifieatCity needs to
further revise its Multifamily Design Guidelines apdiak its other designguidelines to ensure
that design rules are sufficiently objective to be consistent with the requirements ¢iAt#e

9 Excessive subdivision standards (Gov. Code, §65913.2). The Citydoes not impose
excessive subdivision standards on housing developmerggisoj

9 Limits on growth controls (Gov. Code, 8 65302.8). The City has not adopted a general
plan element to limit the number of housing units that may be constructed on an annual basis.

1 Housing Element Law (Gov. Code, 8§ 65583, esp. subds. (c)(5), (c)(10).) The City has
maintained a compliant housing element and annually submits a housing element annual progress
report to HCD to document housing element compliance. The City maintains a sufficient
inventory of vacant land that is zon&at residential use to reet housing needs for all income
categories as identified in the housiglgment, compliant witlisov. Code,§65913.1. The City
reports annually on housing element inventory sites approved for uses other than housing, as
required perNo-Net-Loss Law (GovCode, 8§ 65863
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1 Within the Bay Area, income segregation is highest between-legvyincome and above
moderate incomgurisdictions Fremont contributes to this patteriby having &igher
percentage of abovmoderate income households than the Bay Aregion.

1 Within Fremont, income segregation is significantly higher than income segregation within
average Bay Area jurisdiction. This pattern is primarily driven by the isolatioroderate and
abovemoderate households. Veilpw income and lowincome groups are less isolated within
Fremont than within other jurisdictions in the Bay Area.

1 Within Fremont,LMI households tend to live within transitiented neighborhoods that have
many rental housing units. Higlcome households live in neighborhoods further from transit
with a high percentage of own@rccupied dwellings. ADUand urban lot splitsnay provide
opportunities for LMI households to live in otherwise incomeclusiveneighborhoods.
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Segregation by Disability
Segregation by Disability in the Bay Area

People with disabilitiebave specialized housing needs that may result in their segregation from the
non-disabled populatianSegregation may occur due to demographics correlated to disability,
including lowincome and age, or due to disability itself through institutionalization.

Institutionalization refers to the practice of regimented, custodial care of people with disbifita
facility that isolates them from the broader community. Institution was a mainstream practice from
the 1800s through the 1970s. While the stated intention of institutionalization was to provide
rehabilitation and assistance to people with disaddj scholars critical of the practice suggest that
the facilities were primarily intended to incarcerate people who did not conform to social
expectations. Institutionalization undoubtedly resulted in disabled people being segregated from
society both plysically (in that institutions were often located outside of town centers) and through
social control (in that people were prohibited from leaving the institutions).

Due to the work of disabled activists with the independent living movement, residential institutions
are no longer considered a standard of care for people with disabilities. Instead, care is preferably
provided in an independent living environment wheemantslive without supervision from their
landlord Many people with disabilities also live with their parents or families.

Despite the gains of the independent living movement, people with disabilities may still experience
segregationTracts with largepercentage of disabled individuals in some cases correspond to age
restricted retirement communities, where seniors may choose to live within seaidy
developments. In other cases, segregation of disabled individuals may occur when assisted living or
institutional facilities are constructed in areas separated from other residential neighborhoods.
Alternatively, disabled individuals whose primary source of income comes from Social Security
Disability Insurance (SSDI) and/or Supplemental Security Inc68 (hay experience segregation

due to their verylow incomes or due to discrimination against their disability or source of income.
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Figure 7-27. Percent Disabled By Census Tract In The Bay Area Region
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer, US Census Bureau 20892015
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Fremont has a lower percentage of disabtedidentsthan Alameda County and the Bay Area region.

Figure 7 -28. Population with a Disability in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area

100.0%-

90.0%
80.0%
70.0%-
60.0%
50.0%
40.0%

population

30.0%-
20.0%-

Percent of Non -institutionalized

10.0%

0.0% -

Fremont Alameda County Bay Area

m No disability = With a disability

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Communityy@an@gata (2013019), Table B18101
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Segregation by Disability within Fremont

As discussed ifurther detail within the Housing Needs Assessment report, approximatedo of
people in Fremont have a disability of any kifilde most common types of disabilities are
ambulatory difficulties and independent living difficulties. These are the most@omlisabilities
within the senior population, indicating that the prevalence of these disabilities may be driven by
the fact that Fremont is an aging community.

Figure 7-24. Disability by Type in Fremont
B, 000D === olooooioeeeoooosooeeeoooo
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Comurueyitgr®ar Data (201:3019), Table B18102, Table B18103,

Table B18104, Table B18105, Table B18106, Table B18107.

Notes: These disabilities are counted separately and are not mutually exclusive, as an individual may report more tha
one disability. Thesmunts should not be summed.
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Figure 7-25. Disability by Type & Seniors (65 and older)
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Communityy@aneatd§20152019), Table B18102, Table B18103,

Table B18104, Table B18105, Table B18106, Table B18107.

Notes: These disabilities are counted separately and are not mutually exclusive, as an individual may report more tha
one disability. These counts shoulz rsomned

In Fremont, the senior population has a higher percentag&bite people (35%) compared to the
general population (21%). Likely due to the higher frequency of disability among elderly residents,
the overall population with disabilities in Frent also tends to have a higher percentagaidite
people than the general populatioBlackand Native American individuals are also overrepresented
in the disabled population.
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Figure 7-26. Disability by Race in Fremont
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One additional subset of the disabled population also has a strong correlation with age in Fiemont

those with developmental disabiliti€cso mpar ed t o Fr emont 6s Ilessthanal | p o
25%o0f the population is under the age of 18, almost half of people with developmental disabilities

are under 18. This may indicate that people with developmental disabilities may leave Fremont as

they age, potentially due to lack of suitable housing ostio

Table 7-11. Population with Developmental Disabilities by Age
Age Group Value
Age 18+ 790
Age Under 18 | 753

Source: California Department of Developmental Services, Consumer Count by California ZIP Code and Age Group

(2020)

Notes: The California Department of Developmental Services is responsible for overseeing the coordination and

delivery of services to more than 330,000 Californians with developmental disabilities including cerebral palsy,

intellectual disability, Dowrdsyme, autism, epilepsy, and related conditions. The California Department of

Developmental Services provides ZIP code level counts. To getquakdgttroates, ZIP code counts were

crosswalked to jurisdictions using census block populativomdiatsus 2010 SF1 to determine the share of a

ZIP code to assign to a given jurisdiction.

Most people with developmental disabilities in Fremont live with a parent, family member, or
guardian. While this is certainly influenced by the proportion afdrien within this population, it
also indicates the success of the movement to reduce institutionalization.
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Table 7-12. Population with Developmental Disabilities by Residence

Residence Type Value
Home of Parent/Family/Guardian| 1,206
Community Care Facility 160
Independent/Supported Living 138
Intermediate Care Facility 30
Other 10
Foster/Family Home 10

Source: California Department of Developmental Services, Consumer Count by CalifarrdaRésideode

Type (2020)

Notes: The California Department of Developmental Services is responsible for overseeing the coordination and
delivery of services to more than 330,000 Californians with developmental disabilities including cerebral palsy,
intelletual disability, Down syndrome, autism, epilepsy, and related conditions. The California Department of
Developmental Services provides ZIP code level counts. To getquakdatimoates, ZIP code counts were
crosswalked to jurisdictions usingsbltck population counts from Census 2010 SF1 to determine the share of a
ZIP code to assign to a given jurisdiction.

For disabled people living in a residence, a key consideration is the accessibility of those housing units.
Units built prior to 1989 were not required to be accessible to persons with disabilities
Approxi mately 80% of Fremont ds housing stock wa
not subject to any accessibility requiremenss.total of 15,341 units are threfore potentially
accessible based on their date of construction. However, buildings with three or fewer units are
exempt from accessibility requirements. Appr oxi
multifamily construction with five or morenits. Therefore, an estimate of units in Fremont subject

to accessibility requirements would be 3,835 units. Assuming 10% of units in these structures are
code-compliant accessible units, there would be 384 accessible units within Fremont. Importantly,

this estimate would not include units that homeowners voluntarily made accessible to serve their

own needs.

Figure 7-27. Age of Housing Stock in Fremont
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The amount of disabled people living at home may also contribute to the lack of a clear pattern of
segregation by disability in Fremont, as homes are more likely to be randomly distributed than care
facilitiesIn 2014 seven tractsvithin Fremont hadetween 10% and 20% of residents with a disability.
These tracts were located within the North Fremont, Central/Downtown, 28 Palms, Irvington, and
Blacow neighborhoods. As of 2019, however, there are only three tracts that have between 10% and
20% of residentsvith a disability, located within the neighborhoodfNiles, Irvington, and Sundale.
Only one tract (in Irvingtoh had a disabledopulation greater than 10% across both samples.

Figure 7-28. Percentage of People with a Dlsablllty in Fremont, by Tract

4'/\‘
"/
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B >40% [ 30%40% [] 20%30% [ ] 10%20% []<10%
Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer, US Census Bureau 20892015

The prevalence of people with disabilities across the City does not indicate a clear pattern of
geographic segregation by disability. Tracts with a higher percentage of disabled petue
higherincome tracts (Sundale and Niles) and lovirecome tracts (Irvington). These tracts are also

a mix of majorityWhite tracts (Niles) and majoritAsian tracts (Sundale and Irvington). Regional
patterns limiting access to highe#rcome commuriies like Fremont for those with disabilities likely
play a more influential role in explaining patterns of segregation by disability in the community. This
is evidenced by the low overall percentages of people with a disability in Fremont.

Policies Influ encing Segregation by Disability

The Ci t-3083sHouifglEERMent contaipolicies to encourage the development of new
housing accessible to people with disabilities sugport the retrofit of existing housing to meet
the needs of people with disdibies:

1 Program 2.04C: Continue to Implement Universal Design Ordinance.
1 Program 4.01D: Implementation of Reasonable Accommodations Ordinance.
1 Program 4.028: Accessibility Improvements to Existing Housing
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SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

Within the Bay AreaFremont has a lower percentage of disabled residents than the region.
Within Fremont, there is no clear indication of geographic segregation of those with disabili
Many people with disabilities live with their family in privatenles.

Within Fremont, there are fewer accessible units than disabled people. Using a conservati\
estimate that 10%f multi-family homes constructed after 1990 are accessible, there would |
384 accessible units for over 16,000 disabled people in Fremont.

As discussed in the Fair Housing Analysis, people with disalilitegsface housing
discrimination in Fremont and the Bay Area. Reducing the prevalence of discrimination is k
ensuring that people with disabilities have access to opportunity initgus
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Segregation by Household Characteristics
Regional Patterns of Segregation by Household Characteristics

Household type is defined by the number of people and type of familySedtegation patterns based on
householdcharacteristicsare influenced by the availability of different unit sizes and the affordability of
those units. Singlperson households areeliant on a single income and do not require as much space,
meaning that they may be best served by smaller units. Large households may have multiple incomes but
require more space to prevent overcrowding. Singlaent households, and particularly sagarent
households headed by a womamay need units that are both affordable and larger in area.

Segregation by household type may also odug to discrimination in the housing market against a certain
type of householdAs discussed in the Fair Hang Analysis section, discrimination typically occurs against
households with childrerffemaleheaded householdsy LGBTQ households

A predominant trend in household type and familial status across the Bay Area is the limited distribution

of singleperson households outside of major urban centers. Sipgison households are concentrated
within San Francisco, Oakland, and San Jose.
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Figure 7 -30. Percentage of Single -Person Houseﬁolds in the Bay Area Region
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Consistent with this broader patterrEremont has a small percentage of sisggeson households (14%)
compared to the region (25%and a larger percentage dfiree or four person households (48%)
compared to the region (33%). The proportion of twmerson households is slightly below the regional
proportion, while the number of five or more person households is even with the regomesponding

with the larger number of three or four person households, Fremont also has a larger percentage of
households with children under the age of 18 (44%) than the region (32%)
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Figure 7 -31. Household Size in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay  Area
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Figure 7 -32. Households with Children in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area
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Large families are generally served by housing units with 3 or more bedrooms, of which there are 49,038
units in Fremont. Among these large units with 3 or more bedrooms, 18.6% are easwipied and
81.4% are renter occupie@mall households are typically served by studios orlmdroom units. There

are only 1,761 studios in Fremont and 8,628 dmeglroom homes. Approximately 91.3% of these are
renter-occupied and 8.7% are owneccupied.

Figure 7 -33. Housing Tenure by Number of Bedrooms
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Communityy San2gt& (2013019), Table B25042

Fremont has more 3 to bedroom houses than it has8person households. There are more 5+ person
bedroomhouses than there are 5+ bedroom households, indicating that larger families with greater than
five people may have difficulty finding units to accommodate their families. There are also mere one
person households than studio ordedroom units. When condering that some tweperson households

may be couples who also may prefer a doetiroom unit, the shortage of smaller units appears particularly
acute. There are 31,164 households potentially in need of abaaieoom unit and only 8,628 of those
units avdable.

Table 7-13. Household Size and Unit Size Comparison

Household Size Number Unit Size Number

1-Person 10759 0-or 1- 10389
Bedroom

2-Person 20405 2-Bedroom 16260

3-4-Person 36125 3-or 4- 45207
Bedroom

5+ Person 8398 5+ Bedroom 3831

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Communityy San2gt& (2013019), Table B25042
The lack of smalize homes may explain the lack of siqggeson households in Fremont.

Fremont has a higher percentage of marr@miple family households théime Bay Area region. Fremont
has fewer femalbaeaded households and ndéemily households than the regiofemaleheaded
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households experience disproportionate housing difficulties due to the compounding challenges of being
a singldncome household givethe systemic underpayment of women in the workforce. The low
percentage of these households living within Fremont compared to the region may indicate that they are
priced out of the community.

Figure 7 -34. Household Type in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area (2015  -2019
ACS)
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Segregation by Household Type within Fremont

Given that Fremont has a small population of special household types, such as-lieaugd
households and singleeaded households, it is difficult to compare the geographic distribution of
these groups within the city as they represent less than 10%@fpopulation within most census
tracts. Regional patterns of segregation that limit housing choices and affordability within Fremont
for these groups play the largest role in explaining patterns of segregation by household type.

Policies Influencing Segr egation by Household Type

Policies in the 2012023 Housing Elememincourage the production of both small and large units in
order to facilitate housing opportunities for households of all sizes.

1 Program 3.03C: Continue to Encourage Development of Affordable Family and Larger Sized
Units.

1 Program 3.0D: Explore Incenves to Encourage Development of Smaller, More Efficient
Units for SinglePerson and Small Households.
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The housing element also contains policies to support the development of more affordable housing
opportunities, which may create housing opportunitiesaddress the challenges faced by female

headed family households. Policies to support the creation of more affordable housing units are

di scussed within the 0Segregation by I ncomeod cheée

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1 Within the Bay Areasmall househoklprimarily live within urban centers such as San Francis
Oakland, and San Jose. Consistent with this pattern, Fremont has a relatively low percente
singleperson households compared to the region. This may be in part due to the low numb
of studb and onebedroom units within the community.

1 Within the Bay Area, married family households primarily live in suburban communities.
Consistent with this pattern, Fremont has a relatively large percentage of married family
households, and particularly mard-family households with children, compared to the region.

1 There are not enough singlgerson or femaléheaded households within Fremont to establish
independent patterns of geographic segregation within the City. Segregasargtdperson
households likely matches geographic patterns of rental housing locations. Segregation of
femaleheaded households likely follows patterns of income segregation within the commur
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Disparities in Access to Opportunity

Access to opportunity is a concept to approximate pldigsed characteristics linked to critical life
outcomes. Access to opportunity oftentimes means both improving the quality of life for residents-of low
income communities, as well as supipy mobility and access to high resource neighborhoodss Th
sectionexamina access to opportunity related to education, employment, and a healthy environment
and compares it to the geographic patterns of segregation previously discussed.

In February2017, the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and the California
Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) convened a group of independ&search organization®

create an opportunity map to identifyfo hi g h o p preas The éentifggd @Greas wouldndicate
neighborhoodsn every region of the state whose characteristics have been shown by research to support
positive economic, educational, and health outcomes forilmseme familiesand particularly for children.

This section drawsignificantly from that research, which is cited as @21 California Tax Credit
Allocation Committee (TCAC) Opportunity MapMore information regarding the research is available
onl i ne t hr ou theribgGndBelongire Instittd. s

Access to Educational Opportunity

Within a regional context, Fremont is a community of educational opportunity. All areas of Fremont score
as having positive educational outcomes, with mostthef community within the highest positive
outcomes. The positive educational outcomes in Fremont are contrasted by less positive educational
outcomes in nearby jurisdictions with R/ECAPSs, including Oakland, Hayward, and San Jose.
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https://belonging.berkeley.edu/2021-tcac-opportunity-map

Figure 7 -35. Educationa | Opportunity Score by Census Tract in the Bay Area Region
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SourceiCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@Alifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@@@daCiunity Map
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Figure 7-36. TCAC Edutionl Opportunity Score by Census Tract within Fremont
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Source: HCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2021 California Tax Credit Allocation Comndgeo(iOALCMap

Areas of lesgpositive educational opportunity within Fremont do not correspond to a concentration of
any racial group. Both majorityhite and majorityAsian tracts are represented in lesgll-performing
schools. Many tracts identified with legssitive educational opportunities are also those with a higher
percentage of LMI population. One of three tracts with a more sizable disabledatmpuis included as

a lesspositiveopportunity school tract, and the other two are within highespportunity tracts. Lastly,
the one tract within Fremont with more than 10% of families with a female {oédmbusehold is also one
of the tracts with lesgositive educational outcomes.

Access to Economic/Employment Opportunity
Within the Bay Area region, Fremont is a net importer of lowiecome workers and a net exporter of
higherincome workers. Fremont has more higiicome residents than higtayinggbs, and more low

wage jobs than lovwage residents. This discrepancy appears to be most pronounced in the middle
income brackets ($25,000 to $75,000 a year).
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Figure 37. Workers by Earnings, Place of Residence vs. Place of Employment
4
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Source: U.S. Ces8ureau, American Community Suregr bata 2012019, B08119, B08519

Figure 7-38. JobsWorker Ratio in Fremont
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Efopkstesld Dynamics, Workplace Area Characteristics (WAC)
files (JobdResidence Area Characteristics (RAC) files (Employed Resiezii8), 2010

This same trend is also shown in a disaggregation of thevjolker ratio, which compares job counts by
wage group from counts by place of work relative to counts by place ofleesie While the jobsworker
ratio has been increasing across all groups prior to 2017, there is a greater imbalancevedgeigbbs to
mid-wage residents (wages $1,2$8,333 a month).
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Figure 7 -39. Jobs vs. JobHolders in Fremont
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NotesThe source data is at the census block level. These are crosswalked to jurisdictions and summarized.
For both charteidustry gr@ings are as follows: NAICS 1::Aficulture & Natural Resources; 71, 72, 81

>Arts, Recreation & Other ServicesCaBstruction; 52, &Financial & Leasingz¥9@overnment; 61, 62

>Health & Educational Services:|Bfiormation; 333, 42>Manufacting & Wholesale; 54, 55,-56

>Professional & Managerial Servicd&-ARetail; 22, 489->Transportation & Utilities
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The types of jobs available within the City impact the likely wage earnings of empldyees. are
significantly more manufacturing o43,793 in 2018) within Fremont than residents who work in this
industry (22,092 in 2018). There are also significantly more residents who work in Information (8,853 in
2018) than jobs in information in the jurisdictions (1,652 in 2018). There are nesieents who work in
Agriculture, Construction, Financial Services, Government, and Professional/Managerial Services than
there are jobs within those industries in Fremont, although by smaller margins.

There is significanteconomic opportunity within Freant. Fremont has a high job®usehold ratio
compared to Alameda County and the Bay Area, indicating that there are more jobs within the jurisdiction
than there are housing units. As of 2018, there were approximately 1.64 jobs in Fremont for every
househatl. The fast rate of growth of this ratio in Fremont indicates that jobs are being created faster
than housing units.

Figure 7 -40. JobsHousehold Ratio
LT mmmmm oo
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal Efopkstesld Dynamics, Workplace Area Characf@ris@gs

files (Jobs), 20@P18; California Department of FinanrBéHeuseholds

Notes:The data is tabulated by place of work, regardless of where a worker lives. The source data is provided &
the census block level. These are crosdwglkiesdlictions and summarized.

-The ratio compares place of work wage and salary jobs with households, or occupied housing units.

-A similar measure is the ratio of jobs to housing units. Howevenpilse fuitd ratio serves to compare the

number bjobs in a jurisdiction to the number of housing units that are actually occupied. The difference betweer
a jurisdiction's jebsusing ratio and jgisusehold ratio will be most pronounced in jurisdictions with high

vacancy rates, a high rate of uséd tor seasonal use, or a high rate of units usectasrsherttals.
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Additionally, Fremont has consistently had a lower unemployment rate compared to Alameda County and
the Bay Area. This trend is most noticeable during economic downturns

Figure 7-41. Unemployment Rate in Fremont, Alameda County, and Bay Area
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Source: California Employment Development Department, Local Area Unemployment Statistics (LAUS), Sub
county areas monthly updates, 2001.

Notes:Unemployment rates for thegiict®n level is derived from laygegraphy estimates. This method

assumes that the rates of change in employment and unemployment are exactly the sareuntgach sub

area as at the county level. If this assumption is not true for a sjpeaifig avda, then the estimates for

that area may not be representative of the current economic conditions. Since this assumption is untested,
caution should be employed when using these data.

-Only not seasonatjjusted labor force (unemployment ratesdreéatieveloped for cities and CDPs.

7-58



However, Fremont s | ow unempl oy mapproximatelyt8& ofdhee s no't
population with a disability was unemployed, compared to 3% of thedisabled population.

Figure 7 -42. Workforce Participation in Fremont (2020)
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Communityy Sani2sté (2013019), Table C18120

Notes: The census considers individuals to not be in the labor force if they are not employed and are either not
availdle to take job or are not looking for one. This category typically includes discouraged workers, students,
retired workers, stathome parents, and seasonal workers in an off season who are not looking for work.

When compared to the region, Fremont has moderate to high economic opportunity. Regionally, areas

with high economic opportunity include northern San Francisco, Berkeley, north Oakland, and the
southern San Franci sco Pe hlowesescdnanic ppp@tunityiincladatheval | ey
North Bay Area, southeast Oakland, and east San Jose, as well as rural areas outside of the urban core of

the Bay Area.
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SourceHiCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@Alifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@@@da€iunity Map
Regionally, urbanized areas of low economic opportunity correspond to areas of high segregation and

poverty. Areas of low economic opportunity tend to have higher proportion8tzckand Latinx
residents and higher proportions of LMI residents.
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Figure 7 -44. TCAC Economic Opportunity Score by Census Tract within Fremont
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SourcadCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@lifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@Q@daciunity Map

Within Fremont, aeas with the highest amount of economic opportunity are locate@auth Fremont.
Other areas of more positive economic opportunity include Ardenwood, Mission San Jose, the Mission
Boulevard corridor, and areas in proximity to Fremont BART. Areas of lower economic opportunity
include much of suburban, central Fremont.

While areas of higher economic opportunity are in the Asiaajority, highetincome neighborhoods in
South Fremont, areas of low economic opportunity do not correspond to a concentration of any racial
group. Many tracts identified with less economic oppaities are also those with a higher percentage of
LMI population. All three tracts with a more sizable disabled population are considered lower economic
opportunity tracts. The one tract within Fremont with more than 10% of families with a femaledfead
household is one of the tracts with positive economic outcomes.

One factor that does not appear to have a significant effect on economic opportunity within Fremont is
the proximity of jobs. The areas c| ddigrist$intheo j obs
Ardenwood and Bayside Industrial neighborhoods. Other than the Warm Springs Innovation District,
these areas do not typically have large quantities of housing. The remainder of the City has poor proximity

to jobs. Areas in South and NdrtFremont with the highest amount of economic opportunity are also

the furthest from employment. Areas with a slightly higher proximity to jobs are located within south

central Fremont. These areas are typically correlated with areas of lower economiatopgyg within
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the City, indicating that the nearby jobs are not necessarily-bigility jobs that provide economic
advancement.

Figure 7 -45. JobsProximx in Frent
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Source: HCD AFFH Daewér; Longitudinal Empléiersehold Dynamics (LEHD) data, 2014.

Access to Transportation

Regionally, Fremont has quality access to transit. The vast majotitg @ity is located within a hathile

walking distance to a major transit corridéMosto f Fr emont 6s maj or transit s
located within communities that are majorifysian, which is reflective of the overall demographics of the

City. Most transit stops and corridors are located within neighborhoods with a higher percentddédlo

population. Tracts with a higher proportion of people with disabilities are not located closer or further

from transportation options than other populations in the City.

6 Based on analysis conducted by the City of Fremont Planning Division.
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Figure 7 -46. Access to Transportation by Geographic Patterns of Protected Gr oups
Transit -Oriented Development Areas
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Source: Refer to detailed grephiger in the analysis doderlying data on basaps. Areas within a halfe of a major
transit stop identified by @i¢y of Fremont Planning Division.

Access to Environmental Opportunity

Regionally, environmental opportunity generally corresponds to areas that are located away from freeways
and industrial poinsources of pollution. Figuré46 shows an environmental opportunity score by census
tract within the Bay Area.
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Figure 7 -47. TCAC Environmental Opportunity Score by Census Tract in the Bay Area
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SourceiCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@2lifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@@@dCiunity Map

Areas of high environmental opportunity are generally located on the west side of San Francisco, within
coastal Marin County, in the greater Santa Cruz asga| within the East Bay Hills. Significant portions of
Fremont, particularly within Niles and Central Fremont, have positive environmental outcomes. Areas of
lower environmental opportunity correspond to heavily urbanized areas within the urban core &ahe

Area as well as more rural communities surrounding Livermore, San Jose, and Gilroy. Areas of South
Fremont with a high concentration of industrial uses have less positive environmental outcomes.

Within Fremont, there is a significant gradient of &&sé environmental opportunity. Areas closest to
the industrial districts,-880, and4680 freeways have the most negative environmental outcomes. As one
moves further from industrial areas and major regional transportation corriJoenvironmental
opportunity improves. Niles, Downtown/Central Fremont, and Brookvale have the highest environmental
outcomes in the City.
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Figure 7 -48. TCAC Environmental Opportunity Score by Census Tract in Fremont (2021)
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SourcedCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@Alifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@Q@aCiunity Map

Within Fremont, environmental opportunity does not appear to be strongly correlated to race or income.
Areas with low economic opportunity includé/hite-majority and Asiaimajority neighborhoods. Many
areas with high environmental opportunity have a largdil population, particularly within the
Central/Downtown neighborhoods. Tracts with a higher percentage of people with disabilities tend to
have higher environmental opportunity.

Another tool used to assess environmental opportunity is CalEnviroScielitch is a mapping tool
produced by the state Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment that identifies California
communities that are most affected by many sources of pollution, and where people are often especially
vul nerabl e t das. @QatEhvirosdreero utilkzes erwifofimemal, health, and socioeconomic
information to produce scores for every census tract in the state. Due to the variety of factors that it
analyzes, CalEnviroScreen is a more comprehensive metric of environmental aptyortu

Like the TCAC opportunity map, areas with higher concentrations of poverty and higher environmental
burden, including southeast Oakland, Richmond, Vallejo, and Stockton, have the lowest CalEnviroScreen
scores. However, regional patterns in high ammental quality are different on the CalEnviroScreen

map than the TCAC opportunity map. CalEnviroScreen shows universally higher environmental quality
within communities closer to the coast of the Pacific Ocean and within rural communities in the Santa
Cruz Mountains and East Bay Hills. Similarly, Fremont ranks higher in environmental quality on the
CalEnviroScreen index than the TCAC index. Given the emphasis on socioeconomic and environmental
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factors in the CalEnviroScreen score, these higher valugsinaicate that socioeconomic opportunity
can improve environmental health outcomes in higilmeome communities.

Highestburden_ Lowest burden

SourceCalEnviroScreen,4-@bruary 2021

The CalEnviroScreen data for Fremont is shown in Figet8. Similar to the TCAC map, this map shows

how environmental quality increases from west (lowest) to east (highest). Once again, however, the impact
of socioecommmic factors on the CalEnviroScreen score is clearly evident. Areas of South Fremont with a
high concentration of abovemoderate households rank more positively on CalEnviroScreen than in the
TCAC metric, which indicated they had low environmental quaktgas of Central/Downtown Fremont

that scored high on the TCAC environmental opportunity metric score lower on CalEnviroScreen when
socioeconomic factors are considered.
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rcentile within Fremont

Figure 7 -50. Cal Enyi\[oScreen 4.0 Pe
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SourceCalEnviroScreen,4@bruary 2021

Overall Access to Opportunity

In addition to the disaggregated scores discussed so far in this section, TCAC also publishes a composite
score that examines overall access to opportunityghestresource areas within the region are located

on the west side of San Francisco, southermiM&ounty, the San Francisco Peninsula, the Oakland hills,
and TriValley area. Portions of northeastern Fremont are also considered higbsstirce areas.
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The lowest resource areas largely overlap or are adjacent to the previalistyissed R/ECAPs. There
are no low or lowest- resource ar@s in Fremont.
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Figure 7 -52. TCAC Opportunity Score by Census Tract in Fremont
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Soure:HCD AFFH Data Viewer; 2@2lifornia Tax Credit Allocation Committee (@@g#dCiunity Map

Areas with moderate opportunity include Centerville, 28 Palms, Blacow, and the Bayside Industrial area.

Areas with the highest resources include BrookvalekRamt, Cherry/Guardino, Kimber, Cameron Hills,

Mission San Jose, Vineyards/Avalon, Weibel, and Warm Springs. All other areas of the City are considered

High Resource.

Compared to Fr emon t\Whi#e residentg ave nibee likplyptp livd iréghest oesource

areas and less likely to live in modera&source areas than their overall population share would indicate.

Asian residents and Native American residents are more likely to live in modezatrirce areas than
their overall population sharwould indicate. The distribution of Hispanic aBthckresidents roughly
mirrors their overall population share.
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Figure 7 -53. Access to High and Highest Opportunity Areas by Race in Fremont
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Source: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC)/California Housing and Community Development
(HCD), Opportunity Maps (2020); U.S. Census Bureau, American Commb#figas aty (2013019),

Table B03002

NotesFor t he purposes of this graph, the OHispanic
as having Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity and may also be members of any racial group. All otbeesamml categ

this graph represent those who identify with that racial category and do not identify with Hispanic/Latinx
ethnicity.

-TCAC and HCD created the Opportunity Map using reliable and publicly available data sources to identify area
in the state whosbaracteristics have been shown by research to support positive economic, educational, and
health outcomes for fmewome families and their children. The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map uses 21 indicators

to calculate opportunity index scores for censua gactsregion in California. For more information on these
indicators, see the Opportunity Map methodology document.

-The TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map categorizes census tracts into five groups based on opportunity index scores
Before an area receives arodppity index score, census tracts are filtered into the High Segregation & Poverty
category. The filter identifies census tracts identify tracts where at least 30% of population is below the federal
poverty line and there is a disproportionate shavsetidids of color. After filtering out High Segregation and
Poverty areas, the TCAC/HCD Opportunity Map allocates the 20% of tracts in each region with the highest
relative opportunity index scores to the Highest Resource designation and the mex{igi%Résdurce

designation. The remainingfiltered tracts are then evenly divided into Low Resource and Moderate Resource
categories.

-HRA data is available at the census tract level. Staff aggregated tracts up to jurisdiction level using census 201
population weights, assigning a tract to jurisdiction in proportion to block level population weights.
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When compared to income distributions, the highessource neighborhoods also tend to be those

with the lowest LMI populations. However, certain madte-income neighborhoods, such as in the
Warm Springs Innovation District, have a low percentage of LMI residents. All three tracts with higher
proportions of people with disabilities are located within Righ highestresource tracts. Finally, the

singé tract with over 10% of femalkeaded households is a moderagsource tract.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

1 Within the Bay AreaFremont is a higlhesource communityThere are no low or lowest-
resource areas in Fremont-r e mo n t-qhaity dchogldthriving industries, and health
environmental conditions mean that lemecome residents who live in Fremont have better |i
outcomes than in other places in the Bay Area.

1 Within Fremont, access to highestsource neighborhoods is affected primarilyrbge and
income.White residents are disproportionately likely to live in higit highestresource areas.
The highest resource areas are also those with the highest median incomes and lowest
proportion of the LMI population.
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Dispatrities in Disproportionate Housing Needs

Within the community, residents face challenges with finding safe, adequate, and affordable housing. These
challenges disparately impact people of color and people with lower incomes. This chapter analyzes
speific situations of disproportionate housing need, including homelessness, rental tenure, cost burden,
and overcrowding, and its prevalence within different protected classes in the community.

Homelessness

Homelessness remains an urgent challenge in rmammunities across the state, reflecting a range of
social, economic, and psychological factors. Rising housing costs result in increased risks of community
members experiencing homelessness. As further discussed in the Housing Needs Assessment report,
homelessness is disproportionately experienced by people of color and people with disabilities.

Figure 7 -54. Homelessness by Household Type and Shelter Status, Alameda County

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Developmetaitidym of Care (CoC) Homeless

Populations and Subpopulations Reports (2019)

Notes: This data is based on+giiine (PIT) information provided to HUD by CoCs in the application for CoC
Homeless Assistance Programs. The PIT Count provides hettematd @frel unsheltered homeless persons

on a single night during the last ten days in January. Each Bay Area county is its own CoC, and so the data for
this table is provided at the colavisi

Blackresidents of the Bay Area are disproportionately imsfed by homelessness. In Alameda County,
Blackor African American (Hispanic and Nddispanic) residents represent the largest proportion of
residents experiencing homelessness and account for 47.3% of the homeless population, while making up
10.6% of theoverall population.
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